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1887,  chap.  473,  8  10.    Htoneham  water  supply.  6U> 
ctiap.  522.    Appointment  of  guardian  ad 

1898,  chap.  168.    Befusario 'supply  water  in 

certain  cases,  unlawful 669 

Revised  Statutes. 

Chap.  69,  6 IL   Bstates  of  persons  deceased 500 

General  Statutes. 

Chap.  100,  8 14.    Trust 500 

109,822.    Guardian 600 

Public  Statutes. 
Chap.  61, 8 16.    Right  of  gas  company  to  stop 
gas  on  failure  of  consumer  to 

pay 669 

120,8  a    Estate  at  will 660 

127,821.    Omission  in  wUl 108 

824.  Will 196 

825.  Will 193 

141,8  20.    Trust 600 

208,88  87,  4L    Larceny 480 
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Oonitituiion. 

ArtULfil   Navimblestreamt....^ m 

Bowel^sStaiutei. 

Vol.l«fi  486.   Bridirloir  naylfniblestreaiiia....    AST 
(  4Zn,   Mem  Den  of  UIc  Inauranoe  oom- 

paDieB 

t.»8S4S.    DIvoroe 

(  ftiflS.    Property  of  married  woman 

82U7.    Action  by  or  against  married 

woman 

TCSa.   Property  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale 

Minnesota. 

StatvteB, 

VBPf!,  ebaik.  10.   Daty  of  common  carrier 

1886,  chap.  9U  S  8  (A).   Duty  of  common  car- 
liera 

General  Statutee,  1894, 

Chap.  66,  9  6181.    Form  of  aotion 

S219Q.    Protection  of  ffame ^ 

2177.    Seizure  of  game  illegally  in  poeses- 


4S4 

750 
760 

760 

160 


800 
800 


864 

760 


■Ion. 


6»7R. 
tOTOL 


Special  LatCM. 
1880,  chap.  82Si.   LaCroase  wairon  road 

MIssiasippL 

Cods. 

Aotion  by  executors 

Action  for  trespaM  to  person  of  de- 
cedent  

S386L    Reward  for  arrest  of  fleeing  homicides 

MissonrL 

(hnetitution,  187S, 

Art.  S,  S 16.   Betroepectlve    legislation   pro- 
hibited   

4,  fi  46L    Grants  of  public  money  prohib- 
ited.  

10,6  8.    Uniform  taxation  for  public  pur- 


6  4. 

11,  f  L 

6  & 
6. 


Tazlmr  property 

E»tablisnment    of  free    public 

fichools 

State  Unlverflty 

Public  school  fund 

Statutei. 

ina.  March  28L    Construction  of  railroads 

1686,  March  18,  p.  104.    Uniform  policy  of  in- 
surance  

April  1.  Bndowment  of  State  University, 

etc ^ 

1867,  March  17.   Amendatory  act;  endowment 
of  Stale  University 

Revised  Statutes,  79. 

16887.   Fbrest  trees 

Retieed  Statufes,  1889. 

I SUL   Bifrht  of  withdrawal  of  stockholder  In 

building  assoclarion 

8B0L   Killing  of  certain  game  prohibited 

8810.   Possession  of  game  during  close  season 

Montana. 

Pghal  Code. 

I  2T8.    Refusal  to  assist  olBcers  In  arrest,  efc... 
IttO.   Power  of  shenff  in  overcoming  reslst- 


Politieal  Code. 

I  CflS.   Claims  against  county  must  be  item- 
ized  

438L    Duties  of  sheriff..., 

tfSt   County  charges 

Nebraska* 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

129.   Uses  and  trusts ~ 

aOi   Uses  and  trusts 

8L   Assignment  of  chose  In  action 

40  li.  K.  A. 


880 


806 

806 
866 


New  Hampshire. 

Public  Statutes. 
Chap.  174.    Marriages 


New  York. 

Statutes. 

.813,  chap.  60,  S  4.   Property  held  in  trust  for 

use  of  religious >oolety...    674 

18fi0.ohap.81l,8i6,0.    Gas  companies  680 

1868,  chap.  46.    Roman  CHthuiiccDurrhee 674 

1671,  ohap.7n,  pp.  1671,1677, 91 7, 8, 88.  Protection 

and  pres- 
ervation 
of  game.    158 

1876,  chap.  UO.    Religious  corporations  law 674 

1688;,  chHp.  £3.    Religious  corrmmtlonii  law 674 

1884.  chap.  210.    Relitrlous  or rporations  la  w . . . .    674 

1667,  chMp.  46S.    Fire  escapes 414 

1608,  chap.  673, 66b    Msnner  of  constructing  fire 

encapes 418 

1806.  chap.  788.  SS 14,  60,  6L    Religious  corpora- 
tions law 674 

1886,  chap.  006, 8  2S6i    Refund  of  tax  errone- 
ously paid 286 

Revised  Statutes. 

Vol.  2,  p.  148,  fi  60.    Orders  respecting  custody 

of  children 686 

Revised  Statutes,  1896. 

PP.  1866,  1867.    Oas  companies 680 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

6   18Q,subd.2.    Cases  In  which  court  of  appeals 

has  jurtsdictlun 676 

88  601,6021    Counterclaim ^    666 

Nortk  Carolina. 

Constitution. 

Art.  7,  fi  7.   Power  of  counties    to  contract 

debt  for  necessary  expenses 166 

Statutes. 

1808,  chap.  162.    Limitation  of  actions  against 

railroad  companies 416 

Amending  Laws  1898,  chap.  162  417 

AmendiDg  Laws  18b6,  chap.  152  417 


1886.  chap.  224. 

1887,  chap.  880. 

Private  Laws. 

1846-47,  chap.  100,  fi  1.    Power  of  corporation . . 

Code. 

fi  217,  subd.  8.   Judgment  against  insane  per- 
son without  notice  to  guar- 


164 


107a 
8800. 


dian  . 


744 
746 
167 


fiTORB. 
7004. 


Clerk  to  file  and  record  report  of  jury. 
Powers  and  duties  or  comminiooers  ... 
How  debts  of  municipal  corporations 
shall  be  paid 107 

North  Dakota. 

Rt  vised  Code. 

Attempt  to  commit  crime 481 

Attempt  to  commit  crime;  punisb- 


19fU  chap.  68l 


Statutes. 
Killing  prohibited  game. 


Ohio. 

Statutes. 

1883,  April  18  (80  Ohio  La ws4>.  180).    Life  insur- 

aoce  com- 
panies     422 

1881  (88  Ohio  Laws,  p.  282).  Life  insurance  com- 
panies      422 

Revised  Statutes. 

S  264a    Power  of  oity  over  streets 207 

2746.    Power  of  superintendent  of  insurance 

to  revokelioense 410 

8687.    Authority  to  make  insurance  on  lives 

of  iDdividualB 420 

8804.    Life  Insurance  companies 422 


80 
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9  800S.    Life  iDsarance  oompanles 422 

aoOft.   Life  insuraDoe  companies 428 

8680.    Mutual  proteotlon  assootatlons 420 

8B80e.   Bules  under  wblob  foreifrn  Insurance 

oompanles  may  transact  business...  418 

Oklahoma. 

Statutes. 

1803,  fi  148w    0]i)aboma  afrrfcultural  and  me- 

Oban  teal  college 877 

9  147.   Autborlty  to  lake  title  to  real  es- 
tate     678 

148.    Board  of  reirents 877 

IGO.    Compensation  of  board  of  regents.    877 
151.    Salary  of  superintendent  of  con- 
struction      677 

169.    Regent's  report  to  governor 677 

69  886-887.    Power  and  duties  of  board  of 

regents 877 

6  380.    Power  and  duties  of  board  of  re- 
gents     8T7 

026.    Public  corporations 078 

Oregon. 

Code. 

9  3TL   Recoyery  for  negligent  killing 800,804 

EilTs  Code. 

9  880.    Reooyery  for  negligent  killing. .....    804 

ffill^s  Annotated  Latoi, 
9  1046.    Resignation  of  attorney 104 

1046.  Resignation  of  attorney 104 

1047.  Removal  or  suspension  of  attorney 104 

Pennsylvania. 

Qmstitvtion, 
Art.  5, 9  2a    Style  of  process 216 

Penal  Code. 
Art.  28.    "Prosecution"  defined 215 

Rhode  Island. 

General  Lnwe, 
Cbap.  254,  9  28.    Assignment  of  future  wages.    786 

Sonth  Carolina. 

Conittitution, 

Art.  X  9  18.  RIgbt  of  accused  in  criminal 
prosecutions  to  compulsory 
process 428 

Statutei. 

1802,  Dec.  22.    Refunding  act 228 

1806,  February  4,  p.  102.  Defendants*  witnesses; 

fees  of 426 

General  Statutes. 

9  822.    Fees  to  be  paid  by  county 426 

2888.    RIgbt  of  accused.  In  felonies,  to  com- 
pulsory process  for  bis  witnesses 426 

Bfvised  Statutes,  1893. 
9  076.    Fees  to  be  paid  by  county 426 

Revised  Statutes,  Criminal  Code. 
Vol  2,  9  45.    RIgbt  of  accused.  In  folonies,  to 


compulsory   process  for  wit- 


426 

South  Dakota. 

Compiled  Laws. 

9  6IS8.    Negligent  killing 804 

5480.   Action  for  negligent  klUing 804 

Tennessee. 

Statutes. 

1801,  chap.  122.    Filing  cbarter  of  foreign  cor- 
poration     788 

Shannon's  Code. 

9  446&.    Limitation  of  action  against  perBon 

outof state 768 
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4480.   Limitation  of  action  for  Injury  to  per- 
son   TB8 

4iS80.   Service  of  process  on  corporation 780 

45401   Service  on  agent 760 

Texas. 

Constitution. 

Art.  5, 9L  Judicial  power  of  state OS 

9  12.  Style  of  process iU 

16.  Jurisdiction  of  county  couit 214 

10.  Jurisdiction  ofjustlces  of  the  peace  214 

Betised  Statutes,  1895. 

Art  888L    Power  of  cities  over  streets 208 

410.   Power  of  dries  over  streets 206 

706.   Power  of  gas  or  water  corporations   2Q7 

Penal  Code,  1896. 

Art.  57.    "Petty  offense"  defined 214 

427.    Adulterated  food: 2U2 

4»a    Adulterated  food 202 

482L    ''Adulteration**  deflned 202 

Code  of  Criminal  Procedure, 

Art.  01.   Jurisdiction  of  county  courts 214 

08.    Jurisdiction  of  justic««  of  ttae  peace.  214 
020-8B1.   Power  of  mayors  and  recorders  of 

cities : .- 214 

Utah. 

Compiled  Laws,  1888. 

9  2780.    RIgbt  to  use  water 890 

2785.    Return  of  surplus  water 860 

198186,8187.    Limitation  of  actions 800 

98468.    **Nuisance**  dennpd 880 

4566.    "^PubUc  nuisance**  deflned 860 

Virfl^a. 

Constitution. 
Art.  6, 9 18.   Lotteries  prohibited ... 


2tt 


Code. 


9  8252.    ¥nien 


hen  failure  to  perform  condition  of 

policy,  eta,  not  available  as  a  defense  484 

8471.    Appeal  t)ond;  when  and  by  wbom  taken  288 

8474.    Limitation  of  appeal:  writ  of  error 288 

8825.  Lotteries  prohibited 242 

8826.  Lotteries  probiblted 242 

Washington. 

Constitution. 

Art  L  88.    Due  process  of  law 816,817 

912.    Prohibiting  special  legislation....  814 

28.    Obligation  of  contracts 817 

80.    Right?  of  tbe  people 808 

82.    Recurrence  to  fundamental  prin- 
ciples   808 

2,  9  88.   Problbiting  ownership  of  lands  by 

aliens 481 

4,9  4.    Power  of  supreme  court 818 

16.9L    Harborllnes 605 

9  2.    Leasing  wharfage  rights 609 

Statutes. 

1808.  p.  204, 9  41.    Periods  of  redemption 806 

18j5,p.81.    Aitomey*s  fees 8U8 

1897,  p.  71.  9  8.    Duty  of  Judgment  creditor....  818 

6220. 1 63.    Leasing  wharfage  rights 606 

arch  6.    Lien  of  Judgment 817 

March  10,  p.  70.   Sales  of  property  under  __ 

execution 808 

March  11.  p.  01.   Paymeot  of  obligations .  308 

p.  08.    Deficiency  Judgment  act  808 
10,  p«  227.    Judgment  debtor*s  right 
of   possosslon    during 

period  of  redemption.  808 

Code  of  Procedure. 

9 188,  subdiv.  4.   Disqualification  of  Judge....  819 

mWs  Annotated  Code. 

Vol.  1,  99  8088;  8080.   Support  of  indigent  par-  ^^ 

enis fflj 

2,  9  188.   Action  for  negligent  kiUinff....  89 
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7oL  a»  S 148L    Abatement  of  action  toy  platn- 

iirs  death «ti 

€1468,468.    Judfrmeot  lien 817 

11611-521.    Redemption 806 

8680.    Sale  of  mortirased  lands .. 804 

West  Virfifinia. 

Code,  1891, 
P.  9KS,  Append.  6 IL    Ventilation  of  ooal  mines  *818 

Wiflconsio. 

ConitituUon. 

Art  2. 81.    Boundary «..—..   830 

8,  fi  1.   Jurisdiction  on  border  lakes.......   880 

Statutes. 

U88,chap.87.    La Crosw  bridge 889 

1881,  obap.  888.    Unacknowledffed  affreements 

relation  to  sales  or  land 886 

•  BeoiBed  Statutei, 

ChapJ84.tflOL   Publication  of  summons 846 

fie76w    Printing  nublio  notices 844 

1180.    Advertising  delinquent  taxes  844 

1131.    (*ootractforpubltcatioo 844 

1508.    Order  of  support  by  relatives, 

etc 661 

181QL    Duty  of  railroad  to  erect  fences  468 

8088.    Newtriai 888 

4S11.   Penal  ty  for  unlawful  assembly 

and  riot 784 

PritaieLatDs, 

1K6,  p.  280,  chap.  8, 6  8,    Charter  of  Oshkosh; 

ofBoial  newspaper.    844 

Sanborn  4b  Berryman*$  Annotated  Statutee, 

1 988L  Uablllty  for  injury  done  by  a  mob  or  a 

riot 784 

lOBL   Usesandtrusts.....^.......— .......•.•    TStt 

40L.a  A. 


Wyoming* 

Conetiiution. 

Art.  8L  S 18L    Each  house  shall  keep  a  Journal 

ot  its  proceedf  Dgs 188 

6  25.   No  Mil  ehall  become  a  law  except 

by  majority  vote 189 

88.    Blgnlog  of  bills 189 
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8  8.    Making  of  profit    out    of  publlo 

funds 708 
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Statutee. 
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1680-81«  chap.  28.   Liquor  license 718 
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funds 706 

1805,  p.  126.    Investment    of   permanent  land 

funds 708 

1897,  March  I,  chap.  56.   Sale  of  real  estate  for 

delinquent  taxes...    106 

BevUed  8tatute$. 

S 16L    Enumeration   of  specified    corporate 

powers 714 

subd. 8.    Licenses............... 714 

^   Control  of  gaming  and  immor- 
ality     714 

7.   Ordinances  to  prerent  and  re- 

mo\'e  nuisances 714 

18.   Prescribe  limits  for  licensing 

unlawful  buMneM 714 

174,  p.  115.    Cheyenne  city  cbarrer.  new  cor- 
poration legal  successor   of 

city 718 

1438.    License  money  payable  to  city 718 

144&    Liquor  licenses  and  peaaities 718 

1466.    Penalty  of  selling  liquor  without  li- 
cense     718 

1687.    Bond  of  officers  and  deputies 701 

1686.    Enumerated  duties  of  treiipurer 701 

17;il.    Balancing  accounts;  suocesstoo  in  of- 
fice    701 

1784.    Foods  to  be  paid  on ly  on  warrants 701 
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Title  86.    Licenses......^..,^ .>^.   VU 
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MAINE   SUPREME    JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Edward  T.  HODGE,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Abigail 
T.  Hodge,  Deceased, 

V. 

JuliaeUe   HODGE,  Exrx.,  etc.,  of    William 
Hodge,  Deceased. 

(90  Me.  US.) 

1.  An  administrator  de  bonis  non  can- 
not maintain  an  aetion  aaraiDst  the  estate 


of  hto  predecessor  for  money  belonginff  to  the  es- 
tate wroofffuUy  recelyed  by  bim  prior  to  his  ap- 
polntmeDt  as  admlDlstrator  and  for  which  he 
failed  to  accouot.  If  it  is  not  distinguishable  as 
part  of  the  intestate*s  property. 
2.  Money  belonfl^ln^  to  an  estate»  re- 
ceived by  one  who  is  subsequently  appointed  ad- 
ministrator, becomes  cash  assets  of  the  estate  for 
which  his  bond  is  a  security. 

(July  28, 1897.) 


NoiK.-TF?iat  assets  pan  to  the  adminiitrator  de 
tHmUnon, 

L  Oeneraliy, 

n.  Thertde  in  tJie  diJFerent  states. 
III.  Summary, 

a.  Gnods  remainino  in  specie, 

b.  Chosen  in  aetion. 

0.  Avriding  gales  or  transfers  made  by  prede- 
eetwr, 

d.  Ride  at  common  law. 

L  Where  as^ts  have  been  converted  by 

predecessor. 
2,  Where  there  is  a  devastavit* 
8.  ReqfuiHng  the  predecessor  to  aceovnt. 
4.  Money  and  btUance  due  from  predeces- 

atvr. 

e.  Where   the   commorirlaw  ride   has    been 

changed  by  statiUe. 
L  Where  asuets  have  been  converted  by 
predecessor. 

2.  Where  there  is  a  devastavit. 

3.  Requiring  the  predecesnor  to  aecnunL 

4.  Money  andbalanee  due  from  predeces- 

sor. 

L  Generally. 

Ad  administrator  de  bonis  tion,  as  his  name  im. 
piles,  is  entitled  to  all  the  property  remaining  in 
kJDd  tbut  is  unad ministered  by  his  predecessor. 
Tbi3  was  the  rule  at  common  law.  and  has  not  been 
cbanffed  by  statute.  But  his  powers  and  the  assets 
were  limited  at  common  law  to  this  rule,  and  be 
could  not  assert  any  claim  for  goods  sold,  or  ac- 
counts created,  or  choses  in  action  obtained  by  bis 
predecessor,  unless  turned  over  tohJmby  bis  pred- 
ecessor, and  could  not  compel  an  accounting  or 
Bue  to  recover  the  balance  due  from  his  predeces- 
sor, Dor  claim  money  unless  it  was  identified  as  that 
left  by  the  intestate.  This  was  held  to  be  the  rule 
io  HoDQB  V.  HODOB.  He  could  not  follow  goods 
tbat  bad  been  converted  by  his  predecessor,  nor 
bold  bis  predecessor  liable  for  such  conversion. 
Id  such  cases  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  action 
was  in  the  heirs,  distributees,  or  creditors,  and  not 
lo  the  administrator  de  bonin  non.  The  common- 
law  rule  has  been  altered  in  most  of  the  states  by 
statute,  and  now  It  may  be  said  to  be  the  general 
rule  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  can  require 
an  accounting  from  his  predecessor.  He  may  bold 
bis  predecessor  liable  for  a  conversioo,  and  be  has 
been  held  liable  for  not  pursuing  his  predecessor 
40  L.  R  A. 


where  there  has  been  a  devastavit.  In  some  of  the 
states,  however,  a  statute  allowing  the  administra- 
tor de  bonis  nmi  to  gather  in  assets  not  remaining 
in  specie  is  limited  to  cases  where  his  predecessor 
has  t>een  removed,  and  the  right  was  held  not  to 
apply  under  a  statute  referring  only  to  removal  or 
resignation  of  an  administrator  m  chief  where  such 
administrator  died. 

IL  The  rule  in  the  differeml  stales. 


Under  the  common  law  In  Alabama  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  only  took  such  property  as  re- 
mained In  specie  and  was  unadmlnistered,  and 
Could  not  mamtain  an  action  for  conversion,  or  for 
an  account,  or  for  a  balance  remaining  In  his  pred- 
ecessor's bands;  but  this  was  changed  by  the  act 
of  1846  and  subsequent  statutes,  and  now  he  can 
maintain  an  action  for  account,  balance,  or  con- 
version. 

He  may  recover  on  choses  In  action  given  to  bis 
predecessor,  and  can  maintain  an  action  for  prop- 
erty fraudulently  sold  by  his  predecessor  which  Is 
treated  as  unadmlnistered. 

Property  remaining  ifa  specie  or  unadmAnistereA, 

Tn  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  cojild  only  recover  from  his 
predecessor  such  assets  as  remained  in  specie  in  bis 
possession  unconverted.  Nolly  v.  Wilkins,  11  Ala. 
872;  Benton  County  Gt.  Judge  v.  Price,  6  Ala.  86; 
Chamberlain  v.  Bates.  2  Port.  (Ala.)  550,  27  Am. 
Deo.  (^;  Willis  v.  Willis,  9  Ala.  721;  Whitwortb  v. 
Oliver,  89  Ala.  288;  Price  v,  Simmons,  13  Ala.  749; 
King  V.  Smith,  16  Ala.  284;  Bubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala. 
78;  Abney  v.  Pickett,  21  Aia.  788. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
the  poflsession  of  slaves  unadmlnistered  by  his  pred- 
ecessor, where  the  husband  of  the  sole  distributee 
had  paid  the  debts  and  taken  possession  of  the  per- 
sonal property.  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  9  Ala.  908, 44  Am. 
Dec.  489. 

In  Graves  v.  Flowers,  61  Ala.  402, 23  Am.  Bep.668; 
Hatcbett  v.  Billlngslea,  65  Ala.  16;  Martin  v.  Bl- 
lerbe,  70  Ala.  326;  and  Waring  v.  Lewis,  68  Ala. 
615.~lt  was  said  that  the  title  of  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non^  independent  of  statutory  provisions, 
extends  only  to  the  personalty  of  the  testator  re- 
maining unaammistered  or  unconverted  by  his 
predecessor. 

In  Willis  V.  WlUis,  9  Ala.  TSil,  It  was  said  that  the 
8  88 
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The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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autboritF  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  ex 
tends  only  to  such  of  the  personalty  of  his  Intes- 
tate as  remains  In  specie,  unaltered  or  unconverted 
by  hts  predecessor,  and  so  far  only  can  he  be  re- 
garded as  trustee  for  distributees  and  creditors. 

But  in  Whitworth  v.  Oliver,  86  Ala.  286,  the  ex- 
pressions In  Benton  County  Ct.  Judge  v.  Price,  6 
Ala.  36,  and  Willis  v.  Willis,  9  Ala.  731,  to  the  effect 
that  the  '^authority  of  the  administrator  de  bonis 
noti  extends  only  to  such  of  the  personalty  of  bis 
estate  as  remains  in  specie,  unaltered  or  uncon- 
verted by  his  predecessor,  and  so  far  only  can  he 
be  regarded  a  trustee  for  distributees  and  credit- 
ors," were  criticised.  The  court  said  that  the  real 
point  in  those  cases  was  that,  in  the  absence  of  the 
statute  of  1H46,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  no  action  to  recover  from  his  pred- 
ecessor any  of  the  effects  of  the  estate,  except 
such  as  remained  in  specie,  unaltered  and  uncon- 
verted by  him.  But  when  the.court  went  further, 
and  limited  the  authority  of  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non^  it  was  a  question  if  it  did  not  trench  on 
other  statutes  of  force  in  this  state,  as  a  voluntary 
payment  by  an  administrator  in  chief  to  his  suc- 
cessor would  exonerate  himself  and  his  sureties, 
and  fasten  a  liability  on  his  successor  to  creditors 
and  distributees. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  aecountino^  balance, 
conversion^  or  devastavit. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  eould  not  require  of  his  pred- 
ecessor a  settlement  of  his  administration,  as 
such  settlement  could  only  be  made  between  the 
administrator  in  chief  and  the  creditors  or  distrib- 
utees.    Nolly  V.  Wilkins,  11  Ala.  872. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recover  In  assumpsit  from  the  administra- 
tor of  his  predecessor  moneys  collected  by  him  and 
unaccounted  for.  It  was  said  that  for  assets  wasted 
or  converted  by  the  first  administrator  or  exec- 
utor, the  action  should  be  brought  directly  by  the 
creditors,  legatees,  or  distributees.  Chamberlain 
V.  Bates,  2  Port.  (Ala.)  560, 27  Am.  Dec  667. 

And  an  administrator  de  btmis  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond,  for 
a  conversion  under  Ala.  act  1806,  providing  that  if 
any  administrator  bath  embezzled, wasted,  or  mis- 
applied any  part  of  the  decedent's  estate,  the  court 
may  revoke  his  letters  and  grant  letters  of  admin- 
istration to  other  parties  who  may  have  actions  of 
trover,  detinue,  account,  and  on  the  case  for  such 
goods  or  chattels  as  came  to  the  possession  of  the 
former  administrator  and  were  withheld,  wasted, 
embezzled,  detained,  or  misapplied  and  no  satis- 
faction made,  as  this  act  did  not  authorize  an  ac- 
tion on  the  bond  for  a  conversion.  Benton  County 
Ot  Judge  V.  Price,  6  Ala.  86. 

And  in  Willis  y.  Willis,  9  Ala.  721,  it  was  said  that 
under  Ala.  act  1806,  neither  of  the  actions  provided 
by  this  RtatutP,  nor  any  other,  was  maintainable  at 
common  law  where  the  assets  bad  been  wasted  or 
converted,  and  the  act  only  applied  where  letters 
had  been  revoked  and  granted  to  another  for  either 
of  the  causes  mentioned  In  the  act. 

And  a  decree  in  favor  of  an  administrator  de 
bonitinon  against  his  predecessor  for  the  balance 
found  due  to  the  estate  was  erroneous,  where  the 
decree  was  rendered  prior  to  Ala.  act  Feb.  4, 
1846,  authorizing  the  orphan's  court  on  a  final  set- 
tlement with  the  administrator  in  chief  to  render 
a  decree  against  him,  either  in  favor  of  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  or  of  the  heirs  or  dis- 
tributees, as  the  court  may  see  fit.  Price  v.  Sim- 
mons, 18  Ala.  749. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


In  Willis  V.  Willis,  9  Ala.  721,  it  was  held  that  Ala. 
act  1843,  amending  the  law  In  relation  to  insolvent 
estates,  authorizing  the  orphans'  court  to  render 
a  decree  in  favor  of  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  appointed  pursuant  to  its  provisions  against 
his  predecessors,  for  all  moneys  found  due  from 
him  to  the  estate,  and  all  such  goods,  chattels, 
choses  in  action,  and  other  personal  effects  and 
deeds,  and  other  evidences  of  title  to  realty  as 
may  be  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  estate,  ap- 
plied exclusively  to  insolvent  estates. 

And  a  decaee  of  the  orphans'  court  ascertaining 
a  certain  sum  in  the  hands  of  a  displaced  adminis- 
trator to  which  the  estate  of  the  intestate  was  enti- 
tled, and  adjudging  the  same  to  be  paid  over  to 
his  successor,  and  directing  an  execution  to  Issue 
for  the  eollection  thereof,  was  erroneous,  under 
Ala.  act  1830,  Clay's  Dig.  §  42,  providing  that  all  de- 
>crees  made  by  the  orphan's  court  on  final  settle- 
ment of  the  account  of  executors,  administrators, 
and  guardians  shall  have  the  force  and  effect  of 
Judgments  at  law,  and  execution  may  issue 
thereon,  and  §  43,  giving  to  each  distributee,  hef  r, 
or  devisee  a  writ  of  execution  or  attachment  when 
a  distribution  of  real  or  personal  estate  is  decreed^ 
one  or  both  in  the  case  of  personal  estate,  and  in 
the  case  of  real  property  a  writ  of  habere  facias  pos- 
sessionem against  the  executor,  as  the  act  of  18S0 
only  applied  to  a  distributee,  heir,  or  devisee,  and 
did  not  embrace  an  administrator  de  bonis  non, 
Willis  V.  Willis.  9  Ala.  721. 

In  Martin  v.  Ellerbe,  70  Ala.  399:  King  v.  Smith,  15^ 
Ala.  264;  and  Waring  v.  Lewis,  68  Ala.  61l»,-lt  waa 
said  that  at  common  law  an  administrator  de  bonvf 
non  could  not  recover  of  the  administrator  in 
chief  for  his  delinquencies  or  devastavits,  or  oom. 
pel  a  settlement  of  his  devastavits. 

Under  the  Alabama  statutes  the  claim  of  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  n^  against  the  adminis- 
trator in  chief  for  a  devastavit  is  a  personal  asset 
in  the  bands  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non^  and 
if  he  fails  to  use  proper  diligence  to  recover  auch 
a&^ts,  and  protect  the  estate  against  loss,  he  ren- 
ders himself  accountable  for  the  loss  to  those  enti- 
tled to  the  estate.  Bubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  82; 
Martin  V.  Ellerbe,  70  Ala.  326;  Glennv.  BUlingalea, 
64  Ala.  852;  Waring  v.  Lewis,  68  Ala.  828;  Banks  v. 
Speers,  108  Ala.  436. 

So,  in  Eubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  73,  it  was  said  that 
at  common  law  an  administrator  de  ix}nis  non 
was  not  authorized  to  have  an  account  for  assets 
converted,  wasted,  or  misapplied  by  the  adminis- 
trator in  chief;  but  this  rule  was  abrogated  by  the 
act  of  1846,  and  by  the  act  of  February.  1858. 

And  in  Hatchett  v.  Billingslea,  65  Ala.  16,  it  was 
said  that  Ala.  act  Feb.  4, 1846  (Pamph.  Acts,  14),  1 
Brick.  Dig.  919,  S  82,  was  carried  into  the  Code  of 
1852,  and  forms  the  subject  of  cbaj:>ter  9.  title  4. 
part  2,  beginning  with  61876.  That  section  pro- 
vides "  that  whenever  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor is  removed,  resigns,  or  his  letters  are  revoked, 
or  his  authority  ceases  from  any  cause,  he  must, 
within  one  month  thereafter,  file  his  accounts 
vouchers,  evidence,  and  statement  of  the  heirs  and 
legatees,  as  in  the  case  of  other  settlements:  and 
upon  the  snme  being  duly  advertised  as  other  set- 
tlements, kis  account  must  be  audited,  stated,  and 
a  decree  rendered  thereon."  Section  1877  provided 
that  '*  if  there  is  any  remaining  or  succeeding  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator  on  said  estate,  a  decree 
must  be  rendered  in  his  favor,  for  the  amount 
found  due  on  such  settlement,  or  for  the  delivery 
of  any  personal  property  in  the  hands  of  theex- 
ecuto**  or  administrator  whose  authority  has- 
ceased/^    Himilar  provisions  are    found  in  Rev. 
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Mean,  N.  Morrill  and  John  A*  Morrill,  i  it  can  be  found.    The  plaintiff,   then,  stands 
for  defendant:  I  simply  in  the  position  of  a  general  creditor  of 

This  irost  property,  if  it  be  a  trust  property,  •  the  estate, 
stands  absolutely  unidentified,  and  no  trace  of  |     FewUr  ▼.  True,  76  Me.  48. 


Code.  M  2165.^69.  2882-2238:  Ala.   Code,  M  1876- 
1681:  Code  1876. 8  2591. 

Id  Martin  v.  EUert>e.70  Ala.  826,  It  was  said  that 
the  common- law  rule  was  cbaofred  by  Ala.  act  1846, 
and  that  under  it  the  duty  was  imposed  on  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  to  compel  a  settlement 
wttb  his  predeoesscr,  and  that  for  any  want  of 
dilljreoce  in  the  performance  of  that  duty  be  was 
responsible. 

Where  a  sheriff  by  virtue  of  his  office  was  ap- 
pointed administrator,  and  collected  moneys  be- 
longiofr  to  the  estate,  and  afterwards  was  ap- 
pointed administrator,  and  an  action  was  brouRbt 
on  the  bond  given  for  the  second  administration 
to  recover  for  effects  and  assets  which  had  come 
to  his  hands  as  administrator  In  chief,  it  was  held 
tbat  ander  Ala.  Code,  1 1877,  it  was  also  the  duty  of 
ibe  administrator  de  honin  non  to  collect  sucb  funds 
thus  held  from  the  reeisrned  or  removed  adminis- 
trator in  chief,  and  that  the  sureties  of  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  were  liable  lor  his  failure  to 
make  such  collection.  Whit  worth  v.  Oliver,  89 
Ala.  286. 

So,  under  Ala.  Code,  f8  1876,  1881,  where  an  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  had  been  administrator 
in  chief,  and  under  his  second  appointment  ample 
time  had  elapsed  to  possess  himself  of  the  assets 
tbat  he  received  as  administrator  in  chief,  bis  bond 
as  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  liable  for  the 
same.    Whit  worth  v.  Oliver,  89  AJa.  286. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  would  be 
liable  for  neirliffence  in  not  compelling-  a  settle- 
ment of  the  accounts  of  his  predecessor,  and  for 
any  actual  loss  occasioned  thereby,  under  Ala. 
Oode,  I  2637-2540  (similar  to  act  1S46  and  act  Feb- 
mary,  1868),  providing  that  the  administrator  de 
hnnisnon  may  obtain  on  such  settlement  a  decree 
for  assets  converted,  wasted,  or  misappropriated 
by  bis  predecessor.    Eu  ban k  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  78. 

In  Waring  v.  Lewis,  68  Ala.  616,  it  was  said  that 
under  Ala.  act  1846  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
was  the  only  one  who  had  the  right  to  call  bis 
predecessor  to  a  settlement,  and  to  recover  of  him 
for  any  waste  or  conversion  of  the  assets  of 
which  he  might  have  been  guilty. 

In  Waring  v.  Lewis,  68  Ala.  615,  it  was  said  that 
nnder  Ala.  Pub.  Laws,  act  1845-1846.  p.  14,  Rev. 
Code,  H  2232-2238.  Rev.  Code  1858,  M  2165-2169,  an 
administrator  de /Mmis  non  was  liable  for  not  col- 
lecting assets  unadministered,  and  also  for  such 
SB  may  have  been  wasted  or  converted. 

In  Glenn  v.  Billingslea,  64  Ala.  846,  it  was  said 
tbat  under  Ala.  Code  1876, 9  2591,  if  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non' failed  to  use  proper  diligence  in  recov- 
ering the  assets  of  the  estate  be  was  liable  for  the 
lose. 

In  Glenn  v.  Billingslea,  64  Ala.  845,  it  was  said: 
*Tfae  adminiatrator  de  bonU  non  bad  the  power 
and  authority  to  receive  from  the  administratrix 
ID  chief  compensation  for  the  alleged  waste,  and 
tor  the  unauthorized  keeping  up  and  cultivation 
of  the  plantation.  Such  compensation,  when  re- 
ceived, will  be  assets  in  his  hands,  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  or  for  distribution.** 

Under  Ala.  act  Feb.  4, 1846^  the  question  whether 
the  sureties  of  a  sheriff  acting  as  administrator 
were  liable  for  a  devastavit  during  the  first  admin- 
istration, where  the  sheriff  was  reappointed  as  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  after  bis  term  of  office  as 
iberlff  expired,  was  not  decided:  but  the  sureties  on 
the  ilrst  bond  were  liable  by  reason  of  a  settlement 
made  by  their  principal  acting  as  sheriff  and  ad- 
ministrator, and  were  concluded  by  that  decree, 
iiagland  v.  Calhoun,  86  Ala.  61L 
40L.R.  A. 


And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  chargea- 
ble with  the  amount  in  money  which  by  the  exer- 
cise of  due  diligence  be  might  bave  collected  on 
choses  in  action  belonging  to  the  estate  which  bis 
predecessor  was  ordered  to  deliver  up  to  bim,  and 
the  burden  of  proof  was  on  him  to  show  that  be  bad 
used  due  diligence.  Wilkinson  v.  Hunter,  87  Ala. 
268. 

In  Taylor  v.  Benham,  5  How.  288.  12  L.  ed.  130i 
where  a  Judgment  bad  been  rendered  against  an 
executor,  and  he  was  removed  and  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  appointed,  it  was  said  that  the  ob- 
jection tbat  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not 
liable  for  assets  in  tbe  bands  of  a  deceased  execu- 
tor, could  not  be  sustained,  as  Ala.  Stat.  Sept.  1821, 
Clay*s  Dig.  227,  provides  that  where  any  suit  may 
have  been  commenced  on  behalf  of  or  against  the 
personal  representative  of  any  testator  or  Intestate, 
the  same  may  be  prosecuted  by  any  person  who 
may  afterwards  succeed  to  the  administration  or 
executorship. 

An  administrator  could  discharge  himself  from 
liability  by  surrendering  to  his  successor  tbe  assets 
in  his  bands  to  be  administered,  or  by  paying  bim 
money  due  from  him.  Skinner  v.  Frierson,  8  Ala. 
915:  Willis  V.  WilUs,  16  Ala.  659;  Bogle  v.  Bogle,  23 
Ala.  644. 

Ohoses  in  action. 

Under  Ala.  Laws,  pp.  826-884,  providing  that  the 
administrator  by  order  of  tbe  county  court  shall 
sell  at  public  sale  on  a  credit,  the  purchaser  giving 
bonds,  and  that  be  shall  not  sell  at  private  sale,  an 
administrator  de  bonis  nnn  was  entitled  to  collect  a 
note  payable  to  his  predecessor  in  office,  as  bonds 
taken  by  an  administrator  on  a  sale  for  credit  as 
required  by  law  are  assets.  Caller  v.  Boykin, 
Minor  (Ala.)  206. 

So,  a  bond  payable  to  an  administratrix  as  such 
was  assets  in  the  hands  of  an  administrator  de  bonis 
nnn,  and  he  could  recover  upon  such  kK>nd  where 
tbe  prior  administratrix  resigned  after  having  mar- 
ried an  obligor  to  the  bond  sued  on.  which  she  held 
as  assets.  King  v.  Green,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  188, 19  Am. 
Deo.  46. 

So,  where  an  administrator  was  removed  after  be 
had  sold  property  of  bis  intestate  and  had  not  re- 
ceived the  price,  be  could  not  sue  tbe  purchaser  for 
the  same,  but  the  right  of  action  passed  to  the  new 
administrator,  under  Ala.  Stat.  Clay^s  Dig.  270,1 80, 
providing  that  when  any  personal  representative 
shall  be  displaced  all  moneys  due  to  him  or  her  in 
that  right  by  execution  or  otherwise  shall  be  paid 
to  his  or  her  successor.    Harbin  v.  Levi.  6  Ala.  890. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  on  a  nott 
given  to  his  predecessor  which  was  not  indorsed. 
It  was  held  that  Ala.  act  1837,  providing  that  notes 
payable  to  a  person  or  bearer  shall  be  sued  on  in 
tbe  name  of  tbe  payee,  his  indorser,  or  personal 
representative,  did  not  interfere  with  tbe  rights  of 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  take  possession  of 
tbe  unadministered  assets  of  the  estate  be  repre- 
sented, and  to  sue  as  such  upon  notes  payable  to  his 
predecessor.    Barren  v.  Vandevert,  18  Ala.  232. 

In  Kinff  v.  Griffln,  6  Ala.  867,  it  was  said  that  tbe 
administrator  de  bcmis  mm  became  entliled  to 
bonds,  notes,  etc.,  which  his  predecessor  had  in  bis 
hands  when  bis  representative  functions  ceased. 

Tbe  administrator  de  bonin  non  should  be  held  to 
account  for  all  the  assets  and  moneys  which  came 
to  bis  hands  as  administrator,  and,  so  far  as  be 
claimed  to  withhold  them  for  debts  due  him  from 
the  estate,  the  burden  rested  on  him  to  establish  tbe 
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The  time  allowed  for  bringing  suits  at  law 
against  the  executrix  of  William  Hodge  has 
expired,  and  this  action  can  only  be  maintained, 
if  maintainable  at  all,  under  the  provisions  of 
Rev.  Stat.  chap.  87,  §  19. 


Bockland  v.  RockUtnd  Water  Co.  86  Me.  56; 
Scott  r.  Nedy,  140  U.  8.  106.  35  L.  ed.  358; 
WhiUhead  ▼.  8haUtick,  188  U.  8.  146,  34  L. 
ed.  878. 

Upon  the  allegations  of  the  bill  alone,  and 


▼aUdity  of  bis  olalm;  bat  this  rule  did  not  apply  to 
iDOoeys  paid  to  bim  as  a  creditor  on  a  claim  by  the 
former  administrator.  OaughdrUl  ▼.  Daoghdrill, 
tOB  Ala.  821. 

Avoiding  tdiea  or  tnxMfen  made  by  M»  predeeetaor, 

Under  Ala.  Ck)de,  I  1748,  providing  that  the  pro- 
bate ooart' shall  have  jurisdiction  to  order  a  sale  of 
personal  property  on  an  application  by  the  admin- 
istrator for  a  sale  to  pay  the  debts,  where  the  sale 
was  made  without  the  proper  showing  by  the  ad- 
ministrator, the  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  and  the 
sale  was  void,  and  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  recover  the  property  from  the  purchaser. 
It  was  held  that  the  common-law  power  of  an  ad- 
ministrator to  sell  the  property  of  bis  intestate 
without  an  order  of  court  was  taken  away  by  the 
statute.    Tkelbeimer  v.  Cbapman,  8S  Ala.  676. 

And  where  an  administrator  fraudulently  sold 
slaves  of  the  testator  in  collusion  with  the  vendee« 
the  administrator  de  honit  non  could  recover  the 
slaves  without  brioglnff  a  suit  in  equity  to  have  the 
sale  adjudged  void.  Bwink  v.  Snodgrass,  17  Ala. 
663.  62  Am.  Dec.  100. 

So,  where  an  administrator  sold  slaves  at  private 
sale  contrary  to  law,  it  was  held  that  no  title  passed, 
and  an  sdmf  oistrator  de  bonU  non  cum  tegtamento 
annexo  conid  recover  the  property,  although  it 
was  said  that  tbe  executrix  could  not.  In  this  case 
it  was  said  the  question  of  the  right  of  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  to  recover  what  his  predecessor 
had  thus  converted  or  admiolstered  (a  question 
which  has  elsewhere  t>een  settled  in  the  negative 
very  frequently)  is  not  the  same  as  it  is  in  England 
and  In  states  wbtch  have  no  such  statute  as  that  of 
Alabama,  providing  that  private  sales  by  an  ad- 
min istraeor  shaii  be  unlawful.  Hopper  v.  Steele, 
18  Ala.  828. 

Where  a  sale  of  the  personal  property  of  the  es- 
tate was  made  by  an  administrator  without  the 
authority  of  an  order  of  court,  or  of  a  will,  tbe  pur- 
chaser obtained  no  title  against  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non,  Wyatt  v.  Rambo,  29  Ala.  510, 68  Am. 
Dec.  89. 

And  in  Woolfork  v.  Sullivan,  28  Ala.  548,  68  Am. 
Dec.  806,  the  same  was  said  to  be  tbe  rule. 

In  Elliott  V.  Brancb  Bank,  20  Ala.  345,  it  was  said 
that  a  fraudulent  sale,  or  one  made  by  an  adminis- 
trator without  authority,  is  not  an  administration, 
unless  the  parties  in  Interest  choose  so  to  consider 
it,  and  if  they  fail  to  do  so  their  representative,  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non^  can  recover  the  prop- 
erty. 

But  proceeds  of  a  void  sale  of  land  made  by  an 
administrator  are  not  assets  of  the  estate,  and  tbe 
administrator  or  bis  sureties  are  not  liable  for  such 
to  tbe  admiotstrator  de  bonis  non,  Pettic  v.  Pet  tit, 
82  Ala.  289;  Woods  v.  Legg,  91  Ala.  511. 

And  where  tbe  administrator  without  authority 
sold  personal  property  belonging  to  his  intestate^s 
estate,  and  tbe  parties  Interested  received  the  bene- 
fit of  the  sale  and  treated  it  as  an  administration 
and  not  a  wrongful  conversion,  tbe  administrator 
de  bonis  non  could  not  recover  tbe  property. 
Elliottt  V.  Branch  Bank,  29  Ala.  345. 

And  an  administrator  debonia  non  cum  te«tamenfo 
annMO  having,  with  knowledge  of  tbe  facts,  treated 
ihe  proceeds  of  a  sale  made  by  an  executor  as 
a<sets  of  tbe  estate,  and  having  caused  them  to  t)e 
ciarged  against  tbe  estate  of  tbe  executor,  and  hav- 
ing received  all  the  benefit  which  could  have  ac- 
crued from  a  regular  valid  sale,  could  not  there- 
after treat  the  sale  as  void,  thereby  receiving  double 
40L.R  A. 


compensation  for  tbe    property  in  controversy. 
Beil  V.  Craig,  62  Ala.  S15;  Sampey  v.  So  well,  W  Ala. 

447. 


Most  of  the  cases  held  under  the  common  law 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  mm  could  not  call 
his  predecessor  to  account  for  money,  or  wasted  or 
converted  assets,  as  tbe  successor  took  only  unad- 
minlstered  property.  But  now  he  can  call  his 
predecessor  to  account  under  the  statute  in  force. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadministtred. 

The  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  C  was  en  titled 
to  a  decree  against  a  guardian  for  the  possession  of 
a  negro  and  for  his  hire,  where  the  guardian  had 
acquired  the  negro  under  a  will  of  C.  which  will 
had  been  set  aside.  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  24  Ark. 
111. 

Where  specific  property  belonging  to  an  estate 
was  left  by  an  executor  at  his  death  undisposed  of, 
and  came  to  the  hands  of  bis  administrator,  who 
also  collected  rents  from  the  real  estate,  and  tbe 
will  was  set  aside,  the  administrator  of  the  executor 
was  required  to  account  to  the  administrator  de 
Ixmis  non  of  the  first  estate,  and  a  decree  was  ren- 
dered against  him  as  such  administrator  for  the 
value  thereof.    Finn  v.  Hempstead,  24  Ark.  111. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
take  and  administer  property  and  effects  of  the  in- 
testate or  testator  remaining  unadministered.  l3ut 
he  took  such  property  subject  to  any  proper 
charges  or  liens  against  the  same.  Turner  v.  Tap- 
scott,80Ark.312. 

In  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  24  Ark.  Ill,  it  was  said  that 
an  administrator  de  bonis  nttn  is  simply  to  collect 
and  administer  such  property  and  effects  of  the  de- 
ceased, not  administered  by  the  former  represents-  • 
tive,  as  remain  in  specie,  and  are  capable  of  being 
ascertained  and  identified  as  the  specific  property 
or  estate  represented  by  him. 

Qaims  against  predecessor  for  aeeminting^  balance^ 
conversion^  or  devastauiL 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  call  tbe 
former  administrator  to  account  for  money  in  his 
hands,  as  he  was  only  responsible  for  that  to  tbe 
creditors,  distributees,  and  legatees.  Green  v. 
Byrne,  46  Ark.  453;  Williams  v.  Cubage,  86  Ark.  307: 
Finn  V.  Hempstead,  24  Ark.  117;  State,  Oliver,  v. 
Bottaken,  34  Ark.  144. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  call 
tbe  administrator  in  chief  to  account  for  waste  or 
conversion  of  tbe  assets  of  the  estate.  Brice  v.  Tay- 
lor, 51  Ark.  75. 

And  be  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  waste  or 
loss  occasioned  by  a  former  executor.  But  it  wa§ 
said  that  be  might  ask  the  court  to  remove  olouda 
from  the  title  of  lands  belonging  to  tbe  estate  in 
order  that  be  might  take  and  administer  them  by  a 
sale  and  by  the  application  of  the  proceeds  to  the 
debts.    Ludlow  v.  Flournoy,  34  Ark.  45L 

And  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  to  hold  the 
representative  or  sureties  of  bis  predecessor  ac- 
countable for  property  lost,  wasted,  mismanaged, 
or  converted  by  him.  It  was  further  held  that 
Ark.  Stat.  Gantt*s  Dig.  §  44,  providing  that  if  an 
executor  or  administrator  die  or  resign,  or  bis  let- 
ters be  revoked,  be  or  bis  legal  representatives  shall 
account  for,  pay,  and  deliver  to  his  successor  all 
money  and  personal  property,  and  rights,  credits, 
deeds,  evidences  of  debts  and  papers  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  only  applies  to  such  as 
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farther  upon  the  facts  offered  in  e?ideDce  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  action  clearly  cannot  be 
maintained. 

Prentice  ▼.  Dehon,  10  Allen,  858;  8hil- 
laber  t.  Wfpnan,  15  Mass.  825;  AUord  v. 
Manh.  12  Allen.  604;  Batch  ▼.  Proctor,  102 
Mass.  854;  Dearborn  ▼.  Maihes,  128  Mass.  196; 


Tyler  ▼.  WieeUr,  160  Mass.  206;  Brooke  y. 
Brooke,  11  Cush.  18;  Monroe  v.  Holmee,  9 
Allen,  244.  18  Allen.  109;  MeLane  7.  Ourran, 
188  Mass.  581.  48  Am.  Rep.  585;  Murray  r. 
Wood,  144  Mass.  195;  Foster  ▼.  BaUey,  157 
Mass.  160. 
The  statute  relied  on  provides  that  the  credi- 


remafned  in  specie,  as  tbey  could  not  account  for, 
pay,  and  deliver  to  a  BuccesAor  any  other  assets.  It 
▼as  further  held  that  Oantt^s  Difir*  <  191.  providlDK 
that  the  bond  of  aoy  executor  or  administrator  may 
be  sued  on  at  the  instance  of  aoy  legatee,  distrib- 
utee, creditor,  or  other  "person  interested"  for  any 
mismanag^meot,  waste,  or  other  breach  of  the  con- 
dition of  such  bond,  and  providing  for  Judirment 
axaiosc  the  executor  or  administrator  and  bis  se- 
carities  for  the  whole  value  of  tbe  estate  misman- 
aged or  wasted,  did  notautborize  an  administrator 
de  bnnU  non  to  recover,  as  be  did  not  have  any  in- 
terest  in  tbe  assets  wasted  or  mismansged.  State, 
Oiirer,  v.  Bottakeo,  84  Ark.  144. 

And  an  action  by  tbe  administrator  ds  Ixmie  non 
of  C.  and  his  hebrs.  against  tbe  widow,  heirs,  and 
administrator  of  bis  predecessor,  for  tbe  hire  of 
slaves  and  value  of  iroods,  choses  In  action,  rents, 
etc,,  wasted,  converted,  and  appropriated  by  tbe 
executor  to  bis  own  use,  could  not  be  maintained 
uuuCT  Qould^s  (Ark.)  Dig.  chap.  4,  §84S,  44.  providing 
that  an  administrator  de  bonie  wm  may  invoke  the 
aid  of  tbe  probate  court  against  bis  predecessor,  or 
his  legal  representatives,  to  obtain  poesewion  of  tbe 
effects  unadministered,  or  be  may  bring  suit  upon 
the  bond  of  tbe  delinquent  predecessor.  Finn  v. 
Hempstead,  U  Ark.  lU. 

And  ander  Ark,  Rev.  Stat  chap.  4.  M  87, 88,  pro- 
vidingthattf  any  executor  or  administrator  dies 
or  resigns,  or  his  letters  be  revoked,  be  or  bis  legal 
represenutfyes  shall  account  for,  pay.  and  deliver 
to  his  successor,  all  money  and  personal  property, 
and  all  the  rifrhts,  credits,  deeds,  evidences  of  debts, 
tnd  papers  of  any  kind  belonging  to  tbe  estate  of 
tbe  deceased,  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as 
tbe  court  shall  order,  and  tbe  succeeding  adminis- 
trator oiay  proceed  at  law  against  tbe  delinquent 
and  bis  securities,  tbe  administrator  de  btniU  nnn 
could  not  maintain  an  action  upon  the  bond  of  his 
predecessor  without  averring  that  the  proper  court 
af  probate  had  made  an  order  directing  the  pay- 
ment of  tbe  same  to  tbe  plaintiff,  and  that  tbere 
was  a  failure  to  comply  with  such  order.  State  v. 
Ferguson,  8  Ark.  172. 

fiat  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
require  an  account  of  tbe  administrator  of  bis  pre- 
decessor for  all  money  and  property  due  tbe  estate 
from  tbe  deceased  administrator,  under  Ark.  act 
March  13, 1888,  providing  that  when  an  administra- 
tor to  an  estate  dies  bia  successor  in  office  shall  com- 
pel his  personal  representative  to  account  for  and 
paj  over  all  moneys  and  property  due  such  estate 
from  tbe  estate  of  the  deceased  administrator. 
Wilson  V.  H1nton,68  Ark.  14A. 

Under  Mansf .  (Ark.)  Dig.  1 160,  authorizing  a  suit 
against  an  executor  or  administrator  and  bislionds- 
meo  by  '*any  legatee,  distributee,  creditor,  or  other 
person  interested,"  where  the  next  of  kin  of  a  tes- 
bitor  brought  a  suit  to  surcharge  tbe  accounts  of  a 
party  who  had  been  an  executor,  and  to  recover  the 
value  of  assets  which  be  bad  technically  ad  minis- 
tered,  but  for  the  proceeds  of  which  be  bad  failed 
toscoonnt,  and  after  judgment  tbe  administrator 
de  hofKsnon  of  the  first  estate  brought  a  suit  to  en- 
Join  tbe  payment  until  the  debts  were  paid.  It  was 
held  that  In  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice, 
the  balance  recovered  should  be  paid  to  the  ad- 
miaistrator  de  bonis  non  as  assets,  but  if  it  could  be 
■soertalned  from  the  records  of  tbe  probate  court 
that  tbe  fund  was  ripe  for  distribution  it  could  be 
distributed  in  chancery.    Brice  v.  Taylor.  61  Ark. 
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Connecticut. 

Tbe  commoo>Iaw  rule  seems  to  prevail  in  this 
Btate  in  regard  to  calling  a  predecessor  to  account. 
Wbere  tbere  was  trust  property  that  should  have 
come  to  bis  hands  it  was  held  that  be  could  pursue 
it.  but  It  was  treated  as  unadministered. 

Property  remaining  in  tepede  or  unadminigtered. 
An  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  a  wife  could 
maintain  an  action  against  tbe  administrator  of  tbe 
husband  for  tbe  wife^s  property,  wbere  an  express 
trust  was  created  upon  her  property  which  the 
husband  bad  mingled  with  bis  own  funds,  under 
Conn.  Stat  1806.  providing  that  tbe  property  of  tbe 
wife  upon  the  death  of  the  husband  after  the  prior 
decease  of  tbe  wife  should  vest  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  she  bad  always  been  a  feme  sole.  It  was  said 
that  this  was  not  an  action  on  a  devastavit  or  for 
an  accounting,  as  tbe  wife^s  estate  was  not  taken 
or  held  by  the  husband  as  administrator  and  tbere 
was  no  actual  administration  of  her  estate,  but  it 
was  a  suit  against  tbe  administrator  of  a  person 
who,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  held  personal 
property  as  the  statutory  trustee,  and  who  bad  re- 
fused to  deliver  it  upon  demand  to  her  administra- 
tor. Connecticut  Trust  A  S.  I>.  Co.  v.  Security  Co. 
87  Conn.  488. 

Claims  aoainst  predecessor  for  accounting^  balance, 
conversion,  or  devasta/oU. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento 
annexo  was  not  liable  on  bis  bond  at  tbe  common 
law  for  any  devastavit  or  default  of  bis  predecessor 
either  of  omission  or  commission,  as  tbere  was  no 
privity  t)etween  an  administrator  de  bonin  non  and 
the  preceding  executor  or  administrator.  Alsop 
V.  Mather,  8  Conn.  684. 

So,  in  American  Bd.  of  Comrs.  for  Foreign  Mis- 
sions. 27  Conn.  844,  it  was  said  that  an  administrator 
de  h'inis  non  could  not  bring  a  suit  for  a  devastavit 
or  call  the  executor  or  first  administrator  to  an  ac- 
count for  money  received  for  property  sold.  The 
remedy  for  this  was  an  action  on  the  predecessor^ 
bond  by  the  persons  injured  and  to  tbe  extent  of 
tbe  injury  averred  and  proved. 

So.  wbere  an  executrix  having  an  absolute  estate 
in  tbe  property  bad  disposed  of  tbe  same  and  bad 
died  without  tlliog  an  inventory,  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  the 
technical  breach  of  the  bond  in  neglecting  to  tile  an 
Inventory,  wbere  tbere  was  no  remaining  property 
to  which  tbe  administrator  bad  a  rightful  claim, 
and  tbere  were  no  debts  to  be  paid.  State  v.  Smith, 
52  Conn.  667. 

Delaware. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  may  recover  the 
balance  shown  by  the  settlement  of  bis  predecessor, 
and  is  entitled  to  follow  choses  in  action  taken  by 
bis  predecessor  for  land  sold  under  order  of  court. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadministered. 

In  State,  Burton,  v.  Tunnell,  5  Harr.  (Del.)  182,  it 
was  said  that  wbere  an  executor  or  administrator 
is  removed  from  office,  or  dies  before  closing  the 
estate,  the  succeeding  administrator  is  entitled  to 
the  goods,  chattels.  rights.and  credits  which  remain 
in  specie,  and  money  kept  separate,  which  are 
therefore  termed  unadministered. 

CZaifiw  against  predecessor  for  accounting,  bdUincet 

eonversuvn,  or  devaetavit. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  recover  on 

bis  predecessor's  bond  for  all  money  and  other 
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tor  must  not  be  chargeable  with  culpable  neg-  \  guilty  of  such  neglect.    This   action  is  not 
loot  in  not  prosecuting  bis  claim  within  the   commenced  until  long  after  the  statute  bar 
time  limited  for  commencinffan  action  at  law.    has  become  effectual. 
The  plaintiff,  Edward  T.   JBodge.  has  been '      Waltham  Bank  ▼.   Wright,    8  Allen,    121; 


asseta,  and  all  securities,  books,  and  papers  belong- 
inir  to  the  estate  of  tbe  Intestate  remaioln?  In  the 
hands  of  tbe  deceased  executor  or  admioistrator. 
or  with  which  at  the  time  of  his  removal  or  decease 
he  was  charflreablo.  The  statute  was  not  referred 
to,  but  evidently  was  based  upon  Del.  Rev.  Code 
I8G8,  p.  S98  of  the  statute,  providing  that  ''whenever 
an  executor,  or  admioistrator  is  removed  or  dies 
before  he  doses  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  his  co- 
executor  or  administrator,  or  if  there  be  none 
such,  his  successor,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  all 
the  uaadmlnistered  eflTects,  includlnir  books  and 
papers,  which,at  the  time  of  such  removal  or  death, 
shall  be  In  his  haods.  or  for  which  he  is  answerable, 
just  allowances  being  made;**  and  p.  299,  providing 
that  the  condition  of  the  bond  of  an  executor  or 
administrator  shall  be  that  he  shall,  without  delay, 
deliver  to  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  receive 
the  same  all  the  unadminlstered  goods,  chattels, 
rights  and  credits,  money,  securities,  books,  and 
pHpers  l)e longing  to  the  estate  of  said  deceased  with 
which  the  said  shall  be  chargeable.  State,  Burton, 
V.  Tunoell,  6  Harr.  (Del.)  1R2. 

Where  an  administrator  dA  bonis  non  tum  testa- 
mento  anncjo  brought  suit  to  recover  thebiilanoe 
of  money  with  which  his  predecessors  bad  charged 
themselves  in  settling  an  account  before  the  regis- 
ter, a  plea  that  the  amount  charged  was  for  Judg- 
ments taken  for  tbe  sale  of  the  property,  by  mis- 
take made  in  the  name  of  the  executors  individ- 
ually, and  which  they  were  ready  to  assign  and 
turn  over  as  assets,  constituted  no  defense.  It  was 
said :  ''If  the  charge  was  of  articles  of  property 
remamlng  in  specie,  or  of  credits  uncollected,  and 
which  were  contained  In  the  account  as  such, 
and  thus  shown  to  be  in  tbe  hands  of  the  executor 
unconverted,  and  only  estimated  in  Federal  money 
as  indicating  their  probable  value,  then  he  would 
not  be  absolutely  chargeable  for  such  estimated 
value  in  case  of  loss  or  failure  to  realize,  without 
his  default.buc  would  be  Anally  accountable  for  tbe 
sum  actually  received,  and  In  every  subsequent  ac- 
oouni  would  be  entitled  to  have  allowance  of  the 
lofls  as  a  credit.**  No  statute  was  cited,  butBev. 
Code,  chap.  89.  S12.  providing  the  same  as  Rev.Code 
i860,  p.  ^98,  was  in  force.  Peokard  v.  Price,  5  Del. 
Cb.  239. 

Glioses  fn  a/etUm. 
Where  a  promissory  note  was  taken  by  an  admin- 
istrator individually  for  the  proceeds  of  land  of  his 
decedent  A,  sold  under  an  order  of  court  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  and  the  note  showed  on  Its  face 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  given,  and  such  note 
was  assigned  by  the  administratrix  of  such  admin- 
istrator to  pay  his  debts,  the  administrator  dsZxmis 
non  of  A  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  note 
claiming  the  same  as  a  trust  fund,  as  It  was  not 
In  tbe  power  of  tbe  administratrix  of  his  predeces- 
sor to  change  the  trust  character.  Barwick  v. 
White,  2  Del.  Ch.  88&. 

District  of  Colombia. 

Although  the  common-law  rule  applies  here,  a 
recovery  was  allowed  on  an  additional  bond  re- 
quired by  a  statute,  where  there  was  danger  of  the 
assett  being  wasted. 

Property  rtmaininQ  in  upeeie  or  unadministered. 

In  Ennis  v.  Smith,  14  How.  400,  14  L.  ed.  472,  It 
was  said  that  under  the  Maryland  law,  only  prop- 
erty  remaining  in  specie  passed  to  the  administra^ 
tor  de  bonis  non. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Claims  against  prcleeessor  for  accountino^  balance, 
conversion,  or  devoittavit. 
Where  other  sureties  were  called  for  by  the  or- 
phans* court  nf  the  District  of  Columbia  under  U. 
S.  Stat,  at  L.  4,  act  1846,  9  8,  providing  that  when- 
eVer  the  orphan*s  court  shall  be  satisfied  that  the 
security  of  an  executor  or  administrator  is  Insulll* 
cent,  the  court  may  call  upon  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator to  give  additional  security,  and  on  fail- 
ure may  appoint  another  administrator  instead  of 
the  tirst,  and  require,  from  him  removed,  to  hand 
over  to  his  succe<wor  the  unadministered  assets, 
sureties  given  under  such  an  order  were  tx>und  for 
the  waste  of  their  principal  to  the  amount  of  tbe  es- 
tate or  funds  with  wbicn  he  charged  himself  by  his 
return  to  the  orphans*  court  as  administrator.wbere 
It  called  for  additional  security  and  for  such  funds 
as  the  administrator  might  afterwards  reoelv»> 
Bonis  V.  Smith,  14  How.  400, 14  L.  ed.  472. 

Florida. 

Tbe  administrator  de  bonfe  non  cannot  call  tbe 
representative  of  his  predecessor  to  an  account  for 
a  devastavit  or  conversion.  There  is  a  statute  au- 
thorizing him  to  call  to  an  account  the  predecessor 
who  has  k)eeo  removed,  fn  other  cases  tbe  com- 
mon-law rule  applies.  The  admioistrator  de  bonfM 
non  takes  only  unadministered  property.  He  may 
set  aside  a  void  sale  on  proper  pleading. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadministered. 
An  administrator  dc  bonis  non  can  only  adminis- 
ter upon  such  of  the  estate  as  remained  In  speela 
unadministered  upon  by  bis  predecessor.  Deans 
V.  Wilcoxon,  25  Fla.  980;  Gregory  v.  Harrison,  4 
Fla.  66. 

Where  an  administrator  de  bonis  nnn  eutn  testa- 
mento  annexo  turned  over  to  tbe  board  of  trustees 
of  tbe  improvement  fund  of  Florida  coupons  found 
amongst  the  papers  of  the  decedent,  supposing  that 
they  were  the  property  of  tbe  board  of  trustees, 
the  decedent  having  been  its  secretary  and  treas- 
urer and  salesman  for  its  land,  it  was  held  tbat  this 
was  not  such  a  change  In  the  property  therein  as 
would  have  amounted  to  an  administration  so  as 
to  prevent  a  subsequent  administrator  de  bor^is  nun 
from  asserting  tbe  claim  for  such  coupons  turned 
over  by  his  predecessor,  but  it  was  held  that  under 
the  evidence  the  coupons  were  never  tbe  property 
of  the  decedent.  Adams  v.  Internal  Improvement 
Fund,  87  Fla.  260L 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting^  balance^ 
conversion,  or  devastavit. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cannot  call  to  ac- 
count a  removed  executor  for  a  devastavit.  Ores- 
ory  V,  Harrison,  4  Fla.  58. 

In  Gregory  v.  Harrison,  4  Fla.  6ft.  It  was  said  tbat 
an  administrator  de  bonia  non  could  assert  no  claim 
for  money  which  came  into  the  hands  of  an  execu- 
tor. 

Florida  act  Feb.  19,  1870,  chap.  1788,  McClellan*8 
Dig.  p.  98.  H  80-00,  giving  powers  and  rights  of  ac- 
tion not  existing  at  common  law  to  administrators 
de  bfjnis  mm  against  executors  or  administrators 
who  may  have  been  removed  by  tbe  oourt  for 
cause,  did  not  extend  to  the  casaof  a  delinquent 
deoeased  executor  or  administrator  who  had  not 
been  thus  removed.  Deans  v.  Wilcoxon,  S  Fla. 
080. 

Avoiding  sales  or  transfers  made  by  his  predeces- 
sor. 
In  order  for  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  re- 
oover  assets  sold  by  his  predecessor,  it  should  lia 
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Jenneg  t.  Wilcox,  9  Allen.  345;  Bradtwrd  ▼. 
FarhcM,  9  Allen,  865:  WelU  v.  Child.  12  Allen, 
^3:  Ricfiardi  ▼.  ChUd,  98  Mass.  284;  Sykes 
T.  Meacham,  103  Mass.  285;  Bacon  v.  Pom- 
troy,  104  Mass.   583;  ^pdman  ▼.  Ta^t,  123 


Mass.  489;  Brook9  ▼.  Rayner,  187  Man.  268: 
if(t>r^    ▼.    American   Loan    d  2*.    6b.    149 
Mass.  253;  Knight  v.  Cunningham,  160  Mass. 
580. 
This  action  being  simply  for  the  ieoo?ery  of 


showo  that  tbere  was  coIIusIod  between  tbe  pre'l- 
ecesBor  and  the  alleged  purchaser.  In  order  to  de- 
prive the  sale  of  its  effect  as  an  administration, 
and  the  fraud  relied  upon  should  t>e  speciflcally 
fltated  Id  tbe  pieadlnir*  Deans  v.  WUoozon,  25  Fla. 
1180. 

Prior  to  the  act  of  1845  an  administrator  de  honU 
man  could  not  maintain  a  suit  for  waste  or  conver- 
sion committed  by  his  predecessor.  Since  that  act 
he  can  call  his  predecessor  or  bis  representatives  to 
an  account.  He  cannot  recover  property  sold  by  his 
predecessor,  but  since  tbe  act  of  1845  ho  may  main- 
tain an  action  to  set  aside  a  sale  fraudulently  made 
by  his  predecessor. 

Avoiding  sales  or  transfen  made  by  his  prede^ 


Under  Oa.  act  1845,  Cobb*s  D1ir.  885,  providing 
that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  removed  executor 
or  administrator  to  account  to  the  administrator 
dt  NmiK  non,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  creditor 
could  not  sue  to  recover  property  that  was  sold 
fraud  tiiontly  by  an  executor  where  there  was  an  ad- 
minisirator  debonfe  non  whose  duty  it  was  to  main- 
tain such  action.  Hardwick  y.  Thomas,  10  Ga.  268. 

An  administrator  ds  bonit  non  eum  tatamento 
•annexo  of  an  insolvent  estate  could  maintain  an 
action  against  a  creditor  where  the  executrix,  who 
bad  been  removed,  bad  paid  such  creditor  an  excess 
beyond  bis  pro  rata  shaie  of  the  assets,  as  the  stat- 
ute givee  a  creditor  a  cause  of  action  where  a  dis- 
tributee has  been  overpaid,  and  the  same  principle 
applies  here.    McFsrhn  v.  Binger.  51  Ga.  363. 

But  where  an  administratrix  individually  sold  a 
negro  that  belonged  to  tbe  estate,  an  administra- 
trix dt  bonis  mm  could  not  recover  tbe  same,  as  she 
could  only  recover  for  goods,  chattels,  rights,  and 
■credits  which  remain  in  specie  in  the  hands  of  tbe 
former  administratrix  unadminlstered,  and  are 
capat>le  of  being  identified  as  the  property  of  the 
first  intestate.  Paschal  v.  Davis,  3  Ga.  256:  Bates 
V.  Woolfolk,  5  Ga.  dS9,  This  was  prior  to  Ga.  act 
1845. 

And  in  Thomas  v.  Hardwick,  1  Ga.  78,  it  was  said 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  has  no  right  to 
sue  for  assets  which  may  have  been  previously  ad- 
ministered, and  that  where  lands  and  negroes  are 
sold  by  order  of  the  court  of  ordinary,  or  perish- 
able property  by  the  act  of  the  party  himself,  they 
are  administered  so  far  as  the  successor  is  con- 
cerned. **He  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  tbem. 
Of  course  tbe  predecessor  is  liable  for  their  pro- 
ceeds to  creditors,  legatees,  and  distributees.  If  an 
executor  or  administrator  be  removed  or  die,  hav- 
ing on  hapd  in  kind  a  portion  of  the  original  assets, 
these  could  be  sued  for  and  recovered  by  the  ad- 
miDlstratorde  bonis  non,^ 

In  Oglesby  ▼.  Gilmore,  5  Ga.  58,  it  was  said  that 
at  common  law  if  there  was  a  fraudulent  collusion 
between  the  admistrator  and  tbe  purcbaser  in  tbe 
isle  of  goods  by  such  administrator,  tbe  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  nnn  might  then  pursue  tbe  property. 

In  Hardwick  v.  Thomas,  10  Ga.  266,  it  was  said 
that  if  a  removed  executor  has  colluded  with  a 
purchaser  at  a  sale  made  by  the  executor  tbe  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  can  pursue  tbe  property 
sod  collect  it,  as  a  fraudulent  sale  will  not  be  held 
to  be  an  admlniatration  by  a  removed  executor. 

Chosen  in  action. 

In  OQbert  v.  Hardwick,  11  Ga.  500,  itwassaldthat 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  at  common  law  oould 
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not  sue  for  tbe  purchase  money  of  negroes  sold 
by  the  executor,  as  such  sale  was  an  administration, 
and  the  administrator  de  bonis  mm  could  neither 
call  the  executor  to  an  account  nor  collect  any 
purchase  money;  and  it  was  held  that  Ga.  act  1845 
did  not  apply  where  the  rights  of  the  removed 
executor,  aad  his  obligations,  and  the  rights  of  tbe 
administrator  de  bonis  non,  bad  been  fixed  before 
the  pateage  of  the  act. 

In  Oglesby  v.  Gilmore,  5  Ga.  56,  it  was  said  that 
at  common  law  tbe  administrator  de  bonis  non 
would  have  no  right  or  title  to  a  Judgment  obtained 
upon  a  note  given  for  property  sold  by  the  former 
administrator. 

Claims  for  aeeounting^  balanee,  conversion,  or 
detastavtL 

Prior  to  Ga.  act  1845,  an  administrator  do  bonis 
non  oould  not  maintain  a  suit  for  waste  or  conver- 
sion committed  by  his  predecessor.  Thomas  v. 
Hardwick,  1  Ga.  78;  Paschal  v.  Davis,  3  Ga.  256. 

But  in  Shorter  v.  Harg roves,  11  Ga.  668,  it  was 
said  that  under  Ga.  act  1845.  Oobb's  Dig.  885,  provid- 
ing that  whenever  an  executor  or  admiuistrator 
may  be  removed  or  depart  this  life  chargeable  to 
the  estate  which  he  or  she  represented,  it  shall  tM 
the  duty  of  such  removed  executor  or  adminis- 
trator to  account  fully  with  the  administrator  de 
bonis  von  who  may  be  appointed  to  finish  the  ad- 
ministration of  such  estate.  Tbe  administrator  de 
bonit  non  can  call  the  representative  of  his  pred- 
ecessor to  an  account. 

And  in  Knight  v.  Lasseter,  16  Ga.  151,  it  was  said 
that  under  Ga.  act  1845,  it  was  designed  to  give  a 
remedy  which  should  be  full  and  complete  as  to  all 
and  every  portion  of  tbe  estate,  whether  remain- 
ing in  specie  or  converted  into  cash  and  notes,  re. 
maining  in  the  hands  of  suoh  removed  trustee  or 
his  representative,  and  as  to  which  tbe  rights  of 
other  persons  had  not  become  vested. 

And  Ga.  act  1845  repeals  tbe  common  law  as  to 
all  restrictions  which  it  imposes  upon  tbe  adminis- 
trator de  bonit  non,  and  subjects  the  first  admin- 
istrator and  his  estate  to  liability  to  account  to  and 
with  tbe  administrator  de  ZMmis  non  touching  the 
entire  administration,  and  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  should  be  made  a  party  to  an  action  by  a 
distributee  against  a  former  administrator  charg- 
ing a  devastavit.    Oglesby  v.  Gilmore,  5  Ga.  66. 

Under  Ga.  act  1845,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
was  not  liable  to  the  heirs  and  creditors  for  tbe 
failure  to  call  the  previous  administrator  to  an  ac- 
count, unless  tbey  showed  that  he  knew  of  a  devas- 
tavit, or  was  guilty  of  some  positive  neglect.  Bow- 
ers V.  Grimes,  45  Ga.  616. 

And  under  Ga.  Code,  §  2514,  providing  that  upon 
the  revocation  of  letters  of  one  administrator  where 
there  are  more  than  one,  the  trust  remains  In  the 
bahds  of  the  other,  and  with  him  as  to  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  tbe  removed  administrator 
must  account,  the  sureties  upon  the  Joint  bond  of 
both  of  the  administrators  were  exonerated  from 
a  liability  for  a  devastavit  committed  after  the 
first  was  discharged  and  the  other  was  appointed 
sole  administrator.  Veach  v.  Rice,  181  U.&288, 
83  L.  ed.  168. 

lUinois. 

The  authority  of  tbe  administrator  de  bonis  non 
extends  only  to  such  goods  as  remain  in  specie  un- 
administered,  except  In  such  cases  as  are  modified 
by  the  statute  authorizing  an  action  on  tbe  prede- 
oessor^s  bond  where  he  has  been  removed.  But 
tbe  statute  does  not  give  any  right  of  action  for 


40 


Maisb  Sufrsue  Judicial  Coubt. 


JULT» 


n  specific  sum  of  money  or  for  the  recovery  of 
a  money  judgment,  the  action  is  one  at 
law 

SeoU  7.  Neely,  140  U.  B.  106,  85  L.  ed.  868; 
WhiUhead  ▼.  a/iattuek,  188  U.  8. 146,  84  L.  ed. 
873. 


The  bill  must  allege,  and  the  facts  proved 
must  show,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  pur- 
sued his  remedy  at  law  for  reasons  which 
of  themselves  afford  ground  for  equitable 
relief. 

Bockland  ▼.  Boekland  Water  Co.  86  Me.  55; 


acoount,  balance,  or  conversioo  airaioBt  tbe  repre- 
sentative of  the  predeceflBor  who  has  died,  but  only 
applies  to  oases  of  removal. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadminiatered. 

In  Newhall  v.  Tumey,  14  IlL  388,  and  Rowan  t. 
Kirkpatrick,  14  III.  1,  It  was  said  that  an  adminis- 
trator de  brmfo  non  oould  only  recover  such  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  tbe  intestate  as  remained  un- 
adminlstered  In  specie,  and  such  of  the  debts  due 
the  Intestate  as  remained  uupald,  but  that  his 
authority  did  not  extend  to  assets  already  adminis- 
tered, and  so  Tar  as  tbe  estate  had  been  adminis- 
tered by  the  first  administrator  he  was  concluded. 

Claims  against  predeceaaor  for  accounting^  balance, 
conoersUmt  or  devaatavtL 

Under  Scates's  Com  p.  Stat.  (HI.)  1196,  Statute  of 
Wills,  1 75,  providing  that  where  any  executor  or 
administrator  shall  have  his  letters  revoked  he 
shall  be  liable  on  his  bond  to  such  subsequent  ad- 
ministrator for  any  mismanagement  of  the  estate, 
and  such  subsequent  administrator  may  maintain 
actions  of  trover,  detinue,  account,  and  on  the 
case  against  such  former  executor  or  administrator 
for  all  such  goods,  chattels. debts,  and  credits  which 
shall  have  come  to  the  possession  of  him  or  her, 
and  which  shall  be  withheld,  wasted,  embezzled,  or 
misapplied,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  call 
a  prior  administrator  to  account  and  maintain  an 
action  on  his  bond.    DulBn  v  Abbott,  48  111.  17. 

In  Duflan  V.  Abbott.  48  111.  17,  a  distinction  was 
made  between  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  calling 
bis  predecessor  to  account  and  calling  the  adminis- 
trator of  his  predecessor  to  account,  holding  that 
he  could  maintain  the  first- named  action,  and  over- 
ruling Stoee  V.  People,  25  III.  600. 

In  Hanifan  v.  Needles,  108  111.  408,  it  was  said  that 
under  111.  Rev.  Stat.  18^4,  chap.  8,  §  80,  providing 
that  upon  revocation  of  letters  and  removal  of  an 
executor  or  administrator  from  office  bis  successor 
may  maintain  an  action  for  waste,  mismanagement, 
or  breach  of  duty  in  regard  to  tbe  estate,  that  an 
administrator  debonf«  non  could  maintain  an  action 
against  bis  predecessor  for  an  accounting  and  for 
mismanagement.  But  it  was  said  that  if  he  died 
tbe  admmistrator  de  bonis  non  oould  not  maintain 
such  an  action. 

Where  tbe  executor  of  an  estate  sold  a  leasehold 
and  was  removed,  an  administrator  de  bonis  nrm 
was  appointed,  and  tbe  executor  died,  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  could  maintain  an  action  for 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  against  the  estate  of  bis  pre* 
decessor  under  IlL  Kev.  Stat.  chap.  8, 889.  McDon- 
ough  V.  Hanifan.  7  111.  App.  50. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  main- 
tain an  action  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor,  for 
money  due  to  the  estate,  under  Starr  A  C.  Stat. 
(111.)  p.  208,  f  39,  providing  that  where  such  execu- 
tor or  administrator  shall  have  his  letters  revoked 
he  shall  be  liable  on  his  bond  to  such  subsequent 
,  administrator,  or  to  any  other  persons  aggrieved* 
for  any  mismanagement  of  the  estate  committed 
to  his  care.    Nevitt  v.  Woodburn,  100  III.  203. 

In  Stose  V.  People,  26  III.  600,  it  was  held  that  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento  annexo 
had  no  right  to  call  for  an  account  of  any  part  of 
the  estate  converted  or  wasted  by  an  executor  who 
had  been  removed.  But  this  case  was  overruled  in 
Duffln  V.  Abbott,  48  111.  17. 

In  Graffenreid  v.  Kundert,  84  IlL  App.  488,  it  was 
said  that  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  had  no 
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right  at  common  law  to  an  account  from  his  prede- 
cessor for  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  or  for  its 
mismanagement,  or  for  any  breach  of  duty  respect- 
ing it,  and  that  where  an  executor  was  guilty  of  a 
devastavit  and  died,  the  Illinois  statute  giving  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  an  action  against  a  re- 
moved executor  did  not  apply. 

And  in  Be  Bichart,  68I)L  App.  91,  it  was  said  that 
if  an  administrator  converted  assets  of  tbe  estate- 
into  money,  and  used  tbe  same,  such  action  oper- 
ated as  a  devastavit,  and  the  money  so  converted 
was  to  be  treated  as  assets  administered,  and  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  oould  not  maintain  an 
action  therefor  upon  the  bond  of  the  prior  admin- 
istrator who  converted  the  same.  The  court  did 
not  make  a  distinction  between  a  conversion  by  an 
administrator  who  died  and  one  who  was  removed^ 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento 
annexo  could  not  be  held  to  account  to  the  resid- 
uary legatee  for  money  and  property  that  tbe 
deceased  executor  administered  upon  and  wrongly 
converted  to  bis  own  use.  It  was  further  held  that 
such  administrator  de  bonis  non  had  no  authority 
to  call  on  the  personal  representative  of  the  de- 
ceased executor  for  an  account  of  tbe  assets  other 
than  those  unadmlnlstered,  as  tbe  residuary  lega- 
tees are  tbe  persons  who  should  prosecute  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  a  deceased  executor  for 
any  waste  or  misapplication  of  assets.  Bliss  v. 
Seaman,  165  HI.  422,  Affirming  60  III.  App.  286. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  call 
in  question  a  settlement  of  a  claim  against  a  debtor 
made  by  the  prior  administrator,  as  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  could  not  charge  his  predeoea- 
sor  with  a  devastavit.  Short  v.  Johnson,  26  111.  480. 

Under  111.  Bev.  Stat.  chap.  100,  fl  7S,  providing 
that  on  the  revocation  of  letters  of  an  executor 
or  administrator  he  shall  he  liable  on  his  bond  to 
his  successor,  who  may  maintain  an  action  of 
trover,  debt,  detinue,  account,  and  on  the  case,, 
against  his  predecessor  for  goods,  chattels,  debts,, 
and  credits  withheld,  wasted,  or  misapplied,  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  for  conversion  could  not  be  maintained 
by  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  on  tbe  bond  of  the 
predecessor  who  had  died  and  had  not  been  re- 
moved under  the  statute.  Marsh  v.  People,  1& 
IlL  285. 

In  Duffln  V.  Abbott,  48  111.  17,  it  was  said  that  Id 
Marsh  v.  People,  15  III.  286,  a  distinction  was  made 
between  the  authority  of  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  on  tbe  death  of  bis  predecessor,  and  tbe  au- 
thority of  one  appointed  on  tbe  revocation  of 
letters. 

Choses  in  aciUm, 

Where  a  note  was  given  *'to  T.,  admioistrator  of 
the  estate  of  S.,  deceased,"  and  tbe  administratrix 
of  T.  brought  an  action  on  tbe  same,  and  it  waa 
contended  that  it  should  have  been  brought  by  the 
administratrix  de  bonis  non,  it  was  said  that  '*for 
aught  that  appears  In  the  record,  this  suit  may 
be  prosecuted  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non.  It  makes  no  difference  to  the 
maker  of  the  note  which  of  them  is  permitted  ta 
bring  tbe  action.**  Newhall  v.  Turney,  14  111.  386. 
Indiana. 

In  this  state  prior  to  the  act  of  1849  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  oould  not  maintain  an  action 
for  conversion,  devastavit,  or  account,  but  since 
that  statute  such  action  may  be  maintained.  Ao 
action  may  be  maintained  to  set  aside  a  void  salew 
and  an  action  may  be  maintainea  on  choees  in  mk 
tion  due  the  estate. 
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Waltham  Bank  ▼.  Wright,  6  Alien,  121;  Wells 
f.  Child,  12  Allen,  333. 

Id  the  two  cases  in  Massacbuseits,  in  which 
relief  has  been  granted,  the  court  acted  only 
upon  strong  equitable  srounds. 

Morey  v.  American  Loan  d  T,  Co.  149  Mass. 
253;  KnigJU  v.  Cunningham,  160  Mass.  580. 


Wiswell*  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Bill  in  equity  by  the  administrator  de  honis 
non  of  the  estate  of  AbigAil  T.  Hodge  against 
the  executrix  of  William  Hodge,  the  adminis- 
trator of  Abigail  T.  Hodge. 

The  complainant,  the  administrator  de  bonis 


Clainu  oQOinst  predecemor  for  accounting^  baianee, 
eonvertion,  or  demutaviU 

Pri(Nr  to  the  statute  of  1840  an  administrator  de 
honU  non  oould  not  maintain  an  action  on  his 
predecessor's  bond  for  a  devastavit.  State,  Pier- 
son,  V.  Goodinir*  8  Blackf.  687;  Anthony  v.  M*Call, 
3BIackf.86. 

In  Graham  ▼.  State,  Reynolds,  7  Ind.  470,  it  was 
said  that  prior  to  the  passaire  of  Ind.  act  1849,  p.  63, 
2  He  v.  Stat.  p.  S80,an  administrator  de  bonU  non 
oouJd  not  sue  bis  predecessor  in  administration  for 
a  breach  of  duty. 

Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1848,  p.  567,  providing  that  the 
executors  and  administrators  of  every  person  who, 
as  exeoutor  either  of  ritfht  or  In  bis  own  wrong-, 
or  as  administrator,  shall  have  wasted  or  converted 
to  his  own  uae  any  g-oods,  chattels,  or  estate  of  any 
deceased  person,  shall  be  chanreabie  in  the  same 
manner  as  their  testator  or  intestate  would  have 
been  If  llvinir,  did  not  give  an  action  to  the  admln- 
totrator  de  Ixmit  non  for  a  devastavit  committed  by 
his  predecessor.    Young  v.  Kimball,  8  Blackf.  167. 

But  under  2  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  286,  H  l«2, 163,  Laws 
1849,  p.  68,  providlQfr  that  any  executor  or  admin- 
istrator may  be  sued  on  bis  bond  by  any  creditor, 
heir,  lefratee,or  survlviogror  sucoeedinir  executor 
or  administrator  for,  (1)  failure  to  inventory  the 
property;  (2)  failure  to  pay  money  of  the  estate 
into  court:  (8)  failure  to  use  diligence;  (4)  want  of 
reasonable  care  in  taking  solvent  sureties;  (6)  em- 
bezzliufr,  concealinff,  or  converting  to  bin  own  use; 

(6)  neirlifirencly  permittiufr  property  to  be  injured; 

(7)  for  committing  waste.— an  administrator  de 
boni*  non  miKht  maintain  an  action  upon  the  bond 
of  bis  predecessor  for  breach  of  duty  to  recover  as- 
sets, altboug-b  the  bond  was  executed  before  the 
passaire  of  this  act  Graham  v.  State,  Reynolds,  7 
Ind.  470,  65  Am.  Dec.  745. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  oould  main- 
tain an  action  a^lnst  the  administrator  of  the 
surety  of  his  predecessor  for  a  breach  of  duty  on 
the  part  of  th»>«latter,  in  falling  to  pay  into  the 
clerk's  office  to  the  proper  heirs  money  belon^ng- 
to  the  estate  upon  which  he  was  administrator, 
under  2Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  pp.  285,  286,  M  162, 163,  where 
the  administrator  bad  left  the  state  with  money 
in  bis  hands,  and  bad  for  that  cause  been  removed. 
State.  Wright,  v.  Porter,  9  Ind.  342. 

Under  2  Gavin  &  H.  (Ind.)  Stat.  p.  631, 1 162,  au- 
thorizing a  suit  by  the  sucoeedlnir  administrator 
on  the  bond  of  the  prpvious  administrator  for 
any  violation  of  the  duties  of  his  trust,  an  ad- 
ministrator rfe  bents  non  could  maintain  an  action 
on  the  bond  of  bis  predecessor  for  money  belonging' 
to  the  estate  which  be  had  failed  to  pay  over.  Lane 
▼.  State,  Harmon,  27  Ind.  106;  Myers  v.  State,  Mo- 
Cray,  47  Ind.  293. 

Cfiosesin  acHon, 

Under  Ind.  act  1891,  pp.  107, 108,  providing  that 
when  it  is  shown  that  an  administrator  or  executor 
has  been  finally  dlscbarsred,  and  that  there  is  no  ad- 
ministration of  said  estate  pending  in  any  court  of 
this  state,  and  there  are  assets  t)elonflrinsr  to  the  ea> 
tate  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  said  state  that  have 
not  been  and  should  be  administered,  the  court  may 
appoint  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  have  the 
same  powers  now  frlven  to  administrators  and  ex- 
ecutors, an  admlp<strator  cieboniK  non  could  main- 
tain an  action  on  an  appeal  bond  g-iveu  in  the  de- 
oedent*s  lifetime  where  such  bond  bad  never  l)een 
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administered  upon,  although  the  prior  adminis- 
trators bad  made  a  final  settlement  and  been  dis- 
charged. It  was  further  held  that  such  act  was 
remedial,  and  was  not  void,  and  applied,  althouffb 
It  was  not  passed  until  after  flnal  settlement.  Bar- 
nett  V.  Vaumeter,  7  Ind.  App.  45. 

And  under  Ind.  act  1891,  p.  107,  Rev.  Stat.  1894» 
12305,  after  a  final  settlement  and  the  discharge  of 
an  administrator,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  be  appointed  where  It  was  shown  that  there 
was  a  claim  afralnst  the  government  within  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  state  that  had  not  been  sold  and 
should  be  administered.  Wabl  v.  Sobierling,  11 
Ind.  App.  096. 

In  order  for  an  administrator  de  bonia  non  to  re- 
cover from  a  debtor  to  the  estate,  he  must  allege- 
that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  sum  of  money 
sued  for,  either  to  the  intestate  in  bis  lifetime,  or 
to  the  predecessor  of  the  administrator  de  bonis 
nnn.    Orlffltb  v.  Fischll,  4  Blackf.  427. 

And  In  an  action  by  an  administrator  de  bonUt 
non  airalnst  a  surviving  partner  of  the  decedent  to 
recover  the  share  of  the  decedent  in  the  partner- 
ship assets,  the  defendant  could  set  off  the  indebt- 
edness of  the  decedent  to  him.  and  also  the  amount 
paid  to  discharge  the  debts  of  the  decedent  In  ex- 
cess of  assets  received  by  him  as  administrator. 
Skillen  v.  Jones,  44  Ind.  136. 

Avoiding  sales  or  iranafera  made  by  Ms  predecessor. 

Where  an  administrator  sold  land  under  an  order 
of  court,  and  took  the  purchase- money  notes  and 
canceled  them  by  bavlnir  a  personal  debt  owing  by 
bim  to  the  obligor  oanoeled  and  made  a  deed  which 
was  never  confirmed,  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  could  maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase money  from  the  purchaser  or  to  have  the  sale 
set  aside.    Chandler  v.  Schoonover,  14  Ind.  324. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  who  bad  ob- 
tained a  Judgment  asralnst  the  predecessor  and 
sureties  for  the  conversion  by  the  former  of  the 
assets  of  the  estate  mi^bt,  without  proceeding  to 
collect  the  Judgment,  maintain  an  action  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  which  the  defaultlnff  adminis- 
trator bad  fraudulently  made  of  land  purchased 
with  the  trust  fund.  Harvey  v.  State,  Rogers.  12?* 
Ind.  260. 

But  where  the  heirs  of  an  intestate  obtained  a 
decree  for  land  fraudulently  conveyed  by  an  ad- 
ministrator and  that  the  land  should  be  sold  t» 
satisfy  the  decreit,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
bad  no  ri^rbe  to  enforce  that  decree,  as  ltt)elonged 
to  the  complainants  in  that  suit.  Fersruson  w 
Sweeney,  6  Blackf.  547. 

Where  there  are  no  assets. 
Under  Ind.  act  1881,  p.  247.  Rev.  Stat.  1881, 1 2340 
providlnR  that  if  any  executor,  administrator  wit b 
the  will  anDexed,or  administrators,  shall  die,  resign,. 
or  remove  from  the  state,  or  bia  authority  be  re- 
voked or  superseded,  the  remaining  executor  or 
administrator  shall  complete  the  administration,, 
but  If  no  such  exeoutor  or  administrator  be  re- 
malnlnir  in  the  state  an  administrator  de  bonis  nojh 
may  be  appointed  with  the  same  rights  and  subject 
to  the  same  liabilities  as  bis  predecessor,  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  could  not  be  appointed  where 
bis  predecessor  bad  made  a  final  settlement  which 
was  unrevoked  and  In  full  force,  discharglng>  him 
from  the  trust  because  fully  settled,  as  such  matter 
was  res  Judicata^  under  2  Ind.  Rev.  M  S402,  2403,  pro- 


43 


Maikb  Supreme  Judicial  Court. 


JULT. 


nan^  is  the  son  of  Abif^ail  T.   and  William  I  appointed  admiDistratord^S^Tiif  n^n on  the  first 
Hodge.    The   intestate  died    April   8,   1879.    Tuesday  of  October,  1892. 
Her  husband,  William  Hodge,  was  appointed       The  complainant  alleges,  in  sabstanoe,  tbat 
juiminisirator  upon  her  estate  December  7, 18i0,   the  intestate  at  the  time  of  her  death  was  the 
and  died  June  6,  1892.    The  complainant  was  I  owner  of  a  deposit  in  the  Cambridgeport  Sar- 


vidiDRTthat  such  floal  settlemeat  is  conclusive  on 
all  parties  Interested  in  the  state,  unless  reopened 
within  three  years  for  mistake  or  fraud.  Pate  v. 
Moore,  79  Ind.  20. 

In  Bamett  ▼.Vanmeter,  7  Ind.  App.  45,  It  was  said 
tbat  prior  to  the  act  of  March  6, 1881.  tberc  was  no 
law  in  force  In  Indiana  under  which  an  adminis- 
trator de  honit  mm  could  be  appointed  for  any  de- 
cedent's estate  after  the  final  seltlement  of  such 
«etate,  unless  such  settlement  was  vacated  or  set 
aside. 

An  administrator  de  bonU  rum  may  maintain  an 
action  against  his  predecessor  and  sureties  for  as- 
sets converted  by  bis  predecessor  who  had  been 
removed,  under  Iowa  Code,  §  2348,  providing-  for 
the  appointment  of  an  administrator  in  case  of  va- 
•cancy,  and  1 2849,  providing  tbat  the  substitution  of 
other  executors  shall  occasion  no  delay  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  assets,  as  this  statute  changed 
the  common- law  rule.  It  was  further  held  tbat  the 
substituted  administrator  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  all  the  assets,  and  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  recovery  of  any  sum  in  which  the 
•estate  had  an  interest,  and  that  was  to  be  applied  to 
the  debts.    Stewart  v.  Phenlce,  65  Iowa,  475. 

But  an  administrator  de  lionis  non  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  to  recover  from  the  surety  of  his 
predecessor  the  avails  of  a  policy  of  Insurance  on 
the  life  of  his  decedent,  collected  by  his  predecessor 
and  not  accounted  for,  under  Iowa  Code,  §  1182, 
which  provided  that  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the 
life  of  an  individual  shall  inure  to  the  separate  use 
•of  the  husband  or  wife  and  children  of  said  indi- 
vidual Independently  of  creditors.  Kelly  v.  Mann, 
56  Iowa,  628. 

In  Stewart  v.  Phenlce,  66  Iowa,  47B,  Kelley  v. 
Mann  was  distinguished,  as  in  that  case  the  fund 
-could  not  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  debts 
but  descended  directly  to  the  heirs.  The  holding 
was  that  the  substituted  administrator  was  not  en- 
titled to  the  funds,  but  that  the  sureties  on  the 
bond  of  the  first  administrator  were  answerable 
on  the  bond  to  the  heirs  for  their  distributive 
shares.  The  court  said  that  '^if  there  were  no  claims 
against  the  estate  in  this  case  it  would  be  governed 
by  tbe  same  principle." 


An  administrator  de  honit  non  could  maintain  an 
action  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor  who  had  sold 
personal  property  and  taken  payment  part  in  cash 
and  part  in  a  note  of  the  purchaser,  where  the  sale 
was  set  aside,  but  the  purchaser  retained  the  prop- 
erty and  the  administrator  de  b(mU  non  sutMe- 
•quently  collected  tbe  note  from  the  purchaser,  and 
tbe  administrator  failed  to  pay  the  cash  received 
by  him  from  tbe  sale.  This  was  under  Kan.  Gen. 
Stat.  (1868)  p.  435, 1 26,  providing  tbat  an  adminis- 
trator appointed  in  the  place  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator wbo  has  resigned,  been  removed,  or 
whose  letters  have  been  revoked,  shall  be  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  all  assets  unadmlnistered,  and 
may  maintain  an  action  against  the  former  execu- 
tor or  administrator  and  his  sureties  on  his  bond, 
and  for  all  damages  arising  from  maladministra- 
tion.   Mustek  y.  Beebe,  17  Kan.  47. 

JEentaeky. 

The  administrator  de  IxmU  non  is  entitled  to  con- 
trol all  assets  remaining  in  specie  or  unadmlnis- 
tered. He  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  account 
•or  for  conversion  or  for  a  balance  remaining  in 
money  in  his  predeoessor's  hands.  As  to  a  chose  in 
action  an  administrator  de  bonie  non  was  entitled 
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to  recover  in  some  cases  where  he  had  obtained 
possession  of  notes,  but  some  cases  held  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  notes  taken  by  his 
predecessor  where  there  had  been  a  conversion 
and  where  it  was  not  shown  to  be  necessary  for  dis- 
tribution through  him,  and  he  could  not  intervene 
to  claim  choses  in  action  that  should  go  directly  to 
distributees. 

Property  remaining  in  tpecie  or  uncLdminiatereA. 

Where  a  will  gave  to  the  wife  of  the  testator  all 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  ''except  suoh  as  will 
hereafter  be  disposed  of,  which  is  to  fulfil  any  con- 
tracts I  may  have  made  for  the  conveyance"  of  land, 
and  the  wife  was  made  executrix,  and  after  her 
death  certain  slaves  of  the  testator  came  to  the 
hands  of  another  party  and  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  cum  tegtamento  annexo  brought  detinue 
for  the  slaves,  it  was  held  that  as  it  was  not  shown 
that  the  executrix  bad  elected  to  take  as  devisee, 
the  administrator  de  bonis  fton  could  recover.  It 
was  not  claimed  that  tbe  executrix  sold  the  slaves 
or  otherwise  parted  with  them  in  the  course  of  ad- 
ministration.   Floyd  V.  Breckenridge,  4  Bibb,  14. 

In  Graves  v.  Downey,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  365;  Bradshaw 
V.  Com.  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  632;  Oldham  v.  Collins,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  49;  Slaughter  v.  Froman,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  19, 
17  Am.  Dec.  8S;  and  Carroll  v.  Connet,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.196,— it  was  said  that  an  administrator  de  bonie 
non  would  be  entitled  to  whatever  of  the  estate  of 
the  Intestate  remained  in  specie. 

Claims  aoainst  predecessor  for  accounting,  baXanee, 
conversUmt  or  devastavit. 

Administrators  de  bonis  non  could  not  call  the 
representatives  or  sureties  of  the  first  administra- 
tor to  account.  Bradshaw  v.  Com.  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
532;  Slaughter  v.  Froman,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  19, 17  Am. 
Dec.  33. 

So,  a  decree  in  favor  of  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  for  an  account  for  money  arising  from  the  re- 
sult of  his  predecessor's  administration  was  errone- 
ous, as  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  en- 
titled to  the  proceeds  of  chattels  sold,  nor  to  tbe 
hire  of  slaves.  Slaughter  v.  Froman,  6  T.  B.  Mon. 
19, 17  Am.  Dec.  88. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond, 
where  it  did  not  appear  that  any  one  article  of 
property  which  had  ever  belonged  to  the  intestate 
remained  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff's  predecessor 
at  bis  death,  as  tbe  rigrht  of  action  was  in  the  dis- 
tributees and  heirs.  Oldham  v.  Collins,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  49. 

And  an  administrator  ds  bonis  non  could  not 
maintain  a  suit  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor  for 
assets  converted  by  him  and  wasted,  as  the  riirht  of 
action  was  in  the  distributee,  and  not  in  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non.  Felts  v.  Brown,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  147. 

And  where  a  trust  fund  was  created  by  an  execu- 
tor under  a  will,  and  several  successive  administra- 
tors de  bonis  non  eum  iestamento  annexo  were  ap- 
pointed, and  the  last  one  brought  a  suit  upon  the 
bond  of  his  predecessor  for  the  fund,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  a  trust  fund  for  the  widow  for  life,  and  was 
held  by  those  having  control  of  it  as  trustees  and  not 
as  executor  or  administrator  with  the  will  annexed, 
and  that  the  right  and  duty  to  hold  it  did  not  de- 
volve on  the  administrator  de  bonis  non^  and  tbat 
the  last  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  to  recover  on  his  predecessor's  bond 
for  a  devastavit,  under  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  ohap.  87,  art. 
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fn^  Bank  of  CaiDbridgeport,  Massachusetts; 
that,  although  r.uch  deposit  was  in  the  name  of 
one  Haooah  C.  Wilson,  it  was  in  fact  the 
moDey  of  the  intestate,  deposited  by  her  in  the 
name  of  Hannah  G.  Wilson,  in  trust  for  the 


sole  benefit  of  the  intekttate:  th'\t  after  ber  death 
William  Hodge  procured  from  Hanoah  C. 
Wilson  a  transfer  of  said  deposit,  without 
consideration;  and  that  on  August  26,  1879, 
before  his  appointment  as  administrator,  he 


1,  U 19-21,  provldlDflr  that  if  there  are  no  other  per- 
•onal  representatives  to  disobarire  the  trust  the 
court  may  appoint  one  who  shaU  have  the  same 
power  and  rights,  and  be  liable  to  the  same  respon- 
sibility, as  respects  the  estate  unadministered,  as 
the  person  removed.  Warfleld  v.  Brand,  18  Bush, 
71. 

In  Anderson  v.  Miller,  6  J.  J.  Blarsh.  568,  it  was 
aid  that  an  administrator  de  honU  non  could  have 
no  remedy  airainst  a  previous  administrator  for 
money  collected  for  the  hire  of  slaves  belonsrinfr  to 
the  estate. 

And  in  Thomason  v.'.Thoma8on,  1  Met.  (Ky.)&%  It 
was  said  that  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  admln- 
totrator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  wbioh  had  been 
converted  Into  money,  formed  a  part  of  his  estate 
which  was  under  the  control  of  his  personal  rep- 
resentatives after  his  death,  and  must  be  accounted 
for  by  them,  and  an  administrator  de  bonis  wm  of 
the  first  estate  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  tbis 
part  of  the  estate. 

So,  in  Graves  v.  Downey,  8  T.  B.  Mon.  838.  it  was 
aid  that  where  an  administratrix  had  married,  and 
she  and  her  husband  bad  converted  some  of  the 
assets  into  money,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  have  no  title  nor  maintain  any  action  on  the 
administmtion  bond  for  such  conversion. 

In  TriKff  v.  Daniel,  2  Bibb,  801,  where  the  admin- 
istrator de  b*mi8  non  brought  suit  against  the  hus- 
band of  the  administratrix  with  the  will  annexed 
and  her  sureties  for  an  account  of  the  property  ad- 
ministered, and  to  have  the  balance  delivered  over, 
the  court  did  not  discuss  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  main- 
tain an  action  for  an  accounting,  but  affirmed  the 
decree  with  certain  corrections  as  to  credits  for 
care,  education,  and  support  of  the  children. 

Choses  in  aetion. 

And  an  administratrix  de  bonis  non  could  main- 
tain an  action  in  equity  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
a  note  and  enforce  a  Hen  by  which  it  was  secured, 
where  the  note  was  taken  by  her  predecessor  in  his 
individual  name  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  the 
estate,  although  the  administratrix  de  bonis  non 
oonld  not  have  maintained  an  action  at  law  on  said 
note  in  her  own  name.  Burrus  v.  Roulacb,  3  Bush, 
40.  It  was  said  that  tbis  does  not  conflict  with  the 
doctrine  recognized  in  Saffron  v.  Kennedy,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  188,  and  Williams  v.  Collins,  1  a  Mon.  68. 

Where  notes  were  given  to  Sarah  C,  as  adminis- 
tratrix of  William  C,  and  she  died,  it  was  said  tbat 
the  notes  were  prima  facie  assets  of  William  G. 
which  his  administrator  de  bonis  non  might  have 
lawfully  collected,  although  the  administratrix 
might  have  made  them  their  own  property  by  being 
charged  in  the  settlement  with  their  amount. 
Williams  v.  Collins,  1  B,  Mon.  68. 

So,  where  notes  were  made  payable  to  C,  admin- 
istrator of  M.,  and  he  died  without  collecting  the 
notes  or  fully  administering,  and  the  notes  came 
to  the  bands  of  tbe  sheriff  of  the  county  as  ad  minis- 
tutor  de  bonis  non  of  M.,  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
upon  them  under  1  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  Stanton's  ed. 
pL  500,  providing  that  in  all  cases  where  assets  are 
committed  to  the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  he  shall  by 
virtue  of  his  office  and  the  order  of  the  court  be 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the  decedent, 
sod  shall  have  all  the  rights  and  powers,  and  shall 
be  bound  to  perform  all  the  duties,  of  such  adminis- 
trstor.  Maraman  v.  Trunuell,  8  Met.  (Ky.)  147, 77 
Am.  Dec.  167. 

But  where  an  administrator  reoeived  a  note  for 
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goods  of  the  intestate  it  was  assets  in  bis  hands, 
and  for  a  conversion  an  action  would  lie  by  credit- 
ors. It  was  said  that  in  Kentucky  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  would  not  be  entitled  to  tba 
same,  although  it  was  settled  otherwise  in  England. 
Morrison  v.  Page,  9  Dana,  428. 

And  where  more  than  five  years  had  elapsed 
from  the  intestate's  death,  and  it  was  not  shown 
that  tbe  notes  in  controversy  were  necessary  for 
the  payment  of  debts  and  to  save  circuity  and  de- 
lay, the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  refused 
possession  of  uncollected  notes  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  his  intestate,  and  a  decree  of  distribution 
was  made  without  permitting  it  to  pass  through 
his  hands.    Bellomy  v.  Bellomy,  8  Bush,  109. 

Bonds  made  payable  to  a  commissioner  In  con- 
sideration of  the  sale  of  slaves  made  by  him  as  an 
administrator  could  not  be  held  to  be  assets  in  the 
hands  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non^  where  it 
was  supposed  that  the  slaves  were  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  the  distributees  and  the  commissioner 
was  a  trustee  for  tbe  distributees,  and  the  bonds 
given  were  not  assets  in  his  own  hands  as  the  ad- 
ministrator, and  consequently  could  not  constitute 
assets  in  the  hands  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
who  would  have  a  right  to  nothing  which  bad  not 
remained  actually  in  specie  and  had  not  been  ad- 
ministered.   Saffran  v.  Kennedy,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  188. 

And  where  heirs  quitclaimed  to  a  mortgagee 
their  interest  in  the  estate  as  a  compromise  of  their 
claims,  and  obtained  a  Judgment  on  tbe  considera- 
tion note,  and  a  suit  was  brought  by  the  grantee  to 
enjoin  such  Judgment,  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  was  not  entitled  to  intervene  and  claim  tbe 
proceeds  where  twenty  years  had  elapsed  from  the 
death  of  the  mortgagor,  as  it  was  presumed  that 
there  were  no  debts,  and  if  the  administrator  had 
tbe  money  he  would  hold  it  merely  for  the  benefit 
of  these  heirs  who  were  tbe  distributees  or  dev- 
isees.   Breckinridge  v.  Waters,  4  Dana,  820. 

Maine. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
money  remaining  in  specie,  but  was  not  entitled  to 
real  estate  or  trust  property.  He  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  on  his  predecessor's  t)ond  for  a  con- 
version under  the  statute  where  the  interest  of  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  had  not  been  '*specifl- 
ctilly  ascertained.*^  Tbe  case  of  Hodob  v.  HoDOSt 
holding  that  an  administrator  de  l)onis  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  against  the  estate  of  his  prede- 
cessor for  money  which  could  not  be  identified  as 
remaining  in  kind.  Is  in  accord  with  this  doctrine. 

In  Hodob  v.  Hodgb  it  was  held  that  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an  action 
against  the  estate  of  his  predecessor  for  money  be* 
longing  to  the  estate  wrongfully  received  by  him 
prior  to  his  appointment  as  administrator  for  which 
he  failed  to  account,  where  it  was  not  distinguisha- 
ble as  part  of  the  interstate's  property,  as  an  ad- 
ministrator de  bo/Its  non  was  entitled  only  to  such 
goods  or  chattels  of  the  estate  as  remained  in 
specie  in  the  hands  of  bis  predecessor  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  or  to  such  money  as  t>elonged  to  the 
estate  and  had  t>eenkept  sepai-ate  by  the  predeces- 
sor and  unmixed  with  bis  own. 

Propel ty  remaining  in  specieor  untidminiKtered, 
Where  a  widow  was  an  executrix,  and  was  givcK 
a  life  estate  in  most  of  tbe  property,  and  collecte<l 
money  from  a  debtor  of  her  husband,  and  it  was 
deposited  in  bank  without  having  been  commingled 
with  her  money,  and  the  executrix  died,  tbe  ad- 
ministrator de  boi^a  non  cum  teetamento  annexo  was 


44 


Mains  Supreme  Judicial  Court. 


JULT, 


wilhdrew  from  the  savinss  bank  a  portion  of 
such  deposit,— about  $>^00;  that  he  did  not  in- 
clude this  sum  in  his  inventory  as  adminis- 
trator, and  never  in  any  way  accounted  for 
the  same;  that  in  withdrawing  a  portion  of 
such  deposit  he  became  an  executor   de  son 


tort;  and  he  asks  that  the  defendant,  as  ex- 
ecutrix of  such  administrator,  may  be  com- 
pelled  to  pay  the  amount  so  withdrawn^ 
with  interest,  to  him  as  administrator  de  bom^ 
noji. 
The  respondent  both  demurred  and  answere(i 


entitled  to  the  poflscssioo  of  that  money.    Hatch  v. 
Galne,  86  Me.  282. 

BMleiitaie. 

An  administrator  de  IwnU  non  cannot  main- 
tain a  real  action  claimfngr  title  under  a  will  which 
vested  the  title  in  two  persons,  executors  and  trus- 
tees, as  the  title  to  a  testator's  real  estate  does  not 
vest  in  an  administrator  dt  lionii  non.  Brown  v. 
Strlokland,  32  Me.  175. 

CLaiTM  against  predecessor  for  accounting^  balance^ 
couversionn  or  devastavit. 
Under  Me.  Rev.  Stat,  chap.72,  I10«  providingr  that 
any  person  Interested  personally  or  in  any  official 
capacity  in  a  probate  bond,  or  in  a  judgment  ren-, 
dered  thereon,  whose  interest  has  been  specifically 
ascertained  by  a  decree  of  the  Judge  of  probate  or 
*'by  Judflrment"  of  law,  may  orifrinate  a  suit  on  such 
bond  or  scire  facias  on  such  judg-menf^  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an  action  on 
bis  predeoeasor's  bond  where  the  Interest  of  the 
plaintiff  had  not  been  ''specifically  ascertained'*  or 
authority  from  the  Judfre  of  probate  iriven  to  him 
to  maintain  an  action,  as.  In  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory provisions,  he  has  no  recourse  agvlnst  his  of- 
floia]  predecessor  for  devastavit  or  maladminis- 
tration.  Waterman  v.  Dockray,  78  Me.  141. 

Ohoses  in  actUm, 
Where  an  administrator  of  an  administrator 
turned  over  to  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  two 
notes  described  In  the  predecessor's  inventory, 
they  were  assets,  and  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  was  liable  for  the  same.  Woodbrldge  v.  Tilton, 
84  Me.  92. 

Tnut  property. 

An  administrator  de  t>oni8  non  cum  teetamento 
annexo  did  not  succeed  to  the  riiphts  or  duties  of  his 
predecessor  who  was  appomted  by  the  will  to  be  a 
trustee  of  a  fund  arisinfr  out  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator.    Knifrht  v.  Loomis,  80  Me.  204. 

BCarjland* 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  all  the  assets  remainingr  in  specie  and 
unadminlstered  as  at  common  law.  He  is  entitled 
under  the  statute  to  an  order  directinjf  that  choses 
in  action  taken  by  his  predecessor  bclong-incr  to  the 
estate,  and  all  money  in  the  hands  of  his  predeces- 
sor, shall  be  turned  over  to  him.  He  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  conversion  until  the  statute 
of  1820.  Where  he  is  diligent  he  is  not  liable  for 
any  loss  of  funds  by  his  predecessor. 

Propertv  remaining  in  specie  or  unadministered. 

Where  property  remained  specifically  after  the 
death  of  the  executor  it  was  unadministered  prop- 
erty, and  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  tro  through 
the  hands  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  7inn  in  or- 
der to  pass  the  title  to  the  distributee.  Alexander 
V.  Stewart,  8  Gill  &  J.  226. 

Where  the  residuum  of  the  testator's  interest  in  a 
leasehold  upon  the  termination  of  the  estate  for 
life  given  by  the  testator's  will  was  not  converted 
'  into  money,  or  distributed,  or  delivered  to  the  party 
entitled  or  retained  by  the  former  executors  under 
the  court's  direction,  under  Md.  act  1798,  subchap. 
5, 1 6,  subchap.  14.  f  2,  providing  that  tne  authority 
conferred  by  such  letters  shall  be  to  administer  all 
things  herein  desorit>ed  as  assets  not  converted  into 
money  and  not  distributed  or  delivered  or  retained 
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by  the  former  executor  or  administrator  under  th<«- 
court's  direction,  it  was  the  proper  subject  for  an 
administration  de  bnnis^  and  vested  in  such  admin- 
istrator upon  the  grant  of  his  letters.  Smith  v.  Doe,. 
Dennis,  38  Md.  442. 

And  where  an  executor's  inventory  showed  that 
a  leasehold  belonged  to  an  estate,  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  sold  or  accounted  for  in  any  sub- 
sequent proceedings  in  the  orphans' court,  at  hla 
death  adniinistratlon  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento- 
annexo  should  be  granted,  although  the  widow  In- 
sisted that  the  executor  had  sold  the  property  to 
her,  and  that  she  had  paid  for  it,  and  that  the  claim 
was  stale,  and  that  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-eight 
years  the  court  ought  to  presume  that  all  debts  and 
legacies  were  paid.  It  was  also  held  that  the  title 
of  the  distributee  could  not  be  made  in  any  other 
way  except  by  administration  de  bonis  non.  Neal 
v.  Chariton,  53  Md.  i96. 

So,  where  a  husband  administered  on  the  estate 
of  his  wife  and  charged  himself  with  the  inventory 
including  the  leasehold  property,  and  credited  him- 
self, thus:  ^'Allowed  this  accountant  for  the  ImU- 
ance  of  said  estate  retained  by  him  as  the  surviving- 
husband  and  tenant  for  life  with  remainder  to  hl» 
children,  tH2.,  a  lot  of  ground  and  improvementa 

on ,"  and  after  his  death  two  of  biswife'a 

sons  were  appointed  administrators  de  bonis  non 
and  obtained  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  leasehold 
property  on  the  ground  that  it  was  unadministered^ 
it  was  held  that  the  entry  or  credit  in  the  account 
was  without  legal  effect,  and  the  orphans*  court 
properly  held  that  the  distribution  was  Incomplete. 
Woelf el  V.  Evans,  74  Md.  34«. 

And  where  an  executor  or  administrator  died 
without  having  made  full  administration  and  dis- . 
tribution  of  the  estate,  administration  de  bonis  non 
was  necessary,  and  the  title  of  the  distributee  could 
not  bo  made  in  any  other  way.  Neal  v.  Charlton^ 
52  Md.  406. 

So.  where  S.  K.  at  his  death  kept  a  l>ank  account^ 
and  D.  K.  became  his  administrator,  took  posses- 
sion of  his  money,  and  made  deposits  derived  from 
S.  K.'s  estate  in  the  account  of  S.  K.  at  the  bank» 
and  died  leaving  In  the  bank  a  balance  to  the  credit 
of  said  account  of  S.  K.,  and  there  was  no  final  set- 
tlement, and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  money  be- 
longed to  D.  K.,  it  was  assets  unadministered,  and 
should  go  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  Getty 
V.  Long,  82  Md.  648. 

So,  where  an  executrix  neglected  to  counter  se- 
cure one  of  her  securities,  and  an  order  was  made 
directing  her  to  turn  over  money  to  her  security 
who  gave  a  bond  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  person 
having  the  right  to  demand  the  same,  and  a  credit- 
or of  the  estate  brought  an  action  on  the  bond.  It 
was  said  "the  obligor  in  the  bond  is  liable  to  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  If  cue  Is  appointed;  and 
if  none  appointed,  be  is  liable  to  nobody.**  State  y. 
WrigUt,  4  Harr.  &  J.  111. 

An  executor  of  an  executrix  was  liable  In  troyer 
to  the  administrator  de  botiis  non  cum  tcstamcnlo 
anuejro  of  the  first  estate  for  property  that  came  te 
the  executor's  hands,  and  that  had  l)een  appropri- 
ated and  converted  by  him.  Haslett  v.  Olenn,  T 
Harr.  &  J.  13. 

In  Kearney  v.  Sasoer,  87  Md.  264,  It  was  held  "an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  Is  chargeable  only  with 
the  unadministered  assets  which  come  Into  hi* 
hands,  and  the  fact  that  the  former  administrator 
may  have  confessed  a  Judg'ment,  and  thereby  ad- 
mitted a  suffldency  of  assets  In  his  hands  to  paj 
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to  Uie  bill,  and  the  case  is  here  upoo  report 
4>f  the  plead iDffs  aod  testimony.  The  defend- 
ant contends  that  the  bill  cannot  be  sustained, 
either  upon  its  allegations  or  upon  the  test! 
mony. 
It  is  very  clear  that  if  this  sum  of  money 


had  been  receired  by  William  Hodge  in  liis 
capacity  as  administrator,  and  had  b^n  either 
administered  or  converted  to  his  own  use, 
neither  an  action  at  law  nor  a  bill  in  equiiy 
could  be  maintained  by  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  against  him  or  his  estate.    As  iodi- 


the  same,  does  not  preclude  an  administrator  de 
tonU  Yion  from  pleadinir  to  a  scire  facias  issued  on 
such  judflrment  tbnt  the  unadmlnistered  assets,  for 
which  alone  he  Is  responsible,  are  Insufficient  to 
pay  the  orifirinal  judjrment.'* 

Where  the  inventory  of  the  administratrix 
•bowed  six  neproes,  it  was  held  that  a  parol  order 
of  the  orphan's  court  allowlnirthe  administratrix 
to  take  the  property  at  the  appraisement  had  no  ef- 
fect, and  where  the  administratrix  had  died,  an  ad- 
ministrator d«^onto  non  should  be  appointed  under 
Md.  act  17W.  subchap.  5,  •  6,  providinfir  that  in  case 
any  executor  or  administrator  shall  die  before  the 
estate  shall  be  fully  administered,  letters  of  ad- 
ministration de  bonU  nmi  shall  be  granted,  and  sul>- 
cbap.  14,  %  2,  providing  that  if  an  executor  die  before 
the  administration,  letters  de  bonUnon  may  be 
granted,  and  the  authority  conferred  shall  be  to  ad- 
minister all  thinfrs  herein  descrlt)ed  as  assets  and 
not  converted  into  money,  and  not  distributed  or 
delivered  or  retained  by  the  former  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator under  the  court's  direction.  Scott  v. 
Fox,  14  Md.  388. 

In  Gardner  v.  Simmes,  1  Gill,  425,  it  was  held: 
"Theactsof  1798  and  1820  confer  jurisdiction  on  the 
orphans'  court  to  coerce  the  delivery  over  of  prop- 
erty or  chose  in  action  or  payment  of  money  by 
the  representative  of  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor to  the  administrator  de  bonU  non  only  in  case 
the  property,  chose  In  action,  or  money  belonfred 
specifically  to  the  deceased  while  alive,  and  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator as  such,  and  not  as  leiratee,  or  in  case  the 
chose  in  action  or  money  was  received  by  the  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator  in  that  capacity,  and  was 
so  retained  in  that  character  till  the  death  of  such 
executor  or  administrator." 

In  Haffthorp  v.  Hook,  1  Gill  &  J.  270,  it  was  held 
by  the  chancellor  that  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  could  not  demand  in  his  representative  char- 
acter any  thinfr  but  those  iroods,  chattels,  and  cred- 
its which  remained  undisposed  of  by  his  predeces- 
sor, or  which  had  t>een  and  continued  to  be  held 
unaccounted  for  by  anyone;  but  this  was  not  dis- 
cussed on  appeaL 

Beol  estate. 

Where  the  executor  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator  the  orphans*  court  had  no  power  to  frrant 
letters  of  administration  de  bonis  iion  cum  teifta- 
mento  annej^  simply  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  sale  of  real  estate  under  the  will,  as  in  order  to 
authorize  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  de 
bonisnon  there  must  be  something  remaining  to  be 
done  to  complete  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased,  or  some  function  to  be  performed 
in  regard  to  it.  Wilcoxon  v.  Reese,  63  Md.  642. 

CUxIms  against  predecemor  for  accountino*  balanee, 
conversion,  or  deoastavit. 

Money  remaining  in  the  hands  of  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  was  subject  to  an  order  of  the  or- 
phans' court  directing  it  to  be  paid  to  his  successor, 
under  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  8  3,  which  is  the  same 
as  Md.  Code,  art.  iKS,  1 72.  Donaldson  v.  Raborg,  26 
Md.  312. 

Under  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  f  3,  authorizing  and 
requiring  the  orphans*  court  on  an  application  of 
the  administrator  de  bonis  no)i,  to  make  an  order 
directing  the  executor  or  administrator  of  a  de- 
ceased executor  or  administrator  on  or  before  a 
certain  day  to  deliver  over  to  the  administrator  de 
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bonis  non  all  the  bonds,  notes,  accounts,  and  evi- 
dences of  debt  which  the  deceased  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator may  have  taken,  received;  or  had  as 
executor  or  administrator  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  also  to  pay  over  to  the  said  administrator  de 
bonis  non  all  the  money  in  the  hands  of  such  de- 
ceased executor  or  administrator  as  such  at  the 
time  of  his  death  unless  it  has  been  retained  by  an 
order  of  the  orphans*  court,  an  administrator  ds 
bonis  ntm  was  entitled  to  the  balance  shown  to  be 
money  in  the  hands  of  his  predecessor,  where  the 
orphans'  court  made  an  order  directing  that  it 
should  Xye  paid  to  him.    Lemmon  v.  Hall,  20  Md.  168. 

So.  under  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  prop- 
erty which  his  predecessor  had  received  and  con- 
verted into  money  in  his  lifetime.  De  Valengin  ▼. 
Duffy,  14  Pet.  282, 10  L.  ed.  457. 

But  the  adm  inistrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testcpnento 
an7iexo  was  not  entitled  to  recover  money  in  the 
hands  of  his  predecessor  at  the  time  of  his  death 
t>elonging  to  the  estate,  without  obtaining  an  or- 
der from  the  orphans'  court  for  the  payment  of 
money  due  him,  under  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  f  8, 
Rev.  Code.  art.  50,  §  109,  providing  that  the  court  on 
the  application  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
shall  order  the  administrator  of  the  deceased  ad- 
ministrator to  deliver  over  all  the  t>onds,  not^^  ac- 
counts, and  evidences  of  debt  which  the  deoeased 
administrator  may  have  taken,  received,  or  bad  as 
administrator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  to.  pay 
over  the  money  in  his  hands  as  such.  State,  Green, 
V.  Hart,  57  Md.  284;  Johnson  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  11 
Md.  414. 

So,  under  Md.  Code,  1 248,  art.  68,  providing  as  in 
chap.  174,  I  3,  a  similar  ruling  was  made.  State, 
Dittman,  v.  Robinson,  57  Md.  486. 

In  Sibley  v.  Williams,  8  Gill  &  J.  52,  it  was  said 
that  under  Md.  act  1798,  chap.  101,  subchap.  14, 1 2, 
making  it  the  duty  of  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  to  administer  all  things  in  that  act  descrit>ed  as 
assets  not  converted  into  money  and  not  distributed 
or  delivered  or  retained  under  the  court's  direc- 
tion, it  was  clear  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend 
to  make  anything  the  subject  of  administration  in 
the  hands  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  which 
did  not  exist  in  specie,  and  if  property  had  been 
converted  into  money,  such  money  was  not  the 
subject  of  administration  but  the  estate  of  the  first 
executor  or  administrator  was  liable  therefor  as 
for  a  devastavit. 

In  Sibley  v.  Williams,  8  Gill  A  J.  62,  it  was  said 
that  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  fl  8,  giving  power  to  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  to  recover  assets  by  an 
action  on  the  bond  extends  only  to  bonds,  notes, 
accounts,  and  evidences  of  debt,  which  the  de- 
ceased executor  or  administrator  may  have  taken, 
received,  or  had  as  executor  or  administrator,  and 
to  money  in  his  hands.  **Previous  to  that  act,  no 
suit  could  be  maintained  on  it  by  an  administrator 
de  bonisnon  for  goods  converted.'* 

Where  a  will  gave  to  the  wife  ^'cash  money  in 
hand  and  the  bills  receivable  of  which  I  shall  die 
possessed  for  her  own  absolute  benefit,  behoof,  and 
disposal,"  and  also  a  leasehold  house  and  lot  on  H 
street,  and  two  leasehold  lots  on  Baltimore  street 
during  her  life,  and  the  testator  sold  the  lots  on 
Baltimore  street  before  be  died,  and  a  part  of  the 
purchase  money  remained  due  at  his  death  and  was 
collected  by  the  executors,  who  also  sold  the  H 
street  bouse  and  lot  and  converted  the  proceeds  to 
their  own  use,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  turn 
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cated  by  his  title  and  comTnlssioQ,  there  vests 
in  him,  rs  administrator  de  bonis  non,  only  the 
unad ministered  property  of  the  intestate;  that 
is,  the  goods,  effects,  and  credits  which  were 
of  the  intestate  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and 
which  remained  in  specie,  unaltered  or  uncon- 


verted by  any  act  of  the  administrator,  or  the 
proceeds  thereof  which  have  not  been  com- 
mingled  with  the  administrator's  own  money. 
American  Bd,  of  €knnrs,for  Foreign  MinioM, 
27  Conn.  344. 
"But  at  common  law  the  authority  of  the 


teKtamenfjo  annexn  was  entitled  to  recover  on  bis 
predeceMor's  bond  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  H  street  lots  sold  by  the  executors 
and  converted  to  their  own  use,  under  Md.  Oode, 
fi  243,  art.  03,  providing  for  the  appointment  of  a 
new  administrator  upon  the  revocation  uf  letters 
already  granted,  and  for  an  order  to  deliver  up, 
and  providlnR  the  mode  of  enforcing  obedience; 
but  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  proceeds  of 
the  Baltimore  street  lot,  which  was  held  to  be  bills 
receivable  and  which  passed  direct  to  the  widow. 
State,  Dittman,  v.  Robinson,  67  Md.  486. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  who  had  faithfully 
and  diliitently  performed  bis  trust  should  not  suf- 
fer any  Io«8  by  reason  of  the  default  of  his  prede- 
oessor,  and  is  charjreable  only  with  the  funds  that 
oome  into  his  hands  or  which  he  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive from  the  estate  of  the  deceased  executor. 
Smithers  v.  Hooper.  23  Md.  278. 

Where  an  administratrix  settled  her  account 
with  the  orphans*  court,  and  afterwards  individu- 
ally mortiraRed  some  of  the  personal  property,  a 
subsequent  administrator  cle  hm\i»  non  could  not 
maintain  replevin  SKainst  the  mortirafiree  where  the 
presumption  was  that  all  the  debts  had  been  satis- 
fled  and  that  the  remaininfr  assets  had  been  dis- 
tributed, and  that  the  mortiraire  was  made  by  the 
administratrix  as  a  distributee.    Allender  v.  Riston, 

2om&j.w. 

Ch(wes  in  action. 

Where  the  administrator  of  W.  W.  brouR-ht  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  note  payable  to  W.  W.  administrator  of 
K.  W.,  and  it  was  contended  that  he  could  not 
maintain  the  action  because  such  right  of  action 
was  in  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  R.  W.,  it 
was  held  that  Md.  act  1820,  chap.  174,  authorizing 
the  orphans*  court  to  pass  an  order  for  the  delivery 
over  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  all  bonds 
which  the  deceased  executor  or  administrator  may 
have  taken,  received,  or  had  as  executor  or  admin- 
istrator at  the  time  of  his  death,  did  not  vest  the 
title  of  such  property  in  the  administrator  de  botiis 
nnn,  nor  did  it  give  the  right  of  possession  to  him 
where  the  order  of  the  orphans*  court  was  not 
made.    West  v.  Chappell,  5  Gill,  228. 

Where  a  bond  was  given  to  an  executor  by  dis- 
tributees to  refund  In  case  of  a  deficiency,  and  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the  executor  brought 
a  suit  on  the  bond  to  recover  because  there  waa 
a  deilclency  of  assets;  and  it  was  dairaec!  that 
there  were  other  assets  than  such  as  were  admin- 
istered upon,  it  was  said  that  If  they  had  existed 
they  would  have  been  alone  subject  to  the  control 
of  an  admin iBtrator  de  btmis  wm  of  the  first  estate. 
Salisbury  v.  Black,  d  Harr.  A  J.  241, 14  Am.  Dec.  279. 

Massachusetts. 

It  seems  that  in  this  state  the  oomroon-law  doc- 
trine as  to  the  privity  between  an  administrator 
debouis  7ion  and  his  predecessor  in  relation  to  the 
assets  was  changed  at  an  early  day  by  the  statute, 
as  will  be  seen  from  Mass.  Hev.  Stat.  183H,  chap.  70, 
M  1-11.  based  upon  the  prior  acts  of  HHii  and  1816, 
providing  forau  action  upon  the  predecessor's  bond 
for  maladministration,  and  that  all  moneys  (unless 
the  execution  be  awarded  for  the  use  of  a  creditor, 
person,  or  next  of  kin)  shall  be  paid  over  to  the 
cocxecutor  or  coadministrator  if  there  be  any,  or 
to  whoever  shall  then  be  rightful  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, and  shall  be  assets  in  his  hands  to  be 
administered  according  to  law. 
40L.R.A. 


Prtrperty  remaining  in  fipecie  or  unadministered. 

An  administrator  de  bonin  non  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  assets  in  specie  where  an  administrator 
was  removed  and  the  assets  could  be  identified. 
Marvel  v.  Babbitt,  143  Mass.  226. 

In  Thayer  v.  Kinsey,  192  Mass.  232,  it  was  said  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  administratrix  de  b4mis  non 
to  collect  and  receive  the  assets  remaininar  unad- 
ministered  from  the  predecessor. 

In  an  action  by  an  administrator  de  bonis  not^ 
against  the  administrator  of  his  predecessor  for  the 
possession  of  stock  belonging  to  the  estate,  under 
Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  151,  fl  2,  d.  4,  providing  for  a 
recovery  of  property  secreted  or  withheld  from  the 
owner,  so  that  it  cannot  t>e  replevied,  it  was  held 
that  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  retain  the  same 
for  a  settlement  and  for  whatever  lien  and  ex- 
penses he  should  have  against  the  same.  Foster  v. 
Bailey,  157  Mass.  IflO. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  aecounling^  balance,, 
conversion^  devastaviL 

Under  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  70,  S  11,  provldlnr 
that  all  moneys  collected  on  an  executor's  or  ad- 
ministrator's bond,  unless  where,  in  special  cases,, 
the  money  is  received  for  the  use  of  a  creditor  or 
next  of  kin,  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  coexecutor  or 
coadministrator  if  there  be  any,  or  to  whoever 
shall  then  be  the  rightful  executor  or  administra- 
tor, and  shall  be  assets  in  his  hands  to  be  admin- 
istered according  to  law,  a  balance  in  the  hands  of 
a  former  administrator  obtained  by  a  suit  on  the 
bond  should  be.  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non,  and  was  assets.  Wlggin  v.. 
Swett,  6  Met.  194,  39  Am.  Dec.  710. 

So,  under  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  70,  fi  11,  where  an 
action  was  brought  by  the  probate  Judge  for  mal- 
administration, the  proceeds  should  be  paid  over 
to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non.  Newcomb  v. 
Williams,  9  Met.  525. 

So,  where  a  trust  was  created  by  a  will  with  power 
in  the  executrix  to  sell  the  property,  and  the  execu- 
trix sold  the  same  and  her  administrator  collected 
the  money,  "Such  trust  passed  to  the  administrator 
de  btmis  non  with  the  will  annexed,  and  he  was  en- 
titled to  recover  the  proceeds  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  as  it  shctuld  be  adminis- 
tered, as  there  might  still  t>e  debts  due  from  the 
testator.  The  cou rt  said  that  i f  the  trust  fund  con- 
sisted in  stocks  or  sped  Ho  property,  other  thax» 
money,  a  bill  in  equity  might  be  necessary  to  en- 
able the  administrator  to  recover  it.  Buttrick  v. 
King,  7  Met.  20. 

Where  a  Judgment  was  recovered  by  the  Judge 
of  probiite  in  favor  of  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessors,  ordering  that 
said  Judgment  should  be  a  security  for  the  payment 
by  the  defendants  of  such  sums  as  should  be  found 
due  from  them  as  administrators  of  J.  S.  to  the 
plaintiff  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  J.  8.  for 
the  next  of  kin  of  J.  S.and  their  legal  representa- 
tives, upon  the  adjustment  of  plaintiff's  adminis- 
tration account  and  upon  a  decree  for  a  distribu- 
tion of  the  balance  that  should  t>e  remaining  in  his 
hands,  an  action  could  be  maintained  by  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  upon  this  Judgment- 
Storer  v.  Storer,  6  Mass.  390. 

So,  where  the  personal  estate  of  a  deceased  per- 
son was  distributed  under  a  decree  of  the  probate 
court  before  the  debts  of  the  estate  were  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitation  and  the  administrator  wa» 
removed,  a  subsequent  decree  was  made  reopen- 
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tdmiDistrator  de  honia  non  doeB  not  extend 
to  any  properly  which  had  been  administered, 
either  fully  or  partly.  ...  It  follows 
from  these  principles  that  the  administrator 
de  bonii  non  can  sustain  nn  action  at  law  against 
his  predecessor  for  anything  save  unadminis- 


tered  effects  existing  in  specie."  8  Woerner, 
American  Law  of  Administration,  pp.  744, 
745. 

In  BeaU  v.  New  Mexico,  16  Wall.  535,  21  L. 
ed.  292,  it  is  said:  ''To  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  is  committed  only  the  administration 


iofr  the  administrator's  account,  and  directing  him 
to  pay  to  an  admlDistratordf  bonis  n^n  the  amount 
oeovB3Kry  to  settle  tbe  estate.  Browne  v.  Doollttle, 
151  Mass.  £05. 

And  where  an  action  of  contract  on  the  bond  of 
■n  administrator  was  broug-ht  for  tbe  use  of  the 
admialBtrator  de  bnnii*  non^  it  was  held  that  tbe 
chattels  which  were  returned  by  tbe  administra- 
trix in  lier  inventory  should  be  accounted  for  by 
her,  and  the  fact  that  the  chattels  were  in  existence 
and  had  not  been  sold  by  the  administratrix  would 
make  it  proper  for  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
to  Include  them  in  his  inventory,  and  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonU  non  was  entitled  to  receive  them 
or  to  maintain  a  suit  for  their  value  against  the 
administratrix  on  her  bond.  Fay  y.  Muzzey,  13 
Gray,  (13. 7i  Am.  Dec.  619. 

Where  an  executrix  was  entitled  only  to  the  in- 
come of  her  husband's  estate  for  widowhood,  and 
at  her  marriage  or  death  it  was  to  pass  in  equal 
shares  to  his  and  her  heirs,  and  she  used  the  money 
of  the  estate  to  purchase  bank  stock  in  her  own 
name,  and  at  her  death  her  executors  sold  the 
stock,  the  administrator  de  bonit  non  cnni  tcMlameulo 
annexo  of  tbe  first  estate  could  maintain  an  action 
airainst  the  executors  for  money  had  and  received 
with  a  special  count  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  this 
stock.    Sewall  v.  Patch,  133  Mass.  828. 

Where  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  brouRht 
suit  on  his  predecessor's  bond,  it  was  held  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  for  manure  which  was  taken 
from  the  barnyard  of  the  homestead  of  the  de- 
ceased whiota  was  not  in  a  fit  condition  for  use  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  The  court  said:  "Manure 
made  in  the  course  of  bust)andry  upon  a  farm  is  so 
attached  to  and  connected  with  the  realty  that,  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  stipulation  to  the  con- 
trary, it  passes  as  appurtenant  to  it."  But  a  re- 
covery could  be  had  for  the  manure  from  the 
hotel  stables,  which  was  ajrreed  to  have  been  per- 
sonal estate,  and  was  Included  in  the  inventory, 
and  it  was  no  suflBclent  account  to  say  that  it  bad 
been  expended  upon  the  real  estate  which  had 
since  been  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts.  Fay  v, 
Mussey,  13  Gray.  S&,  74  Am.  Dec.  619. 

So,  where  the  estate  was  insolvent  and  the  ad- 
ministratrix had  paid  debts  of  the  estate  without 
knowledge  that  such  estate  was  insolvent,  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  recover  on 
itae  adminlatratrix's  bond  for  such  payment  in 
violation  of  her  ofiScial  duty,  and  the  administratrix 
was  also  liable  for  money  expended  on  repairs  and 
Improvements  of  her  real  estate.  Cobb  v.  Muzzey, 
13  Gray,  87. 

But  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will 
annexed  could  not  recover  of  the  administrator  of 
his  predecessor  money  that  belonged  to  his  prede- 
cessor as  heir  of  his  wife  although  he  was  her  ex- 
ecutor, under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  147,  fl  6,  provid- 
ing that  a  married  woman's  will  shall  not,  without 
the  husband's  written  consent,  operate  to  deprive 
blm  of  more  than  one  half  of  her  personal  estatct 
where  he  did  not  consent  that  her  will  should  de- 
prive him  of  his  half,  although  he  acted  as  execu- 
tor.  Tyler  v.  Wheeler,  100  Mass.  200. 

In  Foster  v.  Bailey,  157  Mass.  160,  it  was  said:  '*rt 
is  suggested  thdt  specific  chattels  on  the  decease  of 
an  executor  or  administrator  pass  to  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  of  the  original  estate,  while 
money,  including  tbe  proceeds  of  goods  converted 
into  money,  does  not;  and  that  therefore  the  plain- 
tiiria  entitled  at  once  to  the  possession  of  eyery- 
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thing  except  money.  In  the  first  place,  we  do  no: 
think  that  any  such  distinction  exists  in  this  com- 
monwealth. An  executor  or  administrator  holds 
all  the  property  of  the  estate  as  a  trustee,  and  he  is 
as  much  bound  to  keep  the  money  distinct  as  he  is 
any  chattel. 

In  Browne  ▼.  Doollttle,  161  Mass.  606,  it  was  said 
that  when  an  administrator  had  made  a  settlement 
before  the  time  for  presentation  of  claims  had  ex- 
pired and  the  administrator  was  removed,  he  re- 
mained liable  to  account  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  inventory  as  assets,  and  it  was  his  duty  to 
pay  over  tbe  assets  of  tbe  estate  to  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non,  whose  duty  it  was  to  collect 
them. 

Where  an  administrator  of  a  partner  oompro* 
mlsed  and  settled  tbe  interest  of  his  estate  in  the 
firm  with  the  surviving  partner,  and  duly  accounted 
for  all  that  he  received,  and  rendered  a  final  ac- 
count which  was  duly  allowed  in  the  probate  court, 
and  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  gave  notice  to 
the  partner  and  sought  to  have  the  compromise  set 
aside  for  fraud,  and  to  open  the  account  of  his  pre- 
decessor and  restate  the  partnership  account  in  the 
probate  court.  It  was  held  that  the  administrator 
de  bonis  non  could  only  proceed  in  a  court  of  equity 
to  enforce  any  rights  he  may  have  against  the  sur- 
viving partners  and  secure  a  settlement  of  the  part- 
nership accounts  if  a  valid  one  had  not  been  made. 
It  was  said  that  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
cannot  bo  charged  with  anything  until  be  has 
received  it,  or  has  t)een  guilty  of  some  neglect  in 
not  receiving  it.    Blake  v.  Ward,  137  Mass.  07. 

But  where  the  executor  resigned  and  turned  over 
toltbe  administratrix  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento 
annexo  certificates  for  stock  which  had  been  paid  for 
with  the  money  of  the  estate,  worth  at  that  time 
the  value  of  the  assets,  and  the  administrator  de 
h(mis  non  cum  testamento  annexo  collected  divi- 
dends and  voted  by  proxy  thereon,  he  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond  for 
the  funds  after  the  stock  became  worthless,  as  a 
representative  could  release  orcorapromlsoa  claim 
of  the  estate.    Thayer  v.  Kinscy,  163  Mass.  232. 

In  Tyler  v.  Wheeler,  100  Mass.  206,  it  was  said  that 
in  the  absence  of  an  account  in  the  probate  court 
an  administrator  de  bojiis  non  cum  testamento  an- 
nexo could  not  recover  from  tbe  administrator  of 
his  predecessor  in  an  action  of  contract,  for  assets 
which  his  predecessor  appropriated  and  assumed  to 
administer,  and  which  could  not  be  traced  or  identi- 
fied as  a  part  of  the  estate,  as  a  probate  account 
could  not  be  settled  in  an  ordinary  action  at  law. 

Choses  in  action. 

Where  a  testator  sold  some  of  his  land  after  he 
bad  devised  the  same  to  a  minor,  and  the  executor 
gave  the  purchase-money  notes  to  the  legatee's 
guardian,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  this  money  from  tbe  guardian  with 
interest  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 
Stevens  v.  Goodell,  3  Met.  34. 

In  this  case  it  was  further  held  that  the  fact  that 
tbe  defendant  had  been  summoned  as  the  trustee 
of  the  executor,  in  a  process  of  foreign  attachment 
which  was  then  pending,  did  not  prevent  a  re- 
covery. 

Proceeds  of  real  estaU, 

Where  the  will  gave  the  executor  "or  whoever 
shall  execute"  the  will  power  to  convert  the  real 
estate  into  money,  and  the  executor  sold  the  real 
estate  and  died  without  rendering  any  account,  the 
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of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  the  de- 
ceased which  have  not  been  admiDistered.  He 
is  entitled  to  all  the  goods  and  personal  estate 
which  remain  in  specie.  Money  received  bv 
the  former  executor  or  administrator,  in  his 


character  as  such,  and  kept  by  itself,  will  be 
so  regarded;  but,  if  mixed  with  the  ad- 
minstrator's  own  money,  it  is  considered  as 
converted,  or»  technically  speaking,  adminis- 
tered." 


administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the  first  estate  was 
entitled  to  assert  a«rainst  the  estate  of  his  predeoes: 
eor  a  claim  for  the  amount  received  from  the  sale 
of  real  estate  and  not  accounted  for,  as  the  power 
to  sell  the  real  estate  and  convert  it  into  money 
was  not  a  personal  trust,  but  was  conferred  upon 
whomsoever  raiffbt  execute  the  wilL  Mlnot  v. 
Norcross.  143  Mass.  8B6. 

Under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  184,  1 1,  providioff 
that  where  the  estate  of  an  intestate  is  insufficient 
to  pay  his  debts,  and  the  real  estate  is  sold  for  the 
same,  the  proceeds  are  to  be  considered  as  assets, 
where  real  estate  was  so  sold  and  the  proceeds  paid 
by  the  administrator  to  his  oouosel  and  the  admiois- 
trator  was  removed,  the  administrator  de  bonit 
•  non  was  entitled  to  this  fund  as  assets  of  the  estate. 
It  was  held  that  the  money  passed  to  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  If  it  could  be  identified  as  funds 
of  the  estate.    Marvell  v.  Babbitt,  148  Mass.  2». 

Michi^aii* 

Under  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  1 4408,  provldinfr  that 
any  person  interested  in  the  decedent's  estate  may 
brinir  before  the  Judge  of  probate  for  examination 
anyone  whom  he  suspects  of  possessing  writings 
which  tend  to  disclose  the  interest  of  the  deceased 
in  any  property,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was 
authorized  to  cite  the  executor  of  his  predecessor 
to  produce  the  books  of  a  partnership  composed  of 
the  deceased  and  the  previous  administrator.  Per- 
rin  V.  Calhoun  County  Circuit  Ot.  Judge,  49  Mich. 
313. 

Minnesota.   . 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting^  halanee, 
coiivcr«ion^  or  devastavit. 

Under  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  65,  66,  provid- 
ing that  when  an  administrator  omits  to  perform 
any  order  made  in  the  matter  of  account  or  of  final 
settlement,  the  judge  of  probate  muy  cause  the 
bond  of  such  administrator  to  be  prosecuted  and 
the  moneys  collected  thereon  to  be  applied  in 
such  manner  as  they  ought  to  have  been  applied, 
and  6  10  providing  that  all  moneys  received  on 
any  execution  so  issued  on  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
the  Judge  of  probate,  shall  be  paid  over  to  such 
person,  other  than  the  defendant,  as  shall  then  be 
the  rightful  executor,  administrator,  or  guardian, 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  amount  collected  upon  his  predecessor's 
administiation  bond,  and  to  institute  proceedings 
which  would  result  in  such  collection.  Palmer  v. 
Pollock.  26  Minn.  483. 

And  under  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  S&,  1 10,  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  recover 
on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor  the  proceeds  of  the 
estate  which  he  had  converted  into  money.  Balch 
v.  Hooper,  82  Minn.  158. 

MisBissippi. 

In  this  state  the  common-law  doctrine  that  the 
administrator  de  bonis  turn  takes  only  such  prop- 
erty aJs  remains  unadministered,  and  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  for  conversion,  waste,  account,  or  for 
the  balance,  is,  in  effect,  subject,  however,toan  ex- 
ception that  where  transfers  of  notes  or  sales  are 
fraudulent  or  void  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
can  maintain  an  action  treating  the  assignment  by 
his  predecessor  of  the  purchase- money  note  as 
void,  or  may  enforce  a  statutory  lien. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  orwiadministered. 
The  duties  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  are 
limited  to  such  assets  as  were  left  unadministered 
by  his  predecessor.    Gray  v.  Harris,  48  Miss.  421. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


In  Hendricks  v.  Snodgrass,  Walk.  (Miss.)  8S,  it 
was  said  that  if  a  person  died  intestate  and  admin- 
istration was  granted  to  A.  B.,  who  died  without 
having  administered  all  the  intestate's  goods,  the 
ordinary  should  grant  administration  of  the  gooda 
unadministered  to  another,  for  the  first  adminis- 
trator could  not  continue  the  trust  reposed  in  him 
to  his  executor  or  administrator,  because  he  had  no 
interest  but  what  he  derived  from  the  act  of  the 
ordinary. 

In  UuflT  V.  Smith,  31  Miss.  58,  and  Stubblefield  ▼. 
McRaven.  5  Smedes  &  M.  130,  43  Am.  Dec  n02.  It 
was  said  that  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was 
only  entitled  to  goods  remaining  in  specie. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting^  balanct^ 
conversion,  or  devastavit. 

Where  an  administrator  had  made  a  settlement 
of  his  account  showing  a  balance  doe  by  him,  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an 
action  for  the  balance,  as  the  right  of  action  was  in 
the  creditors  or  distributees.  Byrd  v.  Holloway,  6 
Smedes  &  M.  823. 

So,  where  an  administrator  had  placed  a  note  in 
the  hands  of  an  attorney  who  had  collected  the 
money,  and  the  letters  of  administration  were 
afterwards  revoked  and  another  administrator  ap- 
pointed, the  money  thus  collected  was  not  assets 
of  the  estate.  It  was  held  that  at  most  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  could  only  assert  an  equitable 
claim  to  the  same,  and  the  extent  of  that  claim 
would  be  determined  by  the  amount  of  the  Imlanoe 
which.  If  any,  might  appear  against  his  predecessor 
on  a  settlement  by  the  court.  Sloan  v.  Johnson, 
14  Smedes  &  M.  47. 

And  a  decree  directing  that  the  balance  found  to 
be  due  from  the  administrator  to  the  estate  should 
he  paid  over  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was 
erroneous,  because  if  the  fund  was  for  distribution 
it  should  have  been  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  dia> 
tributee  rather  than  remit  it  to  the  hands  of  a  suo- 
cessor.    Gray  v.  Harris,  43  Miss.  431. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  en- 
titled to  money  found  due  the  estate  upon  a  fimU 
settlement  of  the  account  of  the  first  administra- 
tor, as  abend  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  nrmonly 
relates  to  the  administered  estate,  and  so  far  as  the 
administrator  bad  progressed  In  the  administration 
the  estate  was  already  administered,  and  was  there- 
fore not  covered  by  the  bond  of  bis  successor  in  the 
administration.  It  was  said  that  if  the  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  executor  were  paid  over  to  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non,  the  creditors  would  be  with- 
out any  security  for  the  faithful  distribution  of  the 
money.    Dement  v.  Heth,  45  Miss.  888. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  to  call  the  administrator  of  the  pre- 
vious deceased  administrator  of  his  Intestate  to 
account  for  any  property  of  the  intestate  that  such 
predecessor  converted,  or  wasted,  or  for  money  or 
elfecra  that  the  representative  of  such  predecessor 
had  in  his  hands  upon  the  final  settlement  of  his 
intestate's  administration  of  the  first  estate.  Rives 
V.  Patty,  4  Miss.  388. 

And  under  Miss,  orphans'  court  law,  1 86,  glv- 
ing  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  the  right  to  de- 
mand the  property  of  the  deceased  in  the  hands  of 
aformeradmlnlsrrator,  and  in  case  of  refusal  to 
deliver  it  up  authorizing  a  suit  on  the  bond,  the  ad- 
ministrator  de  boni»  non  did  not  have  a  right  of 
action  for  the  failure  of  the  administrator  to 
make  and  return  a  true  inventory  as  that  was  an 
act  of  maladministration,  and  must  have  happened 


3897. 


HODGB  T.   HODOB. 


49 


The  administrator  de  bonU  non  is  entitled 
only  to  sach  goods  or  chattels  of  the  testator 
as  remained  in  specie  in  the  hands  of  the  ex- 
ecutor at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  to  such 
money  as  belonged  to  the  testator's  estate,  and 


had  been  kept  by  the  executor  separate  and 
unmixed  with  his  own.     Potts,  WoUerton,  t. 
Smith.  8  Rawle,  861.    And  see  the  very  full 
notes  to  this  case  in  24  Am.  Dec.  879. 
This  doctrine  was  fully  and  unequivocally 


before  the  seoond  admiDistratioo,  and  no  such  rem- 
edy was  given  to  the  administrator  by  the  statute. 
Prosser  ▼.  Yerby,  1  How.  (Miss.)  87. 

So,  in  an  action  by  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
OB  the  bond  of  bis  predecessor.  It  was  held  that 
where  ao  inaolvent  administrator  took  In  liquida- 
tion from  a  debtor  a  debt  due  by  the  admlni8tr»- 
tor  to  such  debtor,  if  the  act  took  place  by  collusion 
there  would  not  be  an  exting uiehment  of  the  debt 
by  the  pretended  receipt,  and  the  debtor  would 
fltill  be  liable  to  the  administrator  d€Z)onis  non,  but 
he  could  not  recover  on  the  bond,  as  the  riirbt  of 
action  was  in  favor  of  creditors  or  distributees  for 
maladminiatration.  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Green,  1 
How.  (If  188.)  140. 

In  Davis  V.  Brandon.  1  How.  (Miss.)  154,  where  an 
administrator  de  bonif  non  broujrht  suit  to  recover 
purchase  money  for  a  tract  of  land  sold  by  his  prede- 
cesBor,  it  was  said  that  where  an  order  of  court 
has  been  obtained,  and  the  land  sold  in  pursuance 
thereof.  It  is  an  act  in  the  due  course  of  admlnis- 
tratioo,  and  the  administrator  is  responsible  on  his 
bond,  and  the  powers  of  an  administrator  de  honie 
mm  are  limited  to  the  administration  of  jroods  md 
chattels  left  unadministered  by  the  first  adminis- 
trator, and  the  statute  authorizing  an  adminis- 
trator to  sell  land  does  not  provide  for  a  breach  of 
that  duty  by  clothing  his  successor  with  power  to 
foiai  it  at  his  own  discretion. 

The  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  lestamento 
^umexo  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  a  devas- 
tavit or  maladministration  against  the  executors 
who  had  been  removed,  as  the  heirs  or  distributees 
and  legatees  would  be  the  only  proper  parties  to 
maintain  such  an  action.  Stubblefleld  v.  McRaven, 
iSmedea  &  M.  ISO.  43  Am.  Dec.  602;  Prosser  v.  Yerby, 
lBow.(Mi8S.)87. 

And  the  administrator  de  hon(s  non  could  not  re- 
cover for  money  in  the  hands  of  his  predecessor, 
where  he  did  not  show  that  it  was  the  specific  and 
identical  property  of  the  deceased  remaining  un- 
administered.   Prosser  v.  Yerby,  1  How.  (Miss.)  87. 

Where  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  procured  a 
citation  to  be  issued  against  his  predecessor  re- 
quiring him  to  render  an  inventory  of  the  estate, 
suggesting  that  he  was  Indebted  to  said  intestate, 
aod  his  predecessor  in  his  answer  denied  that  he 
was  administrator  and  set  up  a  gift  of  money  made 
by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  the  petition  was 
dismissed,  the  court  saying  '^tbat  the  petitioner  has 
a  full  and  complete  remedy,  if  he  can  establish  his 
claim  as  administrator  to  the  property,  in  a  court 
cf  law.'*    Gaskins  v.  Hammett,  32  Miss.  108. 

In  RuflT  ▼.  Smith,  81  Miss.  60.  it  was  said  that  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  can  maintain  no  action 
against  the  prior  administrator  for  any  balance  in 
hia  hands  remaining  after  a  settlement  of  his  ao- 
oountH. 

In  Stubblefleld  v.  MoRaven,  6  Smedes  &  M.  130,  48 
Am.  Dec.  602,  it  was  held  that  a  settlement  in  the 
probate  court  by  the  executors  would  be  a  bar  to  an 
accounting  on  behalf  of  the  administrator  de  bonis 
mm. 

Choees  in  action, 

Where  an  intestate  sold  property  and  took  mort- 
gage notes,  and  his  administrator  collected  one  of 
them  and  made  a  final  settlement  and  was  dis- 
charged, and  two  remaining  notes  passed  into  the 
hands  of  a  guardian,  who  obtained  a  Judgment  on 
one  of  the  notes,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of 
the  original  owner  was  entitled  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage  notwithstanding  the  Judgment  in  favor 
of  the  guardian  of  the  heirs  of  the  payee.  The 
40L.R  A. 


court  held  that  mere  possession  of  the  evidence  of 
debt  was  not  an  administration,  and  said  that  as 
long  as  a  note  given  to  a  deceased  person  remains 
uncollected  or  undisposed  of  by  legal  means  it  be- 
longs to  the  estate.  Morse  v,  Clayton,  13  Smedes 
&M.378. 

And  where  an  administrator  transferred,  to  pay 
his  own  debt,  a  note  given  to  him  for  the  purchase 
of  personal  estate  of  the  decedent,  and  then  re- 
signed, an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  main- 
tain a  suit  in  equity  in  order  to  obtain  the  note  and 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  securing  it,  as  the  assets 
constituted  a  trust  fund.  Scott  v.  Searles,  7  Smedes 
&M.  486, 45  Am.  Dec.  817. 

It  was  said  in  the  briefs  that  the  bond  being  pay- 
able on  its  face  to  the  administrator  was  notice  that 
it  belonged  to  the  estate. 

So,  where  a  testator  sold  land  in  Mississippi 
secured  by  a  vendor's  lien  and  also  by  a  deed  of 
trust,  and  died  a  resident  of  Kentucky,  and  his 
administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  annexed 
appointed  in  Kentucky,  obtained  possession  of  the 
note,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Mississippi 
could  there  maintain  a  bill  to  enforce  the  vendor's 
lien,  and  to  enforce  the  trust  deed  as  further  secur- 
ity, without  having  the  note  in  his  possession.  It 
was  said  that  "the  fact  that  the  'evidence*  of  the 
debt  was  in  the  hands  of  the  Kentucky  adminis- 
trator did  not  destroy  its  character  as  Mississippi 
assets,  nor  defeat  his  right  of  recovery,"  and  that 
the  protection  in  favor  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value  would  not  inure  to  any  assignee  of  the  Ken- 
tucky administrator.  Mcllvoy  v.  Alsop,  46  Miss. 
366. 

And  an  administrator  debonisnon  was  entitled  to 
notes  payable  to  the  intestate  held  by  the  adminis- 
trator of  his  predecessor  and  made  by  the  prede- 
cessor to  the  intestate,  under  Miss.  Uev.  Code,  69  88. 
99,  providing  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  an  admin- 
istrator or  executor  to  give  in  claims  against  him- 
self in  the  list  of  debts  which  he  Is  bound  to  render, 
and  if  the  executor  or  administrator  shall  give  in 
such  claim  he  shall  account  for  the  sum  due  as  If  it 
were  go  much  money.  Kelsey  v.  Smith,  IHow. 
(Miss.)  68. 

The  rents  are  incident  to  the  legal  title,  and  be- 
long to  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  an  estate 
declared  to  be  insolvent  and  ordered  to  be  sold. 
Fomiquet  v.  Forstall,  84  Miss.  87. 

But  where  an  administrator  who  was  a  surviving 
partner  of  his  Intestate  assigned  away  a  note  re- 
ceived by  him  as  administrator  from  t^e  sale  of  his 
intestate's  property,  and  accounted  for  the  note  in 
his  settlement,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could 
not  enforce  it.   Searles  v.  Scott,  14  Smedes  &  M.  05. 

In  Searles  v.  Scott,  14  Smedes  A  M.  95,  it  was  said 
that  the  difference  between  this  case  and  Scott  v. 
Searles,  7  Smedes  &  M.  498, 45  Am.  Dec.  817,  was  that 
in  that  case  a  part  of  the  note  was  transferred  and 
the  assignment  was  made  **subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  legal  representatives  of  J.  S.,  decc^ased,  of 
the  balance  due  said  estate,'*  and  in  this  case  there 
was  an  additional  fact  that  the  note  was  Included 
in  the  settlement  of  the  administrator  and  ac- 
counted for  by  him  in  his  final  settlement. 

Where  sales  or  transfers  are  void. 

Where  an  administrator  made  a  fraudulent  dispo- 
sition of  property  of  the  estate,  the  property  re- 
mained subject  to  the  control  of  the  administrator 
de  bonis  non  as  though  it  had  never  been  sold  by 
his  predecessor.  Forniquet  v.  Forstall,  84  Miss.  87: 
Hull  V.  Clark,  14  Smedes  A  M.  187;  Roaser  t.  Leatb- 
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sustained  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Waterman 
V.  Dockray,  78  Me.  141. 

But  the  persons  legally  interested  are  not 
T^ilbout  ample  remedy  in  such  a  case.  An 
omission  by  an  admiDistrator  to  include  in  his 


inventory  any  assets  of  the  estate  known  to 
him  is  a  breach  of  his  official  bond.  Bourne 
V.  Stevenson,  58  Me.  499.  Or  an  adminis- 
trator could  be  charged  with  any  money  be- 
loDgiDg  to  the  estate  that  was  received  by  him 


orman,  4  How.  (MI»b.)  240,  34  Am.  Dec.  121:  Miller  v. 
Helm,  2  SmcdBS  &  M.  687;  Soott  v.  Searles,  7  Smedes 
&  M.  496,  45  Am.  Deo.  817;  Searles  ▼.  Scott,  14  Smedes 
&  M.  95;  Murphy  y.  Clark,  1  Smedes  ft  M.  221. 

So.  where  there  was  a  declaration  of  iDSolvency 
of  the  personalty,  and  the  realty  became  subject 
to  the  payment  of  debts  and  assets  in  the  hands  of 
an  administrator,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  a  suit  In  equity  to  have  a  fraudu- 
lent sale  of  realty  made  by  his  predecessor  set  aside 
in  order  to  have  the  same  applied  to  the  payment 
of  debts.    Fomiquet  v.  Forstall,  84  Miss.  87. 

So,  under  How.  &.  H.  Miss.  Digr.  417,  provldinflr 
that  when  property,  real  or  personal,  of  a  deceased 
person  shall  be  sold  by  order  of  a  probate  court  it 
shall  be  held  and  remain  subject  to  the  amount  for 
which  it  was  sold  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  or 
his  assignee  in  the  same  manner  as  if  a  mortfiragre 
bad  been  taken  on  said  property,  where  an  admin- 
istrator sold  slaves  and  took  a  purchase- money 
note  payable  to  himself  as  administrator,  and  trans- 
ferred said  note  for  the  purchase  of  other  slaves 
for  his  personal  use,  and  the  vendor  had  notice 
from  the  face  of  the  note  that  it  was  property  of  the 
estate,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the  first 
estate  could  recover  the  note,  or  could  enforce  the 
statutory  mortnrafre  on  the  slaves  if  bis  riffhtof  ac- 
tion on  the  note  was  barred.  Miller  v.  Helm,  2 
Smedes  &  M.  687. 

So,  under  this  statute,  where  an  administrator 
sold  slaves  of  his  intestate  at  private  sale  and  took 
the  notes  payable  to  himself  and  died  without  col- 
lectingr  the  amount,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  a  bill  to  have  the  sale  by  the  first 
administrator  declared  void,  or  in  the  alternative 
to  have  a  statutory  Hen  enforced  to  recover  the 
purchase  money.  Murphy  v.  Clark,  1  Smedes  A  M. 
221. 

So  where  an  administrator  had  sold  slaves  with- 
out any  valid  order  of  the  probate  court,  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  could  maintain  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  such  slaves  or  to  enforce  the 
mortfiraflre  given  by  the  Mississippi  statute  to  secure 
the  purchase  money  of  the  property  sold  by  repre- 
sentatives of  deceased  persons.  Prestidge  v.  Pen- 
dleton, 24  Miss.  80. 

So,  where  an  administrator  sold  slaves  without 
an  order  of  court,  the  sale  was  void  and  passed  no 
title,  and  they  could  be  recovered  by  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  from  the  purchaser  by  a  bill  in 
chancery,  and  he  could  recover  also  from  a  sub  ven- 
dee.   Hull  V.  Clark,  14  Smedes  &  M.  187. 

Where  a  widow,  who  was  administratrix  and  en- 
titled in  her  own  right  to  one  third  of  the  person- 
alty, married  again,  and  her  husband,  who  acquired 
her  interest,  managed  the  business  of  the  estate 
and  sold  some  of  the  slaves  unlawfully  at  private 
sale,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  by  the  heirs  to  recover 
a  number  of  the  slaves,  that  as  the  complainants 
had  an  equitable  claim  to  part  of  the  property 
the  cause  would  be  retained  in  equity.  It  was  said 
that  if  there  was  a  remedy  at  law  it  could  not  be 
enforced  by  any  other  person  than  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non.  Gable  v.  Martin,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
568. 

Where  an  estate  was  insolvent  in  fact,  and  for- 
mer administrators  failed  to  have  it  declared  in- 
solvent, it  was  the  duty  of  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  to  baire  it  so  declared  and  administered 
as  an  insolvent  estate,  and  the  land  sold  to  pay 
debts  subject  to  the  widow's  right  of  dower,  and  a 
decree  allotting  dower  to  the  widow  on  the  assump- 
tion of  the  solvency  of  the  estate  would  not  bind 
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the  administrator  de  bonis  non  where  he  was  not  • 
party  to  such  a  proceeding.    Yandell  v.  Pugh,  Si 

Miss.  295. 

MiBsoarl. 

In  this  state  an  early  statute  provided  for  an  ac- 
tion by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  on  hia  pre- 
decessor's bond  for  conversion,  or  for  an  accounL 
or  for  a  balance.  As  to  choses  in  action  the  early 
cases  held  that  such  notes  were  the  property  of  the 
predecessor  and  subject  to  any  individual  claim 
against  him  in  the  hands  of  the  obligors,  but  suck 
cases  are  doubtful  now. 

Property  remainino  in  specie  or  unadministered. 

Under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1 48.  providing  that  if  any 
executor  or  administrator  die  his  legal  representa- 
tive shall  account  for,  pay.  and  deliver  to  hia  suc- 
cessor all  money,  real  and  personal  property  of 
every  kind,  and  all  rights,  credits,  deeds,  evidenoee 
of  debt  of  the  deceased,  at  such  times  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  court  shall  order  on  final  set- 
tlement with  such  representatives,  the  property  of 
the  estate  remaining  in  the  hands  of  an  executoi 
at  his  death  did  not  go  to  his  representatives,  but 
went  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non.  Booker  v. 
Armstrong,  92  Mo.  49. 

In  Gamble  v.  Hamilton,  7  Mo.  469,  it  was  said  that 
the  administrator  de  bonis  fwn  would  be  entitled 
to  money  remaining  unadministered  where  its 
identity  could  be  traced. 

But  where  a  party  died  intestate  domiciled  in 
Tennessee  leaving  property  in  Missouri,  and  the  ad- 
ministrator in  Missouri  was  also  appointed  admin- 
istrator in  Tennessee,  and'  the  settlement  made  by 
him  in  Tennessee  showed  that  he  had  accounted  to 
the  Tennessee  administrator  for  the  Missouri  prop- 
erty, and  the  Missouri  settlement  showed  that  all 
debts  were  paid,  a  subsequent  administrator  de 
bonis  non  in  Missouri  oould  not  maintain  an  actioo- 
of  detinue  to  recover  any  of  the  property  aubee- 
quently  returned  to  Missouri,  where  the  transfer 
by  the  former  Missouri  administrator  to  the  Ten- 
nessee administrator  would  have  been  ordered  by 
the  court,  and  such  transfer  completed  the  admin- 
istration in  Missouri  on  the  property.  Spraddling 
V.  Pipkin,  15  Mo.  118. 

In  Spraddling  v.  Pipkin,  16  Mo.  118,  it  was  said 
that  if  an  administrator  in  Tennessee  converted 
slaves  to  his  own  use  and  brought  them  to  Missouri, 
such  conversion  gave  the  distributee  a  right  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  administrator  in  the  courts  of 
Tennessee  and  to  assert  in  equity  their  claim  in 
Missouri;  but  it  did  not  authorize  the  Missouri  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  to  maintain  an  action  of 
detinue  for  such  property. 

Claims  aoainst  predecessor  for  aeenunting^  balance, 
conversion,  or  devattavtt. 

Under  Mo.  act  1835,  art.  1, 1 85,  providing  that  the 
uext  succeeding  administrator  shall  proceed  against 
a  delinquent  predecessor  and  his  securities  or  either 
of  them,  or  against  any  other  person  possessed  of 
any  part  of  the  estate,  an  administrator  de  bonis 
7ion  could  maintain  an  action  for  the  failure  of  the 
former  executor  to  pay  over  money,  effects,  and 
credits  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the 
deceased,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  couuty 
court.    State,  Darland,  v.  Porter,  9  Mo.  352. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  against  his  predecessor  and  his 
securities,  where  the  letters  of  the  former  adminis- 
trator had  been  revoked  and  he  had  failed  to  acv 
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In  tbe  flettlement  of  bis  administrator's  account 
and  a  failure  to  present  aod  settle  an  account, 
after  being  cited  to  do  so,  would  also  be  a 
breacb  of  bis  bond,  for  wbicb  be  and  bis  sureties 
would  be  liable. 


Nor  do  we  tbink  tbat  an  administrator  de 
honia  non  can  maintain  an  action  aeainst  tbe 
estate  of  bis  predecessor  for  money  wrongfully 
received  by  bim,  prior  to  bis  appointment  as 
admioistrator,  in  tbe  absence  of  allegation  and 


coant  for  money  received  as  assets  and  which  had 
be^i  converted  to  his  own  uae^as  the  principle  of  the 
common  law  which  entitled  an  administrator  de 
tonisfion  to  t  hoae  goods  only  which  remained  In  spe- 
cie and  not  administered  on  by  the  flrst  administra- 
tor was  abolished  by  the  system  of  administration 
introduced  in  Missouri.  State,  Blanton,  v.  Hunter, 
15  Mo.  480. 

Where  an  administrator  brought  a  suit  upon  bis 
predecessor's  bond  for  falliniir  to  account  for  assets 
that  be  had  converted  to  his  own  use,  it  was  said 
that  If  the  plaintilf  had  established  this  alle^ratlon 
by  evidence,  the  defendants  would  then  have  had 
to  show  that  the  property  bad  been  letrally  dis- 
posed of.    State.  Ren  fro.  v.  Price,  17  Mo.  431. 

In  State,  Coste,  v.  Fulton,  35  Mo.  323,  It  was  held 
that  an  administrator  d«  bouts  non  was  the  only 
person  who  could  sue  for  the  balance  found  due  in 
the  account  of  a  former  administratrix  (Mo. 
Code  1S45,  tt  -14,  45,  show  In  j?  tbat  the  successor  of 
an  administrator  was  made  the  sole  representative 
of  the  estate  in  administration  was  cited,  but  the 
statute  was  not  referred  to  in  the  opinion.) 

Where  an  administrator's  first  annual  settlement 
showed  assets  to  a  considerable  amount  which 
were  liable  to  the  claims  of  creditors,  and  he  died 
without  making  distribution,  and  an  administra- 
tor de  honU  non  was  appointed,  and  creditors 
brouKbt  suit  on  the  bond  of  tbe  administrator  In 
chief  to  secure  their  debt,  they  were  not  entitled  to 
recover,  but  such  assets  should  bo  held  by  the  ad- 
ministrator de honisnon under  1  Wagner  (Mo.)  Stat. 
77, 61 46, 49,  providing  that  if  all  the  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators of  an  estate  die  or  resifrn,  letters  of 
administration  on  the  goods  unadministered  shall 
be  granted,  and  the  administrator  appointed  shall 
perform  like  duties  and  Incur  like  liabilities  as 
tbe  former  executor  or  administrator,  and  that  if 
any  administrator  or  executor  die,  resign,  or  his  let- 
ters be  revoked,  he  or  his  legal  representative  shall 
account  for,  pay,  and  deliver  to  his  successor,  or 
to  the  surviving  or  remaining  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, all  money,  real  and  personal  property  of 
every  kind,  and  all  rights,  credits,  deeds,  evidences 
of  debt,  and  such  papers  of  every  kind  of  the  de- 
ceased at  such  times  as  the  court  shall  order.  State, 
Collins,  V.  Dulle,  45  Mo.  260. 

And  under  1  Wagner  (Mo.)  Stat.  p.  77.  H47, 48.  the 
successor  of  a  public  administrator  who  died  with- 
out having  finished  an  administration  of  an  estate 
eould  maintain  an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond 
for  a  conversion  and  appropriation  to  his  own  use 
of  the  assets  by  his  predece8sor,and  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  obtain  an  order  of  the  court  before  bringing 
an  action.    State,  Shields,  v.  Flynn,  48  Mo.  413. 

In  State,  Crane,  v.  Helnrlch?,  82  Mo.  543,  it  was 
said  that  when  an  executor  is  removed,  the  funds 
of  the  estate  in  his  bands  at  the  time  of  his  dis- 
placement are  debts  of  the  estate  and  should  be 
paid  by  him  only  to  his  successor  in  office,  under 
Mo.Bev.Stat.H48,49. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to 
summary  process  on  fifteen  days'  notice,  ordering 
and  adjudging  that  the  money  acd  efTects  in  the 
hands  of  bis  predecessor  might  be  surrendered  to 
him,  and  to  have  such  order  and  judgment  enforced 
against  his  predecessor  and  his  sureties,  where 
an  administrator  had  been  removed  and  there  was 
cash  and  personal  property  in  his  hands,  under 
1  Wagner  (Mo.)  Stat.  81, 1  07,  providing  that  If  an 
executor  or  administrator  resign  or  his  letters  be 
revoked,  the  court  shall  have  power  to  ascertain 
tbe  amount  of  money  and  property  in  his  hands, 
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and  to  order  and  adjudge  the  rendition  of  the  same 
to  his  successor,  and  to  enter  and  order  a  judgment 
against  him  and  his  sureties,  and  to  enforce  the 
same,  first  for  the  amount  of  money  spedfled  in  the 
Judgment  by  execution;  second,  for  all  other  assets, 
effects,  and  papers  de8crit>ed  in  the  judgment  or  or- 
der by  attachment.    Wick  ham  v.  Page,  49  Mo.  586. 

And  in  Brown  v.  Weatherby,  71  Mo.  153,  a  re- 
covery was  allowed  by  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  on  his  predecessor's  bond,  under  1  Wagner 
(Mo.)  Stat.  81,  art  1,  9  67,  for  failure  to  deliver  to 
his  successor  assets  of  tbe  estate. 

And  under  1  Wagner  (Mo.)  Stat.  p.  62.  §  67,  an  ad- 
ministrator de  honU  non  could  maintain  an  action 
agaiiiBt  a  former  administrator  who  had  failed  to 
comply  with  a  previous  order  directing  him  to 
make  distribution  of  the  fund  in  his  hands  among 
the  heirs  of  the  deceased,  and  the  fact  that  an  or- 
der of  distribution  was  made  and  tbat  the  debts 
were  all  paid  did  not  prevent  a  recovery.  More- 
house V.  Ware,  78  Mo.  100. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  maintain 
an  action  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  money  and  property  in  the  hands  of 
his  predecessor  whose  letters  had  been  revoked, 
and  for  having  an  order  made  for  the  rendition  of 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  under  1  Wagner  (Mo.) 
Stat.  p.  81,  9  67.    Scott  v.  Crews,  72  Mo.  261. 

The  case  of  Scott  v.  Crews,  72  Mo.  261,  distin- 
guished Spraddling  v.  Pipkin,  15  Mo.  118,  saying 
that  case  "has  no  application  here;  all  that  it  de- 
cides is,  where  the  domicil  of  an  intestate,  at  the 
time  of  bis  death,  was  in  a  foreign  state,  if  an  ad- 
ministration of  his  estate  here  has  been  finally 
closed  by  the  payment  of  all  debts  against  it,  and 
tbe  residue  of  the  assets  are  transferred  and  car- 
ried into  the  foreign  administration,  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  appointed  here  cannot  recover 
them  though  brought  again  Into  this  state." 

Where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  brought  an 
action  on  his  predecessors'  bond  for  assets  which 
had  not  been  accounted  for  by  them  but  had  been 
wrongfully  converted  to  their  own  use,  a  recovery 
could  be  had  although  the  bond  bad  not  been  ap- 
proved by  the  probate  court,  and  it  was  not  a  de- 
fense to  show  that  certain  demands  had  been  al- 
lowed against  the  estate  which  were  barred  by 
limitation.    State,  Burrough,  v.  Farmer,  54  Mo.  430. 

And  where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  brought 
a  suit  upon  the  tx>nd  of  his  predecessor  for  failing 
to  account  for,  pay,  and  deliver  all  moneys  and 
property  of  the  estate.  It  was  held  that  annual  set- 
tlements made  by  the  predecessor  were  not  final 
nor  conclusive  upon  the  parties  interested.  State, 
Daviess  County,  v.  Lenkford,  55  Mo.  564. 

Where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  recovered 
a  judgment  against  plaintiff  (a  surety)  and  his  co- 
surety upon  the  former  administrator's  bond  on 
account  of  his  failure  to  account  for  the  assets  of 
the  estate,  and  the  administrator  in  chief  had  ille- 
gally surrendered  and  delivered  up  to  the  cosurety 
notes  belonging  to  tbe  estate,  and  such  cosurety 
never  paid  the  same  in  any  manner,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non^  and  to  recover  the 
amount  due  upon  the  notes  from  his  cosurety. 
CowglU  V.  Linvllle,  20  Mo.  App.  138. 

In  Bolton  v.  Whltmore,  12  Mo.  App.  581,  a  judg- 
ment In  favor  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
against  the  administrator  and  the  sureties  on  his 
bond,  to  compel  the  administrators  to  account  and 
pay  over,  was  not  reversed,  where  It  was  contended 
tbat  the  form  of  action  was  not  the  appropriate  one. 
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proof  that  such  money  is  distinguishable  as  a 
part  of  the  intestate's  property.  If  this  moDcy 
withdrawn  from  the  savings  bank  was.  in  fact, 
the  property  of  the  Id  testate  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  her  husband,  by  recelvlDg  it,  became  a 


debtor  to  the  estate,  and  his  subsequent  ap- 
pointment and  qualification  as  administrator 
converted  this  indebtedness  into  cash  assets  in 
his  hands,  which,  if  the  allegations  of  the  bill 
are  true,  should  have  been  included  in  his  in- 


In  a  oontroversy  between  an  adminlstrutor  de 
btmis  nnn  and  H.,  the  admintotrator  of  his  prede- 
•oessor,  an  order  that  H.  retain  all  monesrs  **for  the 
purpose  of  payioR  all  administrators  and  eruar- 
•dlans  such  sums  as  should  be  found  to  be  due  from 
the  estate  of  said  O'Neil  in  his  oapaolty  of  execu- 
tor, admiuistrator,  etc.,'*  was  erroneous,  as  the  or- 
4er  evidently  was  made  under  the  belief  that  the 
administrator  of  the  first  estate,  and  other  admin- 
istrators in  like  situations,  ouffht  to  be  preferred 
creditors.  The  court  said  that  the  administrator  of 
the  first  estate  must  fall  into  the  class  of  creditors 
to  which  the  statute  assigns  him.  Gamble  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 7  Mo.  469. 

Chntea  in  ctetUm. 

Where  the  first  administrators  surrendered  to 
bankers  certificates  of  deposit  without  receiving 
full  payment  which  they  had  given  to  the  de- 
ceased, the  administrator  de  honig  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  against  the  bankers  for  the  bal- 
ance, as  this  was  a  conversion  by  the  predecessors, 
and  if  notaccouQted  for  they  and  their  securities 
were  liable  on  their  bond.  Brooks  v.  MasUa,  69 
Mo.  58. 

So,  where  an  administrator  of  a  partnership  es- 
tate was  ordered  by  the  probate  court  to  sell  the 
partnership  effects  at  private  sale  for  cash,  and  he 
took  a  note  payable  to  himself  for  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  the  right  of  action  on  the  note  was  in  him 
alone  during  his  life,  and  devolved  upon  his  per- 
sonal representatives  at  his  death,  and  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  of  the  partnership  estate  was 
not  entitled  to  the  note  as  part  of  the  partnership 
assets.  McGilway  v.  Clement,  6  Mo.  App.  698, 
Appz. 

An  administrator  de  honU  non  could  not  maintain 
an  action  upon  a  contract  made  with  his  predeces- 
sor, promising  to  pay  **D.,  administrator,'*  a  cer- 
tain sum  for  the  hire  of  a  negro,  and  to  return  said 
slave,  under  Mo.  Code  Pr.  art.  8,  providing  that 
every  civil  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 
of  the  real  party  in  interest,  as,  this  promise  being 
made  to  D.,  the  former  administrator,  he  was  either 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it  In  his  own  right,  or  he 
was  trustee  for  others,  and  if  he  was  trustee  a  suit 
might  be  brought  in  his  name  for  those  who  were 
entitled  to  the  money,  and  if  the  contract  was 
made  to  him  in  his  own  right  he  was  also  the 
proper  person  to  sue.  The  court  said  that  "when 
the  property  In  any  of  the  effects  of  the  deceased 
has  been  changed  by  the  original  executor  or 
administrator,  and  has  vested  in  him,  in  bis  indi- 
vidual capacity,  such  effects  will  go  to  his  own  ad- 
ministrator or  executor,  and  not  to  the  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non.**  (It  was  contended  that  Mo. 
Code  184fi,  p.  69,  art  1,  I  44,  providing  that  if  any 
administrator,  etc.,  shall  resign,  etc.,  he  shall  ac- 
count for,  pay,  and  deliver  to  his  successor,  etc.,  all 
money,  real  and  personal  property  of  every  kind, 
all  rights,  credits,  deeds,  and  papers  of  every  kind 
the  deceased,  and  1 45,  providing  the  admlnistra- 
dA  bonis  non  may  proceed  at  law  against  any 
person  possessed  of  any  part  of  the  estate,  gave 
the  administrator  de  bonis  nnn  the  right  of  action. 
But  this  statute  was  not  passed  on  by  the  court.) 
Harney  v.  Dutcher,  15  Mo.  89,  65  Am.  Dec.  131. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  re- 
cover on  a  note  payable  to  his  predecessor  promis- 
ing to  pay  B.  and  C.  **as  administrators"  where  he 
alleged  that  the  note  had  been  lost,  mislaid,  or  de- 
etroyed,but  he  did  not  state  that  this  occurred  while 
he  was  in  the  possession  of  the  note,  as  the  note 
40  L.  R.  A. 


might  have  been  paid  to  his  predecessors  or  their 
assignees  or  assigned  to  an  innocent  purchaser. 
Brooks  V.  Mastin.  69  Mo.  68. 

In  Brooks  v.  Mastin,  69  Mo.  58,  it  was  said:  ^«Iii 
Cook  V.  Holmes,  29  Mo.  61,  77  Am.  Dec  64a,  the 
court  held  that  upon  Cook's  death  the  legal  title  to 
the  note  vested  in  his  executor,  and  the  suit  was 
properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  executor  of 
Cook.  Thomas  v.  Relfe,  9  Mo.  878,  is  to  the  same 
effect  and,  although  overruled  by  Leasing  ▼.  Vei^ 
trees,  88  Mo.  481,  it  has  not  been  considered  aa  over- 
ruled on  that  point.*' 

In  Thomas  v.  Relfe,  9^  Mo.  878,  where  the  payee 
brought  a  suit  on  notes'  payable  **to  R.,  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  of  H.,  deceased,**  a  defense 
that  the  letters  of  administrator  had  been  revoked 
was  insufficient,  as  the  term  ^'administrator**  was 
merely  a  descriptio  persona^  and  the  notes  were  the 
Individual  property  of  him  to  whom  they  were 
payable. 

And  in  Laoompte  v.  Seargent,  7  Mo.  851,  where  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  brought  suit  on  a  note 
payable  to  his  predecessor  *'D.,  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  A.  8^  deceased,**  it  was  held  that  his 
predecessor  was  the  owner  of  the  moneys  of  the 
first  intestate  which  came  to  his  hands,  and  that  the 
defendant  in  this  case  was  entitled  to  a  credit  for 
any  payment  made  to  the  predecessor,  and  alao  a 
set-off  for  goods  sold  to  him  individually. 

But  in  Lessing  v.  Vertrees,  32  Mo.  431,  where  It 
was  held  that  a  note  payable  to  an  administrator 
could  not  be  garnished  for  his  individual  debts 
Lacompte  v.  Seargent,  7  Mo.  851,  and  Thomaa  v. 
Relfe,  9  Mo.  878,  to  the  effect  that  "no  principle  of 
law  Is  more  generally  acknowledged  than  that  the 
executor  or  administrator  is  for  every  purpose  the 
owner  of  the  moneys  of  his  Intestate  which  have 
come  to  his  hands,**— were  overruled. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  liable  for 
a  failure  to  collect  Judgments  recovered  by  a  pre- 
vious administrator  and  which  were  assets  belong- 
ing to  the  estate,  where  it  was  not  shown  that  the 
debtors  were  solvent  when  the  successor  came  into 
office,  or  that  he  had  notice  of  them  as  existing  aa- 
sets.    State,  Reybum,  v.  Ruggles,  28  Mo.  889. 

ITebntakaM 

Under  Neb.  Comp.  Stat.  chap.  123,  §  818,  providing 
that  when  an  executor  or  administrator  shall  be 
removed  or  shall  die,  or  his  authority  shall  other- 
wise be  extinguished,  and  a  new  administrator 
shall  be  appointed,  such  new  administrator  shall  be 
entitled  to  bring  an  action  upon  the  bond  of  the 
former  executor  or  administrator  for  any  damages 
sustained  by  reason  of  bis  neglect  or  refusal,  or  the 
neglect  or  refusal  of  his  representatives,  to  turn 
over  to  such  new  administrator,  pursuant  to  the 
order  or  decree  of  the  probate  court  or  accordinar 
to  law.  any  estate  remaining  unadministered,  his 
solo  surety  appointed  as  administrator  de  bonis  non 
on  the  removal  of  his  principal  is  liable  in  the 
full  penal  sum  of  his  bond,  where  the  first  admtnia- 
trator  had  in  his  hands  more  than  that  amount  at 
the  time  of  his  removal.  As  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  could  not  sue  himself,  the  law  treated  the 
amount  owing  by  him  on  the  bond  as  assets  in  hia 
hands  for  the  payment  of  creditors  of  the  estate. 
Jacobs  V.  Morrow,  21  Neb.  283. 

New  Hampshire. 

New  Hampshire  Rev.  Btat  1842,  chap.  168,  S  8, 
provides  that  if  administration  l)eoomes  vacant  the 
judge  of  probate  may  grant  administration  on  the 
estate  not  already  administered,  to  such  person  as 
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Tentorj,  and  accounted  for  as  administrator. 
For  a  failure  to  do  this,  he  and  his 
sureties  were  liable  upon  the  official  bond. 

That  a  debt  due  from  a  person  to  a  testator 
or  intestate  becomes,  by  the  debtor's  appoint- 


ment as  executor  or  administrator,  assets  in 
his  hands,  was  decided  in  Massachusetts  in  the 
case  of  Stevens  v.  Qaylord,  11  Mass.  256;  and 
the  doctrine  of  this  case  has  been  universally 
followed  by  every  subsequent  decision  upon 


be  may  think  proper,  and  S 12  provides  that  no  per- 
son shall  aot  as  administrator  until  be  shall  have 
iriven  bonds  to  the  probate  jadf^e  to  pay  and  de- 
liver the  residue  of  the  estate  which  shall  be  found 
remaining  upon  the  account  of  such  executor  or 
administrator  unto  such  person  as  said  judere  by 
his  decree  shall  limit  and  appoint.  It  appears  that 
decisions  subsequent  to  this  statute  take  it  for 
granted  that  the  common-law  rule  la  not  in  force. 

Oaima  againat  predecessor  for  accountinot  baiance^ 
eonversiofi,  or  devaataviL 

An  administrator  ds  bonis  non  cum  tetiamento 
annexo  was  entitled  to  prosecute  in  the  name  of  the 
Judge  of  probate  an  action  upon  the  bond  of  his 
predecessor,  to  reoover  a  balance  found  remaining 
in  his  hands  on  a  settlement  of  his  final  accounts 
of  administration,  as  where  the  balance  remained 
in  the  hands  of  a  deceased  executor  unadm  Inistered 
It  was  peculiarly  and  le^timately  within  the  prov- 
ince of  the  new  administrator,  as  part,  or  the  whole 
of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  testator,  of  which  it 
was  his  express  and  positive  duty  to  take  charge. 
Judge  of  ProtMte  t.  Claggett,  86  N.  H.  881,  72  Am. 
Dec.  314. 

And  where  an  executor  in  New  Hampshire  sold 
lands  in  Vermont  as  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed,  and  the  settlement  in  Vermont  showed  a 
large  sum  in  his  hands  with  which  he  was  charged, 
sod  the  court  In  Vermont  ordered  him  to  pay  the 
Mme  to  such  persons  as  the  probate  court  in  New 
Hampshire  sbould  direct,  the  administrator  de  bo?ito 
mm  of  the  estate  In  New  Hampshire  was  entitled 
to  recover  on  the  executor's  bond  for  the  balance 
in  the  hands  of  such  executor.  Judge  of  Probate 
v.Heydock.8N.H.4i»l. 

An  administrator  de  bonia  rum  was  the  oiBcial 
luooessor  in  the  trust,  and  entitled  to  receive  what- 
ever remained  of  the  estate  in  his  predecessor's 
hands,  on  the  settlement  of  the  account,  and  in  de- 
fault of  payment  was  the  proper  person  to  main- 
tain an  action  by  a  suit  on  the  probate  bond.  Ptes- 
oott  V.  Farmer,  50  N.  H.  90. 

So,  in  Judge  of  Probate  ▼.  Lane,  61  N.  H.  848,  it 
was  said  that  where  there  was  a  breach  of  an  ad- 
ministration bond,  the  Judgment  goes  for  the  whole 
penalty  in  favor  of  the  probate  judge,  and  if  a  bal- 
ance should  be  found  due  to  an  administrator  de 
hmit  non  an  execution  should  go  for  his  use  for 
that  amount,  as  the  security  is  available  for  the 
faithful  discharge  of  the  trust  at  every  atage  of  it. 

But  where  the  estate  of  W  had  no  claim  to  a  leg- 
acy, the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  W  was  not 
eoUtled  to  reoover  the  same,  Seavey  v.  Roberts,  63 
N.  H.  821. 

New  Jersey* 

In  this  state  there  seems  to  be  no  statute  affect- 
ing the  right  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to 
maintain  an  action  for  conversion,  accounting,  or 
waste,  where  his  predecessor  is  dead.  Tho  early 
decisions  in  this  state  were  controlled  by  the  com- 
mon law,  but  the  subsequent  decisions  overruled 
them,  and  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  can  now 
collect  the  whole  estate,  whether  outstanding  or  in 
the  hands  of  those  who  represent  the  deceased  pre- 
decessor. 

Claims  against  predeeessor  for  aceountino,  balance, 
eonoersfon,  or  devastavit. 
Jn  Hulford  v.  Mulford,  40  N.  J.  Bq.  168.  it  was 
held  that  where  all  the  securities  in  the  possession 
of  Jane  W.  at  the  time  of  her  death  belonged  to  the 
estate  of  her  husband,  her  executors  were  required 


to  account  for  them  or  their  value  to  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  with  the  will  annexed  of  the 
husband,  excepting  only  so  much  as  had  been 
used  in  the  proper  discharge  of  their  duties  t>ef  ore 
they  had  notice  of  the  fact  that  the  moneys  repre- 
sented by  said  securities  were  trust  funds.  It  was 
said  that  this  conclusion  was  not  sustained  by  the 
cases  of  Brownlee  v.  Lockwood,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  239; 
Garriok  v.  Carrick,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  864;  and  of  United 
States  T.  Walker,  109  U.  8. 258,  27  L.  ed.  827;  but  it  is 
Jn  harmony  with  the  conclusions  of  the  chancellor 
in  the  case  of  Boulton  v.  Scott,  Q  N.  J.  Eq.  231. 

/So,  the  legatees  of  A.  could  not  call  on  the  ad- 
ministrators of  A.*s  executor  for  money  due  them 
under  A.'s  will,  but  such  administrators  should  ac- 
count with  the  administrators  de  bonis  non  of  A., 
who  should  account  with  the  legatees.  The  court 
said  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  to  collect  the  whole  estate,  whether  out- 
standing or  In  the  hands  of  those  who  represent  the 
deceased  executor,  and  a  settlement  by  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  should  be  of  the  whole  estate 
unadmlnlstered,  and  should  be  final.  Boulton  v. 
Scott,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  231. 

But  in  Carrick  v.  Carrick,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  864,  it  was 
held  that  where  an  executor  converted  property 
into  money  and  died  an  administrator  de  bonU  non 
cum  iMtamento  annexo  could  not  maintain  an  ao- 
tion  against  the  executor  of  his  predecessor  for 
that  part  of  the  estate  which  had  been  administered 
by  conversion  into  money,  as  such  right  of  action 
vested  in  the  legatee.  It  was  said:  "There  Is  no 
statute  in  New  Jersey  affecting  this  question,  as 
there  is  in  many  of  the  states,  and  as  there  is  in 
this  state  when  an  executor  or  administrator  is  re- 
moved for  cause." 

But  see  Mulford  v.  Mulford,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  168. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  only  re- 
sponsible for  such  unadmlnlstered  assets  as  he  had 
received,  and  could  not  be  called  upon  to  account 
for  the  maladministration  of  his  predecessor.  It 
was  said  that  he  could  not  call  on  the  representa- 
tive of  the  former  administratrix  for  the  proceeds 
of  property  converted  into  money  in  her  hands  at 
her  death,  but  only  for  assets  existing  in  specie. 
Brownlee  v.  Lockwood,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  239. 

In  Brownlee  v.  Lockwood,  80* N.  J.  Bq.  289,  it  was 
held  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  maladministration  of  his  prede- 
cessor. It  was  said  that  Goods  of  Hall,  1  Hagg. 
Ecd.  Rep.  189,  ''would  seem  to  have  an  aspect  to 
the  contrary.  But  in  that  case  the  suit  in  the  court 
of  law  was  In  the  name  of  the  ordinary,  and  was 
for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin  and  creditors, 
and  although  It  Is  stated  that  it  was  brought  by  the 
administrator  de  bonis  fion,  yet  It  cl^^ariy  was  not  a 
suit  by  him.  and  does  not  establish  the  position  that 
hs  could  sustain  a  suit  in  his  own  name,  or  that  the 
assets  when  recovered  would  be  paid  to  him." 

Where  a  bond  was  given  by  an  administrator  on 
the  granting  of  an  order  of  the  orphans'  court  au- 
thorial nir  him  to  sell  land  to  pay  debts,  and  a  Judg- 
ment was  obtained  on  the  bond  in  favor  of  the  or- 
dinary, it  was  held,  on  an  application  to  ascertain 
how  much  should  be  raised  on  the  judgment,  that 
the  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  money  when  col- 
lected should  be  paid  over  to  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  to  be  administered  was  not  involved.  Re 
Given,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  19L 
New  Tork. 

In  regard  to  choses  In  action  It  seems  that  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  cannot  recover  possession 
of  the  same  from  third  parties,  where  there  has 
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the  question  in  that  state.  Winship  v.  Bass, 
12  Mass.  198;  HobaH  v.  Stone,  10  Pick.  216; 
Tpstcich  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Stoi-y,  5  Met.  810;  Sigourney 
V.  Wetherelh  6  Met.  553;  Ghapin^.  Water$,  IIU 


Mass.  195;  Choate  7.  Airington,  116  Mass.  552; 
Tarbeil  v.  Jerreit,  129  Mass.  457. 

**It  is  now  well  settled,  whatever  may  have 
formerly  been  the  rule  of  law,  that  a  testator. 


been  a  conversion  by  his  predecessor.  If  he  ob- 
tains possession  and  tbey  are  assets  of  the  estate 
and  unaccounted  for  he  may  maintain  an  action  on 
them.  In  1880  the  provisions  of  the  Code  author- 
ized a  recovery  by  the  administrator  dt  bonis  rum 
from  his  predecessor  for  a  balance,  or  accounting, 
or  conversion,  or  maladministration.  Prior  to  this 
time  there  were  but  few  decisions  on  this  question, 
and  although  in  the  leading  case  of  Walton  v.  Wal- 
ton, 4  Abb.  App.  Dec  612^  the  trial  court  endeav- 
ored to  apply  the  statute,  and  held  that  no  recovery 
could  be  had,  the  court  of  appeals  allowed  a  recov- 
ery without  referring  to  the  statute,  but  on  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  construed  the  claim  to  be 
for  unadmlnistered  assets,  and  this  was  followed 
by  Luers  v.  Brunges,  66  How.  Pr.  285,  where  the 
court  held  the  goods  to  be  unadmlnistered  although 
they  were  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  left  in  specie. 
In  Clapp  V.  Meserole,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  S68,  follow- 
ing and  referring  to  Walton  v.  Walton,  the  court 
tays  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  re- 
cover under  the  statute,  although  Walton  v.  Wal- 
ton does  not  refer  to  any  statute  but  endeavors 
to  make  out  that  the  goods  were  partially  distrib- 
uted and  therefore  were  unadmlnistered. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadminijtUred. 

An  administrator  de  bntiis  non  cum  testamento 
anncxo  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the  executor 
of  his  predecessors  mortgage  and  bond  belonging 
to  the  estate  unadmlnistered.  McMahon  v.  Allen, 
i  E.  D.  Smith,  519. 

In  Yale  v.  Baker,  2  Hun,  468,  It  was  said  that  an 
admiulstrator  debonis  non  could  sue  to  recover 
goods  unadmlnistered. 

In  Buck  land  v.  Gallup,  105  N.  Y.  453,  it  was  sold 
that  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  take  any 
of  the  goods  or  effects  of  the  testator  remaining  in 
specie;  but  this  rule  applied  only  to  such  as  were 
distinguishable. 

In  Re  Place,  7  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  217,  It  was  held 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamerito 
annexo  was  not  chargeable  with  any  moneys  col- 
lected by  his  predecessor  for  which  the  parties 
have  their  remedy  against  his  representatives,  but 
only  for  such  assets  as  came  specifically  into  his 
bands  and  were  lost  by  his  neglect. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting,  balance, 
conversUm,  or  devastavit. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  J.  W.  could 
maintain  an  action  against  the  executor  of  his 
predecessor  to  compel  an  accounting  and  delivery 
of  assets,  where  the  assets  were  moneys  received  in 
payment  of  choses  in  action  belonging  to  J.  W.,  and 
notes  executed  by  his  predecessor  to  J.  W.,  and 
real  estate  bid  in  by  his  predecessor  on  a  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  belonging  to  J.  W.  It  was  held  that 
all  such  property  should  be  considered  as  partially 
administered,  and,  in  connection  with  the  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint  admitted  on  demurrer,  should 
be  treated  as  unadmlnistered  assets.  Walton  v. 
Walton,  4  Abb.  App.  Deo.  612, 2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 428. 

In  this  case  the  trial  court  held  that  the  New 
York  statute  did  not  change  the  rule  at  common 
law,  and  that  no  action  would  lie,  but  the  Judgment 
was  reversed.  The  statutes  referred  to  by  the  trial 
court  are  as  follows:  8  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  6th  ed.  0, 
providing  that  the  executor  and  administrator  of 
every  person  who  as  executor  or  administrator 
shall  have  wasted  or  converted  to  his  own  use  any 
goods,  chattels,  or  estate  of  any  deceased  person 
shall  be  chargeable  as  their  testator  or  intestate 
would  have  been;  3  fiev.  Stat.  6th  ed.  747,  providing 
that  an  executor  of  an  executor  shall  have  no  au- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


thority  to  maintain  an  action  relating  to  the  estate 
of  the  testator  of  the  first  executor,  and  3  Rev.  Stat- 
5th  ed.  162, 6  4^5,  providing  that  if  all  the  executors 
or  administrators  shall  die  or  become  incapable,  or 
their  authority  be  revokcni,  the  surrogate  shall  issue 
letters  upon  goods  unadmlnistered  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  regard  to  original  letters,  and  the  suc- 
cessor shall  have  like  power  and  authority.  These 
statutes  were  not  referred  to  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals. 

In  Luers  v.  Brunges,  56  How.  Pr.  285,  Walton  v. 
, Walton  was  followed,  and  it  was  held  **that,  not 
only  the  unadmlnistered  property  of  tlie  testator 
in  specie  would,  by  operation  of  law,  pass  to  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  annexed, 
but  also  the  moneys  and  securities  realized  on  a 
sale  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  further  administra- 
tion and  yet  not  fully  administered,  and  which 
have  not  lost  their  identity,  and  can  be  distin- 
guished from  the  individual  property  of  the  ex- 
ecutor, will  also  so  pass." 

In  Clapp  V.  Meserole,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  363,  it  was 
said  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  against  the  representative  of 
his  predecessor  who  had  died  without  applying  the 
assets  which  had  come  into  his  hands.  Including 
moneys  which  he  had  collected,  as  such  action  could 
■be  maintained  under  the  statute  of  New  York. 

In  Kelly  v.  West,  80  N.  Y.  139,  under  3  N.  Y. 
Rev.  Stat.  6th  ed.  85,  §  72,  providing  that  whenever 
jt  shall  appear  that  the  penalty  of  the  bond  taken 
from  an  executor  or  administrator  or  guardian  is 
inadequate  a  surrogate  may  revoke  the  letters 
granted,  where  such  revocation  was  made  and  suc- 
cessors were  appointed,  and  the  surrogate  directed 
the  prosecution  of  their  predecessor's  bond  for  an 
accounting  and  balance,  a  recovery  was  allowed. 
In  this  case  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  sucoea- 
sor  to  assets  and  to  pursue  the  bond  was  not  qnes- 
tioned,  but  seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted, 
but  at  that  time  3  Rev.  Stat.  6tb  ed.  92,  S  23,  was  in 
effect,  providing  that  whenever  directed  by  the 
surrogate  the  bond  given  by  such  former  executor 
or  administrator  shall  be  prosecuted  and  a  recovery 
had  thereon  to  the  full  extent  of  any  Injury  sus- 
tained by  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  by  the  acts 
or  omissions  of  such  executor  or  administrator  and 
to  the  full  value  of  all  the  property  of  the  deceased 
received  andnotduly  administered, and  the  money 
collected  thereon  shall  be  deemed  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  person  to  whom  such  subsequent  let- 
ters shall  have  been  issued. 

Where  an  executor  was  one  of  a  trading  firm, 
and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  firm  mixed  funds 
of  his  testator's  estate  with  those  of  the  firm,  and 
an  action  was  brought  by  the  sole  legatee  and  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento  annexo 
against  the  firm  for  an  account  of  the  funds,  the 
chancellor  held  that  the  action  was  properly 
brought  as  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  the 
representative  of  the  testator  as  to  all  effects  not 
duly  administered,  and  he  could  seek  a  discovery 
of  assets  in  whoscsoever's  hands  they  might  be  so 
long  as  they  belonged  to  the  estate.  On  appeal  the 
decree  was  affirmed,  the  court  holding  that  the 
residuary  legatee  had  the  right  to  pursue  the  assets. 
Ck>lt  V.  Lasnier,  9  Ck)W.  320. 

The  decision  on  appeal  did  not  discuss  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  the  action,  but  as  to  whether  a  re- 
covery should  be  allowed  on  the  evidence.  And 
it  seems  to  have  been  admitted  that  the  firm  would 
be  liable  to  the  representative  for  funds  retained 
by  the  fl.rm. 
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b^  mflkiog  his  debtor  executor,  does  not  give 
faim  the  debt,  by  way  of  legacy,  Dor  release  or 
dUcharjore  it.  In  tbis  respect  he  now  stands  on 
the  same  footing  with  an  administrator.    But, 


as  an  executor  or  administrator  cannot  demand 
or  receive  payment  of  himself,  and  cannot  sue 
himself,  and  yet  is  bound  to  account  for  bis 
own  debt,  that  debt  must  be  considered  as  assets 


In  Re  Flthian,  44  Hun,  457,  it  was  said  that  the 
prof'isions  of  Code  Civ.  Proc.  9  8606,  authorizlnfr 
the  surroirate  to  compel  the  representative  of  an 
executor  or  administrator  to  aeoount  and  pay  over 
is  not  inconsistent  with  2  Rev.  Stat.  71,  SS  11, 17, 3 
Uev.  Stat.  7tb  ed.  2385, 229S,  §  60,  prohibiting  the  in* 
terfert'oceofan  executor  of  an  executor  with  the 
unadminiatered  assets  of  the  first  executor. 

In  Peclc  V.  Sherwood,  5  Itedf.  416,  it  was  said  that 
the  provisions  of  Code  Civ.  Proc.  8  2806,  providinir 
that  where  an  executor,  etc.,  dies,  the  surrojrate 
court  has  the  same  Jurisdiction  upon  the  petition 
of  his  successor  or  of  a  survivinir  executor  or  per- 
ton  interested,  to  compel  the  executor  of  the  de- 
cedent to  account  for  and  deliver  over  any  of  the 
trust  property  which  has  come  into  his  possession 
oris  under  his  control,  which  it  would  have  against 
the  decedent  if  his  letters  had  been  revoked,  are 
Dew  and  important. 

In  Spencer  V.  Popham,  5  Redf.  425,  it  was  said 
that  under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  9  3605,  the  succes- 
sor, or  the  romainioff  executor,  administrator, 
guardian,  or  trustee,  may  compel  an  aocountingr 
of  one  whose  letters  have  been  revolted. 

Under  N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proc  S  2724,  authorizing 
the  Burroirate  to  call  an  executor  or  administrator 
to  account  where  the  letters  have  been  revoked, 
sod  S  asOo,  grivinff  the  surroirate  Jurisdiction  upon 
the  petition  of  the  successor  or  of  a  remaininsr  ex- 
ecutor, administrator,  guardian,  or  trustee,  to  com- 
pel the  person  whose  letters  have  been  revoked  to 
account  for  or  deliver  over  money  or  other  proi>- 
erty  and  to  settle  his  account,  a  removed  executor 
was  required  to  account  and  pay  over  the  balance 
to  a  remaining  executor.    Re  Hood,  104  N.  T.  103. 

In  Power  v.  Speckman,  126  N.  Y.  854,  it  was  said 
that  under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc  §  2«a>,  a  successor 
of  an  administrator  whose  letters  have  l)een  re- 
volEed  may  compel  the  latter  to  deliver  over  money 
or  other  property,  and  is  further  authorized,  with 
the  assent  of  the  surrogate,  to  prosecute  the  official 
bond. 

Where  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  attempted 
to  compel  an  accountiniir  of  the  administrator  of 
sis  deceased  predecessor,  under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ. 
Proc  9  2806,  it  was  held  that  the  action  was  barred 
withm  ten  years.  It  seems  from  the  dissentinir 
opinion  that  tiiis  section  of  the  Code  was  new  and 
took  etrect  in  1880,  and  the  petition  was  filed  in  1889. 
Pitkin  V.  Wilcox,  20  N.  Y.  av.  Proc.  Rep.  27. 

In  Be  Latz,  83  Hun.  618, 20  N.  Y.  Week.  Big.  286, 
where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  filed  a  petition 
Id  the  surrogate  court  airalnst  the  executrix  of  his 
predecessor  to  settle  the  account  and  deliver  over 
money  which  his  predecessor  had  drawn  from  the 
hank  and  never  accounted  for,  it  was  held  that  this 
proceeding  was  instituted  under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ. 
Proc  9  2006,  and  could  be  maintained.  It  was  said: 
'*It  Is  not  deemed  necessary  to  inquire  whether  be- 
fore the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the  statute  (2  Rev. 
Stat  9o,  9  68)  was  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  succes- 
sor to  a  deceased  administrator,  or  whether  there 
was  any  statute  authorizing  the  representative  of 
the  latter  to  be  cited  to  account  by  such  successor 
before  the  surrogate.  There  was  no  statute  which 
required  such  representative  to  deliver  the  trust 
property  over  to  such  successor  (2  He  v.  Stat.  95, 
971). .  . .  But  as  the  representative  of  the  next  of 
Uq  he  had  an  interest  in  seeing  that  his  predeces- 
sor's account  was  correctly  rendered,  and  for  that 
purpose,  and  for  discovery,  it  is  supposable  he 
could  file  a  bill  in  equity,  .  .  .  although  it  has  been 
held  that  at  common  law  the  accounting  in  his  ac- 
tion could  not  extend  beyond,  but  was  confined  to, 
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the  unadministered  portion  of  the  estate,  inasmuch 
as  there  was  no  privity  between  the  deceased  and  the 
succeeding  administrator,  and  as  the  latter  had  no 
right  except  such  as  related  to  the  unadministered 
portion  of  the  assets  of  his  intestate;  .  .  .  and  that 
l>eyond  this  the  remedy  was  with  the  next  of  kin. 
.  .  .  But  that  he  might  by  action  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  sale  and  recover  the  property  so  dis-. 
posedof  by  the  chief  administrator.  .  .  .  The  right 
of  recovery  was  necessarily  confined  to  the  assets 
remaining  unadministered,  which  might  be  reached 
by  action  at  law  and  in  equity  as  the  nature  and 
situation  required.  In  the  case  at  bar  it  does  not 
appear  whether  or  not  the  money  of  the  appellant's 
Intestate  was  converted  or  in  any  manner  appro- 
priated by  the  deceased  administrator.  It  was  by 
him  taken  from  the  bank.  If  he  converted  it  to 
any  use  it  would  not  now  be  deemed  unadministered 
property,  but  if  he  set  it  apart  and  kept  it  separate 
from  his,  and  it  continued  so  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  it  would  probably  go  to  the  appellant." 

This  was  affirmed  in  110  N.  Y.  661,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  a  final  order  and  therefore  no  appeal 
would  lie. 

Where  the  administratrix  of  P.,  whose  inventory 
showed  assets,  died  without  an  account,  and  her  ex- 
ecutor showed  assets  amounting  to  $13,000,  but  no 
fund  to  her  credit  as  administratrix  of  P.  no  spe- 
cific property  which  could  be  Identified  as  such, 
and  made  a  settlement  and  distributed  the  surplus, 
and  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  P.  was  subse- 
quently appointed,  it  was  held,  on  a  petition  by 
heirs  asking  for  an  accounting  by  the  executor  of 
the  funds  held  by  the  administratrix  of  P.,  that  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  was  the  party  entitled 
to  receive  the  estate  if  there  was  any.  Re  O'  Brien, 
45  Hun,  284. 

In  Van  Camp  v.  Searle,  79  Hun,  146,  it  was  said 
thatan  action  was  maintainable  by  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  against  the  representative  of  his 
predecessor  who  had  died  without  having  fully  ad- 
ministered the  estate  which  came  to  him,  and  that 
trover,  replevin,  assumpsit,  or  other  appropriate 
action  could  be  maintained  If  there  had  been  a 
conversion. 

Where  the  will  of  J.  gave  property  to  R.,  and  the 
executor  of  R.  settled  his  accounts  and  was  dis- 
charged and  his  resignation  accepted  on  making 
certain  payments,  it  was  said  thatan  administrator 
de  bonis  non  of  R.  could  pursue  the  executors  uf  J. 
if  there  was  any  negligence  or  misfeasance,  and  he 
could  also  hold  the  executors  of  R.  to  account  if 
the  estate  had  been  damaged  through  negligence 
of  the  executor.    Re  Souttcr,  105  N.  Y.  514^ 

But  in  Yale  v.  Baker,  2  Hun,  468,  it  was  said  that 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  sue  to 
overhaul  the  accounts  of  his  predecessors,  as  they 
were  liable  only  to  the  creditors  or  next  of  kin. 

Under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc  S  2606,  the  successor 
of  an  executor  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  an 
accounting  against  the  executrix  of  her  predeces- 
sor for  any  property,  except  such  as  came  Into  the 
respondent's  possession  or  was  under  her  own  con- 
trol.   Le  Count  v.  Le  Count,  1  L>em.  29. 

Where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  filed  a  petl' 
tion  asking  a  surrogate  to  compel  the  administra- 
trix of  plaintiff's  predecessors  to  account  for  and 
deliver  certain  property.  It  was  held  that  under  N. 
Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  9  2806,  the  surrogate  had  no 
Jurisdiction  to  direct  an  accounting  where  the 
petition  did  not  allege  that  property  belonging  to 
the  decedent's  estate  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  respondent  or  was  under  her  oontrol.  Soofleld 
V.  Adriance,  2  Dem.  486. 


66 


Maivb  Sitfbbmb  Judicial  Coubt. 


JuiiT, 


Whei«  the  same  hand  Is  to  pay  and  receive 
money  the  law  presumes,  as  against  the  debtor 
himself,  that  he  has  done  that  which  he  was 
legaUj  bound  to  do,  and  charges  him  with  the 


amount  as  a  debt  paid.  ...  It  Is  sufficient  for 
the  present  case  that  the  administrator  is  bouod 
to  account  for  his  own  debt  as  a  debt 
paid,    and    as    assets,    without    other    act» 


In  Breslin  v.  Smyth,  8  Dem.  261,  tt  was  said  that 
N.  Y.  Codeav.  Proa  « 2006,  pro vidlnir  that  when 
letten  have  been  revoked  the  surrofrate  has  juris- 
dlotioD  upon  the  petition  of  the  sucoessor  to  compel 
the  person  whose  letters  have  been  revoked  to  ao- 
oouot  for  or  deliver  over  money  or  other  property 
and  to  settle  bis  account,  spccifled  the  persons  who 
may  enforce  such  an  accountingr. 

In  Hood  V.  Hay  ward,  124  N.  Y.  1,  It  was  said  that 
N.  Y.  Code  Glv.  Proo.  S  280B,  provides  that  when 
letters  of  an  executor  or  administrator  have  been 
revoked  the  successor  may  maintain  an  action 
upon  his  predecessor's  bond  in  which  be  may  re- 
cover any  money  or  the  value  of  any  other  property 
received  by  the  principal  and  not  duly  administered 
by  him,  and  that  under  2  Rev.  Btat.  85,  §  21,  the  pros- 
ecution was  by  the  direction  of  the  surrogate,  and 
that  actions  under  prior  statutes  other  than  1887 
were  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  people. 

Choaes  in  aetton. 

Where  an  executrix  and  sole  legratee  converted 
the  estate  and  loaned  the  money,  taking  a  note, 
bond,  and  mortflraflre  payable  to  her  individually,  the 
administrator  de  honU  non  with  the  will  annexed 
of  the  first  estate  could  not  recover  possession  of 
the  same  from  a  third  party,  as  the  executrix  had 
converted  the  assets,  and  bad  become  (if  any  liabil- 
ity at  all  was  created)  personally  liable  for  them. 
Buckland  v.  Gallup,  105  N.  Y.  453. 

So,  where  an  executrix  was  entitled  to  the  use  of 
the  property  of  the  deceased  during  her  natural 
life,  and  also  to  use  any  part  of  the  principal  which 
might  be  necessary,  and  she  loaned  the  money  tak- 
ing a  bond  and  mortgage  in  her  own  name  and  not 
as  executrix,  the  administrator  de  bonis  nmi 
eum  teHtamenlo  annexo  was  not  entitled  to  the 
same.    Caulkins  v.  Bolton,  81  Hun,  468, 98  N.  Y .  611. 

And  it  was  said  that  if  the  consideration  of  the 
bond  and  mortgage  was  assets  of  the  esute  so  as  to 
make  tbe  estate  of  the  executrix  accountable,  it 
would  not  follow  that  the  bond  and  mortgage 
oould  be  enforced  by  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non.    Caulkins  v.  Bolton,  98  N.  Y,  611. 

In  Caulkins  v.  Bolton,  08  N.  Y.  511,  it  was  said: 
**The  grounds  on  which  the  cases  cited  by  tbe  ap- 
pellants (Walton  V.  Walton,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  612; 
Luers  v.  Brunges,  66  How.  Pr.  282)  stand,  are  not  in 
conflict  with  the  doctrine  to  which  I  have  adverted. 
Both  arose  on  demurrer,  and  in  both  it  was  admit- 
ted that  the  property  in  question  was  assets  of  the 
testator,  remaining  unadrainistered  by  the  first  ex- 
ecutor. Walton's  Case  was  an  action  for  an  ac- 
count and  payment  of  assets,  consisting  of  moneys 
received  by  the  executor  In  payment  of  debts  due 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  debts  due 
from  the  executor  to  him,  on  real  estate  bid  in 
by  the  executor  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  on  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  running  to  the  testator, 
and  the  court  held  there  was  no  ground  for  an  ac- 
oount.  Luer's  Case  was  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  executed  by  the  defendants  to  the 
original  executors  of  Luer's  estate  as  such,  and 
'payable  to  them  and  their  successors.' " 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  re- 
oover  a  deposit  from  a  bank  that  bad  been  paid  by 
the  bank  to  the  plaintiff's  predecessors  as  widow 
before  she  had  been  appointed  administratrix,  as 
the  plaintiff  had  no  other  rights  than  those  of  mere 
successor,  and  was  ooncluded  by  what  had  pre- 
viously taken  place,  ^hitlock  v.  Bowery  Sav. 
Bank.  86  Hun,  460. 

But  where  an  administrator  holding  a  mortgage 
given  by  him  to  his  intestate  was  removed,  he  was 
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require<l  to  turn  over  to  his  successor  as  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  the  mortgage  and  also  a  bank 
account  of  the  intestate.  But  tbe  ownership  of 
these  assets  was  not  disposed  of  in  this  case.  Tbe 
intestate  had  been  an  administratrix  of  a  former- 
estate  in  which  she  had  a  life  estate,  and  bad  traos- 
ferred  all  the  deposits  into  her  individual  name* 
and  it  was  said  that  the  representatives  of  her  €»tat» 
would  have  to  account  to  the  representatives 
under  the  will  of  the  prior  testator.  Be  Beltz,  1ft 
Misc.  622. 

In  (Hatfield  v.  Hanson,  67  Bow.  Pr.  881,  It  was  held 
that  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  could  not  foreclose 
a  mortgage  given  to  an  intestate,  although  one  of 
the  plaintiffs  was  appointed  administrator  de  boni» 
non  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  as  the  right 
of  action  was  in  the  administrator  cfe  bonis  non^  and 
his  appointment  after  the  commencement  of  the 
action  would  not  uphold  the  same. 

Where  the  executors  took  a  bond  and  morticage 
payable  to  them  *'as  executors  as  aforesaid,  their 
survivors,  successors,  or  assigns,"  the  admintotni- 
tor  de  bonit  non  could  foreclose  such  mortgaire.  A 
demurrer  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover 
where  tbe  bill  alleged  that  the  mortgage  was  taken 
and  held  by  the  executors  as  assets,  and  as  the  prop-^ 
erty  of  the  estate  of  the  decedent  The  court  held 
that  the  word  '*succe8Sors"  was  Important.  Luers 
v.  Brunges,  66  How.  Pr.  282. 

North  Carolina. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  entitled  to  the 
assets  not  administered.  He  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  breaches  of  the  bond  of  his  predeoessor» 
and  for  an  account  and  settlement  and  for  a  con- 
versiou.  Some  of  the  cases  holding  this  are  sup- 
ported by  a  statute.  The  administrator  de  bonis 
non  may  recover  choses  in  action  belonging  to  the 
estate  although  payable  to  his  predecessor.  He 
may  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  void  sales  or 
transfers  made  by  his  predecessor. 

Property  remaining  in  specie  or  unadministered. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  noji  was  entitled  to 
money  that  his  predecessor  had  deposited  for  safe- 
keeping with  a  surety  upon  his  bond  Just  prior  to 
his  death,  with  instructions  to  pay  the  sasse  over  to 
his  intestate's  estate.  Hackney  v.  Steadman«  46  N. 
C.  (lJone8L.)207. 

In  Taylor  v.  Brooks,  20  N.  a  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  188, 
it  was  said  that  upon  the  death  of  an  administrator 
the  goods  of  the  intestate  did  not  go  to  the  executor 
or  administrator,  but  to  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  the  intestate. 

In  Ferebee  v.  Baxter,  84  N.  C.  (12  Ired.  L.)  64,  it 
was  said  that  upon  the  death  of  an  administrator 
the  duty  of  settling  up  the  estate  devolved  on  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non,  and  the  administrator 
of  the  administrator  would  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it  except  to  account  for  and  deliver  over  to  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  such  of  the  assets  as  had 
not  been  disposed  of  by  the  first  administrator  in 
the  due  course  of  administration. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting,  baiance^ 
eonversUnit  or  devantaviL 

A  distributee  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  an  ac- 
counting and  distribution  of  the  balance,  where  the 
administrator  has  died  or  has  been  removed,  as  tbe 
sole  right  of  action  is  in  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non.  State,  Goodman,  v.  Goodman,  72  N.  C  608; 
Merrill  v.  Merrill,  98  N.  C.  667;  Ham  v.  Komegay, 
86  N.  a  119;  Gilliam  v.  Watkina,  104  N.  a  180;  State* 
Baldwin,  v.  Johnston,  80  N.  a  (8  Ired.  LJ  88L 
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or  ceremony.  .  .  .  The  adminstrator's  own 
debt  being  assets,  it  becomes  an  item  in  bis  ad- 
aiDistratioD  account,  and  the  question  whether 
such  debt  is  due,  and  the  amount  of  it,  be- 
comes a  question  of  probate  jurisdiction  in  the 


first  instance,  to  be  decided  by  the  Judge  of 

{>robate,  on  a)l  quefltioos  as  well  of  fact  as  of 
aw,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  this  court."    ^- 
ourney  ▼.  WethereU,  6  Met  558. 
In  Stevens  y.  Oaylard,  11  Mass.  256,  it  was 


So,  where  an  admlolstrator  reslgrned.  an  admin- 
tetrator  de  bonin  turn  was  appointed,  and  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  intestate  brought  an  action  on  the 
bond  of  the  original  administrator  for  breaches  of 
the  bond  and  for  an  aooount  and  settlemeot,  it  was 
held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  by 
the  next  of  kin  but  should  have  been  brought  by 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  under  N.  C.  Code, 
1 1517,  providing  that  whenever  the  letters  of  an 
executor,  administrator,  or  collector  are  revoked 
his  bond  may  be  prosecuted  by  the  person  or  per- 
sona suoceediDg  to  the  administration  of  the  eetupe. 
It  was  said:  '^However  it  may  be  elsewhere,  un- 
der the  section  of  the  Code  and  decisions  referred 
to.  It  la  different  in  this  state,  and  It  is  well  setUed 
that  anch  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  by  the 
next  of  kin,  distributees,  or  creditors."  Tulburt 
▼.Hollar,  108  N.C.  407. 

Bo,  where  the  next  of  kin  brought  an  action  on 
the  administrator's  bond  after  the  death  of  the  ad- 
ministrator because  he  had  failed  to  take  into  his 
poaopsslon  and  distribute  certain  negroes  to  which 
his  intestate  was  entitled,  it  was  held  that  the  sole 
rig-ht  of  action  vested  in  the  administrator  ds  bonlM 
nott,  aa  that  offlcer  was  to  take  charire  of  all  the 
estate  which  had  not  been  administered,  and  to 
llniBh  whatever  had  been  left  undone  by  the  first 
administrator.  It  was  said  that  ''assets  are  admiU' 
istered  by  taking  them  into  possession  and  paying 
them  over  to  creditors,  or  to  the  next  of  kip  in  the 
course  of  distribution.  Both  acts  must  concur 
before  the  goods  can  be  said  to  have  been  admin- 
istered. State,  Williams,  v.  Britton,  88  N.  C.  (U 
lied.  L.)  110. 

And  where  the  legatee  brought  an  action  against 
the  administrator  of  an  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed  charging  that  the  first  administrator  had 
made  a  fraudulent  sale  of  slaves,  and  asking  for  an 
account  by  the  last  administrator,  it  was  held  that 
such  administrators  could  not  be  held  to  account 
with  any  person  but  an  administrator  de  bonis  non. 
Cannon  v.  Jenkins,  10  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  Eq.)  422. 

And  In  an  action  by  a  distributee  against  the  ad- 
ministrator of  an  executor  charging  a  fraudulent 
disposition  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  by  the 
executor,  and  to  vacate  a  decree  and  to  surcharge 
and  falsify  an  account.  It  was  held  that  there 
should  be  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testa- 
mento  annexo  appointed  and  made  a  party  defend- 
ant to  the  action,  as  the  right  of  action  vested  in 
him  on  the  death  of  the  executor.  Hardy  v.  Miles, 
n  N.  C.  VSL 

Where  the  university  brought  an  action  upon 
the  bond  of  an  administrator  for  an  undistributed 
surplus,  under  N.  C.  Code,  S  1604,  providing  for  the 
distribution  of  the  estate  of  an  alien  unclaimed  by 
creditors,  next  of  kin  or  otherwise,  and  pending 
the  action  the  administrator  died,  it  was  held  that 
the  action  could  not  be  continued  against  his  ex- 
ecutor by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  administrator  de 
bonis  rum  was  the  only  party  entitled  to  recover 
the  assets.  University  of  North  Carolina  v. 
Hughe8,80N.  C.587. 

Where  an  administrator  de  bonis  turn  wasted  the 
estate,  his  successor  as  administrator  de  bonis  non 
of  the  same  estate  was  entitled  to  maintain  an  ao- 
tioD  npon  his  predecessor's  bond.  It  was  said  that 
such  actions  could  not  be  maintained  in  the  name 
of  the  next  of  kin,  as  wasting  an  estate  was  not  ad- 
ministering it.   Lansdell  v.  Winstead.  76  N.  0. 866. 

In  Duke  ▼.  Ferbbee,  68  N.  a  a  Jones  L.)  10,  it 
was  said  that  if  anything  was  due  anf  estate  from  the 
flrsc  administrator.  It  might  have  been  recovered 
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upon  bis  death  from  his  administrator,  provided  ad- 
ministration de  bonis  non  had  been  taken  out  and 
suit  brought  to  recover  in  proper  time. 

In  Badger  v.  Jones,  66  N.  C.  805,  it  was  said  that 
where  an  administrator  de  bonisnon  brought  an  ac- 
tion for  a  devastavit  on  the  part  of  the  former  ad- 
ministrator for  the  value  of  goods  wasted,  a  re- 
covery could  be  had.  as  the  right  of  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  related  back  to  the  death  of  the  in- 
testate, and  he  was  bound  only  by  such  lawful  acts 
of  the  previous  administrator  as  were  done  in  the 
due  course  of  administration  of  the  assets  of  the 
estate,  and  for  any  devastavit  on  the  part  of  the 
administrator  the  administrator  de  bonig  non  ought 
to  recover,  by  an  action  on  the  bond  of  hia  prede- 
cessor, the  value  of  the  goods  and  effects  wasted. 

Under  N.  C.  Code,  chap.  46.  tt  50,  51,  authorizing 
the  sale  of  real  estate  on  the  petition  of  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and 
making  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  assets  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  and  directing  that  the  excess  shall 
be  paid  by  the  executor  or  administrator  to  such 
pemons  as  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  land  had 
It  not  l)een  sold,  where  an  administratrix  de  bonis 
non  cum  testamento  annexo  died  tiefore  she  had 
completed  the  settlement  of  the  assets  derived 
from  real  estate  by  paying  over  the  excess  to 
the  heirs,  the  administrator  de  bonis  nom  cum  tes- 
tamento annexo  oould  maintain  an  action  on  hia 
predecessor's  twnd  for  the  balance,  and  was  not 
concluded  as  to  the  amount  of  debts  by  the  show- 
ing made  by  his  predecessor  in  the  proceeding  to 
sell  the  hind.  Latta  v.  Russ,  63  N.  G.  (8  Jones,  L.> 
IIL 

In  Wilson  V.  Pearson,  108  N.  a  290,  It  was  said 
that  an  action  for  devastavit  committed  by  an  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  earn  testamento  annexo 
who  had  died,  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  administrator  de  bonisnon^  and  that  this  was 
well  settled  in  North  OsroUna,  although  a  different 
rule  prevailed  elsewhere. 

But  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  a  deceased 
ward  was  not  entitled  to  recover  In  an  action 
against  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  guardian 
on  his  bond,  moneys  which  came  into  the  guar- 
dian's hands  as  proceeds  of  real  estate  belonging  to 
the  ward,  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  court  for  parti- 
tion, under  N.  C.  New  Const.,  which  abolished  the 
distinction  between  courts  of  law  and  courts  of 
equity,  as  the  proceeds  of  land  sold  for  partition  to 
which  an  infant  was  entitled  was  real  estate  and 
the  heirs  of  the  infant  were  necessary  parties  to 
this  action.  State.  Allison,  v.  Robinson,  78  N.  C.  222. 

In  this  case  State,  Reddiok,  v.  Satterfleld,  81  N.  C. 
(9  Ired.  L.)  858,  and  Latta  v.  Russ,  53  N.  C.  (8  Jones» 
L.)  Ill,  were  distinguished.  It  was  pointed  out  that 
the  case  of  Latta  v.  Russ  was  under  the  statute 
above  quoted.  It  was  said  that  a  different  rule  pre- 
vailed in  equity. 

Where  an  administrator  in  an  action  for  division 
divided  the  slaves  between  the  widow  and  dis- 
tributees, and  in  a  subsequent  action  for  partition 
by  the  distributees  sold  slaves  as  commissioner  of 
the  court  and  took  notes  payable  to  himself  as  ad- 
ministrator, the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not 
liable  for  the  neglect  of  his  predecessor  to  account 
for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  nor  for  his  own  fallure- 
to  collect  such  notes  as  came  to  his  hands  from  the 
former  administration,  but  was  liable  for  such  ac- 
counts as  he  had  collected  by  virtue  of  his  oiBce. 
State,  Roper,  v.  Burton,  107  N.  C.  586. 

It  was  said  in  this  case,  when  slaves  when  sur* 
rendered  as  not  needed  to  pay  debts,  and  were  dl- 
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said:  '*The  case  might  have  been  very  differ- 
ent, if  the  defendant  had  denied  that  he  owed 
this  debt,  and  had  refused  to  insert  it  in  the 
inventory,  and  to  account  for  it  as  the  property 
of  the  deceased."    And  in  some  other  of  the 


Massachusetts  cases  above  cited  the  rule  as  laid 
down  contains  the  qualification,  '*when  the 
debt  is  acknowled^d/'  although  we  are  aware 
of  no  case  in  which  this  has  been  decided  to 
be  the  law;  and  we  think,  upon  principle  and 


vided  between  the  widow  and  next  of  kin,  and 
afterwards  sold  for  partition  at  the  instance  of  the 
next  of  kin,  they  became  in  a  lefral  sense  broods 
administered,  and  the  liability-  of  the  first  adminis- 
trator as  such,  and  that  of  the  sureties  on  his  bond, 
ceased,  and  no  responsibility  attached  to  the  ad- 
ministrator other  than  as  commissioner. 

Chmes  in  action. 

Where  an  executor  of  a  legatee  obtained  a  judg- 
ment for  a  lefiracy,  and  died  before  execution  or 
satisfaction  of  the  same,  the  rigrht  to  the  Icsracy  of 
the  deceased  lecratee  vested  in  the  administrator  de 
txmis  non:  but  be  was  not  entitled  to  an  execution 
until  he  had  been  made  a  proper  party  to  the  cause. 
Ellison  V.  Andrews,  84  N.  C.  (12  Ired.  L.)  188. 

So,  where  a  note  was  payable  to  William  B.,  ex- 
ecutor of  Richard  B.,  and  the  executor  died,  it  was 
held  that  an  action  upon  the  note  should  have  been 
made  by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Richard 
B.,  under  Battle  (N.  C.)  Rev.  chap.  45,  0  130,  Code, 
4  1511,  providing  that  every  action  brought  by  an 
executor  or  administrator  upon  a  cause  of  action 
or  right  to  which  the  estate  is  party  in  Interest 
ahall  be  brought  in  his  representative  capacity. 
Ballinger  v.  Cureton,  104  N.  G.  474. 

Under  N.  C.  act  1795,  chap.  14,  8 1,  providing  for  a 
fiale  by  executors  or  administrators  upon  credit, 
and  for  bonds  with  sureties  to  be  taken,  and  that 
'*such  executor,  etc.,  or  administrator,  etc.,  shall, 
after  the  time  of  such  payment  is  past,  take  and  pur- 
sue all  lawful  ways  and  means  to  recover  and  re- 
ceive the  money  so  due  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise 
shall  be  chargeable  or  answerable  for  the  same;  and 
that  such  moneys,  when  received,  shall  be  liable  to 
the  satisfaction  of  Judgments  previously  obtained, 
and  entered  up  as  judgments  when  assets  should 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor,"—a  bond  payable  to  an  administrator  passed  at 
his  death  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the 
first  intestate  as  a  part  of  his  estate,  and  not  to  the 
administrator  of  the  first  administrator.  Cutlar  v. 
"Quince,  3  N.  C.  (2  Hay  w.)  60. 

In  Anonymous,  3  N.  C.  (2  Hayw.)  18,  the  question 
whether  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  sue 
upon  a  bond  taken  by  the  former  administrator  for 
goods  sold  which  were  the  deceased's,  In  the  name 
-of  himself  as  administrator,  was  not  decided. 

Avoiding  sdlegor  transfers  made  by  his  predecessor. 

Where  a  sale  of  land  was  made  by  an  administra- 
tor which  was  void,  under  N.  C.  Rev.  Code,  chap. 
4«,  861,  Acts  1868-60,  chap.  113,  «  105,  providing  that 
a  sale  of  land  by  the  heirs  at  law  within  two  years 
after  the  death  of  the  intestate  shall  be  void  as 
Against  creditors  and  administrators,  and  the 
administrator  had  committed  a  devastavit,  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  could  maintain  an  action  to 
«et  aside  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  made  by 
his  predecessor  and  an  heir  in  order  to  have  the 
same  administered  as  assets,  when  the  securities 
on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor  were  insolvent. 
Badger  v.  Jones,  66  N.  C.  306. 

Where  the  administrator  de  bonisnon  brought  an 
action  alleging  that  the  intestate  had  made  a 
fraudulent  deed  of  trust,  and  that  there  was  coUu- 
aive  fraud  on  the  part  of  bis  predecessor  in  a  fore- 
closure of  such  trust  deed,  and  that  the  property 
embraced  therein  was  necessary  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  it  was  held  that  the  deed  of  trust  and  the 
subsequent  sale  of  the  property  were  void  for 
fraud,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  personal  assets 
such  land  of  the  Intestate  was  liable  to  be  sold  to 
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make  assets  to  pay  his  debts  until  they  were  all  dis- 
charged.   Glover  v.  Flowers,  101  N.  C.  134. 

So,  in  Hackney  v.  Stead  man,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones,  L.) 
:207,  it  was  said  that  where  an  administrator  of  an 
estate  tu  roed  over  money  of  the  estate  fraudulently 
to  another  party,  theadminiatratordeiCKinte  non  ap- 
pointed after  his  death  could  recover  the  same. 

But  where  a  will  gave  the  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  a  wife  for  life,  and  at  h(;r  death  to  the  tes- 
tator^s  three  daughters,  and  to  a  child  in  venire  sa 
mere,  andat  his  death  there  were  two  other  children, 
and  his  wife  was  made  executrix  and  took  posses- 
sion of  slaves  and  sold  them,  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  could  not  recover  as  the  sale  was  held  to 
be  a  sale  in  the  capacity  of  executrix,  and  the  pur- 
chaser acquired  an  absolute  title.  Windley  v.  Gay- 
lord,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones,  L.)  55. 

So,  where  a  widow  administered  on  her  husband^s 
estate  and  sold  a  slave  to  a  trustee  in  trust  for  her- 
self and  daughter  who  were  the  only  next  of  kin,  it 
was  held  that  this  act  was  a  full  administration,  and 
after  her  death  an  administrator  de  bonitf  non 
could  not  maintain  an  action  of  trover  for  posses- 
sion of  the  slave.  It  was  held  the  deed  was  effect- 
ual to  devest  her  title  as  administratrix,  and 
amounted  to  *'an  assent*'  or  delivery  to  herself  and 
daughter  as  distributees,  and  had  the  same  leflral  ef- 
fect as  the  assent  of  an  executor.  Quince  v.  Nixon, 
31N.  C.  (6Jones,L.)289. 

And  where  the  will  of  a  husband  gave  his  real 
and  personal  property  to  his  wife  under  oertain 
powers  and  trusts  for  the  use  of  their  children, 
and  the  wife  as  executrix  disposed  of  the  property 
and  assented  to  the  legaey  given  to  herself  and 
children,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not 
recover  property  which  the  wife  had  of  her  hus- 
band's estate  as  there  was  nothing  which  bad  not 
t)een  administered.  In  this  case  it  was  said  that  if 
the  wife  had  not -assented  to  the  legacy  to  herself 
and  the  children,  then  the  legal  title  would  have 
been  in  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  de  bonis  non, 
and  if  anybody  interfered  with  his  rights  he  had  a 
remedy  at  law  to  recover  possession.  Carson  v. 
Duffy,  55  N.  C.  (2  Jones,  Eq.)  607. 

Ohio. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  oould  not  main- 
tain an  action  on  bis  predecessor's  bond  for  an  ac- 
counting, or  for  the  balance  in  his  hands,  or  for 
conversion,  until  a  statute  giving  such  a  right  of 
action  was  passed.  Such  a  statute  is  now  in  effect 
in  this  state.  It  seems  that  for  choses  in  action  due 
the  estate  by  the  predecessor  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  may  recover. 

Property  remaining  in  speHe  or  unadministm'ed. 

In  Tracy  v.  Card,  2  Ohio  St.  431,  It  was  said  that  at 
common  law  an  administrator  or  executor  who  bad 
resigned  or  been  removed  was  liable  to  no  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  except 
for  the  recovery  of  such  assets  as  remained  In 
specie. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accounting^  balcmee, 
conversion,  or  devastavit. 

Under  Ohio  act  April  T,1854  (Swan  &  C.  610),  con- 
ferring power  to  main  tain  an  action  on  the  bond  of 
such  executor  or  administrator  whose  powers  have 
ceased  by  death  or  otherwise,  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non  could  maintain  an  action  on  the  bond  of 
his  predecessor  for  failing  to  render  an  account, 
and  for  falling  to  administer  according  to  law  the 
money  and  chattels,  and  for  appropriating  to  his 
own  use  a  large  amount  of  assets.    It  was  held  that 
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«aibority,  that  there  is  do  difference  in  the 
rule  whether  the  debt  is  acknowledged  or  de- 
nied. 

Id  Winthip  ▼.  Ban,  12  Mass.  198.  the  in- 
^lebtedness  was  not  acknowledged.     The  exec- 


utor refused  to  treat  his  indebtedness  to  the 
estate  as  assets,  claiming  that  it  was  extin- 
guished by  his  appointment.  The  court  held 
that  the  debt  was  not  extinguished,  but  must 
be  treated  as  assets;  and  that,  as  his  sureties 


ft  was  not  necessary  that  the  amount  due  the  es- 
tate from  the  deceased  administrator  should  be  as- 
certained by  the  Judgrment  of  tbe  prot>ate  court  be- 
fore brinerinff  the  action.  Doufflas  v.  Day,  28  Ohio 
St.  175. 

So,  under  Ohio  Stat.  1831,  vol.  29,  p.  295  (Swan, 
^),  proridlnflT  for  a  suit  by  the  administrator  who 
may  l)e appointed  in  the  place  of  any  administrator 
who  may  have  resiffned,  or  been  removed,  a^lnst 
«uch  administrator  for  any  moneys,  assets,  rents« 
or  profits  that  may  have  been  received  by  such  ad- 
ministrator as  well  as  all  damairc  done  by  such  ad- 
ministrator to  the  estate,  an  administrator  de  horiix 
non  could  maintain  an  action  on  tbe  bond  of  his 
predecessor  who  bad  been  removed  for  neflrlectinff 
10  settle,  and  for  the  receipt  of  a  larire  amount  of 
money  for  which  he  never  accounted.  O'Connor 
V.  State,  Potter,  18  Ohio,  225. 

And  where  an  executor  resigned,  and  adminis- 
trators 6e  boniKYiofi  were  appointed, and  the  execu- 
tor died,  and  the  adminii»trators  de  bonU  non  re- 
signed and  an  administratrix  d«  honi»  non  was  ap 
pointed,  she  tx>uld  maintain  an  action  a^lnst  tbe 
administrator  of  tbe  executor  for  notes,  bills,  ac- 
counts, rents,  and  profits  received  by  the  executor 
and  converted  and  disposed  of  by  him  to  his  own 
U8e,under  Ohio  act  March  12, 1831,  S  25  (29  Ohio  Laws, 
235, 3  Cbase,  1?B0),  providing-  that  when  an  execu- 
tor shall  resign  or  be  removed,  and  the  administra- 
tor with  the  will  annexed  appointed,  such  newly  ap- 
pointed administrator  shall  be  authorized  immedi- 
ately to  commence  an  action  on  tbe  case  asrainst 
such  prior  executor  and  hold  him  to  bail,  and  in  such 
action  to  h^cover  moneys,  assets,  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  received  by  such  removed  executor  and  not 
applied  according  to  law,  as  well  as  all  damag-es 
done  or  committed  by  such  executor  in  respect  to 
the  estate,  as  this  cause  of  action  accrued  before 
the  executor  died.    Tracy  v.  Card,  2  Ohio  St.  431. 

It  was  said  that  this  case  in  no  wise  conflicts  with 
Blizzard  v.  Filler,  20  Ohio,  479,  as  there  tbe  adminis- 
trator died  in  office  and  there  were  no  provisions  in 
the  statute  for  a  suit  by  the  administrator  de  b<mU 
non  against  tbe  representative. 

And  under  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  1880.  9  6020,  providing 
that  an  executor  or  administrator  appointed  in  tbe 
place  of  an  executor  or  administrator  who  has  re- 
■iffned,  ^)een  removed,  or  whose  letters  have  t>een 
revoked  or  authority  extinguished,  shall  be  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  all  the  personal  effects  and  as- 
Ktsof  the  estate  uuadministered,  and  may  main- 
tain a  suit  against  tbe  former  executor  or  adminis- 
trator and  his  sureties  on  administration  bond  for 
the  same  and  for  damages  arising  from  maladmin- 
istration, an  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the 
will  annexed  could  maintain  a  suit  upon  the  bond 
of  his  predecessor  who  bad  been  removed,  for  the 
amount  found  due  from  him  on  the  settlement  of 
his  accounts.  The  failure  of  the  predecessor  to  pay 
such  amount  was  a  breach  of  the  bond  **to  admin- 
i^r  according  to  law"  the  assets  of  tbe  estate. 
Slaglev.  Bntrekin,  44  Ohio  St.  637. 

And  under  62  Ohio  Laws,  31,  1854,  providing  that 
in  all  cases  where  the  powers  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator heretofore  or  hereafter  appointed  have 
eeased  by  death,  removal,  resignation,  or  in  any 
other  manner,  any  administrator  or  coexecutor  or 
coadministrator  may  nuiintain  an  action  on  the 
bond  of  such  executor  or  administrator  whose 
powere  have  ceased,  against  any  of  the  obligors 
thereof  or  their  representatives  for  any  breach  of 
tbe  conditions  of  said  bond,  an  administrator  de 
^mftnoti  could  maintain  an  action  on  bis  predeces- 
40L.aA. 


sor^s  l)ond  for  the  balance  in  tbe  hands  of  his 
predecessor  unadministered.  Cbatfleld  v.  Faran.  1 
Disney  (Ohio)  488. 

So,  under  Ohio  Bev.  Stat  §  6020,  authorizing  an 
administrator  appointed  in  the  place  of  one  who 
has  been  removed,  not  only  to  maintain  a  suit 
against  the  predecessor  and  the  sureties  on  his 
l>ond,  for  all  the  personal  eCTects  and  assets  of  the 
intestate  unadministered,  but  also  for  all  damages 
arising  from  the  maladministration  of  such  pre- 
decessor, an  administrator  de  bonix  non  cum  tenia- 
msntoannexo  could  maintain  an  action  upon  tbesev- 
eral  bonds  given  by  his  predecessor  who  had  been 
removed  for  assets  received  by  him  and  converted 
to  his  own  use.    Foster  v.  Wise,  46  Ohio  St.  20. 

Iq  Douglas  V.  Day,  28  Ohio  St.  175,  it  was  said  that 
without  tbe  aid  of  tbe  statute  no  action  could  l>e 
maintained  by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  on 
the  bond  of  his  predecessor  for  waste. 

But  an  administrator  de  l)onls  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  an  accounting  on  the  bond  of 
his  deceased  predecessor  under  Swan's  Stat.  (Ohio) 
pp.  43.44,  S  26,  providing  that  an  administrator  ap- 
pointed in  the  place  of  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor who  has  resigned,  beon  removed,  or  whose  let- 
ters have  been  revoked,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  all  the  personal  etfccts  and  assets  of  the 
estate  unadministered,  and  may  maintain  a  suit 
against  the  former  executor  or  administrator  on 
tbe  administration  bond  for  all  damages  arising 
from  the  maladministration  or  omission  of  tbe  for- 
mer executor  or  administrator,  as  this  statute  did 
not  apply  except  where  the  predecessor  resigned, 
was  removed,  or  where  his  letters  were  revoked. 
Blizzard  v.  Filler,  20  Ohio,  479. 

The  same  was  held  in  Curtis  v.  Lynch,  19  Ohio  St. 
802,  deciding  that  this  statute  did  not  give  an  ac- 
tion against  the  representative  of  a  deceasc^d  ad- 
ministrator who  died  in  offloe,  but  left  the  matter 
as  it  stood  at  common  law.  It  was  further  held 
that  Ohio  act  April,  1854,  Swan  Sc  C.  Stat.  619, 
concerning  suits  on  the  bonds  of  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, only  conferred  power  to  maintain  an 
action  on  the  l>ond  of  such  executor  or  adminis- 
trator whose  powers  have  ceased.  The  court  said 
that  the  plaintiff  should  look  to  his  remedy  on  the 
t>ond. 

Where  executors  directed  by  will  to  hold  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  the  l>eneflt  of  Hannah  H.  for  life, 
the  principal  to  be  paid  to  her  children  after 
her  death,  were  given  a  large  discretion,  and,  be- 
lieving they  had  the  right,  paid  the  principal  to 
Hannah  H.,  and  tiled  a  final  account  which  was 
confirmed  by  the  court,  and  two  sons  of  Hannah 
H.  applied  for  the  appointment  of  an 'administra- 
tor de  bonis  non,  it  was  held  that  the  account  filed 
could  not  be  disturbed.  It  was  further  held  that 
the  probate  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  in  these  kinds 
of  eases  to  determine  whether  the  executor  right- 
fully or  wrongfully  paid  out  this  money  as  con- 
tended, and  therefore  could  not  say  affirmatively 
that  there  was  an  unadministered  estate,  and  could 
not  grant  the  applicittion  for  appointment  of  an 
administrator.    Re  Hess,  3  Ohio  N.  P.  62. 

Choses  in  action. 

Where  a  mortgagor  of  the  testator  was  appointed 
executor  and  was  removed,  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  was  entitled  to  proceed  upon  the  mort- 
gage against  the  removed  executor  and  tbe  land, 
notwithstanding  other  and  8ul)sequent  mortgagees, 
as  the  appointment  of  the  mortgagor  as  executor 
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were  liable  upon  his  bond,  be  need  not  be  re- 
moved. 

In  Sig&umey  y.  Wetlierell,  6  Met.  558,  the 
indebtedness  of  the  administrator  was  not  ac- 


knowledged, but,  on  the  contraiy,  was  strenu- 
ously denied. 

In  Tarhell  v.  Jewett,  129  Mass.  457.  it  wa» 
said:    *'The  note,  therefore,  became  assets  of 


did  not  extinguish  the  mortffaffo  lien.  Miller  v. 
Donaldson.  17  Ohio,  264. 

And  where  a  will  directed  that  after  the  expira- 
tion of  six  years  the  executors  should  appropriate 
$10,000  for  the  erection  of  a  Masonic  hall,  the  appli- 
cation of  the  money  to  he  under  the  exclusive  con- 
trol of  the  executors,  and  O.,  the  acting  executor, 
paid  the  principal  sum  to  a  contractor  and  took  a 
bond  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  and  then 
resigned,  his  suooessor  and  administrator  de  bonis 
ntm  with  the  will  annexed  could  maintain  an  action 
upon  the  bond  for  a  breach  thereof,  as  this  money 
was  paid  to  the  contractor  by  G.  as  **exeoutor"  of 
J.,  and  the  administrator  de  bonU  non  cum  testa- 
mento  annexo  succeeded  to  the  control  of  this  trust 
and  the  right  to  sue  for  the  breach  of  this  bond. 
Mathews  v.  Meek,  28  Ohio  St.  278. 

So,  where  a  recovery  by  an  administrator  debonte 
nnn  was  allowed  by  statute  a«ralnst  the  administra- 
tor of  his  predecessor  for  assets  in  his  hands,  it 
was  held  that  he  oould  recover  the  value  of  the 
promissory  notes  owing  by  the  executor  to  the  tes- 
tator, and  that  the  appointment  of  the  executor 
did  not  release  such  claim,  and  the  notes,  as  they 
fell  due,  became  assets  in  the  executor's  hands  as 
executor,  and  he  was  accountable  for  them  as  such. 
Tracy  v.  Card,  2  Ohio  St.  481. 

But  where  an  administrator  sold  land  under  an 
order  of  court,  and  received  mortgage  notes  as 
part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  sold  the  notes  and 
mortgage  to  an  innocent  purchaser  and  converted 
the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  could  not  recover  of  the  purchaser  the 
notes  and  mortgage,  as  (until  88  Ohio  Laws,  41, 
February,  1801,  amending  §  6162,  and  89  Ohio  Laws, 
148,  regulating  and  restricting  the  sale  of  notes 
taken  by  an  executor  or  administrator  for  real  es- 
tate sold  by  him),  there  was  no  statute  in  this  state 
In  any  manner  abridging  the  power  of  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator  to  sell  notes  taken  by  him  in 
the  course  of  administration  of  the  estate  payable 
to  himself  in  his  representative  capacity.  Jelke 
V.  Goldsmith,  62  Ohio  St.  400. 

Oreg^oiu 

Where  an  administrator  sold  land  and  was  re- 
moved, his  successor  was  not  liable  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  converted  by  bis  predecessor  to 
bis  own  use,  nor  was  he  liable  because  he  did  not 
oollect  from  his  predecessor  money  misappro- 
priated, but  was  liable  for  moneys  received  by  him- 
self.   Dray  v.  Bloch,  27  Or.  649. 

Pennsylvaiiia. 

Before  the  act  of  1834  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  could  not  maintain  a  Kire  facias  upon  a  Judg- 
ment obtained  by  his  predecessor,  and  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  a  balance  in  his  predeces- 
sor's hands;  but  since  the  act  of  1834  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  can  maintain  an  action  on  his 
predecessor's  bond  for  conversion,  for  an  account 
and  for  the  balance  on  hand.  Since  1834  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  can  maintain  an  action  to 
avoid  a  transfer  made  by  his  predecessor  and  is  en- 
titled to  maintain  an  action  upon  all  choses  in  ac- 
tion belonging  to  the  estate. 

daims  ooainA  predecessor  for  accoumiino^  bcHoince^ 
eonvenUm^  or  devaetaviL 

Under  Pa.  act  Feb.  24, 1884,  6  81,  providing  that 
the  administrators  de  bonis  non  shall  have  pow- 
er to  recover  from  their  predecessors  or  their 
reprebentatlves  all  moneys  and  assets  in  their 
hands  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  pro- 
viding that  such  suit  may  be  stayed  unUl  the  ao- 
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count  is  finally  settled,  an  administrator  de  boni» 
non  was  given  a  direct  remedy  against  the  estate  or 
the  deceased  executor  for  the  balance  remaining  In 
the  Jiands  of  his  predecessor  after  settlement.. 
Bowman's  Appeal.  62  Pa.  166. 

So,  under  Pa.  act  Feb.  24,  1834, 6  81,  an  adralnla- 
trator  de  bonis  non  could  sue  the  representative  of 
his  predecessor  for  assets  actually  converted.  Par- 
rish  V.  Brooks,  4  Brewst.  (Pa.)  154. 

And  in  Oroyell  v.  BUckfan,  1  Pittsb.  827,  it  wa» 
held  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  that  under  Pfeu 
act  Feb.  24, 1831,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  who 
was  not  appointed  until  after  the.  confirmation  of 
an  auditor's  report  directing  the  distribution  of 
the  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  superseded  admin- 
istrator to  and  amongst  creditors  could  recover  the 
fund  from  his  predecessor.  On  appeal  the  deolaloD 
was  afllrmed  by  a  division  of  the  court. 

And  in  Drenkle  v.  Sharman,  9  Watts,  48S,  it  wa» 
said  that  the  distinction  between  the  right  of 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  whose  predecoasor 
had  died,  and  the  right  of  one  whose  predeoessor 
had  been  dismissed,  to  the  assets  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  decedent,  was  abolished  by  Pa.  act 
1834,  and  under  that  act  the  administrator  de  bonis 
Tton  was  entitled  to  the  whole  assets  In  either  case, 
and  was  bound  to  look  after  and  obtain  thenu 
whether  in  the  hands  of  his  predeoessor,  their  rep- 
resentatives, or  those  of  others. 

In  an  action  against  the  administrator  of  a  hua- 
band's  administrator,  for  the  widow's  share,  a  pay- 
ment to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  a  defense 
although  the  pasrment  was  made  previous  to  Pa* 
act  1834, 8  81,  providing  that  administrators  de  boniB 
non  shall  be  the  proper  persons  to  receive  such 
funds  from  their  predecessor  or  their  legal  repre- 
sentatives, as  this  applied  to  cases  then  existing  a» 
well  as  to  others  which  might  thereafter  arise. 
Little  V,  Walton,  23  Pa.  164. 

So,  under  Pa.  act  1884, 1 88,  providing  that  in  all 
cases  where  property,  real  or  personal,  of  the  dece- 
dent Is  sold  upon  execution,  and  more  money 
raised  than  is  sufficient  to  pay  off  liens  of  record,. 
the  balance  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  executor  or 
administrator  for  distribution,  and  such  money 
shall  be  distributed  as  the  real  estate  would  have 
been,  and  §  Sl»  providing  that  an  administrator  may 
call  for  any  fund  which  his  predecessor  may  le- 
gally receive,  the  successor  was  entitled  to  the 
avails  of  realty  left  undisposed  of  by  the  first  ad- 
ministrator.   Carter  v.  Trueman,  7  Pa.  315. 

So,  in  Connelly's  Appeal,  1  Grant,  Cas.  866,  it 
was  held  that  where  an  executor  was  discharged 
without  accounting  for  a  claim  in  the  hands  of  an 
agent,  and  the  agent  was  appointed  administrator 
de  bonis  nnn,  an  heir  could  not  maintain  an*actlon 
against  the  executor  to  compel  him  to  account 
and  distribute,  as  a  discharged  executor  was  not  to 
make  distribution  but  simply  to  pay  over  the  fund 
to  his  successor. 

But  prior  to  Pa.  act  1834,  an  administrator  ds 
bonis  non  could  not  maintain  a  scire  facias  upon  a 
Judgment  on  his  predecessor's  bond  to  recover  a 
balance  due  from  his  predeoessor  to  the  estate,  as 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  oould  claim  nothing 
but  the  goods  of  the  intestate  remaining  in  specie, 
unconverted  and  unchanged  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  original  administrator.  Potts,  WoUer- 
ton,  V.  Smith,  8  Rawle,  861, 24  Am.  Deo.  869. 

In  Allen  v.  Irwin,  1  Serg.  &  B.  549,  the  question 
whether  or  not  an  administrator  de  bon/is  non  turn 
testamento  annexo  oould  maintain  against  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  their  predecessor,  an  action  of 
assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  pre- 
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tbe  estate,  from  which  the  Uabflitj  of  the  es- 
Ute  to  the  guardian  could  properly  be  met. 
and  it  is  immateria]  that  it  was  not  named  in 
4he  inventory  or  accounts.    •    •    .    The  fact 


that  an  executor  charges  himself  with  his  debt 
in  the  inventory  or  account  is  an  important 
fact;  it  settles  the  question  that  he  owes  the 
estate,  and  the  amount  of  his  debt,  and,  in 


4leoe8sor  was  not  decided.  It  was  said  that  a  cred- 
itor* lefratee,  or  next  of  kin  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  undisposed  surplus  of  the  personal 
«8Ute.  « 

In  Garter  v.  Trueman,  7  Pa.  815,  it  was  said  that 
t>efore  the  Pennsj-lvanla  act  of  1884  an  action  to 
recover  the  balance  appearing  to  be  due  upon  the 
face  of  an  administration  account  could  not  he 
maintained  by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

In  Re  Montiromery,  8  Brewst.  (Pa.)  800,  it  was 
held  that  a  creditor  could  have  an  account  from  the 
executor  of  an  executor,  but  that  distribution  and 
payment  could  only  be  effected  through  the  agency 
of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

Chases  in  aetinn. 

Under  Pa.  act  Feb.  24,  1884,  providioir  that  ad- 
ministrators de  bonis  non  are  authorized  to  recover 
from  tholr  predecessors  in  the  administration  or 
their  lesal  representatives,  the  moneys,  goods,  and 
assets  remaining  in  their  hands  due  and  belonginir 
to  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  and  to  sue  out  writs 
of  execution  upon  Judgments  obtained  by  or  In  the 
name  of  the  executors  or  administrators  into 
whose  places  they  have  come,  an  administrator  ds 
bonis  non  had  a  right  to  sue  forth  a  writ  of  execu- 
tion on  a  Judgment  obtained  by  his  predecessor  in 
the  administration.    Metser  v.  Eckbart,  19  Pa.  901. 

And  it  was  not  a  defense  that  the  defendant  bad 
paid  the  same  to  the  administrator  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix, having  notice  not  to  pay  the  same.  Melser 
v.Eckhart,10Pa.201. 

In  Com.  ▼.  Strohecker,  •  Watts,  479,  where  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  recovered  a  judgment  on 
the  bond  of  his  predecessor  and  died,  and  a  subse- 
quent administrator  de  bonis  non  was  appointed, 
the  heirs  could  not  maintain  an  action  on -the  judg- 
ment under  Pa.  act  1884,  Stroud's  Purd.  894,  1 81, 
providing  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  shall 
have  power  to  commence  and  prosecute  actions 
upon  promises  made  to  their  predecessors  in  their 
representative  character,  and  also  to  proceed  with 
and  perfect  all  unexecuted  executions  which  may 
have  been  issued  thereon  at  the  instance  of  such 
predecessors. 

So,  under  Pa.  act  1884,  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  was  properly  substituted  as  plalntltf  where  bis 
predecessor  had  recovered  a  Judgment  for  debt 
against  an  agent  for  loss  of  money  belonging  to 
an  estate,  as  **tbe  object  of  the  statute  was  to  bring 
into  the  hands  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  ntm 
everything  that,  when  recovered,  would  go  in  a 
course  of  administration.'*  Lea  v.  Hopkins,  7  Pa. 
385. 

And  under  Pa.  act  1834  It  was  no  defense  to  an 
action  by  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  on  a  claim 
due  the  estate  that  bis  predecessor  bad  agreed  to 
offset  the  same  by  a  note  given  by  him  for  his  own 
private  debt.    Miller  v.  Com.  Ill  Pa.  821. 

Wbere  a  will  authorized  an  executor  to  sell  land 
and  Invest  the  proceeds  in  bonds,  the  dividends  to 
be  paid  to  bis  wife  for  life  and  at  her  death  the 
principal  to  be  paid  to  the  children  of  his  daughter, 
and  the  executor  sold  the  land  and  gave  the  widow 
the  proceed]!,  and  she  placed  the  same  in  the  hands 
of  a  party  who  bought  bonds  and  paid  her  the  In- 
eome  for  life,  and  she  died,  the  adminletrator  de 
bonis  nnn  cum  testamento  annexo  was  entitled  to  ro- 
eover  the  bonds  from  the  holder  under  Pa.  act  1834, 
providing  that  administrators  de  bonis  non  with 
or  without  the  will  annexed  shall  have  power  to  de- 
mand or  recover  from  their  predecessors,  or  their 
legal  representatives,  all  moneys,  goods,  and  assets 
remaining  in  their  hands  due  and  belonging  to  the 
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estate  of  the  decedent.  Tucker  v.  Homer,  10  Phila. 
1S2. 

So,  where  the  funds  of  an  estate  were  deposited 
by  an  executor  in  a  bank,  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  was  entitled  to  the  same  wbere  it  was  shown  to 
bethe  property  of  the  estate.  Stair  v.  TorkNat. 
Bank,  66  Pa.  864. 

But  in  Slaymaker  ▼.  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank,  108  Pa. 
816,  it  was  held  that  under  Pa.  act  Feb.  24, 1884,  Pub. 
Laws,  77,  vesting  every  administrator  de  bonis  non 
with  power  to  collect  from  bis  predecessor  or  his 
legal  representatives  all  assets  in  his  bands,  or  for 
which  he  is  liable,  that  belong  to  the  estate,  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  had  no  right  to  a  deposit 
in  bank  kept  by  bis  predecessor  in  his  representa- 
tive capaclty,and  the  payment  of  such  deposit  to 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  no  defense  in  an 
action  against  the  bank  by  the  executor  of  the 
original  administrator. 

And  under  Pa.  act  1834,  Pub.  Laws,  77,  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  could  not  recover  from  a  bank 
the  amount  of  a  deposit  which  originally  stood  in 
the  name  of  the  intestate,  but  which  was  drawn 
out  of  the  bank  by  his  predecessor.  Sibbs  v.  Philar 
delphia  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  168  Pa.  846. 

In  Slbbs  V.  Philadelphia  Sav.  Fund  Soc  168  Pa. 
845,  Melser  V.  Eckhart,  10  Pa.  201,  was  distinguished, 
as  that  case  holds  that  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  may  collect  an  uncollected  judgment  taken  by 
a  deceased  administrator  for  purchase  money  due 
the  estate  which  was  held  to  be  an  uncollected  asset. 

In  Slbbs  V.  Philadelphia  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  163  Pa.  846, 
the  case  of  Little  v.  Walton,  23  Pa.  164,  was  distin- 
guished, as  that  case  holds  that  the  representatives 
of  a  deceased  administrator  may  properly  pay  the 
unascertained  balance  due  after  a  settlement  of  the 
account  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

In  Sibbs  v.  Philadelphia  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  168  Pa. 
845,  the  case  of  Stair  v.  York  Nat.  Bank,  66  Pa.  864, 
96  Am.  Dec.  760,  was  distinguished,  as  in  that  case 
the  contest  was  over  the  ownership  or  a  deposit  of 
which  the  bank  was  still  the  bolder,  and  notice  was 
given  to  the  bank  before  it  parted  with  the  fund, 
and  in  that  case  the  claimant  successfully  attacked 
and  overcame  the  presumption  of  ownership  aris> 
ing  from  the  form  of  the  deposit,  and  established 
his  title. 

Prior  to  Pa.  act  1834,  where  real  estate  was  sold  by 
an  administrator,  who  obtained  a  judgment  upon 
the  purchase-money  bond  and  then  died,  it  was  no 
defense  to  a  scire  facias  issued  on  a  judgment  by  the 
administrator  of  the  administrator  that  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  bad  received  payment  and 
given  a  discbarge,  as  an  administrator  debonis  non 
had  no  control  over  such  a  bond  given  to  bis  prede- 
cessor.   Kendall  v.  Lee,2  Penr.  ft  W.  482. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  main- 
tain a  scire  facias  on  a  judgment  rendered  on  the 
bond  of  bis  predecessor,  under  Pa.  act  April  4, 1797, 
8  Smith,  Laws,  390,  §  2,  providing  that  when  an  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator  Is  dismissed  by  a  decree  or 
order  of  the  court,  the  court  may  order  him  to  de- 
liver over  and  to  pay  to  the  successor  the  goods, 
chattels,  rights,  credits,  title  deeds,  and  securities 
of  the  deceased  which  came  to  his  or  their  hands 
and  remain  unadminlstered,  and  to  account  with 
the  said  successor  for  all  the  goods,  chattels,  rights, 
and  credits  which  shall  have  been  previously  ad- 
ministered, and  to  pay  over  the  balance  which  shaU 
remain  due  from  bim  or  them  to  the  said  successor 
in  such  mannerand  time  as  the  court  shall  order. 
It  was  held  that  the  cases  Intended  to  be  provided 
for  in  these  acts  were  where  letters  of  admlnistra 
tion  bad  been  granted  without  bond,  and  sureties 
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tbose  cases  where  the  debt  has  thus  been  ac- 1  it,  by  failing  to  charge  himself  with  his  owd 
counted  for,  'great  stress  has  been  laid  upon  '  debt;  if  he  could,  then  by  neglecting  his  duty 
the  fact.  .  .  .  But  an  elecutor  cannot  es-  there  would  be  no  remedy  for  the  estate.  Kor 
cape  bis  liability,  or  change  the  character  of   is  charging  himself  with  it  the  only  way  in 


had  been  taken  but  were  Insuffloient,  or  where  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  were  wasting*  or  mis- 
manatriDfr  the  estate.  It  was  held  that  an  admin- 
istrator Oe  bonis  non  was  not  within  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  this  act,  or  else  the  iegisiature  in  the  same 
law  would  have  authorized  the  orphans*  court  to 
dismiss  an  executor  or  administrator,  and  to  ap- 
point an  administrator  de  b^mU  fi oh  with  all  the 
rifrhts,  powers,  and  privileg-esof  such.  Potts.  Woi- 
lerton,  v.  Smith,  8  Rawle,  361,24  Am.  Dec.  8S9. 

Avoiding  mIck  or  transfers  made  by  Mb  predecessor. 

Where  an  administrator  de  brmUnon  cum  ieata- 
mento  annexo  filed  a  bill  in  equity  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas  to  set  aside  a  power  of  attorney 
given  by  the  testator  to  the  executor,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  procured  by  fraud,  and  further  asking 
for  an  account  of  investments  made  and  moneys 
collected  and  retained  by  the  defendant  thereun- 
der, it  was  held  that  a  settlement  in  the  orphans* 
court  did  not  oust  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
jurisdiction.  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  8.  D.  Co.  v.  Gaz- 
zam,  161  Pa.  636. 

Rhode  Island. 

In  this  state  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  cannot 
maintain  an  action  for  conversion  on  the  bond  of 
bis  predecessor  who  has  died.  He  may  recover 
upon  contracts  made  with  his  predecessor  for  the 
estate,  as  a  statute  changred  the  rule  that  an  execu- 
tor of  a  deceased  executor  represents  the  estate. 

Claims  against  %)redec€S8or  for  accounting^  balance^ 
conventUmt  or  devastavit. 
Under  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  184,  S  27,  giving  an 
action  to  "an  administrator  appointed  to  succeed 
an  executor  resigning  or  removed"  to  recover  the 
goods  and  effects  of  the  deceased,  an  adminlstraior 
de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an  action  on  the 
bond  of  his  predecessor  for  converting  the  goods 
of  the  estate,  as  this  statute  did  not  give  an  action 
on  the  bond  but  only  for  goods  and  effects  remain- 
ing to  be  administered,  and  the  statute  only  applied 
where  an  executor  or  administrator  resigned  or 
was  removed,  and  not  where  the  predecessor  died. 
Scituate  Ct.  of  Probate  v.  Smith,  16  R.  I.  444. 

So,  in  Scituate  Ct.  of  Probate  v.  Smith,  16  R.  I. 
444,  it  was  said  that  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  not  sue  the  former  administrator  or  his  rep- 
resentative for  a  devastavit  or  for  delinquencies, 
nor  maintain  an  action  on  the  former  administra- 
tor's k>ond  for  such  cause. 

Choses  in  action. 
Where  an  administrator  under  an  order  of  court 
sold  real  estate  and  the  purchaser  failed  to  com- 
plete the  purchase,  and  the  realty  was  again  sold  at 
a  loss,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  purchaser  for  damages 
for  not  completing  his  contract.  It  was  said  that 
B.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  184,  §  23,  providing  that  "in  no 
case  shall  the  executor  of  a  deceased  executor  in 
consequence  thereof  becomo  an  executor  of  the 
first  intestate"  annulled  the  old  rule  that  an  execu- 
tor of  a  deceased  executor  represents  the  original 
testator.    McGuinness  v.  Wbalen,  17  R.  I.  619. 

South  Carolina. 

It  seems  that  in  this  state  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  is  entitled  to  the  funds  in  the  bands  of 
his  predecessor,  and  may  maintain  an  action  for  an 
account  and  for  the  balance,  unless  it  is  shown  that 
there  are  no  debts  and  that  the  fund  is  ready  to 
distribute,  although  some  dicta  intimate  that  he 
cannot  require  his  predecessor  to  account.  The 
cases  generally  hold  that  the  administrator  debonis 
40  L.  R.  A. 


non  cannot  main  tain  an  action  for  a  chose  In  actioa 
due  his  predecessor. 

Choses  in  action. 

Where  an  executor  leased,  by  parol,  premises  for 
one  year,  and  the  will  was  set  aside,  the  administra- 
tor dc  bonis  non  could  not  maintain  an  action  of 
assumpsit  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  prop- 
erty, as  the  right  of  action  was  in  the  repreeenta- 
tive  of  the  executor  to  whom  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  would  have  recourse.  Boyd  v.  Sloan,  ^ 
Bail.  L.  311. 

•  So,  an  administrator  de  bonisnon  could  not  main* 
tain  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  the  price  of 
certain  goods  purchased  at  a  sale  of  the  Inteetate's 
effects,  which  sale  was  made  by  his  predecessor 
who  was  afterwards  removed.  It  was  said  that  the 
first  administrator  was  answerable  to  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  for  all  goods  which  he  received 
of  the  estate.  Boss  v.  Sutton,  1  Bail.  L.  126.  19  Am. 
Dec.  660. 

And  where  a  bond  was  payable  to  F.,  executor  of 
R..  and  the  executor  brought  an  action  on  the 
bond,  and  it  was  contended  that  he  was  the  wrong- 
ful holder  and  that  payment  to  him  would  be  no 
bar  to  an  action  brought  by  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non  of  R.,  it  was  held  that  the  action  was 
properly  brought,  and  that  the  bond  never  was  the 
property  of  R.,  but  was  only  the  representative  of 
what  might  have  been  the  property  of  R.  that  had 
l>een  disposed  of  by  his  executor  and  had  been 
administered  so  that  nothing  would  survive  to 
an  administrator  de  bonisnon.  Seabrook  ▼.  Will- 
lams,  3  MoCord,  L.  STL 

It  was  said  in  Miller  v.  Alexander,  1  Hill,  Eq.  26, 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  said  in  Seabrook  v. 
Williams,  8  McCord,  L.871,  that  because  an  adminis- 
trator de  boniHwm  could  not  sue  on  a  note  given  to 
the  first  administrator,  therefore  he  would  not  be 
entitled  to  recover  In  equity  any  unadministered 
balance  which  might  be  in  the  hands  of  the  tirst  ad- 
ministrator. 

And  a  recovery  was  denied  where  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  cum  textcLmento  annexo  alleged  that 
bis  predecessor  had  on  deposit  funds  in  a  bank  to 
his  credit  as  said  executor,  and  that  the  bank  paid 
the  same  to  said  executor  on  his  check,  knowing 
that  the  executor  intended  to  misappropriate  and 
convert  the  funds  deposited  by  him  In  his  name  as 
executor  as  aforesaid  to  his  own  use.  and  not  to  the 
use  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  that  he  did  mis- 
appropriate such  funds.  Knobeloch  v.  Oeruiania 
Sav.  Bank,48S.C.283. 

So,  where  an  administrator  sold  property  and 
took  a  note  of  two  heirs  for  the  purchase,  and  made 
a  settlement  and  died,  and  one  of  said  heirs  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  note  and  was  appointed 
administrator  de  bonis  rion,  it  was  held  that  in 
equity  she  was  entitled  to  retain  possession  of 
that  note,  and  to  set  off  against  it  whatever  would 
be  the  amount  coming  to  her  on  distribution. 
Miller  v.  Alexander,  1  Hill,  Eq.  25. 

And  where  N.,  as  executor.recovered  a  Judgment,, 
and  the  executor  was  removed,  and  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  was  appointed  and  attempted  to 
enforce  the  Judgment,  he  was  bound  by  an  agree- 
ment made  by  his  predecessor  setting  off  a  claim 
of  the  defendant  against  the  estate.  Netties  v.  Elk- 
ins,  2  McCord,  Eq.  182. 

But  in  Johnston  v.  Lewis,  Rice,  Bq.  40.  88  Am. 
Dec.  74,  it  was  held  that  an  administrator  de  Itonis 
non  could  compel  an  accounting  where  the  defend- 
ant was  a  surviving  partner  and  bad  bought  prop^ 
erty  from  his  predecessor  and  had  not  paid  for  the 
same,  and  tho  defendant  would  be  liable  also  for 
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which  the  fact  of  his  indebtedDess  may  appear 
or  he  proved;  and  if  it  appears,  or  is  proved 
otherwise,  then  his  liability  is  established  as 
coDclusively  as  if  he  had  charged  himself  with 


the  debt  in  his  inventory,  and  his  sureties  he- 
come  responsible  if  be  fails  lo  account  for  it." 
In  this  state  it  was  early  decided  in  the  case 
of  Potter  y.  Titeomb,  10  Me.  68,  that  an  ad- 


loas  of  aaaeta  or  Defiriisrenoe  in  collectinir  debts  as 
Barvivlng*  partner.  It  was  further  held  that  the 
administrator  de  hnnis  non  would  be  bound  by  the 
sale  made  by  his  predeoessor. 

Arxyidina9aie9ortran8fer$made  by  his  predeeetsor' 
Where  a  nearo  either  belonged  to  G.  In  his  own 
rigrbt  or  as  administrator,  and  he  sold  her  by  bill  of 
sale,  an  administrator  de  bonis  mm  could  not  main- 
tain  an  action  of  trover  for  the  negrro  or  her  in- 
crease.   Collins  V.  Bankhead,  1  Strobh.  L.  2S. 

In  Si>oon  V.  Smith.  3S  S.  C.  588,  where  a  creditor 
brouirht  suit  to  set  aside  a  judirment  which  an  in. 
testate  had  confessed  In  favor  of  a  party  who  be- 
came his  administrator,  and  which  Judgrroent  was 
claimed  to  be  fraudulent,  it  was  said  tbat  an  admin- 
istrator de2K>niii  non  could  not  maintain  such  ao> 
tion  as  he  was  not  a  creditor. 

Claims  aoainst  predecessor  for  cxeountino,  balance, 
conversion,  or  devastavit. 

In  Trimmier  v.  Trail,  2  Bail.  K  480,  it  was  held 
tbat  if  an  administrator  was  appointed  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  the  law  would  transfer  the  funds 
in  his  bands  to  himself  as  his  successor,  and  the 
sureties  on  his  first  bond  would  be  discbarfred.  but 
if  another  person  was  appointed  as  administrator 
debonis  non  the  first  administrator  should  pay  over 
the  f nnds  in  bis  hands  before  his  sureties  were  dls- 
cbarsred,  under  8.  C.  act  1789,  Pub.  Laws,  i04,  pn>- 
TidinflT  for  discharginir  sureties  as  follows:  '*If  the 
securities  for  administrators  conceive  themselves 
In  dansrer  of  bein^  injured  by  such  suretyship,  they 
may  petition  the  court  to  whom  they  stand  bound 
for  relief,  which  court  shall  summon  the  adminis- 
trator to  appear,  and  thereupon  make  such  order 
or  decree  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  give  relief  to  the 
petitioner.'* 

And  where  two  administrators  converted  part  of 
their  testator's  goods  into  money,  and  died,  and  the 
legatees  of  the  testator  brougrht  an  action  against 
the  representatives  of  the  executors,  it  was  a  suffi- 
cient defense  that  they  had  turned  the  money  over 
into  the  bands  of  an  admlnistratorde  briniw  fioncum 
testamenlo  annexo.  Villard  v.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Eq. 
803. 

In  Villard  v.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Bq.  398,  It  is  said 
that  ^^he  argument  for  the  doctrine  that  an  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  cannot  recover  from  the 
representative  of  the  first  executor,  funds  in  his 
hands  arising  from  assets  of  the  testator,  goes  very 
far  back,  and  Is  made  to  rest  on  the  doctrine  which 
is  now  little  better  than  a  legal  fiction." 

In  VlUardv.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Eq.  393,  the  case  of 
Smith  V.  Garrere,  1  Rich.  Bq.  123,  was  distinguished, 
and  the  dictum  in  tbat  case  questioned. 

Iq  Bsterling  v.  Thompson,  1  Rice,  L.  34(1,  it  was 
said  that  upon  the  death  of  an  administrator  his 
administrator  was  not  accountable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  first  intestate,  and  that  against  bim  they  had 
no  right  of  action,  but  their  remedy  was  against 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the  first  intestate 
whose  duty  it  was  to  have  an  account  from  the  ad- 
ministrator of  the  first  administrator 

Where  the  surety  on  an  administratrix's  bond 
became  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  on  the  death 
of  the  administratrix,  and  on  proceedings  against 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  who  was  absent 
from  the  state,  the  decree  of  the  probate  court 
charged  him  with  the  balance  on  account  of  his  ad- 
ministration and  with  a  devastavit  on  account  of 
his  predecessor,  and  he  did  not  appeal,  it  was  held, 
in  an  action  by  a  distributee  for  his  share,  tbat  the 
decree  was  binding  on  the  administrator  de  bonis 
fio  >  and  his  sureties.  Lowe  v.  Oarlisle,  88  S.  C.  607. 
40  L,  R..  A. 


I  But  where  an  administration  was  revoked  and  the 
administrator  accounted  showing  that  he  had  paid 
off  all  the  debts,  and  was  entitled  to  the  whole  es- 
tate through  his  wife  and  by  purchase  from  an- 
other distributee,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  not  compel  bis  predecessor  to  account  al- 
though there  were  some  old  judgments  against  the 
estate  that  were  barred  by  limitation,  and  the 
Judgment  creditors  were  not  parties  to  the  bill. 
Thompson  v.  Buckner,  2  Hill,  Bq.  499.  Riley,  Eq.30. 

And  where  a  distributee  brought  suit  for  an  ac- 
counting against  the  representative  of  a  deceased 
administrator,  it  was  held  that  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non  was  not  a  necessary  party,  as  he  had  no 
right  to  call  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  admin- 
istrator to  account  for  any  part  of  the  estate  wasted 
or  converted  by  the  deceased  administrator.  Smith 
T.  Carrere.  1  Rich.  Eq.  123, 

In  Smith  V.  Carrere.  1  Rich  Eq.  128.  it  was  said 
that  **before  the  statute  of  distributions,  the  exec- 
utor was  entitled  to  the  whole  personal  estate,  sub- 
ject to  tbe  payment  of  debts  and  legacies.  When, 
therefore,  he  sold  or  converted  any  part  of  it,  this 
was  understood  to  be  a  seizing  or  taking  possession 
in  bis  individual  right,  as  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator may  now  assent  to  his  own  legacy.  The 
goods  were  said  to  be  administered,  and  no  longer 
in  his  possession  as  executor  or  administrator.  If 
he  failed  to  retain  enough  of  the  estate  to  meet 
the  claims  of  creditors  and  legatees,  be  was  liable 
for  a  devastavit,  as  of  his  own  personal  debt;  and  it 
is  certain  that  the  rule  of  law  has  not  changed  since 
the  statute." 

In  Villard  v.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Bq.  398.  Smith  v. 
Carrere,  1  Rich.  Eq.  123,  was  distinguished,  as  the 
point  in  issue  in  that  case  was  that  where  distribu- 
tees brought  suit  against  the  administrator  of  an 
administrator  they  should  not  be  delayed  for  want 
of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non. 


Tennc 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  may  maintain  an 
action  on  choses  in  action  obtained  by  bis  predeces- 
sor. It  was  held  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  ac- 
tion to  set  aside  a  void  sale  of  property  made  by 
bis  predecessor  (overruling  a  prior  case  contra}. 
There  was  some  conflict  as  to  his  power  to  call  his 
predecessor  to  account  and  recover  on  bis  bond 
for  the  balance,  a  distinction  being  nuide  between 
a  suit  at  law  and  a  suit  in  equity,  but  under  the 
Code  an  order  can  be  had  requiring  an  account  and 
for  the  delivery  of  the  balance  to  the  successor. 

Claims  against  predecessor  for  accountinot  balance* 
conversion,  or  devastavit. 
In  Thompson  v.  Childress,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  369,  it  was 
said  that  **the  nearest  analogy  in  the  law  to  the  case 
before  us  is  tbat  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non^ 
and  his  right  to  sue  his  predecessor.  Upon  this 
subject,  the  decisions  of  our  supreme  court  are  not 
quite  as  clear  and  consistent  as  an  Inferior  tribunal 
would  like  to  find  them.  In  Shackelford  v.  Run- 
yan,  7  Humph.  141,  it  was  bold  that  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  unn  might  call  his  predecessor  in  the 
administration  to  account  in  a  court  of  chancery, 
while  in  Stott  v.  Alexander,  2  Sneed,  650, 654,  there 
is  a  dxctum  to  the  contrary.  On  the  other  band,  in 
Thomas  v.  Stanley,  4  Sneed,  411,  it  was  held  that 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain 
covenant  on  the  administration  bond  of  bis  prede- 
cessor, which  decision  is  referred  to  and  recognized 
in  Reeves  v.  Steele,  2  Head,  647.  The  latest  deci- 
sions, and  the  weight  of  authority  are  against  the 
power  to  sue,  at  any  rate  upon  the  bond  of  tbe  pre- 
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ministrator  must  iDTentorv  and  account  for 
any  debt  due  from  bloiBelf  to  the  iDtestate, 
eren  though  he  should  deny  that  there  was 
such  indebtedness.    And  in  fioiter  y.  Titcomb, 


7  Me.  802,  it  was  held  that,  in  order  to  < 
pel  an  administrator  on  his  official  bond  to  pay 
the  amount  ^f  a  debt  due  from  him  to  the  in- 
testate, it  is  necessary  that  be  should  first  be 


deoessor;  and  it  is  a  suit  upon  the  bond  that  is  now 
before  us.** 

80,  the  administrator  dt  Z>onft  wm  oould  not  main- 
tain an  action  of  trover  affainst  the  representatiye 
of  tbe  former  administrator  for  money  of  the 
plaiDtlfl's  intestate  collected  by  the  former  admin- 
istrator, where  the  same  could  not  be  specifically 
distinsrulsbed  and  identified.  Stott  ▼.  Alexander,  2 
Sneed,  650. 

And  an  administrator  d«  bonis  non  oouid  not 
maintain  an  action  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor 
for  money  received  by  him  which  he  had  failed  to 
pay  over  to  the  heirs  and  distributees,  as  the  duty 
of  administrators  de  bonis  non  only  applies  to  such 
property  and  effects  not  administered  as  remained 
in  specie.   Thomas  v.  Stanley,  4  Sneed,  411. 

But  in  Shackelford  v.  Bunyan,  7  Humph.  141,  It 
was  held  that  an  administrator  de  honiM  non  could 
call  to  account  the  personal  representative  of  the 
first  administrator.  The  court  said:  **However  it 
may  l)e  in  England,  or  elsewhere,  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  in  our  state  is  clothed  with  full  powers, 
and  Bubject  to  all  the  duties,  of  the  first  personal 
representative,and  is  embraced  and  described  in  our 
statutes  by  tbe  sreneral  description  of  administra- 
tors, whether  by  such  statutes  powers  are  given,  or 
duties  imposed.*' 

And  where  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  and 
the  heirs  and  distributees  broujrht  a  bill  against  the 
executors  and  sureties  of  the  administrator  seek- 
ing to  collect  tbe  balance  found  due  on  the  last  set- 
tlement, and  to  correct  all  errors  therein,  it  was 
held  that  such  an  action  could  be  maintained. 
Whitaker  v.  Wbltaker,  12  Lea,  883. 

In  Whitaker  v.  Whitaker.  12  Lea,  888,  the  cases  of 
Thomas  v.  Stanley.  4  Sneed,  411;  Stott  v.  Alexander, 
2  Sneed,  MS,  and  Cheek  v.  Wheatley,  8  Sneed,  484, 
were  distinguished,  as  these  cases  were  all  actions  at 
law,  and  **they  necessarily,  in  their  investigations, 
would  have  ordered  a  review  of  the  accounts  of 
the  former  admlnistratcgr  for  which  the  machinery 
of  the  lower  court  isinsufBolent." 

In  Coleman  v.  Baynor,  8  Coldw.  2S,  It  was  said 
that  under  Tenn.  Code,  12238,  providing  that  where 
an  executor  or  administrator  resigns  tbe  court 
shall  order  him  to  pay  over  and  deliver  to  the  new 
adminlBtrator  the  balance  of  money,  property,  and 
effects  in  bis  hands,  **all  the  assets  of  the  estate 
which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  original  administra- 
tor and  remaining  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  his 
resignation  are  without  delay  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  new  administrator.'* 

Chomsinatlioin, 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  ttstamenio  an- 
nezo  could  maintain  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  Judg- 
ment  obtained  by  his  predecessor.  It  was  held  that 
Tenn.  act  1851,  chap.  20,  giving  an  administrator  de 
bonin  non  the  right  to  a  writ  of  »cirt  faxiias  was 
only  cumulative,  and  did  not  take  away  the  right 
of  action  on  the  judgment.  Smith  v.  Pearoe,  2 
Swan,  127. 

So,  where  a  Judgment  was  obtained  by  an  ad- 
ministrator who  died,  the  administrator  de  bonin 
non  should  collect  it  as  assets  to  be  appropriated  to 
pay  debts.    Brasfleld  v.  Card  well,  7  Lea,  208. 

And  where  an  administrator  of  an  executor 
brought  suit  on  a  note  taken  by  the  executor  for 
land  sold  by  him  belonging  to  his  testator,  it  was 
said  that  the  modern  and  prevalent  opinion  is  that 
notes  of  this  kind  are  assets  of  tbe  original  decedent, 
and  pass  to  and  are  suable  by  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non.  Abingdon  v.  Tyler,  6  Coldw.  502. 
40L.R  A. 


.^ooidina  soles  or  trantfen  made  by  Ma  predec€aaor» 
Where  the  administrator  sold  the  interest  of  the 
estate  in  a  slave,  which  sale  was  void  under  Tenn. 
act  1827,  chap.  61,  II  1, 2.  prohibiting  the  sale  of  a 
slave  by  an  administrator  unless  he  has  obtained 
an  order  of  the  court,  and  declaring  such  sale  null 
and  void,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  of  trover,— the  court  saying 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  only  to  ad- 
minister such  assets  as  remain  in  specie  at  the  death 
of  the  former  administrator,  and  he  is  not  responsi- 
ble for  maladministration  or  devastavit  of  his 
predecessor,  and  cannot  impeach  the  validity  of  his 
acts,  and  would  be  bound  by  an  estoppel  which 
would  affect  his  predecessor.  It  was  said  that  in 
equity  if  the  former  administrator  had  by  collusion 
disposed  of  goods  of  the  estate  for  his  own  use,  his 
successor  might  apply  to  have  a  fraudulent  sale  set 
aside.    Cheek  v.  Wheatley,  8  Sneed,  484. 

This  in  effect  overruled  Boll  v.  Speight,  11  Humph. 
461,  but  that  case  was  not  referred  to  In  the 
opinion. 

But  in  Bell  v.  Speight,  11  Hamph.  461,  It  was  held 
that  under  Tenn.  act  1827,  chap.  61,  prohibiting  an 
administrator  or  executor  from  selling  the  slaves 
of  the  estate  he  represents  without  a  proper  order 
of  court  for  that  purpose,  a  sale  under  execution 
against  the  intestate  after  his  death  where  the 
administrator  consented,  passed  no  title,  and  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  oouid  maintain  an  action 
of  trover  for  the  slaves  so  sold. 

Texas* 

In  this  state  an  action  can  be  maintained  under 
Hart's  (Tex.)  Dig.  art.  1224,  by  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non  against  his  predecessor  on  his  bond  for  an 
accounting  or  conversion  or  waste.  Some  cases 
seem  to  imply  the  contrary,  but  they  have  been 
distinguished  and  modified.  There  is  some  conflict 
as  to  the  right  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to 
maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  sale 
made  by  his  predecessor  and  realize  the  assets,  but 
the  weight  of  authority  and  the  latest  cases  aflirm 
the  doctrine. 

Claims  against  predseessor  for  accounting,  baJanee% 
eonverston,  or  devastaviL 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  may  maintain  an 
action  against  his  predecessor  on  his  bond,  for  the 
value  of  the  unadmlnistered  assets  shown  In 
the  inventory.  Johnson  v.  Morris,  45  Tex.  463; 
Martel  v.  Martel,  17  Tex.  896;  Baldwin  v.  Dearborn, 
21  Tex.  446;  Boulware  v.  Hendricks,  28  Tex.  607; 
Grant  v.  McKlnney.  86  Tex.  62. 

Under  Hart*s  (Tex.)  Dig.  arL  1224,  providing  that 
an  ad  m  in  istra tor  de  bonis  non  shall  have  power  to 
settle  with  the  former  executor  or  administrator, 
to  receive  and  receipt  for  all  such  portion  of  tbe 
estate  as  remains  in  his  hands,  and  shall  have  power 
to  bring  suit  on  the  bond  of  his  predecessor  in  his 
own  name  as  administrator,  for  all  tbe  estate  that 
has  not  been  accounted  for  by  such  former  execu- 
tor or  administrator  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
co^ld  maintain  an  action  against  hi8  predecessor 
and  the  sureties  on  his  bond  for  assets  wasted,  con- 
verted, and  disposed  of  to  his  own  use.  Martel  v. 
Martel.  17  Tex.  891. 

In  Martel  v.Martel,17  Tex.  891.  the  case  of  Murphey 
V.  Menard,  11  Tex.  6Td,  was  dIsiJnguished,  saying: 
*'The  only  point  settled  in  that  cate  is  that  an  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  nnn  cannot  sustain  an  actioii  under 
the  12l8t  section  of  the  act  of  March  20, 1848,  to  i«gu- 
late  proceedings  in  the  county  court  pertaining  to 
estates  of  deceased  persons  (Hart's  (Tez.)  Dig. 
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charged  with  the  amouot  in  an  administration 
account,  by  a  decree  of  the  jadge  of  probate. 

An  indebtedness  from  an  administrator  to 
the  estate,  having  been  conyerted  into  assets  by 


his  appointment,  is  not  revived  by  the  death  or 
removal  of  the  administrator,  so  that  it  can  be 
sued  by  an  administrator  de  bonis  non.  In 
TarbeU  v.  Jewett,  129  Mass.  457,  it  is  said: 


art  1230),  nor  under  any  other  section  of  that  act, 
nor  OD  general  principles,  in  the  district  court,  to 
revise  the  settlement  of  a  former  administrator; 
sach  prooeediniT  lies  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor,  lega- 
tee, or  distributee  only." 

So,  under  Hart*8  Diff.  art.  1224,  an  administrator 
dthimiB  non  could  maintain  an  action  upon  bis  pre- 
decessor's bond  for  failing  to  deliver  over  the  prop- 
erty in  his  hands  on  demand  and  asking  for  a  set- 
tlement of  the  funds  of  the  estate  in  his  possession. 
Baldwin  v.  Dearborn,  21  Tex.  44«. 

So,  under  Hart's  Dig.  art.  1934.  an  administrator 
dt  bimii  non  could  maintain  an  action  against  his 
predecessor  and  his  sureties  for  the  recovery  of 
the  hire  of  negroes  unaccounted  for,  althoufrh  the 
freedom  of  such  negroes  had  been  established  since 
his  predecessor  ceased  to  be  administrator.  It  was 
said  that  the  negroes  were  not  entitled  to  the  profits 
of  their  services.    Boulware  v.  Hendricks,  23  Tex. 

So,  where  a  surviving  partner  was  administrator, 
ssd  was  removed,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  an  action  against  his  predecessor 
snd  his  securities  on  bis  official  bond  for  assets  of 
the  estate  consisting  of  the  Intestate's  interest  of 
the  goods  of  the  firm,  where  the  assets  were  inven- 
toried but  unaccounted  for,  although  it  was  con- 
tended that  tbe  conversion,  if  any,  was  made  by  the 
surviving  partner,  and  not  as  administrator.  Grant 
7.  McKinney,  36  Tex.  82. 

Where  an  administrator  brought  suit  on  a  bond 
given  for  community  property  by  the  widow  who 
had  been  removed,  it  was  said  this  bond  takes  tbe 
place  of  the  wasted  property,  and  a  cause  of  action 
upon  itexists  in  favor  of  the  party  entitled  to  the  ad- 
ministration of  such  property.  Tbe  cou  rt  said  that 
it  is  upon  this  theory  that  tbe  statute  regulating  pro- 
ceedings in  the  matter  of  decedent's  estate  author- 
ises an  administrator  dt  honiB  non  to  sue  a  former 
•executor  or  administrator  on  his  bond  for  a  devas- 
tavit (Tex.  Rev.  Stat.  art.  1960),  and  it  was  not 
necessary  that  a  devastavit  be  llrst  established  in 
the  county  court.    Brown  v.  Seaman,  66  Tex.  628. 

An  administrator  ds  honis  non  cwn  Uelamento 
^nnexo  could  maintain  an  action  against  tbe  ex- 
ecutrix of  his  predecessor  for  property  of  tbe 
•estate,  for  which  his  predecessor  bad  not  ac- 
counted, although  such  predecessor  did  not  give 
any  bond.  It  was  held  that  Tex.  Kev.  Stat.  chap.  Id. 
title  87,  shows  **that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legis- 
lature to  make  a  subsequent  administration  but 
the  continuation  of  tbe  former,  and  to  enable  tbe 
administrator  de  boniB  non  to  recover  of  bis  prede- 
cssior,  not  only  such  property  and  funds  as  re- 
mained in  his  bands,  but  to  recover  any  loss  that 
may  have  accrued  through  bis  maladministration 
of  the  true  L  That  tbe  remedy  can  be  more  con- 
veniently and  certainly  exercised  through  the  suc- 
4!eeding  administrator  than  when  left  to  tbe  heirs  or 
creditors,  is  quite  apparent.*'  Dwyer  v.  Kalteyer, 
«  Tex.  564- 

In  Mott  V.  Buenbubl,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Wlll- 
«>n)  1600,  It  was  said  that  if  tbe  estate  of  an  ad- 
ohiistrator  (who  had  died)  was  liable  at  all  for 
money  in  the  bands  of  such  administrator  at  the 
time  he  made  his  final  settlement  as  administrator 
it  was  first  to  tbe  administrator  de  honi*  non,  as  it 
vas  tbe  duty  of  an  administrator  de  honis  non  to 
eollect  and  receive  from  his  predecessor  all  the 
property  of  every  description  In  his.hands  at  the 
<iateof  his  removal. 

But  under  Hart's  (Tex.)  Dig.  art.  1028,  giving  a 
^rm  of  twelve  months  for  dosing  the  succession, 
40LR.A. 


and  Louisiana  CHv.  Code,  arts.  1179, 1198,  providing 
for  an  extension  of  time  from  year  to  year  not  ex- 
ceeding five  years,  and  the  Louisiana  law  of  succes- 
sion in  force  until  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  repub- 
lic went  into  efTect,  March  16, 1840,  and  under  Tex. 
act  1840,  Hart's  Dig.  1026.  providing  that  should  said 
executor  or  administrator  fail  to  render  bis  account 
to  tbe  probate  court  at  or  before  the  end  of  tbe  first 
term  of  tbe  probate  court  after  tbe  expiration  of 
twelve  months  from  the  grant  of  letters,  or  should . 
he  fail  to  pay  tbe  creditors  according  to  the  order 
of  the  probate  court,  then  execution  may  issue  from 
tbe  probate  court  in  the  name  of  the  creditors 
where  the  last  settlement  was  made  in  1848  and  tbe 
administrator  was  removed  in  1848,  an  administra- 
tor de  bonw  tion  appointed  in  1851  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond,  as  the 
estate  was  closed  and  there  was  no  one  to  whom  the 
administrator  could  account  but  the  heirs  or  lega- 
tees.   Murphy  v.  Menard,  14  Tex.  62. 

In  Murpbey  v.  Menard,  11  Tex.  673,  It  was  held  that 
under  Hart's  (Tex.)  Dig.  art.  1230,  act  March  20. 
1848, 1 121,  providing  that  anyone  Interested  in  tbe 
estate  of  a  deceased  person  may  at  any  time  within 
two  years  after  the  settlement  by  the  chief  justice 
of  any  account  of  the  executor  or  administrator  of 
such  estate  have  tbe  same  revised  and  corrected, 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain 
an  action  for  that  cause  and  for  wasting  the  estate, 
where  his  predecessor  was  removed,  as  It  was  not 
Intended  to  provide  a  remedy  for  tbe  administrator 
de  bonis  non^  and  he  could  not  maintain  an  action 
against  tbe  former  administrator  for  maladminla- 
tration.  It  was  said  that  art.  1224  nmde  provision  for 
suits  by  administrator  de  bonis  non  against  bis  pred- 
ecessor, and  the  cases  there  provided  for  were  tbe 
only  ones  in  which  such  action  could  be  maintained. 

In  Murpbey  v.  Menard,  14  Tex.  62,  it  was  said  by 
Wheeler,  J.,  that  the  case  of  Murphey  v.  Menard,  11 
Tex.  673,  does  not  warrant  the  proposition  that  the 
only  action  which  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
can  have  against  the  former  administrator  is  on  his 
bond,  but  it  holds  upon  that  point  that  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  can  sue  tbe  former 'administra- 
tor only  in  tbe  cases  provided  for  In  art.  1224  of  the 
Digest.  It  was  not  proposed  to  gl  ve  a  construction 
to  that  article,  nor  did  the  case  call  for  It. 

In  Johnson  v.  Hogan,  87  Tez.  77,  following  Mur- 
pbey V.  Menard,  11  Tex.  678,  an  administrator  de 
bonUt  non  brought  an  action  to  recover  tbe  price 
of  a  horse  and  pony  and  the  hire  of  certain  slaves 
which  it  was  alleged  had  come  to  the  bands  of  the 
first  administrator,  and  it  was  held  that  this  neces- 
sarily involved  a  revision  of  bis  account  and  that 
this  revisory  power  could  not  be  invoked  by  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non. 

In  Johnson  v.  Morris,  46  Tex.  468,  It  was  said: 
**If  a  contrary  doctrine  has  ever  been  announced, 
it  has  been  through  inadvertently  giving  a  con- 
struction to  what  is  said  in  the  cases  of  Murpbey  v. 
Menard,  11  Tex.  678,  and  Johnson  v.  Hogan,  37  Tex. 
77,  without  a  due  observance  of  the  facts  in  these 
cases  and  the  questions  they  involved.  In  neither 
of  these  cases  was  the  court  called  upon  to  decide 
whether  a  suit  might  be  maintained  by  the  admin- 
istrator d^  bonis  non  against  bis  predecessor  and 
his  surety  on  bis  bond  for  property  of  tbe  estate 
which  came  into  his  possession  and  upon  which  he 
bad  not  administered.  But  they  in  effect  involved 
tbe  right  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  by 
suit  on  his  predecessor's  bond  in  tbe  district  court* 
to  correct  and  revise  tbe  action  of  the  probata 
court  on  his  accounts." 
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"We  are  Dot  aware  of  any  case  where  it  has 
been  held  that  a  debt  due  from  an  executor, 
having  once  become  assets,  can  be  revived,  and 
an  action  maintained  upon  it  by  an  adminis* 


trator  with  the  will  annexed;  nor  of  any  < 
where  a  debt  due  to  the  executor  has  been  held 
not  to  be  extinguished  if  sufficient  assets  come 
to  his  hands." 


Avoiding  aales  or  transfers  made  by  hi8  predeeei»or. 

An  administrator  de  bonU  rum  oould  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  a  note  belonginfir 
to  the  estate,  which  bad  been  fraudulently  disposed 
of  by  the  first  administrator.  Williams  v.  Verne,  68 
Tex.  4U;  DeWitt  v.  Miller.  9 Tex.  23»;  Todd  v.  Willis, 
66  Tex.  704;  Cocbran  v.  Thompson,  18  Tex.  652:  Old- 
dinsrs  v.  Steele,  88  Tex.  643;  Burdett  v.Silsbee,  15  Tex. 
eas,  same  case,  Pearson  v.  Burditt,  26Tex.  157,  80 
Am.  Dec.  649:  Evans  v.  Oakley,  2  Tex.  184. 

So  he  could  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  an 
exe«ution  sale  fraudulently  suffered  by  his  prede- 
cessor in  collusion  with  the  creditor,  as  Tex.  Rev. 
Stat.  1959-1961;  same  as  act  March  00,  1848,  provid- 
ingr  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  7wn  succeeds  to 
all  the  rights,  powers,  and  duties  of  the  former  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  except  such  rlipbts  and 
powers  conferred  on  the  former  executor  by  will. 
as  are  different  from  those  conferred  by  this  stat- 
ute, and  providinflT  that  such  administrator  may 
make  himself  a  party  to  all  euits  prosecuted  by  the 
former  executor  or  administrator  of  the  estate,  and 
may  be  made  a  party  to  all  suits  prosecuted  airainst 
the  former  executor  or  administrator  of  the  estate. 
Todd  V.  Willis,  66  Tex.  704. 

And  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  a  vendee 
oould  maintain  an  action  against  the  administra- 
trix of  a  vendor  to  set  aside  a  decree  obtained  by 
the  administratrix  which  vested  the  title  in  such 
administratrix,  if  it  had  been  obtained  by  fraud  and 
collusion,  and  by  the  co-operation  of  plaintiff's 
predecessor.    DeWitt  v.  Miller.  9  Tex.  239. 

So,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  maintain 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  by  his  predeces- 
sor, where  such  sale  was  fraudulent  and  procuied 
by  the  administrator  in  ooUusion  with  the  pur- 
chaser, as  the  assets  were  unadministered,  because 
the  acts  of  the  predecessor  were  not  done  in  due 
course  of  administration.  Cochran  v.  Thompson, 
18  Tex.  652. 

In  Giddings  v,  Steele,  28  Tex.  748,  91  Am.  Dec.  836, 
where  an  action  was  brought  by  an  heir  to  recover 
land  and  to  set  aside  an  administrator's  deed  made 
in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  probate  court,  on 
the  ground  of  a  fraudulent  confederation  between 
the  administrator  of  the  estate  and  the  vendee,  the 
court  said:  **If  the  sale  of  the  certificate  were  fraud- 
ulently made,  and  for  that  the  sale  would  be  can- 
celed, the  law  regards  it  as  unadministered  assets 
of  the  estate,  and  it  would  properly  pass  back  into 
the  hand  of  the  administrator  of  the  estate,  to  be  dis- 
posed uf  in  due  course  of  administration.  ...  If 
necessary,  the  administrator  who  makes  the  fraud- 
ulent sale  can  be  removed  for  that  cause,  and  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  appointed  in  his  stead.** 

Burdett  v.  Silsbee,  15  Tex.  605,  same  case, 
Pearson  v.  Burditt,  20  Tex.  157,  80  Am.  Dec. 
649,  was  an  action  brought  by  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  to  recover  land  sold  under  an  or- 
der of  the  probate  court,  by  a  former  admin- 
istrator, and  the  Invalidity  of  the  administra- 
tion, as  well  as  a  fraudulent  collusion  between  the 
administrator  and  the  vendee,  were  set  up  as  a 
ground  for  holding  the  sale  invalid.  It  was  held 
that  in  that  collateral  action  the  validity  of  the  ad- 
ministration could  not  be  questioned,  but  that  the 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  land  if 
the  fraud  alleged  was  proved,  unless  defeated  by 
limitation  based  on  adverse  possession  of  the  land. 

In  Evans  v.  Oakley,  2  Tex.  184,  where  an  adminis- 
trator had  pledged  to  the  defendant,  to  secure  a 
loan  of  money  to  himself,  some  of  the  property  of 
the  estate,  on  suit  brought  by  the  heirs  to  recover 
40  L.  R.  A. 


the  property,  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  main- 
tain it;  and,  the  administrator  having  died,  that  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  would  have  the  rlfirht  to^ 
maintain  the  action. 

But  in  McDonald  v.  Alford,  82  Tex.  85,  it  wma  held 
that  under  Paschal's  (Tex.)  Dig.  art.  1376,  providing 
that  when  an  administrator  of  an  estate  not  admin- 
istered is  appointed  he  shall  succeed  to  the  rig-hts 
of  his  predecessor,  except  to  such  rights  conferred 
by  the  will  of  the  testator  as  are  different  from 
those  conferred  by  this  act  on  executors  generally, 
and  such  administrators  shall  have  power  to  make 
themselves  parties  to  all  suits;  they  shall  have 
power  to  settle  with  their  predecessor  and  to  re- 
ceive all  such  portion  of  the  estate  as  remains  in 
their  hands;  they  shall  have  power  to  brinir  anit 
on  the  bond  of  the  former  executor  in  their  own 
name  as  administrator  for  all  the  estate  that  has 
not  been  accounted  for;  and  they  shall  proceed  to 
administer  such  estate  as  if  their  administration 
was  a  continuation  of  that  of  the  former  executor 
or  administrator,— the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
had  no  power  or  authority  to  impeach  or  set  aside 
a  sale  procured  by  his  predecessor  under  an  order 
of  court,  although  be  alleged  that  it  was  fraudu- 
lent. The  only  way  he  could  maintain  a  suit  against 
his  predecessor  was  a  suit  on  his  bond  to  recover 
property  that  had  not  been  accounted  for. 

In  McDonald  v.  Alford,  32  Tex.  35.  it  was  said  that 
in  Murphey  v.  Menard,  11  Tex.  673.  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  n»m  brought  a  suit  against  a  former 
administrator  to  set  aside  a  final  settlement  of  his 
accounts  as  such  administrator,  and  the  court  said: 
*'The  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  have  no  in- 
terest in  the  settlement  of  the  account  of  a  former 
administrator.  This  duty  only  extends  to  effects 
left  unadministered,  and  his  interest  is  in  them 
alone.  He  is  a  mere  trustee,  is  chargeable  only  in 
so  far  as  he  receives  assets,  and  has  no  such  interest 
in  the  estate  as  will  enable  him  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  a  former  administrator  for  maladmin- 
istration, or  as  will  authorize  him  to  prosecute  an 
appeal  or  other  proceeding  to  have  the  acts  of  the 
former  administrator  revised  and  corrected." 

So,  in  Brown  v.  Franklin,  44  Tex.  550,  it  was  held 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  against  his  predecessor  to  annul  a 
sale  of  real  estate  made  by  hini  under  an  order  of 
court  charged  to  have  been  fraudulent,  citing 
Murphey  v.  Menard,  11  Tex.  673;  Johnson  v.  Hogaiu 
37  Tex.  80. 

The  case  of  Todd  v.  Willis,  66  Tex.  704,  reviews  all 
the  Texas  cases  upon  this  question,  approving  the 
cases  of  DeWitt  v.  Miller,  9  Tex.  218:  Cochran  v. 
Thompson,  18  Tex.  652:  Burdett  v.  Sllst)ce.  16  Tex. 
605,  same  case,  Pearson  v.  Burditt,  26  Tex.  157. 80  Am. 
Dec.  649;  and  the  dicttim  In  Giddings  v.  Steele,  28  Tex. 
748,  01  Am.  Dec.  336;  and  a  similar  doctrine  held  in 
Evans  v.Oakley,  2Tex.l81.  It  distinguishes  Murphey 
v.  Menard,  as  that  action  was  under  a  statute  to  set 
aside  the  settlement  of  the  predecessor,  which  stat- 
ute applied  only  to  persons  interested.  The  court 
criticised  McDonald  v.  Alford,  82  Tex.  86,  saying: 
**The  court  seems  not  to  have  considered  the  aver- 
ments of  fraud"  or  else  '^regarded  them  as  showing 
mere  irregularities."  The  court  in  Todd  v.  Willis 
says  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Hogan,  87  Tex.  78,  '*is 
difficult  to  understand  from  the  statement  of  it 
given  In  the  opinion,"  and  sa]rs,in  regard  to  Brown 
V.  Franklin,  44  Tex.  564,  "This  relief  was  asked  on 
the  ground  of  combination,  collusion,  and  fraud 
between  the  former  administrator  and  purchaser  in 
the  approval  and  allowance  of  the  claim  and  in 
making  the  sale,  as  well  as  In  its  confirmation.  From 
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In  Monroe  t.  Edlmes,  9  Allen,  244,  it  was 
held  that,  where  an  executor  had  died,  leaving 
the  estate  uosettJed,  his  administrator  could 
not  maintain  an  action  at  law  against  the  ad- 


ministrator de  bonis  non  to  recover  a  balance 
due  to  the  executor,  but  must  present  an  ac- 
count to  the  probate  court  for  settlement.  And 
in  Prentice  v.  De1u>n,  10  Allen,  853.  it  was  held 


the  report  of  the  case,  this  is  all  we  can  asoertain  in 
relation  to  the  matters  above  stated.  ...  It 
seems  to  us  that  the  two  oases  cited  to  sustain  the 
opinion  do  nol  support  it.  .  .  .  That  the  rule 
anoouDced  in  the  other  oases  to  which  we  have  re- 
f erred  is  the  better  and  sounder  rule  by  which  to 
test  the  power  of  an  administrator  6e  bonis  nofu** 

Yemioiita 

Chmee  in  action. 

Under  Vt.  Gomp.  Stat.  338,  6 16.  providinff  that  an 
administrator  appointed  in  the  place  of  any  former 
executor  or  administrator  for  the  purpose  of  ad- 
ministerinir  the  estate  not  already  administered 
may  sae  out  a  scire  facias,  and  have  execution  on 
any  judgment  recovered  in  the  name  of  such 
former  executor  or  administrator,  a  Judjjrment  re- 
covered by  a  former  executor  who  had  been  re- 
moved was  assets,  and  his  successor  could  prose- 
cnte  the  same  In  his  own  name  by  scire  facias. 
Hunt  V.  Payne,  2B  Vt.  176. 

But  where  a  wife  was  made  executrix  and  also 
trustee,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  not  en- 
tirled  to  notes  left  by  the  testator,  that  came  into 
the  hands  q^  the  administrators  of  the  executrix, 
oDtil  after  they  settled  the  trust  account,  and  a 
lien  claimed  by  such  administrators  was  settled. 
Merriam  v.  Hem  men  way,  26  Vt.  666. 

In  Davis  v.  Flint,  67  Y 1 185,  where  an  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  presented  a  claim  agrainst  the 
estate  of  his  predecessor  for  a  note  shown  in  the 
Inventory  but  not  accounted  for  in  the  settlement, 
(t  was  held  that  the  action  was  improperly  broujrht, 
IS  the  probate  court  should  determine  the  account- 
ability of  the  executrix  before  any  action.  The 
court  said:  "Nor  do  we  pass  upon  the  question 
vhether  the  prooeedioer  could  be  sustained  by  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  if  otherwise  properly 
brought." 

YlrfclnUu 

The  common-law  doctrine  applies  in  this  state, 
and  an  administrator  de  Z>oni8  nan  cannot  call  the 
representatives  of  his  predecessor  to  an  account 
for  assets  converted  or  wasted.  He  may,  however, 
maintain  an  action  on  choses  in  action  like  a  judg- 
ment  obtained  by  his  predecessor  on  the  doctrine 
that  in  equity  such  asset  is  considered  as  unadmin- 
ietered.  The  leading  case  on  the  question  of  con- 
verted assets  is  Coleman  v.  M'Murdo,  which  has 
been  frequently  followed  in  the  United  States, 
where  a  statute  has  not  ohangred  the  rule. 

Qoinu  againal  predecessor  for  aecounting,  balance^ 
conversion,  or  devasLaviL 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  call  the 
representative  of  his  predecessor  to  account  for 
assets  wasted  or  converted  by  such  predecessor,  as 
Va.  acts  1661-1662,  chap.  45,  providing  that  if  an  ad- 
ministrator die  before  he  hath  given  an  account  of 
the  estate,  the  court  should  have  power  to  grant 
administration  of  the  estate  not  so  accounted  for 
to  some  other  person  who  may  call  the  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, or  administrators  of  the  former  admin  ig- 
trator  to  an  account,  was  repealed  by  act  1711. 
chap.  2, 6  8.  providing  for  administration  de  bonia 
non  as  at  common  law.  Coleman  v.  M*Murdo,  5 
Rand,  (Va.)  61. 

So,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not 
maintain  an  action  against  the  representatives  of 
his  predecessor  to  recover  assets  converted  by  the 
flnt  administrator.  Cheatham  v.  Burf  oot,  9  Leigh, 
580. 

And  in  Burnley  v.  Duke,  2  Rob.  (Ya.)  102,  it  was 
ttid  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not 
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compel  the  representative  of  a  former  administra- 
tor to  account  for  converted  assets. 

In  Cocke  v.  Harrison,  8  Rand.  (Va.)  494.  the  court 
declined  to  intimate  an  opinion  on  the  question 
whether  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  call 
the  representative  of  the  previous  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator to  an  account  and  recover  from  him 
any  balance  due  from  his  testator  or  intestate  to 
the  estate. 

But  under  Va.  Code  1873.  chap.  118,  6  24,  provid- 
ing in  a  contest  of  a  will  that  a  curator  shall  be  ap- 
pointed, and  that  upon  the  qualification  of  an  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  the  curator  shall  account 
with  him  for  and  pay  and  deliver  to  him  such  es- 
tate as  be  has  In  his  hands  or  may  bo  liable  for, 
an  administrator  de  bonis  n^n  cum  teslamento 
annexo  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  curator 
and  his  sureties  for  a  debt  collected  by  the  curator 
and  unaccounted  for.  Helsley  v.  Craig,  83  Gratt. 
716. 

In  Helsley  v.  Craig,  88  Gratt.  716.  the  case  of 
Coleman  v.  M'Murdo  was  distinguished,  as  the 
principles  of  law  in  that  case  did  not  apply  to  a 
curator. 

Choses  in  action. 

Where  a  testator  sold  land  retaining  a  lien  for 
the  purchase  money,  and  died,  and  after  a  decree 
was  made  directing  that  the  money  be  paid  to  the 
executor  he  also  died,  a  further  decree  directing 
that  it  should  be  paid  to  the  administrator  of  the 
executor  was  erroneous  because  the  administrator 
de  bonis  non  cum  testamento  annexo  was  not  made 
a  party  to  the  same.    Hlnton  v.  Bland,  81  Va.  688. 

In  Bin  ton  v.  Bland,  81  Va.  588,  the  case  of  Cole- 
man V.  M'Murdo,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  51,  was  distin- 
guished, as  there  the  question  was  as  to  the  right 
of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  sue  the  repre- 
sentatives of  his  predecessor  for  assets  wasted  or 
converted. 

In  Clarke  v.  Wells,  6  Gratt.  475,  it  was  said  that  a 
sale  by  an  executor  or  administrator  of  his  do- 
cedent's  goods  and  effects  must  be  treated  at  law 
as  a  conversion,  yet  this  rule  is  subject  to  excep- 
tions in  a  court  of  equity;  and  it  was  held  that 
sale  bonds  not  needed  to  reimburse  the  iirsc  ad- 
ministrator passed  to  the  administrator  de  bonia 
non  of  the  first  decedent. 

In  Tyler  v.  Nelson,  U  Gratt.  214,  the  same  was 
said  to  be  the  rule. 

In  Coleman  v.  M'Murdo,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  51,  it  was 
said  that  'Mt  was  determined  in  Dykes  v.  Wood- 
bouse,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  287,  that  an  administrator  de 
bonis  non  was  entitled  to  a  scire  facias  to  revive  a 
Judgment  in  favor  of  a  deceased  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, for  a  debt  due  to  the  testator  or  Intestate, 
because  such  judgment  did  not,  as  was  admitted  in 
the  English  courts,  convert  the  property  of  the 
debt,  or  amount  to  an  administration." 

In  Waddy  v.  Hawkins,  4  Leigh,  458,  it  was  held 
that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento 
annexo  could  recover  profits  made  by  a  surety  of 
an  executrix  where  such  sureties  on  a  motion  for 
a  counter  security  against  an  executrix  obtained 
an  order  for  the  delivery  to  their  possession  of 
slaves  that  belonged  to  an  estate.  The  court  said: 
^'Supposing  be  was  to  be  regarded  as  the  agent 
of  Mrs.  Hawkins,  the  executrix;  then,  as  the 
moneys  he  had  received  had  never  been  ao- 
oounted  for  and  paid  to  her,  she  neither  bad  in 
fact,  nor  could  have,  administered  them,  or  con- 
verted them  to  her  own  use;  so  that  the  balance 
due  from  Waddy  was  assets  of  Hawkins's  estate  re- 
maining unadministered  and  unconverted,  which, 
according  to  the  principles  of  Coleman  v.  M'Murdo 
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that  apoQ  the  same  principle  such  an  action 
could  not  be  maintained  after  the  resignation 
of  the  executor. 
Whether  the  debt  is  due  to  or  from  the  exec- 


utor or  administrator,  and  the  principle  is  the 
same  in  the  case  of  either  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, the  debt  as  such  becomes  extinguished 
by  the  appointment  of  the  debtor  or  creditor. 


beloDfred  to  the  administrator  de  bonU  non  of 
Hawkins." 

Where  an  ag-ent  of  an  administrator  took  forty 
slaves  to  New  Orleans,  and  received  9.5,242  as  part 
payment,  and  there  made  a  new  contract  for  one 
hundred  slaves^and  retained  the  cash  as  commission, 
which  was  ratified  by  the  administrator,  and  the 
administrator  was  removed  and  the  balance  of  the 
slaves  seized  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  VlrRrinia, 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain 
in  Virffinia  an  action  against  the  nonresidents  for 
the  money  due  on  sale  of  the  forty  slaves,  as  that 
court  had  not  Jurisdiction  of  the  parties.  It  was 
further  held  that  jurisdiction  could  not  be  ob- 
tained through  garnishment  on  the  afrent  by  claim- 
ing that  he  was  Indebted  to  the  nonresidents  on  ac- 
count of  the  sale  being  incomplete.  Helferman  v. 
Grymes,  2  Leigh.  612. 

In  Hefferman  v.  Grymes,  2  Leigh,  612,  it  was  said 
that  if  the  nonresidents  were  before  the  court,  the 
administrator  de  l>on1s  non  might  well  recover 
against  them  in  the  present  action  by  the  very 
principles  established  in  Coleman  v.  M*Murdo,  6 
Band.  (Va.)  61,  as  this  case  falls  within  that  class 
distinctly  treated  of  there,  where  the  executor  had 
changed  the  property,  as  by  investing  the  money  in 
the  funds,  transferring  it  from  one  particular  stock 
to  another,  or  the  like,  but  this  being  done  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate,  and  without  intention  of 
making  the  money  his  own.  **In  such  cases, 
though  the  act  may  amount  to  a  conversion  at  law, 
equity,  looking  at  the  qiu)  animo^  will  follow  the 
property,  and  consider  it  still  unadministered.'* 

Washington* 

Where  a  husband  acted  as  executor  of  his  de- 
ceased wife's  will,  and  his  executors  administered 
upon  all  the  property  including  the  sepaiate  com- 
munity estate  of  the  wife,  and  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  of  the  wife  claimed  the  right  to  ad- 
minister the  community  estate,  it  was  held  that 
his  laches  in  failing  for  a  year  and  a  half  to  assert 
any  right  barred  his  claim.    Re  Hill,  6  Wash.  286. 

West  Virginia. 

Where  an  executor  sold  land  and  took  bonds 
from  the  purchaser,  and  the  executor  was  re- 
moved, an  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testa^ 
mento  annexe  was  not  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  as  the  bonds  or  money  became  adminis- 
tered assets.    Wooddell  v.  Bruffy,  26  W.  Va.  466. 

Wisconsin. 

In  this  state  it  seems  that  under  the  statute  an 
administrator  de  bonis  non  may  maintain  an  action 
on  his  predecessor's  bond  in  order  to  obtain  an  ac- 
counting or  balance.  It  appears  in  a  dictum  that 
he  cannot  maintain  an  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudu- 
lent transfer  made  by  his  predecessor. 

Claims  against  administrator  for  aceountino,  ZniI- 
ance^  conversion^  or  devastavit. 
An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cum  testamento  an- 
nexo  could  maintain  an  action  in  the  name  of  his 
county  judge  on  his  predecessor's  bond  for  failing 
to  make  a  true  and  perfect  inventory,  and  failure 
to  administer  the  sale  according  to  law  and  the 
will,  and  for  failing  to  account,  under  Wis.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  104,  66  6,  7,  providing  for  actions  upon 
such  bonds,  and  6  12  authorizing  claims  for 
damages  on  account  of  the  breach  of  the  condi- 
tions of  any  bond  to  be  prosecuted  by  an  executor, 
administrator,  or  guardian  in  behalf  of  those  he 
may  represent.  Odder  ▼.  Littlejohn,  28  Wis.  261^ 
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Avoiding  sales  or  transfers  madeby  his vredccessor. 

In  Stronach  v.  Stronach,  20  Wis.  129,  where  the 
heirs  brought  suit  to  set  aside  a  pledge  fraud  izleotly 
made  by  the  administrator,  it  was  said  **the  admin- 
istrator cannot  avoid  his  own  sale  or  pledge, 
though  he  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  making 
It.  If  he  dies  or  is  removed,  and  an  administrator 
de  bonis  ivon  is  appointed,  the  latter  cannot  avoid 
the  wrongful  sale  or  pledge  by  the  first  adminis- 
trator. •  .  .  This  is  the  rule  except  where  there 
are  statutory  provisions  in  force  authorizing  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  to  do  what  otherwise  the 
creditors,  legatees,  or  distributees  alone  could  do. 
We  have  examined  our  fstatutes  on  this  subject, 
and  find  no  provision  authorizing  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  to  do  anything  except  to  administer 
on  the  estate  or  assets  remaining  undisposed  of  by 
the  first  administrator." 

In  G older  v.  Littlejohn,  28  Wis.  261,  the  case  of 
Stronach  v.  Stronach,  20  Wis.  129,  was  distinguished, 
as  the  question  there  was  whether  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  could  avoid  a  wrongful  sale  or  pledge 
of  the  property  by  the  first  administrator,  and  the 
court  held  as  there  was  no  statute  authorizing  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  to  do  so,  that  the  action 
for  such  devastavit  was  properly  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  heirs  of  the  intestate. 

Federal  courts. 

It  seems  that  in  these  courts  the  common-law 
doctrine  applies,  and  the  administrator  de  bonis  jwn 
cannot  maintain  an  action  for  accounting  or  con- 
version. The  leading  case  is  Beall  v.  New  Mexico, 
16  Wall.  636, 21  L.  ed.  292,  which  has  been  frequently 
followed  and  cited.  He  may  maintain  an  action  on 
choses  in  action  where  they  can  be  treated  as  not 
administered.  Some  of  the  Federal  cases  constru- 
ing statutes  will  be  found  under  the  several  states. 

Claims  a^inst  predecessor  for  accounting,  bcOanee, 
conversion^  or  devastavit. 

Under  act  of  Congress  Feb.  20, 184A,  Rev.  Stat 
6  976,  providing  that  on  the  removal  of  an  adminis- 
trator and  the  appointment  of  a  successor  the  court 
shall  further  have  power  to  order  and  require  any 
assets  which  remain  unadministered  to  be  delivered 
to  the  newly  appointed  administrator  de  bonis 
non,  the  successor  could  not  maintain  an  action 
upon  his  predecessor's  bond  for  failure  to  pay  the 
proceeds  of  a  claim  due  the  Intestate  and  collected 
by  the  former  administrator.  United  States  v. 
Walker,  109  H.  S.  268. 27  L.  ed.  927. 

In  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonte  non  against  the  agent  of  his  pre- 
decessor who  had  collected  the  claim.  It  was  held 
that  such  collection  was  an  administered  estate  and 
could  not  be  recovered  of  the  agent  by  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non.  Wilson  v.  Arriok,  112  U.  8. 88, 
28L.ed.617. 

An  administrator  de  bonis  non  could  not  maintain 
an  action  on  his  predecessor's  bond  for  delinquency 
in  failing  to  prosecute  a  claim,  as  for  such  delin- 
quency the  former  administrator  was  responsible 
to  the  creditors,  legatees,  and  distributees  directly, 
and  not  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  nitn,  Beall  v. 
New  Mexico,  10  Wall.  636, 21  L.  ed.  292,  Rev'g  1  N. 
M.607. 

Choses  in  auction. 

In  Lidderdale  v.  Robinson,  2  Brook.  160.  it  was 
said  where  a  surviving  administrator  ought  to  have 
brought  agents  of  the  administrator  to  a  settle- 
ment of  their  accounts,  that  this  duty  on  the  death 
of  the  surviving  administrator  devolved  on  the  ad- 
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and  is  not  reviyed  by  his  death  or  removal 
from  that  position. 

No  action  at  law,  under  the  drcumstances  of 
this  case,  could  be  maintained  by  the,  adminis- 
trator d§  bonis  non  against  the  personal  repre- 


sentative of  his  predecessor,  for  the  reasons  al- 
ready considered,  and  we  think  that  the  com- 
plainant can  have  no  better  nor  greater  rights^ 
in  this  respect,  in  a  proceeding  in  equity. 
The  defendant  was  appoint^  ezecutnz  Sep- 


xnfnistrator  de  htmiB  non  who  was  also  executor  of 
the  surTlFlDRtflminlstrator,  and  the  whole  balance 
doe  from  these  agents  should  be  chargeable  to  him 
unless  be  could  free  himself  from  the  charge  of 
gross  negUge&oe  for  having  failed  to  call  them  to  a 
settlement. 

Where  administration  was  granted  in  Philadel- 
phia, and  a  lot  in  Georgetown,  District  of  Columbiat 
on  which  the  intestate  held  a  mortgage,  was  sold, 
and  the  purchase  money  was  paid  to  a  third  party, 
and  the  administrator  died,  and  another  adminis- 
trator was  subsequently  appointed  in  New  York,  it 
was  held  that  he  could  recover  the  funds  as  an  ad- 
ministrator de  honi*  non,  Blydenburgh  ▼.  lowry, 
4  Cranch,  C.  C.  868. 

But  an  administrator  d«  bonis  non  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  of  indebitatus  a«mmp««  in  his  own 
name  for  matters  chargreable  in  account  and  for 
goods  of  his  intestate  sold  by  bis  predecessor  to  the 
defendant.  Calder  v.  Pyfer,  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  430. 
See  also  Wilson  t.  Arrick,  112  U.  8. 83, »  L.  ed.  617. 

SnffiM^  coses. 
ITndcrtbe  English  cases  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained for  goods  remaining  in  specie,  or  money 
where  it  can*  be  identified,  or  choses  in  action  that 
can  be  construed  to  be  not  administered;  but  can- 
not be  maintained  for  choses  in  action  that  aread- 
ministered«  or  choses  in  action  that  have  been  con- 
verted. 

Property  remairtinQ^n  specie  or  unadminigtered. 

Where  an  administrator  died  leaving  a  consider- 
able sum  of  the  intestate's  effects  in  his  banker's 
hands,  and  the  representatives  of  the  administrator 
refused  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non^  an  action  was  allowed  for  the  same  in 
the  archbishop's  name.  Goods  of  Hall,  1  Hagg. 
Eccl.  Rep.  190. 

In  Beall  v.  New  Mexico,  16  Wall.  636, 21  L.  ed.  298, 
the  case  of  Goods  of  Hall,  1  Hagg.  BoiU.  Rep.  130,  was 
distinguished,  the  court  saying  that  the  judgment 
rendered  was  undoubtedly  founded  on  the  theory 
that  the  money  in  bank  was  a  part  of  the  original 
intestate's  estate  in  specie,  and  as  such  that  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  it. 

In  Duke  Rutland  v.  Duchess  Rutland,  2  P.  Wms- 
9Qe,it  was  said  that  **when  an  executor  dies  intes- 
tate, whatever  is  his  will  go  to  his  administrator; 
whereas  all  the  personal  estate  of  his  testator  will 
belong  to  his  administrator  de  boniii  non,  etc,  and 
not  to  the  administrator  of  the  executor." 

In  AUy.  Gen.  v.  Hooker,  2  P.  Wms.  840,  it  was  said 
that  if  an  executor  dies  intestate  all  his  personal 
estate,  the  property  whereof  is  not  altered,  shall  go 
to  the  administrator  de  boni*  non,  and  not  to  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  executor,  because  from  the  time 
the  executor  dice  intestate  the  first  testator  dies  in- 
testate also,  and  it  was  the  testator's  own  fault  that 
be  did  not.  as  he  might  alter  the  property. 

In  Lloyd  v.  Stoddart,  1  Ambl.  162,  it  was  said  that 
the  executor  does  not  always  take  the  whole  per- 
sonal estate,  even -at  law.  for  if  an  executor  dies 
before  he  hasaduilnistered,  the  effects  unadminis- 
tered  shall  not  go  to  the  representative  of  the  ex- 
ecutor, but  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  the 
testator  in  trust  for  his  next  of  kin. 

The  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  entitled  to  all 
the  goods  and  personal  estate  which  remain  in 
■pede  and  were  not  administered  by  the  first  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  as  well  as  to  all  debts  due 
sod  owing  to  the  testator  or  intestate.  Tingrey  v. 
Brown,  1  Bos.*  P.  aa 
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In  4  Bacon,  Abr.  titlo  ExeeulorSt  it  is  said  that 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  entitled  to  all  tho 
goods  and  personal  estate,  such  as  terms  for  years* 
household  goods,  etc.,  "which  remain  in  specie, 
and  are  not  administered  by  the  first  executor  or 
administrator,  as  also  to  all  debts  due  and  owing 
to  the  testator  or  intestate." 

Where  three  executors  were  appointed  in  India, 
and  one  renounced,  and  one  accounted  with  the  oth- 
er and  returned  to  England,  and  the  one  in  India  re- 
mitted the  assets  to  the  one  in  England  and  then 
died,  a  rtviduary  legatee  could  not  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  one  in  England;  but  the  case  was  or- 
dered to  stand  over  in  order  that  the  necessary  pro- 
bate or  administration  oould  be  taken  out  in  Eng- 
land.   Bond  v.  Graham,  1  Hare,  482,  6  Jur.  620. 

In  an  action  against  an  administrator  de  bonis 
non  for  the  balance  due  on  a  mortgage  and  bond, 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non  pleaded  that  he 
had  no  assets  to  be  administered,  and  it  was  held 
that  he  was  chargeable  where  it  was  shown  that 
there  was  personal  property  owned  by  the  deceased 
at  the  time  of  his  death  and  real  estate  which  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  might  have  made  avail- 
able as  assets  under  N.  3.  Rev.  Stat  chap.  100,  I  20, 
providing  that  in  case  the  personal  estate  shall 
be  insufficient,  the  Judge  may  at  his  discretion  grant 
a  license  for  the  sale  of  the  whole  or  such  part  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  as  he  shall  deem 
necessary'.    Northrup  v.  Cunningham,  42  N.  S.  188. 

CTioses  inaction. 

Where  an  administratrix  of  an  executor  brought 
suit  for  debt  for  double  the  yearly  value  of  land 
held  over,  contrary  to  4  Geo.  II.,  chap.  28,  after  no- 
tice to  quit  under  a  demise  from  the  testator,  it 
was  held:  '*Is  not  everything  unadministered  which 
has  not  been  reduced  into  the  actual  possession  of 
the  executor,  and  converted  by  him?  Most  cer- 
tainly in  any  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  means  to 
make  title,  she  must  take  out  administration  de 
bonis  non.  It  is  not  incumbent  on  those  who  resist 
to  show  that  there  are  debts  of  the  testator  un- 
satisfied, but  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  there  are 
no  debts,  and  that  the  executor  possessed  himself 
absolutely  in  his  own  right."  Tingrey  v.  Brcwa,  1 
BOS.&P.810. 

Where  the  testatrix  directed  that  a  leasehold 
should  be  sold  and  the  money  divided  among  fiye 
persons,  and  the  sdministrator,  claiming  that  he 
had  become  entitled  to  the  leasehold  through  an 
arrangement  with  the  legatees,  assigned  it  over  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  on  his  death  it  was  held 
to  be  assets  unadministered,  and  that  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  was  entitled  to  it.  It  was  said 
that  if  It  had  been  sold  to  a  party  who  was  ignorant 
of  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  the  sale  could 
not  be  set  aside,  but  it  was  clear  that  the  assign- 
ment was  not  done  in  the  character  of  administra- 
tor or  in  the  course  of  administration  of  the  assets, 
but  was  still  assets  unadministered.  Cubbldge  v. 
Boatwright,  1  Russ.  Ch.  640. 

In  Wankf  ord  v.  Wankf ord.  1  8alk.  806,  it  was  said 
that  'If  the  execfutrix  of  the  obligee  takes  the  ob- 
ligor to  husband,  that  is  no  extinguishment  of  the 
debt  .  .  .  [for]  he  may  pay  money  to  her  as  execu- 
trix, because  if  she  lays  the  money  so  paid  to  her 
by  itself,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  her  tes- 
tator (if  she  dies  intestate)  shall  have  that  money  as 
well  as  any  other  goods  that  were  her  testator's; 
for  if  the  goods  of  the  testator  remain  in  spedep 
they  shall  go  to  his  administrator  de  bonis  tion,  b^ 
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tember  6,  1892.  This  bill  in  equity  was  com- 
meDoed  October  5,  1895.  By  Rev.  Stat.  chap. 
87,  §  19,  when  a  claim  has  not  been  presented 
within  the  time  limited  by  statute  against  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  person,  this  court,  if  of 


opinion  that  justice  and  equity  require  ft,  and 
that  such  creditor  is  not  chargeable  with  cul- 
pable neglect  in  not  prosecuting  his  claim,  may 
give  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  claim 
against  the  estate.    The  only  object  of  this 


cause  In  that  case  it  is  notorious  which  were  the 
sroods  of  the  testator,  and  they  are  distinguishable; 
and  there  is  the  same  reason  wliere  money  is  kept 
by  itself,  and  the  husband  permits  it  so  to  be;  but 
if  the  husband  seizes  it,  it  will  be  his,  and  will  be  a 
devastavit." 

And  where  a  bill  was  sriven  to  8.  C.  as  the  admin- 
istratrix of  J.  C.  for  money  due  to  ber  intestate, 
the  administrator  de  hojiis  non  could  maintain  an 
action  upon  such  bill,  on  the  Rround  that  the 
money  not  bavlnflr  been  received  the  bill  remained 
a  part  of  J.  C's  estate,  and  the  riflrht  to  it  devolved 
upon  the  persons  who  afterwards  became  his  rep- 
resentatives. It  was  said  that  the  decisions  in  the 
old  cases  proceedintr  upon  the  principle  that  con- 
tracts made  with  an  administrator  were  personal 
to  him  and  that  he  should  sue  upon  them  in  his 
own  riffht  and  not  in  his  representative  capacity, 
had  since  been  altered.  Catherwood  v.  Chabaud,  1 
Bam.  &  C.  150,  2  Dowl.  &  R.  271. 

In  Catherwood  v.  Chabaud,  1  Bam.  A  C.  150, 2 
Dowl.  &  11. 271,  the  case  of  Barker  v.Talcot,  1  Vera. 
473,  was  distinffuished,  as  there  the  debtor  gave  a 
bill  to  the  administrator  of  his  creditor  and  paid 
the  executor  of  the  administrator,  which  was  held 
to  be  a  discharge  of  the  debt. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  by  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  upon  promises,  and  one  set  of 
counts  were  on  notes  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  intestate  in  which  the  promises  were  stated  to 
have  been  made  to  the  Intestate,  and  another  set 
in  which  the  promises  were  alleged  to  have  been 
made  to  the  first  administrator,  the  first  counts 
were  barred  by  limitation,  but  a  verdict  was  given 
the  plaintiff  on  the  remaining  counts,  the  court 
saying:  "The  defendant's  objection  rests  on  this 
broad  foundation,  that  there  is  no  privity  between 
the  former  administrator  and  the  plaintiff,  the  ad- 
ministrator  de  bonis  nnn;  but  that  proposition  cer- 
tainly is  not  true  in  its  extent.  Suppose  the  former 
administrator  had  entered  into  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  the  lease  of  a  chattel  interest  belonging 
to  the  intestate,  and  had  died  before  the  agreement 
was  completed,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
stands  in  8uch  privity  of  estate  that  he  would  be 
compelled  to  carry  that  agreement  into  execution.*' 
Hirst  V.  Smith,  7  T.  R,  183. 

Where  the  administratrix  carried  on  the  business 
of  the  testator  for  two  or  three  months  repairing 
carriages,  and  died,  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
could  maintain  an  action  for  price  of  work  done  by 
the  administratrix,  as  the  presumption  was  that 
the  work  was  carried  on  for  the  t>enctlt  of  the  es- 
tate. The  court  said:  "It  has  been  long  ago  laid 
down,  that  though  the  executor  of  an  executor  rep- 
resents the  original  testator,  yet  that  rule  does  not 
apply  to  the  administrator  of  an  administrator,  and 
that  consequently  when  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
person  has  been  left  unadministered  at  the  death  of 
an  administrator,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  administration,  to  take  out  administra- 
tion de  bonif  non.  Now  if  the  promise  was  made 
to  the  original  administratrix  as  administratrix,  j 
the  proceeds  of  the  action  would  be  assets,  and  the 
present  plaintiffs  were  the  proper  persons  to  sue. 
Moseley  v.  Rendell,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  337, 40  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  Ill,  23  L.  T.  N.  S.  774, 19  Week.  Rep.  610. 

Where  an  executor  6.,  made  an  infant  H.,  his 
executor,  and  died,  and  during  minority  adminis- 
tration was  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  who,  as  ad- 
ministrator of  O.,  brought  an  action  of  debt  on  a 
bond  made  to  the  first  testator,  it  was  held  that  the 
action  should  have  been  brought  as  administrator 
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of  the  first  testator,  under  10  Edw.  IV.  1,  26  Hen. 
VIII.  7.    Limver  and  Evorie*s  Case,  4  Leon.  58. 

But  where  an  administrator  took  a  note  to  him- 
self for  rent  due  the  testator  on  the  death  of  the 
administrator,  the  rent  note  belonged  to  his  ad- 
ministrator and  not  to  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  the  first    Barker  v.  Taloot,  1  Vera.  473. 

in  Anonymous,  Skinner,  148,  it  was  held  that 
where  *'one  acknowledges  a  recognizance,  the  oon- 
usee  makes  his  executor  and  dies;  the  executor, 
before  an  extent,  assigns  the  recognizanoe  to  J.  S. 
who  pays  the  money  to  the  executor;  the  executor 
dies,  and  administration  de  bonis  non  is  committed 
to  the  next  of  kin  to  the  first  testator,  who  sues  for 
this  recognizance;  but  Lord  Keeper  said:  It  to  like 
the  oases  where  the  testator  is  Indebted  to  A,  and  B 
was  indebted  by  bond  to  the  testator;  and  then  the 
exeoutor  assigns  B's  bond  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  owing  to  A,  that  here  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  shall  never  recover  upon  this  bond,  no 
more  shall  he  in  the  principal  case  upon  recofrni- 
zance." 

And  where  an  actlon^was  brought  by  an  executor 
upon  a  bond  to  perform  an  award  that  the  plaintiff 
should  deliver  certain  goods  of  which  the  testator 
died  possessed,  and  that  the  defendant  should  pay 
unto  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum,  and  the  defense 
was  that  such  sum  was  attached  under  the  custom 
of  foreign  attachment  in  London,  providing  that 
if  a  suit  were  commenced  against  the  executor  of 
any  person,  any  debt  which  was  due  to  the  testator 
Umporie  mortis  fuce  might  be  attached,  and  pleaded 
that  this  was  attached.  It  was  held  *'that  this  was 
not  attachable  as  the  testator's  debt,  for  then  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  might  sue  for  it.  And 
they  held  it  to  l)e  like  the  cases  where  the  executor 
takes  bond  for  a  debt  due  to  his  testator,  or  where 
he  sells  the  goods,  the  money  for  which  they  are 
sold  cannot  be  attached;  and  here  the  award  is 
made  of  this  sum,  in  consideration  of  conveying  to 
the  defendant  the  goods  of  the  testator,  and  reh>a8- 
ing  of  his  debts,  which  seems  to  be  all  one  with  the 
other  cases.    Horsam  v.  Turget,  Vent  111. 

And  where  an  executor  possessed  of  a  term  let 
part  of  it,  reserving  a  rent,  and  died,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  the  executor  should  have  the 
rent  or  the  administrator  de  botiis  noii^  it  was  held 
that  the  executor  should  have  the  rent;  but  when 
recovered.  Hale  said  it  should  be  assets  tn  his 
hands.    Norton  v.  Harvey,  Vent.  250. 

And  where  an  administrator  possessed  of  a  term 
made  a  lease  for  years  of  part  of  it  reserving  a 
rent,  and  made  his  executor,  and  died,  his  executor 
could  maintain  an  action  of  debt  for  this  rent,  al- 
though It  was  contended  that  reversionary  part  of 
the  term  did  not  come  to  the  executor  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, but  did  belong  to  the  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  of  the  first  testator.  Drue  v. 
Raylye,  Freem.  a  L.  893,  and  402;  2  Lev.  100;  Vent. 
275;  3  Keble,  298. 

In  Butler  v.  Bernard,  Freem.  Ch.  139,  it  was  held: 
**An  administrator  mortgajrcth  the  intcntate's 
term,  and  makes  A  his  executor,  and  dies.  B  takes 
out  letters  of  admiuistration  de  bonin  non  to  the 
first  intestate,  and  claims  the  residuary  interest  and 
trust  of  the  term,  and  prays  that  he  may  have  the 
benefit  of  redemption;  but  the  court  decreed 
the  benefit  of  redemption  to  A,  the  executor  of 
the  first  administrator,  who  had  aliened  the  whole 
estate  in  law  of  the  term,  and  was  not  po^(.«seU  in 
autre  droits  of  any  part  of  the  interest  thereof,  but 
in  his  own  right;  and  so  it  shall  go  to  his  executor, 
and  not  to  B,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non." 
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ttitate  Ifl  to  relieye  a  creditor,  under  certain 
drcanwtances,  from  the  limitation  of  the  stat- 
ute in  regard  to  the  prosecution  of  claims 
against  the  est  ates  of  deceased  persons.  It  does 
■oi  create  a  cause  of  action  in  equity,  after  the 


bar  of  the  statute,  when  there  was  none  at  law 
before. 

Nor  can  the  bill  be  sustained  upon  the 
ground,  as  contended,  that  this  money  was  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant's  testator  charged  with 


III.  Summary. 
a.  Goods  remaintno  <n  specie. 

An  administrator  de  bonit  nnn,  as  the  name  im- 
plies, is  entitled  to  all  ffoods  remainlngr  in  specie 
and  unadministered,  and  he  can  recover  them 
wherever  he  can  find  them.  The  following  cases 
hold  that  he  is  entitled  to  all  ^oods  remaining  in 
specie  or  unadmlnistered:  Relljr  v.  Kelly,  9  Ala* 
908, 44  Am.  Dec.  409;  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  84  Ark* 
111;  Turner  v.  Tapeoott,  80  Ark.  812;  Connecticut 
Trust  ft  a  D.  Oo.  V.  Security  Oo.  67  Ck)nn.  488; 
Rowan  ▼.  Kirkpatrick,  14  IlL  1;  Hatch  v.  Caine,  86 
Me.  282;  Alexander  v.  Stewart,  8  OiU  ft  J.  226; 
Smith  V.  Doe,  Denni&  83  Md.  442;  Neal  v.  Charlton, 
tt  Md.  495;  Haslett  v.  Glenn,  7  Harr.  ft  J.  17;  Scott 
V.  Fox,  14  Md.  888;  Marvel  v.  Babbitt,  148  Mass.  226; 
Thayer  v.  Kinaey,  162  Mass.  282;  Booker  v.  Arm- 
strong, 08  Mo.  49;  McMahon  v.  Allen,  4  B.  D.  Smith. 
€19;  Goods  of  Hall,  1  Bagg,  Bed.  Rep.  139;  Duke 
Rutland  v.  Duchess  Rutland,  2  P.  Wms.  209;  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Hooker,  2  P.  Wms.  840;  Tingrrey  v.  Brown, 
lBoe.ftP.3ia 

And  where  it  was  money.  Getty  v.  Long-,  82  Md. 
618;  Hackney  v.  Stead  man,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones,  L.)  207. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  f  oU 
lowing  cases:  State,  Burton,  v.  Tunnell,  5  Harr. 
(Del.)  182;  Newhall  v.  Turoey,  14  111.  838;  Floyd  v. 
Breckenridge,  4  Bibb,  14;  Graves  v.  Downey,  8  T. 

B.  Mon.  865;  Bradsbaw  v.  Com.  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  632; 
Oldham  V.  Collins,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  49;  Slaughter  v. 
Froman,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  19, 17  Am.  Dec.  83;  Carrol  v. 
Connet,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  195;  Hendricks  v.  Snodgrass, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  86;  Gamble  v.  Hamilton,  7  Mo.  469; 
Tale  V.  Baker,  2  Hun,  468;  Taylor  v.  Brooks,  20  N. 

C.  (4  Dev.  ft  a  L.)  188;  Ferebee  v.  Baxter,  84  N.  C. 
(12  Ired.  L.)  64;  Uoyd  v.  Stoddard,  1  Ambl.  152. 

Some  oases  put  the  rule  In  this  form,  that  he  is 
only  entitled  to  what  remains  in  specie.  Nolly  v. 
Wilklna,  11  Ala.  872;  Benton  County  Ct.  Judire  v. 
Price,6  Ala.  36;  Chamberlain  v.  Bates,  2  Port.  (Ala.) 
oSO, 27  Am.  Dec  667:  Willlav.  Willis,  9  Ala.  T21;  Whit- 
worth  T.  Oliver,  39  Ala.  286;  Price  v.  Simmons,  13 
Ala.  749;  KinflT  v.  Smith,  15  Ala.  264;  Eubank  v. 
Clark,  78  Ala.  73;  Abney  v.  Pickett,  21  Ala.  739; 
Deans  v.  Wilcoxon,  25  Fla.  980;  Gregory  v.  Harri- 
son, 4  Fla.  66;  Paschal  v.  Davis,  8  Ga.  266;  Bates  v. 
Woolf  oik,  5  Ga.  329;  Kearney  v.  Sascer,  87  Md.  264; 
Gardner  v.  Bimmes,  1  Gill,  425;  Ha^thorp  v.  Hook, 
1  GUI  ft  J.  270;  Gray  v.  Harris,  43  Miss.  421;  Re 
Place,  7  N.  Y.  Lesral  Obe.  217. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  f  ol- 
lowiuiT  cases:  Graves  v.  Flowers,  61  Ala.40S:  Hatch- 
ett  ▼.  BilUngslea,  65  Ala.  16:  MarUn  v.  Ellerbe,  70 
Ala.  886;  Waring  v.  Lewis,  53  Ala.  615;  RulT  v. 
Smith,  81  Miss.  59;  Stubbiefleld  v.  McRaven,  6 
Smedes  ft  M.  130;  Buckland  v.  Gallup.  105  N.  Y.  458; 
Tracy  v.  Card,  2  Ohio  St  481. 

b.  CTioses  in  action. 

It  is  irenerally  held  that  an  administrator  de  bonis 
uon  can  maintain  an  action  on  choses  in  action  due 
the  estate,  thouirh  some  cases  hold  that  he  cannot 
mAiotain  an  action  on  notes  driven  to  his  predeces- 
sor, or  maintain  an  action  in  assumpsit  for  goods 
told  by  his  predecessor,  nor  recover  a  deposit  made 
by  his  predecessor,  and  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
sale  bonds  taken  by  his  predecessor.  This  holding 
is  on  the  ground  that  the  predecessor  has  adminis- 
tered the  goods. 

But  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  if  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  mm  comes  into  possession  of  the 
ehoses  tn  action  due  the  estate  for  property  sold  by 
40  L.R.  A. 


his  predecessor  which  has  not  been  accounted  for 
an  action  may  be  maintained.  Caller  v.  Boykin, 
Minor  (Ala.)  206;  King  v.  Green,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  188, 
19  Am.  Dec.  146;  Harbin  v.  Levi,  6  Ala.  309;  Barron 
V.  Vandvert,  13  Ala.  232;  Barwick  v.  White,  2  DeL 
Ch.  284;  McFarlin  v.  Ringer,  51  Ga.  868;  Bamett  v. 
Vanmeter,  7  Ind.  App.  45;  Wahl  v.  Schlerling,  11 
Ind.  App.  696;  GrifBth  v.  Fischli,  4  Blackf .  427;  Skil- 
len  V.  Jones,  44  Ind.  186;  Burrus  v.  Roulhac,2  Bush, 
89;  Williams  v.  Ck>lllns,  1  B.  Mon.  58;  Maraman  v. 
Trunnell,  8  Met.  (Ky.)  146,  77  Am.  Dec.  167;  Wood- 
bridge  V.  TUton,  84  Me.  98;  Salisbury  v.  Black,  6 
Harr.  ft  J.  294, 14  Am.  Dec.  279;  Stevens  v.  Goodell,8 
Met.  84;  Minot  v.  Norcross,  148  Mass.  826;  Marvel  v. 
Babbitt,  148  Mass.  226;  Morse  v.  Clayton,  13  Smedes 
ft  M.  873;  Scott  v.  Searles,  7  Smedes  ft  M.  498.  46 
Am.  Dec.  817;  Mcllvoy  v.  Alsop.  45  Miss.  865;  Kel- 
sey  V.  Smith,  1  How.  (Miss.)  68:  Fomiquet  v.  For- 
stall,  84  Miss.  87;  Re  Seitz,  16  Misc.  522;  Gatfleld  v. 
Hanson,  57  How.  Pr.  831;  Luers  v.  Brunges,  56  How. 
Pr.  282;  Ellison  v.  Andrews,84  N. C.  (12  Ired.  L.)  188; 
Bellinger  ▼.  Cureton.  104  N.  C.  474;  Cutler  v.  Quince, 
8  N.  C.  <2  Hayw.)  60;  Miller  v.  Donaldson,  17  Ohio, 
264:  Mathews  v.  Meek,  28  Ohio  St.  272;  Tracy  v.  Card, 
2  Ohio  St.  431;  Meiser  v.  Eckhart,  10  Pa.  201;  Lea  v. 
Hopkins,  7  Pa.  385;  Miller  v.  Com.  Ill  Pa.  821;  Tucker 
V.  Horner,  10  Pbila.  122;  Stair  v.  York  Nat.  Bank,  55 
Pa.  864, 03  Am.  Dec.  750;  McGuinness  v.  Whalen,  17 
R.  1. 619;  Johnston  v.  Lewis,  Rice,  Eq.  40.  33  Am. 
Dec  74;  Smith  v.  Pearce,  2  Swan,  127;  Brasfield  v. 
Cardwell,  7  Lea,  252;  Hunt  v.  Payne,  29  Vt.  176;  Hin- 
ton  V.  Bland.  81  Va.  588;  Clarke  v.  Wells,  6  Gratt. 
475:  BIydenburgh  v.  Lowry,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  868; 
Tiugrey  v.  Brown,  1  Boa.  ft  P.  310;  Cubbidge  v. 
Boatwright,  1  Buss.  Ch.  549;  Catberwood  v.  Cba^ 
baud,  1  Barn,  ft  C.  150, 2  Dowl.  ft  R.  271;  Hirst  v. 
Smith,  7  T.  R.  90;  Moaeley  v.  Rendell,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
837,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  Ill,  23  L.  T.  N.  S.  774, 19 
Week.  Rep.  619;  Limver  and  Bvories'  CaaoA  Leon.  58. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  bo  the  rule  in  King  v. 
GrifnD,6  Ala.  387;  Adams  v.  Internal  Improvement 
Fund,  37  Fla.  286;  Com.  v.  Strohecker,  9  WatU,  479; 
Abingdon  v.  Tyler,  6  (k>ldw.  502;  Merriam  v.  Hem- 
menway,  26  Vt.  565;  Tyler  v.  Nelson,  14  Gratt.  214; 
Coleman  v.  M'Murdo,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  51;  HefTernan 
V.  Grymes,  2  Leigh,  512;  Lldderdale  v.  Robinson,  2 
Brock.  150;  Wankford  v.  Wankford,  1  Salk.  299. 

But  some  oases  hold  that  an  administrator  de 
boniit  no7i  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  on 
choses  in  action  obtained  by  his  predecessor. 

As  where  heirs  obtained  a  decree  for  land  con- 
veyed by  his  predecessor.  Morrison  v.  Page,  9 
Dana,  428. 

And  where  a  Judgment  was  rendered  on  the 
t>ond  of  his  predecessor  prior  to  the  Pennsylvania 
act  of  1834.  Potts,  Wollerton,  v.  Smith,  3  Rawie,  361, 
24  Am.  Dec.  859. 

And  where  the  action  was  in  assumpsit  for  goods 
sold  by  predecessor.  Ross  v.  Sutton,  1  Bail.  L.  126, 
19  Am.  Dec.  660;  Calder  v.  Pyfer,  2  Crancb,  C.  C.  430. 

And  where  the  action  was  for  use  and  occupation 
of  property  leased  by  the  predecessor.  Boyd  v. 
Sloan,  2  Ball.  L.  311. 

And  where  a  note  was  taken  by  the  predecessor 
for  goods  sold.    Morrison  v.  Page,  9  Dana,  428. 

And  where  the  contract  was  payable  to  the  prede- 
cessor. Harney  v.  Dutcher,  15  Mo.  89,  55  Am.  Dec. 
181. 

And  where  the  bond  was  payable  to  the  predeces- 
sor.   Seabrook  v.  Williams,  8  MoCord,  L.  871. 

And  where  the  sale  bond  was  taken  by  predeces- 
sor when  the  common  law  was  in  force,  Kendall  v. 
Lee,  2  Penr.  ft  W.  482. 
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a  trust  In  favor  of  the  Intestate,  because,  if 
this  was  so,  the  identity  of  the  trust  fund  has 
been  lost.  There  is  no  attempt  here  to  hold  a 
particular  fund  or  property  as  charged  with 
the  trust.    There  is  no  allegation  or  testimony 


to  the  effect  that  this  money  can  be  traced  or 
distinguished  from  other  property  or  money  of 
the  defendant's  testator,  the  original  adminis- 
trator. 
The  identity  of  this  trust  fund,  if  such  it 


And  where  a  sale  bond  was  taken  by  predecessor. 
Wooddell  V.  BrulTy,  25  W.  Va.  465. 

And  where  a  rent  note  was  given  to  predeoessor. 
Barker  v.  Talcot,  1  Vem.  473.  Distlnjrulshed  in 
Gatherwood  v.  Cbaubaud,  1  Bam.  &  C.  150, 8  Dowl. 

And  where  a  note  was  flriven  to  predecessor  indi- 
vidual] y.  McGilway  v.  Clement.  6  Mo.  App.  598« 
Appx.;  Buokland  v.  Gallup,  105  N.  Y.  468;  Caulkins 
V.  Bolton,  81  Hun,  458.  98  N.  Y.  511. 

And  where  a  note  was  assierned  by  predecessor. 
Senrles  v.  Scott,  14  Smedes  A  M.  04;  Jelke  v.  Gold- 
smith, 52  Ohio  St.  480. 

And  where  a  recognizance  was  assigned.  Anony- 
mous, Skinner,  148. 

And  where  an  executor  assiflrned  part  of  a  term. 
Norton  v.  Harvey,  Vent.  250;  Drue  v.  Baylye, 
Freem.  C.  L.  388  and  408,  2  Ley.  100,  Vent.  375, 8 
Keble,  288;  Butler  v.  Bernard,  Freem.  Ch.  139. 

And  where  predecessor  surrendered  certificates 
of  deposit,    l^oks  v.  Mastin,  60  Mo.  58. 

And  where  a  deposit  was  paid  to  predecessor. 
WbltlockY.  Bowery  Sav.  Bank.  86  Hun,  460;  Sibbs 
V.  Philadelphia  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  153  Pa.  845;  Knobe- 
loch  V.  GermanlaSav.  Bank,  48  S.  G.  238. 

And  where  deposit  was  kept  by  predecessor. 
Slaymaker  v.  Farmer's  Nat.  Bank,  103  Pa.  616. 

And  where  no  unpaid  debts  airainst  the  estate 
were  shown  to  exist.  Bellomy  v.  Bellomy,  8  Bush, 
108. 

And  where  purchase-money  notes  were  ^Iven  to 
commissioners  for  distribution.  Saffran  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 7  J.  J.  Marsh.  188. 

And  where  a  mortfra^e  was  driven  to  heirs  for 
their  claim.    Brecklnrldfire  v.  Waters,  4  Dana,  GZO. 

And  where  an  order  of  court  was  not  made  un- 
der the  ptatute.    West  v.  Chappoll,  5  Gill,  228. 

And  where  a  claim  was  collected  by  an  afrent  of 
the  predecessor.  Wilson  v.  Arrlck,  112  U.  8.  88,  28 
L.  ed.  617. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  at  common 
law  where  a  Judfrment  was  obtained  by  the  prede- 
cessor.    Offlesby  v.  Gil  more,  5  Ga.  58. 

And  where  the  action  was  for  the  purchase  price 
of  slaves  sold  by  his  predecessor.  Gilbert  v.  Hard- 
wick,  11  Ga.  600. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  where  an 
action  was  brou^rht  by  an  executor  on  an  award 
obtained  by  him.    Horsam  v.  Turgret,  Vent.  lU. 

c.  AvfHdino  tales  or  transfers  made  by  predecessor. 
Generally  an  administrator  de  bonis  turn  may 
avoid  sales  and  transfers  made  by  his  predecessor 
which  are  fraudulent  or  void  or  invalid.  Ikelhei- 
mer  v.  Chapman,  82  Ala.  676:  Swink  v.  Snodfrrass,  17 
Ala.  853,  52  Am.  Dec.  100;  Hopper  v.  Steele,  18  Ala. 
828;  Wyatt  v.  Ram  bo.  29  Ala.  510,  68  Am.  Dec.  80; 
Deans  v.  Wilooxon,  25  Fla.  080;  Hardwlck  v. 
Thomas,  10  Ga.  266;  Chandler  v.  Schoonover,  14  Ind. 
824;  Harvey  V.  State,  Rogers,  123  Ind.  260;  Forniquet 
V.  Forstall,  84  Miss.  87;  Hull  v.  Clark,  14  Smedes  A 
M.  187;  Prosser  v.  Leatherman,  4  How.  (Miss.)  237, 
84  Am.  Dec.  ]21;  Miller  v.  Helm,  2  Smedes  &  M.  687; 
Scott  V.  Searles.  7  Smedes  &  M.  408,  45  Am.  Dec.  317; 
Searles  v.  Scott,  14  Smedes  &  M.  04;  Murphy  v. 
Clark,  1  Smedes  A  M.  221;  Prestldjre  v.  Pendleton, 
24  Miss.  80:  Badfrer  v.  Jones,  66  N.  C.  806;  Glover  v. 
Flowers,  101  N.  C.  184;  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co. 
V.  Oazzam,  161  Pa.  588;  Williams  v.  Verne,  68  Tex. 
414;  Todd  v.  Willis,  66  Tex.  704;  De  Witt  v.  Miller, 
0  Tex.  230;  Cochran  v.  Thompson,  18  Tex.  652;  Gidd- 
inirs  V.  Steele,  28  Tex.  732, 01  Am.  Dec.  336;  Burdett 
V.  Silsbee,  15  Tex.  605;  Pearson  v.  Burditt,  26  Tex. 
157,  80  Am.  Dec.  640. 
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And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Woolfolk  v.  Sullivan,  28  Ala.  548;  Elliott 
V.  Branch  Bank,  20  Ala.  845;  Oirlesby  v.  Gllmore,  5^ 
Ga.  56;  Hackney  v.  Steadman,  46  N.  0.  (1  Jones,  L.) 
207;  Evans  v.  Oakley,  2  Tex.  182. 

The  cases  denying:  his  rif?ht  to  avoid  the  sale  g:en- 
erally  do  so  on  the  (rround  that  the  sales  were  not 
fraudulent,  or  refuse  it  on  the  ^ound  of  estoppel,, 
although  some  of  the  cases  refuse  it  on  the  ground 
that  he  is  in  the  place  of  his  predecessor  and  there- 
fore cannot  avoid  his  acts.  The  cases  denying:  the- 
rig:ht  of  action  are  as  follows:  Bell  v.  Craig:,  52  Ala. 
215:  Sampey  v.  So  well,  03  Ala.  447;  Paschal  v.  Davia^^ 
8  Ga.  266;  Bates  v.  Woolfolk,  5  Ga.  820;  Wiadley  v. 
Gaylord,  62  N.  C.  a  Jones.  L.)  66;  Quince  v.  Nixon« 
61 N.  C.  (fl  Jones,  L.)  280;  Carson  v.  Duffy,  56  N.  a 
(2  Jones,  Eq.)  507:  Collins  v.  Bankbead,  1  Strobh.  L. 
25;  Cheek  v.  Wheatley.S  Sneed,  484,  Overruling  Bell 
V.  Spelirht,  11  Humph.  451;  Brown  v.  Franklin,  44 
Tex.  560,  Criticised  in  Todd  v.  Willis,  66  Tex.  704; 
McDonald  v.  Alford,  82  Tex.  85,  Criticised  in  Todd 
V.  Willis,  66  Tex.  704;  Stronach  v.  Stronach,  20  Wis. 
120. 

And  the  same  was  Tsaid  to  be  the  rule  in  Ithe  fol- 
lowing' cases:  Thomas  v.  Hardwlck,  1  Ga.  78;  Spoon 
V.  Smith,  88  S.  C.  688. 

d.  Rule  at  common  law. 
1.  Where  assets  have  been  converted  by  predecessor^ 

At. common  law  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  is- 
not  entitled  to  assets  converted  by  his  predecessor, 
and  cannot  maintain  an  action  a^nst  his  predeces- 
sor for  conversion  in  order  to  obtain  further  assets. 
In  many  of  the  states  this  is  now  remedied  by  stat- 
ute. The  f  ollowinfiT  cases  hold  that  he  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  for  conversion  in  the  absence  of  a* 
statute,  and  some  cases  hold  this  without  discussing 
the  question  of  statute.  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  9^ 
Ark.  Ill;  Bliss  v.  Seaman,  165  HI.  422,  Afflrmin^  60- 
111.  App.  236;  Marsh  v.  People,  15  111.  284;  Felts  v. 
Brown,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  147;  Carrlck  v.  Carrick,23N. 
J.  Eq.  864;  Sdtuate  Ct.  of  Probate  v.  Smith,  16  R.  I. 
444;  Brownlee  v.  Lockwood,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  280,  but  see 
Mulford  V.  Mulford,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  168. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Graves- 
V.  Downey.  8  T.  B.  Moo.  866. 

2.  Where  there  is  a  devastaviL 

At  common  law  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  can- 
not maintain  an  action  for  a  devastavit  committed 
by  his  predecessor,  as  only  assets  unadminlstered 
pass  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  non.  In  the- 
absence  of  a  statute  the  following*  cases  hold  that  a 
recovery  cannot  be  allowed.  Brice  v,  Taylor,  51 
Ark.  75:  Ludlow  v.  Floumoy,  84  Ark.  451;  State, 
Oliver,  V.  Rottaken,  84  Ark.  144;  Alsop  v.  Mather,  8^ 
Conn.  584, 21  Am.  Dec.  708:  Thomas  v.  Hardwlck,  1 
Ga.  78;  Paschal  v.  Davis,  8  Ga.  256;  Re  Richart,  68^ 
111.  App.  01;  Short  v.  Johnson,  25  111.  480:  State, 
Pieraon,  v.  Gooding,  8  Blackf.  6617;  Anthony  v.  M*- 
Call,8Blackf.  86;  Younfl:  v.  Kimball,  8  Blackf.  167; 
WarAeld  v.  Brand,  18  Bush,  77:  Waterman  v.  Dock- 
ray,  78  Me.  180;  Prosser  v.  Yerby,  1  How.  (Miss.)  87; 
Judfre  of  Probate  v.  Green,  1  Row.  (Miss.)  146; 
Davis  V.  Brandon,  1  Ho^.  (Miss.)  154:  Stubblefleld 
V.  McRaven.  5  Smedes  ft  M.  13U,  43  Am.  Dec.  602; 
Gaskins  v.  Hammett,  83  MI»i.  103;  United  States,. 
Wilson,  V.  Walker,  109  U.  S.  258, 27  L.  ed.  027:  Wilson 
V.  Arrlck.  112  U.  S.  83.  28  L.  ed.  617;  Beall  v.  New- 
Mexico,  16  Wall.  685, 21  L.ed.  202. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  fol- 
lowing: cases:  Chamberlain  v.  Bates,  2  Port  (Ala.> 
560,  27  Am.  Dec.  667;  Benton  County  Ct.  Judge  v 
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was,  haviug  been  lost,  the  eestui  gus  trvit  can  |  8,  B.  Co.  t.  Locke,  73  Me.  870:  Faioler  y.  True^ 

itaDd  in  do  better  positioo  than  other  creditors    76  Me.  48. 

QcodeU  ▼.  Bv4ik,  67  Me.  614;  Portland  A  H,  \     Bid  cUsmtMed,  teith  costs  for  the  respondent. 


Price,  0  Ala.  86:  WilllBv.  Willis,  9  Ala.  721;  Martin 
▼.EUerbe,  70  Ala.  826;  Kinff  v.  Smith,  15  Ala.  264; 
Waring  ▼.  Lewis,  53  Ala.  616:  American  Bd.  of 
OomiB.  for  Foreijrn  Missions,  27  Conn.;344;  Graffen- 
reid  v.  Kundert,  34  111.  A  pp.  483;  Graham  ▼.  Sute, 
Beynolds,  7  Ind.  470, 96  Am.  Deo.  745. 

8.  Req^uiring  the  predecessor  to  account, 

Generally,  in  the  the  absence  of  a  statute,  an  a<y 
tlon  will  not  lie  by  an  administrator  de  bonis  non 
to  obtain  an  accountinfr  of  the  assets  that  were  in 
the  hands  of  his  predecessor.  Nolly  y.  Wilkins,  11 
Ala.  87S;  Green  v.  Byrne,  46  Ark.  458:  Williams  v. 
Cnbaire,  86  Ark.  807;  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  24  Ark. 
Ul;  State,  Oliver,  ▼.  Rottaken,  84  Ark.  144;  Brad- 
Shaw  ▼.  Oom.  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  632;  SlauRrhter  v.  Fro- 
'  man,  6T.  B.  Mon.  19, 17  Am.  Dec.  83;  Oldham  ▼.  Col- 
lins, 4  J.  J.  Marsh.  49;  Stubblefleld  v.  MoRaven,  5 
Smedes  ds  M.  180, 48  Am.  Dec.  502;  Blizzard  v.  FUler, 
20  Ohio,  479;  Coleman  v.  M'Murdo,  5  Rand.  (Va.)  51; 
Smith  T.Garreie,  IRich.  Eq.123,  Distiniruished  in 
Yillard  ▼.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Bq.  398. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Eubank 
T.  Clark,  78  Ala.  78;  Gregory  v.  Harrison,  4  Fla.  66; 
Burnley  v.  Duke,  2  Bob.  (Va.)  102. 

And  the  same  was  held  to  be  the  rule  where  there 
were  no  debts.  Thompson  ▼.  Buokner,  2  Hill,  Bq. 
4W,  Riley,  Bq.  83. 

And  where  no  statute  was  discussed.  Shackel- 
ford V.  Runyan,  7  Humph.  14L 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Baster- 
Ibig  T.  Thompson,  Rice,  L.  846. 

L  Mofwy  and  baianee  due  from  ffredeeessor. 

Generally  an  action  will  not  lie  by  an  administra- 
tor de  bonis  non  for  the  balance  in  money  due  by 
bis  predecessor.  In  the  absence  of  a  statute.  The 
followinir  cases  bold  that  an  action  will  not  lie: 
WiUis  T.  Willis,  9  Ala.  721;  Byrd  v.  Holloway,  6 
Smedes  A  M.  823:  Gray  v.  Harris,  48  Miss.  421;  Ruif 
T.Smith. 81  Miss. 60;  Potts,  WoUerton,  v.  Smith.  8 
Bawle,  861, 24  Am.  Dec.  9S9;  Curtis  v.  Lynch,  19  Ohio 
St.  802. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Carter  y. 
TruenuuL,  7  Pa.  815. 

But  a  reooyery  was  allowed  without  discussinff 
the  question  of  statute.  In  Whitaker  y.  Whitaker, 
12  Lea,  883,  distinflruishiuflr  Thomas  y.  Stanley,  4 
Bneed,  411:  Stott  y.  Alexander,  2  Sneed,  660;  Cheek 
T.  Wheatley,  8  Sneed,  484. 

Some  cases  hold  that  an  action  cannot  be  had  by 
an  administrator  de  bonis  non  for  money  in  the 
hands  of  his  predecessor.  Chamberlain  y.  Bates,  2 
Port.  (Ala.)  660, 27  Am.  Dec.  667:  Sibley  y.  Williams, 
8  OiU  &  J.  62;  Dement  y.  Heth,  46  Miss.  888;  Rives  v. 
Patty,  48  Miss.  338;  Prosser  y.  Yerby,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
87;  Sloan  y.  Johnson.  14  Smedes  ft  M.  47;  Stott  y. 
Alexander,  2  Sneed,  660;  Thomas  y.  Stanley,  4  Sneed, 
4U. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Ander- 
son y.  Miller,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  668;  Thomason  y. 
Thomason,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  63. 

But  a  reooyery  was  allowed  in  the  following 
eases  where  the  question  of  statute  was  not  dis- 
cussed :  Getty  y.  Lonar,  82  Md.  643:  State  y.  Wright, 
4Harr.ftJ.148. 

e.  Where  the  commonAaw  mis  has  been  changed  by 
statvU. 

L  Where  assets  have  been  converted  by  predecessor. 

Where  the  common  law  has  been  changed  by 
statute  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  entitled  to 
recoyer  for  oonyersion  by  his  predecessor  in  order 
to  obtain  assets.  In  some  few  cases  the  question  of 
40L.R  A. 


this  being  a  remedy  by  statute  was  not  discussed. 
Nevitt  y.  Woodburn,  160  Ui.  208;  State,  Wright,  y. 
Porter,  9  Ind.  842;  Stewart  y.  Phenice,  65  Iowa, 
475:  De  Yalengin  y.  Duffy,  14  Pet.  282,  10  L.  ed 
457;  State,  Dittman,  y.  Robinson,  57  Md.  486:  Balch 
y.  Hooper,  32  Minn.  158;  State,  Renf ro,  y.  Price,  H 
Mo.  431;  State,  Shields,  y.  Flynn,  48  Mo.  413;  Browo 
y.  Weather^y,  71  Mo.  162;  State,  fiurrough,  y.  Far- 
mer, 54  Mo.  430;  Van  Camp  y.  Searle,  79  Hun,  134. 
Douglas  V.  Day,  28  Ohio  St.  175;  Tracy  y.  Card,  S 
Ohio  St.  481;  Foster  y.  Wise,  46  Ohio  St.  20;  Parrish 
y.  Brooks,  4  Brewst.  (Pa.)  154. 

And  it  was  said  that  a  recoyery  could  not  be  had 
where  it  could  not  be  traced.  Tyler  y.  Wheeler,, 
160  Mass.  201 

2.  Where  there  is  a  devastavit. 

Where  a  statute  authorized  a  recovery  by  an  ad- 
ministrator de  bonin  non  for  a  devastavit,  a  recoy- 
ery was  allowed.  ButMink  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  73;  Mar- 
tin y.  Eilerbe,  70  Ala.  327;  Glenn  y.  Biliingslea,  64 
Ala.  845;  Waring  v.  Lewis,  63  Ala.  015;  Banks  y. 
Speers,  108  Ala.  486;  Whitworcb  y.  OUver,  89  Ala. 
286;  Wilkinson  y.  Hunter,  87  Ala.  268;  Ennis  y. 
Smith,  14  How.  400,  14  L.  ed.  472;  Oglesby  v.  Gil- 
more,  5  Ga.  66;  Veaoh  v.  Rice,  131  U.  S.  293,  83  L.  ed. 
168;  Graham  y.  State,  Reynolds,  7  Ind.  470,  05  Am. 
Dec.  745;  Newcomb  y.  Williams,  9  Met.  525;  Fay  v. 
Muzzey,  13  Gray,  53, 74  Am.  Dec.  619;  Cobb  v.  Muz- 
zey,  13  Gray,  57;  State,  Roper,  y.  Burton,  107  N.  C. 
626:  Brown  v.  Seaman,  66  Tex.  628;  Dwyer  v.  Kal- 
teyer,  68  Tex.  554;  Colder  v.  Littlejohn,  23  Wis.  251. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  bo  the  rule  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases,  although  in  some  of  them  the  ques- 
tion of  statute  was  not  discussed.  Bowers  v. 
Grimes,  45  Ga.  616;  Soutter  v.  Porter,  105  N.  T.  614; 
State,  Williams,  v.  Britton.  38  N.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.)110; 
Cannon  y.  Jenkins,  16  N.  C.  (1  Dov.  Eq.)  422;  Hardy 
y.  Miles,  91 N.  C.  181;  Lansdell  v.  Winstead.  76  N.  C 
866;  Badger  y.  Jones,  66  N.  0.  805;  Wilson  v.  Pear- 
son, 102  N.  C.  290:  Lowe  v.  Carlisle,  38  S.  C.507. 

A  negative  holding  was  had  In  the  following 
oases:  Murphey  v.  Menard,  11  Tex.  673,  Distin- 
guished in  Murphy  v.  Menard,  14  Tex.  62;  Johnson 
y.  Hogan,  87  Tex.  77,  Disapproved  in  Johnson  y. 
Morris,  45  Tex.  463. 

8.  Requiring  the  predecessor  to  cueount. 

In  most  of  the  states  by  statute  an  administrator 
de  bonis  non  can  compel  an  accounting  on  the  part 
of  his  predecessor  in  order  to  realize  assets.  Wilaon 
y.  Hinton,  63  Ark.  146;  Duffln  y.  Abbott,  48  111.  17, 
Overruling  Stose  y.  People,  26  111.  600;  Hanlfan  v. 
Needles,  106  111.  403;  McDonough  y.  Hanlfan,  7  III. 
App.  60;  Browne  v.  Doollttle,  151  Mass.  605;  Fay  y. 
Muzzey,  13  Gray,  68,  74  Am.  Dea  619;  Perrine  v. 
Calhoun  County  Orouit  Ct.  Judges  49  Mich.  842; 
State,  Daviess  County,  v.  Lankf  ord,  55  Mo.  564;  Boul- 
ton  y.  Whitmore.  12  Mo.  App.  581«  Appx.;  Boulton 
y.  Soott  8  N.  J.  Bq.  231:  Walton  v.  Walton,  4  Abb. 
App.  Dec.  512;  Kelly  v.  West,  80  N.  Y.  138;  Colt  v. 
Lasnicr,  9  Cow.  820;  Re  Hood,  104  N.  Y.  103;  Re 
Latz, :»  Hun,  618, 20  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  285;  Le  Count 
y.  LeCount,  1  Dem.  29;  O'Connor  y.  State,  Potter,  18 
Ohio,  225. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  although  in 
some  of  the  oases  the  question  of  statute  was  not 
discussed.  Martin  y.  EUerbe,  70  Ala.  826;  Shorter 
v.  Hargroves,  11  Ga.  658;  Knight  v.  Lasseter,  16  Ga- 
151;  Re  Fithian,  44  Hun,  467;  Pock  v.  Sherwood,  5 
Redf.  416;  Spencer  y.  Popham,  6  Redf.  425;  Re 
O'Brien,  46  Hun,  284;  BresUn  y.  Smyth,  8  Dem.  251; 
State,  Goodman,  y.  Goodman,  72  N.  0.  608;  Merrill 
y.  Merrill,  92  N.  a  657;  Ham  y.  Komegay,  86  N.  C. 
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119;  QUliam  t.  Watklns,  104  N.  C.  180;  State,  Bald- 
win,  V.  Johnston,  80  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.)  881;  Tulburt 
V.  Hollar,  108  N.  C.  408. 

But  a  recovery  was  denied  on  the  question  of 
limitation.  Pitkin  v.  Wilcox,  20  N.  Y.Civ.  Proc. 
Rep.  27;  Murphy  y.  Menard,  14  Tex.  82. 

And  on  the  question  of  pleading.  State  ▼.  Fer- 
guson, 8  Ark.  172;  Scofleld  v.  Adrianoe,  2  Dem.  486. 

And  it  was  said  that  a  recovery  could  not  be  had 
in  Yale  v.  Baker  (The  question  of  statute  was  not 
discussed),  2  Hun,  468. 

4.  Money  and  bakmee  due  from  predecessor. 

Where  the  common  law  has  been  changed  by 
statute  the  administrator  de  bonis  nan  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  balance  due  the  estate  from  his  prede- 
cessor, in  order  to  administer  the  same.  Brice  v. 
Taylor.  61  Ark.  75;  Storer  v.  Storer,  6  Mass.  890;  Pal- 
mer V.  Pullock,  26  Minn.  488;  State,  Coste,  v.  Fulton, 
36  Mo.  823;  State,  Collins,  v.  DuUe,  46  Mo.  260;  More- 
house V.  Ware,  78  Mo.  100;  Scott  v.  Crews,  72  Mo. 
261;  Jacobs  v.  Morrow,  21  Neb.  283;  Judfre  of  Pro- 
bate 7.  Lane,  61  N.  H.  342:  Latta  v.  Buss,  63  N.  C.  (8 
Jones,  Ti.)  Ill;  Slagle  v.  Entrekin,  44  Ohio  St.  687; 
Chaifleld  v.  Faran,  1  Disney  (Ohio)  488;  Bowman's 
Appeal.  62  Pa.  166;  Ooyell  v.  Blackfan,  1  Pittsb.  327; 
Carter  v.  Trueman,  7  Pa.  316;  Connelly's  Appeal,  1 
Grant,  Cas.  SM;  Trimraier  v.  Trail,  8  Bail.  L.  480; 
Johnson  v.  Morris,  45  Tex.  463;  Martel  v.  Martel,  17 
Tex.  391;  Baldwin  v.  Dearborn,  21  Tex.  446;  Boul- 
ware  v.  Hendricks,  23  Tex.  667;  Grant  v.  McKinney, 
36  Tex.  62;  Mott  v.  Ruenbubl,  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Willson)  9  600. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  statute  was 
not  discussed.  Judjre  of  Probate  v.  Claggett,  86  N. 
H.38I,  72  Am.  Dec.  314;  Judge  of  Trobate  v.  Hey- 
dock,  8  N.  H.  491;  Prescott  v.  Farmer,  60  N.  H.  90; 
VUlard  y.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Bq.  393.  Questioninfir 


Smith  T.  Oarrere.  1  Rich.  Bq.  128;  State,  Crane,  y. 
Heinrlohs,  88  Mo.  642. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Hood  v.  Hayward.  124  N.  Y.  1;  Uni- 
versity of  North  Carolina  v.  Hughes,  90  N.  C.  637; 
Duke  y.  Ferebee,  62  N.  a  (7  Jones,  L.)  la 

This  rule  was  denied  in  Stose  y.  People,  26  111. 
600,  but  this  case  was  overruled  in  Duffln  y.  Abbott, 
48111.17. 

And  so  it  haa  been  held  that  the  administrator  de 
bofiU  nnn  is  entitled  to  the  money  in  the  hands  of 
his  predecessor.  State,  Burton,  v.  Tunnell,  6  Harr. 
(Del.)  162;  Peckard  v.  Prloe.  6  Del.  Ch.  239;  Nevitt  y. 
Woodbum,  160  HI.  203;  Lane  v.  State,  Harmon,  27 
iDd.  108;  Myers  y.  State.  McOay,  47  Ind.  283;  Mu- 
stek v.  Beebe,  17  Kan.  47;  State  v.  Wrifrht.  4  Harr. 
&  J.  Ill;  Donaldson  v.  Raborg,  20  Md.  312;  Sibley  y. 
WUliams,  8  Gill  &  J.  62;  Wiggin  v.  Swett,  6  Met.  194, 
89  Am.  Dec.  716;  Buttrlck  v.  King,  7  Met.  20;  Sewali 
v.  Patch,  132  Mass.  826;  Foster  v.  Bailey,  167  Mass. 
160;  State,  Darland,  v.  Porter,  9  Mo.  868;  State, 
Blanton,  v.  Hunter,  15  Mo.  490;  WIckham  v.  Page, 
49  Mo.  626;  Luers  y.  Brunges,  60  How.  Pr.  282. 

And  the  same  is  said  to  be  the  rule  In  Clapp  ▼. 
Meserole,  1  Abb.  App.  Deo.  362;  Power  y.  Speck- 
man,  126  N.  Y.  354. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  money  waa 
treated  as  specie  unadministered.  Hatch  v.  Calne, 
86  Me.  283;  Hackney  v.  Steadman,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones, 
L.)207. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  In  Gamble 
y.  Hamilton,  7  Mo.  460. 

But  a  recovery  was  denied  for  money  where  the 
order  of  court  required  by  statute  was  not  ob- 
tained, Johnson  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  11  Md.  412; 
State,  DIttroan,  v.  Robinson,  67  Md.  486;  State, 
Green,  y.  Hart,  67  Md.  234. 

An  a  recovery  was  denied  on  the  ground  of  es- 
toppel.  Thayer  y.  Kinsey,  168  Mass.  288.        I,  T. 
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1.  The  word  ''payable/'  when  ueed  in 
promissory  notes  and  other  commercial  trans- 
actions, means  *'to  be  paid**  rather  than  ''which 
may  be  paid.** 

8.   A  note  "payable'*  in  specified  bonds 

at  par  does  not  become  payable  In  money  on  the 
,  failure  of  the  maker  to  pay  or  tender  the  bonds 
on  the  day  the  note  is  due,  since  it  does  not  give 
him  the  mere  priyileire  or  option  to  pay  in  bonds, 
but  makes  a  positive  and  absolute  promise  to  pay 
In  the  specitio  funds  named. 

(February  19,1888.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judp^ment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Pulaski  County  in 
fayor  of  plaintifif  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
force payment  of  an  instrument  in  the  form  of 
a  promissory  note.    Beveraed, 


NoTB.— As  to  the  right  to  make  payment  in  bonds 
or  stocks  instead  of  money,  see  also  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Canada  ft  St.  L.  EL  Co.  (Ind.)  11  L.  K. 
A.  740;  Oriental  Hotel  Co.  v.  Qrifflths  (Tex.)  30  L. 
R.A.  7e& 
40  L.  R.  A. 


The  facto  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Dodgre*  Johnson*  Carroll,  and 
Pemberton,  for  appellant: 

The  writing  sued  on  is  not  a  promissory 
note,  but  is  an  agreement  to  deliver  certain 
property  and  choses  in  action  by  a  day  cer- 
tain, to  wit:  Arkansas  levee  bonds  at  the  city 
of  Little  Rock,  Arkansas. 

Fry  V.  Rousseau,  3  McLean,  106;  Irmne  ▼. 
L&wrp,  89  D.  S.  14  Pet.  299,  10  L.  ed.  464; 
Quiniity  v.  MerritU  U  Humph.  439;  Cox  r. 
Peck,  8  Yerg.  435;  Wynn  v.  Harmon,  5Gratt. 
163;  Thompson  v.  Sloan,  28  Wend.  73,  35  Am. 
Dec.  546;  Cook  v.  Satterlee,  6  Cow.  108, 16  Am. 
Dec.  432. 

The  contract  calls  for  Arkansas  levee  bonds 
to  the  amount  of  $1,000,  face  value;  nothing 
more,  nothing  less,  and  all  this  court  can  award 
claimant  would  be  $1,000  in  levee  bonds,  or 
their  value,  and  nothing  more. 

DiUard  v.  Evahs,  4  Ark.  176;  McChard  v. 
Ford,  8  T.  B  Mon.  166;  Stucker  v.  Miller,  5 
Lltt.  (Ky.)  235;  Chambers  v.  Ocorge,  5  Lilt. 
(Ky.)  335;  Graham  v.  Adnms,  5  Ark.  262; 
Hawkins Y.  Watkins,6  Ark.  482;  Chiity,  Bills, 
152;  Hex  v.  Wilcoz,  cited  in  Bayley  on  Bills 
of  Exchange,  p.  10;  Jones  v.  Fales,  4  Mass. 
246;  Leiber  v.  Goodrich,  5  Cow.  186;  M'Cor- 
miek  v.  Trotter,  10  Serg.  &  R.  94;  Lanffe  v. 
Kohne,  1  McCord,  L.  115;  Owifin  v.  Bob- 
erU,  8  Ark.  78;   Wallace  v.  Henry,  5  Ark.  107; 
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8imM  T.  WhWock,  5  Ark.  108;  WiUntm  t. 
Grear,  6  Ark.  258;  1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper, 
§96. 

Where  the  means  of  payment  provided  for 
Is  not  money,  it  follows  that  the  damages  re- 
<M>yerable  are  not  the  amount  named,  but  the 
▼alue  of  the  medium  in  money. 

1  Randolph.  Com.  Paper,  §  96,  and  cases 
•dted  in  note;   Wallace  y.  Henry,  5  Ark.  106. 

A  note  payable  in  merchandise  or  work  is 
not  commercial  paper. 

1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  101. 

A  promise  to  pay  levee  bonds  to  the  claim- 
ant IS  a  contract  to  deliver  certain  species  of 
personal  property.  It  is  not  a  negotiable  note 
or  commercial  paper. 

1  Parsons,  Notes  &  Bills,  pp.  87,  45;  Story, 
Promissory  Notes,  §§  17, 18. 

A  bond  or  covenant  for  $1,000  in  levee 
bonds  is  payable  in  levee  bonds  at  their  nomi- 
nal value,  regardless  of  depreciation.  If  the 
bonds  are  not  forthcoming  the  market  value 
must  control. 

BizzeU  V.  Brewer,  9  Ark.  58;  MeKiel  y.  Por- 
ter, 4  Ark.  584;  Mitchell  v.  Walker,  4  Ark. 
147;  Brodie  v.  Watkine,  81  Ark.  819;  Smithee 
y.  Oarth,  83  Ark.  17. 

Mr.  P.  C.  Doolej-,  in  propria  persona: 

The  note  is  for  the  payment  of  a  fixed  num- 
ber of  dollars  with  interest  at  a  fixed  time  and 
place,  leaving  no  ud certainty,  nothing  for  com- 
putation or  calculation. 

Oreyory  v.  Bfwly,  5  Ark.  818;  Day  v.  L 
ferty,  4  Ark.  450;  Qietv.  Oans,  80  Ark.  21 
Houe  y.  Tuttle,  8  Ark.  124,  46  Am.  Dec.  309. 

The  contract  is  simply  in  the  alternative, 
and  when  the  privilege  it  gives  is  refused,  it 
certainly  becomes  absolute  and  the  privilege  is 
lost. 

Biisell  y.  Breioer,  9  Ark.  58;  2  Parsons, 
Notes  &  Bills,  163;  Plowman  v.  Riddle,  7  Ala. 
775;  Stewart  v.  Donnelly,  4  Yerg.  177;  Orr  v. 
WiUiams,  5  Humph.  428;  Oilman  v.  Moore,  14 
Vt.  457;  Towneend  v.  Welle,  3  Day,  827;  Ed 
warde  v.  Morris,  1  Ohio,  524;  Crockett  y. 
Moore,  8  Sneed,  145. 

When  the  contract,  upon  its  face,  or  in  its 
terms,  furnishes  the  means  of  ascertaining  the 
exact  amount  due  for  specific  articles  or  serv- 
ices, debt  will  lie. 

Langtry  v.  WaXker,  6  Humph.  886;  1  Meigs, 
Dig.  p.  418;  Marrigan  v.  Page,  4  Humph. 
247;  Lawrence  v.  Dougherty,  5  Yerg,  485. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  appeal  is  from  a  judcrment  of  the  Pu- 
laski circuit  court  in  favor  of  appellee,  based  on 
the  following  instrument: 

$1,000.  Keesville,  N.  Y.,  Aug.  8,  1882. 

Oo  the  first  day  of  January,  1883,  for  value 
received,!  promise  to  pay  Laura  8.  Hewitt,  one 
thousand  dollars  with  interest,  payable  in 
levee  bonds  of  the  state  of  Arkansas,  at  par, 
and  at  Little  Rock,  in  said  state. 

N.  G.  Hewitt. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  sitting  as  a 
Jnry,  and  the  facts  as  found  by  the  court  are 
as  follows:  "The  court  finds  the  note  ex- 
ecuted August  8,  1882,  and  due  January  1, 
1888.  That  N.  G.  Hewitt  died  February  6, 
40L.B.  A« 


1887,  and  letters  of  administration  were  issued 
on  his  estate  February  19,  1887.  The  claim 
was  presented  in  due  form  of  law  to  the  ad- 
ministrator  on  December  15, 1888,  within  two 
years  of  granting  of  letters.  That  the  levee 
bonds  and  furniture  claimed  to  have  been  ac- 
cepted under  the  agreement  of  December, 
1886,  were  never,  in  fact,  delivered  and  ac- 
cepted in  satisfaction  of  said  note,  and  that 
the  accord  was  never  consummated,  though  it 
was  agreed  upon  by  the  parties;  and  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  judgment  for  $1,000,  and  interest 
at  6  per  cent  from  August  8,  1882."  The 
court  declared  the  law  as  follows:  "The  note 
is  for  $1,000,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  from 
date,  with  right  of  maker  to  discbarge  in 
levee  bonds  at  their  face  at  maturity.  Not 
having  been  so  discharged,  the  maker  was 
liable  for  the  amount  stated  in  money,  and, 
this  never  having  been  paid  or  settled,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  full 
amount,  and  interest  from  date,  and  judgment 
ordered  accordingly." 

The  word  **pHyable,"  when  used  in  com- 
mercial transactions,  and  in  instruments  like 
the  one  in  suit,  means  "to  be  paid,"  rather 
than  "which  may  be  paid.*  Century,  Diet. 
Payable.  Both  terms,  when  used  in  sim- 
ilar instruments,  received  an  early  construc- 
tion by  this  court,  which  has  not  been  de- 
parted from  and  to  which  we  adhere.  In 
Day  V.  Lafferty^  4  Ark.  450,  the  suit  wai 
|n  covenant  upon  the  following  instrument: 

$129  50.  By  the  first  of  April  next,  we 
promise  to  pay  Lorenzo  D.  Lafferiy  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty  nine  dollars  and  fifty  cents, 
for  value  received,  payable  in  current  Arkansas 
Bank  notes.  Witness  our  hands  and  seals 
this  24th  December,  1840. 

A  plea  of  tender  was  set  up  and  a  demurrer 
was  sustained  to  said  plea  by  the  lower  court, 
one  reason  being  "that  tender  was  not  made 
on  the  day  of  payment."  In  discussing  this, 
the  court,  through  Judge  Dickinson,  said: 
'*We  consider  the  law  well  settled  that,  if  a 
party  covenants  to  pay  in  specific  articles, 
he  must  meet  his  contract  at  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  specified.  Tender  cannot  be 
made  after  the  day,  unless  the  damages  are 
capable  of  being  reduced  to  certainty,  by 
computation;  nor  can  it  be  pretended  that 
it  is  possible  to  do  so,  in  this  instance,  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury."  In  Gist  y. 
Oans,  80  Ark.  809,  Chief  Justice  English, 
after  quoting  the  above,  said:  "The  effect  of 
this  decision  is  that  the  obligation  sued  on  was 
not  payable  in  money  but  in  bank  notes,  the 
value  of  which  would  have  to  be  assessed  as 
damages."  In  Dillard  v.  Evans,  4  Ark.  176, 
the  suit  was  in  debt  on  a  note  payable  "in 
the  common  currency  of  Arkansas,"  and  it 
was  held  that  the  note  sued  on  was  not  an 
obligation  for  the  direct  payment  of  money. 
See  also  Hudspeth  v.  Gray,  5  Ark.  157;  Grtk- 
Aamv. -4</affi«,  5Ark.  262;  Hawkins  v.  Wat- 
kins,  5  Ark.  482;  Wallace  v.  Henry,  5  Ark. 
107;  Sims  v.  Whitlock,  5  Ark.  108;  Wilbnrn  v. 
Greer,  6  Ark.  255,  citing  Bizzell  v.  Brewer,  9 
Ark.  58.  In  the  case  of  Gregory  v.  Bewly,  5 
Ark.  818,  the  writing  sued  on  was  as  follows: 

One  day  after  date  we  or  either  of  us  prom- 
ise to  pay  to  Hawkins  Gregory,  executor  of 
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the  estate  of  H.  T.  Banks,  deceased,  tbe  sum  of 
two  hundred  and  tweotj^-seyen  dollars  and 
twenty  five  cents,  with  interest  at  the  rate 
of  ten  per  cent  per  annum,  until  paid,  which 
may    be  discharged  in   Arkansas   money. 

In  Hoy%Y,  Tvtile,  8  Ark.  124,  the  writing 
sued  on  was  a  note  in  the  ordinary  form,  for 
$40,  with  tbis  closing  sentence:  "This  note 
may  be  paid  in  the  currency  of  Arkansas." 
In  these  cases  it  was  held  that  the  words  *'may 
be  discharged,"  or  **may  be  paid,"  imported  an 
alternative  condition  in  tbe  writing  by  which 
the  maker  might  discharge  his  obligation  for 
the  payment  of  money  at  maturity,  in  the  par- 
ticular funds  or  property  specified,  but,  if  he 
failed  to  do  so  at  maturity,  the  privilege  was 
gone,  and  the  oblieation  to  pay  in  money  or 
apecie  became  absolute.  There  is  no  conflict 
bietween  these  cases  and  Day  y.  Lafferty  and 
other  cases  supra ,  but  a  clear  distinction,  which 
Judge  Sebastian  recognizes  in  Qregory  y. 
Bev^y,  5  Ark.  818.  as  follows:      '*The  obliga- 


tion here  sued  on  is  distinguishable  from  the 
case  of  one  payable,  primarily  in  common  cur- 
rency of  Arkansas."— citing  Dillard  y.  Evans ^ 
4  Ark.  176.  and  Hudspeth  y.  Gray,  5  Ark.  157. 
The  obligation  in  the  case  at  bar  was  payable 
primarily  *'in  levee  bonds  of  the  state  of  Arkan- 
sas. "  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that 
the  term  "pay  able"in  the  obligation  sued  on  wa» 
used  in  any  other  than  the  sense  in  which  that 
term  is  usually  employed  in  ordinary  commer- 
cial or  other  business  transactions.  The  common 
acceptation  of  the  term,  when  so  used,  is  *  *to  be 
paid"  as  indicated  in  the  beginning  of  tbi» 
opinion,  and  it  does  not  signify  any  alternative 
condition,  privilege,  or  option,  but  the  positive 
and  absolute  condition  of  payment  at  the  time, 
place,  and  in  the  specific  funds  named.  The 
court,  therefore,  erred  in  it  declaration  of  law. 
We  find  no  other  error,  but  for  this  ih^ 
Judgment  is  reoereed  and  the  cause  is  remanded 
for  new  trial. 

Rehearing  deni^. 
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G.  V.  HANKINS  et  al,  Respts,, 

V. 

Adolph  OTTINGER  et  aL,  AppU, 
(115  Cal.  454.) 

1  •  An  ag^reement  by  the  owners  of  ra45e 
horses  entered  at  certain  stake-  races  to  dlvtde 
equally  all  premiums  and  stake  moneys  offered 
by  the  associatloDS  on  such  races  awarded  to  any 
of  the  horses  of  either  Is  not  yoid  as  a  wagermg 
contract. 

8.  A  horse  race  fl^lTen  by  an  associa- 
tion with  an  offer  of  a  purse  by  the  asso- 
olatioD  to  the  successful  contestant  does  not  be- 
come a  wager  between  the  competitors  because 
of  a  proyislon  for  dividing  the  entrance  moneys 
between  the  first  three  horses  in  the  race. 

(December  2U  18Mu) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  in  fayor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  enforce  a  contract  to  diyide 
money  earned  by  running  horse  races.  Jf- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Davis  &  EUll^  for  appellants: 

The  contract  or  arrangement  recovered  on  is 
unlawful  and  against  public  policy.  The  rac- 
ing of  horses  for  moneys  toward  which  the 
contestants  contribute  is  a  wagerous  under- 
taking and  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  court  of 
justice. 

Whether  what  Ottinger  and  Johnson  ar- 
ranged and  carried  out  h  expressly  prohibited 
by  the  statute  or  not,  it  is  "otherwise  contrary 
to  good  morals"  and  against  public  policy. 

Beard  y.  Beard,  65  Cal.  856;  Bangs  y.  Dunn, 
06  Cal.  78:  Edwards  y.  EsieU,  48  Cal.  195; 
Powell  y.  Maguire,  48  Cal.  21;  Spence  y.  Harvey, 


NOTB.— As  to  legality  of    bets  on   hone  race, 
see  note  to  Bernard  v.  Taylor  (Or.)  18  L.  B.  A  660: 
also  Morrison  y.  Bennett  (Mont.)  poet,  — ^ 
4OI1.K  A. 


22  Cal.  842;  Forbes  y.  McDonald,  54  Cal.  99; 
Fuller  y.  Dame,  18  Pick.  472;  Oseanyan  y. 
Winchester  Bepeating  Arms  Co.  108  U.  8.  267— 
272.  26  L.  ed.  542-544;  Lelandy.  TaUutferro,, 
N.  y.  Trans.  App.  9, 1870. 

In  all  cases  contra  bonos  mores  the  court 
leayes  tbe  parties  where  it  finds  them. 

Vulcan  Puwder  Co.  y.  Hercules  Powder  Co.  W^ 
Cal.  517. 

Such  contracts  proye  themselyes  out  of 
court  wheneyer  their  nature  is  disclosed. 

El  Dorado  County  y.  Davison,  80  Cal.  524; 
Bowman  y.  Gonegal,  19  La.  Ann.  828,  92  Am. 
Dec.  687;  Morrdl  y.  Mghtingale,  93  Cal.  438;. 
Vulcan  Powder  Co,  y.  Hercules  Powder  Co.  96- 
Cal.  517;  Wyman  y.  Moore,  108  Cal.  214;  Peo- 
^  y.  Bergeant,  8  Cow.  140;  Hall  y.  Bergen,  19^ 
Barb.  126. 

A  sweepstakes  is  a  race  in  which  stakes  are- 
to  be  made  by  the  owners  of  the  horses  en- 
gaged, and  any  such  race  is  still  a  sweepstake* 
when  money  or  other  prize  is  added. 

Such  a  sweepstakes  is  gaming,  such  monejrs- 
cannot  be  recoyered.  That  other  yaluables 
are  added  does  not  remoye  the  taint.  It  i» 
still  recoyeringa  bet. 

Oibboru  y.  Oouwrneur,  1  Denio,  171;  Harris 
y.  White,  81  N.  Y.  589;  Qahan  y.  NevifU,  » 
Cal.  81;  FuUer  y.  Hutehings,  10  Cal.  525,  70* 
Am.  Dec.  746. 

The  whole  transaction  is  yicious  if  a  part  of 
it  is. 

McGregor  y.  Donnelly,  67  Cal.  160;  Kreamer 
y.  Earl,  91  Cal.  116. 

As  to  all  such  contracts  and  the  incidents, 
thereto  tbe  courts  keep  their  hands  off. 

Martin  y.  Wade,  87  Cal.  174;  Hill  y.  Eidd, 
48  Cal.  615:  Gridley  y.  Dom,  67  Cal.  78,  40- 
Am.  Rep.  110. 

Messrs.  Rotkeliild&Aek«f  or  respondents: 

The  contract  was  executed,  and,  eyeii» 
though  against  public  policy,  the  court  will 
enforce  payment  of  moneys  due. 

Brooks  y.  Martin,  2  WaU.  70.  17  L.  sd.  788; 
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McDonald  y.  Lund,  18  Wash.  413;  Manchester 
^L.KOo.  y.  Ooneord  R.  Corp.  66  N.  fi.  100, 
^  L.  R.  A.  6S9.  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  819; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  3 
red.  Rep.  423;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Ohio  C. 
JB.  O.  23  Fed.  Rep.  306. 

The  contract  is  not  illegal  or  yoid. 

The  presumption  of  law  is  in  fayor  of  the 
legality  of  a  contract. 

Chitty,  Contr.  977. 

The  illegality  of  an  agreement,  unless  dis- 
closed bj  the  pleadings  or  the  proofs  of  the 
party  claiming  through  it,  must,  in  order  to  be 
^yailable  to  the  adyerse  party,  be  specially 
pleaded. 

Fitzgerald  y.  Fitzgerald  A  M.  Constr.  Co,  44 
Keb.  463. 

A  defense  that  the  contract  sued  on  is  in 
yiolation  of  public  policy  or  public  law  is  an 
aflQrmative  defense,  and  must  be  pleaded  to  en- 
able defendant  to  introduce  eyiaence  in  sup- 
port thereof. 

Maitland  y.  Zanga,  14  Wash.  92;  Bvehtel  y. 
Scans,  21  Or.  309:  AK  Boon  y.  SmitJi,  25 
Or.  89;  Sharon  v.  S/iaron,  68  Cal.  29. 

The  facts  do  not  show  a  bet  or  a  wager. 

Altord  y.  Smith,  63  Ind.  58. 

Plaintiffs  can  recover  their  share  of  the 
prize,  eyen  though  the  contract  coyered  sweep- 
atakes. 

If  the  contract  is  in  part  bad,  as  being  in 
yiolation  of  law,  but  good  in  part,  and  the 
good  can  be  separated  from  the  bad,  that  which 
is  good  will  be  enforced  in  law. 

Jackson  ▼.  Sfiawl,  2«  Cal.  267;  Granger  y. 
Original  Empire  Mill  d  Min.  Co.  59  Cal.  679; 
No  iris  y.  Harris^  15  Cal.  256;  Frost  y.  More, 
40  Cal.  347;  TreadtteU  v.  Davis,  34  Cal.  601, 
94  Am.  Dec.  770;  Santa  Clara  Valley  MiU  db 
L.  Co.  y.  Hayes,  76  Cal  887;  Corcoran  y.  Le- 
high d  F.  Coal  Co.  138  111.  390. 

Van  Fleet*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

It  is  contended  that  the  contract  sued 
on  was  without  consideration,  in  that  it 
was  a  mere  watering  venture,  which  was  void 
as  against  public  policy,  and  not  enforceable 
in  a  court  of  law.  The  contract,  as  alleged 
and  found,  was  substantially  this:  The  plain- 
tiffs and  the  defendants,  both  owniog  race 
horses,  and  having  them  entered  in  certain 
stake  races  about  to  be  given  by  the  Pacific 
Coast  Blood  Horse  Association  and  the  Cali- 
fornia Joclsey  Club,  made  the  acreement  be- 
tween themselves  that  they  would  pool  all 
premiums  and  stake  moneys  offered  by  said 
associations  on  said  races,  which  should  be 
awarded  to  either  or  any  of  their  said  horses, 
and  diyide  the  same  equally— one  half  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  one  half  to  the  defendants.  It 
was  found  that  one  of  the  defendants'  horses 
was  awarded  a  purse  so  offered,  amounting  to 
$5,480,  which  defendants  now  refuse  to  divide. 
At  common  law  a  wager  made  in  respect  to 
matters  not  affecting  the  feelings,  interests,  or 
character  of  third  persons,  or  the  public  peace, 
or  good  morale,  or  public  policy,  was  valid  and 
its  payment  could  be  enforced;  but  if  it  was 
of  a  kind  to  affect  the  interests  or  cbaraccr  of 
third  persons,  or  was  in  relation  to  a  matter 
which  militated  against  good  morals  or  sound 
public  policy,  it  was  void,  and  no  action  in 
40  L.  a  A. 


affirmance  of  such  a  contract  could  be  main- 
tained. Whether  betting  on  horse  races  was 
of  a  character  to  fall  within  the  latter  class  at 
common  law  is  a  matter  about  whicli  there  is 
elsewhere  some  contrariety  in  the  adjudged 
cases.  But  so  f»ir  as  this  state  is  concerned, 
the  question  has  been  directly  settled  in  the 
case  of  Qridley  y.  Horn,  67  Cal.  78,  40  Am. 
Rep.  110,  where  it  was  held  that  such  contracts 
are  void,  as  contrayening  good  morals,  and 
cannot  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  It  is  well 
settled,  however,  that  a  bet  or  wager,  such  as 
comes  within  the  rule  of  public  policy  and  good 
morals  Invoked  in  that  case  and  by  the  appel- 
lants here,  is  where  the  parties  competing 
themselves  each  put  up  or  bet  a  certain  sum 
or  valuable  thing,  which  is  to  be  taken  by 
the  winner  and  forfeited  by  the  loser  on  the 
turn  of  the  eyent.  Alvord  y.  Smith,  63  Ind. 
58;  flarris  y.  White,  81  N.  Y.  632.  Such  a 
contract  will  not  be  affirmed  by  the  courts, 
but  the  parties  will  be  left  for  redress  to  their 
own  code  of  ethics.  But  the  contract  pre- 
sented for  constideration  was  not  such  a  con- 
tract. It  related  solely  to  purses  or  stake 
moneys  to  be  paid  by  the  associations  offer- 
ing them,  and  covered  nothing  wbich  the 
parties  themselycs  might  see  lit  to  hazard. 
There  was  no  wager  or  bet  of  their  own  money 
to  be  lost  by  one  and  taken  by  the  other, 
but  only  that  of  a  third  party  offered  for  their 
competition.  This  did  not  constitute  the 
transaction  a  wager.  * 'There  is  s  clear  dis- 
tinction," says  the  supreme  court  of  judicature 
of  Indiana  in  Alwrd  y.  Smith,  63  Ind.  58, 
''between  a  wager  or  a  bet,  and  a  premium  or 
reward.  In  a  wager  or  a  bet  there  must  be 
two  parties,  and  it  is  known  before  the 
chance  or  uncertain  event  upon  wbich  it  is 
laid  is  accomplished,  who  are  the  parties  who 
must  either  lose  or  win.  In  a  premium  or  re- 
ward, there  is  but  one  party  until  the  act  or 
thing  or  purpose  for  which  it  is  offered  has 
been  accomplished.  A  premium  is  a  reward 
or  recompense  for  some  act  done;  a  Wager  is 
a  stake  upon  an  uncertain  event.  In  a  pre- 
mium it  is  known  who  is  to  give  before  tbe 
eyent;  in  a  wager  it  is  not  known  until  after 
tbe  event.  The  two  need  not  be  confounded." 
That  was  a  case  where  the  winner  of  a  purse 
offered  by  a  trotting  association  on  a  race 
sued  to  recover  the  amount  upon  the  associa- 
tion refusing  to  pay;  the  defense  of  the  lat- 
ter being  that  the  purse  was  a  mere  wager, 
which  did  not  constitute  a  valid  consideration 
for  their  promise.  It  was  held  that  the  win- 
ner could  recover.  The  distinction  between 
a  bet  or  wager  and  a  premium  or  purse  is 
thus  given  in  Ilarria  v.  White,  81  N.  Y.  632: 
*'A  bet  or  wager  is  ordinarily  an  agreement 
between  two  or  more,  that  a  sum  of  money  or 
.«ome  valuable  thing,  in  contributing  whicb  all 
agreeing  take  part,  shall  become  the  property 
of  one  or  some  of  tbero,  on  the  happening  in 
the  future  of  an  event  at  the  present  uncer- 
tain; and  tbe  stake  is  the  money  or  thing 
thus  put  upon  tbe  chance.  There  is  in  them 
this  element  that  does  not  enter  into  a  mod- 
ern purse,  prize,  or  premium,  viz,,  that  each 
party  to  tbe  former  gets  a  chance  of  gain 
from  others,  and  takes  a  risk  of  loss  of  his 
own  to  them.  'Illegal  gaming  implies  gain 
and  loss  between  the  parties  by  betting  such 
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HB  would  excite  a  spirit  of  cupidity.'  People 
y.  Sergeant,  8  Cow.  189.  A  purse,  prize,  or 
premium  is  ordinarily  some  valuable  thing 
offered  by  a  person  for  the  doing  of  something 
by  others,  into  the  strife  for  which  he  does 
DOt  enter.  He  has  not  a  chance  of  gaining 
the  thing  offered;  and,  if  he  abide  by  his 
offer,  that  he  must  lose  it,  and  give  it  over  to 
some  of  those  contending  for  it,  is  reasonably 
certain."  It  is  betting  or  wagering  on  the 
event  of  races  which  is  regarded  by  the  law 
as  immoral,  and  which  it  undertakes  to  dis- 
courage by  refusing  its  countenance  in  the 
way  of  legal  redress  to  enforce  such  com- 
pacts. Trials  of  speed  between  horses,  con- 
monly  denominated  "horse  races,"  are  not  in 
themselves,  and  apart  from  the  improper  pur- 
poses  they  may  be  made  to  subserve,  dis- 
countenanced by  the  law.  Nor  is  the  giving 
of  purses  or  premiums  by  associations  or  in- 
dividuals, «not  themselves  competing  for  the 
purpose  of  encouraging   such    contests,    re- 

farded  as  contrary  to  good  morals  or  forbid- 
en.  Were  these  things  unlawful  our  state 
and  district  agriculturtd  societies  which  are 
fostered  and  encouraged  by  the  laws  of  the 
slate,  would  be  compelled  to  forego  one 
of  their  most  popular  and  attractive  features. 
The  offering  of  a  purse  or  premium  for  the 
fastest  race  horse  iii  not  distinguishable  in 
principle,  however  it  may  be  otherwise  re- 
garded, from  the  giving  of  a  premium  for 
the  best  qualities  in  other  respects  in  the 
horse,  as  for  draught  or  breeding  purposes, 
or  for  the  best  breed  of  bulls  or  cows  or  other 
domestic  animals.  In  the  one  case  it  encour- 
ages the  breeding  of  the  animal  for  his  qual- 
ities of  speed;  in  the  other,  it  brings  out  the 
best  draught  horse  or  brood  mare,  or  the  most 
desirable  breed  of  cattle,  sheep,  or  hogs.  And 
competing  for  such  premiums  or  offerings, 
whatever  may  be  their  designation,  is  not 
competing  for  a  bet  or  wager.  As  susrgested 
in  Alvord  v.  Smith,  68  Ind.  68:  **These  pre- 
miums are  certainly  not  wagers.  As  well 
might  we  call  an  insurance  policy  a  wager,  be- 
cause it  is  to  be  paid  on  an  uncertain  event,  as 
to  call  a  premium  a  wager,  because  we  do  not 
know  who  will  be  entitled  to  it  until  the  event 
happens."  In  the  present  case  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  amount  found  to  have  been 
won  by  defendants  was  all  money  offered  by 
the  associations.  The  fact  that  the  latter 
added  to  the  $5,000  purse  the  amount  of  the 
entrance  money,  to  be  divided  between  the  first, 
second,  and  third  horses  in  the  race,  did  not 
tend  to  impart  to  the  transaction  the  char 
acter  of  a  wager  between  the  competitors. 
This  entrance  money  had  been  paid  to  the 
associations  by  the  various  persons  desiring 
to  compete  in  the  race,  respectively,  not  as 
a  wager  or  bet,  which  might  be  withdrawn 
before  the  event,  but  as  a  fee  for  the  privi- 
lege of  entering  in  the  race,  which  became  and 
was  the  property  of  the  association  as  much 
as  the  principal  purse  of  $5,000.  It  constituted, 
in  no  proper  sense,  a  bet  or  wager  between  the 
parties. 

The  objection  that  the  evidence  does  not 
sustain  the  finding  that  defendants  were 
partners  in  the  transaction  is  untenable.  Un- 
der the  evidence,  the  court  was  fully  justified 
in   finding  the  existence  of  that  relationship; 
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and  also  that  Ottinger  was  authorized  to  enter 
into  the  agreement  in  behalf  of  the  partner- 
ship. 
The  order  denying  a  new  trial  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:  Harrison*  J.;  McFarlaiid» 
J. 
Rehearing  in  banc  denied.  Beatty*  Ch.  J.» 

dissenting. 

(In  Banc.) 

COLFAX  MOUNTAIN  FRUIT  COMPANY* 
Beept,, 

V, 

SOUTHERN  PACIFIC  COMPANY.  Appt. 
ai8  OaL  648.) 

1.  The  liabilitj-of  a  carrier  for  paseen- 
f  er-train  service  continues  to  destioatioQ, 
under  a  contract  to  receive  and  forward  fruit  by 
such  service  to  a  connectinff  station  on  its  road 
and  from  there  **to  forward**  the  property  to  des- 
tination, but  provldinflT  that  ^Mts  responsibility  aa 
a  common  carrier  is  to.cease  at  the  point  whers 
the  f reif^bt  leaves  its  road.** 

2.  Varianee  between  pleadinfi^  and 
proof  is  not  arround  for  reversal  when  no  ob- 
^tion  was  made  in  the  trial  court. 

iMeFartand,  J.,  diuenta,} 

(October  22. 1807.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Placer  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  breach  of  a  carriage 
contract.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  F.  Herrin.  with  Mr. 
Foflhaj-  Walker,  for  appellant: 

The  instructions  once  having  been  given  to 
the  carrier  to  whom  the  forwarder  delivers  the 
goods,  any  failure  in  matter  of  complying 
witl\  them  on  the  part  of  the  connecting  car- 
rier, either  in  transporting  the  goods  in  ac- 
cordance therewith,  or  conveying  the  neces- 
sary information  to  the  next  connecting  carrier, 
is  alone  chargeable  to  the  particular  connect- 
ing carrier  at  fault. 

Nanson  v.  Jacob,  13  Mo.  App.  127. 

If  the  road  of  the  company  connects  with 
other  roads,  and  goods  are  received  for  trans- 
portation beyond  the  termination  of  its  own 
line,  there  is  superadded  to  its  duty  as  a  com- 
mon  carrier  that  of  forwarder  by  the  connect- 
ing line;  that  is.  to  deliver  safely  the  goods  to 
such  line— the  next  carrier  on  the  route  beyond. 

Myrick  v.  Michigan  G.  E.  Co.  107  U.  8. 102, 
27  L.  ed.  825. 

If  more  is  expected  from  the  company  re- 
ceiving the  shipment,  there  must  be  a  special 
agreement  for  it. 

Where  an  express  company  agrees  to  for- 
ward a  package  to  a  point  beyond  the  terminus 
of  its  route,  the  contract  expressly  limiting  its 
liability  to  that  of  forwarder,  and  through 
charges  not  having  been  paid,  the  liability  of 

NOTB.— As  to  liabilities  of  connectinsr  carriers* 
see  aiso  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Mulford  (III.)  » 
L.  K.  A.  690,  and  other  cases  cited  in  footnaU 
thereto. 
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the  company  as  a  common  carrier  ceases  at  the 
end  of  Its  route. 

Beed  v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  48  N.  Y.462, 
7  Am.  Rep.  561;  Van  Santtoord  v.  St.  John, 
6  Hill,  157;  Ferment  it  M.  Bankv,  Champlain 
Transp.  Co.  18Vt.  121;  Mmore  v.  Naugatuck 
R.  Co.  23  Conn.  457,  63  Am.  Dec.  148;  IHU 
Um  ▼.  Nem  York  dt  E.  R.  Co.  1  Hilt.  281; 
Bemp»Uad  y.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  28  Barb. 
485;  Knott  v.  Raleigh  db  O.  R.  Co.  08  N.  C. 
73;  Berg  y.  Atchison,  T.  d  8.  F.  R,  Co.  80 
Kan.  561;  Deming  y.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  21 
Fed.  Rep.  25;  Shiff  v.  New  York  C.  dH.R.  R. 
Co.  16  Hun,  278;  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co. 
y.  Rieliardson,  53  Kan.  257;  Qulf,  C.  d  S.  F. 
R  Co.  y.  Tennant  (Tex.  Ciy.  App.)  22  8.  W. 
761;  Wehmann  y.  Minneapolis.  St.  P.  d  8.  8. 
M.  R.  Co.  58  Minn.  22;  McEacheran  y.  Michi- 
gan C.  R.  Go.  101  Micii.  264;  Gulf,  C.  dS.  F. 
R  Go.  y.  Alleorn  (Tex.  Ciy.  App.)  23  8.  W. 
186. 

Messrs.  Ben.  P.  Tabor  and  Charles 
Tuttle  for  respondent. 

Garonttet  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
oonrt: 

This  Is  an  action  to  recoyer  damages.  The 
case  was  tried  upon  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  and  judgment  went  for  plaintiff.  This 
appeal  is  prosecuted  from  such  judgment. 

The  important  question  presented  here  for 
consideration  is.  Does  the  judgment  follow 
the  findings  of  fact?  And  the  determination 
of  that  question  is  dependent  upon  the  con- 
struction to  be  giyen  a  certain  contract  en- 
tered into  between  the  parties  to  the  action. 
This  contract  was  in  the  form  of  a  shipping 
order,  made  out  by  plaintiff,  and  the  parts 
thereof  material  for  our  consideration  are  as 
follows: 

Shipping  Order,  8outhem  Pacific  Company. 
Colfax  Station,  October  24. 1890. 

Deliyered  this- day  by  the  undersigned  to  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company  the  property  herein 
described,  in  apparent  eood  order,  except  as 
noted,  to  be  forwarded  with  as  reasonable 
despatch  as  its  general  business  will  permit  to 
Ogden  'station,  and  there  deliyered  in  like 
good  order,  ...  on  payment  of  charges, 
subject  to  the  following  conditions  and  agree- 
ments indorsed  hereon:  Consignee,  marks 
and  destination:  Sgobel  A  Day,  New  York. 
[Here  follows  a  description  of  the  property 
consisting  of  fresh  fruit.]  Care  C.  &  N.  W. 
via  £ric  Dispatch,  New  York.  Passengers 
train  seryice,  U.  P.  32,C09.  Agent  Southern 
Pacific  Company  will  please  forward,  subject 
to  conditions  and  agreements  indorsed  hereon. 
[Signed]  C.  M.  F.  Co..  Shippers. 

This  printed  contract,  at  the  time  of  being 
signed  and  deliyered  by  plaintiff  to  defend- 
ant, had  indorsed  upon  the  back  thereof, 
among  other  printed  conditions,  the  follow- 
ing: "That  the  company  agrees  to  forward 
the  property  to  the  place  of  destination  named, 
but  its  responsibility  as  a  common  carrier  is  to 
cease  at  the  station  where  the  freight  leayes 


'*(♦)  When  freight  In  destined  off  or  l>e70Dd  the 
Hoe  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  avents  will 
be  careful  to  note  that  the  name  here  inserted 
is  the  station  at  which  freight  leayes  the  road/^ 
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this  road,  where  the  property  is  to  be  deliyered 
to  connecting  roads  or  carriers  "  It  seems  that 
the  characters  "U.  P.  32,009"  meant  Union 
Pacific  car  No.  32,009.  Defendant  trans- 
ported the  car  in  question  by  passenger 
train  oyer  its  road  to  Ogden,  and  there 
delivered  it  to  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  the  next  connecting  carrier,  with 
a  request  ^that  the  last-named  company  '^and 
its  connection  between  Ogden  and  New 
York  City  should,  until  the  arrival  of  said  car 
at  final  destination,  accord  to  It  passenger 
train  service."  After  delivery  to  the  Union 
Pacific  Company,— but  on  what  line  does  not 
appear, — delay  occurred  in  the  transmission 
of  the  car,  so  that  it  was  three  days  overdue 
on  arrival  at  New  York,  and  in  consequence 
the  fruit  suffered  decay,  and  was  sold  at  a  loss 
to  plaintiff.  This  loss  forms  the  basis  of  the 
judgment  rendered. 

It  is  contended  by  plaintiff  that  by  the 
contract,  which  has  been  substantially  set 
forth,  defendant  undertook  to  furnish  passen- 
ger-train service  for  the  car  of  fruit  from  Col- 
fax to  New  York,  and  that  the  connecting 
lines  were  its  agents  for  this  purpose.  It  is 
claimed  by  defendant  that  under  the  con- 
tract, upon  delivery  of  the  car  of  fruit  at 
Ogden  to  the  Union  Pacific  Company,  with 
instructions  for  continued  passenger-train 
service,  defendant's  obligation  under  the  con- 
tract terminated.  There  is  no  question  but 
that  the  defendant  had  the  power  to  enter 
into  a  contract  with  plaintiff,  whereby  it 
bound  itself  to  carry  this  fruit  from  Colfax  to 
New  York  city  by  passenger-train  seryice. 
Such  is  the  law  everywhere,  and  this  princi- 
ple is  directly  recognized  by  §  2201  of  the 
Civil  Code,  which,  in  effect,  provides  that 
the  liability  of  a  common  carrier  who  accepts 
freight  for  a  place  beyond  his  usual  route 
ceases  upon  delivery  of  the  freight  at  the 
end  of  his  route  in  that  direction  to  some 
other  competent  carrier  carrying  to  the  place 
of  address,  or  connected  with  those  who  thus 
carry,  unless  he  stipulates  otherwise.  There 
is  no  authority  in  the  contract  justifying  the 
construction  that  its  terms  demanded  "pas 
senger  service  to  Ogden.  and  a  request  simply 
to  connecting  carriers  for  passenger  service 
thereafter."  A  shipper  desirous  of  through 
passenger-train  service  would  hardly  be  satis- 
fied with  such  a  contract.  By  that  construc- 
tion there  would  be  no  obligation  upon 
the  part  of  the  Union  Pacific  Company  to 
give  passencer  service,  and  its  refusal  to- 
furnish  it  would  create  no  liability  either 
ag:ainst  it  or  defendant.  The  defendant's  im 
plied  contract  demanded  that  it  deliver  the 
fruit  to  the  Union  Pacific,  with  instructions 
to  further  transport  it,  but  there  would  be  no 
implied  contract  that  this  fruit  should  have 
passenger  train  service  thereafter.  The  law 
demanded  no  such  request  from  defendant. 
The  contract  upon  its  face  contains  no  cove- 
nant that  a  request  for  passenger  train  servirc^ 
should  be  made  by  defendant  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Company.  As  to  such  service,  llio 
contract  before  us  bears  but  one  of  two  con- 
structions: either  it  was  an  agreement  upoi> 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  furnish  such  serv 
ice  to  Ogden,  or  an  agreement  to  furnish  sucb 
service  to  New  York  city.    The  contract  is  :» 
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prioted  fonn,  and  is  evidently  used  for  regu- 
lar freight  service.  It  is  also  apparent  that 
it  is  used  for  all  freight  service,  whether  or 
not  the  freight  is  transported  beyond  its  own 
lines  of  road.  For  these  reasons  apparent 
inconsistencies  arise  as  to  some  of  its  pro- 
visions, if  the  defendant  agreed  to  transport 
this  fruit  to  New  York,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion but  that  it  also  agreed  to  give  it  passen- 
ger train  service;  for  that  the  fruit  was  to  have 
such  service  as  far  as  the  defendant  aj?reed  to 
carry  it  is  'and  must  be  conceded.  The  con- 
tract is  unilateral  in  form,  and  in  three  dis- 
tinct and  separate  places  therein  we  find  an 
agreement  as  to  the  transportation  of  this 
freight :  (1)  Defendant  agreed  to  forward  it  to 
Ogden  station  from  Colfax,  "with  as  reason- 
able despatch  as  its  general  business  would  per- 
mit." (2)  Defendant  agreed  to  forward  it 
* 'subject  to  conditions  and  agreement  indorsed 
hereon."  (8)  The  defendant  agreed  to  "for- 
ward the  property  to  the  place  of  destination 
named."  The  first  provision  is  an  agreement 
to  carry  the  fruit  from  Colfax  to  Ogden;  the 
second  provision  is  clearly  one  to  carry  the 
fruit  from  Colfax  to  one  of  two  places,— Ogden 
or  New  York;  the  third  provision  is  one  to 
carry  the  fruit  from  Colfax  to  Ogden,  or  from 
Colfax  to  New  York,  or  it  is  an  agreement  to 
forward  the  fruit  from  O^den  to  New  York. 
It  will  be  observed  that  tne  verb  "carry"  or 
^'transport"  is  not  used  in  this  contract,  but 
that  the  verb  "forward"  is  used  in  the  three 
provisions  cited.  It  cannot  be  questioned  that 
the  defendant,  in  agreeing  to  forward  the 
fruit,  as  the  word  is  used  io  the  first  two  in- 
stances found  in  the  contract,  stood  in  the 
position  of  a  common  carrier  towards  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  in  the  position  of  a  "for- 
warder." It  must  be  true  that  it  was  treating 
with  plaintiff  in  that  capacity;  and  it  is  equally 
true  that  by  the  use  of  the  verb  "forward"  it 
was  understood  by  both  parties  that  the  defend- 
ant was  to  carry  or  transport  the  fruit.  This 
is  manifest  when  it  is  considered  that  the  route 
from  Colfax  to  Ogden  is  its  own,  and  that  the 
property  was  to  be  taken  over  that  route  by 
it.  Hence,  as  a  common  carrier,  it  agreed  to 
"forward"  the  fruit  over  its  own  road;  in  other 
words,  carry  or  transport  it.  This  brines  us 
to  a  consideration  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"forward,"  as  used  in  the  last  provision  cited. 
When  contracting  parties  use  the  same  word 
three  times  in  a  contract,  and  in  the  first  two 
instances  its  meaning  is  plain,  other  things  be- 
ing equal,  it  should  be  given  the  same  meaning 
when  used  the  third  time.  Any  doubt  or 
ambiguity  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  in 
the  use  of  the  word  under  such  circumstances 
should  be  solved  in  favor  of  the  construction 
conceded  in  other  portions  of  the  contract. 
Especially  should  such  construction  obtain 
when  the  word  is  a  verb,  and  in  each  instance 
purports  to  deal  with  the  same  property.  It 
follows  that,  if  the  verb  "forward,"  as  used  in 
the  contract,  means  to  carry  or  transport  in 
two  instances,  it  not  being  apparent  that  any 
other  meaning  was  intended  when  used  a  third 
time,  we  will  give  it  the  same  meaning  when 
so  used.  Upon  such  construction  the  last 
clause  of  the  contract  we  have  quoted  binds  the 
defendant  to  carry  or  transport  the  fruit  to  "the 
place  of  destination  named;"  and  that  place 
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was  New  York.  It  certainly  cannot  be  con- 
tended that  it  was  Ogden  station,  for  it  wan 
shipped  to  New  York.  By  the  contract  it  was 
consigned  to  Sgobel  &  Day,  New  York.  The 
contract  in  terms,  declares  its  "destination"  to 
be  New  York;  freight  was  agreed  to  be  paid 
upon  it  to  that  city;  and  the  particular  common 
carriers  that  were  to  transport  it  to  that  point 
are  set  forth  upon  the  face  of  the  con- 
tract. The  provision  of  the  contract  which 
we  have  just  been  considering,  quoted  in  full, 
is  as  follows:  "That  the  company  agrees  to 
forward  the  property  to  the  place  of  destina- 
tion named,  but  its  responsibility  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  is  to  cease  at  the  station  where 
the  freight  leaves  this  road,  when  the  prop- 
erty is  to  be  delivered  to  connecting  roads  or 
carriers."  Taking  this  provision  alone,  its 
natural  and  reasonable  construction  is  an 
agreement  to  carry  and  transport  this  car  of 
fruit  from  Colfax  to  New  York.  It  is  plain 
that  the  word  "forward"  is  not  used  in  its 
technical,  commercial  sense,  and  that  by  Ob 
use  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  assume 
the  duties  of  a  "forwarder."  In  the  first 
place,  the  defendant,  as  a  common  carrier,  re- 
ceived property  consigned  to  New  York,  was 
bound  by  implied  contract  to  forward  that 
property  from  Ogden;  hence  the  provision 
from  such  standpoint  has  no  force.  Second. 
If  the  agreement  was  simply  to  ''forward" 
from  Ogden  to  New  York,  all  the  latter  por- 
tion of  the  provision  has  no  force  and  effect; 
for,  if  the  defendant  was  acting  simply  as  a 
"forwarder"  of  freight,  he  would  assume  no 
liability  as  a  common  carrier  after  the  fruit 
left  Ogden.  Section  2201  of  the  Civil  Code 
so  provides  in  terms.  Third.  This  clause  of 
the  provision  clearly  applies  to  all  freight 
handled  by  defendant,  whether  that  freight 
be  consigned  to  a  point  upon  or  beyond  Its 
route;  hence  the  word  "forward"  must  neces- 
sarily be  deemed  to  be  used  in  the  sense  of 
"transport"  or  "carry."  If  the  provision  be 
construed  as  alone  referring  to  the  forwarding 
of  freight  by  defendant  over  another  route,  it 
would  be  inharmonious  and  inconsistent  with 
the  clause  which  follows,  wherein  it  is  pro- 
vided that  when  the  property  is  to  be  delivered 
to  connecting  roads  or  carriers  defendant's 
liability  as  a  common  carrier  ceases.  By  this 
clause  of  the  provision  it  is  clearly  implied  that 
property  is  "forwarded"  to  the  place  of 
destination  when  not  delivered  to  connecting 
roads  or  carriers.  For  these  reasons  also  we 
conclude  that  this  provision  of  the  contract 
contains  an  agreement  to  transport  and  carry 
this  freight  from  Colfax  to  New  York.  The 
clause  following,  to  the  effect  that  it  shall  be 
relieved  from  liability  as  a  common  carrier 
while  the  goods  are  in  transit  between  Ogden 
and  New  York,  in  no  way  effects  the  question 
under  consideration,  for  the  liability  here  sued 
upon  is  not  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier, 
but  a  liability  incurred  for  breach  of  a  special 
contract.  By  this  conclusion  the  three  pro- 
visions of  this  contract  we  have  had  under  con- 
sideration are  consistent  and  harmonious,  and 
due  force  and  effect  are  given  to  each.  The 
defendant's  contract  being  to  carry  this  freight 
to  New  York,  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  was 
to  give  it  passenger-train  service  to  that  point 
It  failed  to  render  such  service;  hence  there 
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was  a  breach,  aDd  a  loss  resulted  to  plaintiff 
by  reason  of  that  breach.  The  contract  be- 
tween the  parties,  as  stipulated  at  the  trial, 
Tsried  from  that  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
but  it  seems  no  objection  was  made  bv  the  de- 
fendant on  this  ground  in  the  court  below  at 
any  stage  of  the  proceeding,  and  for  ibis  reason 
we  will  not  now  reyerse  the  Judgment  upon 


the  ground  of  such  variance.  We  find  no  sub- 
stantial error  in  the  record.  For  the  foregoing 
reasons  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:    Van  Fleet*  J. ;  Harrison* 
J. ;  Templet  J. ;  Henshaw*  J 

I  dissent:    McFarland,  J. 


CONNECTICUT  SUPREME  COURT   OF  ERRORS. 


Harry  NICHOLS,  Appt,, 
Cornelius  PECK. 


SAME,  Appt., 

V, 

Frank  HUTCHINSON. 


SAME.  Appt., 

Levi  HUTCHINSON. 
(70  Ck>nn.  480.) 

1.  A  hBrymk;y  connecting  9L  right  Qtwmy 

by  preeciiptlon  with  a  highwuy  may  be  cut 
dowD  by  cbe  owner  of  the  easement  to  the  ffrade 
of  the  highway  when  that  la  lawfully  lowered  by 
the  public  autborlties. 

2,  Tbe  rl^ht  of  passage  throvirh  a  bar- 
way  as  part  of  a  right  of  way  by  pre> 
scription  IB  not  lost  by  failure  to  use  it  for  eleven 
years  after  the  barway  has  been  made  Impas- 
sable by  tbe  lowering  of  a  highway  with  which  it 
connected,  by  the  public  authorities,  and  tbe  use 
as  a  substitute  under  nn  implied  license  of  an. 
other  barway  about  70  feet  distant. 

8.  A  eoneloBion  as  to  an  ulttmate  fket» 
drawn  from  certain  specified  evidential  facts 
which  are  legally  incompetent  to  support  it,  is  a 
proper  subject  of  review  on  proceedings  in 
error. 

4.  The  chaining  and  locking  of  a  gate 
is  a  sufficient  revocation  of  an  implied  license  to 
use  it  arising  from  tbe  owner*8  acquiescence  for 
eleven  years  in  its  use  by  one  who  had  a  right  of 
way  across  the  premises,  after  a  barway  at 
some  distance  from  it,  through  which  he  had  a 
right  to  enter  the  highway,  had  been  made  im- 
passable by  the  lowering  of  the  highway  by  the 
public  authorities. 

5.  One  answering  in  the  negative  when 
asked  if  be  had  ^*  a  regular  right  of  way  **  over  a 
farm,  without  being  informed  of  the  purpose  of 
tbe  inquiry  and  with  no  intention  of  misleading, 
is  not  estopped  to  claim  that  be  has  a  way  by 
prescription  as  against  a  purchaser  of  the  prem- 
ises who  does  not  appear  to  have  relied  upon  the 
statement. 

(Harch  S4. 1898.) 

APPEAli  by  plaintiff  from  judgments  of 
the  Court  of  OommoD  Pleas  for  Hartford 
County  in  favor  of  defendauta  in  actions 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  trespass  on 
plaintiff's  real  estate.     Retersed, 


NorB.~A8  to  the  effect  of  nonuser  of  an  ease- 
tnent.  see  Welsh  v.  Taylor  (N.  Y.)  18  L.  B.  A.  68S, 
andfiofe. 
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The  facts  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Cornelins  J«  Danaher,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  court  has  found  that  the  plaintiff, 
Nichols,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  the  owner  and  possessor  of  the 
lands  described  in  the  complaint,  and  that  the 
acta  complained  of  were  committed  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

From  these  acts  the  law  implies  damage, 
and  consequently  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover. 

MUler  Y.  Bristol,  12  Pick.  550;  Swift's  Di- 
gest, 106.  512-514,  519;  Riley  .v.  Qourley,  9 
Conn.  154. 

The  lowering  of  the  highway  gave  defend- 
ant. Peck,  no  right  to  make  the  diange  of  78 
feet 

8  Kent,  Com.  557;  2  Bl.  Com.  86. 

In  Newkirk  y.  SaUer,  9  Barb.  652,  it  is  said 
that  if  a  public  highway  is  impassable,  a  trav- 
eler may  go  over  the  adjoining  land.  But  this 
would  not  extend  to  a  private  way,  for  it  is  tbe 
owner's  fault  if  he  do  not  keep  it  in  repair. 

Taylor  v.  Whitehead,  2  Dougl.  745;  Henn's 
Case,  W.  Jones,  296;  Pomfret  v.  Rieroft,  1 
Wms.  Saund.  821. 

Even  a  plea  justifying  under  such  a  condi- 
tion, if  it  would  be  a  justification,  is  not 
pleaded  in  this  case,  and  consequently  falls  in 
the  same  category  as  any  other  matter  beyond 
the  issues  in  the  case. 

Oreenthdl  v.  Lincoln,  67  Conn.  876. 

That  the  defendant  had  a  right  of  way  78 
feet  north  of  the  point  where  we  claim  the 
trespass  was  committed  is  without  tbe  issue. 

Oreenthal  ▼.   lAnedn,  67  Conn.  876. 

Easements  lie  only  in  grant. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  148. 

It  mubt  be  a  fixed  way  alonur  definite  lines. 

Johnson  y.  Iajdvs,  47  Ark.  66;  Jones  v.  Fer- 
cival,  5  Pick.  485.  16  Am.  Dea  415;  Plimpton 
V.  Converse,  44  Vt.  166. 

A  way  ex  vi  termini  imports  a  right  of  pass- 
ing in  a  particular  line. 

Cpmstock  V.  Van  Deusen,  5  Pick.  168;  8 
Kent.  Com.  551;  Sargent  v.  Ballard,  9  Pick. 
251;  Danes  V.  Stephens,  7  Car  A  P.  570;  Livett 
V.  Wils(m,  8  Binir.  119;  8  Kent.  Com.  444; 
Dodge  v.  Slacep,  39  Vt  568;  Tracy  v.  Atherton, 
86  Vt.  508;  OampbeU  v.  Wilson,  8  East,  294. 

A  right  of  way  by  prescription  must  be  un- 
interrupted, adyersely  used,  and  held  for  the 
requisite  length  of  time. 

ma  V.  Orosby,  2  Pick.  466,  18  Am.  Dec. 
448;  Blake  v.  Eoerett,  1  Allen,  248. 

And  the  same  must  have  always  been  used 
without  change  or  variation. 

Lawton  v.  Rivers,  2  McCord,  L.  264, 18  Am 
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Dec.  741;  South  Branch  R.  Co.  v.  Parker,  41 
N.  J.  Eq.  489;  Rusj^Uv.  Napier,  82  Ga.  770, 10 
L.  R.  A.  484;  Curtis  v.  Fm.  Grande  Hydraulic 
Water  Co.  20  Or.  34;  Shrewsbury  v.  Brown, 
25  Vt.  197;  Cotton  v.  PoeassetMfg.  Co.  18  Met. 
429;3KeDt,  Com.696. 

If  tbe  boundaries  are  not  fixed  by  deed, 
they  are  fixed  by  tbe  use  of  the  way,  and  the 
use  must  be  for  a  period  of  at  least  fifteen 
years. 

George  v.  Cox,  114  Mass.  882. 

Anv  entry  on  lands  of  another,  unless  Justi- 
fied, is  a  trespass. 

26  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  570, 1  Bou- 
vier.  Law  Diet. 

There  certainly  is  no  plea  of  right  of  way 
by  necessity,  and  even  if  there  was,  it  would 
not  avail  the  defendant,  for  the  fundamental 
requisite  of  a  right  of  way  by  necessity  is  ab- 
sent here.  That  is,  the  common  ownership  of 
plaintiff's  and  defendant's  lands. 

Woodworth  v.  Raymond,  51  Conn.  70;  Tracy 
V.  Ath&rton,  35  Vt.  52,  82  Am.  Dec.  621. 

Nor  was  there  a  plea  of  license,  and  if  the 
defendant  relied  upon  license,  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  he  plead  it. 

Hill  V.  Morey,  26  Vt.  178;  Lock/iart  v.  Geir, 
54  Wis.  133;  ^^necal  7.  Labadie,  42  Mich.  126; 
Ruggles  v.  i.esure,  24  Pick.  1«7;  Practice  Act, 
p.  16,  §  6;  Practice  Act,  Forms,  pp.  231,  238. 

The  defenses  are  entirely  aside  from  the 
issue  in  the  record. 

HiU  V.  Morey,  26  Vt.  178;  Practice  Act,  rule 
4,  §  6;  Green  thai  y.  Lincoln,  67  Conn.  376. 

If  the  court  should  find  from  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  finding,  that  the  said  Peck  had 
the  license  to  enter  upon  said  land,  and  that 
said  license  should  not  be  pleaded,  then  the 
license  could  not  have  carried  with  it  any  in- 
terest in  the  land. 

Statute  of  Frauds,  1866;  Cooley,  Torts,  306; 
Druse  v.  Wfweler.  22  Mich.  489. 

And  was  therefore  revocable  at  will. 

Cooley,  Tons,  305;  Druse  v.  Wheeler,  22 
Mich.  439;  Wood  v.  Michigan  Air  Line  R.  Co. 
90  Micb.  834. 

The  act  of  the  said  Nichols  in  chaining 
up  the  lower  barway,  so-called,  is  a  fact  from 
which  the  court  can  find  a  revocation  of  the 
license. 

Maxwell  v.  Bay  City  Bridge  Co.  41  Mich. 
466;  Cooley,  Torts,  304. 

A  way,  whether  public  or  private,  is  the 
right  of  going  over  another  man's  land. 

2  Bl.  Com.  34;  Uart  v.  Chalker,  5  Conn. 
313. 

The  extent  of  a  right  which  is  acquired  in 
the  land  of  another  is  determined  by  the  use 
of  the  land  in  question. 

Shrewsbury  \.  Brown,  25  Vt.  205;  Arhufkle 
V.   Ward,  29  Vt.  43. 

The  owner  of  the  land  retains  all  the  title 
be  ever  had,  with  the  right  of  passage,  and 
may  vindicate  every  damage  to  his  property 
by  an  action  of  trespass. 

Lade  v.  Shepherd,  2  Strange,  1004;  Stetens 
y.  Whistler,  11  East,  51;  Peck  v.  Smith,  1 
Conn.  103.  6  Am.  Dec.  216. 

A  user  of  more  than  fifteen  years  is  proper 
evidence  of  a  grant,  but  then  it  proves  a  grant 
only  commensurate  with  the  user.  It  is  this 
alone  which  determines  what  tbe  terms  of  tbe 
grant  were.  It  is  the  letter  of  the  grant. 
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Hart  T.  Chalker,  5  Conn.  814;  Boynton  v. 
Longley,  19  Nev.  69;  South  Branch  R.  Co.  v. 
Parker,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  489;  Ballard  v.  Dyson, 
1  Taunt.  297;  Stanley  y.  White,  14  East,  882; 
Simpson  v.  Coe,  4  N.  H.  801;  Pierce  v.  SellecK 
18  Conn.  321. 

Selection  of  a  right  of  way  made  by  one  u> 
whom  the  right  is  conveyed,  without  desig- 
nating tbe  right,  is  conclusive  as  to  his  right. 
and  will  preclude  his  subsequent  claim  of  a 
right  to  change  a  locality. 

Palfrey  v.  J^oster,  47  La.  Ann.  939;  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  O^Connor,  164  111.  650;  Green  v. 
Goff,  153111.534. 

To  entitle  a  person  to  a  right  of  way  by  pre- 
scription, he  must  show  an  uninterrupted  ad- 
verse user  for  the  requisite  length  of  time,, 
and  that  he  has  always  used  the  same  without 
change  or  variation. 

Lawion  v.  Rivers,  2  McCord,  L.  264, 13  Am. 
Dec.  741;  Jones  v.  Perciml,  5  Pick.  485,  15 
Am.  Dec.  415;  3  Kent,  Com.  551;  Comstoek  v. 
Van  Deusen,  5  Pick.  163. 

Ways  by  prescription  depend  upon  the 
character  of  the  user. 

IHerce  v.  SellecJc.  18  Conn.  831;  Robbins  v. 
WolcoU,  19  Conn.  3tt7. 

A  common  ownership  of  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendant's lands  is  a  fundamental  prerequisite 
for  the  creation  of  a  way  of  necessity. 

Woodicorih  v.  Raymond,  51  Conn.  75;  Wfiite 
V.  Bradley,  66  Me.  263. 

Convenience  alone  is  not  sufilcient  to  create 
or  continue  a  way. 

Aiehols  V.  Luce,  24  Pick.  102,  85  Am.  Dec. 
302. 

Individuals  can  acquire  an  easement  only 
by  grant  or  by  prescription. 

2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  340;  Lovell  v.  Smith,  a 
C.  B.  N.  S.  120. 

An  easement  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  consequently  cannot  be  acquired  by  a 
verbal  agreement. 

IHtkin  V.  Long  Idand  R,  Co.  2  Barb.  Ch. 
221,  47  Am.  Dec.  820;  Gen.  Stat.  §  1866. 

Plaintiff  did  rely,  and  he  had  the  right  to 
rely,  on  Peck's  statement,  that  he  had  not  a 
right  of  way. 

This  was  a  fault  on  the  part  of  Peck,  and 
one  which  will  result  in  injury  to  the  plaintiff  if 
Peck  is  permitted  to  say  that  he  has  a  right 
of  way  by  prescription,  across  said  land  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Morgan  v.  Chicago  <fe  A.  R.  Co.  96  U.  S. 
716,  24  L.  ed.  748;  Sweeney  v.  Pratt,  70  Conn. 
274;  Preston  v.  Mann,  25  Conn.  127. 

When  one  of  two  innocent  persons—that  is, 
persons  each  guiltless  of  an  intentional  wrongs 
— must  suffer  a  loss,  it  must  be  borne  by  that 
one  of  them  who  by  his  conduct — acts  or 
omissions— has  rendered  the  injury  possible. 

North  River  Bank  v.  Aymar,  3  Hill,  362; 
Farmers'  dt  M.  Bank  v.  Butchers'  dt  D.  Bank^ 
16  N.  Y.  125:  Griswold  v.  Haven,  25  N.  Y. 
595,  82  Am.  Dec.  380;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Mon- 
tcath,  26  N.  Y.  605;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  262, 268; 
Horn  V.  Cole,  51  N.  H.  287,  12  Am.  Rep.  HI; 
Morgan  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  96  U.  S.  716, 
24  L.  ed.  743;  Holmes y.  CromweU,  73  N.  C.  618; 
Anderson  v.  Armstead,  69  111.  452;  Voorhees  v. 
Olmstead,  3  Hun,  744;  Clark  v.  Coolidge,  9 
Kan.  189;  Kuhl  v.  Jersey  City,  23  N.  J.  Eg. 
84;  Ricey.  Bunce,  49  Mo.  281, 8  Am.  Rep.  129; 
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Elair  v.  Wait,  60  N.  Y.  113:  Manufacturer^ 
di  T,  Bank  v.  Hazard,  30  N.  Y.  226;  Bar- 
nard V.  CampbeU,  55  N.  Y.  456;  2  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  266. 
Mr.  Clubrles  H«  Sawyer  for  appellees. 

Baldwin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court; 

In  1885  the  defendant  Peck  had  acquired, 
by  an  adverse  user  of  forty  years,  a  prescrip- 
tive rieht  to  a  way  about  43  rods  in  length, 
over  a  farm  now  owned  by  the  plainti£F,  be- 
tween a  certain  lot  called  the  "Jones  Lot," 
which  was  wholly  inclosed  by  that  farm,  and 
the  highway.  The  wav  was  not  defloed  by 
any  worn  track,  but  had  always  been  traveled 
in  substantially  the  same  course,  running  for 
half  its  length  through  a  narrow  swale,  and 
connecting  with  the  highway  through  a  certain 
barway.  In  that  year  the  grade  of  the  high- 
way was  so  lowered  by  the  town  authorities  as 
to  make  the  barway  useless,  whereupon  the 
then  owner  of  the  farm  closed  it,  and  opened  a 
new  entrance  from  the  highway,  by  a  barway 
set  over  70  feet  south  of  that  formerly  existing. 
For  seven  years  thereafter  the  defendant  used 
the  new  barway  as  belonging  to  his  way,  ad- 
versely, under  a  claim  of  right.  Then  the 
plaintiff  bought  the  farm,  and  for  four  years 
more  Peck  continued  to  use  the  new  barway. 
with  his  express  approval.  At  the  end  of  that 
period  the  plaintiff  chained  up  and  padlocked 
the  gate  of  the  barway,  and  now  sues  Peck  for 
breaking  the  chain  in  order  to  get  access  to  his 
lot. 

The  owner  of  land  which  is  subject  to  a 
right  of  way  is  not  bound,  unless  by  virtue  of 
some  agreement,  to  keep  the  way  in  repair,  or 
CO  be  at  any  expense  to  maintain  it  in  a  passa- 
ble condition.  The  owner  of  the  right  of  way 
may  repair  it,  and  do  whatever  is  reasonably 
necessary  to  make  it  suitable  and  convenient 
for  his  use.  When  the  old  barway  became 
useless,  it  was  therefore  the  right  of  Peck  to 
lower  it,  and  alter  the  level  of  his  way  to  cor- 
respond with  the  new  grade  of  the  highway. 
Smith  V.  Rome,  19  Ga.  89.  He  preferred  to 
make  use  of  another  barway  set  up  by  the 
owner  of  the  farm,  over  70  feet  distant  from  the 
prescriptive  bounds  of  bis  way,  and  to  this  no 
objection  was  made  for  eleven  years.  When 
the  plaintiff  chained  up  the  gate,  however, 
and  locked  it,  he  sufficiently  manifested  his 
intention  that  this  use  should  be  continued  no 
longer,  and  effectually  revoked  any  license  im- 
pli^  from  his  previous  conduct.  "Res  ipsa 
loqvitur,"  Foot  v.  New  Hdren  d  N.  Co.  23 
Conn.  214,  223.  A  way  by  prescription, which 
runs  in  a  defined  course  to  a  fixed  point,  is  no 
more  subject  to  variation  by  parol  agreements, 
or  by  acts  and  conduct,  then  if  it  had  been 
created  and  so  described  by  deed.  The  find- 
ing of  the  trial  court  that  the  way  used  from 
1885  to  1896  was  substantially  the  same  as  that 
used  from  1845  to  1885  is  an  inference  from 
facts  which  do  not  warrant  it.  The  law  can- 
not regard  a  way  joining  a  highway  through  a 
certain  gate  as  substantially  identical  with  a 
way  joining  it  through  another  gate  70  feet 
distant.  A  conclusion  as  to  an  ultimate  fact, 
drawn  from  certain  specified  evidential  facts 
which  are  legally  incompetent  to  support  it,  is  a 
proper  subject  of  review  on  proceedings  in 
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error.  Winsted  Hosiery  Co.  v.  New  Britain 
Knitting  Co.  69  Conn.  565,  575;  Nolan  v.  New 
York,  N.  H  d  H.  R.  Go.  70  Conn.  159.  The 
right  of  way  which  existed  in  18S5  exists  still. 
The  disuse  of  part  of  the  way  which  followed 
the  change  of  the  grade  of  the  highway  arose 
from  circumstances  which  exclude  any  infer- 
ence of  an  intent  to  abandon  that  pact,  un- 
less by  exchanging  it  for  another  way,  the 
right  to  which  should  be  equally  secure. 
Such  an  abandonment  might  have  been  pre- 
sumed, if  Watrous,  who  owned  the  farm  in 
1885,  had  then  given  Peck  a  deed  of  the  right 
to  use  the  new  barway,  or  had  Peck's  user 
been  continued  adversely,  and  under  a  claim 
of  right,  for  fifteen  years.  But  so  long  as  it 
had  no  other  justification  than  an  implied  li- 
cense, or  acquiescence  for  a  shorter  term,  it 
could  not  avail  to  extinguish  his  original  pre- 
scriptive right.  Different  rules  might  apply 
where  one  location  of  a  highway  is  abandoned 
for  another  substituted  for  it,  by  acts  of  dedi- 
cation, since  a  dedication  once  accepted  is  ir- 
revocable. Jones,  Easem.  §  429.  The  de- 
fend tint's  remedy,  when  he  found  the  gate 
chained  against  him,  was  to  have  recourse  to 
the  way  he  owned,  and  cut  it  down,  at  the 
point  where  the  old  barway  was,  to  the  grade 
of  the  highway.  Reignolds  v.  Edwards^ 
Willes.  282.  The  entrance  from  the  old  bar- 
way  became  impassable  by  the  lawful  act  of 
the  public  authorities.  The  owner  of  the  farm 
only  closed  it  after  it  had  thus  become  useless. 
Had  he.  without  such  cause,  wrongfully  closed 
it,  in  order  to  prevent  its  lawful  use  by  Peck, 
and  then  allowed  him  for  eleven  years  to  pass 
through  the  new  barway,  it  may  be  that  in 
such  case  the  latter  could  not  have  been  ex- 
cluded from  that  mode  of  access  to  bis  way, 
unless  reasonable  notice  of  the  in i ended  revo- 
cation of  license  had  been  previously  given. 
Hamilton  v.  White,  5  N.  Y.  9.  But,  as  things 
stood,  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  a  techni- 
cal trespass  in  forcing  their  way  through. 

With  respect  to  the  claim  of  estoppel,  it  is 
found  by  the  trial  court  that,  before  the  plain- 
tiff bought  from  Watrous,  he  asked  Peck  if 
he  had  *'a  regular  ripht  of  way"  over  the 
farm,  to  which  he  replied  in  the  negative;  but 
that  he  was  not  informed  of  the  purpose  of 
the  inquiry,  and  answered  it  with  no  intention 
of  misleading,  nor  did  it  appear  that  the  plain- 
tiff relied  upon  the  statement  in  completing  his 
purchase.  The  question,  being,  not  whether 
he  had  a  right  of  way,  but  whether  he  had  a 
regular  one,  was  calculated  to  direct  his  atten- 
tion only  to  the  particular  description  of  his 
right,  and  he  might  well  have  thought  that  a 
way  acquired  bv  adverse  user  was  not  entitled 
to  the  name  of  "regular."  No  estoppel  can 
be  founded  on  his  reply.  Danforth  v.  Adams, 
29  Conn.  107.  We  perceive  no  reason  for 
bringing  separate  suits  against  the  Hutchin- 
sons.  If  the  plaintiff  desired  to  establish  his 
title  against  them  also,  he  should  have  joined 
them  as  co defendants  with  Peck.  The  three 
suits  will  be  treated  as  consolidated  in  this 
court,  and  costs  taxed  in  favor  of  thejappellant 
in  one  only. 

There  is  error  in  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 
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*1  Where*  in  the  trial  of  an  action  fbr 
damages  acrainst  a  railroad  eompany 
for  personal  injuries*  the  evidence  as  to  the 
oompany^s  alleged  negllfirenoe  was  oonflictioff. 
It  was  legritimate  for  the  plaintiS^s  counsel  to 
wrgue  to  tbe  jury  that  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant to  introduce  and  examine  as  a  witness  one 
of  its  employees,  who  was  present  at  the  time 
when  the  Injuries  in  question  were  sustained,  was 
a  circumstance  from  which  an  inference  could  be 
dravrn  that.  If  this  employee  had  been  intro- 
duced, and  been  examined,  be  would  have  testified 
to  facts  pred Judicial  to  the  defendant.  This  is  so, 
whethertheoounsers  contention  as  to  this  matter 
was,  under  all  tbe  circumstances  in  proof,  well 
founded  or  not;  nor  was  such  argument  out  of 
order  because  defendant's  counsel  had  caused 
the  employee  tn  question  to  be  present  in  court, 
so  tbat  he  could  have  been  introduced  and  exam- 
ined by  the  plaintiff's  counsel. 

8.  If»  in  view  of  the  entire  evidenee»  it 
was  incnmbent  upon  the  court  to  give 
to  the  Jury  any  instruction  with  reference  to  tbe 
defendant's  failure  to  examine  such  employee 
as  a  witness,  it  was  certainly  right  to  refuse  to 
give  in  charge  a  request  to  tbe  effect  that  the  pro- 
duction of  the  employee  in  court  by  tbe  defend- 
ant was  sufficient  to  relieve  it  of  any  presump- 
tion or  inference  that,  in  case  he  had  been  exam- 
ined, he  would  have  sworn  to  facts  showing  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

8.  There  was  no  material  error  in  ad- 
mitting^ evidence;  the  requests  to  charge,  so 
far  as  pertinent  and  legal,  were  covered  by  the 
general  charge  given  to  tbe  Jury:  there  was,  in 
view  of  the  entire  charge,  no  error  in  those  por- 
tions of  it  complained  of  in  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial;  and  the  verdict  was  warranted  by  the 
evidence. 

(Simmons^  Ctu  jr.,  disaenting,) 

4*  It  will  impart  no  strength  to  a  de- 
fense for  the  defendant  to  produce  a 
witness  not  examined  by  himself,  call  at- 
tention to  his  presence,  and  put  him  at  tbe  serv- 
ice of  tbe  plaintiff  for  examioatlon;  but,  where 
this  is  done,  such  strength  as  tbe  defense  really 
has  on  the  evidence  before  the  Jury  is  not  subject 
to  be  impaired  or  discounted  by  any  inference  to 
its  disadvantage  similar  to  tbat  which  might  have 
been  drawn  from  the  absence  of  this  witness,  had 
he  not  been  produced  or  accounted  for.  If 
more  evidence  were  needed  to  establish  it.  the 
defense  would  fall  for  that  reason;  if  more  were 
not  needed,  it  could  not,  under  these  circum- 
stauces,  be  required.  No  unfavorable  inference 
or  presumption  could  arise  from  mere  failure  to 
examine  tbe  witness,  and  such  failure  was  not 
legitimate  matter  for  comment  by  counsel. 

(August  5,  1887.) 
«Headnotee  by  Luscpkin,  P.  J. 


ERROR  to  tbe  Atlanta  City  Court  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facu  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meagrs.  Payne  &  Tye  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mes8t*s.V9Ln  Epps»  Ladson,  &  Leftwich 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Lnmpkint  P.  J.  : 

We  shall  not  discuss  in  detail  the  numerouB 
grounds  of  tbe  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
overruling  of  which  is  the  error  complained  of 
in  the  present  bill  of  exceptions.  It  is  a  case 
where  an  employee  of  a  railroad  company, 
upon  conflicting  evidence,  obtained  a  recovery 
for  personal  injuries.  There  are  no  important 
questions  of  law  involved,  except  those 
specially  dealt  with  in  tbe  headnotes.  The 
plaintiff's  right  to  a  verdict  did  not  turn  upon 
any  presumption  of  negligence  raised  by  law 
against  the  defendant.  It  was  a  case  in  which 
he  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove  the 
company's  alleged  negligence,  to  which  it  re- 
plied with  evidence  tending  to  show  due  dili- 
gence on  its  part;  and  it  was  therefore  simply 
a  matter  for  the  jury  to  determine  upon  which 
side  the  evidence  preponderated. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  one  Wa- 
ters, who  was  an  employee  of  the  defendant 
in  the  capacity  of  fireman  at  tbe  time  when 
the  injuries  in  question  were  sustained,  and 
who  had  excellent  opportunities  for  knowing 
the  truth  of  the  matter,  was  not  introduced 
as  a  witness  at  the  trial.  He  was,  however, 
at  the  instance  of  the  company,  present  in 
court,  and  this  fact  was  known  to  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel.  The  latter,  in  his  argument 
to  the  }ury,  contended  that  the  failure  of 
the  defendant  to  Introduce  and  examine  this 
witness  was  a  circumstance  from  which  an 
inference  could  be  drawn  that,  if  he  bad 
been  so  introduced  and  examined,  he  would 
have  testified  to  facts  prejudicial  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  court  was  requested  to  com- 
pel the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  desist  from 
making  such  an  argument,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  improper  and  illegal,  and  was 
also  requested  to  declare  a  mistrial  because 
of  such  "improper  argument."  The  court 
held  that  the  argument  was  not  improper, 
and  refused  to  declare  a  mistrial  because  of 
it.  It  was  urged  here  that  these  ruliugs 
were  both  erroneous,  for  the  reason  that 
when  the  defendant  produced  the  witness  in 
court,  so  tbat  he  could  have  been  introduced 
and  examined  by  the  plaintiffs,  if  he  had 
chosen  to  do  so,  there  could  be  no  proper  in- 
ference that  he  knew  anything  which  would 
be  detrimental  to  the  company.  The  court 
also  refused  to  charge  the  following  written 
request  presented  by  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant:   "Ab  plaintiff's  counsel  have  argued  that 


NOTB.— The  discussion  by  the  opinions  in   the  I  notate  the  question  will  be  made.   For  presumption 
above  case  of  the  presumptions  or  inferences  to  be  I  from  spoliation  of  evidence,  see  noU  to  Hay  v. 
drawn  from  failure  to  examine  a  witness  who  is  I  Peterson  (Wjo.)  84  L.  K.  A.  561. 
present  In  court  is  so  full  that  no  attempt  to  an-  • 
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•g  ODly  the  engineer  was  examined  as  a  wit 
oess,  and  not  the  fireman,  that  this  was  a 
circumstance  from  which  the  jur^  mi^ht  in- 
fer that,  had  the  fireman  been  introduced, 
this  testimony  might  have  shown  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  company,  I  charge  you 
that  when  the  defendant  company,  in  open 
court,  tendered  this  fireman  Waters  as  a 
witness  to  be  introduced  by  plaintiff,  if  he 
desired,  this  was  sufficient  to  relieve  defendant 
of  this  presumption."  While  the  arguments 
of  counsel  should  be  confined  within  legitimate 
bounds,  they  should  not  be  too  greatly  re- 
stricted. Id  Spence  ▼.  Dasher,  Qa  Qa.  432, 
Jackson,  J.,  said:  "Counsel  should  have  am- 
ple latitude  in  argjument,  and  this  court  will 
not  interfere  when  it  is  allowed  by  the  presid- 
ing judge,  except  in  cases  of  clear  abuse  of 
discretion  and  serious  damage  to  the  party 
complaining."  Again,  in  Inman  v.  State,  72 
Ga.  278,  J ustice  Blandford  remarked:  "Coun- 
sel are  allowed  the  largest  liberty  in  the  argu- 
ment of  cases  before  juries,  and  whether  the 
arsument  be  logical  or  illogical,  or  whether  the 
inferences  and  deductions  drawn  by  Uiem  are 
correct  or  not,  this  court  will  have  do  power 
to  intervene."  And  in  Taphr  y.  State,  88  Ga. 
<S59,  the  same  justice  remarked  that  a  cer- 
tain argument  made  by  counsel  ''may  have 
been  very  illogical,  but  the  court  could  not 
prevent  counsel  from  drawing  illogical  deduc- 
tions from  testimony  which  had  been  intro- 
duced." These  are  only  a  few  of  the  instances 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  considerable 
latitude  is  to  be  allowed  counsel  in  discussing 
their  cases  before  juries.  It  is  one  thing  for 
an  attorney  to  contend  that  "such  and  such"  a 
piopoaition  is  true,  or  that  "such  and  such"  an 
inference  is  deducible  from  a  given  state  of 
facts  or  circumstances,  and  quite  a  different 
thing  for  the  judge  to  inform  the  jury  that  the 
positions  taken  by  the  attorney  are  correct.  If 
the  law  imposed  upon  the  judge  the  duty  of 
ioterfering  with  arguments  before  juries  when- 
ever, in  his  opinion,  the  reasoning  of  counsel 
was  unsound,  we  apprehend  that  interruptions 
of  this  sort  would  be  very  frequent  indeed. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  rule  in  the  present  case 
that  the  contention  of  plain tilTs  counsel  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  defendant's  failure  to  intro- 
duce the  witness  Waters  was  well  taken.  It 
was,  after  all,  a  matter  to  be  passed  upon  by 
the  jury.  Nor  do  we  think  the  argument  upon 
this  matter  was  out  of  order  because  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  had  caused  Waters  to  be 
present  ia  court  so  that  he  could  have  been  in- 
troduced and  examined  by  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel. Presumptively,  all  persons  will  tell  the 
truth  when  sworn  to  do  so,  but  we  know  from 
experit'Doe  that  it  is  frequently  unwise  to  call 
as  a  witness  one  who,  for  any  good  reason,  is 
likely  to  be  biased  or  prejudiced  in  favor  of 
the  opposite  side.  Every  lawyer  who  has  bad 
much  practice  in  the  courts  is  well  aware  of 
this,  aii'i  generally  declines,  unless  compelled 
by  circumstances  so  to  do.  to  call  a  witness 
whom  he  has  reason  to  believe  is  hostile  to  bis 
client  or  friendly  to  the  latter's  adversary. 
Theoretically,  one  party  mav  be  under  as  much 
obligation  as  the  other  to  introduce  a  witness 
who  was  present  at  a  transaction  or  occurrence 
in  dispute,  and  failure  to  do  so  may  be  said  to 
cut  as  bard  against  the  one  as  the  other,  or  that 
40L.R.  A. 


it  should  not  cut  against  either,  when  the  wit- 
ness is  in  court  and  ready  to  be  examined;  but 
in  spite  of  all  the  reasoning  and  refining  which 
may  be  had  on  this  subject,  and  notwithstand- 
ing intimations  and  expressions  to  the  contrary 
by  learned  judges,  the  great  fact  remains 
that  a  large  number  of  witnesses  are,  for  va- 
rious reasons,  more  or  less  biased,  and  it  cer- 
tainly Ib  true  that  a  party  may  with  more 
safety  introduce  a  friendly  witness  than  one 
who  is  otherwise,— not,  necessarily,  from  a  de- 
sire to  have  perjury  committed  in  his  favor  by 
the  former,  or  from  a  fear  that  it  will  be  com- 
mitted against  him  by  the  latter,  but  because^ 
as  everbody  knows,  there  is  much  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  a  witness  testifies,  a  great  deal 
often  depending  upon  his  emphasis,  upon  the 
clearness  or  uncertainty  of  his  recollection, 
upon  his  animus,  and  upon  a  hundred  other 
things  which  cannot  well  be  described,  but  can 
readily  be  imagined,  all  of  which,  without 
bringing  him  into  the  attitude  of  swearing 
falsely,  affect  and  qualify  the  force  of  what  he 
says.  The  above-mentioned  theoretical  rule 
is  therefore  too  broad  for  universal  application, 
and  the  lawyer  who  does  not  recognize  that 
this  is  so  is  apt  to  make  serious  blunders  in 
introducing  testimony. 

As  an  illustration  of  the  matter  with  which 
we  are  now  dealing,  suppose  there  was  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  in  controversy  between  A  and  B 
the  truth  of  which  was  known  to  no  other  per- 
sons except  these  two  and  C  a  brother  of  B. 
A  goes  on  the  stand  and  gives  his  version  of 
what  occurred.  B,  in  his  turn,  gives  an  en- 
tirely different  version,  but  does  not  introduce 
as  a  witness  his  brother,  C,  though  the  latter  is 
present  in  court.  Is  it  not  a  proper  matter 
for  contention  by  A  that  B  failed  to  intro- 
duce his  brother  because  he  knew  that  the 
brother's  testimony  would  prejudicially  affect 
B's  case?  And  ii  B's  counsel  should  reply  to 
this,  ''Why  did  not  A  introduce  C,  unless  he 
feared  C's  testimony  would  be  detrimental  to 
his  case?"  could  not  A  |)roperly  make  reply, 
"I  do  not  care  to  go  into  my  opponent's 
family  for  a  witness?"  Other  such  instances 
might  be  given,  but  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
in  almost  every  trial  the  acts  or  conduct  of 
either  party,  bearing  directly  upon  the  ques- 
tions at  issue,  are  legitimate  matters  of  com- . 
ment.  Very  frequently,  of  course,  arguments 
of  the  nature  above  indicated  should  be  given 
little  weight,  and  in  each  case  their  value 
must  necessarily  depend  upon  the  particular 
facts  and  circumstances  in  proof.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  judges  should  have  as 
little  to  say  about  matters  of  this  kind  as  possi- 
ble. They  should  not  restrain  counsel  so  long 
as  their  arguments  are  kept  within  reasonable 
and  proper  bounds,  and  they  should  also  be 
careful  not  to  usurp  the  functions  of  the  jury 
in  accepting  or  in  disregarding  what  the  coun- 
sel have  to  say.  We  therefore  think,  in  the 
present  case,  that  it  was  certainly  right  for  the 
judge  to  refuse  to  give  in  charge  the  request 
above  quoted.  It  was  not  for  him  to  say  what 
effect  the  production  of  the  employee  in  court 
by  the  defendant  ought  to  have  had,  and  he 
was  surely  right  in  declining  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  this,  of  itself,  would  be  sufilcieot  to 
relieve  the  defendant  of  any  presumption  or 
inference  that,  in  case  he  had  been  examinedi 
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he  would  have  sworn  to  facts  showing  negli- 
geDce  on  its  part. 

We  do  not  think  the  case  of  Davis  y.  Central 
R,  Co.  75  Ga.  645,  relied  on  by  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice in  support  of  bis  dissent,  when  this  case 
was  decided,  is  controlling  upon  the  question 
in  band.  No  point  was  raised  in  that  case  as 
to  the  propriety  of  any  argument  submitted  by 
counsel,  nor  did  this  court,  in  deciding  that 
case,  review  any  charge,  or  refusal  to  cnarge, 
by  the  trial  court  with  respect  to  the  failure  of 
the  defendant  company  to  introduce  its  fireman 
as  a  witness.  The  plaintiffs  evidently  relied 
mainly,  if  not  entirely,  upon  the  legal  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  raised  bv  law  against 
the  defendant,  and,  the  verdict  being  against 
them,  they  sought  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
denying  them  a  new  trial.  We  understand 
their  contention  to  have  been  that  the  railroad 
company  could  not  successfully  and  completely 
demonstrate  its  diligence,  and  thus  overcome 
the  legal  presumption  against  it,  without  call- 
ing as  witnesses  both  the  engineer  and  the  fire- 
man who  were  employed  on  the  locomotive  by 
the  running  of  which  the  plaintiffs'  bull  was 
killed.  This  court  held,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  viz,,  the  en- 
gineer, was  sufficient  to  acquit  the  company 
of  negligence,  if  the  jury  chose  to  believe  that 
witness,  and  Justice  Blandfurd  said  they  had 
the  right  to  do  this  if  they  thought  proper.  It 
is  true  he  did  remark  that  *'under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  the  fireman  being  present 
and  open  to  plaintiffs,  no  inference  could  be 
drawn  against  defendant  because  he  was  not 
sworn;"  but  we  are  constrained  to  regard  this 
remark  as  being  merely  obiter,  the  matter  to 
which  it  relates  not  beine  one  upon  which  it 
was  necessary  to  pass.  The  real  point  ruled  in 
that  case  was  that  a  railroad  company,  sued  for 
the  killing  of  live  stock,  and  being  required  to 
overcome  a  legal  presumption  of  negligence, 
was  not  oblige: I,  in  order  to  do  this,  to  call  and 
-examine  as  witnesses  all  of  its  employees  who 
were  or  might  have  been  cognizant  of  the  facts 
of  the  occurrence.  The  decision  rendered 
holds  simply  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  company 
may,  if  it  so  desires,  rest  its  defense  upon  the 
testimony  of  a  single  employee,  taking  the  risk 
of  his  being  discredited  bv  the  jury;  and,  if 
the  jury  cboo.^e  to  believe  him,  the  mere  fact 
that  the  company  did  not  introduce  another  of 
its  employees  was  not,  of  itself,  sufficient  cause 
for  setting  aside  the  verdict  and  awarding  a 
new  trial.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  headnotes 
in  that  case  were  made  by  the  reporter,  and 
that  the  opinion  itself  was  the  only  official  ut- 
terance of  the  court.  We  repeat  that,  in  de- 
termining what  effect  the  decision  of  that  case 
should  have  on  the  case  now  in  hand,  it  must 
not  be  overlooked  that  there  was  no  question 
whatever  with  reference  to  the  argumei  t  of 
counsel  or  to  the  court's  charging,  or  refus- 
ing to  charge,  as  to  what  weight  or  impor- 
tance the  jury  should  attach  to  the  nonintro- 
duclion  by  the  defendant  of  its  fireman  as  a 
witness. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  the  purposes 
of  this  discussion  to  comment  at  length  upon 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Andsrs'm  v.  Savannah  Press  Pub,  Go.  (recently 
decided)  28  B.  E.  216,  to  which,  we  are  in- 
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formed,  the  Chief  Justice  will  ref«r  in  his 
dissenting  opinion.  We  are  unable  to  find  in 
that  case  any  intimation  of  a  principle  in  con- 
flict with  what  is  here  laid  down;  and,  if  the 
opinion  of  Justice  Atkinson  therein  contains 
anything  at  all  relevant  to  the  present  question^ 
it  supports  the  view  of  the  same  entertained 
by  the  majority,  for  the  reason  that  in  that 
case  the  rule  is  distinctly  recognized  that  the 
nonproduction  of  evidence  within  the  control 
of  a  party  may  authorize  the  jury  to  make 
inferences  unfavorable  to  such  party.  The 
Chief  Justice  will,  in  bis  dissenting  opinion, 
also  refer  to  the  cases  of  Washington  v.  State, 
87  Ga.  12,  and  Johnson  v.  State,  88  Ga.  606, 
and  make  certain  extracts  from  the  opinion 
therein.  Read  with  reference  to  the  ques- 
tions under  discussion  in  those  cases,  it  Is 
hoped  that  the  language  then  used  was  ap- 
propriate and  pertinent;  but,  whether  so  or 
not,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  it  can 
throw  much  light  upon  the  present  contro- 
versy, since  the  question  it  involves  could  not 
possibly  have  been  in  mind  when  those  cases 
were  being  considered.  It  is  not  desired  to 
comment  further  upon  them  except  to  say 
that  in  the  former,  which  was-  a  case  of  ar- 
son, the  language  of  the  writer  which  the 
Chief  Justice  will  quote  was  used  in  endeav- 
oring to  establish  the  proposition  that  the 
trial  judge  erred  in  allowing  the  solicitor 
general  in  his  argument  to  the  jury  to  state 
''that  frequent  burnings  had  occurred  through- 
out the  country,"  and  make  this  statement 
the  basis  of  an  argument  for  a  strict  enforce- 
ment of  the  law;  and  in  the  latter  the  ques- 
tion under  discussion  was  whether  an  adTmis- 
sion  by  the  accused  resulted,  either  from  a 
failure  of  bis  counsel  to  examine  the  state's 
witnesses  concerning  a  fact  which  the  court 
had  ruled  to  be  inadmissible,  or  from  a  fail- 
ure to  introduce  the  same  witnesses  in  behalf 
of  the  accused,  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
this  identical  fact,  after  their  exclusion  as 
witnesses  for  the  state.  Immediately  follow- 
ing that  portion  of  the  writer's  opinion  in 
the  Johnson  Case  which  the  Chief  Justice  will 
quote  are  the  following  words:  "Let  us  sum 
up  the  matter  in  a  nutshell:  The  solicitor 
general  offered  to  prove  a  fact  by  one  wit- 
ness, and  stated  he  could  prove  it  by  several 
others.  The  opposing  counsel  objected  to  the 
testimony,  and  the  court  sustained  the  objec- 
tion. Then,  because  this  counsel  declined  to 
examine  these  witnesses  on  the  very  matter 
which,  at  his  instance,  the  court  had  ruled 
was  not  then  a  proper  matter  for  investiga- 
tion, and  because  be  refused  to  introduce 
these  witnesses  as  his  own  and  examine  them 
about  this  very  matter,  it  is  argued  that  he 
thus  admits  for  his  client  the  truth  of  thb 
thing  he  had  induced  the  court  to  rule  out. 
It  would  be  dangerous,  indeed,  to  object  to 
testimony  and  succeed  in  having  the  objection 
sustained,  or  to  decline  to  introduce  hostile 
witnesses,  if  either  of  these  things  resulted  in 
establishing,  as  against  the  party  so  objecting 
or  declining  ^he  truth  of  that  which  from  his 
standpoint  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
inadmissible  altogether."  We  do  not  think 
that  any  decision  of  this  court,  upon  a  careful 
examination  thereof,  will  be  found  contrary 
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lo  prlneiple  to  what  is  now  decided  upoo  the 
point  in  controversy. 
Judgment  affirmed, 

Simmons,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

The  controlling  question  presented  for  de- 
termination in  this  case  is  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  attending  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant can  properly  be  said  to  have  forfeited  all 
right  to  have  the  merits  of  his  defense  passed 
upon  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  submitted, 
unprejudiced  by  any  imputation  of  bad  faith 
ana  duplicity  on  its  part,  or  was  unjustly  and 
undeservedly  forced  to  go  before  the  juir 
under  the  cloud  of  a  suspicion  that  it  had  wil- 
fully endeavored  to  conceal  and  suppress  the 
truth,  in  the  hope  that  it  might  thus  be  able  to 
impose  upon  the  court  and  jury  and  perpetrate 
A  fraud  upon  its  adversary. 

Obviously,  the  solution  of  this  question 
must  depend  upon  whether  or  not  the  fa- 
miliar maxim,  Omnia  prasumuniur  contra 
epoiiatorem,  as  now  liberally  interpreted  and 
applied,  can  be  invoked  in  a  case  such  as 
that  with  which  we  are  called  upon  to  deal. 
As  a  general  rule  it  is  the  privilege  of  a 
party  to  rest  his  case  upon  such  evidence 
only  as  he  may  deem  proper  and  expedient  to 
offer  in  his  behalf.  ''All  the  law  requires  is 
sufficient  proof;  and  a  party  is  not  bound  to 
introduce  all  the  witnesses  to  the  facts."  Jack- 
mm  V.  StaU,  77  Ala.  25.  citing  Paiion  v. 
Ramho,  20  Ala.  485.  "It  is  the  privilege  of  a 
suitor  to  call  every  person  as  a  witness  who 
may  give  material  evidence  in  his  favor,  and, 
if  be  omits  to  do  so.  he  does  it  at  his  peril;  but 
there  is  no  duty,  and  an  omission  to  call  all 
that  are  within  reach  does  not  necessarily  im- 
ply a  fraud,  or  a  design  to  suppress  the  truth, 
or  to  impose  a  falsehood  upon  the  jury." 
BUeeker  v.  Johnston.  69  N.  T.  300.  As  a 
matter  of  course,  the  evidence  relied  on  must  be 
competent  and  admissible,  under  the  estab- 
lished rules  of  practice,  one  of  which  is  that 
the  best  or  highest  evidence  is  always  re- 
quired. "This  rule  does  not  demand  the 
greatest  amount  of  evidence  which  can  possi- 
bly be  given  of  any  fact;  but  its  design  is  to 
prevent  the  introduction  of  any  which,  from 
the  nature  of  the  case,  supposes  that  better 
evidence  is  in  possession  of  the  party;"  and 
"where  th^re  is  no  substitution  of  evidence, 
but  only  a  selection  of  weaker,  instead  of 
stronger,  proofs,  or  an  omission  to  supply  all 
the  proois  capable  of  being  produced,  the  rule 
is  not  infringed."  1  Qreenl.  £v  ^  82,  citing 
numerous  authorities.  Nor  is  a  party  under 
any  obligation  to  aid  bis  adversary  "in  makiner 
out  his  case"  {Carter  v.  Chambers.  79  Ala 
232.  citing  MeOar  v.  Adams,  65  Ala.  106);  and 
a  bare  suspicion  that  the  defendant,  if  legally 
called  upon  to  do  so,  would  be  unable  to  vin- 
dicate himself,  does  not  amount  to  substantive 
prot)f  of  facts  ii  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  affirmatively  estsbtish.  and  cannot  supply 
the  place  of  competent  evidence  {Meagley  y. 
Hoyt,  125  N.  Y.  771;  Norfolk  db  W.  R,  Co,  v. 
Brown,  91  Va.  668:  IHel  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  37  Mo.  App.  454).  "To  so  hold  would 
lie  substituting  conjecture  for  proof."*  Ar- 
buckle  V.  Templeton.  65  Vl.  206.  Indeed  a  "de- 
fendant may,  and  frequentlv  does,  rest  bis 
<lefense  on  what  he  considers  the  weak 
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ness  of  his  adversary's  testimony,  as  he 
interprets  it,  or  on  the  exculpatory  features  it 
presents."'  Carter  v.  Chamliers,  79  Ala.  232. 
In  a  word,  a  party  is  ordinarily  left  entirely 
free  to  conduct  his  cause  in  sucn  manner,  not 
contrary  to  the  prescribed  rules  of  practice, 
as  he  may  deem  best  calculated  to  promote  his 
interests.  To  this  general  rule  there  is  but  one 
exception,  viz.:  ihhi  principle  of  law  which  the 
maxim  above  quoted  was  intended  to  expound, 
— "Every  presumption  is  made  against  a  wrong- 
doer." Broom,  Legal  Maxims,  988.  While 
under  no  duty  to  aid  his  adversary  in  making 
out  his  case,  a  party  is  not  at  liberty,  by  a  re- 
sort to  questionable  means,  to  throw  obKBtacles 
in  his  path.  Hence,  "if  a  man  destroys  a  thing 
that  is  designed  to  be  evidence  against  himself,  a 
small  matter  will  supply  it," said  Holt,  Lord  Ch. 
J.,  in  [Aru>n3/mous]  I  Ld.  Raym.731.  "This  rule 
is  evidently  based  on  the  pri'nciple  that  no  man 
shall  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong."  Ohamberiayne's  Best,  Ev.  g  412. 
Nor  does  it  matter  that  resort  is  had  to  passive, 
rather  than  to  active,  measures  calculat*  d  to  de- 
feat the  endsof  justice.  Thus, wilfully  withhold- 
ing evidence  is  treated  as  an  equivalent  to  an  at- 
tempt to  suppress  or  destroy  it.  Lawson,  Pre- 
sumptive Ev.l20tf<  sfq.;  Broom,  Legal  Maxims, 
supra.  Especially,  when  the  evidence  withheld 
is  primary, and  weaker  proofs  are  relied  on;  "for 
when  it  is  apparent  thai  better  evidence  is  with- 
held, it  is  fair  to  presume  that  the  party  had 
some  sinister  motive  for  not  producing  it,  and 
that, if  offered,  his  design  would  be  frustrated." 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  82.  "The  conduct  of  a  party 
in  omitting  to  produce  that  evidence,  in  eluci- 
dation of  the  subject-matter  in  dispute,  which 
is  within  his  power,  and  which  rests  peculiarly 
within  his  own  knowledge,  frequently  affords 
occasion  for  presumption  against  him.  since  it 
raises  a  strong  suspicion  that  such  evidence,  if 
adduced,  would  operate  to  his  prejudice." 
Starkie,  Ev.  p.  75.  Accordingly,  it  has  be- 
come a  fixed  rule  that  "the  nonproduction  of 
papers,  essential  in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  which 
are  proved  to  be  in  the  possession  of  one  of  the 
parties,  unexplained,  raises  a  presumption  that 
they  contain  something  which  would  tend  to 
the  disadvantage  of  the  party  retaining  them 
if  they  were  produced."  Ecket  v.  Eckel,  49  N. 
J.  Eq.  587.  And  since  the  privilege  has  been 
conferred  upon  parties  of  testifying  in  their 
own  behalf,  the  rule  has  been  extended  so 
that  "when  one  party  to  an  action  has  in  his 
exclusive  possession  a  knowledge  of  facts 
which  would  tend,  if  disclosed,  to  throw 
light  upon  the  transactions  which  form  the 
subjectof  controversy,  his  failure  to  offer  .  .  . 
[himself  as  a  witness]  may  afford  presump 
tions  against  him."  Kirbyv.  Tallmadqf,  160 
U.  8.  379,40  L  ed.463.  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Payne  v,  Crawford,  102  Ala.  388:  Ihfflebower  v. 
Detrick,  27  W.  Va.  16;  McDonough  v.  O^Niel 
113  Mass.  92.  Tje^per  v.  BaUs,  85  Mo.  228; 
Connecticut  Mitt.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  117 
Mo.  261;  Throckmorton  v.  Chapman,  65  Conn 
442.  But  "the  silence  of  a  party  to  an  action 
against  whom  damaging  facts  are  called  out 
in  evidence  is  not  equivalent  to  an  admission 
of  their  truthfulness"  {Enos  v.  St.  Paul  F. 
db  M.  Ins.  Co.  4  8.  D.  640),  nor  will  it  have 
the  effect  of  shifting  the  burden  of  proof  ( Wer- 
ner V.  Litzeinger,  45  Mo.  App.  106).    For  thus 
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applying  the  rule  in  cases  where  the  party  him- 
self has  an  exclusive  knowledge  of  material 
facts  in  controversy,  hut  nevertheless  declines 
to  testify,  there  is  much  reason  ;  for  wilfully 
withholding  evidence  locked  in  one's  breast 
tends  as  effectually  to  cast  a  suspicion  upon 
the  righteousness. of  his  cause  as  would  the 
suppression  of  documentary  evidence  securely 
hidden  away  in  a  secret  drawer,  or  guarded 
by  the  locks  and  bars  of  a  private  vault.  How- 
ever, in  a  case  where  a  person,  not  a  party  to 
the  cause, is  not  produced  as  a  witness,  although 
probably  cocnizant  of  facts  material  to  the  issue, 
this  rule  may  or  may  not  be  justly  invoked, 
and  therefore  due  caution  should  be  observed 
in  its  application.  Ordinarily,  the  failure  to 
call  as  a  witness  one  who  is  equally  within 
the  control  of  both  parties  will  be  no  ground 
for  any  presumption  against  either  party.  Dtel 
V.  MUsouri  P.  R  Go.  87  Mo.  App.  454;  State 
V.  Rosier,  55  Iowa,  517;  Miller  v.  Dayton,  67 
Iowa,  428,  426,  427;  State  v.  Cousins,  58  Iowa, 
250;  Horowitz  v.  Eamburg- American  Packet 
Co.  18  Misc.  24;  People  v.  Mc  Whorter,  4  Barb. 
488.  Certainly,  *'the  mere  omission  of  a  party 
to  a  civil  action  to  call  a  witness  who,  at  the 
most,  has  no  other  or  better  knowledge  of  the 
matter  in  dispute  than  those  who  are  produced 
and  give  evidence,  is  not  necessarily  suspi- 
cious." BUeeker  v.  Johnston,  69  N.  Y.  812. 
And  to  the  same  effect,  see  Will's  Circumstan- 
tial Ev.  141,  142.  "Whatever  inferences  may 
be  drawn  against  a  party  by  reason  of  his  fail- 
ure to  produce  evidence  in  his  control  are  al- 
lowable only  on  the  theory  that  he  wilfully 
withholds  such  evidence."  Cartier  v.  Troy 
Lumber  Co.  188  111.  534,  14  L.  R  A.  470. 
"The  noncalling  of  a  witness  .  .  .  will  not 
justify  an  arbitrary  presumption  of  suppres- 
sion.'*^ 2  Whart.  Ev.  §  1267.  Even  though 
there  be  "a  conflict  of  testimony,  the  nonin- 
troduction  by  either  party  of  a  witness  who,  if 
he  was  called,  could  shed  light  on  the  matter 
in  controversy,  does  not  warrant  a  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  either  plaintiff  or  defendant. 
It  only  warrants  a  presumption  against  both" 
(19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  72,  note);  for, 
as  was  pertinently  remarked  in  Cross  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M,  S,  B.  Co.  69  Mich.  868,  if  a  person 
be  * 'within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court," 
either  party  may,  with  abundant  reason,  be 
said  to  have  "equal  facilities  for  bringing 
.  .  .  [him]  into  court  as  a  witness;  and 
the  mere  fact  that  either  .  .  .  [fails]  to 
do  so  .  .  .  [raises]  no  presumption  that 
.  .  .  [this  person]  would  testify  against 
their  particular  theory"  of  the  case.  The  rule 
in  question  must  be  given  "a  reasonable  con- 
struction;" and  "where  the  witness  is 'subject 
to  the  call  of  either  party,'  no  inference  can 
be  drawn  from  a  failure  to  produce  him." 
Taylor,  Ev.  9th  ed.  183»«,  note.  In  this  view 
Mr.  Lawson  also  concurs.  Lawson,  Presump- 
tive Ev.  185,  187.  "The  presumption  is  al 
ways  in  favor  of  honesty  and  fair  dealing, 
and  remains  available  to  the  party  in  whose 
favor  it  arises,  until  overcome  by  counter- 
vailing evidence."  IRice,  Ev.pp.96,97.  Hence 
**ii  is  error"  to  indulge  any  unfavorable  *'in- 
ference  merely  from  the  fact  that  a  party  fails 
to  call  a  certain  witness.  No  prejudice  should 
arise  from  such  failure,  unless  the  witness  be 
a  material  one,  and  presumptively  under  the 
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special  control  of  the  party."  8  Rice,  E5t^. 
^  158.  Especially  in  the  administration  of  crim- 
inal law  is  tbe  rule  *'to  be  cautiously  applied » 
and  only  in  cases  where  it  is  manifest  that 
proofs  are  in  the  power  of  the  accused,  not  ac- 
cessible to  the  prosecution."  Com,  v.  Webster^ 
5  Cush.  816,  62  Am.  Dec.  711. 

The  rule  which  authorizes  unfavorable  in- 
ferences to  be  drawn  against  a  party  who  re- 
sorts to  dishonest  methods  in  the  conduct  of 
his  cause  rests  upon  tbe  ground  of  '^natural 
equity."  Chamberlayne's  Best,  Ev.  §  411. 
Such  inferences  can  be  indulged  only  upon 
the  idea  that  they  frequently  become  "essential 
to  the  pure  administration  of  justice."  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  82;  1  Elliott,  Gen.  Pr.  §  408.  Where 
the  reason  of  the  rule  ends,  the  rule  itself  must 
end  also.  Therefore  it  "ceases  to  operate  when 
no  presumption  of  fraud,  or  of  sinister  purpose, 
can  arise.  Jackson  v.  State,  77  Ala.  25.  A» 
where,  for  instance,  a  person  not  called  would 
have  been  incompetent  to  testify  {Adams  v. 
Main,  8  Ind.  App.  232);  or  could  not  do  so  with 
propriety  {Gardner  v.  Benedict,  75  Hun,  204), 
or  where  a  person  had  been  subpoenaed, and  waa 
absent  through  no  fault  of  a  party  (  Weatherford, 
M.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Duncan,  88  Tex.  611; 
Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Alexander,  89  Hun, 
449),  or  could  not  be  found  {MeOuire  v.  Broad- 
way A  S  A.R.  Co.  42  N.  Y.  S.  R.  824).  A 
reasonable  construction  and  just  and  intelligenfe 
application  of  the  rule  is  to  be  found  in  tbe  de- 
cisions of  the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana.  In 
Day  V.  New  Orleans  P.  R.  Co.  85  La.  Ann.  694,. 
where  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  for  stock 
killed  at  night  by  one  of  the  defendant's  trains^ 
— relying,  perforce,  upon  circumstantial  evi- 
dence only, — ^it  was  held  that  "the  failure  of  a 
railroad  company  to  introduce  the  testimony 
of  its  employees  who  were  on  the  train  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  raises  a  presumption  of 
negligence  against  the  company."  The  defend- 
ant knew  the  particular  train  which  killed  the 
stock,  and  the  names  and  identity  of  those  of 
its  employees  who  were  on  that  train  and  wit- 
nessed the  occurrence  in  question,  and  there- 
fore had  it  peculiarly  within  its  power  to  pro- 
duce evidence  in  regard  thereto.  The  plaintiff,, 
on  the  other  hand,  was  at  a  great  disadvantage; 
for,  while  the  process  of  the  court  was  at  his 
command,  his  ability  to  ascertain  the  names 
and  whereabouts  Of  the  witnesses  to  the  facts 
was  by  no  means  the  same  as  that  of  the 
company,  which  could  hardly  have  been  ex- 
pected to  furnish  him,  in  advance  of  the  trial, 
with  any  information  on  the  subject.  In 
Peete  v.  St.  Charles  Street  R.  Co.  42  La.  Ann. 
541,  it  did  not.  however,  satisfactorily  appear 
that  the  defendant  was  attempting  to  suppress 
evidence,  and  the  court  correctly  held  that  tbe 
rule  announced  in  Day's  Case  applied  only 
where  it  was  shown  that  persons  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendant,  but  not  produced  as  wit- 
nesses, were  present  and  saw  what  occurred, 
or  where  it  was  "made  evident  that  they  had 
knowledge  which  the  employer  desired  to  con- 
ceal." And  in  the  later  case  of  Sauer  v.  Union 
Oil  Co.  48  La.  Ann.  699,  this  position  was  ad- 
hered to.  All  that  appeared  as  suggesting 
any  reason*  why  a  certain  employee  of  the  de- 
fendant should  have  been  called  was  that  the 
plaintiff  testified  that  this  employee  "was 
within  25  feet  of  him  when  he  was  struck"  on 
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the  bead  by  a  piece  of  machinery  aHeged  to 
haTe  been  defeciive.  Accordingly,  ihe  court 
said'  '*It  18  not  shown  that  .  .  .  [this  em- 
ployee] remaiDed  in  the  employ  [of  the  com- 
pany], or  was  accessible,  or  was  even  living  at 
the  time  of  tbe  trial;  nor  is  there  any  showinj; 
that  he  was  observing  plaintiff  when  the  acci- 
dent occurred.  It  is  plaintiff's  case  that  needs 
additional  proof,  not  defendant's.  There  is  no 
fiTOund  for  the  application  of  any  presumption 
m  such  a  caae."  Under  facts  similar  to  those 
appearing  in  Da^%  Caw,  85  La.  Ann.  694, 
Judge  Caldwell,  in  a  case  before  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals,  held  that  the 
defendant's  "failure  to  produce  tbe  engineer  as 
a  witness  to  rebut  the  inferences  raised  by  the 
circumstantial  evidence  would  justify  the  Jury 
in  assuming  that  his  evidence,  instead  of  re- 
butting such  inferences,  would  support  them." 
Qvif,  a  <fc  8.  F.  R.  Co,  V.  Eliis,  10  U.  8.  App. 
640,  54  Fed.  Rep.  481,  4  C.  C.  A.  454.  Analo- 
gous cases,  in  which  the  rule  seems  to  have 
been  understood  and  correctly  Mpplfed,  are 
The  Fred  M.  Lavrenre,  15  Fed.  Rep.  635, 
where  the  facts  concerning  a  collision  between 
two  Teasels  were  in  dispute,  and  Sehwier  v.  yew 
Tcrk  C,  A  H.  R.  R.  Co,  90  N.  Y.  558,  where 
an  Infant  was  injured  by  the  running  of  de- 
fendant's locomotive.  In  Bent  v.  l^ems,  88 
Mo.  462,  the  rule  was  invoked  against  the 
plaintiff,  who  relied  "on  evidence  circumstan- 
tial in  kind  and  of  a  vague  and  indefinite  char- 
acter, when,  by  his  own  admission,  he  .  .  . 
[had]  it  in  his  power  to  produce  positive  and 
direct  proof  of  the  facts."  In  Cole  v.  Lake  Share 
d  M,  8.R  Co.  81  Mich.  156,  and  Id,  95  Mich. 
77,  the  plaintiff  absented  herself  from  tbe  trial 
although  she  was  tbe  only  person  able  to  give 
direct  and  positive  testimony  concerning  the 
effect  of  a  fall  she  received,  which  she  alleged 
was  the  result  of  the  defendant's  negligence. 
and  the  court  justly  held  that  her  unexplained 
absence  authorized  an  unfavorable  inference 
as  to  the  justice  of  her  cause,  since  she  volun- 
tarily chose  to  rely  on  circumstantial,  in  lieu 
of  direct,  proof  that  this  fall,  rather  than  other 
natural  causes,  produced  the  peculiar  affliction 
from  which  she  suffered.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  are  decisions  which  more  than  justify 
the  observation  that,  '^however  salutary,  and 
in  general  equitable,  the  maxim.  Omnia  prm 
mimuntur  contra  t^poliatorem,  must  be  acknowl- 
ed^d  to  be,  it  has  been  made  the  subject  of  very 
fair  and  legitimate  doubt  whether  it  has  not 
occasionally  been  carried  too  far."  Chamber- 
layne's  Best,  Ifiv.  §  414.  Apparently,  without 
regard  to  whether  the  evidence  could  properly 
be  said  to  be  within  the  exclusive  control  of 
one  parly,  and  not  accessible  to  his  adversary, 
it  has  been  held  that  an  unfavorable  presump- 
tion arises  merely  from  the  non production  of 
an  employee  {Whitney  v.  Ticonderoga,  127  N. 
Y.  40;  Wimer  v.  Smith,  22  Or.  469),  or  hus- 
band {Toomey  v.  Lyman,  40  N.  Y.  S.  R.  611), 
or  father  of  the  prosecutrix  {Rice  v.  Com,  102 
Pa.  408),  or  father  and  grantor  whose  deed  is 
attacked  {Hall  v.  Vanderpool,  156  Pa.  152).  or  al- 
leged paramour  of  a  party,  in  a  libel  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery  {Kenyon  v.  Kenyon, 
88  Hun,  211).  It  has  even  been  held  that,  as 
the  * 'plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  call  upon  defend- 
ants to  produce"  certain  documentary  evidence 
in  their  exclusive  possession,  "and  not  having 
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S^en  them  that  notice,  the  defendants  .  .  . 
ere]  entitled  to  whatever  benefit .  .  .  [mii^ht] 
derived  from  that  omission."  FYiek  v. 
Barbour,  64  Pa.  120.  And  in  Seward  v.  Oar- 
lin,  38  Vt.  584,  it  was  held  that  an  unfavora- 
ble inference  would  arise  from  the  failure  of  & 
party  to  interrogate  a  witness  concerning  a 
matter  as  to  which  the  party  himself  had  tes- 
tified, and  that  such  omission  might  "be 
weighed  by  the  jury  as  a  circumstance  tending 
to  show  that  the  testimony  of  the  party  upon 
such  point  .  .  .  [wasj  not  true."  The  supreme 
court  of  West  Virginia  seems  to  have  adopted 
the  arbitrary  rule  that  the  duty  of  calling  a 
witness  accessible  to  either  side  invariably  de- 
volves exclusively  upon  the  parly  carrying  the 
burden  of  proof,  and  that  a  failure  to  produce 
snch  a  witness,  unless  explained,  ^'raises  the 
conclusive  presumption  that  .  .  .  [his]  testi- 
mony, if  introduced,  would  be  adverse  to  the 
pretensions  of  such  party."  Union  Trtut  Co. 
V.  MeClellan,  40  W.  Va.  405. 

To  hold  that,  merely  because  a  person  be  In 
the  employ  of  one  of  the  parties,  he  belongs  tty 
or  is  "evidence  within  the  exclusive  control" 
of  such  party,  "not  accessible  to  the  other 
side,"  offends  reason  and  perverts  the  truth. 
"Neither  slavery  nor  involuntary  servitude, 
except  as  a  punishment  for  crime,  .  .  .  shall 
exist  within  the  United  States."  To  swear  in 
behalf  of  his  master  is  not— at  least,  ought  not 
to  be— a  duty  within  the  scope  of  a  servant's- 
employment.  So  it  cannot  be  arbitrarily  as- 
sumed that  his  employer  has  hired  or  pur- 
chased outright  his  testimony,  and  therefore- 
con  trols  or  owns  it  absolutely.  Nor,  ordi- 
narily, can  a  party's  relatives  logically  be  con- 
sidered as  being  in  his  exclusive  possession,, 
and  unavailable  as  witnesses  to  his  adversary. 
An  omission  to  call  a  relative  is  not  necessarily 
even  suspicious;  certainly  it  does  not  amount, 
to  substantive  or  persuasive  proof  of  an  at- 
tempt to  suppress  evidence.  There  may  often 
be  cogent  reasons,  into  which  no  improper 
motive  enters,  why  a  party  may  not  wish  to 
vouch  for  the  credit  of  a  person  who,  through 
perhaps  no  fault  of  his  own,  happens  to  be  re- 
lated to  him,  by  blood  or  marriage,  in  a  more  or 
less  remote  degree.  Only  in  a  measure  more 
absurd  is  the  arbitrary  rule  that  it  is  incumbent 
upon  a  party  claiming  under  a  deed  to  call  as 
a  witness  his  gram  or,  in  the  event  the  other 
side  may  choose  to  make  an  attack  upon  its 
validity.  By  a  parity  of  reasoninsr,  one's  tailor 
becomes  one's  bounden  witness  if,  perchance, 
one's  clothes  become  the  subject  matter  of 
controversy  in  a  contest  with  one's  adversary. 
None  of  the  other  very  remarkable  decisions, 
last  above  cited  can  with  profit  be  seriously 
discussed. 

A  review  of  the  Georgia  decisions  bearing  on 
the  subject  now  under  investigation  shows 
that,  thus  far,  this  court  has  succeeded  admira- 
bly in  steering  clear  of  the  judicial  blunders 
into  which  some  of  the  courts  of  this  country 
have  fallen.  In  Doe,  HoUU,  v.  Roe,  86  Ga. 
463-478,  Walker,  J.,  announced  the  general 
rule  that  "a  party  has  tbe  right  to  select  such 
competent  testimony  as  he  may  see  proper, 
and  if  he  can,  by  any  legal  testimony,  estab- 
lish the  truth  of  his  allegations,  the  jury  should 
not  be  told  ihat  the  introduction  of  such  testi- 
mony, rather  than  some  other  testimony  which 


IK) 


Georgia  Sufbbmb  Coctbt. 


A.iTa., 


the  opposite  party  insists  woald  be  stronger,  is 
a  circumstance  against  the  party.  Parties  have 
the  right  to  introduce  legal  testimony  toestab 
lish  the  truth  of  their  cases.  If  the  evidence 
be  competent,  pertinent  to  the  issue  to  be  tried, 
and  maizes  clear  the  point  in  controversy,  this 
is  sufficient,  and  the  jury  ought  not  to  be  told 
that  it  is  of  an  unreliable  character."  The  ex- 
ception to  this  general  rule,  viz.^  that  * 'failure 
to  produce  evidence  within  the  power  of  a 
party"  raises  a  presumption  "that  the  evidence 
if  produced,  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  party," 
was  recognized  and  correctly  applied  in  mcol 
V.  Crilienden,  55  Qa.  497.  "The  evidence 
showed  that  Kimball  had  made  to  Crittenden 
a  bill  of  sale  for  the  property  in  dispute,  or  for 
a  part  of  it  at  least;  that  bill  of  sale  was  not 
produced  on  the  trial,  and  no  attempt  was 
made  to  account  for  its  nonproduction."  See 
page  501.  So,  also,  in  Datis  v.  Alston,  61  Ga. 
225,  where  it  appeared  that  a  receipt  contained 
"the  contract  in  the  main  on  which  the  issue 
in  the  case"  depended,  the  court  properly  held 
that  if  this  paper  was  in  the  'possession  of  de- 
fendant or  his  counsel,  and  not  produced, 
counsel  for  plaintiff  .  .  .  [might]  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  jury  to  the  fact  as  a  suspicious 
circumstance,  unless  the  court  bad  ruled  that 
it  need  not  be  produced."  Ac:ain,  in  Gnines- 
ville,  J.  &  S.  R,  Co.v.  Wall,  75  Ga.  282,  where 
the'plaintiff  sought  damages  for  the  killing  of 
a  cow  by  one  of  the  company's  trains,  it  was 
held:  "Where  the  engineer  and  fireman 
were  always  present  on  the  engine,  but  only 
the  former  was  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  the 
absence  of  the  latter  was  not  accounted  for, 
this  was  a  circumstance  from  which  the  jury 
might  infer  that,  bad  the  other  witness  been 
intioduccd,  his  testimony  might  have  shown 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company."  This 
was  a  case  similar  to  that  of  Day  v.  New  Or- 
leans }\  H.  Co  ,  discussed  above,  where  it  was 
peculiarly  within  the  power  of  the  defendant 
to  produce  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the 
facts  in  issue.  This  is  true,  also,  of  the  case 
of  Iloffer  v.  Gladden,  75  Ga.  582,  where  it  was 
said  that  "failure  to  produce  testimony  is  a 
badge  of  fraud,  where  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction  is  in  issue,  and  witnesses  who 
ought  to  be  able  to  explain  it  are  in  reach." 
There,  certain  creditors  attacked  as  fraudulent 
a  mortgage  executed  by  their  debtor,  a  cor- 
poration. "The  same  counsel  represented  the 
mortgagor  as  well  as  the  mortgagee,"  but 
neither  the  latter,  nor  any  officer  or  agent  of 
the  mortgagor,  was  present  to  testify,  nor  did 
counsel  offer  in  evidence  the  interrogatories  of 
his  clients,  although  it  was  peculiarly  within 
their  power  to  explain  the  suspicious  circum- 
stances under  which  the  mortgage  was  ex- 
ecuted, if  in  fact  it  evidenced  a  bona  fide 
transaction.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  a 
number  of  cases  reported  wherein  it  was 
ruled  that  this  exception  to  the  general  rule 
did  not  apply.  One  of  these  is  Sdinell  v. 
Toomer,  56  Ga.  168,  in  which  it  was  said: 
"Where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  party 
holds  back  evidence  within  his  power  to 
produce,  the  nonproduction  of  more  full  and 
definite  evidence  that  he  presents,  raises  no 
presumption  against  him."  Another  is  the 
case  of  Savannah,  F.  &  W,  R,  Co.  v.  Orap,  77 
Ga.  440,  in  which  the  subject  is  fully  and  in- 
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telligently  discussed  by  Mr.  Justice  Hall.  His 
statement  of  the  rule  governing  a  case  where- 
in it  appears  that  a  party  has  wilfully  with- 
held or  suppressed  evidence  is  now  to  be 
found  embodied  in  §  5163  of  our  new  Civil 
Code.  As  to  the  application  of  that  rule,  be 
says:  "Ordinarily,  and  except  in  specified 
cases,  one  credible  witness  would  be  deemed 
sufficient  to  establish  a  fact.  Code,  §§  3754, 
S755.  Generally  it  would  seem  that  all  per- 
sons having  knowledge  of  the  transaction  need 
not  be  produced.  .  .  .  and  that  an  infer- 
ence unfavorable  to  the  party  repelling  .  .  . 
[a  disputable  presumption  relied  on  by  his 
opponent]  would  not  be  warranted  because  he 
failed  to  produce  on  the  trial  all  persons  who 
were  cognizant  of  the  facts  from  which  the 
presumption  to  be  rebutted  arose.  .  .  . 
The  objection  here  urged  seems  to  be  as  to 
the  deficient  quantity  rather  than  the  quality 
of  the  testimony.  That  all  the  evidence  which 
would  have  repelled  the  presu motion  raised  by 
the  casualty  against  the  railroad  was  not  pro- 
duced, would,  upon  principle,  scarcely  seem 
to  warrant  a  presumption  that  the  company 
purposely  withheld"  evidence  from  the  Jury. 
"The  principle  relied  on  in  this  case  is,  at  most, 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  and  should  be 
resorted  to  only  in  cases  where  the  facts  are 
similar  to  those  in  which  it  has  been  recog- 
nized and  enforced."  Neither  the  engineer  nor 
I  he  fireman  was  produced.  It  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  the  former  had  left  the  service  of 
the  company,  bad  removed  to  another  state, 
and  could  not  be  located;  *'and  that  the  fire- 
man, at  the  time  the  damage  was  done,  was 
on  the  bottom  of  the  tender,  attending  to  his 
duties,  and  could  not  have  seen  the  animal 
[plaintiff's  colt]  on  the  track  as  the  train  ap- 
proached it."  Our  decisions  are  all  fully  in  ac 
cord  with  the  doctrine,  above  announced,  that, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  a  party  is  acting 
in  bad  faith  in  selecting  and  offering  the  evi- 
dence upon  which  he  elects  to  rely,  no  un- 
favorable inferences  can  be  drawn  against  him. 
Thus,  in  Harrison  v.  Riser,  79  Ga.  588,  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  said  to  be 
withholding  evidence  simply  because  she  did 
not  produce  a  written  contract  in  her  posses- 
sion, when  the  plaintiff  himself  had  proved 
that  the  writing  contained  a  stipulation  the  ef- 
fect of  which  would  be  to  relieve  her  from  all 
liability.  fSast  Tennessee,  V.  d  G,  R,  Go.  v. 
Kan€/d2  Ga.  188-193,  22  L.  R.  A.  315,  it  was 
ruled  that,  as  the  plaintiff  herself  had  alleged 
a  fnct  upon  which  the  company  based  its  de 
fense,  **ihe  defendant  consequently  had  aright 
to  rely  upon  this  allegation  as  an  admitted 
fact,  and  no  unfavorable  inference  could  there- 
fore be  drawn  against  the  company  because  of 
any  failure  on  its  part  to  call  as  witnesses  its 
own  employees  to  prove  this  fact."  And,  in 
order  to  remove  any  suspicion  as  to  his  good 
faith  in  conducting  his  cause,  it  is  always  the 
right  of  a  party  to  explain  his  failure  to  call  as 
a  witness  a  person  who,  though  shown  to  be 
cognizant  of  facts  material  to  the  issue,  is  not 
produced  by  him.  Richmond  d  D.  R,  Co.  v. 
Gamer,  91  i3a.  27.  If  the  foregoing  decisions 
can  possibly  be  regarded  as  failing  to  dissipate 
all  doubt  as  to  the  law  on  this  subject  which 
obtains  in  Georgia,  a  casual  examination  of  the 
recent   case  of  Anderson  v.  Savannah  Press 
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Pub,  Co.  (Ga.)  28  S.  E.  216,  io  which  Mr.  Jus- 
tice AtkiDsoD,  in  behalf  of  a  full  bench  as  at 
present  constituted,  pronouDced  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  will  suffice  to  relieve  the  matter  of 
all  difficulty. 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff,  who.  at  the 
time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  was  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant  in  the  capacity  of 
"coupler  and  switchman/'  testified:  "Dora 
Maoer  was  my  conductor.  .  .  .  The  bal- 
ance of  the  crew  were  Lawrence  Milam,  en- 
gineer; Wallace  Waters,  fireman;  MuUins, 
coupler;  and  one  Mr.  Pitman  was  the  other 
helper."  Though  he  knew  each  and  all  of 
these  persons  perfectly  well,  the  plaintiff  did 
not  undertake  to  assign  any  reason  why  he 
could  not  have  secured  the  presence  in  court 
of  any  one  of  them  whom  he  may  have  de- 
sired to  appear  as  a  witness  in  his  behalf, — 
did  not  even  pretend  that  any  one  of  them  was 
inaccessible  to  him.  He  did  call  as  a  witness 
MuUins,  the  coupler,  and  elected  to  stand  on 
the  latter's  testimony,  in  addition  to  his  own, 
with  respect  to  the  cause  of  the  injury.  The 
company  introduced  its  conductor,  who  bad,  if 
anything,  even  a  better  opportunity  thandid  the 
plaintiffs  witness  to  observe  everything  that 
occurred;  also  its  engineer,  who  was  charged 
with  negligently  running  its  locomotive,  and 
certainly  ought  to  have  known  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  run;  also  Pitman,  the  helper, 
who  was  at  the  time  on  the  engine,  and  bad 
equally  as  good  an  opportunity  to  know  the 
truth  in  this  regard.  In  addition,  the  defend- 
ant put  upon  the  stand  a  number  of  expert  wit- 
nesses, whose  testimony  tended  to  show  that 
it  was  a  physical  impossibility  for  the  casualty 
to  have  happened  from  the  causes  and  in  the 
manner  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff  and  his 
witness.  The  defendant  did  not,  however,  in- 
troduce its  fireman.  Waters,  who,  upon  the 
occasion  in  question,  appears  to  have  been  at 
bis  post  of  duty  on  the  engine.  There  was  no 
showing  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  this 
witness  had,  at  any  time  prior  to  or  up  to  the 
date  of  the  trial,  been  inaccessible  to  him. 
Indeed,  the  plaintiff  closed  his  case  without 
any  attempt  to  show  that  Waters  was  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  longer  in  the 
company's  employ,  or  within  its  reach,  or  even 
in  life.  This  being  so,  could  it  be  said,  with 
any  degree  of  honesty  and  fairness,  that  a  rea 
sonable  suspicion  of  duplicity  and  cunning 
artifice  bung  over  the  defendant,  and  cast  a  le- 
gitimate doubt  upon  the  righteousness  of  the 
cause  it  was  endeavoring  to  sustain? 

This  inquiry,  though  it  seems  naturally  to 
suggest  itself  in  this  connection,  is  not,  how- 
ever, the  precise  question  presented  by  the 
case  at  bar.  Consequently  it  need  not  be  dis- 
cussed, as  any  attempt  to  arrive  at  a  satisfac- 
tory conclusion  in  regard  thereto  might  be 
considered  as  partaking  of  the  nature  of 
'^obiter"  It  further  appears  from  the  record 
now  before  us,  under  the  certificate  of  the  pre- 
siding judge,  that  **counsel  for  defendant,  just 
before  the  close  of  testimony  for  defendant 
called  into  the  court-room  a  witness  who  had 
been  sworn  and  put  under  the  rule.  When  he 
appeared  in  the  presence  of  the  court  and 
jury,  counsel  for  defendant  stated:  "This  is 
the  fireman  of  the  crew,  and  we  tender  him  to 
the  plaintiff  only  to  relieve  ourselves  from  the 
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presumpiion  that  would  be  against  us  if  we 
did  not  produce  him.  If  we  put  him  up.  it 
would  be  cumulative."  At  the  risk  of  being 
understood  as  undertaking  to  decide  a  question 
sot  presented,  it  may  here  be  remarked,  par- 
enthetically, that  the  closing  sentence  of  the 
above  statement  was  grossly  inproper.  See 
Johnson  v.  State,  88  Ga.  606.  This  fact  should 
not,  however,  influence  our  decision  of  the 
point  actually  made.  Johnson  v.  Slappep,  85 
Ga.  576;  Bennett  v.  State,  86  Ga.  401-405.  13 
L.  R.  A.  499.  The  question  is:  The  plaintiff 
having  declined  to  avail  himself  of  the  oppor- 
tunity thus  presented  of  adding  to  the  evidence 
alieady  introduced  by  him,  did  the  mere  fail- 
ure of  the  company  to  itself  put  Waters  on  the 
stand  indicate  and  furnish  proof  of  an  inten- 
tion on  its  part  to  wilfully  suppress  the  truth, 
or  to  withhold  from  its  adversary  the  means 
of  possessing  himself  of  evidence  by  which  the 
truth  could  be  established?  The  correct  an- 
swer to  this  question  is  to  be  found  in  the  de- 
cision rendered  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Davis  V.  Central  K.  Co.  75  Ga.  645,  wherein  it 
was  said:  "If  the  fireman  had  not  been  ac- 
counted for  by  the  defendant,  then  the  jury, 
on  the  trial  of  the  case,  might  have  inferred 
that  he  had  been  kept  away  because  he  knew 
something  which  might  have  been  damaging 
to  defendant.  .  .  .  But,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  the  fireman  being  present 
and  open  to  plaintiffs,  no  inference  could  be 
drawn  against  defendant  because  he  was  not 
sworn."  As  the  official  reix)rt  sufficiently  in- 
dicates (and  as  tlie  record  of  file  in  this  court 
conclusively  shows),  there  was  in  that  case,  as 
in  the  present,  "a  painful,  square  conflict"  in 
the  testimony.  Nevertheless,  as  it  had  a  riubt 
to  do,  the  company  chose  to  rely  upon  a  single 
witness, — its  engineer,— though  iis  fireman 
was  also  at  hand  It  was  insisted  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  that  the  company,  in  order  to  fully 
vindicate  its  diligence,  was  under  a  positive 
legal  duty  to  also  introduce  its  fireman;  but 
the  court  held  that  this  wns  not  so.  Quito 
naturally,  this  decision  called  for  the  expres 
sion  of  some  legal  reason  upon  which  it  could 
rest.  Accordingly,  the  rule  of  law  was  in- 
voked that,  unless  certain  evidence  be  pecu- 
liarly within  the  control  of  one  of  the  parties 
and  inaccessible  to  the  other,  no  duty  devolves 
itself  upon  the  one  rather  than  upon  the  other 
to  produce  such  evidence  or  to  lay  it  before 
the  jury,  and  a  mere  failure  to  do  so  will  not 
justify  an  unfavorable  inference  against  either 
party!  Incideuially.  of  course,  this  involved 
the  decision  of  the  collateral  question  presented 
by  the  peculiar  fads  of  that  case,  viz.,  whether 
a  person  in  attendance  upon  the  court  as  a 
witness,  and  known  to  both  sides,  can  properly 
be  said  to  be  accessible  to  either,  not  under  the 
exclusive  control  of  one  only  of  the  parties. 
The  decision  in  that  case  follows  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Emory  v.  Smith,  54  Ga.  273. 
which  was  a  suit  defended  by  an  executrix, 
who  "was  present  in  court  at  the  trial,"  but 
was  not  introduced  as  a  witness.  It  did  not 
appear  that  she  had  any  personal  knowledge 
of  the  facts  in  controversy,  and  consequently 
it  could  not  with  fairness  be  said  that  her  fail- 
ure to  offer  herself  as  a  witness  amounted  to  a 
wilful  attempt  to  withhold  evidence  from  the 
jury.     Accordingly  it  was  held  reversible  er- 
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ror  for  the  trial  Judge  "to  charge  the  jury,  in 
effect,  tb^t  if  the  executrix  could,  by  going  on 
the  stand  as  a  witDess,  clear  up  any  doubts 
there  might  be  in  the  case,  the  jury  might  take 
her  failure  thus  to  be  a  witness  into  considera- 
tion, and  might  infer  from  such  failure  against 
her."  Commenting  upon  this  branch  of  the 
case,  McCay,  J.,  pertinently  remarked:  "The 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  call  her;  why  not  put 
the  presumption  on  him  also?"  In  Thompson 
V.  Davifte,  69  Qa.  478,  it  was  held:  "There 
is  no  inyariable  presumption  of  law  that  evi- 
dence is  true  because  a  party  does  not  rebut  it 
when  in  his  power.  Nor  is  a  party  to  the 
cause  bound  to  offer  himself  as  a  witness  at 
the  peril  of  having  everything  taken  against 
him  which  he  might,  as  a  witness,  contradict." 
The  trial  judge  was  requested  but  refused  to 
charge  "that  if  a  party  has  it  in  his  power  to 
deny  or  rebut  evidence  which  tends  to  dis- 
prove his  case,  aud  does  not  do  so,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  such  evidence  is  true, — the 
propounder,  Jacob  S.  Davitte,  being  in  the 
court  aod  attending  the  trial,  but  not  testify- 
ing in  the  case."  It  did  not  appear  that  this 
party  had  any  better  knowledge  of  the  facts  in 
issue  than  did  the  witnesses  upon  whose  testi- 
mony he  chose  to  rely,  nor  that  he  had  an  ex- 
clusive knowledge  of  facts  he  desired  to  con- 
ceal. Therefore  this  court  held  that  the  trial 
court  properly  refused  to  charge  as  requested. 
The  decision  rendered  in  Bird  v.  State,  50  Ga. 
585,  is  also  in  point.  There  the  court  held  that 
the  omission  of  the  accused  "to  avail  himself 
of  the  privilege  allowed  by  statute  to  make  a 
statement  to  the  jury  .  .  .  [was]  not  a 
matter  to  be  considered  by  them  in  determin- 
ing defendants  guilt,"  and  it  was  error  for  the 
trial  judge  to  charge  that  the  jury  might  take 
that  fact  into  consideration j  in  passing  upon 
the  case. 

The  position  taken  by  this  court  in  the  cases 
above  cited  is  in  perfect  accord  with  outside 
authority.  Thus,  in  Seonill  y.  Baldwin,  27 
Conn.  816,  a  leading  case  which  has  been  ex- 
tensively cited  as  laying  down  the  correct  rule, 
it  was  held:  "The  omission  of  a  party  to 
call  a  witness  who  might  equally  have  oeen 
called  by  the  other  party  is  no  ground  for  a 
presumption  that  the  testimony  of  the  witness 
would  haye  been  unfavorable.  The  Jury  have 
no  right  to  presume  anything  as  to  his  knowl- 
edge of  any  facts  important  to  the  case."  In 
Bates  y.  Morris,  101  Ala.  282.  it  was  ruled  that 
"where  a  person,  whose  evidence  would  be 
competent  for  either  party  in  an  action,  was  in 
court  duting  the  trial  and  equally  accessible  to 
both  parties,  it  is  error  to  charge  the  jury 
that  they  could  draw  an  unfavorable  inference 
against  one  of  the  parties  for  failing  to  call 
such  person  as  a  witness;  and  this  is  true  not- 
withstanding the  witness  referred  to  was  the 
husband  and  grantor  of  the  claimant  in  a 
claim  suit,  where  the  transfer  from  him  is 
attacked  as  fiaudulent"  The  reasoning  em- 
ployed by  Chief  Justice  Stone,  who  pronounced 
the  decision  of  the  court,  is  simply  unanswer- 
able. The  following  brief  extract  from  the 
opinion  tiled  by  him  will  suffice  to  justfy  this 
broad  assertion :  "The  husband  was  in  court, 
accessible  to  either  party,  and  a  competent 
witness  to  the  same  extent  for  the  ^one  party 
40  L.  R.  A. 


as  for  the  other;  and  it  is  difficult  to  assign* 
any  lust  reason  for  imputing  the  failure  to 
examine  him  as  a  witness,  as  a  matter  of 
evidential  inference,  or  as  ground  of  unfayor- 
able  presumption  for  or  against  the  one  party, 
which  would  not  apply  to  the  other."  For 
other  cases  precisely  in  point,  see  PoUak  y. 
Harmon,  04  Ala.  420;  Uaynes  y.  MeRae,  101 
Ala.  818;  Crawford  V.  State,  112  Ala.  8;  Nelm^' 
y.  Steiner  Bros,  113  Ala.  562-576;  People  v. 
Sweeney,^!  Hun.  883-848. 

It  cannot  be  said  in  the  present  case  that  the- 
defendant,  haying  "more  certain  and  satisfac- 
tory" proof  within  its  power,  relied  upon  evi- 
dence of  a  "weaker  and  more  inferior  nature*^ 
(Savannah,  F.dbW.R.  Co.  y.  Gray,  77  Ga.  444; 
Uaynes  v.  McRae,  101  Ala.  818;  Mooney  v. 
Holcomh,  15  Or.  689;  Wills,  Circumstantial 
£y.  142);  for  "all  the  evidence  was  the  same- 
in  degree,  and  that  of  the  absent  defendani 
[fireman]  would  but  have  been  cumulatiye"^ 
{Bleaker  y.  Johnston,  69  N.  Y.  812).  Of 
course,  an  unfayorable  inference  may  arise 
where  it  appears  that  a  party  "in  selecting  hia 
witnesses  to  reply  to"  eyidence  introduora  oa 
the  other  side  deliberately  "chose  those  who 
did  not  know  the  material  facts,  rather  than 
those  who  did,  though  the  latter  were  equally 
accessible.  Sterenson  y.  State,  83  Ga.  576. 
The  same  is  true  where  a  person  having  full 
and  positive  knowledge  of  the  matter  in  ques- 
tion is  not  called  as  a  witness,  though  withia 
reach  of  the  defendant  who  Introduces  no 
direct  proof  whatever  in  reply  to  positive  evi- 
dence adduced  against  him,  but  confines  his 
defense  to  an  attempt  to  successfully  attack 
the  credit  of  the  witnesses  sworn  in  behalf  of 
his  adversary.  SvntY.  State,  81  Ga.  140-148. 
As  was  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Blateh  y. 
Archer,  1  Cowp.  68:  "It  is  certainly  a  maxim 
that  all  evidence  Is  to  be  weighed  according  to 
the  proof  which  it  was  in  the  power  of  ono 
side  to  have  produced,  and  in  the  power  of  the 
other  to  haye  contradicted."  Obyiously,  how- 
ever, this  maxim  can  haye  no  application  to  a 
case,  like  the  one  at  bar,  where  both  parties 
deliberately  declined  to  avail  themselyes  of 
identically  the  same  evidence,  equally  within 
the  power  of  either  to  introduce;  for  the  omis- 
sion of  the  one  party  to  offer  such  evidence  is 
fully  met  and  evenly  counterbalanced  by  a  like 
omission  on  the  part  of  his  opponent.  Sup- 
pose the  interrogatories  of  a  material  witness, 
sued  out  at  the  instance  of  one  party,  had  becD 
duly  returned  into  court,  but  were  not  intro- 
duced by  such  party,  nor  by  his  opponent^ 
though  equally  accessible  to  the  latter,  or  sup- 
pose it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  one  of  the 
parties  had  in  his  possession  a  paper  which 
would  probably  throw  light  on  the  issue, 
which,  though  he  did  not  elect  to  introduce  it 
in  his  own  behalf,  he  produced  and  tendered 
to  the  opposite  side,  who,  without  even  glanc- 
ing at  the  contents  of  the  paper,  declined  to 
lay  it  before  the  jury;  in  neither  event  would 
ihere  be  ground  for  suspicion  that  either  party 
was  endeavoring  fraudulently  to  suppress  the 
truth  or  to  gain  an  unconscionable  advantage 
oyer  the  other.  On  principle,  the  present  case 
cannot  be  distinguished,  for  the  plaintiff  was 
afforded  full  opporiunity  to  "examine"  the 
witness  tendered  him  and  thtis  ascertain  hi* 
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evideotiaiT  contents.  This,  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  deliberately  made  his  election  not  to 
do,  fearing,  as  he  practically  confesses  in  his 
written  argument  presented  to  Ihis  court,  that 
the  **bearded  stranger"  convoyed  "inside  the 
bar/' and  indeniified  by  defendant's  counsel, 
''with  unsworn  lips"  (but  standing  in  his 
place)  "as  the  one  who  was  fireman  on  tbe 
engine  on  the  night  of  the  Jnjury,"  would 
not  testify  to  facts  prejudicial  to  the  company, 
and  that  the  latter,  in  thus  offering  this  wit 
ness  to  its  adTeisary,  planned  to  entrap  the 
plaintiff  into  a  misadventure.  Nevertheless, 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  argument  before 
the  Jury,  insisted,  with  unbecoming  inconsis- 
tencT,  *'that  the  thing  that  showed  that  plain- 
tiff had  tbe  best  end  of  this  case  was  the  pro- 
duction of  Waters  by  the  defendant,  and  de 
fendant's  failure  to  put  him  up  as  a  witness: 
.  .  .  that  the  failure  by  defendant  to  introduce 
Waters  as  a  witness  was  an  inference  of  neg- 
ligence on  defendant's  part,  and  a  presump 
tion  that  Waters  knew  something  which,  if  he 
told,  would  hurt  defendant's  side."  Defend- 
ant's counsel  promptly  "requested  the  court 
to  stop  plaintiff's  counsel  from  making  such 
an  argument,  as  it  was  improper  and  il- 
legal,'^ and  "also  requested  the  court  to  order 
a  mistrial  by  reason  of  this  improper  argu- 
ment" But  "the  court  held  that  plaintiff's 
counsel  had  the  ri^ht  to  make  such  an  argument, 
and  allowed  plamtifTs  counsel  to  proceed 
with  his  argument  on  this  line,  and  refused 
to  declare  a  mistrial,  or  correct  or  slop  plain- 
tiff's counsel  from  further  argument  on  this 
line."  Subsequently,  at  the  proper  time,  de- 
fendant presented  to  the  court,  in  writing,  a 
request  to  charge,  expressed  in  language 
which  was  appropriate  and  entirely  in  accord 
with  the  law  as  above  announced,  to  the 
effect  that  "when  the  defendant  company,  in 
open  court,  tendered  this  fireman,  Waters,  as 
a  witness  to  be  introduced  by  plaintiff,  if  he 
desired,  this  was  sufficient  to  relieve  the  de- 
fendant" of  tbe  unfavorable  presumption  in- 
sisted on  by  plaintiff's  counsel  In  his  argument 
to  the  Jury.  Not  only  was  this  request  re- 
fused, but  the  trial  judge  failed  to  give  its 
equivalent,  or,  indeed,  any  charge  whatsoever 
upon  tbe  subject. 

The  duty  of  a  trial  judge  in  cases  where 
counsel  oversteps  the  bounds  within  which  it 
is  his  legal  duty  to  confine  his  professional  zeal 
is  thus  plainly  pointed  out  in  %  4419  of  the 
Civli  Code:  "Where  counsel,  in  the  hearing 
of  the  jury,  make  statements  of  prejudicial 
matters  which  are  not  in  evidence,  it  is  the 
duty  of  tbe  court  to  interpose  and  prevent  the 
same;  and.  on  objection  made,  he  shall  also 
rebuke  the  same,  and  by  all  needful  and  proper 
instructions  to  the  jury  endeavor  to  remove 
the  improper  impressions  from  their  minds; 
or,  in  bis  discretion,  he  may  order  a  mistrial, 
if  plaintiff's  attorney  is  the  offender."  The 
question,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  the  in- 
quiry whether  or  not,  as  is  claimed,  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel,  "in  tbe  hearing  of  the  jury 
{made]  statements  of  prejudicial  matters 
which  [were]  not  in  evidence."  It  must  not 
be  overlooked  that  "counsel  should  have 
ample  latitude  in  argument."  Spenee  v. 
Doiher,  08  Oa.  482.  To  confine  counsel  to 
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tbe  restricted  realms  of  logic  would  be  a  prac- 
tical denial  of  this  privilege.  6o  it  was  said 
in  Taylor  v.  8tate,m  Ga.  (559,  that  "the court 
could  not  prevent  counsel  from  drawing  illogi- 
cal deductions  from  testimony  which  had 
been  introduced."  As  a  matter  of  course, 
facts  not  proved  cannot  be  discussed;"  only 
"illogical  conditions  from  facts  proveid  may 
be  insisted  on  {Inman  v.  State,  72  Ga.  278); 
for  there  is  a  line  of  practice  in  this  state  to 
the  effect  that  counsel  are  not  at  liberty  to 
"travel  outside  the  case."  See  Young  v.  State, 
65  Ga.  595;  Wade  v.  State,  65  Ga.  756;  John- 
son V.  Slappey,  85  Ga.  576;  Metropolitan  Street 
R.  Co,  V.  PotoeU,  89  Ga.  601;  Fort  Royal  d  W, 
a  R.  Co.  V.  Davis,  95  Ga.  298.  This  rule 
was  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Lumpkin  in 
Washington  v.  Sta^e,  87  Ga.  15,  16:  "It  is 
th^  well  settled  policy  of  this  court  that 
counsel  in  the  argument  of  cases  should  con- 
fine their  remarks  to  the  law  and  the  evidence, 
and  that  in  no  instance  should  they  be  per- 
mitted to  comment  upon  extraneous  facts  pre- 
judicial to  the  interests  or  rights  of  a  party, 
over  his  objection,  unless  such  facts  be  of  a 
kind  of  which  judicial  cognizance  m^iy  be 
taken  without  proof."  The  following  instances 
in  which  the  above  rule  has  been  invoked 
will  serve  to  illustrate  its  intent  and  meaning, 
and  throw  some  light  upon  the  question 
whether  or  not  it  is  applicable  to  the  facts 
of  the  case  at  bar.  In  Bailey  y.  Ogden,  76 
Ga.  877,  counsel  for  plaintiff  insisted  upon  a 
right  to  comment,  in  his  argument  before  the 
jur^,  "upon  the  law  that,  when  a  paper  under 
which  a  party  claimed  rights  was  proved  to 
exist  and  the  same  was  not  offered  in  evidence, 
the  legal  presumption  was  that  it  contaiued 
something  adverse  to  the"  interests  of  such  • 
party ;  but  the  trial  judge  stopped  him  saying: 
"All  the  evidence  concerning  a  will  in  this  case 
was  ruled  out  on  your  motion,  and,  unless  you 
consent  for  that  to  go  in.  you  are  not  author- 
ized to  discuss  that  question,  and  tbe  jury  can- 
not consider  it."  The  ruling  of  the  trial  judge 
was  upheld  by  this  court.  In  Blaekman  v. 
State,  78  Ga.  592,  where  before  the  jury  was 
impaneled,  the  defendant  made  a  motion  for  a 
continuance  on  the  ground  of  tbe  absence  of 
witnesses,  and  the  court  delayed  the  case  and 
sent  for  and  procured  such  witnesses,  but  on 
the  trial  they  were  not  introduced,  it  was  held 
error  to  permit  state's  counsel,  over  objection, 
"to  refer  in  his  argument  to  what  defendant, 
in  his  motion  for  continuance,  had  said  he 
could  prove,  and  to  mention  that  the  defendant 
had  failed  to  make  such  proof,  and  insist  upon 
this  as  an  evidence  of  guilt."  A  new  trial  was 
ordered  by  this  court  solely  upon  the  ground 
of  the  error  thus  committed.  In  Robinson  v. 
State,  82  Ga.  535.  it  was  held  that  state's  coun- 
sel had  no  right  to  "argue  to  tbe  jury  from 
tbe  omission  of  the  accused  to  make  a  state- 
ment;" it  having  been  previously  ruled  in 
Bird  V.  State,  50  Ga.  585.  that  no  unfavorable 
inference  could  properly  be  drawn  from 
such  omission.  In  Johnson  v.  State,  88  Ga. 
609,  the  solicitor  general  "argued  that  the  fact 
that  accused's  counsel,  after  hearing  the  testi- 
mony of  the  prosecutor  that  .  .  .  [certain  wit- 
nesses in  attendance  upon  the  court]  had  seen 
him  with  a  hundred  dollar  bill  [a  material  fact 
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In  the  case],  failed  thereafter  to  Introduce  them 
&8  witnesses  for  the  accused  to  disprove  this 
statement,  was  a  conclusive  admission  that  the 
witnesses  did  see  him  with  the  bill."  In  deal- 
ing with  this  point,  Mr.  Justice  Lumpkin, 
speaking  for  this  court,  said  :  **We  feel  con- 
strained to  allow  the  accused  another  hearing. 
The  conclusions  drawn  by  our  able,  gifted, 
and  eloquent  Brother  Wright  from  the  prem- 
ises stated  were  unauthorized,  and  were  highly 
injurious  to  the  accused."  The  case  of 
Cha»e  V.  Chicago,  20  111.  App.  274,  is  also  in 
point,  and  may  be  referred  to  as  persuasive  au- 
thority. The  plaintiff  did  not  introduce  as  a 
witness  her  husband.  He  was,  however,  pres- 
ent in  court.  Counsel  for  defendant,  after 
cbaracterizin^!:  plaintiff's  case  as  "a  black- 
mailing scheme  to  extort  money  out  of  the 
citv.'*  turned  upon  her  counsel  and  demanded: 
•'  Why  didn't  you  put  Mr.  Chase  upon  the 
«?itnes8  stand,  John  Gibbons?"  Twice  echoing 
♦his  demand, counsel  continued:  **1  will  tell  you 
why.  Because  you  knew  that  that  old,  gray- 
haired  man  would  not  perjure  himself  for 
you,  and  you  could  not  perpetrate  this  fraud 
and  conspiracy  with  his  assistance."  The  re- 
port of  the  case  describes  this  scene  as  having 
been  '^dramatic."  The  appellate  court  added 
a  fitting  finale  by  ordering  a  new  trial  on  the 
sole  ground  that  this  argument  was  improper. 
The  case  of  Cratcford  v.  State,  112  Ala.  1,  is, 
upon  its  facts  as  well  as  the  principle  involved, 
so  analogous  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  may  like- 
wise be  cited  in  this  connection.  The  evi- 
dence disclo.scd  that  one  Boman  was  an  eye- 
witness to  thetraiiedy  under  investigation,  but, 
though  present  in  court,  he  was  not  called  to 
the  stand  by  either  side.  **  One  of  defendant's 
counsel,  in  his  argument,  said,  in  substance, 
that  the  state  had  failed  to  examine  .  .  .  [this] 
eyewitness  to  the  homicide,  and  who  knew 
more  about  it  than  anyl)ody  else  present  at  the 
time  of  the  killing,  and  that  this  was  a  cir- 
cumstance to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in 
favor  of  the  defendant."  On  objection  by 
the  solicitor,  the  court  ruled  that  this  argu- 
ment was  improper,  and  "to  this  action  of  the 
court  the  defendant  duly  excepted."  See 
pages  10,  11,  112  Ala.  Dealing  with  this 
point  fhe  reviewing  court  said  (page  23,  112 
Ala.):  "  It  was  proper  to  restrain  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant  from  the  proposed  argument 
to  the  jury,  that  the  failure  of  the  state  to  ex- 
amine Boman  as  a  witness  was  a  circumstance 
for  their  consideration.  The  argument  was 
not  legitimate,  whether  applied  to  the  state  or 
to  the  defendant;  and  with  equal  propriety,  if 
there  had  been  propriety  in  it,  it  could  have 
been  applied  as  well  to  the  one  as  to  the  other. 
Boman  was  in  court,  as  accessible  to  the  one 
party  as  to  the  other;  and  all  that  can  be  prop- 
erly said  is,  that  neither  party  deemed  it  neces- 
sary to  place  him  on  the  stand,  adding  his  testi- 
mony to  that  which  had  been  adduced."   ' 

To  allow  counsel  in  the  present  case,  after 
expressly  declining  the  aid  of  the  additional 
testimony  tendered  him,  to  attempt  to  make 
capital  out  of  the  fact  that  this  identical  testi- 
mony was  not  offered  by  the  other  side, would 
seem  not  only  opposed  to  reason  and  justice, 
but  violative  of  the  policy  of  the  law  as  de- 
clared in  the  rule  that  the  best,  or  highest, 
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evidence  of  any  given  fact  is  required.  So 
long  as  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  absolutely  and  conclusively  what 
the  fireman  knew  and  would  testify  in  regard 
to  the  casualty  under  investigation,  the  plain- 
tiff could  not,  without  infringing  this  impera- 
tive rule  of  evidence,  rely  upon  a  mere  infer- 
ence or  conjecture  as  to  what  this  eyewitness 
of  the  occurrence  would  swear  if  put  upon 
the  stand.  There  is  another  rule  of  law 
which  may,  without  discussion,  be  adverted 
to  as  having  a  bearing  upon  the  present  case, 
because  limiting  in  a  measure  the  right  of 
counsel  to  indulge  in  argument  of  questionable 

f>ropriety.  '*  It  is  the  duty  of  attorneys  at 
aw  ...  to  empiloy,  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
taining the  causes  confided  to  them,  such 
means  only  as  are  consistent  with  truth,  and 
never  to  seek  to  mislead  the  judges  or  luriea 
by  any  artifice  or  false  statement  of  the  law." 
Civ.  Code,  §  4427.  It  cannot  be  deemed  the 
intent  and  policy  of  the  law,  in  expressly  con- 
ferring any  given  privilege  upon  a  suitor,  to 
attach  thereto  a  condition  that,  if  such  privi- 
lege is  exercised  by  him,  his  conduct  will  be 
regarded  with  distrust  and  the  righteousness 
of  his  cause  looked  upon  with  suspicion.  As 
the  writer  had  occasion  to  remark  in  the  re- 
cent case  of  Me  Bride  v.  Publishing  Co.  (Ga.): 
**No  unfavorable  inference  can  arise  against  a 
party  so  longas  he  is  acting  strictly  within  his 
legal  rights."  For  instance,  a  defendant  has  a 
legal  right  to  demur  to  bis  opponent's  petition ;  to 
file  inconsistent  pleas;  to  object  to  illegal  evi- 
dence when  offered;  to  cross  examine  his  oppo- 
nent's witnesses  at  length,  or  only  as  to  a  single 
point,  or  not  at  all;  to  make  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case;  to  stand 
on  the  case  as  made  out  by  the  latter,  or  at- 
tempt to  vindicate  himself  by  the  introduction 
of  competent  evidence.  His  election  to  avail 
himself  of  any  or  all  of  these  legal  rights  can- 
not be  regarded  as  furnishing  the  basis  for 
any  inference  that  he  resorts  to  these  means  of 
defense  only  because  he  knows  that,  upon  the 
real  merits  of  the  case,  he  cannot  but  fail. 
For  counsel  to  argue  to  the  jury  that  they 
should  reach  their  conclusion  by  resort  to  a 
test  or  process  not  sanctioned  by  law  is  not 
only  "traveling  outside  the  case,"  but  falls 
little  short  of  contempt  of  court.  It  is  not 
the  right  of  a  party  or  his  counsel  to  arraign 
the  law  itself  and  attack  its  wisdom;  certainly 
not  when  such  party  voluntarily  goes  into 
court  and  asks  that  the  law — as  it  stands,  and 
not  as  he  may  think  it  should  be — shall  be 
fairly,  impartially,  and  correctly  administered. 
There  was,  in  the  present  case,  not  a  scintilla 
of  evidence  even  vaguely  tending  to  show  a 
disposition  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
withhold  or  suppress  the  truth.  As  has  been 
seen,  the  law  itself  did  not  supply,  in  lieu  of 
such  proof,  any  presumption  or  inference 
whatsoever  upon  which  counsel  could  rely  as  a 
basis  for  his  attack  u]X)n  the  defendant  con- 
cerning its  motive  in  not  introducing  all  the 
evidence  within  its  reach.  Accordingly,  the 
good  faith  of  the  latter  in  selecting  and  offer- 
ing the  evidence  upon  which  it  elected  ta 
stand  was  not  ever  so  remotely  brought  into 
issue,  and  a  totally  unfounded  suspicion  in 
regard  thereto  could  serve  as  no  proper  guide 
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to  the  Jury  io  rcachinj;  Ibeir  conclusion  upon 
the  questions  actually  presented  and  legiti- 
mately before  tbem  for  determioation.  Tbat 
tbe  unwarranted  ar^^ument  of  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel was  calculated  to  unduly  prejudice  tbe  dc 
fendant's  cause  tbere  can  be  no  reasonable 
doubt;  tbat  it  actually  bad  tbis  effect  is  evi 
denced  by  tbe  fact  that,  altbough  tbe  great 
preponderance  of  proof  was  apparently  on  tbe 
side  of  tbe  defendant,  tbe  jury  nevertbeless 
returned  a  verdict  whicb  utterly  repudiated  its 
claim  tbat  its  defense  was  rigbteous  and  meri- 
torious. 


Maggie  HENDERSON,  by  Next  Friend,  Plff, 
in  Err., 


DADE  COAL  COMPANY  et  al 
( Qa, ) 

*!•  As  a  general  role  persona  in  eharipe 
of  a  state  convict*  wbertier  tbeir  custody 
and  contn>l  of  him  be  lawful  or  otherwise,  are 
not  liable  In  damans  for  a  oriminal  tort  com- 
mitted by  him  while  at  largre,  although  his  beiotr 
at  large  was  by  their  permission,  or  because  of 
their  nefflifrenoe  in  falling  to  keep  him  safely 
oooflned.  Ordinarily,  under  such 'circumstances, 
the  convict^s  wrongful  act  would  l>e  too  remote 
a  consequence  of  his  keeper's  misconduct  in  the 
premises  to  render  tbem  responsible  to  the  person 
Injured.  This  rule  would,  of  course,  be  varied 
If  they  were  in  any  way  connected  with  the  per- 
petration of  the  tort,  or  had  reasonable  grounds 
for  apprehending  that  it  would  t>e  committed. 

2.  The  present  ease  flblls 'within  the 
general  rnle*  and  not  within  the  exception 
Indicated.  Its  material  facts  are  summarized, 
and  tbe  conclusion  therefrom  stated,  in  the  next 
note. 

8*  That  a  ^'felonjr^  convict*  about  thir* 
ty-seven  years  old,  who  had  been  con- 
tinnonsly  in  the  penitentiary  for  about 
twelve  years,  and  who  had  five  times  escaped 
therefrom,  was  '^a  man  in  robust  and  vigorous 
health,  immoral,  brutish,  devilish,  of  vicious 
habits,  of  violent  passions,  prone  to  desire  for  sex- 
ual intercourse,"  and  a  person  **not  restrained  by 
any  oonvictions  of  right  and  wrong,  or  governed 
by  any  principles  of  morality,*^  and  that '*aU  of 
these  conditions  and  things"  concerning  him 
'*were  well  known,  and  were  understood"  by  his 
custodians,  **or  ought  to  have  been,  because  of 
what  they  knew  of  his  said  person,  bistory.  char- 
acter, and  surroundings,"  did  not,  without  more, 
afford  such  cause  for  apprehending  that  he 
would,  when  an  opportunity  occurred,  commit 
the  crime  of  rape  upon  an  unprotected  woman, 
as  to  subject  his  custodians  to  liability  In  dam- 
ages for  the  perpetration  by  him  of  this  offense 
at  a  time  when,  b3cause  of  their  fault,  he  was  at 
large  and  in  the  unrestrained  control  of  bis  own 
movements. 

(March  12, 1897.) 

*Headnotes  by  Lumpkin,  P.  J. 


ERROR  to  the  Atb.nta  Cliy  Court  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Watkins  &  Dean,  Dean  Ik 
Dean,  N.  J.  Hammond*  and  T.  A«  Ham- 
mond* for  plaintiff  in  error: 

It  is  immaterial  what  is  tbe  intermediate 
cause  between  tbe  act  complained  of  and  the 
injurious  consequence,  if  such  act  is  the  effi- 
cient and  proximate  cause  (ind  tbe  consequence 
was  the  probable  result. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  g  87. 

Any  wrongful  act  which  exposes  one  to  in- 
jury from  rain,  heat,  fire,  water,  tbe  known 
vicious  disposition  or  habits  of  animals,  or 
any  other  natural  cause,  under  circumsiances 
which  render  il  probable  that  such  an  injury 
will  occur,  is  the  primary,  efficient,  and  proxi- 
mate cause  if  harm  ensues. 

1  Sutherland.  Damages,  1  38;  Tirre  Haute 
d  L  R.  Go.  V.  Buck,  96  Ind.  846.  49  Am.  Kep. 
168. 

The  innocent  or  culpable  act  of  a  third  per- 
son may  be  the  immediate  cause  of  an  injury, 
and  still  an  earlier  wrongful  act  may  have  con- 
tributed so  effectually  to  it  as  to  be  regarded  as 
tbe  efficient  and  concurrent  responsible  cause. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  ^  4C. 

The  mere  circumstance  that  there  have  in- 
tervened between  the  wrongful  cause  and  the 
injurious  consequence,  acts  produced  by  the 
volition  of  animals  or  of  human  beings,  does 
not  necessarily  make  the  result  so  remote  that 
no  action  can  be  maintained. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  23,  §  17. 

It  need  not  be  certain  tbat  such  damage  will 
ensue.  It  is  required  that  the  act  have  a  ten- 
dency and  be  likely  to  cause  such  damages, 
but  not  tbat  they  be  certain  to  follow;  in  tbis 
respect  they  are  generally  contingent  and  by 
possibility  may  not  happen. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  47,  §  27. 

Tbe  party  who  commits  a  trespass  or  other 
wrongful  act  is  liable  for  all  the  direct  injury 
resulting  from  such  act,  although  such  result- 
ing injury  could  not  have  been  contemplated 
as  the  probable  result  of  tbe  act  done. 

8  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  714,  note  8» 
§  l2U\Dvrham  v.  Musselman,  2Blackf.  96,  IH 
Am.  Dec.  183;  1  Sedgw  Damages,  1 129;  Ad- 
dison, Torts,  3d  ed.  p.  6;  Henry  v.  Dennis,  9ft 
Ind.  452,  47  Am.  Rep.  882;  2  Tbomp.  Neg. 
p.  1084. 

The  proximate  cause  of  any  injury  may  in 
general  be  stated  to  be  tbat  act  or  omission 
which  immediately  causes,  or  fails  to  prevent, 
an  injury,  an  act,  or  omission  occurring  or 
concurring  with  another,  if  which  had  not 
happened,  the  injury  would  not  have  been  in- 
flicted, notwithstanding  tbe  latter. 

Deming  v.  Merchants'  Cotton- Press  d  8. Co. 
90  Tenn.  358, 18  L.  R  A.518;  Andrews  v.  Mason 
dtp  d  Ft.  D.  R.  Co.  77  Iowa,  669;  Putnam 
V.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  47  Hun,  439; 
Bunting  v.  Hogsett,  139  Pa.  363,  12  L.  R.  A. 
268;  Clyde  v.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  59  Fed. 


NOTS.— For  a  case  In  which  neglifrenoe  was  held  .  cause  injury,  see  Dean  v.  8t  Paul  Union  Depot  Ou 
to  exist  in  respect  to  allowing  a  man  of  savaKe  I  (Minn.)  6  L.  B.  A.  442b 
and  Ticious  propensities  to  be  where  be  might  I 
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Rep.  894,  Knapp  v.  Sioux  City  <Ss  P,B.  Co.  65 
lowft.  91,  54  Am.  Rep.  1;  Campbell  v.  Staiwa- 
ter,  82  Minn.  308,  50  Am.  Rep.  569;  West  v. 
Ward,  77  Iowa,  823;  Ahern  v.  Oregon  Teleph. 
its  TOeg.  Co,  24  Or.  276  and  298,  22  L.  R  A. 
685 and  640;  Ryany.  Miller,  12  Daly,  17;  Jack- 
■sonviUe,  7'.  dt  K,  W,  B.  Co.  v.  Peninsular  Land, 
Trarup.  dt  Mfg.  Co.  27  Fla.  1,  and  157,  17  L. 
R.  A.  83,  and  65;  Powers  v.  Thayer  Lumber 
Co.  92  Mich.  588;  La  Duke  y.  Exeter  Tirp.  97 
Mich.  450;  McKelUrv.  Monitor  Ttop.  78  Mich. 
485. 

There  is  a  plain  difference  between  a  wrong:- 
ful  act  and  its  consequences,  for  when  a 
wrongful  act  is  done  the  wrongdoer  must  an- 
swer for  all  the  proximate  consequences,  al- 
though he  may  not  have  foreseen  or  antici- 
pated the  particular  form  or  character  of  the 
resulting  injury. 

Louieville,  N.  A.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  118 
Ind.  544;  Mexican  Nat.  R.  Co.  y.  Muesette,  86 
Tex.  708.  24  L.  R.  A.  642;  Derry  v.  Fiitner, 
118  Mass.  181:  Hill  v.  Wineor,  118  Mass.  251; 
Baxter  v.  Chicago,  R.  LA  P.  B  Co.  87  Iowa, 
488;  Chicago  d>  N.  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Prebcott,  19 
U.  8.  App.  291,  59  Fed.  Rep.  237,  8  C.  C.  A. 
109,  28  L.  R.  A.  654;  Oibeon  v.  Delaware  A 
H.  Canal  Co.  65  Vt.  218;  Bigelow.  Torts,  277; 
Henry  y.  Dennis,  98  Ind.  452,  47  Am.  Rep. 
884. 

Courts  cannot  be  ignorant  of  the  nature  of 
men,  and  must  attribute  to  them  the  ordinary 
passions  and  weaknesses  inherent  in  human 
nature.  It  has  been  expressly  adjudged  that 
courts  may  presume  that  domestic  animals  will 
act  in  conformity  to  their  usual  propensities 
and  habits,  and,  surely  there  is  stronger  reason 
for  extending  this  pnnciple  to  beings  of  rea- 
son, intelligence,  and  affections. 

Whart.  Neg.  §§  100, 107;  Smethurst  y.  Pro- 
prietors of  independent  Cong.  Church,  148 
Mass.  261, 2  L.  R.  A.  695;  Weick  v.  Lander,  75 
111.  93;  Binford  y.  Johnstofi,  82  Ind.  426.  42 
Am.  Rep.  512;  Ouifle  y.  Swan,  19  Johns.  881, 
10  Am.  Dec.  234;  Moore  v.  Central  R.  Co.  47 
Iowa,  688;  Forney  y.  Geldmacher,  75  Mo.  113, 
42  Am.  Rep.  892;  Lowery  y.  Manhattan  B. 
Co.  99  N.  Y.  158,  52  Am.  Rep.  12;  Sc/iroder  v. 
Crawford,  94  111.  357,  34  Am.  Rep.  286. 

If  defendant's  animal  breaks  enclosure,  he  is 
liable  to  plaintiff,  whether  guilty  of  negligence 
or  not. 

Bigelow,  Torts,  275,  and  note. 

A  depot  company  incorporated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  furnishing  depot  and  station  house 
accommodations  for  carriers  is  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  allowing  the  continuance  in  its  depot 
of  an  employee,  or  its  tenant  renting  a  room 
in  which  to  check  parcels,  who  is  a  man  of 
aayage  and  yicious  propensities  and  in  the 
habit  of  attacking  and  beating  people;  and  it 
will  be  liable  for  injuries  to  one  who  is,  with- 
out his  own  fault,  attacked  and  beaten  by  such 
•employee. 

Dean  y.  St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co.  41  Minn. 
860,  5  h.  R.  A.  442. 

Whether  the  trespasser  who  draws  the  crowd 
after  him  is  responsible  for  the  injuries  done 
by  it  depends  upon  whether  his  act  was  of  the 
nature  to  attract  a  destructive  crowd,  and  this 
is  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Fairbanks  y.  Kerr,  70  Pa.  86,  10  Am.  Rep. 
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664;  Henry  y.  Dennis,  98  Ind.  452,  47  Am.  Rep. 
878;  HarrimanY.  Pittsburgh,  C.  A  Si.  L.  R.  Go. 
45  Ohio  St.  11:  Lane  y.  Atlantic  Works,  111 
Mass.  186;  Toledo,  P.  A  W.  B.  Co.  y.  Pindar, 
58  111.  447.  5  Am  Rep.  57;  Kellogg  y.  Chicago 
AN.  W.  B.  Co.  26  Wis  223,  7  Am.  Rep.  69. 

It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  as  to  whether 
defendants  negligence  was  the  proximate 
cause 

Olson  y.  Chippewa  Falls,!!  Wis.  558;  Teaw  r. 
Williams,  15  R  L  20;  Clemens  y.  Hannibal  A 
St.  J.  B  Co.  58  Mo.  866,  14  Am.  Rep.  460; 
Annapolis  A  E.  R.  Co.  y.  Gantt,  89  Md.  115; 
Afchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  y.  Bales,  16  Kan. 
252;  Perry  y.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  50  Cal.  578; 
LehighVaUey  R.  Go.  y.  McKeen,  90 Pa.  122,  35 
Am.  Rep.  644;  Toledo,  W.  A  W.  R.  Go.  y. 
Muthersbaugh,  71  111.  572;  Milwaukee  A  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  Y.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  469,  24  L.  ed.  256; 
Pagev.  Bucksport,  64  Me.  51, 18  Am.  Rep.  289. 

Defendants'  contract  placed  the  defendants 
in  such  relation  to  the  state  as  to  create  certain 
legal  duties,  the  failure  to  observe  which  gives 
cause  of  action  to  this  plaintiff. 

Code  1882,  §^  2953,  2954;  Western  A  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Strong,  52  Ga.  461;  City  A  Suburban 
B.  Co.  V.  Brauss,  70  Ga.  377;  Grenade  y.  Hard- 
away,  78  Ga.  526. 

If  the  penitentiary  companies  are  not  corpo- 
rations then  they  are  either  joint-stock  com- 
panies or  partnerships.  In  either  event,  the 
members  thereof  are  liable  for  the  acts  and 
torts  of  each  other  done  in  the  course  of  busi- 
ness. 

1  Bates,  Partn.  g§  72.  73;  Dicey.  Partn.  p. 
467:  Hawes,  Parties  to  Actions,  89(13);  Roberts 
V.  Johnson,  58  N.  Y.  613:  Barbour,  Parlies  to 
Actions,  2d  ed.  p.  350.  note. 

Mr.  S«  Wright  also  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Ellia  &  Gray*  for  defendants  in 
error: 

Where  a  sheriff  nefrligently  permits  one  in 
his  custody  under  an  indictment  for  an  assault 
with  a  deadly  weapon  upon  B,  with  intent  to 
inflict  a  bodily  injury,  to  escape  and  go  at 
large,  and  such  person  makes  a  further  assault 
upon  A,  and  threatens  to  take  bis  life,  whereby 
A  is  put  to  expense  in  having  him  bound  oyer 
to  keep  the  peace,  A  cannot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  against  the  sheriff  for  the  es- 
cape, nor  for  damages  from  the  subsequent 
acts  of  the  escaped  prisoner,  as  they  are  not 
the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the 
escape. 

HuUinger  y.  Worrell,  83  111.  220. 

Damages  traceable  to  the  act,  but  not  it3 
legal  or  natural  consequence,  are  too  remote 
and  contingent. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama  v.  Mulch,  97 
Ala.  194.  21  L.  R.  A.  316;  Sliugart  Y.Egan,  83 
III.  56,  25  Am.  Rep.  361;  Hoag  v. Lake  Shore  A 
M.  S.  B.  Co.  85  Pa.  293,  27  Am.  Rep.  656; 
Phillips  Y.  Dickerson,  85  111.  11,  28  Am.  Rep. 
607;  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  y.  Barker,  4 
Colo.  344,  84  Am.  Rep.  89. 

Messrs.  John  L.  Hopkins  ft  Sons, 
Bishop*  Andrews*  ft  Mill*  and  Barton 
Smith  also  for  defendants  in  error. 

Lumpkin*  P.  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion   of 
the  court: 
The  declaration  now  under  review  disclosea 
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one  of  the  very  saddest  cases  with  wbicb  it  has 
ever  been  our  fortune  to  deal.  The  plaintiff, 
Miss  Maggie  Henderson,  was,  at  the  hands  of 
a  brutal  coDTict,  subjected  to  injury,  wrong, 
and  agony,  both  mental  and  physical,  a  recital 
of  which  would  make  one  of  the  darkest  pages 
in  our  reports.  Every  member  of  this  bench 
was  deeply  moved  and  affected  by  the  account 
which  the  declaration  gives  of  her  blighted 
life.  There  is  not,  i)erhaps,  in  the  annals  of  liti- 
gation a  story  of  wrong  which  appeals  more 
pathetically  for  human  sympathy.  Were  we 
to  follow  the  instincts  of  our  hearts,  we  would 
be  under  the  strongest  impulse  to  sustain  the 
plaintiffs  action;  but  as  magistrates,  under  the 
solemn  dutv  of  enforcini^  what  we  consci- 
entiously believe  to  be  the  law  of  the  case,  we 
are  compelled  to  hold  that  the  trial  court  did 
not  err  in  sustaining  the  various  demurrers  al- 
leging that  no  cause  of  action  was  set  forth. 
Omitting  any  mention  of  numerous  questions 
the  decision  of  which  is  not,  in  the  view  we 
take  of  the  case,  in  the  least  degree  essential  to 
its  determination,  we  shall  confine  ourselves  to 
a  very  brief  discussion  of  the  proposition  an- 
nounced in  the  headnotes,  from  which  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  so  far  as  now  material,  will  be 
readily  apprehended.  The  case,  at  least,  de- 
pends upon  the  question  whether  the  custodians 
of  such  «  convict  as  is  described  in  the  third 
head  note  are  legally  responsible  in  damages  for 
the  consequences  of  crimes  committed  by  him 
while  at  large,  and  in  the  unrestrained  control 
of  his  own  movements,  by  their  permission,  or 
because  of  their  negligence  in  railing  to  keep 
him  aafely  confined.  We  have  no  doubt  that, 
as  a  general  rule,  a  criminal  tort  committed  by 
such  a  convict  would  be  too  remote  a  conse- 
quence of  his  keepers'  misconduct  in  the  prem- 
ises to  render  them  responsible  to  the  person 
injured.  While  cases  may  arise  in  which  this 
general  rule  should  be  varied.^as  where  it 
appears  that  the  custodians  of  the  convict  were 
ID  some  way  connected  with  the  perpetration  of 
the  tort,  or  had  reasonable  grounds  for  appre- 
bending  that  it  would  be  committed,— noth- 
ing is  alleged  in  the  present  declaration  to 
bring  this  case  within  such  an  exception.  The 
direct  and  proximate  cause  of  the  injuries  in- 
flicted upon  Miss  Henderson  was  the  independ- 
ent HCiion  of  the  convict  himself.  He,  though 
vicious,  brutal,  and  infamous,  was  neverthe- 
less an  accountable  human  agent.  While,  ac- 
cording to  the  plaintiff's  averments,  he  was  not 
restrained  by  any  convictions  of  ri^ht  and 
wrong,  nor  goTemed  by  any  principles  of 
morality,  the  declaration  does  not  attempt  to 
allege  that  he  was  not  a  rational  person,  fully 
amenable  to  the  laws  both  of  Qod  and  man. 
That  be  was  prone  to  a  desire  for  sexual  inter- 
course did  not,  by  any  means,  render  him  an 
exception  to  a  law  of  nature  which  universally 
prevails  in  the  animal  kingdom,  whether  as 
applied  to  human  beings  or  animals  of  lower 
orders.  Vile  as  this  man  was,  it  cannot  be 
held  that  the  defendants  could  reasonably 
have  anticipated  that  he  would,  upon  the  first 
opportunity,  assault  and  ravish  any  defense- 
leas  woman  whom  he  might  encounter.  He  was 
equally  liable  to  commit  some  other  heinous 
crime;  and  they  were  not  bound  to'  presume 
that  he  would  commit  any  crime  at  all.    The 
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state  requires  the  lessees  of  convicts,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  their  terms,  to  furnish  them  trans- 
portation to  the  counties  in  which  they  were 
convicted.  Thus  the  law  clearly  contemplates 
that  these  criminals  shall  beset  at  liberty  in  the 
very  communities  whence  they  came.  It  can 
hardly  be  questioned  that  scores,  perhaps 
hundreds,  of  convicts,  just  as  bad  as  the  one 
now  under  consideration,  are,  from  time  t-o 
time,  set  at  large  by  the  law's  command.  If 
there  was  reason  to  apprehend  that  convicts  of 
this  depraved  type  would,  upon  regaining  their 
liberty,  commit  such  crimes  as  that  complained 
of  in  the  present  case,  it  would  seem  that  tbe 
true  policy  of  tbe  law  would  be  to  keep  them 
imprisoned  during  their  lives.  That  such  is 
not  the  policy  of  the  law  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
reason  for  apprehending  such  outrages  does 
not  really  exist. 

The  true  rule  applicable  In  a  case  like  the 
present  was  recognized  and  stated  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Perry  v.  Central  B.  Co»  66 
Ga.  751,  wherein  it  was  said  that,  in  order  to 
entitle  a  party  to  recover  damages  on  account 
of  the  negligence  of  another,  it  should  appear 
that  the  damages  were  the  natural  and  proxi- 
mate result  of  such  negligence;  **for  should 
it  appear  that  but  for  the  intervention  of  a 
responsible  third  party,  the  defendants'  neg- 
ligence would  not  have  caused  damage  to  the 
plaintiff,  then  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to 
plaintiff,  for  tbe  reason  that  the  causal  con- 
nection between  negligence  and  damage  is 
broken  by  the  interposition  of  an  independent, 
responsible  human  action."  In  support  of  this 
doctrine.  Judge  Stewart,  who  presided  in  the 
place  of  Chief  Justice  Jackson,  Hisqualifled, 
cited  Field,Damages,§§  18, 82, 62, 63. 78;  Wayne 
[Mayne],  Damages,  §  25;  Whart.  Ncg.  §  184; 
Wait,  Act.  &  Def .  title  Damages.  It  is  true  that 
in  the  case  lust  cited  the  action  was  based  upon  a 
tort  of  an  altogether  different  character,  but  the 
principle  announced  controls  the  case  at  bar. 
Tbe  case  of  Beldingy.  Johneonfi^  Ga.  177, 11 L. 
R.  A.  58,  also  has  some  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion at  issue,  it  being  there  held  that  the  death 
of  the  plaintiff's  husband,  who  was  killed  by  a 
man  under  the  influence  of  liquor,  who,  when 
in  this  condition,  was  violent  and  dangerous, 
was  not  occasioned  hj  the  act  of  a  barkeeper 
who  had  furnished  liquor  to  the  slayer  when 
he  was  already  drunk,  and  had  failed  to  pro- 
tect the  deceased  from  tbe  homicidal  assault 
made  upon  him  in  the  barkeeper's  place  of 
business.  Although  the  latter  violated  a  penal 
statute  of  this  state  in  so  furnishing  the  liquor, 
it  was,  in  effect,  held  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
anticipate  that  this  unlawful  conduct  on  his 
part  would  result  in  a  homicide.  A  somewhat 
similar  question  was  dealt  with  in  Shugart  v. 
Egan,  88  111.  56,  25  Am.  Rep.  859.  There  tbe 
person  furnished  with  the  intoxicating  liquors 
was  himself,  in  consequence  of  abusive  Ian- 
gnage  used  to  another,  assaulted  and  killed. 
In  a  sense,  the  furnishing  of  the  liquor  was  an 
indirect  cause  of  his  death,  but  the  court  held 
it  was  not  the  efficient  and  proximate  cause. 
In  a  case  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Minnesota  (Swinfln  v.  I/wry,  87  Minn.  845), 
it  appeared  that  a  minor  person  of  the  age  of 
eighteen  upon  invitation  of  the  defendants, 
drank  intoxicating  liquors  with  them  and  their 
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friends  at  divers  saloons  several  times  during 
the  same  evening,  some  of  ibe  liquor  being  or- 
dered and  paid  for  by  Ibe  defendants  them- 
selves. '*He  became  intoxicated  and  quarrel 
some,  and  committed  an  assault  upon  plaintiff, 
resulting  in  serious  injury  to  bim."  but  "was 
not  incited  thereto  by  the  defendants,  and  it 
was  his  own  voluntary  act.  In  an  action 
against  them  by  the  plnimiff  for  damages  on 
the  ground  that  the  assault  was  the  result  of 
their  acts  in  furnishing  the  liquor  supplied  to 
the  minor/'  the  reviewing  court  held  "that  the 
damages  were  too  remote,  and  were  not  to  be 
deemed  the  natural  and  proximate  result  of  the 
alleged  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants."  A 
case  which,  upon  its  facts,  is  still  more  closely 
In  point,  is  that  of  Hullinger  v.  Worrell,  88 
111.  220.  It  WQS  there  held  that  a  sheriff  who 
negligently'permitted  the  escape  of  a  prisoner 
in  his  custody  under  an  indictment  for  an  as- 
sault with  intent  to  murder  was  not  liable  in 
damages  for  the  consequences  of  a  subsequent 
assault  by  the  escaped  prisoner  upon  the  same 
person  upon  whom  the  indictment  in  question 
charged  that  the  original  assault  had  been  com- 


mitted. This  decision  was  based  expliciiiy 
upon  the  proposition  that  the  act  of  the  pris- 
oner, after  regaining  his  liberty,  was  not  th& 
natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the  es- 
cape. Cases  more  or  less  resembling  the  fore- 
going are  quite  numerous,  but  it  would  not  be 
helpful  to  multiply  citations  on  this  line.  The 
rule  of  law  that  damages  arising  ex  delicto  are 
not  recoverable  unless  they  spring  from  the 
negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  defendant  ia 
as  well  settled  as  any  legal  principle.  The  dif- 
ficulty arises  in  its  application  to  given  cases. 
We  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  precisely 
like  the  present,  but  our  minds  have,  without 
difficulty,  reached  the  conclusion  that  none  of 
the  lessees  of  penitentiary  convicts  named  as 
defendants  can  be  made  liable  for  the  crime 
committed  in  this  instance.  Nothing  they  did 
or  omitted  was  its  efficient  or  proximate  cause. 
It  was  the  independent  act  of  another,  not 
standing  in  any  relation  to  the  defendants 
which  would  render  what  he  did  imputable  to 
them.  The  court  below  was  right  in  sustain- 
ing the  demurrers  and  dismissing  the  aclioo. 
Judgment  affln/ied. 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


George  M.  WELTY.  Appt,, 
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1.  A  eontraet  will  not  be  8pe<dfleally 
enforced  unJess  it  has  such  mutuality  that  It 
may  be  enforoed  by  either  party. 

8.   Particular  stipalatlons  of  a  contract 

will  not  be  specifically  enforced  apart  from  the 
rest  of  the  contract,  where  they  do  not  clearly 
BUnd  by  themselves,  unaffected  bj  other  pro- 
visions. 

8.  An  injunction  against  the  proprietor 
of  a  theater  will  not  be  gramtedp  to  pre- 
vent  his  breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  the 
theater  and  its  equipment,  includingr  light,  beat, 
music,  ushers,  etc.,  to  the  manairer  of  a  company 
for  a  certain  time,  and  to  prevent  him  from  f ur- 
nisblDff  the  theater  to  a  rival  company  during 
that  period;  nor  can  the  contract  be  partly  en- 
forced by  injunction  limited  to  the  use  of  the 
bnildinff  and  furnishings. 
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NOTB.— For  mandatory  injunction  to  compel 
ipeolflc  performance  of  contract,  see  note  to 
Moundsville  v.  Ohio  Biver  S.  Co.  (W.  Va.)  20  L. 
S.  A.  on  page  167« 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgnaent  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a 
suit  brought  to  enjoin  defendants  from  open- 
ing an  opera  house  with  another  show  dur- 
ing a  week  for  which  it  has  been  leased  to 
complainant.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Bulkley,  Gray,  ft  More,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  court  below  erred  in  dismissing  the  bill 
of  complaint  for  want  of  equity,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  complainant  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  or,  because  the  contract  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
enforce  it. 

Lacy  V.  Heuck,  12  Week.  L.  Bull.  209. 

A  court  of  equity  will  enforce  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  indirectly  by  en- 
joining a  breach  of  its  negative  covenants 
when  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  it  could 
not  enforce  specific  performance  directly. 

2  High,  Inj.  2d  ed.  §^  1184.  1150  et  seq.; 
Lumley  v.  Wagner,  1  DeG.  M.  &  G.  604; 
Montagve  v.  FlockUm,  L.  R  16  Eq.  189;  Great 
Nortliern  R.  Co,  v.  Manchester,  S.  ds  L,  U,  Co, 
6  DeG.  &  S.  138:  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  New 
York,  L,  E.  dt  W.  H,  Co,  24  Fed.  Rep.  616; 
Singer  Seudng  Mach.  Co.  v.  Union  Button- 
hole S  E,  (Jo.  Holmes,  258;  Fredericks  v. 
Mayer,  13  How.  Pr.  666;  Dnly  v.  Smith,  6 
Jones  AS.  168;  Western  U,  Tefeg.  Co,y.  Union 
P.R  a>.  8  Fed.  Rep.  423;  Wellfi,  Fargo,  db  Co. 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  854 ;  47  L.  R.   A.  384. 
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T.  Oregon  R,  d  Nav.  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  517; 
WeliB,  Fargo,  A  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  23 
Fed.  Rep.  409;  Wolrerhampion  d  W.  B,  Co. 
V.  London  d  N.  W.  B.  Co.  L.  R.  16  Eq.  433. 

If  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  Degative 
remedy  of  iojunction  will  do  sabstantial  jas- 
tice  between  the  parties,  by  obliging  the  de- 
fendaDt  either  to  carry  out  bis  contract  or  lose 
all  benefit  of  the  breach,  and  the  remedy  at 
law  is  inadequate,  and  there  is  no  reason  or 
policy  against  it,  the  court  will  interfere  to  re- 
strain conduct  which  is  contrary  to  the  con- 
tract, although  it  may  be  unable  to  enforce  a 
specific  performance  of  it. 

Singer  Setcing  Macfi.  Co.  v.  Union  Button- 
hole d  B.  Co.  Holmes,  253;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Bogere,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  811;  Bernstein  v 
Meech.  180  N.  Y.  354;  Long  v.  Beard,  4  N.  G 
(Taylor's  N.  C.  Term  Rep.  258)  684;  Warner 
V.  McMullen,  131  Pa.  370;  Brvsh  Eleetrie  Light 
Co: s  Appeal.  141  Pa.  574;  Qriffln  v.  Colter,  16 
N.y.  491,  69  Am.  Dec.  718;  BvbbardY.  Miller, 
27  Mich.  15,  16  Am.  Rep.  158;  Querand  y. 
Bandelet^  82  Md.  561,  8  Am.  Rep.  164;  Spier  y. 
Lambdin,  45  Ghu  819;  Leavers  t.  CHear.u,  76 
111.  849;  Watson  y.  Sutherland,  5  Wall. 
74,  18  L.  ed.  580;  Oerman- American  Invest. 
Co.  y.  Toungsfown,  68  Fed.  Rep.  456;  New 
York  Academy  of  Music  y.  Boekett,  2  Hilt.  218; 
Sehmitt  V.  Cassilivs,  81  Minn.  7;  Butler  y. 
Burleson,  16  Vt.  176;  McClurffs  Appeal,  58  Pa. 
51 :  Manhattan  Mfg.  d  Fertilizing  Co.  y.  New 
Jersey  Stock  Yard  d  MH.  Co.  28  N.  J.  Eq. 
161;  I.egg  y.  Hom,  45  Conn.  416;  EUsler  y. 
Brooks,  22  Jones  &  R.  78;  Cort  y.  Lassard,  18 
Or.  221,  6  L.  R  A.  658;  Lanahan  y.  Beaver, 
79  Md.  418;  Frazier  y.  Miller,  16  111.  48; 
Morris  y.  Thomas.  17  111.  112:  Franklin  Teleg. 
Co.  y.  Barrison,  145  U.  8.  459.  86  L.  ed.  776. 

Messrs.  Partridge  ft  Partrid£^e«  for  ap- 
pellee U.  D.  Newell: 

The 'complainant  was  guilty  of  such  laches 
in  filing  his  bill  as  to  preclude  him  from  relief 
in  equity. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  976. 

The  complainant  utterly  failed  to  show  com- 
pliance on  his  part  with  the  contract. 

He  who  seeks  the  aid  of  equity  to  enjoin  the 
yiolation  of  an  agreement,  or  for  the  protec- 
tion of  his  contract  rights,  must  himself  come 
inio  court  with  clean  hands,  and  to  entitle 
himself  to  relief  he  must  baye  carried  out,  so 
far  as  possible,  his  own  part  of  the  contract. 

2  High.  InJ.  §  1119:  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1407; 
BerhsUm  y.  Meech,  180  N.  Y.  864. 

Profits  were  recoyerable  as  damages  in  a 
suit  at  law. 

Dennis  y.  Marfield^  10  Allen,  188. 

Mr.  James  £•  Pomell,  for  appellee  H. 
R.  Jacobs: 

This  contract  is  in  yiolation  of  Hurd's  Rey. 
Stat  (111.)  chap.  88.  ^  261. 

Where  a  contract  is  contrary  to  statute  it  is 
yold,  and  the  courts  will  not  aid  it  by  injunc- 
tion. 

3  Am  *  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  872,  f  49; 
Workingmen*s  Bkg.  Co.  y.  Bautenberg.  108  III. 

460.  42  Am.  Rep.  2«;  Fennell  v.  Bfdler,  5 
Barn.  &  C.  406;  Smith  y.  Sparrow,  4  Hing.  84; 
Northrup  y.  Fo*>t,  14  Wend.  248;  Smith  y.  Wil- 
cor,  24  N.  Y.  353,  ^2  Am.  Dec.  802;  Story  y. 
Elliott,  8  Cow.  27,  18  Am.  Dec.  423;  Linden- 
muller  y.  People,  38  Barb.  548;  Brunnett  r. 
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Clark,  Sheldon,  501;  Com.  y.  Weidner,  4  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  437. 

The  consideration  upon  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant is  that  he  was  to  produce  his  company 
for  the  purpose  of  giying  performances  com- 
mencing on  Sunday,  December  29.  1H95.  If 
that  portion  of  said  contract  was  illegal  and  in 
yiolation  of  the  statutes,  then  Uie  whole  con- 
tract is  yoid. 

Henderson  y.  Palmer,  71  111.  579,  22  Am. 
Rep.  117:  Tenny  y.  Foote,  95  El.  99. 

To  entitle  a  party  to  an  injunction  pendente 
lite  in  this  class  or  cases,  the  plaintiff  must 
bring  himself  clearly  within  the  principles 
upon  which  exceptional  jurisdiction  rests. 

Injunction  is  only  issued  where  the  injury 
is  irreparable  from  breach  of  contract. 

Strobridge  Lithographing  Co,  y.  Crane,  20 
N.  Y.  Ciy.  Proc.  Rep.  24. 

Carter*  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tbis  was  a  bill  for  an  injunction  filed  De- 
cember 28.  Ib95,  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook 
county,  by  the  appellant,  in  which  be  alleged 
that  be  was  a  theatrical  manager  and  proprie- 
tor; that  on  April  9,  1895,  he  entered  into  a 
written  contract  with  H.  R.  Jacobs,  manager, 
and  representing  M.  J.  Jacobs,  proprietor,  of 
the  Alhambra  theater,  in  Chicago,  to  play  his 
company  in  the  **Black  Crook"  at  such  thea- 
ter for  seyen  consecutiye  nights,  commencing 
December  29,  1895;  that  Jacobs  was  to  fur- 
nish the  house,  well  cleaned,  lighted,  and 
heated,  together  with  the  stock,  scenery,  and 
equipments  contained  therein,  stage  nands, 
stage  carpenter,  fly  men,  regular  ushers,  gas 
man,  property  man,  janitor,  ticket  seller,  door- 
keepers, orchestra,  house  programmes,  licenses, 
billboards,  bill  posting,  distribution  of  printed 
matter,  usual  newspaper  adyertisements,  and 
the  resources  of  the  theater  in  stage  furniture 
and  properties  not  perishable;  that  Welty  was 
to  furnish  a  company  of  first  class  artists,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  Jacobs,  together  with  spec> 
ial  scenery,  calcium  lights,  etc.,  and  also,  ten 
days  in  ad^yance,  certain  printing,  prepaid  and 
free  from  all  charges,  consisting  of  a  yariety 
of  bills,  etc. ;  that  appellant  was  to  receiye  60* 
per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts  up  to  $5,000,  and 
70  per  cent  on  all  oyer  $5,000;  that  if  tbe  com- 
pany should  not  prove  satisfactory  to  Jacobs,, 
whose  judgment  was  to  be  conclusiye,  or  if 
the  company  should  prove  not  to  be  as  repre- 
sented, then  Jacobs  should  baye  tbe  right  to 
cancel  the  contract  by  giving  appellant  at  least 
one  week's  notice,  by  mail  or  otherwise;  that 
appellant's  company  was  not  to  appear  at  any 
other  bouse  in  the  city  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
performance  specified:  that  if,  by  any  unfore* 
seen  accident,  fire,  or  for  any  reason  whatever, 
Jacobs  could  not  furnish  ihe  house  for  said  per- 
formance the  contract  was  to  become  null  and 
yoid.  The  bill  further  alleged  that  appellant 
had  kept  snd  performed  all  his  covenants;  that 
he  had  tendered  tbe  printing  as  required,  and 
that  he  was  ready  to  furnish  a  satisfactory 
company;  that  be  bad  received  no  notice  from 
Jacobs  tbnt  bis  compaoy  was  not  satisfactory 
Dor  as  represented,  and  had  been  given  no  no- 
tice of  the  terminntion  of  bis  contract  as  tbereiD 
provided;  that  wit  bin  tbe  then  last  thirty  days 
Jacobs  had  entered  into  a  contiact  with  U   u. 
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Newell  for  the  Alhambra  Theater  for  the  same 
week  that  appellant's  coDtract  provided  for: 
that  Newell  claims  to  be  the  manager  of  an- 
other company,  also  engaged  in  producing  the 
"Black  Crook;"  that  Jacobs  and  Newell  were 
combining  and  confederating  to  injure  and  de- 
fraud appellant,  as  Newell  Sad  atrreed  to  pro- 
duce the  play  for  a  less  percentage  than  appel- 
lant; that  appellant  had  forty  performers  un- 
der contract,  and  would  be  obliged  to  pay 
them  their  salaries  whether  they  performed  or 
not,  and  that  he  could  procure  no  other  place 
for  bis  performance  during  said  time,  and 
would  be  compelled  to  remain  idle,  at  great 
expense;  that  the  money  value  of  his  contract 
could  not  be  determined,  either  actually  or  ap- 
proximately, in  any  other  manner  than  by 
carrying  out  and  fully  performing  it  according 
to  its  conditions;  that  Jacobs  and  Newell  had 
announced  their  intention  of  keeping  appel- 
lant out  of  the  possession  and  use  of  said  thea- 
ter; that  appellees  were  financially  irresponsi- 
ble. The  bill  prays  for  an  order  enjoining  ap- 
pellees from  hindering  appellant  and  his  com- 
pany from  taking  possession  of  the  Alhambra 
theater,  its  appurtenances  and  stage  property, 
and  from  hindering,  delaying,  interfering 
with,  or  preventing  appellant  from  producin^i: 
said  play  in  accordance  with  said  contract,  and 
also  restraining  appellees  from  using  or  occupy- 
ing said  theater,  its  stock,  scenery,  and  equip- 
ments, during  said  period  of  seven  days,  and 
from  allowing  any  other  person  or  company  to 
use  or  occupy  the  same;  and  also  restrain! og 
and  enjoining  appellees  from  refusing  to  fur- 
nish to  appellant,  during  such  period,  the  usual 
and  necessary  light,  heat,  music,  regular  stage 
hands,  stage  carpenter,  etc.,  and  for  general 
relief.  The  injunction  was  granted,  and  served 
on  appellees  December  28,  1895.  On  Decem- 
her  80,  1895,  a  rule  was  entered  on  appellees  to 
ehow  cause  why  they  should  not  be  punished 
for  contempt  of  court  in  violating  this  injunc- 
tion. The  next  day  an  order  was  entered 
modifying  the  injunction  so  as  to  permit  New- 
ell to  produce  the  play  at  the  Alhambra  thea- 
ter and  Jacobs  was  ordered  to  pay  into  court 
60  per  cent  of  the  entire  receipts  received  by 
him  at  the  Alhambra  for  the  week,  and  to  pay 
to  Newell  80  per  cent  of  such  receipts,  and  the 
cause  was  continued  to  January  8,  1896.  On 
that  day  both  appellees  answered,  replication 
was  filed,  and  Newell  moved  for  a  dissolution 
of  the  injunction.  Appellee  Jacobs  in  his  an- 
swer admitted  the  making  of  the  contract  with 
Appellant,  but  denied  that  appellant's  com- 
pany was  satisfactory  or  as  represented,  and 
alleged  that  he  had  notified  appellant  thereof, 
and  bad  canceled  the  contract;  denied  all  com- 
bination to  injure  appellant;  admitted  that  he 
had  made  a  contract  with  Newell  for  the  same 
week  he  had  formerly  contracted  to  appellant; 
denied  that  appellant  had  furnished  the  print- 
ing as  required;  and  that  he  was  without 
remedy  except  in  a  court  of  equity.  Appellee 
Neweli  in  his  answer  alleged  that  he  had  been 
informed  that  appellant's  contract  had  been 
canceled;  that  on  November  29.  1896,  he  had 
made  a  contract  with  Jacobs  to  play  the  Tomp- 
kins Black  Crook  Company  in  the  Alhambra 
for  seven  successive  nights,  beginning  Decem- 
ber 29,  1895,  the  contract  being  in  all  particu- 
lars like  appellant's,  except  as  to  the  percent- 
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age  of  receipts;  that  as  early  as  December  27, 
he  had  removed  to  the  Alhambra  a  number  of 
articles  belonging  to  his  company,  and  had 
taken  possession  of  the  same;  alleged  various 
communications  and  negotiations  between  all 
the  parties  to  this  suit  from  December  16  until 
the  bill  was  filed;  that,  becoming  alarmed  that 
Jacobs  would  close  up  the  Alhambra  entirely 
during  that  week,  he  (Neweli)  had  procured  an 
injunction  from  the  circuit  court  on  December 
27,  1895,  and  had  it  served  on  Jacobs  the  same 
day,  restraining  Jacobs  from  closing  up  the 
theater  during  said  week  and  excluding  his 
company  from  presenting  their  play;  charges 
appellant  with  laches  and  bad  faith  in  suppress- 
ing all  information  in  regard  to  such  first  in- 
junction, and  alleged  that  appellant's  contract 
was  in  violation  of  the  statutes,  which  forbid 
any  amusement  or  diversion  on  Sunday,  so 
that  specific  performance  could  not  be  en- 
forced. 

The  cause  was  heard  by  the  court,  and  a  de- 
cree entered  finding  that  the  injunction  bad 
been  violated  by  appellees,  and  that  under  the 
order  modifying  the  injunction  there  had  been 
paid  into  court  |1. 1^.75;  that  the  equities 
were  with  the  appellees;  and  that  the  appel- 
lant bad  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  and  that  the  injunction  was  im provi- 
dently issued;  and  the  bill  was  therefore  dis- 
missed, and  the  moriey  ordered  returned  to 
Jacobs.  Appellant  appealed,  and  asked  that 
the  money  be  retained  in  the  clerk's  hands 
pending  the  appeal,  which  was  allowed,  and 
the  money  ordered  left  with  the  clerk  until  the 
final  determination  on  appeal.  The  appellate 
court  afiSrmed  the  decree,  and  appellant  has 
further  appealed  to  this  court. 

There  was  no  sufiicient  proof  that  Jacobs 
canceled  his  contract  with  Welty  on  any  of  the 
grounds  stipulated  in  it,  and  the  question  is 
not  whether  Jacobs  was  justified  in  violating 
the  contract,  but  whether  his  bill  of  complaint 
for  equitable  relief  can  be  sustained  or  he 
should  be  remitted  to  his  action  at  law.  Strictly 
speaking,  the  bill  was  not  one  for  specific  per- 
formance, but  for  in  junction  only.  It  is  clear 
from  its  allegations  and  the  authorities  bearing 
upon  the  question  that  specific  performance  or 
the  contract  could  not  be  decreed.  It  is  not« 
and  cannot  be,  contended  that  appellant  could 
have  been  compelled,  by  any  writ  the  court 
could  have  issued,  to  occupy  the  theater  with 
his  company  of  actors  and  give  the  perform- 
ances contracted  for,  any  more  than  a  public 
singer  or  speaker  can  be  compelled  specifically 
to  perform  his  contract  to  sing  or  speak. 
Negative  covenants  not  to  sing  or  perform  else- 
where at  a  certain  time  than  a  designated  place 
have  been  enforced  by  the  injunctive  process, 
but  further  than  this  such  contracts  have  not 
been  specifically  enforced  by  the  courts,  by  in- 
junction or  otherwise.  Lumley  v.  Wagner,  1 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  604;  Dalp  v.  Smith,  6  Jones  & 
S.  158.  In  Lumley  v.  Wagner  there  was  an 
express  covenant  not  to  sing  elsewhere  than  at 
the  complainant's  theater,  and  the  injunction 
was  placed  on  that  ground. 

But  it  is  urged  that  negative  covenants 
may  be  implied  as  well  as  expressed,  and, 
when  necessarily  implied  from  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  they  will  be  enforced  in  like 
manner;     citing    the    follow     cases:    Mon- 
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Wei.ty  ▼.  Jacobs. 
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tagueY.  Floekton,  L.  R.  16  Eq  189;  Great 
yorthem  B,  Co.  t.  Manelieiter,  8.  A  L,  B. 
Co.  5  De  G.  <&  S.  138;  Chicago  A  A.  R.  Go, 
V.  New  York,  L.  B.  A  W,  B,  Co.  24  Fed.  Rep. 
516;  i>inger  Sewing- Mach.  Co.  ▼.  Union  Button- 
hols  A  K  Go.,  Holmes,  258;  2 High.  Inj.  2d 
ed.  §  1150;  Fredricka  v.  Mayer,  13  How.  Pr. 
566.  While  there  was  a  negative  coyenant  in 
the  COB  tract  under  consideration  against  Welty, 
it  is  not  important  to  consider  whether  or  not 
appellant  might  have  been  enjoined  from  per- 
forming elsewhere  than  at  Jacobs'  theater  at 
the  time  in  question.  For  it  is  manifest  he 
could  not  have  been  compelled  to  perform  at 
said  theater.  Before  a  contract  will  be  specif- 
ically enforced  there  must  be  muiuality  in  the 
contract,  so  that  it  may  be  enforced  by  either; 
and,  as,  this  contract  was  of  such  a  nature  that 
it  could  not  have  been  specifically  enforced  by 
appellee  Jacobs,  it  should  not  l>e  so  enforced 
by  appellant.  iMneaiter  v.  Boberts,  144  111. 
223;  Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  §§  440,  441;  Waterman, 
Spec.  Perf.  §  196;  Cooper  v.  Pena,  21  Cal.  411. 
But  it  is  urged  that  courts  of  equity  will  by 
injunction  restrain  the  violation  of  contracts 
of  this  character  in  many  cases  where  they 
cannot  decree  specific  performance,  and  the 
following  among  oiher  cases  are  referred  to: 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Union  P.  B.  Co.  8 
Fed.  Rep,  428-429:  Welis,  Fano,  A  Co.  v. 
Oregon  B.  A  Nav.  Co.  15  Fed.  Rep.  661,  and 
18  Fed.  Rep.  517;  Wells,  Fargo,  A  Co.  v.  North- 
em  P.  B.  Co.  28  Fed.  Rep.  469.  Without 
determining  whether  there  may  not  be  excep- 
tional cases  not  falling  within  the  general  rule, 
we  think  the  rule  is  as  stated  in  Chicago  Mu- 
nicipal Gaslight  A  Fuel  Co.  v.  Lake,  180  111. 
42,  and  the  authorities  there  quoted.  It  was 
there  said  (page  60,  180  111):  "The  bill  of 
complaint  in  the  case,  though  not  strictly  a 
bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract, 
is,  in  substance,  a  bill  of  that  kind.  In  8  Pom. 
£q.  Jur.  §  1841,  it  is  said:  'An  injunction  re- 
straining the  breach  of  a  contract  is  a  negative 
specific  enforcement  of  that  contract.  The 
jurisdiction  of  equity  to  erant  such  injunc- 
tion is  substantially  coincident  with  its  juris- 
diction to  compel  a  specific  performance.  Both 
are  governed  by  the  same  doctrines  and  rules; 


and  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, that  wherever  the  contract  is  one  of  a 
class  which  will  be  affirmatively  specifically 
enforced,  a  court  of  eouity  will  restrain  its 
breach  by  injunction,  if  this  is  the  only  prac- 
tical mo()e  of  enforcement  which  its  terms 
permit.'"  Ii  is  plain  that,  as  a  general  rule, 
to  enjoin  one  from  doing  something  in  viola- 
tion of  his  contract  is  an  indirect  mode  of 
enforcing  the  affirmative  provisions  of  such 
contract,  although  such  an  iniunction  may 
often  fall  short  of  accomplishing  its  object. 
It  is  obvious  from  what  has  been  said  and 
from  the  authorities  that  to  enjoin  appellee  Ja- 
cobs, as  prayed  in  the  bUl,  from  refusing  to 
furnish  the  usual  and  necessary  light,  heat, 
music,  regular  stage  bands,  stage  carpenter, 
ushers,  equipments,  etc.,  providS  for  in  the 
contract,  would  be  the  same,  in  substance,  as 
to  command  him  to  furnish  them,  and  without 
them  the  use  of  the  theater  building  would  seem 
to  be  of  little  use.  Iti^  i^lnciieally  eo^^ceded 
by  (ioim'sel'for  'apf^eliauf  that  this  part  o(  th*) 
conincci  iould  iiot  oe  specifically  enforce*d  as 
prayed,  or  otherwise,  in  equity;  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  this  part  of  the  contract  is  merely 
incidental  to  the  more  important  part  of  it, 
which  was  the  right  to  occupy  and  use  the 
theater  and  its  furnishings,  and  give  therein 
the  performances  provided  for,  and  to  ex- 
clude from  a  like  occupation  and  use  the  other 
appellee,  Newell,  and  that  the  injunction  was 
proper  for  that  purpose.  This  would  have 
been  an  indirect  method  of  enforcing  a  part 
performance  of  the  contract,  and  courts  will 
not  enforce  specific  performance  of  particular 
stipulations  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  con- 
tract, (where  they  do  not  clearly  stand  by  them- 
selves, unaffected  by  other  provisions.  Bald- 
win y.  Fletcher,  48  Mich.  604.  Even  if  such 
a  decree  might  have  been  sustained,  we  are 
satisfied  the  sound  legal  discretion  of  the 
court  was  not  violated  in  refusing  it,  or  in  dis- 
solving the  injunction  after  it  was  granted. 
Appellant's  remedy,  if  any  he  had,  was  at 
law. 

The  judgment  qf  the  AppdlaU  Court  U  aj- 
flrmed. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


PITTSBURG,   CINCINNATI,    CHICAGO, 
&    ST.    LOUIS    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 

Appt., 

V. 

Thomas  F.  MAHONEY,  Admr.,  eta,  of  Oscar 
P.  J.  Romich,  Deceased. 

(148  Ind.  166.) 

1.  A  contract  by  which  an  employee 
aasiunes  all  liability  for  injuries  by  reason 
of  the  employer's  oeKllgenoe  or  olberwise  Is  not 
against  public  policy. 

2.  IVotlce  of  a  contract  between  an  ex- 


press company  and  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  the  effect  that  the  former  will  hold  the 
latter  barmlesB  asainst  claims  by  the  express  com- 
pany's employees  for  neRrtlerence  of  tbe  railroad 
company  or  otherwise  Is  chargeable  to  one  of  suob 
employees  who  goes  upon  the  tracks  of  the  rail-' 
road  company  in  -the  course  of  bis  employment 
under  the  license  given  to  the  express  company 
by  the  contract. 

8.  An  assumption  of  risks  by  express 
contract  of  a  local  employee  of  an  express 
company  includes  the  risk  of  injuries  by  oars  of 
a  railroad  company  with  which  the  express  com- 
pany does  business. 

4.    A  release  by  an  employee  of  an  ex- 


Note.— As  to  public  policy  respectinsr  contracts 
against  liability  for  negligence  in  cases  which  do 
not  involve  the  liability  of  carriers  or  any  other 
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simillar  liability,  see  also  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co,  v. 
Chicajro,  M.  ft  Bt.  P.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  80  L. 
R.  A.  198,  and  other  oases  cited  in  footnote  thereto. 
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Apr., 


press  oompanjr  of  all  liability  for  injuries 
sustaioed  by  neffllsrenue  of  the  employer  ^*or 
otherwise"  includes  the  liability  of  ibe  express 
company  to  hold  a  railroad  with  which  it  does 
busmess  harmless  agralnst  claims  by  the  express 
company ^8  employees  for  injuries,  and  precludes 
an  action  airalnst  the  railroad  company  for  caus- 
InflT  his  death  by  suddenly  closing  the  opening  be- 
tween parts  of  a  train  while  he  was  passing  be- 
tween them. 

(April  22,1897.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judi^ment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Howard  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  persoDal  injuries  resulting 
in  death  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.    Reverted, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  N.  O*  Ross*  Oeorffe  W.  Funk, 

>  and'^^U  A  Etird^at  jTor  gpiMJlani.        • .  <  . 

^  •  ATis^K  one  F.  :m^,ho4oyi.:  ftislXdn  A. 

fiJsiler;  *  BlackHd^e*  • '  ft  •  dUnley,  :  F. 

Winter,  and  M.  Winfleld,  for  appellee: 

No  error  can  be  predicated  upon  the  ruling 
upon  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  as  the 
facts  alleged  to  be  omitted  in  the  complaint  are 
fully  found  by  the  special  verdict. 

Ross  V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  m;  State,  Marks,  y. 
Vogel,  117  Ind.  188;  Martin  v.  Cauble,  72  Ind. 
67;  Douthit  v.  Douthit,  133  Ind.  26;  ReddiekY. 
Eeesling,  129  Ind.  128;  FuUer  v.  Oox,  185  Ind. 
46: 1  Woolen's  Digest,  p.  585. 

The  complaint  is  good  against  general  de- 
murrer. Each  paragraph  contains  the  aver- 
ment that  the  deceased  was  killed  by  the  care- 
lessness and  negligence  of  the  appellant  and 
without  fault  upon  his  i>art. 

LouisHOe,  N,  A,  A  O,  R,  Co.  v.  Jones,  108 
Ind.  551 ;  Cincinnati,  H.AD.R  Co.  v.  Chester, 
57  Ind.  297;  Jones  v.  WhiU,  90  Ind.  255;  CUte- 
land,  C  C.AI.R  Co,  v.  Wynant,  100  Ind.  160; 
Louisville,  N,  A.&CR,  Co,  v.  Krinning,  87 
lod.  851;  Bcwee  v.  Fitzpatrick,  80  Ind.  526; 
Cineinnati,  I.  St,  L,  <&  C.  R,  Co.  v.  Oaines, 
104  Ind.  526.  54  Am.  Rep.  884;  Wabas^i,  St.  L, 
<fc  P,  R.  Co,  y.  Johnson,  96  Ind.  44;  Deller  v. 
Hofferbertk,  127  Ind.  414;  LouisvilU,  N.  A,  A 
0,  R.  Co.  V.  Berkey,  186  Ind.  194;  Indianapolis, 
P.  db  a  R.  Go.  V.  Keelp,  23  Ind.  183;  Indianap- 
olis, C,  di  L,  R.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  44  Ind.  76; 
Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Selby,  47  Ind.  471,  17 
Am.  Rep.  719;  Louisville,  If,  A.  A  C.  R  Co. 
V.  CnuUy,  119  Ind.  142;  2  Woollen's  Digest, 
§  14604;  Cincinnati.  I,  St.  L.  <fe  C,  R.  Co.  v. 
Darling,  130  Ind.  378;  Louisville,  E.  <fe  St.  L, 
Oonsol.  R,  Co.,  V.  Banning,  131  Ind.  535; 
Stewart  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  130  Ind.  242; 
Wabash  v.  Carver,  129  Ind.  552.  13  L.  R.  A, 
851;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Horton,  132  Ind.  189 
Wabash,  St,  L.  d  P,  R  Co.  v.  Locke,  112  Ind, 
404. 

The  record  affirmatively  shows,  in  the 
special  verdict,  the  fact  that  these  contracts 
were  executed  and  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  appellee's  decedent. 

A^ixon  V.  Campbell,  106  Ind.  47;  Davis  v. 
Reamer,  105  Ind.  818;  Cleveland  C.  C,  db  I.  R. 
Co.  V.  Newell,  104  Ind.  264,  54  Am.  Rep.  812; 
Sotiser  V.  Cunningham,  21  Ind.  200. 

The  paper  purporting  to  be  an  affidavit  set 
out  in  the  third  paragraph  of  answer  as  a  part 
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of  the  contract  alleged  to  have  been  entered 
into  by  appellee's  decedent  is  not  signed  by 
appellee's  decedent,  and  is  no  part  of  the  alleged 
contract. 

Avery  v.  Dougherty,  102  Ind.  443,  52  Am. 
Rep.  680;  Bayless  v.  Glenn,  72  Ind.  5;  Cotton 
V.  State,  Roberts,  64  Ind.  573. 

The  contract  of  appellee's  decedent  was  only 
that  the  express  company  should  not  be  liable 
to  him  or  his  p(  rsonnl  representatives.  It  did 
not  relieve  appellant  from  responsibility  to  ap- 
pellee or  his  personal  representatives  for  an  in- 
jury caused  by  appellant's  negligence. 

Breirer  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  db  W.  R.  Co.  124 
N.  Y.  59,  11 L.  R.  A  483;  Kenneyv.  New  York 
C.  db  H.  R.  R.  Co,  125  N.  Y.  422. 

It  is  not  averred  in  the  answer,  or  shown  in 
the  contract  of  appellee's  decedent,  that  he  had 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  contract  between 
the  express  company  and  appellant,  or  that,  to 
his  knowledge,  said'  contract  formed  any  part 
of  the  consideration  of  the  contract  between 
him  and  the  express  company. 
*  Brewery.  New  York,  L.  A  db  W.  R  Co.  124 
N.  Y.  59,  11  L.  R.  A.  4H3;  Kenney  v.  New 
York,  C,  db  H,  R,  R.  Co.  125  N.  Y.  422. 

It  is  not  shown  in  the  answer  that  appellant 
at  any  time  had  notice  or  knowledge  of  the 
contract  between  appellee's  decedent  and  the 
express  company. 

Louisville,  N,  A.  db  0,  R  Co.  ▼.  Reefer,  146 
Ind.  21,  88  L  R  A.  93. 

Contracts  to  relieve  in  advance  for  liability 
for  negligence  should  be  strictly  construed. 
The  contract  of  appellee's  decedent  cannot  be 
extended  by  construction  to  liability  of  the  ex- 
press company  for  negligent  acts  of  appellant 
assumed  by  force  of  its  contract  with  appel- 
lant. 

Kenney  v.  New  York  C.  db  H.  R,  R.  Co, 
125  N.  Y.  422;  Perkins  v.  New  York  C.  R. 
Co.  24  N.  Y.  196.  82  Am.  Dec.  281;  Blair  v. 
Erie  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  318,  23  Am.  Rep.  55; 
Mynard  v.  Syracuse,  B.  db  N.  Y.  R.  Co.  71  N. 
Y.  180.  27  Am.  Rep.  28;  Roesner  v.  Berm'inn, 
8  Fed.  Rep.  782;  fjoke  Shore  db  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Spongier,  44  Obio  St.  471;  Purdy  v.  Rome, 
W.  db  0.  R,  Co,  125  N.  Y.  209;  Runt  v.  27^-- 
ring,  2  Misc.  105;  Newport  News  db  M.  V.  Co, 
V.  Eifort,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  600;  Maney  v.  Chi- 
cago,  B.  db  Q  R  Co.  49  111.  App  105;  Jack- 
sontille  S.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Smthtcorth,  185  111.  250; 
Hissong  v.  Richmond  db  D.  R.  Co.  91  Ala.  514; 
Louisville  db  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Orr,  91  Ala.  548; 
Johnson  v.  Richmond  db  D.  R.  Co.  86  Va.  975; 
Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Peacey,  29  Kan.  169,  44 
Am.  Rep.  680;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1025. 

In  the  absence  of  the  contract  effective  to 
put  appellee's  decedent  in  a  different  relation, 
be  is  to  be  considered  as  being  rightfully  upon 
the  tracks  of  appellant  and  entitled  to  protec- 
tion against  its  negligence. 

Blair  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  813,  23  Am. 
Rep.  55;  Brewer  v.  New  York,  L.  E  dt  W.  R. 
Gv,  124  N.  Y.  59,  11  L.  R.  A.  483;  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  V.  Woodworth,  26  Obio  St.  585; 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  8  Kan  505.  12 
Am.  Rep.  47');  Yeomansv.  Contra  Costa  Steam 
Nav.  Co.  44  Cal.  71;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Benderson,  51  Pa  815;  Bammond  v.  North 
Eastern  R.  O.  6  S.  C.  N  S.  180,  24  Am.  Rep. 
467:  Chamberlain  v.  Milwaukee  dt  M.  R.  Co.  1] 
Wis.  248. 
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HsLehney»  J.,  delivered  the  opioion  of  the 
court: 

In  December,  1894,  Oscar  P.  J.  Romick  was 
HD  employee  of  the  Adams  Express  Company, 
at  the  city  of  Lo^ansport,  caring  for  express 
matter  entering  and  going  from  said  city  on 
the  line  of  the  appellant's  railway.  Belween 
2  and  3  o*clock  on  the  morning  of  the  1 3th  of 
said  month,  while  passing  from  the  south  side 
of  appellant's  two  parallel  tracks,  nearthe pas 
senger  depot,  and  from  the  express  company's 
storeroom  to  the  north  side  of  said  tracks,  said 
Romick  entered  between  two  cars  of  a  passen 
ger  train,  separated  by  a  space  of  from  6  to  10 
feet,  just  as  additional  cars  were  driven  against 
those  of  one  division  of  said  train,  and  he  was 
caught  and  crushed  between  said  two  cars. 
From  his  injuries  he  died,  and  the  appellee, 
charging  the  appellant  with  negligence  in  driv- 
ing in  said  additional  cars  without  warning 
and  without  a  watchman  at  the  point  of  the 
cut  in  the  train,  sued  the  appellant  for  dam- 
ages. 

The  appellant's  third  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint alleged  a  special  contract  between  the 
appellant  and  said  express  company,  whereby 
the  former  agreed  to  carry  upon  its  passenger 
trains  the  express  matter  and  messengers  of  the 
latter,  said  express  company  supplying  its  own 
$ervunl8,  and  handling  the  express  matter  by 
its  own  agents;  that,  as  a  part  of  snid  special 
contract,  the  express  company  agreed  "to  as- 
same  all  risks  of  loss  or  damage  that  may  arise 
oat  of  or  result  from  its  operations  under  this 
agreement,  and  to  save  and  hold  harmless"  the 
railway  company  ''against  the  same,  and  espe- 
cially to  protect  it  ''against  claims  that  may 
he  niade  upon  it  for  loss  or  damage  either  to 
the  employees  of  the"  express  company,  "or 
the  properly  in  its  charge,  whether  the  loss 
may  occar  through  the  gross  negligence  of 
the*  railway  company  "or  its  employees,  or 
otherwise,"  It  was  alleged  also  that  between 
Romick  and  the  express  company  existed  the 
following  contract:  "Whereas,  O.  P.  J.  Ro- 
mick, the  undersigned,  has  made  application 
to  be  employed  by  the  Adams  Express  Com- 
pany, as  a  servant  of  said  company  at  a  stipu- 
lated rate  of  compensation  for  his  services, 
which  rate  said  cooQpany  is  willing  to  pay  only 
If  the  undersigned  will  assume  all  risks  of  said 
employment,  and  release  said  company  there- 
from, as  hereinafter  set  forth.  Now,  there- 
fore, in  consideration  of  such  employment,  to 
be  given  by  said  company,  and  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  paid  therefor  and  in  consideration 
of  $1,  lawful  money  of  the  United  States,  paid 
bj  the  Adams  Express  Company,  to  the  under 
signed,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowl- 
edged, the  undersigned,  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  adminis'rators,  and  assigns,  hereby 
covenants  and  agrees  that  in  no  case  shall  said 
company  be  liable  by  reason  of  any  act  or  neg- 
ligence of  its  agents,  servants,  or  employees, 
or  any  of  them,  or  otherwise,  causing  any  in- 
jury to  his  person  or  property,  or  causing  his 
death,  while  be  shall  remain  in  its  employ: 
and  he  accepts  said  employment  with  full 
knowledge  and  notice  of  all  the  risks  inyolved 
therein,  which  he  assumes.  And  the  under- 
signed hereby  releases  said  company  from  any 
and  all  liability  for  and  in  respect  of  any  such 
flamage,  injury,  or  death,  by  reason  of  negli- 
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gence  or  otherwise."  Said  contract  was  signed 
by  said  Romick,  was  duly  attested,  and  had 
appended  thereto  the  following  statement, 
made  and  sworn  to  by  said  Romick  concur- 
rently with  said  contracts: 

"State  of  Indiana,  Cass  County.  O.  P.  J. 
Romick,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
individual  who  execated  the  foregoing  release 
and  contract;  that  he  has  read  or  heard  read  the 
same  before  execution,  and  understands  that,  by 
signing  such  con  tract,  he  has  released  the  Adams 
Express  Company  and  all  other  carriers  em- 
ployed by  it  from  all  liability  to  him  for  his 
death  or  personal  injury  from  any  cause,  whether 
negligence  of  either  of  said  companies,  or  their 
servants  or  agents,  or  otherwise."  Upon  mo- 
tion of  the  appellee,  the  trial  court  struck  out 
said  contracts  as  exhibits  to  said  answer  and 
the  allegations  of  the  answer  pertinent  to  said 
contracts,  and  thereafter  sustained  a  demurrer 
to  said  answer,  wtiich  answer,  denuded  of  said 
allegations,  was  not  more  than  an  admission  of 
the  injuries,  and  a  denial  of  negligence.  These 
rulings  are  urged  as  error,  and  appellee's 
learned  counsel  concede  in  oral  argument  that 
if  the  language  of  the  contracts  is  sufficiently 
direct  and  comprehensive  to  include  a  release, 
on  his  part,  of  a  right  of  action  for  injuries 
from  the  appellant's  negligence,  said  rulings 
were  erroneous,  and  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed. 

It  had  been  urged  in  the  briefs  for  appellee 
that  a  contract  of  release  from  the  results  of 
negligence  was  void,  as  against  public  policy, 
and  the  following  authorities  were  cited  in  sup- 
port of  that  proposition:  Roemery.  Hermann^ 
8  Fed.  Rep.  782;  iMke  Shore  AM.  8.  R.Oo.  y. 
Spongier,  44  Ohio  St.  471;  Western  A  A,  iJ.  Co. 
y.  BUSwp,  50  (Ja.  465;  KanMi  P.  R.  Co.  y. 
Peaney,  29  Kan.  169.  44  Am.  Rep.  630;  John- 
9on  y.  Richmond  &D.  R.  Co.  86  Va.  975:  l^vU- 
mile  A  If.  R.  Co,  y.  Orr,  91  Ala.  548;  Rising 
y.  Richmond  db  D.  R.  Co.  91  Ala.  514;  2 
Thomp.  Neg.  1025;  1  Cent.  L.  J.  466;  Arnold 
y.  lUinois  G,  R.  Oo,  88  111.  278,  25  Am.  Rep. 
886;  Jacksonville  8.  E.  R  Go.  y.  Southworth, 
185  m.  250:  Furdy  y.  Rome,  W,  db  0.  R.  Go. 
125  N.  Y.  209;  Maneyy.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R.  Co, 
49  m.  App  105;  Newport  Nem  A  M,  V.  Co.  ▼. 
Eifort,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  600;  Runty.  Herring, 
2  Misc.  105.  These  authorities  probably  sus- 
tain the  proposition  stated  when  applied  to  ex- 
emption against  negligence  in  the  discharge  of 
a  public  or  quasi-public  duty,  such  as  that 
owing  by  a  common  carrier  to  an  ordinary 
shipper,  passenger,  or  servant.  In  a  recent  de- 
cision of  this  court,  howeyer,  that  of  Louis- 
ville, N,  A.  A  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Keefer,  146  Ind.  21. 
88  L.  R.  A.  98.  we  recognized  the  well-estab- 
lished rule  that  railway  companies,  although 
public  or  common  carriers,  may  contract  as 
private  carriers,  such  as  that  of  transporting 
express  matter  for  express  companies,  as  such 
matter  is  usually  carried,  and  in  that  capacity 
may  properly  require  exemption  from  liability 
for  negligence  as  a  condition  to  the  obKgation 
to  carry.  See  also  Express  Cases,  117  XL  S.  1. 
29  L.  ed.  791;  Eosmer  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co,  156 
Mass.  506;  Bates  y.  Old.  Colony  R.  Co.  147 
Mass.  255;  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  y.  Wal- 
lace, 24  U.  S.  App.  589,  66  Fed.  Rep.  506,  80 
L.  R.  A.  161;  Coup  y.  Wabash,  8t.  L.  A  P.  R. 
Co.  56  Mich.  Ill,  56  Am.  Rep.  874;  Forepaugh 
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▼.  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  B.  Go.  128  Pa.  217.  6  L. 
R.  A.  608;  Hartford  F,  Im.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 
di  8t.  P.  B.  Co.  86  U.  8.  App.  162,  70  Fed. 
Hep.  201,  17  C.  C.  A.  62.  80  L.  R.  A.  198; 
Quimby  v.  Boston  d  M.  B.  Co.  160  Mass.  365, 
5  L.  R.  A.  846;  Afukfoon  v.  Seattle  City  B.  Co. 
10  Wash.  811;  Griswold  v.  New  York  d  N.  E. 
B.  Co.  68  Conn.  871,  55  Am.  Rep.  116. 

Contracts  of  exemption  from  such  liability 
bave  been  upheld  for  many  years  in  the  courts 
of  New  Yorls,  without  regard  to  the  distinc 
tion  between  exemptions  from  those  duties 
arising  from  the  obligations  of  common  car 
riers  and  those  which  the  carriers  are  not  re- 
quired to  perform,  but  may  perform  upon 
terms  prescribed  by  them.  In  that^ate,  how- 
ever, impressed  perhaps  by  the  question  of 
public  policy  which  in  other  states  defeats  con- 
tracts of  exemption  from  the  consequences  of 
neglecting  quasi  public  duties,  it  has  been  held 
that  contracts  of  exemption  must  be  strictly 
construed,  and  with  all  presumptions  indulged 
against  an  intention  to  exempt  liabilities  for 
negligence.  Some  of  these  cases  are  Kenney  v. 
Neu)  York  C.  d  H.  B.  B,  Co.  125  N.  Y.  422: 
Breirer  ▼,  Nevi  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  B.  Co  124 
N.  Y.  59,  11  L.  a  A.  488:  Mt/nard  v.  Syra 
euH,  B.  dN.  Y.  R.  Co.  71  N.  Y.  180,  27  Am. 
Rep.  28.  In  the  early  case  of  WeUs  v.  Steam 
Navigation  Co.  2  N.  i .  204,  it  was  held  how- 
ever, that  the  right  to  contract  for  a  restricted  li- 
ability existed  with  reference  to  private  carriers. 

Learned  counsel  for  the  appellee  insist  that 
the  rule  of  strict  construction  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  contracts  before  us,  and  that,  un- 
der the  rule,  the  contract  between  the  Adams 
Express  Company  and  the  appellant  is  one  of 
indemnity  only;  that  the  contract  between 
RomiclL  and  the  express  company  exempted 
only  the  express  company,  and  extended  but 
to  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  employment  with 
that  company,  not  including  the  negligence  of 
that  company  or  of  the  appellant;  and  that,  in 
construing  the  contract  between  Romick  and 
the  express  company,  the  sworn  statement  of 
Romick  should  be  cast  out,  because  it  does  not 
contain  his  signature,  and  because  it  was  not 
embodied  in  the  contract  The  only  reason 
assigned,  in  the  motion,  for  striking  out  the 
exhibits,  was  that  they  were  void  as  against 
public  policy.  This  reason  upon  the  authori- 
ties we  have  cited,  was  not  sufficient,  and 
should  not  have  prevailed;  but  if  the  exhibits, 
for  any  other  reason,  should  have  been  stricken 
out,  the  ruling  was  probably  harmless.  There 
was  no  separate  specification  in  the  motion  di- 
rected to  the  verified  statement  of  Romick,  and 
it  went  out  under  the  general  motion.  There 
is  no  contention  that  the  exhibits  should  have 
been  stricken  out,  because  not  the  basis  of  the 
answer,  and  therefore  not  properly  capable  of 
becoming  a  part  of  the  answer  by  exhibit;  nor 
is  it  claimed  that  they  were  immaterial  to  the 
answer  upon  the  theory  thereof.  The  latter 
claim  could  not  be  sustained  under  the  rule 
recently  announced  in  Atkinson  v.  Wabash  B. 
Co.  143  Ind.  501,  where  it  was  said  that  **it  is 
settled  that  where  averments  or  matter  in  a 
pleading  are  in  any  way  material,  they  ought 
not  to  be  struck  out  on  motion,  and  the  recog- 
nized test  of  their  materiality  is  to  inquire 
whether  they  tend  to  constitute  a  cause  or  ac- 
tion or  defense.  If  they  do,  they  are  not  ir- 
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relevant,  and  ought  not  to  be  suppressed," — 
citing  authoiities.  That  the  exhibits  tended  to 
constitute  and  to  support  a  cause  of  defense  is 
without  serious  doubt,  and,  when  we  observe 
the  character  of  attack  made  upon  them  in  this 
court,  their  sufficiency  to  constitute  a  defense 
is  the  question,  and  not  whether  they  tend  to 
do  so.  In  .other  words,  the  argument  here  ia 
that  which  would  apply  to  a  demurrer,  and 
has  no  place  upon  the  motion.  While  regard- 
ing the  ruling  upon  the  motion  as  an  error  for 
which  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  contracts  will  neces- 
sarily arise  upon  another  trial,  and  seem  now 
to  arise  upon  the  appellant's  motion  for  judg- 
ment on  the  special  verdict,  it  having  been 
found  that  Romick's  only  rights  upon  and 
about  the  tracks  and  right  of  way,  on  the  oc- 
casion of  his  injury,  were  by  the  terms  of  said 
two  contracts,  not  including  the  verified  state- 
ment. In  an  interpretation  of  the  language 
employed  in  the  contracts,  we  are  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  usual  rules  for  the  ascertainment 
of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  looking  to  the 
words  in  their  ordinary  meaniug,  and  not  by 
the  rule  of  strict  construction  here  insisted 
upon,  and  that  adopted  in  New  York,  with 
reference  to  contracts  restricting  liability  of 
common  carriers.  As  said  in  IJartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  B.  Co.  36  U.  S. 
App.  152,  17  C.  C.  A.  62,  70  Fed.  Rep.  201, 30 
L.  R  A.  198:  *'The  burden  is  on  the  party  who 
seeks  to  put  a  restraint  upon  the  freedom  of 
contracts  to  make  it  plainly  and  obviously 
clear  that  the  conract  is  against  public  policy. 

We  have  held  the  contracts  before  us  not 
against  public  policy,  and  we  must  therefore 
subject  them  to  the  same  tests  of  interpretation 
that  other  lawful  contracts  should  receive.  Aa 
between  the  express  company  and  the  appel- 
lant, their  contract,  saving  the  latter  from  lia- 
bility for  injuries  to  the  former's  servants, 
could  not.  in  its  very  nature,  be  more  than  an 
assumption  or  indemnity,  as  there  could  be  no 
waiver  of  a  right  belonging  to  another,  stand- 
ing independent  of  them.  But  it  yet  remaina 
to  determine  whether  Romick  stood  independ- 
ent of  the  contract  and  the  parties  thereto. 
That  contract,  whether  an  assumption,  in- 
demnity, or  waiver,  included  the  demand  sued 
upon  in  this  case,  for  it  covered  a  claim  for 
damage  to  an  employee  of  the  express  com- 
pany, alleged  to  have  occurred  through  the 
negligence  of  the  railroad  company,  taking 
the  very  words  of  the  clause  quoted  above  from 
that  contract.  By  the  provisions  of  that  con- 
tract, the  rights  of  the  express  company  were 
fully  measured.  Its  only  right  to  be  upon  the 
tracks  and  right  of  way,  through  and  by  it» 
servants,  was  by  the  provisions  of  that  con- 
tract. Its  license  came  only  from  the  contract, 
and  the  appellee  introduced  the  contract  in 
evidence  to  show  the  right  of  his  decedent  to 
be  upon  the  tracks.  The  express  company 
operating  by  servants,  was  present  on  the  oc- 
casion in  question,  by  Romick,  its  agent.  Hi» 
rights  were  those  of  the  express  company,  and 
could  not  be  greater.  He  was  there  by  the 
license  given  the  express  company,  and  be 
could  not  accept  the  license  and  reject  the 
conditions  upon  which  it  was  granted.  It  is 
said,  however,  that  it  does  not  appear  from 
allegation  or  proof  that  he  knew  of  the  oondi- 
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tioos  upon  which  the  liceDse  wasiiriveD.  and  we 
are  aware  that  it  was  decided  in  brewer  v.  New 
York,  L.  E.  dW.B.  Co.  124  N.  Y.  69.  11  L. 
K.  A.  488,  that  the  express  agjent  must  have 
notice  of  the  contract  of  exemption  to  he  hound 
therehy.  But  with  what  reason  can  it  be  said 
that  the  railroad  company  should  have  giren 
notice  to  the  employees  of  the  express  company 
of  the  particular  provisions  of  the  contract  un- 
der which  they  were  admitted  upon,  and  per- 
mitted to  use,  the  property  of  the  railroad 
company?  Since  the  contract  is  the  basis  of 
rights  which  he  assumes  and  exercises,  it 
should  rather  be  said  that  he  must  inform  him- 
self of  its  provisions.  Unlike  the  theory  of 
the  holdings  in  I^ew  York,  our  court  holds 
such  contracts  as  standing,  not  upon  the  re- 
lationship of  a  common  carrier,  but  as  existing 
only  in  the  private  agreements  of  the  parties. 
Therefore,  when  Romick  took  employment 
with  the  express  company  he  was  obliged  to 
know  that  his  rights  and  privileges  did  not  de- 
pend upon  the  law  as  to  common  carriers,  nor 
upon  public  or  quasi-public  duty  of  the  rail- 
road company,  but  that  they  rested  upon  pri- 
vate contract,  to  which  he  became  subject  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties  for  the  express 
company  in  its  relations  to  the  appellant.  He 
did  not  therefore  occupy  a  position  with  rela- 
tion to  the  railroad  company  independent  of 
the  contract  between  flafd  two  companies,  but 
vas  chargeable  with  know  led  fee  of  the  limita- 
tion upon  the  appellant's  liability.  If  we  ac- 
cept the  construction  of  the  contract  between 
the  companies  that  it  was  an  assumption  or  an 
indemnity,  which  supplied  n  liability  to  the  ap- 
pellant for  any  claim  it  might  be  required  to 
pay  on  account  of  an  injury  inflicted,  and  we 
then  look  to  the  contract  between  Romick  and 
the  express  company,  we  find  that  be  there  as- 
sumed all  the  risks  of  the  employment,  re- 
leased the  express  company  from  any  and  all 
liability  on  account  of  his  injury  or  death  from 
negligence  or  otherwise,  and  agreed  that  in  no 
case  should  the  express  company  be  liable  for 
his  death  or  injury  from  any  act  or  negligence 
of  any  agent,  servant,  or  employee  of  such 
company  or  otherwise.  While  it  is  not  clear 
that  the  words  "agents,  servants,  or  em- 
ployees," used  in  this  contract,  related  directly 
to  the  appellant,  since  it  was  but  in  a  limited 
sense  an  "agent,  servant,  or  employee"  of  the 
express  company,  yet  when  we  have  charged 
the  decedent  with  notice  of  the  contract  be- 
tween the  two  companies,  creating  an  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  express  company  to  pay 
for  the  injury  or  death  of  its  employees,  the 
last  clause  in  his  contract  is  more  than  a  gen- 
eral restatement  of  what  is  particularly  stated 
before.  He  "released  said  company  from  any 
and  all  liability  for  and  in  respect  of  any  such 
damage,  injury,  or  death,  by  reason  of  negli- 
gence or  otherwise."  The  words  "such  dam- 
age,injury,  or  death"  refer  to  the  stated  damage 
to  property,  injury  to  person,  or  to  his  death, 
hut  they  are  not  confined  to  the  special  negli- 
gence previously  stated,  but  to  negligence 
generally  or  otherwise.  The  word  "other- 
wise" includes  such  liability  as  might  arise 
from  any  other  cause  or  in  any  different  man- 
ner. A  contract  assuming  or  releasing  the 
employer  from  the  ordinary  risks  of  a  service 
would  be  a  useless  ceremony,  for  it  could  but 
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do  that  which  the  law  does  without  it.  Giving 
the  parties  credit  for  a  purpose  to  create  an 
effective  and  rational  contract,  we  would 
naturally  look  for  a  purpose  not  already  ac- 
complished; and,  when  we  consider  the  two 
contracts  before  us  in  the  light  of  such  an  ob- 
ject or  purpose,  we  gather  strength  in  the  con- 
clusion that  the  parties  were  contracting 
against  unusual  risks  and  liabilities.  The 
word  "otherwise,"  as  it  is  twice  employed  in 
Ronick's  contract,  must  be  deemed  to  include 
some  liability  not  expressly  mentioned,  or  such 
as  might  arise  out  oi  the  relations  of  the  par- 
ties, and  within  the  general  scope  of  his  serv- 
ice and  connection  with  them.  Giving  the 
word  such  force,  it  would  reach  liabilities  be- 
yond those  expressly  mentioned,  and  bevond 
those  claims  for  damages,  injuries,  or  death 
arising  from  the  ordinary  hazards  of  the  serv- 
ice, for  such  claims  present  no  liabilitv.  It 
would  include  "all  the  risks  involved,  ordi- 
nary as  well  as  extraordinary;  and  it  would 
include  the  assumption  by  the  express  company 
in  favor  of  the  appellant.  So  that  to  treat  the 
contract  with  the  railroad  company  as  a  re- 
lease, accepted  by  the  decedent,  and  acted 
upon,  or  as  an  assumption  or  indemnity,  the 
decedent,  by  his  contract,  took  the  place  of  the 
express  companv,  assumed  its  liability,  and 
released  it  from  the  same.  Appellee's  decedent 
could  not  collect  for  the  death  a  sum  which 
the  decedent,  by  the  terms  of  his  contract^ 
agreed  to  release  and  assume. 

We  do  not  understand  that  a  statement  un- 
der oath  mav  not  be  an  affidavit  without  the 
signature  of  the  affiant.  Turpin,  v.  EagU 
Creek,  <fc  L,  W,  L.  Oravel  Hond  Co,  48  Ind. 
45;  Bonnell  v.  Ray,  71  Ind.  141;  1  Enc.  PI.  & 
Pr.  p.  815,  and  authorities  there  cited.  We 
offer  no  suggestion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  state- 
ment, with  proper  allegations  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract  in  case  of  ambiguity^ 
but  its  relevancy  to  the  defense  pleaded  was 
such  that  it  should  not  have  been  stricken  out, 
but  should  have  received  construction  upon 
demurrer.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  special 
verdict  contains  findings  relative  to  the  con- 
tracts which  were  not  within  the  issues,  we  do 
not  make  any  direction  as  to  the  motion  for  a 
venire  de  noto,  and  for  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
appellant. 

Tfiejudffmentofihe  Lower  Court  ie  reversed, 
with  instructions  to  overrule  the  appellee's 
motion  to  strike  out  parts  of  the  answer. 

Motion  to  modify  mandate  overruled  June 
18,  1897. 


OsianderE.  BITCBEY  et  at.,  Appts,, 
Mary  E.  WELSH. 


(. 


.Ind.. 


.) 


1.  A  way  of  neeessity  is  created  on  the 
partition  of  1%**^%  in  the  atMenoe  of  any- 
tdlDfr  in  the  record  to  the  contrary,  if  such  way 
would  have  been  created  In  favor  of  one  of  the 


NoTA—As  to  rtght  of  way  by  necessity,  see 
cases  collected  In  note  to  Logan  v.  Stoadalc  (Ind.) 
8  L.  R.  A.  68:  Klogsley  v.  Oouldsboro  Land  Impro v. 
Ck>.  (Me.)  25  L.  R.  A.  G(tt. 
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parcels  by  its  oooTeyanoe  or  devtoe  by  tbe  oom- 
mon  ancestor. 
IB.   A  way  of  necessity  once  selected  can- 

Dot  be  changed  by  either  party  without  tbe  ooo- 
sent  of  tbe  other. 

3.  The  rigrht  to  locate  a  way  of  neces- 
sity belonn^  to  the  owner  of  the  land 
over  which  it  is  to  pass*  provided  he  exer- 
cises it  in  a  reasonable  manner,havio(r  due  regrard 
to  the  rights  and  interests  of  tbe  owner  of  the 
dominant  estate:  but  if  be  fails  to  select  it  when 
requested  the  party  who  has  the  riffbt  thereto  may 
select  a  suitable  route,  ha  vine:  due  regard  to  the 
convenience  of  tbe  owner  of  tbe  servient  estate. 

4«  The  offer  of  asnbstitnte  for  a  ri^ht 
of  way  by  necessity  in  favor  of  one  over 
another  parcel  of  lands  partitioned,  which  would 
consist  of  a  private  way  over  other  lands  that 
constituted  no  part  of  the  estate  held  in  common, 
need  not  be  accepted  by  the  owner  of  tbe  right 
of  way. 

(January  4,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jasper  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  es- 
tablish a  right  of  way  of  necessity.    Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Seller  A  Uhl  and  R.  W.  Mar- 
shall, for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Frank  Folts,  Charles  6.  Spit- 
ler»  and  Harry  R.  Knrrie»  for  appellee. 

When  a  complaint  is  good  on  one  of  two 
theories  the  trial  court  is  permitted  to  construe 
it  upon  the  tbeory  most  clearly  outlined  by 
the  factB  stated,  and  require  a  trial  on  such 
tbeory. 

Batman  ▼.  Snoddp,  182  Ind.  480;  Monneit  y. 
Turpie,  183  Ind.  424. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  that  shows 
tbat  tbe  title  to  an^  part  of  the  estate  was  put 
in  issue  in  tbe  partition  action.  And  the  nat  ure 
of  tbe  action  does  not  put  the  title  to  land 
affected  by  it  in  issue.  Neither  does  it  put  in 
issue  any  appendant  right  to  any  title. 

Ouilettv,  Miller,  106  Ind.  75;  Davis  y,  Len- 
nen,  126  Ind.  185;  Baumgardner  v.  Edwards, 
85  Ind.  117. 

A  way  of  necessity  is  not  an  interest  or  an 
estate  in  tbe  land  over  which  it  passes.  It  is 
no  part  of  that  title,  but  it  is  only  a  part 
of  the  title,  as  an  incident  of  the  dominant  es- 
tate. 

Davidson  y.  Nicholson,  69  Ind.  411;  Morgan 
T.  Moore,  3  Gray,  319;  Sanxap  v.  Hunaer,  42 
Ind.  44;  Bedgwick  &  Wait.  Trial  of  Title  to 
Land,  §§  132,  147;  Moore  y.  Orose,  43  Ind.  30. 

A  way  of  necessity,  so  far  as  it  concerns  tbe 
serYient  estate,  is  a  mere  privilege,  which  con- 
tinues so  long  as  tbe  necessity  which  creates  it 
•exists. 

Home  V.  Richards,  4  Call.  (Va.)  441,  2  Am. 
Dec.  674;  Snyder  v.  Warford,  11  Mo.  513,  49 
Am.  Dec.  94;  Nesbitt  v.  Trumbo,  39  III.  116; 
Washb.  Easements  &  Servitude,  2d  ed.  p.  3;  At- 
kyns  v.  Bordman  (Mass.)  4  Lead.  Cas.  Am.Law 
of  Real  Prop. p.  216;  Taylor  v.  Townsend,S  Mass. 
411,  5  Am.  Dec.  107. 

A  way  of  necessity  arises  in  the  broad  equi- 
table ground  that  every  transfer  of  property  is 
presumed  to  include  tbe  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  so  far  as  the  owner  possesses  the 
right  of  enjoyment  himself,  and  if  the  incidents 
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that  are  essential  to  its  enjoyment  are  not 
specifically  mentioned,  they  are  presumed  to 
pass  as  a  part  of  that  which  is  expressly 
granted. 

"WboeYer  grants  a  thing  is  supposed  to  tac- 
itly grant  tbat  without  which  the  grant  would 
be  of  no  eflfect." 

Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  196;  Morgan  y. 
Mason,  20  Ohio,  402,  55  Am.  Dec.  464;  Collins 
v.  Prentice,  15  Conn.  39,  38  Am.  Dec.  61; 
Taylor  v.  Townsend,  8  Mass.  411,  5  Am.  Dec. 
107. 

Tbe  appellee  had  a  right  to  assume  that  the 
conveyance  included  a  way,  in  view  of  the 
necessity,  and  especial  mention  of  a  way  would 
have  been  mere  surplusage. 

Atkyns  v.  Bordman  (Mass.)  4  Lead.  Cas. 
Am.  Law  of  Real  Prop.  p.  193:  Pernnm  v. 
Wead,  2  Mass.  203.  3  Am.  Dec  43;  Blum  v. 
Weston,  102  Cal.  362;  EUisy.  Bassett,  128  Ind. 
118;  Nichols  v.  Luce,  24  Pick.  402,  35  Am. 
Dec.  802;  Washb.  Easements  &  SerYitudes, 
pp.  41,  83,  86. 

When  the  appellants  permitted  appellee  to 
use  and  occupy  this  particular  way  described 
in  the  complaint  for  a  number  of  years.and  to 
'erect  a  gate  on  her  own  land  in  reference  there- 
to, with  tbe  maintenance  of  the  gate  at  the 
other  end  of  the  route  that  had  been  erected 
by  the  common  ancestor,  tbe  way  became 
selected,  and  is  not  subject  to  change  except 
with  her  consent. 

19  Am.  &  Eog.  Enc.  Law,  p.  106;  Law- 
tony.  Tison,  12Kich.  L.88;  Miller  y.  Qarloek, 
8  Barb.  153. 

When  the  location  is  once  fixed  it  binds  both 
tbe  dominant  and  servient  owner. 

Atkyns  v.  Bordman  (Mn89.)4Lead.  Cas.  Am. 
Lhw  of  Real  Prop.  p.  200;  Nichols  v.  Luce,  24 
Pick.  102,  35  Am.  Dec.  302;  Smith  v.  Lee,  14 
Gray,  473;  Wynkoop  v.  Burger,  12  Johns.  222; 
Karmvllei'  y.  Krotz,  18  Iowa,  352;  Gnrraty  v. 
Duffy,  7R.  L  476;  Kraut's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  64; 
Jennison  y.  WaZker,  11  Gray,  427;  Jones  v. 
Percival,  5  Pick  485.  16  Am.  Dec.  415;  Pow- 
ers V.  Harrow,  53  Mich.  507,  51  Am.  Rep.  154; 
Washb.  Easements  &  Servitudes,  2d  ed.  p.  223, 
§  10. 

Tbe  appellant  has  the  right  to  select  the  way 
in  tbe  first  instance,  but  even  then  be  must  se- 
lect one  that  is  practicable. 

Monks,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brous^ht  by  appellee  ns:ainst 
the  appellants  to  enforce  a  way  of  necessity. 
The  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  overruled. 
The  court  made  a  special  finding  of  facts,  and 
stated  its  conclusions  thereon  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellee, to  each  of  which  appellants  excepted. 
Final  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellee. Tbe  errors  assigned,  and  not  waived, 
call  in  question  each  conclusion  of  law  and  the 
action  of  the  court  in  overruling  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint.  It  appears  from  the  special 
finding  that  Mary  C.  Ritchey  died  intestate, 
the  owner  of  a  body  of  land  bounded  on  the 
west  and  south  by  a  highway:  that  afterwards, 
in  1887,  partition  was  made  of  said  real  estate, 
so  tbat  the  real  estate  allotted  to  each  was 
bounded  on  the  west  or  south  by  said  high- 
way. The  18  acres  set  oflP  to  appellant  Os- 
iander  K.  Ritchey  was  36  rods  wide  north  and 
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touih,  and  divided  the  58  acres  set  o£F  to  Sam- 
uel W.  Ritchej,  husband  of  said  deceased, 
from  the  29  acres  set  off  to  appellee.  After- 
wards said  Samuel  W.  Ritchei^  died  the  owner 
of  said  58  acres,  and  in  1881,  in  an  action  for 
partition,  the  same  was  divided  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  the  part  set  off  to  appellant  Osiander 
K  Ritchey  was  between  the  public  highway 
and  the  part  set  off  to  appellee,  so  that  the 
tract  set  off  to  appellee  could  not  be  reached 
from  a  public  highway  over  said  53  acres,  ex- 
cept by  crossing  over  the  part  thereof  set  off 
to  said  Osiander  E.  Ritchey.  !No  mention  was 
made  in  said  partition  proceedings  of  a  way 
from  appellee's  tract  to  any  highway.  Samuel 
W.  Ritchey  occupied  said  58  acres  from  the 
time  the  same  was  set  off  to  him  until  his 
death,  and  entered  from  the  highway  through 
a  gate  on  the  part  of  said  land  afterwards  set 
off  to  said  appellant  Osiander  E.  Ritchey,  go- 
in^  over  the  land  in  the  most  convenient  route. 
After  the  partition  of  the  58  acres,  a  .^ate  was 
still  maiuiained  upon  said  land  at  the  highway 
for  the  convenience  of  appellee,  she  going 
thence  north  to  a  point  west  of  the  southwest 
comer  of  her  said  tract;  thence  east  to  her 
land.  The  part  of  the  58  acres  set  off  to  appel- 
lee was  not  fenced  in  until  1898,  when  she 
erected  a  ghie  at  the  southwest  comer  thereof, 
and  has  since  used  said  fate,  and  a  route  ex- 
tending directly  west  tnerefrom  to  the  east 
line  of  the  southwest  quarter,  and  thence 
south  to  the  gate  at  the  highway,  the  entire 
way  so  used  being  upon  the  part  of  said  58 
acres  set  off  to  appellant  Osiander  E.  Ritchev, 
and  with  his  consent.  Appellant  Osiander  K, 
Ritchey,  before  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion, offered  to  appellee  the  privilege  of  pass- 
ing over  the  18  acres  which  were  set  off  to  him 
in  the  partition  of  his  mother's  land,  in  1887, 
from  north  to  south.  By  the  way  so  offered, 
appellee  could  go  from  the  25  acres  set  off  to 
her  in  the  partition  of  her  father's  land,  in 
1891,  to  the  29  acres  set  off  to  her  in  the  p>ar- 
tition  of  her  mother's  land,  in  1887,  which 
last  named  tract  whs  bounded  on  the  west  by 
a  high  way.  Appellants  insist  that  the  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  in  each  of  the  conclusions  of  law; 
because— "First,  a  right  of  way  of  necessity 
does  not  arise  out  oi  partition  proceedings; 
second,  appellee  had  another  way  offered  be- 
fore this  action  was  commenced;  third,  appel- 
lants had  selected  another  way." 

It  is  settled  law  that  if  one  conveys  a  part 
of  his  land  in  such  form  as  to  deprive  himself 
of  access  to  the  remainder,  unless  he  goes 
across  the  land  sold,  he  has  a  wajr  of  necessity 
over  the  port  ion  con  veyed.  This  is  because  the 
law  presumes  an  understanding  of  the  parties 
that  the  one  selling  a  portion  of  his  land  shall 
have  a  legal  right  to  access  over  the  part  sold  to 
the  remainder,  if  he  cannot  reach  it  in  any  other 
way.  If  the  part  conveyed  is  in  such  form  that 
the  grantee  cannot  reach  the  same  except  over 
the  part  not  conveyed,  such  grantee  has  a  way  of 
necessity  t  hereto  over  the  land  of  the  grantor  not 
<*onve>ed  for  the  reason  that  the  law  presumes 
that  one  would  not  sell  his  land  to  another 
without  an  understanding  that  the  grantee 
should  have  a  legal  right  of  access  thereto 
over  the  part  not  conveyed.  CoClina  v.  Pren- 
tice, 15  Conn.  89,  38  Am.  Dec.  61,  and  cases 
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cited;  Stetoart  v.  Hartman,  46  Ind.  331.  341. 
842;  Logan  v.  Stogadale,  123  Ind.  372,  376. 
377,  8  L.  R.  A.  58;  EUia  v.  Basseit,  123  Ind. 
118,  and  cases  cited;  Kimball  v.  Cochecho  R, 
Co,  27  N.  H.  448.  59  Am.  Dec.  387;  MdtoU  v. 
Luce,  24  Pick.  102,  35  Am.  Dec.  802;  Pernam 
▼.  Wead,  2  Mass.  203,  3  Am.  Dec.  43;  Pin- 
nington  v.  QaUand,  9  Exch.  1;  White  v.  Baes, 
7  Hurlst.  &  N.  732;  Washb.  Easem.  **164, 
166.  These  presumptions  prevail  over  the 
ordinary  covenants  of  a  warranty  deed.  Brig- 
ham  V.  Smitii,  4  Gray,  297,  64  Am.  Dec.  76. 
The  rights  of  the  grantor  and  grantee  would 
not  be  different  or  anv  more  extensive  if  by 
the  terms  of  the  deed  express  provision  was 
made  for  such  way  of  necessitv  ( Viall  v.  Car- 
penter, 14  Gray,  126;  Elum\,  Weston.  102 
Cal.  362;  Brigham  v.  SmitJi,  4  Gray,  297,  64 
Am.  Dec.  76):  the  law  thus  giving  effect  to  such 
grant  accordincr  to  the  presumed  intent  of  the 
parties.  Appellants  contend  that  this  right  of 
a  way  of  necessity  can  only  exist  when  there 
is  a  grant  by  one  ownin^i;  both  the  dominant 
and  servient  estate.  This  right,  however,  has 
not  only  been  raised  between  parties  to  the 
conveyance  of  one  or  more  parts  of  land,  when 
the  part  granted  or  retained  can  only  be 
reached  over  the  other  part,  but  also  where 
a  part  of  a  tract  of  land  has  been  sold  or  set 
off  on  execution  or  by  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator. Ellis  V.  Baesett,  128  Ind.  118;  Pernam 
V.  Wead,  2  Mass.  203,  8  Am.  Dec.  43;  Taylor 
V.  Towmend,  8  Mass.  411,  5  Am.  Dec.  107; 
Russell  V.  Jackson,  2  Pick.  574;  ScJimidt  v. 
Quinn,  186  Mass.  575;  &myU»r,  Hastings,  22 
N.  Y.  217;  Howton  v.  Frearson,  8  T.  R.  50. 
It  has  been  held  that  such  a  right  exists  in 
partition  proceedings  in  favor  of  any  tract  al- 
lotted which  is  not  accessible  except  over  the 
part  or  parts  of  the  tract  allotted  to  others. 
fiall  V.  Carpenter,  14  Gray,  126;  Blum  v. 
Weston,  102  Cal.  862.  See  also  Goddard, 
Easem.  Bennett's  ed.  348.  Under  ,  the  author- 
ities it  is  clear  that  if  the  parts  of  said  real 
estate  allotted  to  appellant  Osiander  E. 
Ritchey  and  appellee,  respectively,  had  been 
conveyed  or  devised  to  them  by  Samuel  W. 
Ritchey,  their  common  ancestor,  a  way  of  ne- 
cessity would  have  been  created  in  favor  of 
the  part  conveyed  or  devised  to  appellee.  The 
reason  for  the  doctrine  of  a  way  of  necessity 
is  thus  stated  in  Collins  v.  Prentice,  15  Conn. 
39,  38  Am.  Dec.  61:  "And  although  it  is 
called  a  way  of  necessity,  vet,  in  strictness,  the 
necessity  does  not  create  the  way  but  merely 
furnishes  evidence  as  to  the  real  intention  of 
the  parties.  For  the  law  will  not  presume  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  one 
should  convey  land  to  the  other  in  such  man- 
ner that  the  grantee  could  derive  no  benefit 
from  the  conveyance;  nor  that  he  should 
so  convey  a  portion  as  to  deprive  himself  of 
the  enjoyment  of  the  remainder."  The  reasons 
given  to  support  a  way  of  necessity,  in  cose  of 
a  grant,  support  such  a  rule  with  equal  force, 
when  there  is  partition  of  land  by  deed  or  by  a 
proceeding  in  court.  In  Viall  v.  Carpenter, 
14  Gray,  126,  the  lands  of  a  testator  were  so 
divided"  by  proceedings  in  the  probate  court 
that  parcels  of  land  set  off  to  some  of  the  dev- 
isees were  not  accessible  from  the  highway 
without  crossing  one  of  the  parcels  set  off  to 
other  devisees.    The  committee  making  the 
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division  made  no  express  provision  concern- 
ing ihe  parcels  of  land  which  they  assigned 
in  severalty.  The  court  held  that  the  right  of 
way  of  necessity  attached  to  the  lands  assigned 
without  any  express  provision  therefor.  The 
court  said;  "The  court  do  not  doubt  that,  by 
the  division  of  the  real  estate  of  Thomas  Car- 
penter, deceased,  in  the  probate  court,  his 
heirs,  to  whom  specific  portions  of  that  estate 
were  assigned,  acquired  a  right  of  way  to  those 
portions  over  other  lands  which  had  been  their 
ancestor's.  And  whether  the^r  acquired  this 
right  solely  as  of  necessity,  without  any  pro- 
vision therefor  in  the  language  of  the  divi- 
sion, or  by  the  effect  of  the  language  used  by 
the  committee  in  the  making  the  record  of 
the  division,  seems  to  us  to  te  unimportant. 

.  .  .  A  reservation,  in  terms,  of  *a  way  of 
necessity'  would  confer  no  further  right  tnan 
would  be  conferred  by  operation  of  law,  with- 
out those  words."  In  Ellis  v.  Bassett,  128  Ind. 
118,  a  part  of  the  land  of  an  estate  fronting  on 
the  highway  was  set  off  to  the  widow  in  a  pro- 
ceeding for  a  partition,  and  afterwards  the  ad- 
ministrator, by  order  of  court,  sold  the  remain- 
der. It  was  held  that  the  purchaser  had  a 
right  of  way  of  necessity  over  the  part  set  off 
to  the  widow.  This  court  said:  "A  right  of 
way,  upon  a  severance  of  the  estate  by  parti- 
tion between  heirs,  sometimes  arises  when  it 
would  not  exist  in  case  of  a  conveyance  of  one 
portion  of  the  premises."  Blum  v.  Weston,  102 
Cal.  362,  fully  sustains  our  conclusion  that  the 
doctrine  of  a  way  of  necessity  applies  in  par- 
tition of  lands  made  by  deed  or  by  proceedings 
in  court.  The  presumption  is,  unless  the  con- 
trary clearly  appears  from  the  record  in  the  par- 
tition case,  that  the  shares  were  allotted  with 
the  understandin<r  that  the  parcel  allotted  to  ap- 
pellant Osiander  E.  Ritchey  was  subject  to  the 
easement  of  a  way  of  necessity  in  favor  of  the 
parcel  set  off  to  appellee.  Appellee^s  right  to 
a  way.  of  necessity  is  the  same  as  if  provision 
had  been  made  therefor  in  the  report  of  the 
commissioners  and  decree  of  the  court.  ViaU 
V.  Carpenter,  14  Gray,  126;  Blum  v.  Weston, 
102  Cal.  862.  AppellanU  contend  that  they 
had  the  right  to  choose  where  the  way  should 
be  located.  When  no  prior  use  of  the  way 
has  been  made,  and  the  same  is  to  be  located 
for  the  first  time,  the  owner  of  the  land  over 
which  the  same  is  to  pass  has  the  right  to 
choose  it,  provided  he  does  so  in  a  reasonable 
manner,  having  due  regard  to  the  rights  and 
interest  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate. 
But,  if  the  owner  of  the  land  fail  to  select  such 
way  when  requested,  the  parly  who  has  the 
right  thereto  may  select  a  suitable  route  for 
the  same,  having  due  regard  to  the  conven- 
ience of  the  owner  of  the  servient  estate. 
Holmes  v.  8eely,  19  Wend.  507,  610;  Rvssell  v. 
Jackson,  2  Pick.  574;  Capers  v.  Wilson,  3  Mc- 
Cord,  L.  170;  Goddard,  Easem.  Bennett's  ed. 
848,  850.  When  the  way  is  once  selected,  it 
cannot  be  changed  by  either  party  without  the 
consent  of  the  other.  Nichols  v.  Luce,  24 
Pick.  102,  85  Am.  Dec.  802;  Holmes  v.  Seely, 
19  Wend.  607.  510;  Morris  v.  Edgington,  3 
Taunt.  23;  Goddard.  Easem.  Bennett's  ed.  851. 

It  is  shown  by  the  special  finding  that  Sam- 
uel W.  Ritchey,  the  one  from  whom  said  ap- 
pellants and  appellee  inherited  their  respective 
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interests  in  said  58  acres  of  land,  entered  upon 
the  part  thereof  afterwards  set  off  to  appellant 
Osiander  K.  Ritchey  through  a  gate  at  the 
highway,  going  thence  over  the  land  on  the 
most  convenient  route;  that  after  the  parti- 
tion was  made  appellee  had  access  to  the 
25  acres  set  off  to  her  over  the  part  of  said 
58  acres  set  off  to  said  appellant  on  the  route 
set  forth  in  the  special  finding,  and  that 
she  erected  a  gate  u]X)n  her  said  25  acres 
where  she  entered  thereon  from  said  way,  and 
that  the  way  was  so  used  with  the  consent  of 
said  appellant.  This  was  clearly  a  selection 
of  the  way  over  said  appellant's  land  to  the 
land  of  the  appellee  by  the  agreement  of  both 
parties.  The  way  having  been  selected  and 
used  by  the  agreement  of  both  parties,  said 
appellant  could  not  afterwards,  without  appel- 
l^'s  consent,  change  the  route,  and  require 
said  appellee  to  use  the  way  offered  over  the 
18  acres  set  off  to  him  in  the  partition  of  his 
mother's  land,  in  1887.  Appellee  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  way  of  necessity  over  said  18-acre 
tract,  which  divided  her  25  acres  from  her  29 
acres,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  no  part  of  the 
estate  owned  by  said  appellant  and  appellee  as 
tenants  in  common.  She  would  have  no 
more  right  to  insist  on  a  way  of  necessity  over 
land  of  said  appellant,  other  than  that  inher- 
ited by  them  from  their  father,  than  one  re- 
ceiving a  grant  of  land  from  another  could 
claim  a  way  of  necessity  over  the  land  of  a 
stranger.  Even  if  there  had  been  no  selectioD 
of  a  way  by  both  or  either  of  said  parties,  we 
do  not  think  said  appellant  could  compel  ap> 
pellee  to  accept  a  private  way  over  said  18  acre 
tract.  Said  appellant  could  not  deprive  ap- 
pellee of  her  light  to  a  way  of  necessity  over 
the  land  set  off  to  him  by  offering  her  a  pri- 
vate way  over  other  lands  owned  either  by 
himself  or  others.  If  he  had  opened  a  public 
highway,  running  from  the  existing  highway 
over  said  18-acre  tract  or  any  other  land,  so 
that  appellee  could  thereby  have  access  to  the 
25-acre  tract,  there  would  have  been  no  neces- 
sity for  a  way.  But  no  such  case  is  presented 
by  the  facts  found. 

Appellants  next  insist  that  the  complaint 
is  to  enforce  an  oral  contract  between  said  ap- 
pellant Osiander  E.  Ritchey  and  appellee  for 
a  private  way.  made  pending  a  petition  for 
partition,  and  that  the  special  finding  does  not 
find  that  there  was  such  an  agreement.  It  ia 
true  that  the  complaint  alleges  that,  when  the 
commissioners  filed  their  report  of  the  parti- 
tion of  the  lands  of  Samuel  W.  Ritchey,  said 
appellant  and  appellee  agreed  that  appellee 
should  have  a  private  way  from  the  land  set  off 
to  her  over  the  land  set  off  to  said  appellant  to 
the  highway,  but,  disregarding  the  allegations 
concerning  such  agreement,  the  averments 
were  sufficient  to  entitle  appellee  to  a  way  of 
necessity  over  the  lands  set  off  to  appellant. 
The  cause  was  tried,  and  a  judgment  rendered, 
upon  the  theory  that  the  complaint  sought  to 
enforce  a  way  of  necessity.  There  was  no  er- 
ror in  the  court  so  treating  the  complaint. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  court  did  not  err 
in  its  conclusions  of  law  nor  in  overruling  the 
demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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!•   Cmel  and  mmaaal  piiaishment  te  not 

made  by  bd  lodetensiDate  sentenoe.  not  more 
than  the  maximum  nor  less  than  the  minimum 
prescribed  by  statute  for  the  specified  crime. 

8.  The  eonatitiitloiial  ri^ht  of  an  ao- 
ensed  person  to  trial  by  Jnry  is  not  vio- 
lated by  caking  away  from  the  jury  the  right  to 
fix  his  punishment. 

8.  Jndlcial  power  is  notgrlTento  aboard 
of  managers  of  a  reformatory  by  authorizing 
them  to  shorten  the  term  of  service  of  a  convict 
in  case  of  his  reformation,  where  his  sentence  is 
indeterminate  between  the  maxima m  and  mini- 
mom  prescribed  by  statute. 

4.  The  fkdlnre  of  the  court  to  assess  disfran- 
chisement as  part  of  the  punishment  of  aoonviot 
Is  not  an  error  of  which  he  can  complain. 

6.  The  remedy  for  refusal  by  the  trial 
eourt  to  famish  a  transcript  of  the 
sten<iirntpher's  notes  to  a  person  con- 
victed of  crime  is  an  application  to  the  supreme 
eourt  for  an  order  requiring  it  to  do  lo. 

(Houxtrd^  Ch,  J.,  and  Jordan,  J.,  diuenU) 

(March  8, 1808.) 

APPEAL  b^  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  St.  Joseph  County 
convicting  him  of  burglary.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesart.  Talbot  A  Talbot,  for  appellant: 

This  law  contravenes  that  part  of  that  sec- 
tion of  our  Constitution  which  provides:  "All 
penalties  shall  be  proportioned  to  the  nature  of 
the  offense." 

Ind.  Const,  art.  1,  §  18,  Bill  of  RighU.  being 
Rev.  Stat.  1804,  §61. 

The  legislature  bas  no  power  to  make  the 
length  of  a  convict's  term  of  imprisonment  de- 
pend on  anything  but  the  offense  of  which  be 
has  been  convicted. 

If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  pass  an  act 
making  the  maximum  term  the  punishment 
in  all  cases,  it  would  have  provided  that  the 
court  should  sentence  for  the  maximum  term 
by  statute  provided,  and  then  would  have  con- 
ferred power  on  the  board  of  managers  to 
parol  and  discbarge. 

People  V.  Cvmminga,  88  Mich.  256,  14  L.  R. 
A.  285;  State,  Atiy.Oen.,  v.  iV/«r«,  48  Ohio  St. 
629. 

This  act,  if  upheld,  will  make  the  punish- 
ment of  a  convict  depend  upon  other  things 
than  the  nature  of  the  offense  of  which  he  has 
been  convicted,  tnz.:  his  conduct  subsequent 
to  his  conviction;  under  g  10  of  the  act.  on  the 
determination  of  the  board  of  managers;  that 
he  is  incorrigible  or  that  his  presence  in  the 
reformatory  is  detrimental  to  the  welfare  of 
the  other  inmates;  under  §  11,  on  the  ability 
of  the  prisoner  or  his  friends  to  furnish  the 
board  with  satisfactory  evidence  that  arrange- 


NOTB.— Asto  suspension  of  sentence  of  prisoner, 
see  note  to  People  v.  Cummlngs  (Mich.)  U  L.  R.  A. 
286;  also  State  v.  Voss  (Iowa)  8  L.  B.  A.  707;  People, 
Forsyth,  v.  Monroe  County  Court  of  Sessions  (N. 
T.)  £8  L.  B.  A.  866;  Be  Webb  (Wis.)  27  L.  R.  A.  866; 
8ute  Y.  Crook  (N.  C.)29  L.  R.  A.  200. 
40  L.R..A. 

Soe  also  43  L.  R.  A.  154. 


ments  have  been  made  for  the  convict's  honor- 
able and  useful  employment  for  at  least  six 
months  while  upon  parole,  in  some  suitable 
occupation,  failing  in  which  he  cannot  be 
paroled,  but  must  serve  the  maximum  term 
provided  for  his  offense;  under  §12,  his  aire, 
nativity,  nationality,  education,  the  nature 
or  history  of  his  parentage,  occupation,  and 
early  social  influences  as  seem  to  indicate  the 
constitutional  and  acquired  defects  and  ten- 
dencies of  the  prisoner,  his  physical  condition, 
his  improvement  or  deterioration  of  character, 
all  alterations  affecting  the  standing  or  situation 
of  such  prisoner,  any  subsequent  facts  of  per- 
sonal history  which  may  be  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  superintendent. 

Any  charge  of  any  character  which  may  be 
made  against  any  prisoner  is  thus  made  to  ef- 
fect the  duration  of  his  term  of  imprisonment. 

No  man  shall  have  criminal  punishment  in- 
flicted upon  him  for  anything  but  a  crime  of 
which  he  has  been  convicted  after  trial  and 
public  conviction  on  an  impartial  and  public 
trial  in  the  county  in  which  the  crime  is 
charged  to  have  been  committed,  in  which  trial 
he  shall  have  had  an  opportunity  to  meet  his 
accusers  and  to  prove  any  defense  which  he 
might  have. 

Ind.  Const.  §§  68,  61. 

This  act  is  in  violation  of  §  5S  of  the  Consti- 
tution in  this:  It  makes  the  punishment  of 
the  prisoner  depend  upon  thedeteimination  of 
a  board  of  managers,  arrived  at  in  an  »r  parte 
manner  and  upon  hearsay  evidence  in  a  county 
other  than  that  in  which  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted, without  giving  him  a  trial  by  an  im- 
partial jury,  in  deprivation  of  his  right  to  be 
beard  by  himself  and  counsel. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  ♦*812,  342,  348. 

This  act  conflicts  with  §  161  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, which  is  as  follows:  "The  Judicial 
power  of  the  state  shall  be  vested  in  a  supreme 
court,  in  circuit  courts,  and  in  such  other 
courts  as  the  general  assembly  may  establish." 

Buras's  Ind.  Rev.  Sut.  1894,  §  161. 

A  court  is  the  silting  or  meeting  of  persons 
legally  appointed  for  the  judicial  determination 
of  any  cause. 

1  New  Rev.  Encyclopaedic  Dictionary, 
p.  1318,  sub.  B,  t  4. 

A  court  is  a  place  where  justice  is  judicially 
administered. 

Co.  Lilt.  58;  3  Bl.  Com.  23;  White  County 
Comrs.  V.  Gwin,  136  Ind.  562,  22  L.  R.  A.  402; 
Waldo  V.  Wallace,  12  Ind.  56». 

It  attempts  to  confer  judicial  powers  upon 
the  board  of  managers  and  general  superin- 
tendent of  said  reformatory. 

Neither  the  governor  nor  the  legislature  can 
select  persons  to  assist  the  courts  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  judicial  duties. 

State,  Bovey,  v.  Noble,  118  Ind.  350,  4  L.  R. 
A.  101. 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  confer  ju- 
dicial autboritv  upon  master  commissioners. 

Shoultz  v.  McPheetere,  79  Ind.  373;  5  Ameri- 
can Lawyer,  p.  252. 

The  act  in  question  contravenes  that  consti- 
tutional provision  prohibiting  the  vesting  of 
judicial  power  in  a  ministerial  body,  as  well 
as  that  constitutional  provision  providing  that 
all  punishments  shall  be  proportioned  to  the 
nature  of  the  offense. 
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People^  Benning,  t.  AUen,  29  Chicago  Legal 
News.  176. 

Mr,  F.  M.  J&ckson,  also  for  appellant: 

In  every  government  there  are  three  sorts  of 
powers:  The  executive,  the  legislative,  and  the 
judicial 

When  the  legislative  and  the  executive 
powers  are  united  in  the  same  person,  or  in 
the  same  hody  of  magistrates,  there  can  be  no 
liberty.  Again,  there  is  no  liberty,  if  the 
power  of  judging  be  not  separated  from  the 
legislative  and  executive  powers.  Were  it 
joined  with  the  executive  power,  the  judge 
might  behave  with  all  the  violence  of  an  op 
pressor. 

Montesquieu,  Spirit  of  Laws,  chap.  6  (1748). 

In  the  law  under  consideration  it  will  not 
be  questioned  that  this  board  of  managers  is 
purely  an  administrative  body,  and  not  a  judi- 
cial body,  and  any  attempt  of  the  legislature 
to  confer  judicial  authority  upon  an  adminis- 
trative body  will  be  held  unconstitutional 
under  art.  8,  §  1,  of  the  Constitution  (Rev, 
Stat.  1894,  86.) 

The  administration  of  law  implies  the  judi- 
cial function. 

The  judicial  function  implies  question  and 
debate;  and,  in  this  sense,  it  includes  a  bar, 
trained  and  skilled  in  the  principles  and  proc- 
esses of  the  law.  A  body  of  men,  trained  to 
the  knowledge  and  practice  of  the  law, 
learned  in  its  principles  and  processes,  to  in- 
terpret the  law  to  society;  to  guide  the  busi- 
ness of  society  and  its  members;  to  look  to 
the  intelligent  and  faithful  course  of  judicial 
proceedings;  and  to  stand,  charged  with  the 
holy  office  of  the  administration  of  God's  jus- 
tice among  men. 

Donovan,  Modern  Jury  Trials,  p.  551. 

Under  the  new  regime,  the  board  of  managers 
may  find  that  the  court  and  jury  trying  the 
cause  were  mistaken,  and  change  the  punish- 
ment from  a  term  in  the  reformatory  to  the 
maximum  term  in  the  state  prison.  Or,  in 
like  manner,  the  defendant  may  have  proof 
positive  at  home  in  bis  own  county,  where  his 
friends  and  neighbors  live,  that  he  had  never 
before  been  convicted  of  anything,  that  he  had 
always  borne  a  good  reputation,  and,  if  given 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  and  cross  examine 
the  witness  against  him,  may  show  the  testi- 
mony to  be  unreliable  and  worthless.  Yet, 
this  new  tribunal  is  given  power  to  determine 
that  fact  adversely  to  the  defendant,  in  his 
absence  without  his  consent,  and  upon  any 
kind  of  evidence,  and  the  witnesses  are  not  re- 
quired even  to  go  through  the  formality  of 
taking  an  oath  before  giving  their  evidence. 

Trial  by  jury  as  contemplated  by  the  Con- 
stitution is  an  indispensable  part  of  the 
machinery  of  justice. 

The  hard  sense  and  courageous,  firmness  of 
Englisb  juries  more  than  once  preserved  the 
liberties  of  the  English  people  against  the 
combined  attack  of  the  King  and  his  servile 
judges. 

Trial  ofPevn  and  Mead.  6  How.  St.  Tr.  951. 

Right  of  trial  by  jury  must  be  preserved  in- 
violfite  as  it  was  in  use  when  the  Constitution 
of  the  state  was  adopted;  but  tbis  relates  only 
to  trials  in  criminal  cases  and  suits  at  common 
law. 
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Scudder  v,  Trenton  Delauare  FaUs  Co.  1  N. 
J.  Eq.  694,  33  Am.  Dec.  756. 

Messrs.  Thomas  W.  Slick,  William  A^ 
Ketcham,  and  Merrill  Moores  for  the 

State. 

McCabe,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellant  was  charged  in  the  indictment 
with  burglary  and  larceny,  on  May  3,  1897. 
On  a  trial  of  the  charge,  the  jury  found  him 
guilty  of  burglary  by  their  verdict,  reading 
thus: 

We,  the  jury,  find  the  defendant,  George 
Miller,  guilty  of  burglary,  as  charged  in  tbe- 
indictment,  and  that  bis  age  is  eitrbteen  years. 
John  Valentine,  Foreman. 

And  the  following  judgment  was  rendered 
upon  said  verdict,  to  wit:  **And  the  defend- 
ant, being  asked  if  he  has  any  legal  cause  to- 
show  why  the  judgment  of  tne  court  should 
not  be  pronounced  upon  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  stands  mute;  and  thereupon  it  is  consid- 
ered and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  the  de- 
fendant be.  and  is  hereby,  sentenced  to  the 
custody  of  the  board  of  managers  of  the  Indi- 
ana Reformatory  or  at  such  place  as  may  be- 
designated  by  said  board  of  managers,  as  guilty 
of  the  crime  of  burglary,  and  that  he  be  con- 
fined therein  for  a  term  of  not  less  than  one 
year  or  more  than  fourteen  years,  as  a  punish- 
ment for  said  offense,  according  to  the  rules 
and  regulations  established  by  such  board  of 
managers,  and  that  the  sheriff  of  this  county 
is  charged  with  the  execution  of  tbis  sentence. 
The  errors  assigned  call  in  c.ufstion  the  action 
of  the  circuit  court  in  overruling  appellant's 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  in  refusing  appel- 
lant's request  to  be  furnished  with  a  longhand 
transcript  of  the  evidence  given  in  said  cause 
at  the  expense  of  St.  Joseph  county.  The 
ground  specified  in  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
IS  that  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  law. 

The  objection  to  the  verdict  would  perhaps- 
be  fatal,  in  that  it  would  be  contrary  to  and 
unauthonzed  by  law  as  it  stood  prior  to  April 
1,  18i*7,  because  it  does  not  **state  .  .  .  the 
amount  of  fine  and  fix  the  nunisbment  to  be 
inflicted."  Rev.  Stat.  1894,*§  190G  (Horner's 
Rev.  Stat.  1897.  §  1837;  Rev.  Stat.  1881, 
§  1837).  But  it  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
state  that  the  verdict  is  not  contrary  to,  and 
is  authorized  by,  law.  to  wit,  §  8  of  the  re- 
formatory act,  approved  February  26.  1897 
(Acts  1897,  p.  69).  That  act  does  author- 
ize just  such  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  such  a 
case.  The  learned  counsel  for  appellant  con- 
tend, however,  tbat  so  much  of  ihe  reforma- 
tory act  asautborizes  such  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment is  unconstitutional.  The  section  in  ques- 
tion reads  thus:  "In  all  cases  of  felony  tried 
hereafter  before  anv  court  or  jury  in  this  state, 
if  the  court  or  jury  nnd  the  p»  rson  on  trial  guilty 
of  a  felony,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  court 
or  jury  to  further  find  and  state  whether  or 
not  the  defendant  is  over  sixteen  (16)  years  of 
age  and  less  than  thirty  (30)  years  of  age.  If 
such  defendant  be  found  to  be  between  said 
ages,  and  he  be  not  guilty  of  treason  or  mur- 
der in  the  first  or  second  degree,  it  shall  only 
be  stated  in  the  finding  of  the  court  or  verdict 
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of  the  Jury,  that  the  defeodant  is  guiltj  of  the 
crime  charged,  Darning  It,  and  that  his  age  is 
that  found  by  it  or  them  to  be  his  true  age, 
and  the  court  trying  such  person  shall  sentence 
him  to  the  custody  of  the  board  of  managers 
of  the  Indiana  Reformatory  to  be  confined  at 
the  Indiana  Reformatory  or  at  such  place  as 
may  be  designated  by  such  board  of  managers 
-where  he  can  be  moBt  safely  and  properly 
cared  for,  as  guilty  of  the  crime  found  in  such 
finding  or  verdict,  <^nd  that  he  be  confined 
therein  for  a  tenn  not  less  than  the  minimum 
time  prescribed  by  the  statutes  of  this  state,  as 
a  punishment  for  such  offense,  and  not  more 
than  the  maximum  time  prescribed  by  such 
statutes  therefor,  subject  to  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations established  by  such  board  of  managers, 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  board  of  man- 
agers of  said  reformatory  to  receive  all  such 
convicted  persons,  nnd  all  existing  laws  requir- 
ing the  courts  of  this  state  to  sentence  such 
persons  to  the  penitentiaries  or  prisons  of  this 
Slate  are  hereby  modified  and  changed  so  as  to 
make  it  the  duty  of  such  courts  to  sentence 
such  prisoners  to  the  Indiana  Reformatory. 
The  board  of  managers  may  terminate  such 
imprisonment  when  the  rules  and  requirements 
of  such  reformatory  have  been  lived  up  to  and 
fulfilled,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act."  The  next  section  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  case  is  tried, 
where  there  is  a  conviction,  to  send  along  with 
the  commitment  a  record  containing  a  copy 
of  the  indictment  or  information  filed  in  the 
case,  the  name  and  residence  of  the  judge  pre- 
siding at  the  trial,  the  names  of  the  jurors  and 
witnesses  serving  at  the  trial,  with  a  statement 
of  any  fact  or  facts  which  the  presiding  judge 
may  deem  important  or  necessary  for  the  full 
comprehension  of  the  case.  Section  11  pro- 
vides that  '*the  said  board  of  managers  shall 
have  powpr  to  establish  rules  and  regulations 
under  which  prisoners  in  the  reformatorv  may 
be  allowed  to  go  upon  parole  outside  the  re- 
formatory building  and  inclosure,  but  to  remain 
while  on  parole  in  the  le^al  custody  and  under 
control  of  the  board  of  managers  and  subject 
at  any  time  to  be  taken  back  within  the  in- 
closure of  said  reformatory:  and  full  power  to 
enforce  such  rules  and  regulations  to  retake 
and  imprison  any  inmate,  so  upon  parole,  is 
hereby  conferred  upon  said  board,  whose  order, 
certified  by  its  secretary,  and  signed  by  its 
president,  with  the  seal  of  the  reformatory  at- 
tached thereto,  shall  be  a  sufiScient  warrant  for 
the  ofllcers  named  in  it  to  authorize  such  offi- 
cer to  return  to  actual  custody  any  condii ion- 
ally  released  or  paroled  prisoner:  .  ,  .  pro- 
vided, that  no  prisoner  shall  be  released  on 
parole  until  the  said  board  of  managers  shall 
have  satisfactory  evidence  that  arrangements 
have  been  made  for  his  honorable  and  useful 
employment  for  at  least  six  months  while  upon 
parole,  in  some  sui  able  occupation. "  The  1 2th 
section  provides  for  certain  rules  by  which  the 
reformation  is  to  be  sought  by  the  board  of 
managers,  among  which  is  a  record  in  which 
is  to  &  entered  every  fact  connected  with  the 
history  of  every  prisoner  when  he  enters  the 
reformatory,  together  with  his  subsequent  con 
^uct  affecting  his  standing,  and  any  facts  or 
pergonal  history  which  may  come  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  general  superintendent  officially, 
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bearing  upon  the  question  of  parole  or  final  re- 
lease of  the  prisoner.  And  the  section  then 
provides:  *'And  it  is  hereby  provided  that 
whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  of  man- 
agers any  prisoner. on  parole  has  violated  the^ 
conditions  of  his  parole  or  conditional  release, 
by  whatever  name,  as  afiSxed  by  the  managers, 
he  shall  by  a  formal  order  entered  in  the  man- 
ager's proceedings,  be  declared  a  delinquent, 
and  shall  thereafter  be  treated  as  an  escaped 
prisoner  owing  the  service  to  the  state  and  shall 
be  liable  when  arrested  to  serve  out  the  unex- 
pired term  of  his  maximum  possible  imprison- 
ment, and  the  time  from  the  date  of  his  de- 
clared delinquency  to  the  date  of  his  arrest 
shall  not  be  counted  as  any  part  or  portion  of 
time  served."  Section  18  provides  that  *'it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  general  superintendent 
to  keep  in  communication,  as  far  as  possible, 
with  all  prisoners  who  are  upon  parole,  and 
when  in  his  opinion  any  prisoner  has  for  one^ 
year  so  conducted  himself  as  to  merit  his  dis- 
charge, and  has  given  evidence  that  is  deemed 
reliable  and  trustworthy,  that  he  will  remain 
at  liberty  without  violating  the  law,  and  that 
his  final  release  is  not  incompatible  with  thfr 
welfare  of  society,  the  general  superintendent 
shall  make  a  certificate  to  that  effect  to  the 
board  of  managers,  and  after  written  notice 
to  all  of  the  managers,  the  board  shall,  at  the 
next  meeting  thereafter,  consider  the  case  of 
the  prisoner  so  presented ;  and  when  said  board 
shall  find  that  said  prisoner  has  so  done,  he 
shall  be  entitled  to  his  final  discharge." 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  appellant,  first, 
that  thrse  provisions  violate  §  16  of  art.  1  of 
the  BiU  of  Rights  in  our  Constitution,  provid- 
ing that  ''cruel  and  unusual  punishment  shall 
not  be  inflicted.  All  penalties  shall  be  pro- 
portioned to  the  nature  of  the  offense."  Burns's 
Rev.  Stat.  1894,  §  61  (Rev.  Stat.  1881,  S  61j 
Horner's  Rev.  Stat.  1897,  §  61).  Frequent  at- 
tempts have  been  made  in  this  court  to  reverse 
judgments  in  criminal  cases  because  the  pun- 
ishment adjudged  was  cruel  and  excessive. 
But  it  has  invariably  been  held  that,  no  matter 
how  harsh  and  severe  it  might  seem  to  this 
court,  yet.  If  it  was  within  the  limits  prescribed 
by  statute  for  the  punishment  of  such  crimes, 
this  court  could  not  interfere  nor  reverse  the 
judgment.  Siberry  v.  State  (Ind.)  47  N.  E. 
458;  T^gertDO'jd  v.  StaU,  134  Ind.  91;  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  StaU,  45  Ind.  838;  McCuUey  v. 
State,  63  Ind.  428;  Shields  v.  State  (at  thia 
term)  49  N.  £.  851.  In  none  of  these  cases 
was  the  validity  of  the  statute  q^uestioned.  In 
the  last  case  cited,  this  court  said:  *'It  isalsa 
urged  as  a  reason  for  reversal  that  the  punish- 
ment is  excessive.  The  only  limitations  to  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  fix  the  punishment 
for  crimes  are  those  imposed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  this. state  and  the  United  States.  Sec- 
tion 16  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  this 
state,  which  provides  that  cruel  and  unusual 
punishment  shall  not  be  inflicted,  has  refer- 
ence to  the  statute  fixing  the  punishment  and 
not  to  the  punishment  assessed  by  the  jury^ 
within  the  limi  s  fixed  by  the  statute.  If  the 
statute  fixing  the  punishment  is  not  in  viola- 
tion of  said  section  of  the  Constitution,  then 
any  punishment  assessed  by  a  court  or  jury 
within  the  limits  fixed  by  the  statute  cannot  lie 
adjudged  excessive  by  this  court,  for  the  rea- 
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SOD  that  the  power  to  declare  what  puDlsbment 
may  be  assessed  against  those  convicted  of 
crime  is  oot  a  judicial  power,  but  a  leKislaiive 
power,  controlled  only  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution." 

The  question,  then,  is  whether  the  provisions 
of  the  act  quoted  authorize  the  infliction  of 
cruel  and  unusual  punishment.  The  legisla- 
tion was  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  obey  the  mandate  contained  in  g  18  of 
art.  1  of  the  Constitution,  demanding  that  "the 
Penal  Code  shall  be  founded  on  the  principles 
of  reformation,  and  not  of  vindictive  justice." 
And  yet  the  duty  to  carry  out  one  provision 
of  the  Constitution  does  not  authorize  the  legis- 
lature to  violate  another.  The  question  still 
remains:  Does  the  statute  ioflict  cruel  and 
unusual  punishment?  The  appellant  was  con- 
victed of  burglary,  and  the  punishment  pre- 
scribed therefor  by  the  Criminal  Code  of  1881 
was  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  for  any 
determinate  period,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
jury,  of  not  less  than  two  years  and  not  more 
than  fourteen  years.  Burns's  Hev.  Stat.  1894, 
§  2002  (Rev.  Stat.  1881,  ^  1929;  Horner's  Rev. 
Stat.  1897,  §  1929).  Under  that  statute,  if  the 
evidence  baid  shown  that  the  appellant  was 
guilty  of  breaking  into  an  old  outhouse,  with 
intent  to  commit  a  felony,  though  he  found 
nothing  therein  on  which  to  commit  the  fel- 
ony, and  though  the  outhouse  was  practically 
worthless,  yet  the  jury,  in  their  uncontrollable 
and  unbridled  discretion,  could  send  him  up 
to  the  state  prison  for  fourteen  years,  and  he 
would  be  without  remedy.  Certainly,  that  is 
more  cruel  punishment  than  that  provided  by 
the  reformatory  act.  Under  the  law  prior  to 
that  act,  when  the  ponderous  iron  doors  of  the 
prison  close  on  the  convict,  it  not  only  shuts 
him  in,  and  shuts  out  the  bright  angel  of  lib- 
erty, but  it  also  shuts  out  of  the  convict's  heart 
all  hope,  which  is  the  anchor  of  the  soul,  be- 
cause in  the  absence  of  such  legislation  he  is 
utterly  powerless  by  any  amount  of  good 
conduct  or  penitence  to  assuage  or  mitigate 
the  severity  of  his  punishment.  Is  it  at  all 
strange  that,  with  liberty  and  hope  gone,  the 
convict's  heart  should  break,  or  that  he  should, 
in  his  helpless  condition  settle  down  to  the  be- 
lief that  societjr  was  his  bitter  bating  enemy; 
and  thus  brooding  over  the  subject  through  the 
long  years  of  his  prison  toil  without  recom- 
pense, and  tears  all  in  vain,  is  it  at  all  strange 
that  he  should,  at  the  expiration  of  his. term, 
come  out  of  prison  the  bitter-hating  enemy  of 
society?  Clearly  not.  It  was  to  remedy  this 
manifest  evil  to  society  and  to  the  criminal 
classes  themselves  that  the  legislation  in  ques- 
tion was  enacted.  So  that,  when  the  convict 
is  brought  within  the  prison  walls,  if  his  crime 
be  not  treason  or  murder  in  the  first  or  second 
degree,  the  hope  of  liberty  is  not  shut  out  of 
his  heart,  the  anchor  of  his  soul  is  not  taken 
away,  but  society  whispers  in  his  ear  the 
brotherly  message,  through  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion, that  "the  restoration  of  your  liberty  is 
largely  in  your  own  hands."  "Your  own 
good  conduct  and  reformation  may  restore  you 
to  liberty  and  to  society  as  a  useful  citizen, 
even  before  you  have  served  the  minimum  or 
shortest  time  fixed  in  the  Criminal  Code  for 
the  punishment  of  your  crime,  namely,  in  one 
year  after  your  imprisonment  begins.^  because 
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the  minimum  term  of  imprisonment  prescribed 
by  the  Criminal  Code  for  a  large  majority  of 
the  felonies  falling  within  the  reformatory  act 
is  two  years,  and  some  three  years.  The 
minimum  term  in  a  small  number  is  three 
years,  and  in  a  still  smaller  number  it  is  one 
year,  and  in  a  verv  few  cases  it  is  six  months. 
And  we  are  gravely  told  by  appellant's  learned 
counsel  that  this  act  violates  the  Constitution 
in  placing  it  within  the  convict's  power,  bv 
good  conduct,  fidelity,  and  trustworthiness 
while  on  parole,  to  mitigate  the  severity  of  his 
punishment  by  being  restored  to  liberty  con- 
ditionally, and.  it  may  be,  finally  discharged, 
long  before  the  very  shortest  term  he  would 
be  compelled  to  serve  under  the  old  law,  be- 
cause such  provision  is  cruel  punishment.  To 
say  so  would  require  us  to  turn  back  the  hands 
on  the  dial  of  human  progress  a  hundred  years. 
To  call  these  provisions  "cruel  punishment" 
is  to  mock  at  all  humanizing  efforts.  It  is  to 
cast  a  stigma  on  all  our  benevolent  institutions, 
which  stand  as  noble  monuments  of  the  good- 
ness of  the  human  heart.  In  short,  it  is  to 
deny  the  fatherhood  of  God  and  the  brother- 
hood of  man. 

Appellant's  contention,  substantially,  though 
not  in  words,  that  that  part  of  the  act  author- 
izing a  judgment  for  the  maximum  term 
of  imprisonment  specified  in  the  section  of  the 
Criminal  Code  under  which  he  was  con- 
victed must  be  looked  to  alone  in  determining 
the  question  whether  the  punishment  pre- 
scribed is  cruel  or  not,  is  not  tenable.  The 
whole  of  the  act  bearing  on  the  question  of 
punishment  must  be  looked  to  in  construing 
the  different  parts.  In  upholding  the  consti 
tutionality  of  a  similar  act  of  the  Illinois  legis- 
lature, the  supreme  court  of  that  state,  in  the 
course  of  a  very  learned  opinion,  said:  **  "We 
think  that  the  judgment  and  mittimus  in  this 
case  must  be  read  and  interpreted  in  the  light 
of  and  under  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the 
statute  upon  which  they  are  based.  The  stat 
ute  provides  that,  although  the  sentence  is  a 
general  sentence  to  imprisonment,  yet  that 
*  such  imprisonment  shall  not  exceed  the  max- 
imum term  provided  by  law  for  the  crime  for 
which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  sen- 
tenced.' This  provision,  and  others  of  like 
import,  being  read  into  the  judgment  and  mit- 
timus, we  think  that  it  should  be  regarded 
that  the  judgment  and  commitment  in  this 
case  were  for  twenty  years,  that  being  the 
maximum  term  provided  bylaw  for  the  crime 
of  burglary."  Peopls,  Bradley,  v.  Illinois 
State  Reformatory,  148  III.  420.  In  Wood 
ward  V.  Murdoch,  124  Tnd.  439,  involving  the 
validity  and  construction  of  the  act  of  18H3. 
relating  to  shortening  the  prisoner's  term  by 
deductions  therefrom,  this  court  said,  on 
page  444.  124  Ind.,  that  **  the  law  allowing 
him  credit  for  good  time  entered  into  the 
judgment  as  if  written  therein,  and.  there- 
fore, by  the  very  language  of  the  judgment 
the  appellant's  time  expired  on  the  18th  day 
of  December,  1889."  And  so  here  the  re- 
formatory act  may  be  read  into  the  judgment 
wherever  necessary  to  make  the  meaning  of 
the  judgment  clear  or  make  it  effectual.  In 
construing  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  iu 
TJobbe  V.  Stat4, 188  Ind.  on  pages  408, 409, 18  L. 
R.  A.  774,  this  court  said:  "The  second  point. 
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tbat  the  act  is  in  violation  of  the  pToylsiona  of 
the  CoDfitltution  tbat '  cruel  and  unusijal  pun- 
ishment shall  not  be  ioflicled,'  ba»  the  merit 
of  pofisessing  some  originality;  but  the  position 
assumed  seems  to  be  without  authority  to  sup- 
port it.  We  have  been  uuable  to  find  but  a 
single  instance  in  which  this  provision  of  the 
CoDstitution  has  been  in  question  before  this 
court,  and  then  the  question  was  regarded  as 
possessing  no  merit,  and  was  disposed  of  with- 
out serious  consideration.  This  provision  of 
the  Constitution  is  found  also  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  in  the  same  words, 
and  Mr.  Story,  in  his  work  on  the  Constitu- 
tion, says:  'It  is  an  exact  transcript  of  a  clause 
in  the  Bill  of  Rights  framed  at  the  revolution 
of  1688/  He  says,  further,  that '  the  provision 
would  seem  to  be  wholly  an  necessary  in  a 
free  government,  since  it  is  scarcely  possible 
that  any  department  of  such  a  government 
should  authorize  or  justify  such  atrocious 
conduct.  It  was,  however,  adopted  as  an  ad 
monition  to  all  departments,  ...  to  warn 
them  against  such  violent  proceedings  as  had 
taken  place  in  England  in  the  arbitrary  reigns 
of  the  Stuarts.'  .  .  .  The  word  'cruel.'  when 
considered  in  relation  to  the  time  when  it 
found  place  in  the  Bill  pf  Rights,  meant,  not  a 
fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  but  such  as  that 
inflicted  at  the  whipping  post,  in  the  pillory, 
burning  at  the  stake,  breaking  on  the  wheel, 
etc.  The  word,  according  to  modern  inter- 
pretation, does  not  affect  legislation  providing 
imprisonment  for  life  or  for  years,  or  the  death 
penalty  bv  banging  or  electrocution.  If  it 
did,  our  laws  for  the  punishment  of  crime 
would  give  no  security  to  the  citizen.  Neither 
is  punisbrrr'nt  by  fine  or  imprisonment  'un- 
usual.' "  The  same  doctrine  was  applied  to  a 
similar  constitutional  provision,  in  upholding 
the  constitutionality  of  the  reformatory  act  of 
Illinois,  in  all  material  respects  like  our  own, 
in  the  case  of  People,  HradUy,  v.  Illinois  State 
Reformatory,  148  lU.  420;  also  in  Getnge  v. 
People,  167  111.  447.  The  only  plausible 
objection  that  could  be  urged  in  reason  to 
the  act  as  to  the  character  of  the  punishment 
when  mitigated  as  provided  in  the  act  is  tbat 
it  is  too  mud,  instead  of  being  cruel.  That, 
however,  is  a  legislative,  and  not  a  judicial, 
question.  Nor  do  we  think  the  act  conflicts 
with  that  clause  of  &  16  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  requiring  the  punishment  to  be  pro- 
portioned to  the  nature  of  the  offense.  The 
supreme  court  of  Illinois  on  that  point  says: 
"  We  think  that  from  the  fact  tbat  the  statute 
here  in  question  imposes  the  maximum  term 
of  impn'sonment  provided  by  law  for  the  crime 
for  which  the  prisoner  is  convicted,  it  does 
not  follow  that  such  statute  is  in  violation  of 
the  constitutional  requirement  that  all  penalties 
shall  be  proportioned  to  the  nature  of  the  of- 
fense." People,  Bradley,  v.  Illinois  State  Re- 
formatory, 148  m.  420.  The  same  doctrine 
was  in  effect  held  in  Oeorge  v.  People,  167  111. 
447.  We  therefore  hold  that  the  act  does  not 
violate  g  16  of  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

It  is  also  contended  thnt  the  act  violates 
§  13  of  the  Bill  of  RighU,  in  that  it  does  not 
allow  the  defendant  a  trial  by  jury,  because, 
as  is  contended,  it  makes  the  punishment  de 
pend  upon  the  determination  of  a  board  of 
managers,  arrived  at  in  an  ex  parte  manner, 
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and  upon  hearsay  evidence,  in  a  coanty  other 
than  that  in  which  the  offense  was  committed. 
Bat  the  trial  and  finding  of  the  guilt  or  inno- 


cence of  the  accused  are  authorized  to  be  h 
a  jury  in  the  county  where  the  offense  is  al 
leged  to  have  been  committed.    But,  because 
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the  jury  are  not  allowed  to  fix  the  amount  of 
the  punishment  which  is  to  be.infiicted,  it  is 
contended  that  the  reformatorv  act  deprives 
the  accused  of  a  jury  trial,  in  violation  of  said 
§  13  of  the  Bill  of  Rights.  This  very  ob- 
jection to  a  similar  act,  under  a  similar  con- 
stitutional provision  in  the  Constitution  of  Illi- 
nois, in  People,  Bradley,  v.  Illinois  State  Re- 
formatory, supra,  at  page  423, 148  111.  .was  held 
not  good.  It  was  there  said:  *'  Nor  is  it  true 
that  a  prisoner  on  trial  for  burglary  and  larceny, 
or  for  any  other  violation  of  the  criminal  law, 
has  a  constitutional  right  to  have  the  quantity 
of  punishment  fixed  by  a  jury.  At  common 
law  the  jury  either  returned  a  special  verdict, 
setting  forth  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
and  praying  the  judgment  of  the  court  thereon 
or  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  or  not  guilty. 
The  punishment  was  fixed  by  the  court,  and 
governed  by  the  laws  in  force.  Bl.  Com.  bk. 
4.  p  361.  ...  The  constitutional  right  of 
trial  by  jury  is  limited  to  the  trial  of  the  ques- 
tion of  guilt  or  innocence,  and  we  think  there 
can  be  no  question  of  the  validity  of  the  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  to  which  we  have  made 
reference  in  this  connection.'*  The  supreme 
court  of  Illinois  again  decided  the  same  way 
in  167  III.  447,  in  George  v.  People,  supra.  We 
therefore  conclude  that  the  act  does  not  de- 
prive the  defendant  of  a  jury  trial,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution.  The  only  difference 
between  the  procedure  in  felonies  under  the 
reformatory  act  and  that  under  the  Criminal 
Code  prior  thereto  is  that  the  jury  only  find 
whether  the  defendant  is  guilty,  and  his  age, 
but  do  not.  as  before,  also  fix  the  punishment. 
The  judge  now  fixes  not  only  the  punishment 
as  to  imprisonment,  but  as  to  all  other  penal- 
ties prescribed  by  the  section  of  the  Criminal 
Code  with  the  violation  of  which  the  defendant 
was  charged.  In  this  case,  the  court,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  imprisonment,  ought  to  have  ad- 
judged as  part  of  the  punishment  that  appel- 
lant be  disfranchised  and  rendered  incapable 
of  holding  any  office  of  trust  or  profit  for 
some  determinate  period.  In  fixing  the  im- 
prisonment, the  court  has  no  discretion,  but 
must  adjudge  the  same  as  fixed  by  the  re- 
formatory act.  The  amount  of  fine  or  leneth 
of  disfranchisement  Is  to  be  determined  and 
fixed  by  the  court  in  its  discretion,  within  the 
limits  fixed  by  the  statute  prescribing  the  pun- 
ishment for  the  particular  offense.  No  ques- 
tion, however,  has  been  made  as  to  the  failure 
of  the  court  to  assess  disfranchisement  as  a 
part  of  the  punishment  And  it  is  settled 
that  such  failure  is  not  an  error  of  which  ap- 
pellant can  complain.  State  v.  Arnold^  144 
Ind.  651,  659,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  act  violates 
^  1  of  article  7  of  the  Constitution,  provid- 
ins:  that  "  the  judicial  power  of  the  state  shall 
be  vested  in  a  supreme  court,  in  circuit  courts, 
and  in  such  other  courts  as  the  general  as- 
sembly may  establish."  And  that  it  vio- 
lates ^  1  of  article  8,  providing  that  **  the 
powers  of  the  government  are  divided  into 
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three  separate  departments:  the  legislative, 
the  ezecutive,iDcIudiDg  the  administrative,  and 
the  judicial;  and  no  person  charged  with  of- 
ficial duties  under  one  of  these  departments 
shall  exercise  any  of  the  functions  of  another, 
except  as  in  this  Constitution  expressly  pro- 
vided." Appellant's  contention  on  this  point 
is  thus  stated  hy  his  counsel:  **  It  attempts  to 
confer  judicial  powers  upon  the  board  of 
managers  and  general  superintendent  of  said 
reformatory,  by  permitting  them  to  consider 
and  determine  whether  or  not  he  has  ever  be- 
fore been  convicted  of  a  felony;  whether  or 
not  the  jury  who  found  the  prisoner's  age 
were  or  were  not  mistaken;  what  his  personal 
history  has  been;  whether  or  not  it  has  been 
{;ood  or  bad:  and  what  his  conduct  has  been 
in  the  reformatory;  and,  taking  these  things 
into  consideration,  deteimine  the  length  of 
time  for  which  the  prisoner  shall  be  confined 
or  punished."  None  of  these  considerations 
have  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the  defend- 
ant's guilt,  nor  with  the  question  as  to  what 
judgment  should  be  pronounced  upon  a  finding 
or  verdict  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  crime  charged 
in  the  indictment,  nor  with  the  amount  or 
quantity  of  punishment  to  be  infiicted  on  him 
by  the  judgment.  The  Constitution  of  Illi- 
nois, as  to  the  division  of  the  powers  of  gov- 
ernment, is  precisely  like  ours;  and  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state,  in  Oeorge  v.  People, 
167  111.  447,  as  to  the  point  now  in  question 
said :  '*  It  is  also  claimed  that  the  act  is  uncon- 
stitutional, because  it  attempts  to  devest  the 
judicial  department  of  certain  of  its  powers, 
and  confer  those  powers  on  the  executive  de- 
partment, in  violation  of  article  8  of  the  Con- 
stitution." After  quoting  that  article,  the  court 
proceeds:  *'  It  may  be  conceded  that  it  is  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  legislature  to  invest 
ministerial  ofi^cers  with  judicial  powers.  If 
the  act  therefore  confers  upon  mere  ministe- 
rial oflScers  judicial  powers  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. .  .  .  While  it  might  be  a  difficult 
matter  to  draw  a  line  of  distinction  between 
judicial  and  ministerial  functions  which  would 
fit  every  case  which  might  arise,  yet  we  think 
it  can  be  determined  from  the  authorities, 
without  much  uncertainty,  to  which  the  duties 
conferred  on  the  prison  board  and  the  warden 
properly  belong."  Then  the  court  goes  into 
an  exhaustive  review  of  the  authorities  upon 
that  subject,  the  statute  there  and  ours  being 
practically  the  same,  and  the  court  then  says: 
* 'After  due  consideration,  we  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that  it  does  not  confer  judicial 
power  on  the  warden  or  the  prison  board." 
To  the  same  effect  is  People,  Bradley,  v.  lUi 
nois  State  Rtformatory,  148  111.  420.  The  same 
conclusion  was  reached  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Ohio  in  upholding  a  reformatory  act  of  that 
state  similar  to  our  own,  in  State,  Atty.  Oen. 
V.  Peters,  48  Ohio  St.  629-650;  Com.  v.  Broitn, 
167  Mass.  144;  Conhv's  Case,  148  Mass.  168. 
Both  of  the  latter  cases  uphold  the  constitu- 
tionality of  a  similar  statute  in  Ma5;sachu- 
setts.  In  the  case  in  167  Mass.  it  is  said:  "  It 
is  sugfirested,again.withoutargument,thatStat. 
1S95,  chap.  504,  under  which  the  defendant  was 
sentenced,  is  uncoDstitutiooal.  This  statute  re 
quires  the  sentence  in  certain  cases  to  be  for  a 
term  of  not  less  than  two  and  a  half  years,  and 
not  more  than  a  maximum  fixed  by  the  court, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


and  not  longer  than  the  longest  term  fixed  bv 
law  for  the  punishment  of  the  offense.  Buch 
a  sentence  is  in  effect  a  sentence  for  the  maxi- 
mum fixed  bv  the  court,  unless  a  permit  to  be 
at  liberty  is  issued  as  provided  by  §  2."  So 
that  the  judgment  of  guilty  and  sentence  is 
complete  and  effective,  so  as  to  warrant  and 
require  the  convict  to  remain  in  prison  to  the 
end  of  the  maximum  term  fixed  in  the  judg 
ment  of  conviction,  unless  ministerial  or  ad- 
ministrative officers,  the  board  of  managers 
acting  under  the  authority  of  the  act,  shall 
shorten  the  term  of  service  in  case  a  reforma- 
tion of  the  convict  is  effected.  The  power  to 
do  this  is  not  judicial  power,  but  is  a  purely 
ministerial  or  administrative  power.  It  is  nO' 
more  the  exercise  of  Judicial  power  than  the 
power  of  the  governor  to  * 'grant  reprieves,, 
commutations,  and  pardons,  after  convic- 
tion." Const,  art.  5,  g  17.  Nor  is  it  the  exer- 
cise of  the  pardoning  power.  Pardon  is  re- 
mission of  guilt;  amnesty,  oblivion,  or  forget- 
fulness.  Anderson,  Law  Diet.  745.  The  act 
of  the  board  only  shortens  the  term  prescribed 
by  the  sentence,  and  leaves  the  conviction  of 
guilt  unaffected.  The  act  of  the  board  of 
managers  in  shortening  the  term  of  imprison- 
ment IS  the  exercise  of  the  exact  same  kind  of 
power  authorized  by  act  1883,  §  8238  (Burns's 
Rev.  Stat.  1894),  it  which  it  is  provided  that 
for  the  first  year  of  good  conduct  of  the  con- 
vict he  was  allowed  a  credit  of  one  month,, 
two,  three,  and  four  months  for  the  second, 
third,  and  fourth  years,  respectively,  and  five 
months  additional  for  each  succeeding  year. 
These  credits,  thus  shortening  very  materially 
the  term  of  the  sentence,  are  given,  not  by  the 
court,  nor  by  the  governor  under  his  power  of 
pardon,  but  purely  and  simply  by  administra- 
tive officers,— the  prison  board.  And,  al- 
though such  laws  have  been  in  force  in  this 
state^for  over  a  quarter  of  a  century,  it  has 
never  been  suggested  that  they  either  conferred 
judicial  powers  on  administrative  officers,  or 
iDterfered  with  the  judgments  of  courts  or  the 
pardoning  power  of  the  governor.  On  the 
contrary,  the  validit;^  of  such  legislation  was 
upheld  by  this  court  in  Woodward  v.  Murdoch, 
124  Ind.  489,  supra.  We  therefore  conclude 
that  the  act  does  not  violate  the  section  of  the 
Constitution  referred  to. 

The  only  other  error  alleged  is  the  court's  re- 
fusal to  furnish  appellant  with  a  longhand 
manuscript  of  the  evidence,  he  havintr  made  a 
proper  showing,  bringing  himself  within  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  requiring  the  court  to 
so  furnish  such  manuscript  at  the  expense  of 
the  couuty.  But  such  refusal  was  after  the 
trial  and  judgment,  and  therefore  the  court's 
action  did  not  affect  the  trial.  The  seventh 
ground  for  a  new  trial  specified  in  the  Criminal 
Code  is  "error  of  law  occurring  at  the  trial." 
This  error  did  not  occur  at  the  trial.  Nor 
does  the  error  fall  within  any  of  the  other 
eight  grounds  specified  in  the  Criminal  Code 
for  a  new  trial.  Nor  does  it  furnish  any 
ground  for  a  distinct  assignment  of  error  in 
this  case.  We  have  no  means  of  knowing 
that  the  evidence,  if  it  were  here,  would  not 
abundantly  sustain  and  uphold  every  act  of 
the  court  leading  to  the  judgment,  except  the 
unsupported  statement  of  his  counsel.  The 
presumption  of  law  is  that  the  judgment  of 
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the  trial  conrt  was  right  until  that  is  overcome 
by  a  showini;:  in  the  record.  The  remedy  of 
the  appellant  was  an  application  to  this  court 
for  an  order  requiring  the  circuit  court  to  fur- 
nish the  transcript  at  the  expense  of  the  county 
on  a  proper  showinf. 
Judgment  qffli'mea. 

Jord&n,  J.,  dissenting: 

While  I  yield  due  respect  to  the  majority 
opinion  of  this  court,  still  I  cannot  concur 
therein  so  far  as  it  sustains  the  constitutional 
▼alidity  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1897 
herein  involved,  which  req^uire  the  court,  with- 
out exercising  any  judicial  discretion  what- 
ever, to  impose  an*indeterminale  sentence  on  a 
person  convicted  of  a  felony,  or  which,  rather, 
commands  the  court,  in  effect,  to  turn  the  con- 
victed person  over  to  the  custody  of  the  board 
of  managers  of  the  Indiana  Reformatory 
Prison,  there  to  be  confined  as  provided  b^ 
the  proviMoos  of  the  act,  not  beyond  the  maxi- 
mum limit  of  imprisonment  fixed  by  the  stat- 
ute defining  the  ofi'ense.  Article  3  of  our 
Constitution  distributes  the  powers  of  the  gov- 
ernment into  three  separate  departments, — the 
legislative,  the  executive,  including  the  admin- 
istrative, and  the  judicial, — and  denies  the 
right  of  any  person  charged  with  official  du- 
ties under  any  one  of  these  departments  to  ex- 
ercise any  of  the  functions  of  another,  except 
as  in  the  Constitution  expressly  provided. 
Any  attempt  to  deprive  one  department  of  its 
rights  and  powers  under  the  Cdnstitution 
must  be  carefully  watched  and  guarded,  and 
no  encroachment  of  one  upon  the  powers  of 
the  other  can  be  permitted;  otherwise,  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  citizen  may  be 
frittered  away,  and  the  maintenance  of  a  Re- 
publican form  of  government  be  impaired. 
The  statute  defining  the  offense  of  which  the 
prisoner  in  the  case  at  bar  was  convicted  pro- 
vides, as  a  part  of  the  punishment  to  be  in- 
flicted, imprisonment  for  a  term  not  less  than 
two  nor  over  fourteen  years.  The  law  in- 
volved recoj^nizes  the  existence  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  penal  statute,  but  nevertheless 
proceeds  to  devest  both  the  jury  and  the  court 
of  the  power  of  exercising  judicial  functions 
in  determining,  between  the  minimum  and 
maximum  limits,  what  the  term  of  imprison- 
ment shall  be.  Not  only  are  the  trial,  convic- 
tion, and  sentencing  of  a  person  convicted  of 
the  commission  of  a  crime  a  judicial  duty,  but 
also,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  right  to  assess  the 
punishment,  and  thereby  fix  the  term  of  im- 
prisonment provided,  within  the  limits  of 
tthe  statute,  a  judicial  function,  of  which  the 
court  wherein  the  accused  is  tried  cannot  be 
deprived  by  the  legislature.  The  provisions 
of  the  various  sections  of  our  Penal  Code  re- 
lating to  crimes  classed  as  felonies  by  the  law 
are  expressly  recognized  by  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion as  still  existing;  especially  is  this  true  in 
regard  to  the  limits  of  imprisonment.  Cer- 
tainly, the  right  to  apply  the  law  as  it  then  ex- 
ists IS  the  peculiar  province  of  the  court  or 
Jury  in  the  trial  of  a  criminal  cause.  Conse- 
quently, the  right  to  determine  and  decide  as 
to  the  extent  to  which  a  convicted  person  shall 
be  punished  by  imprisonment  under  and 
within  the  limits  of  an  existing  law  cannot  be 
wrested  from  the  ooort  and  jury  and  lodged 
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elsewhere.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  un- 
der consideration  wholly  rob  the  court  of  all 
judicial  discretion  in  regard  to  the  term  of  im- 
prisonment, and  in  imperative  language  re- 
quire it  to  sentence  the  prisoner  to  the  custody 
of  the  board  of  managers  of  the  reformatory 
for  an  indefinite  term.  While  the  constitu- 
tional validity  of  the  statute  which  simply 
lodges  in  the  court,  where  a  person  accused  of 
crime  is  tried,  the  power  of  assessing  the  pun- 
ishment, instead  of  leaving  it  with  the  jury 
trying  the  case,  may  be  conceded,  but  when  a 
law  goes  beyond  this,  and  deprives  both  the 
jury  and  the  court  of  this  power,  as  does  the 
one  in  dispute,  certainly  it  must  be  held  to  in- 
fringe upon  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  ac- 
cuse, which  he  has,  to  demand,  in  the  event 
of  his  conviction,  that  his  punishment  be  judi- 
cially determined  under  the  existing  law,  which 
he  had  been  convicted  of  violating,  and  which 
prescribed  the  penalties  for  its  violation.  The 
trial  cannot  be  said  to  have  ended  until  his 
punistiment  is  determined  and  adjudged  by 
the  court.  A  statute  of  the  state  of  Michigan 
which  did  not  go  to  the  extent  of  the  one  here 
involved,  leaving,  as  it  did.  the  question  of  an 
indeterminate  sentence  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  was  held  to  be  invalid.  People  v.  Oum- 
mings,  88  Mich.  240,  14  L.  R.  A.  285.  A  simi- 
lar statute  in  Ohio,  which  also  made  the  ques- 
tion of  imposing  an  indeterminate  sentence 
one  of  judicial  discretion,  was  upheld.  JState, 
Attp.  Oen.,  V.  Petert,  48  Ohio  St.  620.  The 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois 
cited  in  the  majority  opinion,  whereby  the 
validity  of  a  law  similar  in  some  respects  to 
the  statute  now  in  controversy  was  sustained, 
are,  in  my  opinion,  neither  satisfactory  nor 
convincing  in  their  reasoning.  The  effect  of 
these  decisions  is  also  impaired  from  the  fact 
that  they  were  rendered  by  a  divided  court. 

That  the  validity  of  a  law  providing  for  the 
parole,  under  prescribed  rules  and  regulations, 
of  prisoners  who  have  been  sentenced  for  a 
definite  term  of  imprisonment,  before  the  ex- 
piration of  their  terms,  may  be  sustained,  I 
think  may  be  conceded:  but  that  is  not  the 
vital  question  presented  for  decision  in  the 
case  at  bar.  The  feature  in  the  statute  which 
leads  me  to  condemn  it  as  antagonistic  to  the 
Constitution  is  that  which  unquestionably  de- 
vests the  judiciary  of  its  rights  and  powers  to 
a  certain  extent;  and  to  this  extent,  and  in  this 
respect,  the  law,in  my  judgment,  is  invalid,  and 
cannot  be  sustained;  and  this  must  be  true 
without  regard  to  the  question  of  whether  it 
invests  some  ministerial  board  or  person  with 
judicial  functions.  The  doctrine  is  universally 
affirmed  that  courts,  being  a  co-ordinate  branch 
of  the  government,  are  not,  within  their 
sphere,  subject  to  legislative  control.  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  pp.  114, 116.  But,  under  this  stat- 
ute, the  court,  in  respect  to  the  terms  of  im- 
prisonment, is  wholly  controlled  by  the  will  of 
the  legislature.  It  is  not  permitted  to  decide 
what,  in  its  judgment,  under  the  circum- 
stances in  the  particular  case,  ought  to  be  the 
term  of  imprisonment  within  the  limits  pro- 
vided by  law.  The  man  who  is  convicted  of 
of  the  theft  of  a  pie  or  a  plug  of  tobacco  of 
the  value  of  10  cents  must  be  turned  over  to 
the  prison  officials  to  be  restrained  of  his  lib- 
erty for  the  same  period  as  one  who  has  com- 


fieo  also  30  L.  R.  A.  430;  45  L.  R.  A.  772. 
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mitted  the  heinous  oifense  of  stealing  his 
neighbor's  hogs  or  sheep,  of  the  value  of  $24. 
The  court  can  exercise  no  discretion  and  de- 
•cide  in  accordance  with  the  dictates  of  his 
•own  judgment.  This  is  so  evident  that  a  mere 
reading  of  the  statute  is  sufficient  to  condemn 
it  in  this  respect. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  legislature  has  the 
power  to  provide  that  the  term  of  imprison- 
ment for  the  crime  of  burglary  shall  be  four- 
teen years,  and  no  less,  and  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  in  the  case  at  bar  in  effect  inflicted 
the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment,  which 
was  fourteen  years.  While  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  declare  that  the  punishment  for 
the  crime  of  burglary  shall  be  imprisonment  for 
the  term  of  fourteen  yean  in  the  state's  prison 
and  no  less,  may  be  conceded,  how  or  in  what 
manner  can  this  concession  lend  any  support  to 
sustain  the  validity  of  the  statute?  As  hereto- 
fore stated,  the  law  under  which  appellant  was 
convicted  extends  the  limitation  of  imprison- 
ment from  two  to  fourteen  years,  and,  if  it  can 
in  reason  be  said  that  the  trial  court  in  this 
case  simply  inflicted  the  maximum  punish- 
ment provided  by  the  law  defining  the  offense 
of  burglary,  then  it  certainly  may  be  asserted 
that,  in  doing  so,  the  court  responded  solely  to 
the  command  of  the  statute  in  controversy, 
and  not,  under  the  circumstances  in  the  par- 
ticular case,  to  the  dictates  of  its  own  judg- 
ment as  to  what  the  term  of  imprisonment 
should  be  within  the  limitation  provided  by  an 
independent  statute.  The  law  may  be  said  to 
be  crude  and  half  baked  in  its  provisions,  and 
possibly  open  to  objections  which  have  been 
urged  against  it,  that  it  will  in  some  cases  re- 
sult in  ^rcat  injustice.  While  these  are  mat- 
ters which  do  not  address  themselves  to  a 
court,  still,  as  the  law  is  to  be  upheld,  they 
may  be  mentioned  as  proper  for  legislative 
consideration  in  the  future.  As  to  whether, 
in  the  event  a  minor  is  convicted,  imprison- 
ment for  his  offense  in  the  county  jail  may 
be  substituted  for  imprisonment  in  the  state's 
prison,  as  provided  by  Rev.  Stat.  1881, 
§  1833,  Rev.  Stat.  1894,  §  1902,  is  a  ques- 
tion which,  under  the  act  in  controversy, 
is  left  to  judicial  construction.  Equally  so 
is  the  question  as  to  whether  a  fine  and  dis- 
franchisement shall  be  adjudged  as  a  part  of 
the  punishment  by  the  act,  where  the  same  are 
provided  as  a  part  of  the  punishment  by  the 
penal  statute  which  the  accused  person  has 
been  convicted  of  having  violated.  This  law 
is  certainly  more  sweeping  in  its  provisions 
than  any  other  on  the  same  subject  enacted  by 
sister  states  which  has  come  under  my  obser- 
vation. It  seems  to  be  impressed  with  the  im- 
practicable and  sentimental  idea  of  certain 
theorists  who  believe  that  a  greater  justice  will 
be  meted  out  to  the  convict,  and  his  condition 
bettered,  by  incarcerating  him  within  the  walls 
of  a  prison  for  an  indeterminate  period,  with- 
out any  regard  to  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  offense  of  which  he  has  been  convicted, 
there  to  remain  until  he  can  secure  his  liberty 
by  ingratiating  himself  into  the  good  graces  of 
the  board  of  parole. 

I  have  endeavored  somewhat  briefiy  to  state 
the  reasons  which  I. consider  the  cardinal  ones 
for  holding  the  law  invalid,  and,  in  my  opin- 
ion, it  should  be  so  adjudged,  without  regard 
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to  the  question  of  expediency  or  the  results 
which  may  follow.  These  are  questions 
which,  SB  a  general  proposition,  should  exert 
no  control  over  courts  in  reaching  a  conclusion 
in  a  case  involving  constitutional  rights. 

Howard*  Ch.  J.,  dissenting; 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusion  that 
the  Indiana  reformatory  act,  as  interpreted  by 
the  majority  of  the  court,  is  constitutionaL 
That  act,  as  construed  by  the  court,  requires 
that  the  appellant^  for  the  crime  of  burglary, 
should  receive  an  indeterminate  sentence  of 
imprisonment,  not  to  be  for  less  than  two  years 
nor  more  than  fourteen  vears.  The  best  de- 
fense that  can  be  made  or  the  legality  is  that 
it  is,  in  effect,  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for 
fourteen  years.  Tet  it  must  be  plain  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  this  result,  else  it 
would  have  said  so,  and  omitted  all  reference 
to  the  minimum  time.  The  clear  meaning  of 
the  act,  if,  indeed,  it  does  provide  for  an 
indeterminate  sentence,  is,  rather,  that  the  sen- 
tence should  be  for  some  time  more  than  two 
years,  and  less  than  fourteen  years,  such  time 
to  be  finally  determined  by  the  board  of  man- 
agers of  the  reformatory.  That,  however, 
would  be  to  substitute  for  the  judgment  of  the 
court  trying  the  case  the  judgment  of  the  ad- 
ministrative officers  appointed  to  carry  out  the 
sentence.  Such  an  interpretation  of  the  act 
makes  it  a  plain  invasion  of  the  constitutional 
functions  of  the  judiciary.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  should  be  conceded  that  the  sentence 
is,  in  effect,  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for 
the  maximum  period  of  fourteen  years,  then 
we  have  the  anomaly  that  there  is  no  gradation 
in  the  crime  of  burglary;  that  the  ragged  boy 
who  lifts  a  latch  and  steals  a  loaf  of  bread  for 
his  suffering  mother,  brothers,  and  sisters  is  to 
receive  his  fourteen  years,  quite  the  same  as 
the  crime  hardened  reprobate  who  breaks  into 
a  banking  house,  and  carries  off  the  life  earn- 
ings of  aged  and  helpless  depositors.  Such  a 
construction,  however,  cannot  be  in  harmony 
with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  that  "all 
penalties  shall  be  proportioned  to  the  nature  of 
the  offense."  As  I  look  upon  it,  the  law  may 
be  upheld  by  an  obvious  construction,  and  one 
in  harmony  with  every  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution; and,  if  this  can  be  done,  it  is,  of 
course,  our  duty  to  give  to  the  act  such  con- 
struction. The  act  provides  for  confinement 
in  the  reformatory  '*for  a  term  not  less  than 
the  minimum  time  prescribed  by  the  statutes 
of  this  state  as  a  punishment  for  such  offense, 
and  not  more  than  the  maximum  time  pre- 
scribed by  such  statutes  therefor."  Is  it  not 
a  reasonable  interpretation  of  these  words  to 
say  that  their  meaning  is  that  the  court,  after 
hearing  and  considering  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances, should  fix  a  definite  term  of  im- 
prisonment, somewhere  between  the  minimum 
and  maximum  times  provided  by  the  statutes? 
That  would  be  quite  in  harmony  with  the 
practice  under  the  law  as  it  was  formerly  un- 
derstood. The  statute  in  relation  to  burglary 
prescribes  as  a  part  of  the  punishment  that  the 
convicted  person  "shall  be  imprisoned  in  the 
state  prison  not  more  than  fourteen  years  nor 
less  than  two  years  "  No  one  ever  knew  a 
court,  under  this  statute,  to  say  to  a  defend- 
ant:   "You  have  been  convicted  of  burglary. 
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aDd  you  will  be  Imprisoned  therefor  not  more 
than  fourteen  nor  less  than  two  years."  It 
was,  on  the  contrary,  well  understood  that, 
while  the  statute  made  the  punishment  inde- 
terminate between  certain  limits,  the  court,  in 
its  sentence,  must  name  a  determinate  term  of 
imprisonment  within  such  limits,  so  that  In 
every  case,  as  required  by  the  Constitution, 
the  penalty  "shall  be  proportioned  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  offense."  So  interpreted,  the  act  of 
1897  would  be  in  harmony  with  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  would  also  serve  to  aceomplish  all 


the  beneficent  designs  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture. As  interpreted  by  the  court,  the  act 
seems  to  me  to  make  a  mere  figurehead  of  the 
trial  judge,  and  transfer  the  coontitutional  dis- 
cretion and  judgment  of  the  judiciary  to  oflScers 
of  the  administrative  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment; punishing  also  the  culprit,  not  ac- 
cording to  the  degree  of  the  offense  of  which 
he  is  convicted,  but  according  to  bis  conduct 
in  the  reformatory  and  the  probability  of  hia 
receiving  remunerative  employment  after  he 
gets  out 
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9. 

A.  P.  GRIFFITH,  Appt. 
(108  Iowa,  in.) 

1.  A  traveler  fdn^  into  &  yard  of  a 
Ibed  and  livery  bam  which  is  open  to  pat- 
ronaffe  by  the  public  and  at  which  his  team  la 
belDff  kept  for  the  ni«rht,  in  order  to  see  that  his 
buffgor*  which  was  left  in  the  yard,  has  been  put 
in  the  barn,  and  to  tret  some  articles  from  it, 
when  this  to  done  between  8  and  8f  o'clock  In  the 
evenin^r  while  employees  are  working  at  the 
bam,  to  not  a  trespasser  or  doioff  an  unlawful 
act  within  the  meaning  of  .Code,  §  I486,  so  as  to 
preclude  htoreooTennv  from  the  proprietor  for 
Injuries  received  from  a  dog  which  attacks  and 
bites  him. 

8.  Ifeffltcenee  of  a  party  bitten  by  a 
doflf  ui  immaterial*  under  Oode,  §  1486,  on 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  owner  of  the 
dog.  unless  that  negligence  amounts  to  an  un- 
lawful act. 

8*  One  who  harbors  a  do|r  on  his  prem- 
tiees  as  owners  usually  do  with  their  dogs  to  to 
be  deemed  the  owner  under  a  statute  respecting 
the  liability  of  owners  for  injuries  done  by  dogs. 

4.  Futnre  pain  and  an^uiaheannotbe 
eoneidered  In  assesslog  damages  under  a 
plea<1mg  wbich  alleges  pain  and  injury  in  the 
past  tense  only. 

(October  12,  Vm.) 

APFEAIj  by  defendant  from  a  JudgmcDt 
of  the  District  Court  for  Bremer  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  inflicted  by  a  dog. 
Reverted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

3lr.  G.  W.  Rnddick,  for  appellant: 

The  jury  might  well  find  that  a  reasooable 
person  would  not  go  to  the  buggy  in  the  dark 
without  first  giving  information  to  defendant 
or  hia  servants  of  such  purpose,  and  that  to 
do  so  was  negligent. 

Buseh  V.  Davenport.  6  Iowa,  454;  Banning  v. 
Ohieago,  R.  I.  dk  l\  R,  Co.  89  Iowa,  80. 

There  was  no  iiability  on  part  of  defendant 
unless  he  was  the  owner  of  the  dog.  The 
statute  does  not  say  that  those  who  harbor 


Nom.— As  to  liability  of  owner  of  animal  for 
Injuries  inflicted  by  it  upon  person  comiog  on  the 
owner's  premises,  see  note  to  Oonway  v.  Grant 
(Ga.)14L.B.A.19a. 
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dogs  shall  be  liable  to  the  party  injured,  but 
only  owners  are  so  liable. 

&Barra  v.  Miller,  64  Iowa,  462. 

It  was  error  to  permit  the  Jury  to  put  their 
fancy  on  the  wing  to  imagine  future  agony 
and  allow  for  it  in  the  verdict. 

Meier  v.  Shrunk,  79  Iowa,  17. 

Meurs,  Gibson  &  Dawaon  for  appellee. 

Given*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  The  following  facts  are  undisputed:  De- 
fendant was  the  keeper  of  a  feed  and  livery 
bam  open  to  patronage  by  the  public.  The 
plaintiff  was  traveling  by  team,  and  on  the 
evening  of  October  9, 1894.  he  left  his  team 
and  buggy  in  care  of  the  defendant,  to  be  kept 
in  said  barn  over  night,  for  wbich  he  paid  75 
cents.  When  the  team  was  put  in  the  barn, 
the  buggy  was  left  standing  near  by  in  the  barn 
yard.  Between  8  and  8i  o'clock  that  evening 
plaintiff  went  into  the  barn  yard  for  the  pur- 
pose of  seeing  that  his  buggy  was  put  under 
shelter,  and  of  getting  some  articles  beloaeing 
to  him  therefrom.  While  at  the  buggy  be  was 
attacked  and  bitten  on  the  leg  by  a  dos:,  which 
caused  a  painful  wound.  The  only  dispute  as 
to  facts  are  whether  defendant's  employees  at 
work  at  the  barn  knew  of  plaintiff's  presence 
before  he  was  bitten,  and  the  identity  and  own- 
ership of  the  dog,  and  the  extent  of  the  injury. 
In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  it  is  not  ma- 
terial to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  whether  his 
presence  was  known  to  defendant's  employees 
or  not.  We  think  the  jur^  was  warranted  in 
finding  under  the  instructions  that  defendant 
owned  the  dog  that  did  the  biting,  and  that 
plaintiff  was  injured  to  the  extent  returned. 

2.  We  have  said  the  jury  was  warranted  in 
finding  as  it  did  under  the  instructions,  but  the 
question  remains  whether  the  court  erred  in 
giving  or  refusing  instructions  in  any  ot  the 
particulars  complained  of.  The  court  in- 
structed that  ''under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Iowa  the  owner  of  any  dog  attacking  or  at- 
tempting to  bite  any  person  without  fault  or 
negligence  upon  the  part  of  the  person  injured 
shall  be  liable  to  the  person  so  injured  for  all 
damages  done  bv  his  dog,  except  when  the 
party  injured  is  doing  an  unlawful  act."  Ap- 
pellant does  not  complain  of  this  instruction, 
and,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter,  could  not  rea- 
sonably do  so.  Following  this,  the  court  in- 
structed to  the  effect  that,  if  the  Jury  found 
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the  facts  to  be  as  we  have  stated  them  above, 
then  "that  his  Roing  on  said  premises  for  said 
purpose  at  the  time  he  states  he  did  go  there 
was  not  unlawful,  and  you  should  not  so  find 
it  to  be."  Appellant  asked  an  instruction, 
which  was  refused,  as  follows:  "The  defend- 
ant would  be  bound  to  keep  the  property  until 
the  next  morning,  and,  if  the  plaintiff  wished 
to  take  possession  before  that  time  he  should 
ask  permission  of  defendant,  and  if  he  went 
upon  the  defendant's  premises  to  intermeddle 
with  the  property  so  left,  without  permission 
of  defendant,  he  would  be  doing  an  unlawful 
act,  and  your  verdict  must  be  for  the  defend- 
ant." The  instruction  given  is  correct,  and 
there  was  no  error  in  refusing  that  asked.  The 
barn  and  yard  were  places  to  which  the  pa- 
trons of  the  business  were  invited  to  come  at 
seasonable  hours.  Plaintiff  went  there  before 
8i  o'clock  in  the  evening,  and  while  defend 
ant's  son  and  a  hired  hand,  with  a  lighted  Ian 
tern,  were  at  work  at  tlae  bam.  He  went 
there  to  see  that  his  buggy  was  putunder  shel- 
ter, and  to  get  some  article  belonging  to  him 
from  the  buggy.  Surely  the  time  was  season- 
able, the  purpose  proper,  and  therefore  the  act 
was  not  unlawful.  Though  the  property  was 
in  the  care  of  defendant,  plaintiff  was  not  a 
trespasser  in  going  to  it  when  and  for  the  pur- 
pose that  he  did,  without  permission,  and  it  is, 
therefore,  immaterial  whether  defendant's  em- 
ployees knew  of  his  presence  or  not. 

8.  The  court  instructed  that  "negligence  is 
the  failurcor  omission  to  do  that  which  an  or- 
dinary prudent  and  cautious  man  would  do 
under  similar  or  like  circumstances."  Appel- 
lant contends,  and  correctly  so,  that  this  is  an 
incomplete  definition,  and  that  the  words,  "or 
doing  something  that  a  reasonable  person 
would  not  do,"  should  be  added.  The  ques- 
tion of  negligence  involved  in  this  case,  under 
the  instruction  first  referred  to,  was  of  com- 
mission, and  not  omission.  These  two  instruc- 
tions, taken  together,  were  more  favorable  to 
appellant  than  he  was  entitled  to,  and  there- 
fore not  preiudicial  to  him.  Section  1485  of 
the  Code  makes  the  owner  of  the  dog  "liable 
to  the  party  injured  for  all  damages  done  by  his 
dog,  except  when  the  party  is  doing  an  unlaw- 
ful act."  Negligence  by  the  injured  party, 
whether  of  omission  or  commission,  does  not 
exempt  the  owner  of  the  dog  from  lia- 
bility, unless  that  negligence  amounts  to  an  un- 
lawful act.  We  think  the  court  erred  in  giv- 
ing any  instruction  on  the  subject  of  negli- 
gence, as  mere  negligence,  not  amounting  to 
an  unlawful  act,  is  no  defense.  These  instruc- 
tions were  more  favorable  to  appellant  than  he 
was  entitled  to,  and  therefore  not  prejudicial 
to  him. 

4.  On  the  question  of  the  ownership  of  the 
dog  the  court  gave  this  instruction:  "If  you 
find  from  the  weight  of  the  evidence  intro- 
duced on  the  trial  that  the  dog  was  in  the  pos- 
session ot  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defend- 
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ant  was  harboring  him  on  his  premlsea,  aa 
owners  usually  do  with  their  dogs,  then  he  will 
be  deemed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  dog,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law."  It  is  true  that  un- 
der said  §  1485  it  is  only  owners  of  dogs  that 
are  made  liable,  but  possession  and  harboring, 
as  owners  usually  do,  have  been  held  to  be 
sufficient  evidence  of  ownership.  See  (/Barra 
V.  Mller,  64  Iowa,  462.  There  is  no  error  Ui 
this  instruction. 

5.  On  the  question  of  damage  the  court  gave 
this  instruction:  "(11)  If  you  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  then  in  assessing  bis  damages  you 
may  allow  him  such  sum  as,  under  the  evidence, 
voii  find  will  compensate  him  for  the  wound 
he  received  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  if  any: 
the  pain  and  anguish,  mental  and  physical,  if 
any,  which  he  has  suffered ,  or  which  the  evi- 
dence shows  it  is  reasonably  certain  he  will 
hereafter  suffer,  if  shown  by  the  evidence,  and 
caused  by  the  injuries  received."  Appellant 
contends  that  no  claim  is  made  in  the  petition 
for  future  pain  and  anguish,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  court  erred  in  submitting  that  as  an 
element  of  damage.  It  is  alleged  in  the  peti- 
tion that  by  reason  of  the  wound  "plaintiff  be- 
came sick,  sore,  and  lame,  and  suffered  great 
bodily  and  mental  pain  and  anguish,  and  con- 
tinued to  suffer  for  a  long  time  thereafter;  that 
plaintiff  has  suffered  great  pain  and  loss  of 
time,  and  was  put  to  great  expense."  These 
allegations  are  all  in  the  past  tense,  and  do 
not  even  inferentially  allege  or  claim  dam- 
ages for  future  pain  or  anguish.  Appellee 
cites  Meier  v.  Shrvnk,  79  Iowa,  22.  In  that 
case  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  be  was  not  yet 
recovered  from  injuries,  and  we  held  that  was 
a  sufficient  allegation  to  warrant  the  court  in 
submitting  the  question  as  to  future  damages. 
Appellee  contends  that  the  fair  import  of  this 
ruling  is  that,  when  the  petition  does  not 
show  a  recovery,  future  damages  mav  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  Its  import  plainly  is  that 
the  claim  is  only  to  be  submitted  when  the  pe- 
tition alleges  that  there  has  not  been  a  recov- 
ery. Appellee  contends  that  evidence  of  fu- 
ture disability  was  admitted  without  objection, 
and  therefore  the  instruction  was  proper. 
Whether  that  would  justify  the  instruction  we 
need  not  determine,  as  we  do  not  find  that  such 
evidence  was  introduced.  True,  plaintiff  tes- 
tified to  his  condition  up  to  and  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  but  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  to 
show  that  that  condition  would  continue.  Even 
his  attending  physician  was  not  asked  whether 
the  injuries  were  such  as  to  cause  future  pain 
or  anguish.  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  court 
erred  in  instructing  the  jury  to  consider  fu- 
ture pain  and  anguish  in  assessing  damages, 
and  that  appellant  was  prejudiced  thereby. 

For  this  reason  the  judgment  qf  the  J)u$riet 
Court  is  revereed. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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1.  A  aeliool  fbr  the  free  education  of 
fenutle  orphan  children  is  a  charitable  in- 
Btitution  and  an  educatiooal  Institution  not  used 
or  empioyed  for  tniln.  witnin  the  meanlDgr  of  a 
constitutional  prov^isiOD  ezemptiafr  such  institu- 
tions from  razHtion,althoaffh  it  is  under  the  con- 
trol of  a  particular  religious  denomination  and 
receives  day  pupils  who  are  required  to  pay  for 
their  tuition  if  able  to  do  so,  the  money  received 
beinir  used  in  carrying  on  the  work  of  the  in- 
stitution. 

8.  An  exemption  of  an  educational  in- 
stitution from  taxation  will  include 
property  held  by  It  for  rent,  the  income  of  which 
Is  used  for  the  work  of  the  institution,  unless 
there  are  qualifying  words  which  show,  or  tend  to 
ahow,  that  only  property  used  by  the  institution 
or  connected  with  it  Is  to  be  exempted. 

CDuAelle  and  Qvffy.  JJ*.  dinenU 

(May  28, 1806.) 

APPEALS  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  suits  brought  to  enjoin 
the  collection  of  taxes  on  plaintiffs'  property. 
BeverMd, 

The  fact  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Stone  &  Sudduth,  for  appellant: 

Under  the  act  of  March  11,  1862,  the  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  Kentucky  Female  Orphan 
School  "shall  be  exempt  from  all  taxes  what- 
ever 80  long  as  it  exists  as  a  school  of  char- 
ily/' 

The  charters  and  grants  of  or  to  corporations 
•or  amendments  thereof,  and  all  other  statutes, 
referred  to  in  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of 
1856,  which  the  legislature  reserved  power  to 
amend  or  repeal,  unless  a  contrary  intent  be 
therein  plainly  expressed,  were  only  such 
charters  and  acts  of  incorporation  as  were 
granted  thereafter. 

There  was  no  reservation  of  power  to  repeal 
an  amendment  enacted  after  the  statute  of  1856, 
which  granted  an  exemption  from  taxation  to 
e  corporation,  whose  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation  was  enacted  prior  to  that  stat- 
ute. 

FranJdin  County  Ct.  v.  Deposit  Bank,  87 
Ky.  370;  Johnson  v.  Com.  7  Dana,  843;  Farm- 
^8*  Bank  v.  Com.  6  Bush,  127;  Sinking  Fund 
Comrs.  V.  Oreen  d  B.  Hirer  Nov.  Co,  79  Ky. 
78;  Henderson  v.  Strangers*  Rest  Lodge  No.  IS, 
I.  0.  ofO.  K  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1041;  Com.  v. 
Railroad  Companies,  95  Ky.  60;  Com.,  Frank- 1 
din  County,  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  97  Ky.  590;  At- 1 


tcafor  V.  Woodbridge,  6  Conn.  223,  16  Am. 
Dec.  46;  Home  of  the  FrieftdUss  v.  Rouse, 
8  Wall.  4a0,  19  L.  ed.  495;  Washington  Uni- 
versity V.  Rouse,  8  Wall.  439,  19  L.  ed. 
498;  St.  Vincent's  College  v.  Schaefer,  104  Mo. 
261;  Northwestern  Unioersityv.  People,  Miller, 
99  U.«.  809,  25  L.  ed.  387;  St  Anna's  Asylum 
V.  New  Orleans,  106  D.  S.  862,  26  L.  ed. 
1128. 

Section  170  of  the  Constitution  was  pro- 
spective only. 

New  Orleans  v.  Poydras  Orphan  Asylum,  82 
La.  Ann.  859;  New  Orleans  Female  Orvhan 
Asylum  v.  Houston^  37  La.  Ann.  68;  Slate, 
Dostnhaeh,  v.  St.  Joseph's  Content  of  Mercy,  116 
Mo.  575;  Scotland  County  v.  Missouri,  I.  dt  N. 
B.  Co,  65  Mo.  123;  State,  HaeassUr,  v.  Greer, 
78  Mo.  188. 

It  has  always  been  the  policy  of  this  state  to 
exempt  from  taxation  charitable  and  educa- 
tional institutions. 

Ky.  Act  Dec.  17, 1825(2Moiehead  &  Brown 
Stat.  §  1080);  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  1852.  chap.  58, 
art.  1,  S  1;  Gen.  Stot.  chap.  92,  art  1,  §  8, 
pp.  709,  710,  original  ed.  of  1873;  Com.,  Frank- 
Un  County  v.  Farmer^  Bank,  97  Ky.  590. 

Section  170  of  the  Constitution  exempts  ap- 
pellant from  taxation. 

An  exemption  from  taxation  embraced 
county  and  municipal  taxation. 

Johnson  v.  Com.  7  Dana,  338;  Farmers^  Bank 
V.  Com,,  6  Bush,  127;  Elizabethtown  A  P.  B. 
Co.  V.  Elizabethtown,  12  Bush,  236;  Franklin 
County  Ct.  v.  Deposit  Bank,  87  Ky.  370; 
Louisville  v.  Com.  1  Duv.  298,  85  Am.  Dec. 
624. 

While,  ordinarily,  statutes  of  exemption  are 
to  be  construed  strictly,  where  the  exemption 
inures  to  the  benefit  only  of  the  person  or  cor- 
poration whose  property  is  exempted  from 
taxation,  this  rule  does  not  apply,  where  the 
state  is  benefited,  or  the  person  or  corporation 
for  whom  the  exemption  from  taxation  is  made 
renders  public  services,  or  a  fair  equivalent  to 
the  state  in  any  other  manner. 

25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  159,  160; 
State,  Sisters  of  Charity,  v.  Chatham  Twp.  52 
N.  J.  L.  873,  9  L.  R.  A.  198;  State  v.  Ross,  24 
N.  J.  li.  497;  State  v.  Fisk  University,  87  Tenn. 
241:  Unirersity  of  the  South  v.  Skidtnore,  87 
Tenn.  155;  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  South 
V.  Hinton,  92  Tenn.  188.  19  L.  R.  A.  289. 

Under  the  former  Constitution  of  this  state 
the  right  to  exemption  from  taxation  was  not 
always  tested  by  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  levy  a  tax  to  support  the  institution  whose 
property  was  claimed  to  be  examined. 

Barbour  v.  Louisville  Bd.  of  Trade,  82  Ky. 
655;  Lorn.  v.  Masonic  Temple  Co.  87  Ky.  8  3; 
Ixincaster  v.  Clayton,  86  Ky.  376;  Clark  v. 
LouisFille  Water  Co.  90  Ky.  526;  Henderson  v. 
McCullagh,  89  Ky.  452;  Aiggins  v.  Prater,  91 
Ky.6. 

''Institution"  in  a  statute  exempting  prop- 
erty of  charitable  institutions  from  taxation, 
signifies  an  organization  which  is  permanent 
in  its  nature,  as  contradistinguished  from  an 


Note.— As  to  tazation  of  schools  established  as 
charitable  Institutions,  see  also  Philadelphia  v. 
Oveneers  of  Public  Schools  (Pa.)  29  L.  R.  A.  000; 
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also  note  to  Book  Agents  of  Methodist  Bplsoopal 
Church,  South  v.  Hinton  (Tenn.)  19  L.  B.  A.  880. 


^ee  also  43  L.  R.  A.  490. 
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QDdertakixig  which  is  traDsient  or  temporary. 
It  designates  corporations  or  other  organized 
bodies  created  to  administer  charities,  and  ex- 
empts the  property  which  they  own  or  use  for 
their  charitable  purposes,  and  that  only. 

HumphrieB  v.  Little  Outers  of  the  Poor,  29 
Ohio  St.  201;  Qerke  v.  Puredl,  26  Ohio  St. 
5ffi9;  Burd  Orphan  Asylum  v.  JJiper  Darby 
ScJiool  Di9t,  90  Pa.  21;  Donohugh  v.  Library 
Co.  86  Pa.  806;  Philadelphia  v.  Women's 
Ohristtan  Asso,  125  Pa.  572;  Episcopal  Academy 
T.  Philadelphia,  150  Pa.  565;  Northampton 
Oovnty  V.  Lafayette  Collie,  128  Pa.  132; 
Wesleyan  Academy  ▼.  Wilhraham,  99  Mass. 
599. 

Farms,  the  products  of  which  are  used  for 
the  support  of  the  school,  have  been  held  ex- 
empt in — 

People,  Seminary  of  Ovr  Lady  of  Angels,  ▼. 
Barber,  42  Hun,  27:  Monticello  Female  Semi- 
nary ▼.  People,  106  111.  898,  46  Am.  lUrp.  702; 
Willard  v.  Pike,  59  Vt.  202;  New  Haven  v. 
Sheffield  Scientific  School,  59  Conn.  168; 
Mount  Hermon  Boytf  School  y.  Oill,  145  Mass. 
189. 

The  property  of  institutions  of  purely  public 
charity  and  of  education  is  not  confined  or 
limited  to  that  which  is  actually  occupied  or 
used. 

Louimille  v.  Louisville  Bd.  of  Trade,  90  Ky. 
409,  9  L.  R.  A.  629;  Nobles  County  y.  Eamline 
University,  46  Minn.  816. 

The  usual  form  used  in  statutes  of  exemption 
is  to  provide  that  the  corporation  shall  be 
exempt,  without  stating  its  property  shall 
be  exempt,  which  follows  as  a  matter  of 
course. 

Elizabethtown  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Blizabethtoum, 
12  Bush,  283;  Com.  v.  Railroad  Companies,  95 
Ky.  60. 

In  appellant's  exemption  the  language  em- 
ployed is  ''the  property  owned." 

This  language  was  clearly  prospective,  and 
comprehended  all  property  thereafter  acquired 
and  owned  up  to  the  value  limited  in  subse- 
quent amendments  to  appellant's  charter,  first 
to  $200,000  and  afterward  to  $400,000. 

Washburn  College  v.  Shawnee  County  Comrs. 
8  Kan.  844;  County  Comrs.  y.  Colorado  Sem- 
inary, 12  Colo.  497. 

Mr.  Laf*  Joseph  for  appellees. 

Haxelrig^g^,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  question  involved  in  this  appeal  is 
whether  or  not  certain  real  estate,  situated  in 
the  city  of  Louisville,  and  belonging  to  the 
Kentucky  Female  Orphan  School,  located  at 
Midway,  in  Woodford  county,  is  exempt  from 
state,  county,  and  municipal  taxation,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  on  that  sub- 
ject. The  petitions  of  the  trustees,  seeking  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  the  taxes,  were  dis- 
missed on  demurrer,  and  the  facts  to  be  con- 
sidered are  therefore  undisputed.  It  appears 
that  the  appellant  was  incorporated  by  the 
Kentucky  legislature  in  1847,  and  its  trustees 
were  given  the  ordinary  powers,  rights,  and 
priyileges  of  trustees  of  any  other  seminary  of 
learning  or  academy  in  the  state,  with  power 
to  acquire  by  purchase,  donation,  etc.,  lands 
and  other  property  to  the  extent  of  not  ex- 
ceeding |50, 000.  This  limit  has  been  increased 
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to  $400,000  by  subsequent  legislative  enacc> 
ment.  Section  7  of  the  charter  provides  '*that 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  Institution  shall  be 
female  orphan  children;  and  the  board  of 
trustees  shall  have  power  to  determine  the 
number  that  shall  at  any  time  be  admitted  into 
the  institution;  and  out  of  any  number  of  ap- 
plicants, they  shall  decide  which  shall  be  ad- 
mitted; and  shall  also  prescrit)e  the  time  for 
which  each  beneficiary  shall  remain  in  the  insti- 
tution; and  shall  admit  no  one  under  nine  years 
of  age;  and  shall  permit  no  one  to  remain 
longer  than  four  years."  Section  8  is  as  fol- 
lows: "That  the  board  of  trustees  shall  be  the 
guardian  of  each  beneficiary  of  the  institution 
until  she  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  eighteen 
years;  and  shall  have  all  such  power  to  con- 
trol the  conduct  and  actions  of  each  benefici- 
ary, as  guardians  now  have  by  law  to  control 
the  conduct  and  actions  of  their  wards."' 
Section  9:  "That  pay  pupils  may  be  admitted 
into  the  institution,  the  number  and  terms  of 
admission  being  decided  by  a  majority  of  the 
board  of  trustees."  A  charter  amendment  of 
March,  1862,  provides  that  the  properi,  owned 
bv  the  Kentucky  Female  Orphan  School,  at 
Midwav,  Woodford  county,  shall  be  exempt 
from  all  taxes  whatever  so  long  as  it  exists  aa 
a  school  of  charity."  And  by  further  amend- 
ment (March  8, 1876)  it  is  provided  that  the 
trustees  shall  fill  vacancies  in  their  board  witb 
''persons  who  are  members  in  good  standing 
of  some  congregation  of  the  Church  of  Christ 
in  the  state  of  Kentucky."  It  is  alleged  in  the 
petition  that  the  real  estate  sought  to  be  sold 
for  taxes  was  acquired  bv  devise  many  yeara 
ago,  and  had  been  continuously  rented  out, 
and  the  annual  income  used  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  educating  female  orphans  at  its  institu- 
tion of  learning  at  Midway;  that  its  property, 
both  real  and  personal,  from  which  it  derivea 
any  income,  including  that  in  Louisville,  con- 
stitutes an  endowment  fund  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  its  school  of  charity ;  that  the 
pupils  received  are  boarded  and  educated, iind 
when  they  are  indigent,  and  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  are  also  clothed,  wholly  or  ii> 
part,  by  the  appellant,  while  attending  its  insti- 
tution; and  that  no  part  or  parcel  of  its  prop- 
erty has  ever  been  used  for  gain  by  it  or  any 
person,  and  its  income  has  always  been  de- 
voted solely  to  the  cause  of  education.  The 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  upon  which  the 
claim  to  exemption  is  based  are  as  follows: 
*'Sec.  170.  There  shall  be  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion public  property  used  for  public  purposes; 
places  actually  used  for  religious  worship, 
with  the  grounds  attached  thereto  and  used 
and  appurtenant  to  the  house  of  worship,  not 
exceeding  ^  acre  in  cities  or  towns,  and  not  ex- 
ceeding 2  acres  in  the  country;  places  of  burial 
not  held  for  private  or  corporate  profit,  institu- 
tions of  purely  public  charity,  and  institutiona 
of  education  not  used  or  employed  for  gain  by 
any  person  or  corporation,  and  the  income  of 
which  is  devoted  solely  to  the  cause  of  educa- 
tion; public  libraries,  their  endowments,  and 
the  income  of  such  property  as  is  used  ex- 
clusively for  their  maintenance;  all  parsonagea 
or  residences  owned  by  any  religious  society,, 
and  occupied  as  a  home  and  for  no  other  pur- 
pose by  the  minister  of  any  religion,  with  not 
exceeding  \   acre  of  ground  In  the  towns 
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and  dtSefl,  and  S  acreg  of  gronod  In  tbe 
coaotry  appurtenant  thereto;  household  goods, 
etc;  and  all  laws  exempting  or  commuting 
property  from  taxation  other  than  the  property 
above  mentioned  shall  be  void.  The  general 
issembly  may  authorize  the  incorporated  city 
or  town  to  exempt  manufacturing  establish- 
menta  from  municipal  taxation,  for  a  period 
not  exceeding  five  years  as  an  inducement  to 
their  location." 

Upon  the  admitted  facts,  and  they  are  at- 
tested in  the  current  history  of  this  beneficent 
institution,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lant Is  an  institution  ox  "purely  public  char- 
ity," within  the  meaning  of  the  foregoing  con- 
stitutional provision,  as  well  as  an  institution 
of  education  "not  used  or  employed  for  gain  by 
any  person  or  corporation,  and  the  income  of 
which  is  devoted  solely  to  the  cause  of  educa- 
tion." The  name  of  the  appellant  is  a  signifi- 
cant index  to  its  character,  and  the  provisions 
of  ita  charter  sufficiently  indicate  its  aims  and 
purposes.  It  is  true  that  "pay  pupils  may  be 
admitted  into  the  institution/'^  but  manifestly 
this  is  merely  that  the  "pay"  may  be  devoted 
to  the  general  and  main  purpose  of  educating 
and  supporting  those  who  are  unable  to  provide 
for  their  own  support  and  education.  It  is  an 
exception,  as  is  clearly  inferable  from  the  in- 
sertion of  the  provision,  and  not  tbe  rule,  that 
pay  pupils  are  admitted.  An  instructive  dedni- 
lion  of  a  "purely  public  charity"  is  found  in 
EpUeopal  Academy  v.  PMhdelphia,  150  Ps.565, 
and  is  thus  staled:    "(1)  Whatever  is  done  or 

given  gratuitously  in  relief  of  the  public  bur- 
ens  or  for  tbe  advancement  of  tbe  public 
good  is  a  public  charity .  Where  the  public 
is  the  beneficiary  the  charity  is  public;  and 
where  no  private  or  pecuniary  return  is  re- 
served to  the  giver,  or  to  any  particular  per- 
son, but  all  the  benefit  resulting  from  the  gift 
or  act  goes  to  the  public,  it  is  a  purely  public 
charity,  the  word  'purely'  being  equivalent  to 
^wholly.'  (2)  A  denominational  school  prop- 
erty, vested  in  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  af- 
fording encouragement  to  the  education  of 
youth,  is  a  purely  public  charity,  although  the 
school  is  not  open  in  the  same  way  to  the  gen- 
eral public  as  to  persons  connected  with  the 
religious  denomination,  but  the  general  public 
are  admitted  as  vacancies  occur,  and  when  ad- 
mitted, upon  the  same  terms  with  all  other 
pupila  (8)  An  institution  founded  and  en- 
dowed as  a  purely  public  charity  does  not  lose 
its  character  as  such,  under  the*  tax  laws,  if  it 
receives  a  revenue  from  the  recipients  of  its 
bounty  sufficient  to  keep  it  in  operation/'  A 
most  satisfactory  discussion  of  this  question  is 
found  in  tbe  case  of  Burd  Orphan  Asylum  v. 
Upper  Barhy  School  Dist.  90  Pa.  21,  where  a 
testatrix,  by  her  will,  provided  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  an  asylum  whose  object  should  be 
the  maintenance  and  education  of  (1)  white 
female  orphan  children  who  shall  have  been 
baptized  in  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  or  in  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  (2)  all  other  white  female 
orphan  children,  without  respect  to  any  other 
qualification,  except  that  the  orphan  children 
of  clergymen  of  that  church  should  have  the 
preference.  The  discussion  of  the  right  to  tax 
the  proper^  of  the  asylum  takes  a  wider 
range  than  u  needed  for  the  purposes  of  this 
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case,  but  it  is  pertinent  particularly  to  cases 
being  considered  in  connection  with  the  pres- 
ent one,  and  we  therefore  quote  liberally  from 
it.  The  reasoning  of  tbe  court  in  that  case 
is  as  follows:  '*It  is  conceded  that  the  devise 
In    question   has  created  a  charity  which  is 

gublic  in  the  strict  sense  of  that  expression. 
>ut  it  is  urged  that  it  is  not  purely  public, 
and  hence  that  to  apply  the  language  of  the 
act  to  this  particular  case  would  be  a  viola- 
tion of  the  constitutional  provision.  Now,  it 
must  be  conceded,  and  it  has  been  decided, 
here  and  elsewhere,  that  the  word  'purely'  ia 
not  to  have  its  largest  and  broadest  signifi- 
cance when  used  in  this  connection.  In  the 
opposing  line  of  thoueht  it  is  admitted  that 
the  word  is  to  have  a  limited  meaning.  It  is 
not  contended  that  a  charity,  to  be  purely 
public,  must  be  open  to  the  whole  public,  nor 
to  any  considerable  portion  of  the  public. 
Without  doubt  an  asylum  for  the  support  of 
fifty  blind  men  or  an  equal  number  of  pau- 
pers would  not  be  obnoxious  to  the  objection 
that  it  was  not  'purely  public'  A  charity  for 
the  maintenance  of  disabled  seamen,  or  of 
aged  and  infirm  stonemasons,  resident  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  would  undoubtedly  be 
a  purely  public  charity.  And  so,  also,  would 
a  charily  for  the  education  and  maintenance  of 
the  children  of  such  persons.  And  if  such  a 
charity  should  be  limited  to  the  white  female 
orphan  children  of  such  persons  between  the 
ages  of  four  and  eight  years,  such  limitations, 
though  they  would  very  greatly  restrict  the 
class  and  the  number  of  the  beneficiaries,  would 
constitute  no  valid  objection  to  the  purely 
public  character  of  the  charity.  But  seamen 
and  stonemasons  are  only  designated  classes  of 
persons,  distinguished  by  their  occupations. 
A  charity  for  the  support  of  poor  widows,  or 
indigent  old  men,  or  the  insane  poor  of  a  city, 
county,  borough,  or  township  would  be  equal- 
ly a  purely  charity,  no  matter  how  small 
would  be  tbe  number  of  the  beneficiaries  or 
how  limited  the  class.  Why,  then,  would  not 
a  charity  for  the  support  of  poor  Episcopalians, 
Catholics.  Jews,  or  Presbyterians  of  a  state  or 
city  be  purely  public,  or  a  charity  for  the  edu- 
cation and  maintenance  of  the  orphan  children 
of  such  persons?  No  private  gain  or  profit  is 
subserved;  tbe  objects  of  such  a  charity  are 
certain  and  definite,  and  the  persons  benefited 
are  indefinite  within  the  specified  class.  Tbe 
circumstance  that  tbe  benficiaries  are  to  be  of 
a  particular  religious  faith  is  only  of  impor- 
tance as  designating  the  class.  It  indicates 
a  certain  portion  of  tbe  whole  community 
who  are  to  be  recipients  of  the  charity.  It  has 
tbe  same  effect  in  this  respect  as  the  words 
seamen,  stonemasons,  blind  persons,  poor 
widows,  etc.,  in  tbe  cases  already  mentioned, 
for  the  purpose  of  defining  the  class  of  per- 
sons who,  as  distinguished  from  all  other  per- 
sons in  the  community,  are  to  enjoy  the  bene- 
fit of  the  donor's  bounty,  the  legal  effect  is  the 
same,  whether  the  words  used  be  seamen, 
Episcopalians,  blind  persons,  Catholics,  poor 
widows,  Jews,  stonemasons,  or  Presbyterians. 
The  argument  that  to  sustain,  as  purely  pub- 
lic, a  charity  in  favor  of  persons  of  a  particular 
religious  faith,  would  be  to  maintain  sectarian- 
ism is  of  no  weight.  It  is  not  discrimination 
in  favor  of  a  sect,  for  it  ia  treating  all  secta 
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alike.  It  is  not  even  extending  a  preference 
to  sectarians;  it  is  merely  recognizing  them  as 
a  class  of  persons.  We  see  no  reason  why 
that  community  which  ranges  persons  into 
classes,  so  far  as  this  suhject  is  concerned,  may 
not  be  a  community  of  religious  faith,  as  well 
as  of  occupation,  condition  in  life,  sex,  color, 
age,  disability,  physical  or  mental,  or  nation- 
ahty.  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  'purely,' 
when  used  in  this  connection,  we  concur  in 
the  construction  which  was  given  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Ohio  in  the  case  of  Gerke  y. 
PureeU,  25  Ohio  St.  229,  that,  'when  the 
charity  is  public,  the  exclusion  of  all  idea  of 
private  gam  or  profit  is  equivalent  in  effect  to 
the  force  of  "purely,"  as  applied  to  public 
charity  in  the  Constitution.'"  See  also  Dono- 
Hugh's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  806,  and  Philadelphia  v. 
Women's  Christian  Asso,  125  Pa.  572.  In  the 
latter  case  the  court  (page  579,  125  Pa.)  said: 
"It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  that  the 
object  of  the  association  is  to  improve  the 
temporal,  moral,  and  religious  welfare  of 
young  females  who  are  obliged  to  earn  their 
own  support,  and  that,  as  a  means  to  this  end, 
it  furnishes  them  with  food  and  lodging,  not 
^  paupers,  but  for  a  compensation  which, 
while  it  does  not  compensate,  aids  in  defray- 
ing the  expenses,  and  thus  preserves  the  self- 
respect  of  the  recipients,  while  to  others  who 
are  unable  to  pay,  temporary  shelter  is  fur- 
nished free,  and  aid  extended  to  them  in  the 
way  of  procuring  employment.  All  this  and 
much  more  is  done  by  a  band  of  devoted 
women,  who  labor  unselfishly,  in  season  and 
out  of  season,  giving  their  time  and  labor 
freely,  and  supplying  the  annual  deficit  in  the 
treasury  by  contributions  from  themselves 
and  their  friends.  There  is  no  element  of  gain 
in  the  object  or  operations  of  this  association. 
It  is  a  public  charity,  and  I  regard  it  as  a  short- 
sighted policy  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  to 
seek  to  burden  such  an  institution  with  taxa- 
tion." Again  the  court  observes  (page  581, 
125  Pa.):  "In  the  case  in  hand  the  stamp  of 
charity  is  indelibly  fixed  upon  the  association. 
It  appears  in  its  charter,  and  is  developed  at 
every  stage  of  its  proceedings.  Does  the  mere 
fact  that  it  charges  a  small  sum  to  a  portion  of 
those  who  feed  at  its  table  and  enjoy  the  shel- 
ter of  its  roof,  destroy  its  character  as  a  purely 
public  charity?  .  .  .  This  whole  subject 
was  carefully  considered  in  Donohugh's  Ap- 
peal 86  Pa.  806.  This  was  the  case  of  the 
Philadelphia  Library,  an  institution  main- 
tained by  the  annual  contributions  of  mem- 
bers, from  the  income  derived  from  such  prop- 
erty as  has  been  given  to  it,  and  from  fees  paid 
for  the  use  of  the  books.  The  test  in  that  case 
was  the  object  of  the  corporation.  That  was 
found  to  be  the  general  public  good,  and  not 
private  gain." 

Regarding  as  settled  that  the  appellant  is 
auch  an  institution  as  is  entitled  to  the  exemp- 
tion under  the  terms  of  the  Constitution,  the 
question  remains:  What  is  meant  by  the  word 
"institution"  in  the  instrument?  The  chan- 
cellor  seems  to  have  conceded  that  appellant 
was  an  institution  of  purely  public  charity, 
«nd  an  institution  of  education,  such  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  Constitution,  but  argues 
that,  if  the  different  educational  or  charitable 
institutions  of  the  state  see  fit  to  invest  their 
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endowment  funds  in  real  estate  in  the  city, 
then  to  grant  the  appellant's  contention  might 
secure  substantially  the  exemption  of  all  the 
realty  in  the  city.  He  therefore  limited  the 
meaning  of  the  word  ''institution,"  and  held 
it  to  embrace  onljr  local  property,  buildings, 
grounds,  etc.,  so  situated  as  to  constitute  part 
of  the  institution  itself.  While  the  imaginary 
case  put  is  altogether  improbable,  and  can  af- 
ford but  slight  clue  to  the  meaning  of  the 
language  used,  it  must  be  admitted  the  word 
"institution"  is  often  used  in  the  sense  pointed 
out  by  the  chancellor.  Thus,  in  Appeal  Tax 
Ct,  v.  St  Peter's  Academy,  50  Md.  845,  in  dis- 
cussing  the  use  of  this  word  in  the  exemption 
statute,  the  court  said:  "The  term  'institu- 
tion,' is  sometimes  used  as  descriptive  of  the 
building,  establishment,  or  place  where  the 
business  or  operations  of  a  society  or  association 
are  carried  on,  and  at  other  times  it  is  used  to 
designate  the  organized  body."  The  words 
under  discussion  there  were  "hospitals  or  asy- 
lums, charitable  or  benevolent  institutions,  so 
far  as  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  indigent  and 
afllicted,  and  the  ground  which  the  buildings 
used  as  such  hospitals, asylums,  charitable  or  l^- 
nevolent  institutions  actually  cover."  It  was 
held  that  the  language  was  appropriately  de- 
scriptive of  a  building,  establishment,  or  place 
where  the  operations  of  an  association  or  cor- 
poration are  conducted,  but  wholly  inappro- 
priate as  the  designation  of  organized  corporate 
bodies  or  associations.  In  the  case  of  Gerke 
y.  Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  240,  the  constitutional 
provision  was:  "But  burying  grounds,  public 
schoolhouses,  houses  used  exclusively  for 
public  worship,  institutions  of  purely  public 
charity,  public  property  used  exclusively 
for  any  public  purpose  .  .  .  may  ,  .  . 
be  exempt."  etc.  It  was  held  that,  in  a  stat- 
ute providing  for  the  exemption  of  *'all  lands 
connected  with  public  institutions  of  learning 
not  used  with  a  view  to  profit,"  the  word  "in- 
stitution" was  used  as  descriptive  of  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  place  where  the  business  or  op- 
erations of  a  society  or  association  is  carri^ 
on;  but,  in  another  section  of  the  statute, 
where  the  property  referred  to  is  described  as 
belonging  to  the  institution,  the  word  was 
used  to  designate  the  organized  body.  This 
case  is  instructive,  also,  in  considering  the 
feature  first  discussed,  the  court  saying  that 
the  word  "charity,"  in  its  legal  sense,  .  .  . 
"includes  not  only  gifts  for  the  benefit  of  the 
poor,  but  endowments  for  the  advancement  of 
learning,  or  institutions  for  the  encourage- 
ment of  science  and  art;"  and  it  was  held  that 
schools  established  by  private  donations,  and 
which  are  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  not  with  a  view  to  profit,  are  in- 
stitutions of  purely  public  charity,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  which  authorizes 
such  institutions  to  be  exempt  from  taxation. 
The  court  further  said:  "The  maintenance  of 
a  school  is  a  charity.  Gifts  for  the  following 
purposes  have  been  declared  to  be  charities: 
For  schools  of  learning,  free  schools,  and 
scholars  of  universities  (2  Story,  £q.  Jur. 
S  1160);  to  establish  new  scholarships  in  a  col- 
lege (Atty.  Gen.  v.  Andretos,  8  Ves.  Jr.  638); 
to  found  and  endow  a  college  {Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Botoyer,  8  Ves.  Jr.  714);"  etc.  In  the  case  of 
Ifobles  County  y.  Hamline  University,  46  Minn. 
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316,  the  act  considered  provided  tbat  all  "cor- 
porate property  belonging  to  the  institution, 
both  real  and  personal,  is  and  shall  be 
free  from  taxation;"  and  to  the  claim  tbat 
*'od1y  the  university  itself,  and  the  necessary 
grounds  for  its  use"  was  exempt,  the  court 
replied  as  follows:  "The  third  proposition  is 
baaed  upon  an  untenable  attempted  distinction 
t)etweea  the  'institution'  and  the  'corporation.' 
.  .  .  The  'institution,'  although  sometimes 
used  aa  descriptive  of  the  establishment  or 
place  where  a  business  is  carried  on,  properly 
means  an  association  or  society  organized  or  es- 
tablished for  promoting  some  specific  purpose. 
.  .  .  The  institution,  as  distinguished  from 
the  corporation,  has  no  being,  and  is  incapable 
of  owning  property.  Had  it  been  intended  to 
limit  the  exemption  to  property  directly  used 
and  occupied  by  the  university,  different 
language  would  haYe  been  used."  Many 
other  casea  are  cited  by  counsel,  falling  upon 
the  one  side  or  the  other  in  the  definition  and 
use  of  this  term,  according  to  the  language 
of  the  statute  to  be  construed;  and  upon  the 
whole  it  would  seem  that  when  the  statute  ex- 
empts the  ''institution"  from  taxation,  and  no 
qualifying  words  are  used  showing  or  tending 
to  show  tbat  only  the  property  "used"  by 
the  institution  or  "connected"  with  the  in- 
filitution,  is  to  be  exempt,  then  the  associated 
•entity — the  corporate  being — with  its  estate  as 
an  entirety,  is  embraced  by  the  word  "institu- 
tion." The  exemption  of  the  institution  would 
thus  embrace  its  endowment  fund  and  prop- 
erty, in  whatever  form  these  assets  might  be 
found.  This  is  precisely  what  we  find  in  the 
section  under  consideration,  so  far  as  refer- 
ence is  made  to  "institutions  of  purely  public 
charity."  Thus,  "there  shall  be  exempt  from 
taxation  .  .  .  institutions  of  purely  pub- 
lic charity,"  and  there  is  to  be  found  no 
i)ua1ifying  clause  or  expression  anywhere  in 
the  entire  section.  There  is  no  allusion  to 
"buildings."  or  "grounds"  used  by  or  con- 
nected with  "institutions  of  purely  public 
charity,"  as  is  the  case  in  many  of  the  author- 
ities referred  to  by  counsel. 

Finding  no  exception  to  the  rule  indicated, 
that  where  an  "institution"  of  the  character 
named  is  exempted,  the  chnritable  being,  in- 
cluding necessarily  the  whole  of  its  estate,  is 
to  be  exempted,  and  having  determined  the 
Kentucky  Female  Orphan  School  to  be  an  in- 
stitution of  purely  public  charity,  we  might 
rest  here  with  our  investigation.  But  it  is 
proper  in  this  case,  and  necessary  in  some  of 
the  others  connected  with  it,  to  consider  the 
fiucceeding  clause  of  the  section:  "And  in- 
fldtutions  of  education  not  used  or  employed 
for  gain  by  any  person  or  corporation,  and 
the  Income  of  which  is  devoted  solely  to  the 
cause  of  education. "  Here  it  may  be  said ,  and 
with  a  show  of  technical  accuracy,  that  what- 
ever is  meant  by  the  words  "institutions  of 
education,"  something  is  meant  which  may  be 
used  or  employed  hj  a  person  or  corporation. 
And  this  can  more  fitly  be  said  of  the  buildings 
and  appurtenant  grounds  than  of  the  corporate 
being.  For  example:  We  may  appropriately 
say  that  the  buildings,  establishment,  or  place 
where  the  business  of  the  corporation  is 
carried  on  shall  not  be  "used  or  employed 
for  gain  by  any  person  or  corporation,  while 
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it  would  be  rather  inappropriate  to  say  that 
the  organized  corporate  body  shall  not  be 
used  or  employed  by  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion. On  the  other  hand,  the  clause  "and  the 
income  of  which  is  devoted,  "etc.,  could  hardly 
mean  income  from  the  buildings,  grounds, 
etc.,  but  rather  the  income  of  the  corporate 
body.  Besides,  we  may  notice  that  the  atten- 
tion of  the  framers  of  the  section  was  called 
directlY  to  the  question  of  exempting  the 
grounds  attached  to  and  appurtenant  to  cer- 
tain places  and  houses  used  for  certain  pur- 
poses, but  failed  to  provide  any  such  limiti^tion 
with  respect  to  charitable  and  educational  in- 
stitutions. Perhaps  a  brief  reference  to  the 
origin  of  these  provisions  in  our  Constitution 
may  be  of  assistance  here.  As  originally 
proposed,  the  section  on  the  point  involved 
only  included  the  clause  "institutions  of 
purely  public  charity."  There  was  no  ref- 
erence to  institutions  of  education  eo  nomine; 
and,  upon  a  suggestion  that  institutions  of 
this  character  ought  to  be  provided  for,  it  was 
argued  at  length  by  a  distinguished  delegate 
that  the  language  already  in  the  proposed  sec- 
tion fully  covered  the  question.  In  support  of 
this  position,  that  "institutions  of  purely  pub- 
lic charity  "embraced  institutions  of  education 
not  operated  for  private  gain,  a  distinguished 
delegate  read  on  the  floor  of  the  convention 
copious  extracts  from  the  Pennsylvania  cases 
cited.  While  not  controverting  this  position, 
the  particular  friends  of  education  argued 
that  the  Kentucky  courts  might  not  adopt 
the  Pennsylvania  construction,  and  secure  the 
insertion  of  the  clause  as  it  now  appears  in  the 
section,  in  order  to  make  it  certain  tbat  edu- 
cational institutions  not  controlled  for  private 
gain,  and  the  income  of  which  was  devoted  to 
that  cause,  should  be  exempt.  And  while  the 
endowments  of  some  of  the  more  prominent 
institutions  of  learning  in  the  state  were  re- 
ferred to  during  the  discussion  as  fit  sub- 
jects for  exemption,  if  there  was  any  objec- 
tion raised  or  difference  of  opinion  suggested 
as  to  the  propriety  of  the  proposed  exemp- 
tions, there  seems  to  have  been  no  record  of 
it.  We  are  aware  that  the  weight  to  be  given 
the  declarations  of  members  of  the  conven- 
tion is  not  to  be  taken  as  controlling.  Mr. 
Endlich  says  of  these  declarations:  '*They 
give  us  no  light  as  to  the  views  of  the  large 
majority  who  did  not  talk;  much  less  of  the 
mass  of  our  fellow  citizens  whose  votes  at  the 
polls  gave  that  instrument  the  force  of  fun- 
damental law."  Bndlich,  Interpretation  of 
Statutes.  §  510.  Yet,  confessedly,  it  must  be  a 
source  of  satisfaction  to  those  who  are  called  on 
to  ascertain  the  intention  of  doubtful  provisions 
to  find  the  conclusions  arrived  at  to  be  in  accord 
with,  and  not  in  opposition  to,  the  views  of 
the  framers  of  the  law  so  far  as  expressed. 
We  think,  therefore,  a  proper  construction  of 
the  language  used  in  the  section  requires  the 
exemption  of  the  entire  property  of  this  institu- 
tion, whf^rever  8ituat«>d.  and  in  whatever  form 
its  investments  may  be  found. 

This  construction  of  the  language  of  the  Con- 
stitution is  in  accord  with  the  long-settled  pol- 
icy of  the  state.  By  the  Kentucky  act  of  De- 
cember 17,  1825  (2  Morehead  &  Brown.  Stat 
p.  1080),  it  was  provided:  "Hereafter  the 
trustees  or  managers  of  such  schools  or  sem- 
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inarles  of  learniDg  within  this  commonwealth 
shall  not  be  boued  to  list  such  lands  for 
taxation  or  to  pay  any  taxes  on  the  same. 
Nor  shall  any  taxes  be  demanded  by  the  state 
for  any  such  land,  so  long  as  the  same  shall 
absolutely  and  boua  fide  belong  to  a  seminary 
or  school  of  learning."  This  statute,  and  the 
public  policy  it  recognized  and  enforced,  was 
continued  in  Rev.  Stat  1852,  chap.  58,  art.  1, 
g  1,  as  follows:  '*Be  it  enacted  by  the  general 
assembly  of  the  commonwealth  of  Kentucky, 
that  lands  held  by  a  school  or  seminary  shall 
not  be  subject  to  taxation,  or  to  forfeiture,  for 
any  cause  whatsoever. "  And  the  same  policy, 
exempting  all  the  property  of  institutions  of 
learning,  was  continued  in  the  General  Stat- 
utes as  follows:  "The  real  estates  and  in- 
vestment devoted  to  public  schools,  semina- 
ries, universities,  colleges,  court-houses,  clerks' 
offices,  Jails,  public  graveyards,  lunatic,  or- 
phan, and  deaf  and  dumb  asylums,  hospitals, 
Infirmaries,  widows'  and  orphans'  asylums, 
foundling  asylums."  Gen.  Stat,  (original  ed. 
1872)  pp.  709,  710.  chap.  92,  art.  1,  §  8.  And 
the  Hewitt  revenue  law  of  1886  provided: 
"The  following  property  shall  be  exempt  from 
taxation:    Public  schools,  churches,  and  all 

Eroperty  of  seminaries,  asylums,  hospitals,  in- 
rmaries,  and  colleges  and  all  other  funds 
devoted  to  charitable  purposes,  ...  ex- 
cept those  owned  by  Joint-stock  companies 
or  associations  which  declare  dividends;  pro- 
vided that  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed 
as  exempting  any  property  which  is  used  or 
employed  for  xain  of  anv  person,  nor  any 
property  of  which  the  proaucts,  rents,  or  uses 
are  not  devoted  solely  to  the  objects  of  the  in- 
stitution, as  distinguished  from  personal  gain 
of  the  individuals  connected  with  the  in- 
stitution." Under  these  statutes  we  are  not 
aware  that  endowments  of  asylums,  colleges, 
etc.,  not  operated  for  the  personal  gain  of 
indviduals  connected  with  the  Institution 
have  ever  been  taxed;  and  it  is  inconceiv- 
able  that  an  intention  to  reverse  the  policy  of 
the  state  in  this  respect  should  have  been  de- 
clared in  language  so  poorly  expressive  of  such 
intention.  As  said  by  the'  Supreme  Court  in 
United  States  v.  Ryder,  110  U.  8. 729,  28  L.  ed. 
808:  "The  revisers  would  not  have  proposed, 
nor  would  Congress  have  made,  such  a  funda- 
mental change  in  the  law  .  .  .  without 
employing  more  appropriate  terms  for  that 
purpose  than  those  which  the  section  con- 
tains. It  will  not  be  inferred  that  the  legis- 
lature, in  revising  and  conpolidating  the  laws, 
intended  to  change  their  policy,  unless  such  in- 
tention be  clearly  expressed.'^  Except  for  the 
constitutional  enactment,  the  contention  of  the 
appellees  that  such  exemptions  would  be  sub- 
versive of  the  principles  announced  in  the  bill  of 
rights  might  be  of  some  force;  but  the  consti- 
tution must  beheld  to  be  consistent  with  itself, 
and  the  policy  adopted  must  be  carried  out. 
But,  even  before  the  present  Constitution  was 
adopted,  this  policy  was  recognized  and  en- 
forced in  the  courts.  In  Higgins  v.  Prater,  91 
Ky.  18,  in  sustaining  a  tax  for  the  agricultural 
and  mechanical  college,  this  court  said :  *  'Other 
institutions  of  an  educational  character  and 
which  do  not  constitute  a  part  of  our  common- 
school  system  have  for  years  been  supported  bv 
general  taxation.  .  .  .  The  framers  of  it 
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[our  Constitution]  and  the  people  adopting  it 
were  not  moved  by  a  fear  of  too  much  educa- 
tion, but  of  too  little."  In  2kible  v.  LauiffOl^ 
Baptist  Orphans'  Home,  92  Ky.  91, 18  L.  R.  A, 
668,  it  is  said:  "It  is  the  duty  of  the  state 
to  care  for  its  indigent  orphans,  and,  if  done 
by  another,  he  renders  what  is  properly  & 
public  service;  and  the  legislature  may  there- 
fore, without  regard  to  the  extent  of  it,  ex- 
empt the  property  devoted  to  such  use  front 
taxation." 

We  have  already  considered,  perhaps  suffi- 
ciently, the  nature  of  this  institution,  but, 
in  view  of  the  appellee's  appeal  to  the  bill 
of  rights,  it  is  not  improper  to  note  from  the 
yearbook  of  the  institution  (1892)  the  objects 
it  has  in  view.  "The  primary  object  of  this 
institution  is  to  educate  such  orphan  girls  as 
cannot  obtain  an  education  in  any  other 
way,  and  to  qualify  them  for  teaching.  .  .  . 
We  receive  three  classes  of  girls,  as  follows: 
(1)  Destitute  orphans,  who  have  no  relatives 
or  friends  to  aid  them;  (2)  orphans  destitute 
of  means  and  of  relatives  able  to  aid  them,  but 
whom  churches  or  benevolent  societies  are 
willine  to  sustain  at  the  school;  (3)  orphans 
who  have  some  means,  but  not  enough 
to  su  pport  them  in  other  schools.  Precedence 
is  given  to  the  first  class,  and  as  many  of  them 
are  received  as  the  proceeds  of  the  endowment 
will  justify."  If  this  be  not  an  institution  of 
"purely  public  charity."  and  entitled  to  the  aid 
of  the  state,  one  can  hardly  be  found  in  the 
state.  Other  reasons  for  the  exemption  are 
urged  by  the  appellant,  but  it  is  deemed  unnec- 
essary to  consider  them. 

For  the  reason  given,  the  judgments  are  rs- 
tersed  for  proceedings  consistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 

Du  Relle  and  Ghiliy*  JJ.,  dissenting: 
We  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
in  these  cases,  and  will  state  briefly  the  pounds 
of  dissent  The  question  for  decision  is 
whether  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Louisville^ 
owned  by  the  appellant,  is  exempt  from  state» 
county,  and  city  taxation,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  §  170  of  the  Constitution  of  Kentucky. 
The  other  questions  made  in  argument  were 
not  passed  on  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
need  not  be  considered  here. 

The  exemption  is  claimed  under  §  170 
of  the  present  Constitution,  which,  so  far  as 
applicable  to  the  question  in  this  suit,  is  as 
follows:  "Sec.  170.  Property  Exempt— Cities 
may  Exempt  Manufactories.  There  shall  be 
exempt  from  taxation  public  property  used  for 
public  purposes;  places  actually  used  for  relig- 
ious worship,  with  the  grounds  attached 
thereto  and  used  and  appurtenant  to  the  house 
of  worship,  not  exceeding  \  acre  in  cities  or 
towns,  and  not  exceeding  2  acres  in  the 
country,  places  of  burial  not  held  for  private 
or  corporate  profit,  institutions  of  purely  public 
charity,  and  institutions  of  education  not  used 
or  employed  for  gain  by  any  person  or  corpo- 
ration, and  the  income  of  which  is  devoted 
solely  to  the  cause  of  education,  public  libra- 
ries, their  endowments,  and  the  income  of 
such  property  as  is  used  exclusively  for  their 
maintenance;  all  parsonages  or  residences 
owned  by  any  religious  sodety,  and  occupied 
at  a  home,  and  for  no  other  purpose^  by  the 
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minister  of  any  religion,  with  not  exceeding 
^  ecie  of  ground  in  towns  and  cities  and  2 
acres  of  ground  in  the  country  appurtenant 
thereto."  In  connection  with  this  section  we 
most  consider  certain  other  sections  of  the 
Constitution,  in  so  far  as  they  indicate  the 
purpose  of  the  instrument,  and  shed  light  upon 
the  section  under  consideration.  It  ^ould  be 
remembered  that  there  is  nothing  correspond- 
ing to  this  section  in  the  Constitution  of  1850. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  the  provisions  of  §  8, 
which  is  as  follows:  "Bee.  8.  All  men, when 
they  form  a  social  compact  are  equal ;  and  no 
grant  of  exclusive,  separate  public  emoluments 
or  privileges  shall  be  made  to  anv  man  or  set 
of  men,  except  in  consideration  of  public  serv- 
ices;  but  no  property  shall  be  exempt  from 
taxation,  except  as  provided  in  this  Constitu- 
tion; and  every  grant  of  a  franchise,  privilege, 
or  exemption  shall  remain  subject  to  revoca- 
tion, alteration,  or  amendment."  Section  5 
<rontains  this  provision :  * *No  preference  shall 
ever  be  given  by  law  to  any  religious  sect,  so- 
ciety, or  denomination;  nor  to  any  particular 
creed,  mode  of  worship,  or  system  of  ecclesiasti- 
cal polity;  nor  shall  any  person  be  compelled 
to  attend  an;^  place  of  worship,  to  contribute 
to  the  erection  or  maintenance  of  any  such 
place,  or  to  the  salary  or  support  of  any  min- 
ister of  religion;  nor  shall  taty  man  be  com- 
pelled to  send  his  child  to  any  school  to  which 
he  may  be  conscientiously  opposed."  In  this 
connection  we  ouote  the  corresponding  pro- 
vision of  the  ola  Constitution  (g  5,  art.  18,  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  of  the  Constitution  of  1850), 
as  follows:  "Sec.  5.  That  all  men  have  a 
natural  and  indefeasable  right  to  worship  Al- 
mighty God  according  to  the  dictates  of  their 
own  consciences;  that  no  man  shall  be  com- 
pelled to  attend,  erect,  or  support  any  place  of 
worship,  or  to  maintain  any  ministry  against 
his  consent;  that  no  human  authority  ought, 
in  any  case  whatever,  to  control  or  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  conscience;  and  that  no 
preference  shall  ever  be  given  by  law  to  any 
religious  societies  or  modes  of  worship." 
Section  171  of  the  present  Constitution  pro- 
vides: "...  Taxes  shall  be  levied  and 
collected  for  public  purposes  only.  They  shall 
be  uniform  upon  all  property  subject  to  taxa- 
tion, within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  author- 
ity levying  the  tax."  And  §  174  contains  the 
following:  "All  property,  whether  owned  by 
natural  persons  or  corporations,  shall  be  taxed 
in  proportion  to  its  value,  unless  exempted  by 
the  Constitution." 

It  is  evident  from  the  provisions  quoted  that 
the  policv  of  the  new  instrument  was  intended 
to  be  diflferent  from  that  of  the  old  in  the  mat- 
ter of  exemptions  from  taxation.  The  change 
is  significant,  when,  in  connection  with  §  5, 
we  consider  the  provision  in  g  8  that  "no 
property  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  except 
as  provided  in  this  Constitution, "the  provision 
in  §  171  that  taxes  shall  be  levied  and  collected 
for  public  purposes  only  and  shall  be  uniform 
upon  all  property  subject  to  taxation,  and  the 
provision  of  §  174  as  to  uniformity  of  taxation 
of  corporate  property  with  that  of  individuals. 
The  policy  of  the  new  Constitution  was  to  do 
away  with  exemptions.  Out  of  deference  to 
the  supposed  views  of  the  religious  element  of 
the  community,  certain  siiecific  exemptions 
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were  made,  and,  while  we  do  not  contend  that 
these  should  necesssarily  be  strictly  construed, 
they  should  certainly  not  be  extended  by  im- 
j>lication  to  any  property  not  fairly  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution.  Except  in  so 
far  as  the  Constitution  provides,  nothing  can 
be  exempted  from  taxation  which  might  not 
be  supported  by  taxation.  Undoubt^ly  the 
exemption  of  any  property  works  an  incresse 
of  the  burden  on  property  which  is  not  ex- 
empted, and  the  placing  of  a  burden  upon 
property,  by  taxing  it  to  a  greater  extent  in 
order  to  exempt  other  property,  is  to  that  ex- 
tent a  taking  of  properly  without  just  compen- 
sation. With  these  principles  in  mind,  the 
construction  of  g  170  is  simple.  First,  public 
property  is  exempted;  next,  places  actually 
used  for  religious  worship,  with  the  ground 
attached,  with  a  limitation  upon  the  extent  of 
the  ground;  next,  places  of  burial  not  held  for 
private  or  corporate  profit;  next,  institutions 
of  purely  public  charity;  and  then,  in  the  same 
clause,  institutions  of  education  not  used  or 
employed  for  gain  by  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion, and  the  income  of  which  is  devoted 
solely  to  the  support  of  education.  The  case 
in  which  the  main  opinion  of  the  majority  was 
rendered  turned  upon  the  construction  of  this 
phrase,  "institutions  of  purely  public  charity 
and  institutions  of  education  not  used  or  em- 
ployed for  gain."  And  the  first  question  is. 
What  is  meant  by  "institutions?"  Undoubt- 
ediy,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  clause,  the  word 
"institution"  is  used  to  denote  the  physical, 
corporal  property  employed  for  the  purpose 
of  education;  and  it  is  a  cardinal  canon  of 
construction  that  where,  in  one  part  of  a  clause 
of  a  statute,  a  word  having  two  meanings  is 
undoubtedly  used  in  one  sense,  it  will  be  con- 
strued to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  section,  unless  such  construc- 
tion is  forbidden  by  the  context.  It  is  practi- 
cally admitted  in  the  opinion  that  the  words 
"usied  or  employed  for  gain"  apply,  and  can 
apply,  only  to  the  tangible  property  employed 
for  the  purpose  of  education.  We  can  con- 
ceive of  no  reason  for  attributing  to  the  phrase 
a  different  meaning  when  used  as  to  institu- 
tions of  purely  public  charity.  If  it  bad 
been  intended  to  exempt  the  endowment  of 
institutions  of  public  charity  and  institutions 
of  education,  it  may  fairly  be  argued  that  the 
same  phrase  would  have  been  used  which  is 
used  in  the  succeeding  clause  as  to  public 
libraries,  whose  endowments  are  exempted, 
together  with  the  income  of  such  properly  as 
is  used  exclusively  for  their  maintenance,  and 
this  Is  done  as  to  libraries  in  express  terms. 
So,  in  the  next  succeeding  clause,  as  to  any 
parsonage  or  residence  owned  by  a  religious 
society,  and  occupied  as  a  home,  and  for  no 
other  purpose,  by  the  minister  of  any  religion. 
Further,  the  lands  attached  to  places  usi'd  for 
religious  worship,  and  the  lands  appurtenant  to 
parsonages,  are  limited  in  extent.  But.  in 
this  case,  institutions  of  purely  public  charity 
are  construed  to  mean  the  corporations  which 
conduct  such  institutions,  and  all  property 
belonging  to  such  corporations  is  exempted 
from  taxation.  We  cannot  assent  to  such 
a  construction.  Such  a  conclusion  would 
lead,  npt  only  to  manifest  injustice  in  the 
matter  of  placing  burdens  upon  the  other 
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property  in  a  community,  but  would  lead  cor- 
porations conducting  such  institutions  to  se- 
lect, for  the  purpose  of  investment,  those  cit- 
ies and  towns  which  had  the  highest  lax, 
rate,  in  order  to  benefit  by  the  advantage 
thereby  given  in  competition  for  tenants.  For, 
]ust  in  proportion  as  the  surrounding  prop- 
erty is  subjected  to  a  greater  tax,  is  a  greater 
bonus  given  to  the  corporation  which  owns 
the  exempted  property,  a  part  of  which  bo- 
nus it  can  afford  to  give  in  the  shape  of  a 
reduction  of  rent  whereby  to  entice  tenants 
away  from  the  owners  of  the  surrounding 
property.  Just  in  proportion  to  the  increase 
of  exempted  property  held  by  such  corpora- 
tions in  a  city  or  towu,  must  the  tax  rate  be- 
come higher,  and  the  inducement  greater  to 
such  corporations  to  invest  their  surplus 
there.  And  this  leads  to  further  injustice. 
The  tenants  of  such  a  corporation,  induced 
to  become  such  by  a  reduction  of  rent,  are 
thereby  enabled  to  undersell  their  neighbors, 
who  are  compelled  to  contribute  their  just 
proportion  towards  bearing  the  burden  of 
taxation  placed  upon  the  property  they  oc- 
cupy. Is  it  conceivable  that  the  Constitution 
was  intended  to  work  such  injustice? 

It  is  matter  of  state  history,  which  this 
court  can  and  ought  to  take  knowledge  of, 
that  the  present  Constitution  was  proclaimed 
to  the  people  as  putting  a  limit  upon  exemp- 
tions. Legislatures  no  longer  were  to  work 
their  will  by  exemptions  in  favor  of  the  par- 
ticular sect  which  the  majority  happened  to 
favor,  or  to  pool  their  issues  in  favor  of  a 
number  of  sects,  whose  adherents  might  con- 
stitute a  majority.  Specific  exemptions  were 
made  in  favor  of  property  devoted  to  certain 
uses,  which  were  supposed  to  furnish  an  ex- 
cuse, if  not  a  reason,  for  relief  from  the  com- 
mon burden.  With  great  ingenuity,  limita- 
tions more  apparent  than  real  were  placed 
upon  these  exemptions,  and  the  finished  in- 
strument was  spread  before  the  people  as  an 
enduring  check  upon  the  power  of  future  legis- 
latures to  tax  one  man's  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exempting  another's.  Moved  by  these 
and  similar  representations,  the  people  voted 
by  a  majority  of  some  140,000  that  this  instru- 
ment should  be  their  fundamental  law.  And 
with  what  result?  To  fasten  upon  their  necks 
a  burden  of  constitutional  exemptions  which 
can  only  be  removed  by  a  new  constitutional 
convention  or  a  constitutional  amendment;  to 
place  limitations,  not  upon  the  legislative 
power  to  grant  exemptions,  but  upon  their  own 
power  to  refuse,  control,  or  repeal  them.  It 
is  to  no  purpose  to  cite  the  language  of  the  de- 
bates. Endlfch  says,  of  the  declarations  of 
members  of  a  convention:  '*They  give  us  no 
light  as  to  the  views  of  the  large  majority  who 
did  not  talk,  much  less  of  the  mass  of  our  fel- 
low citizens  whose  vote  at  the  poles  gave  that 
instrument  the  force  of  fundamental  law." 
Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,^  510.  And 
everyone  who  knows  anything  of  conventions 
and  legislatures  knows  that  the  declarations  of 
the  speakers  not  only  do  not  represent  the  con- 
victions of  those  who  do  not  speak,  but  fre 
quenily  do  not  give  the  real  views  of  the 
speakers  themselves.  Speeches  in  buch  bod- 
ies are  not  even  supposed  to  be  made  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  declaring  the  views  of  the 
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speakers,  bat  for  the  purpose  of  influencing 
the  votes  of  the  listener.  Hence,  another 
than  the  real  reason  for  the  advocacy  of  a 
provision  is  often  given,  and  another  than  the 
true  interpretation  of  the  language  of  a  sec- 
tion is  too  often  suggested  in  argument. 
Members  who  are  in  the  minority  strive  for 
the  substitution  of  less  definite  language  than 
that  proposed  by  the  majority,  with  tne  pur- 
pose of  taking  their  chances  in  the  courts. 
But  it  is  not  by  the  declarations,  more  or 
less  sincere,  of  the  individual  members  of  the 
convention,  nor  the  understanding  of  the  ma- 
jority, that  the  Instrument  obtains  validity  or 
Its  meaning  is  to  be  ascertained.  It  is  the 
votes  of  the  plain  people  which  give  it  force- 
and  effect,  and  from  this  fact  flows  the  wise 
rule  of  constitutional  construction,  univer- 
sally acknowledged  by  the  courts  since  the- 
foundation  of  the  government,  though  too- 
often  disregarded  in  practice,  that  the  lan- 
guage of  such  an  instrument  is  to  be  construed 
according  to  its  ordinary  and  common  mean- 
ing, and  that  sense  is  to  be  given  its  provisiona- 
which  was  understood  by  the  people  whose 
ballots  made  it  organic  law. 

Applying  this  test  to  the  provision  in  ques- 
tion, we  find  a  sectarian  charity  school,  op- 
erated by  a  corporation  created  by  special  act 
which  provide<r*'that  the  institution  shall  be 
located  in  the  town  of  Midway,  in  the  county 
of  Woodford."  It  comes  to  this  court  claim- 
ing exemption  from  taxation  upon  property 
situated  in  Louisville  which  is  leased  to  ten- 
ants for  various  purposes,  and  the  rents  from 
which  are  applied  to  carrying  on  the  institu- 
tion at  Midway.  Waiving  the  question 
whether  the  charily  thus  provided  for  is  purely 
public,  about  which  there  is  grave  doubt,  the 
question  arises,  How  many  Kentucky  voters 
had  an  idea  that  they  were  authorizing  the  ex- 
emption of  houses  in  Louisville,  the  rents  of 
which  were  used  to  carry  on  an  institution  at 
Midway?  That  the  word  * 'institution,"  in  this 
section,  was  understood  by  the  people  to  de- 
note the  physical  property  used  for  the  chari- 
table or  educational  object,  there  can  be  little- 
doubt.  Not  one  voter  in  a  thousand  would 
imagine  that,  in  speaking  of  an  institution  not 
used  or  employed  for  ^ain  by  a  person  or  cor- 
poration, the  word  * 'institution"  was  used  to- 
mean  a  corporation.  It  would  instantly  occur 
to  the  average  man  that  the  words  used  could 
not  have  been  intended  to  provide  for  the  case 
of  a  corporation  not  used  for  gain  by  a  corpo- 
ration, and  that  the  thing  meant  by  'institu- 
tion" was  the  land  and  house  and  appurte- 
nances used  for  the  conduct  of  the  charity,  or- 
for  the  educational  purpose.  If  it  was  not  so 
meant  by  the  framers  of  the  instrument,  it 
must  have  been  intended  to  deceive  the  people. 
So,  the  income  of  an  institution  of  education 
must  be  limited  to  the  income  which  is  derived 
from  the  tuition  fees.  Authority  is  abundant 
in  favor  of  the  construction  here  stated. 
"Property  from  which  a  revenue  is  derived  ia 
not  exempt.  Property  used  exclusively  as  a 
general  dispensary  is  exempted;  but  lots  and 
buildings  thereon,  when  an  investment,  the 
income  of  which  is  to  be  applied  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  dispensary,  and  stocks  and  public 
securities  held  by  it,  are  subjects  of  taxation. 
The  fact  that  the  rents  and  revenues  of  a  prop- 
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ertj  owned  by  a  charitable  corporation  are 
devoted  to  the  charitable  purposes  for  which 
the  corporation  was  organ  I  zed,  will  not  exempt 
such  property  from  taxation.  It  is  only  when 
the  property  itself  is  actually  and  directly 
used  for  charitable  purposes  that  the  law  ex- 
empts it  from  taxation.''  1  Desty,  Taxn.  119. 
And  asain :  "A  building  of  a  benevolent  society 
is  liable  to  taxation  to  the  extent  of  the  value 
of  the  rental  received.  The  building  of  a 
benevolent  society  leased  for  pecuniary  profit 
is  taxable,  although  built  with  funds  that 
were  exempt,  and  into  which  the  rents  are 
paid.  Where  the  property  of  a  benevolent 
society  was  leased  for  business  purposes,  and 
an  income  derived  therefrom,  its  status  as  tax- 
able property  is  thereby  fixed."  1  Desty. 
Taxn.  120.  * 'Where  a  statute  exempts  from 
taxation  property  devoted  to  religious,  educa- 
tionaU  or  other  purposes,  or  exempts  the  prop- 
erty of  a  corporation,  the  exemption  will  be 
confined  in  the  former  case  to  property  used 
exclusively  for  such  purposes;  in  the  latter, 
to  property  necessary  to  the  objects  of  the 
company's  incorporation."  25  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  162.  "Unless  the  terms  of  the 
statute  are  explicit  to  the  contrary,  a  general 
exemption  of  the  property  of  educational  in- 
stitutions will  be  confined  to  property  actually 
and  exclusively  used  by  the  institution  for  its 
legitimate  purposes.  If  the  property  is  used 
for  other  purposes,  the  fact  that  the  proceeds 
of  such  use  are  devoted  to  carry  out  objects 
of  the  institution  is  immaterial."  Id. 
pp.  165-167.  And  see  Wasltbum  College  v. 
WiatDnee  County  Comrs.  8  Kan.  850,  and  County 
GomrB.  V.  Colorado  Seminary^  12  Colo.  497. 
An  exemption  to  one  is  a  tax  upon  others,  and 
the  language  of  the  Constitution  should  not 
be  strained  to  authorize  such  an  act  of  in- 
justice. This  court  has  said:  "As  a  general 
rule,  the  test  of  the  right  to  exempt  property 
is  the  existence  of  the  right  to  levy  a  tax  to 
foster  such  property.  The  levv  of  a  direct 
XxT  upon  the  whole  people  of  the  state,  to  be 
paid  to  this  corporation  to  forward  the  objects 
stated  in  their  charter,  would  be  declared  at 
first  blush  unconstitutional,  and  yet  that  is 
what  is  indirectly  done  by  the  exemption.  If 
the  same  power  exercisea  by  this  corporation 


had  been  conferred  upon  a  designated  indi- 
vidual, it  would  strike  anyone  as  palpably 
beyond  legislative  authority.  But  there  is  no 
difference  in  principle  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  an  individual.  If  there  is  the  power 
to  exempt  the  one,  there  is  unquestionably  the 
power  to  exempt  the  other."  Barbour  y.  Louis- 
mile  Bd.  of  Trade,  82  Ky.  654. 

It  would  be  unprofitable  to  discuss  the  many 
collateral  questions  which  have  been  urged  or 
suggested.  The  claim  of  contract  exemption 
seems  to  us  to  have  little  merit,  and  is  not  re- 
lied on  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority.  The 
question  whether  a  corporation  would  be  ex- 
empt, under  §  170,  which  was  created  for  the 
purpose  of  education,  to  be  imparted  by  the 
corporators,  with  a  provision  devoting  the 
surplus  revenue  to  charity,  alter  providing  a 
liberal  salary  for  the  corporators,  does  not 
properly  arise  in  this  case.  It  may  be  men- 
tioned that  the  reasoning  of  the  opinion  in 
Burd  Orphan  Asylum  v.  Upper  Darby  School 
DUt.  90  Pa.  21,  much  relied  on  in  support  of 
the  opinion  of  the  majority  upon  the  question 
of  what  is  a  purely  public  charity,  has  been 
questioned  by  the  same  court  in  Philadelphia 
V.  Matonic  Home,  160  Pa.  572,  23  L.  R.  A.  545; 
the  reasoning  of  the  latter  case  being  in  direct 
conflict  with  that  of  the  former.  The  im- 
portance of  the  main  question  in  this  case  can 
scarcely  be  overestimated.  It  is  not  a  mere 
question  of  the  taxes  sought  to  be  collected 
upon  Louisville  property  belonging  to  the 
female  orphan  school,  as  the  most  casual  glance 
at  the  statistics  given  in  the  census  reports  will 
show.  Behind  the  little  Midway  school  stalk 
great  sectarian  corporations,  "rich  beyond  the 
dreams  of  avarice,"  directed,  no  doubt,  by 
honest  and  devoted  men,  but,  as  corporations, 
demanding,  as  of  right,  from  the  state  and  the 
municipality  privileges  which  no  good  citizen 
ought  to  ask  for  himself.  The  result  is  to  be 
deplored,  not  only  as  it  works  an  increase  of 
the  burden  of  taxation,  already  sufficiently 
onerous,  upon  the  masses  of  the  people,  but 
in  the  inevitable  reaction  against  corporations, 
formed  for  worthy  objects,  but  which  seek  to 
profit  by  injustice. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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Anna  8.  LORING  et  al. 

V, 

Loring  HILDRETH  et  al. 


.Mass.. 


1*  Persons  yet  unascertained  and  un- 
born are  not  deprived  uf  their  rights  without 
due  process  of  law  by  making  them  defendants 
In  a  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  title,  and  haviog 

NOTB.— As  to  judicial  prooeedf  Dgs  affeotingr  the  i 
rlfhts  of  unborn  children,  see  also  Nelson  v.  Gal- 
veston, H.  &  8.  A  B.  Co.  (Tex.)  IIL.  B.  A.  aoi;  and  I 
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them  represented  by  a  g-uardian  ad  lUem  as  pro- 
vided by  But.  1897,  chap.  522. 

8.  A  deed  of  trust  which  was  never  de- 
livered does  not  amouot  to  a  declaration  of 
trust  merely  t)eoau8e  It  was  recorded  by  the 
grantor,  when  there  is  nothinflr  to  show  that  be 
intended  to  create  any  trust,  except  as  the  deed 
provided. 

8.  A  clond  on  title  may  be  removed  in 
equity  although  the  defendants  have  not  done 

Kent  V.  Church  of  St  Michael  CN.  Y.^  IB  L.  H.  A* 
33L 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  703. 
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or  threatened  to  do  tLnjiaing  in  oppodtioa  to  the 
titie  of  the  platDtlff. 

(February  t&,  1806.) 

REPORT  by  Ihe  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of 
Essex  County  for  the  opinion  of  the  full 
bench  of  a  suit  brought  to  remove  cloud  from 
title  to  certain  real  estate.   Decree  for  plaintiffs. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

MeMrs.  Hantin^on  A  Fita*  for  plaintiffs: 

The  plaintiffs  are  in  possession  of  the  prem 
iscs,  taking  the  rents  and  profits,  and  have  no 
complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

Cloueton  V.  Bhearer,  99  Mass.  209;  Martin 
T.  Orates,  5  Allen,  601;  Russell  v.  Deshon,  124 
Mass.  842. 

The  trusts  set  out  in  the  trust  deed  were 
never  perfectly  created  in  the  way  the  settler 
intended  to  create  them,  viz,:  by  a  transfer  of 
the  legal  title  to  a  trustee;  and  the  incomplete 
voluntary  conveyance  cannot  be  sustained  aa 
a  declaration  of  trust. 

The  trust  deed  was  notdeliver«^. 

Loring  v.  WHtney,  167  Mass.  660;  Barnes  Y, 
Barnes,  161  Mass.  881. 

It  was  retained  by  George  B.  Loring,  who 
remained  in  possession  of  the  premises  as  be- 
fore, until  he  conveyed  them  some  time  later 
to  his  wife  and  daughter  through  the  medium 
of  his  btother. 

Equity  will  not  help  a  volunteer  to  enforce 
an  intention  to  create  a  bounty,  manifested  by 
an  imperfect  gift  or  conveyance. 

EU  son  V.  KUi'son,  6  Ves.  J.  656;  1  White  & 
A  Tudor's  Lead.  Cas.  In  Eq.  p.  882  [828],  and 
notes. 

In  order  to  render  a  voluntary  settlement 
valid  and  effectual,  the  settlement  must  have 
done  everything  which,  according  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settle 
ment,  was  necessary  to  be  done  in  order  to 
transfer  the  property  and  render  the  settle- 
ment binding  upon  him. 

Milroif  V.  Lord,  4  DeG.  P.  &  J.  264;  War- 
ringer  V.  Rogers,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  840;  Richards 
V.  JJelbridge,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  11;  Moore  v.  Moore, 
L.  R  18  Eq.  474;  Re  Breton,  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div. 
416;  Re  Shields,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  5;  Hayes  v.  Al- 
liance British  F,  Life  d  F.  Assur.  (Jo.  Ir.  L. 
R.  8  C.  L.  149;  Hartley  v.  Nicholson,  44  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  277. 

In  some  of  the  English  cases  there  seems  to 
have  been  an  incliDation  to  relax  the  rule  and 
hold  that  an  assignment  which  was  ineffectual 
to  pass  the  legal  title  might  yet  take  effect  as  a 
declaration  of  trust,  and  the  donor  declared  a 
trustee  for  the  party  designed  to  be  benefited. 

Richardson  v.  Richardson,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  686; 
Morgan  v.  Afalleson,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  475;  Bad- 
deity  V.  BqfideUy,  L.  R  9  Ch.  Div.  118;  Fox 
V.  Hawks,  L.  ll  13  Ch.  Div.  822. 

But  these  decisions  have  all  been  overruled 
or  questioned  in  the  cases  above  cited. 

In  this  country  the  latest  decisions  of  our 
courts  have  followed  and  sustained  Milroy  v. 
Lord. 

THckerson's  Appeal,  115  Pa.  198;  8mith*s  Es 
tate,  144  Pa.  428;  Young  v.  Young,  80  K.  Y. 
422.  86  Am.  Rep.  684;  Gotin  v.  De  Miranda, 
83  Hun,  414;  Beater  v.  Beacer,  117  N.  Y.  421, 
6  L.  R.  A.  403;  Wadd  v.  HazUton,  137  N.  Y. 
215.  21  L.  R.  A.  698;  Flanders  v.  Blandy,  45 
Ohio  St.  108;  Pope  v.  Burlington  Sav.  Bank, 
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56  Vt.  284,  48  Am.  Rep.  781;  Stone  v.  King,  7 
R.  I.  -858.  84  Am.  Dec.  657;  Lloyd  v.  Brooks, 
84  Md.  27;  Lane  v.  Swing,  81  Mo.  75,  77  Am. 
Dec.  682;  Landon  v.  Button,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  500; 
Stone  V.  Haeket,  12  Gray.  227;  Cummtngs  t. 
Bramhall,  120  Mass.  552. 

Bat  if  the  imperfect  instrument  of  convey- 
ance can  be  construed  to  be  a  declaration  of 
trust  in  order  to  effectuate  the  supposed  in- 
tention of  the  settler,  the  intention  must  be 
evinced  by  acts  which  admit  of  no  other  inter- 
pretation than  that  the  settler  had  ceased  to  be 
and  others  had  become  the  beneficial  owners 
of  the  propertv. 

Landon  v.  button,  50  N.  J.  Eg.  200;  Heart- 
ley  V.  Nicholson,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  279;  An- 
trobusY.  Smith,  12  Ves.  Jr.  89. 

A  voluntary  covenant  or  agreement^  will 
not  be  enforced  or  effect  given  to  an  imper- 
fect gift  because  of  the  existence  of  a  meritori- 
ous consideration. 

Notes  on  Ellison  v.  Ellison.  1  White  <&  Tu- 
dor, Cas.  in  Eq.  882  [823];  Phillips  v.  Frye,  14 
Allen,  86;  Buford  v.  MeKee,  1  D«na,  107; 
Hayes  v.  Kershow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  258;  BadgleyY, 
Votrain,  68  111.  25. 18  Am.  Rep.  641;  1  Lewin, 
Tr.  Flint's  notes,  8th  ed.  88;  Acts  1897,  chap. 
522. 

The  law  only  operates  on  real  estate  within 
the  commonwealth. 

United  States  v.  Fox,  94  U  S.  815,  24  L.  ed. 
192. 

As  to  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  and  within  reach  of  process,  but  on 
whom  actual  service  had  not  been  made,  serv- 
ice by  publication  in  a  proceeding  in  rem  is 
clearly  sufficient. 

As  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  with 
respect  to  nonresidents,  see — 

Arndt  v.  Origgs.  184  U.  8.  816,  88  L.  ed. 
918;  Jackson,  Hart,  v.  Lamphire,  8  Pet. 
280,  7  L.  ed.  679:  Parker  y.  Overman, 
18  How.  187,  15  L.  ed.  818;  Pennoyer  v. 
NTfff,  95  U.  S.  714.  24  L.  ed.  565;  Hart  v.  San- 
som,  110  U.  8.  151,  28  L.  ed.  101;  Ungdon  v. 
Sherwood,  124  U.  8.  74,  31  L.  ed.  344;  UormUy 
V.  Clark,  184  U.  8.  838,  88  L.  ed.  909;  Eberling 
V.  Dreyer,  149  N.  Y.  460;  Dillon  v.  Heller,  89 
Kan.  599. 

The  right  of  the  state  to  authorize  proceed- 
ings in  rem  by  which  persons  unborn  shall  be 
bound  has  been  so  often  recognized  by  the  leg- 
islature without  anv  question  being  raised  as 
to  the  constitutionality  of  the  proceeding,  that 
it  seems  too  late  to  raise  any  such  question 
now. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  178,  §§  9,  86,  62.  63,  70; 
Stat.  1882,  chap.  6:  Pub.  Stat  chap.  120,  i^  20; 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  141,  §  21;  Orippen  v.  Dexter, 
13  Grav.  380;  Pub  Stat,  chap  144.  §§  13, 14; 
Stat.  1889.  chap.  466,  ^§  1,  2;  Stat.  1885,  chap. 
288;  Morse  v.  Hill,  136  Mass.  60;  Stat.  1888, 
chap.  420;  Stat.  1839,  chap.  442;  Pub.  Stat, 
chap.  142,  ^^  18-17. 

Mr,  R«  D.  Weston-Smith,  for  defendants: 

In  the  absence  of  statute,  courts  of  equity 
have  no  authority  to  make  any  decrees  except 
such  as  operate  strictly  in  personam. 

Any  statute  authorizing  a  court  to  render 
such  a  decree  against  a  defendant  who  had  not 
been  actually  served  with  process,  or  who  had 
not  appeared  in  the  cause,  would  be  clearly 
unconstitutionaL 
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'  Band  ▼.  Hanwn,  154  Mass.  87,  13  L.  R.  A. 
574;  Pennoyer  ▼.  Neff,  95  U.  8.  714,  24  L.  ed. 
566:  2Z/iV7<  ▼.  MeGormick,  144  Mass.  10;  iSto/« 
T.  Me^eal,  154  U.  S.  84,  88  L.  ed.  896. 

The  proceeding  cod tem  plated  by  the  Statute 
of  1897,  cha^.  522,  so  far  at  least  as  it  looks  to 
an  adjudication  on  the  claims  of  persons  who 
«re  unascertained,  not  in  being,  unknown,  or 
out  of  the  commonwealth,  is  substantially  a 
proceeding  in  rem;  and  it  is  well  settled  that 
«B  against  nonresidents  or  unknown  persons  it 
is  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  authorize  the  making  of  a  decree  in 
rem  establishing  the  title  after  notice  by  pub- 
lication, such  notice  being  deemed  constructive 
service. 

Constructive  service  is  held  to  be  sufficient 
because  the  res,  the  title  to  which  is  in  contro- 
versy, is  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  because  the  notice  given  enables  parties 
whose  rights  may  be  affected  by  the  proceed- 
ing to  come  in  and  defend.  The  constitution- 
ality of  such  constructive  service  is  sustained 
on  the  express  ground  that  it  enables  persons 
who  are  interested  to  come  in  and  defend  if 
they  see  fit. 

AmeU  V.  Oriffffe,  184  U.  6.  816,  88  L.  ed. 
1)18;  Langdan  v.  Sherwood,  124  U.  8.  74,  81 L. 
ed.  844;  Seott  v.  MeNeal,  154  U.  S.  84.  88  L. 
ed.  896;  Diek  v.  Foraker,  156  U.  8.  404,  39  L. 
od.  201;  Lyneh  v.  Murphy,  161  U.  8.  247.  40 
L.  ed.  688;  Hamilton  v.  Brown,  161 U.  8.  256, 
40  L.  ed.  691. 

There  are  various  probate  proceedings  in 
which  the  rights  of  persons  unascertained  or 
not  in  being  are  determined  after  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  guardian  ad  litem. 

Morse  v.  Hill,  186  Mass.  60. 

The  proceedings  of  probate  courts,  however, 
in  dealing  with  the  estates  of  deceased  persons, 
are  in  many  respects  peculiar  and  furnish  no 
safe  analogy. 

Gases  which  constitute  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule,  and  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that  persons  not  actually  before  the  court  can 
be  bound  by  the  decree,  may  apparently  be 
divided  into  four  classes: 

1.  Cases  in  which  the  parties  are  extremely 
numerous,  and  where  "sufficient  persons  are 
before  the  court  honestly,  fairly,  and  fully  to 
try  the  general  right." 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  10th  ed.  §§  94-185;  EOU 
▼.  Barnard,  152  Mass.  67,  9  L.  R  A.  211; 
HiUe  V.  Putnam,  152  Mass.  124;  8mith  v.  Will- 
iame,  116  Mass.  510. 

2.  Cases  in  which  the  parties  whose  inter- 
•esta  are  to  be  concluded  are  represented  by  an 
oxecutor  or  administrator. 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  10th  ed.  §§  140.  141, 148,  208. 

3.  Cases  in  which  absent  persons  are  repre- 
sented by  a  trustee. 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  10th  ed.  §§  148, 149, 150, 207, 
1817. 

4.  Cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  first 
tenant  in  tail  in  esse  represents' subsequent 
estates  and  interests. 

Story.  Eq.  PI.  10th  ed.  §§  144,  147, 198, 202. 

All  these  exceptions  rest  on  the  theory  of 
representation. 

All  persons  materially  interested,  either  le- 
gally or  beneficially,  in  the  subject-matter  of  a 
auit,  are  to  be  made  parties  to  it  either  ad 
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plaintiffs  or  defendants,  so  that  there  may  be  a 
complete  decree  which  shall  bind  them  all. 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  10th  ed.  §  72;  Oreaee  v.  Bab- 
cock,  10  Met.  525;  Jewett  v.  Tucker,  189  Mass. 
566. 

The  trusts  declared  in  Gkorge  B.  Loring's 
trust  deed  were  effectually  created. 

We  insist  on  the  importance  of  carrying  out 
the  declared  intention  of  the  settler  to  affect 
the  property  with  a  trust,  as  distinguished 
from  bis  intention  to  make  himself  or  anv 
other  person  a  trustee.  That  the  trust  shall 
be  established  is  in  most  cases  the  settler's  one 
paramount  object.  That  the  trust  shall  be 
administered  by  any  particular  person  is  a 
matter  of  very  trifling  consequence.  The  in- 
tention, therefore,  to  affect  the  property  with 
a  trust  should,  if  possible,  be  carried  out,  even 
though  the  intended  settlement  be  voluntary. 

Ex  parte  Pf/e,  18  Ves.  Jr.  140;  Aireyy.  HaU, 
8  Smale  &  G.  815;  Parndl  v.  Hingston,  8 
Smale  &  G.  887;  Arthur  v.  Clarkson,  85Beav. 
458:  Kekewieh  v.  Manning,  1  DeG.  M.  &  G. 
176;  Biehardion  v.  Riehardmm,  L.  R.  8  Eq. 
686;  Morgan  v.  Malleson,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  475; 
BaddeUy  v.  Baddeley,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  Div.  118; 
Jonee  v.  Jones,  28  Week.  Rep.  1;  Fox  v.  Hawke, 
L.  R.  18  Ch.  Div.  822;  Adams  v.  Adam9.  88  U. 
S.  21  Wall.  185,  22  L.  ed.  504;  Jones  y,  Clifton, 
101  U.  B.  225,  25  L.  ed.  908;   Mo<yre  v.  Page, 

111  U.  S.  117, 28 L.  ed.  878;  Sanfordv.  Finkle, 

112  III.  146;  Hunt  v.  Johnson,  44  N.  Y.  27,  4 
Am.  Rep.  681;  Pennsylvania  Salt  Mfp.  Co.  v. 
Ned,  54  Pa.  9;  Seott  v.  Diekson,  108  Pa.  6,  56 
Am.  Rep.  192;  Crooks  v.  Crooks,  84  Ohio  St. 
610;  Brookbank  v.  Kennard,  41  Ind.  839; 
Minors  V.  Everton,  89  111.  56,  81  Am.  Rep.  65; 
O^Neil  V.  Greenwood,  106  Mich.  572. 

Notice  to  Anna  8.  Loring.  one  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries, was  sufficient  to  establish  the  trust  in 
favor  of  all,  in  analogy  to  the  doctrine  that 
delivery  of  a  deed  to  one  of  several  grantees  is 
a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  use  of  all. 

Perry  v.  HMen,  22  Pick.  269;  J3«%  ▼. 
Hubby,  5  Cusb.  516,  52  Am.  Dec.  742. 

Allen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity  to  remove  a  cloud 
upon  the  title  to  land  in  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiffs,  who  claim  to  be  the  owners  thereof. 
The  cloud  consists  in  the  record  of  a  deed  of 
trust  from  the  late  George  B.  Loring  to  the 
late  John  A.  Loring,  in  trust  "during  the  life 
of  Anna  S.  Loring,  wife  of  said  George  B. 
Loring,  and  of  Sally  P.  Loring,  the  daughter 
of  said  George  B.  Loring,  to  pay  over  to  them 
one  half  part  to  each  of  the  net  rents  and 
profits  thereof,  and  at  the  death  of  either  of 
them  the  said  Anna  S.  or  {Sally  P.  Loring  to 
convey  her  one-half  share  in  the  said  estate 
to  her  heirs  at  law,  or  to  make  such  disposal 
of  it  as  she  shall  direct  by  will."  There  were 
further  provisions,  not  now  material.  This 
deed  was  signed  and  put  on  record  by  said 
George  B.  Loring,  and  it  was  also  signed  by 
said  Anna  8.  Loring  to  release  dower  and 
homestead,  but  it  was  never  accepted  by  the 
grantee,  and,  upon  the  facts  found  at  the  hear- 
ing, it  was  'never  delivered.  Barnes  v.  Ba/mes, 
161  Mass  881.  It  was  held  by  us  in  Loring  v. 
Whitney,  167  Mass.  550,  that  the  existence  of 
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this  deed  and  record  constituted  such  a  cloud 
that  a  purchaser  ou^ht  not  to  be  compelled  to 
accept  a  titla  The  present  bill  accordingly  is 
brought  to  remove  that  cloud. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  whether 
the  requisite  parties  are  properly  before  the 
court,  and  the  only  doubt  is  whether  parties 
unascertained  and  now  unborn,  who  are  con- 
tingently interested,  can  be  so  represented  be- 
fore the  court  that  a  decree  affecting  their 
rlghu  can  be  entered.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  522. 
provides  that  in  cases  like  the  present  a  guar- 
dian od  litem  may  be  appointed  to  represent 
such  parties,  and  that  the  suit  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  a  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  land,  and 
that  a  decree  establishing  or  declaring  the  va- 
lidity, nature,  or  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  title 
may  be  entered,  which  decree  shall  operate  di- 
rectly on  the  land.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
statute  is  sufficient  in  its  terms  to  cover  the 
present  case,  and  all  requisite  steps  under 
the  statute  have  been  duly  taken.  The  ques- 
tion, then,  remains  whether  the  statute  is  con- 
stitutional, under  the  12th  article  of  the  Dec- 
laration of  Rights,  which  provides  that  no 
subject  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  *'but 
by  the  law  of  the  land;"  and  the  14th 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  provides  that  no  state  shall  de- 
prive any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
''without  due  process  of  law."  It  is  con- 
tended for  the  defendants  that  no  constructive 
service  of  process  can  reach  these  persons  yet 
unascertained  and  unborn.  It  is  conceded 
that  there  may  be  a  good  constructive  service 
upon  nonresidents  and  unknown  persons,  be- 
cause such  service  enables  them  to  come  in 
and  defend;  but  it  is  contended  that  this  rule 
does  not  extend  so  far  as  to  include  persons 
unascertained  and  unborn,  and  that  no  suffi- 
cient service  can  be  made  upon  them,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  provisions  of  Stat.  1897,  chap. 
522,  do  not  fulfil  the  constitutional  require- 
ment of  due  process  of  law.  If  this  argument 
were  to  prevail,  it  would  often  happen  that 
the  settlement  of  a  title  to  land  would  have  to 
remain  in  abeyance  for  an  indefinite  period  of 
time,  in  cases  where  possible  contingent  inter- 
ests were  shown  to  exist.  If  a  deed  purport- 
ing to  create  such  interests  were  inadvertently 
or  fraudulently  put  on  record,  if  such  a  deed 
were  stolen,  or  even  forged,  and  put  on  record 
by  the  thief  or  forger;  nay,  even  if  a  forgery 
were  committed  in  the  registry  of  deeds  by 
making  what  appeared  to  be  a  record  of  such 
a  deed,  when  in  fact  no  such  deed  or  form  of 
deed  existed,— the  courts  would  be  powerless 
to  inquire  into  and  determine  the  facts,  be- 
cause parties  purporting  to  have  possible  con- 
tingent interests  could  not  be  brou,';ht  in  or 
represented.  In  this  way  a  title  might  be  tied 
up  for  an  indefinite  period,  by  an  unauthorized 
or  criminal  act,  with  no  power  in  the  courts  to 
afford  a  remedy.  Such  a  result  should  not  be 
reached,  except  upon  most  stringent  reasons 
of  necessity.  In  Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen, 
466,  the  constitutionality  of  Stat.  1861,  chap. 
174,  g  1,  authorizing  compromises  of  contro- 
versies respecting  estates  in  the  hands  of  exec- 
utors, administrators,  guardians,  and  trustees 
was  expressly  declared.  The  court  said: 
'*Such  contingent  rights  and  interests  are  duly 
protected  by  the  provision  which  requires  the 
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court  to  appoint  some  suitable  person,  whose 
duty  it  shall  be  to  represent  them  In  all  pro- 
ceedlngs  under  the  statute,  and  by  the  require^ 
ment  that  the  court  shall  adjudge,  on  due  ex- 
amination and  inquiry,  that  the  proposed 
award  or  compromise  is  just  and  reasonable  in 
its  effect  on  all  contingent  interests  in  the  es- 
tate in  controversy."  This  decision  has  stood 
unchallenged  for  thirty -five  years,  and  we  are 
satisfied  that  it  rests  on  sound  reasoning.  The 
only  difference  in  principle  between  that  case 
and  this,  which  has  been  suggested,  is  that  the 
present  prooeedins  is  not  in  any  sense  one  for 
the  benefit  of  the  defendants  who  are  unascer- 
tained or  not  in  being,  but  is  strictly  adversary 
to  them.  But  this  distinction  does  not  vary 
the  principle.  The  necessity  which  has  been 
found  to  exist  for  acting  upon  the  view  that 
such  statutes  are  constitutional,  is  illustrated 
by  various  other  statutes  which  have  been 
cited  to  us  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  relating 
to  various  proceedings  in  the  probate  court, 
to  partition  of  lands,  to  the  side  of  property 
subject  to  contingent  remainders,  and  to  the 
determination  of  ancient  conditions  and  re 
strictions.  These  have  the  effect  to  show  that 
it  has  long  been  assumed  and  understood  that 
the  legislature  has  power  to  pass  statutes  un> 
der  which  such  interests  may  be  affected. 

It  is  also  contended  by  the  defendants  that, 
although  the  deed  of  trust  was  never  delivered,, 
still  the  execution  and  recording  of  it  by  Mr. 
Loring  amounted  to  a  sufficient  declaration  of 
trust.  It  is  conceded  that  under  the  late  Eng- 
lish cases  there  was  no  sufficient  declaration  of 
trust  to  be  enforced  against  Mr.  Loring,  or 
persons  deriving  title  from  him.  Milroy  v. 
Lard,  4  De  G.  P.  &  J.  264;  Rieharde  v.  Del 
bridge,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  11;  Moore  v.  Moore,  L.  R. 

18  Eq.  474;  Re  Breton,  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div.  416; 
Be  Shield,  53  L.  T.  N.  8.  5;  Bottle  v.  Knocker, 
46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  161;  Ex  parte  Todd.  L.  R. 

19  Q.  B.  Div.  186. 

But  it  is  contended  that  these  decisions  pro- 
ceed upon  too  narrow  a  ground,  and  that,  al- 
though the  trust  deed  of  Mr.  Loring  shows  no 
intention  to  make  himself  a  trustee,  and  al- 
though there  was  no  valuable  consideration, 
yet  that  he  intended  to  affect  the  property 
with  a  trust,  and  that  this  intention  ought  to 
be  carried  out.  Tiie  answer  to  this  view  i» 
that  the  deed  shows  no  intention  to  create  a 
trust,  except  in  the  manner  provided.  If  hia 
intention  could  not  be  carried  out  modo  et 
forma,  then,  so  far  as  appears,  there  was  no 
intention.  The  trust  fails  because  there  was. 
no  intention  to  create  one  which  can  be  carried 
out.  It  often  happens  that  charitable  trusttv 
fail  because  they  cannot  be  carried  out  in  the 
mode  intended,  if  there  was  no  intention  that 
they  should  be  carried  out  in  any  other  mode. 
See  TeeUe  v.  Bielum  of  Berry,  168  Mass.  841,  3& 
L.  R.  A.  629,  and  cases  there  cited.  So  here. 
The  deed  shows  no  intention  outside  of  the 
mode  and  form  adopted  by  the  deed,  and  thia 
fails  because  the  deed  itsel  f  was  never  delivered. 
In  Adame  v.  Adam%,  21  Wall.  185,  22  L.  ed. 
504,  the  court  resorted  to  testimony  outside 
of  the  deed  itself  to  ascertain  the  grantor'a 
intention,  and  there  found  an  intention  to  cre- 
ate a  trust.  If  resort  were  had  in  the  present 
case  to  outside  circumstances,  no  support  ia 
found  for  the  view  that  the  grantor  intended 
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tn  create  a  trust  independently  of  the  deed. 
Numerous  decisions  from  other  states  are  cited 
for  the  plaintiffs,  which  confirm  us  in  the  view 
that  we  should  not  uiidertake  to  complete  and 
carry  out  the  trust,  which  the  donor  himself 
dearly  abandoned. 

We  have  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  enter  a  decree  removing  the  cloud 
upon  the  title,  there  being  no  adequate  remedy 


at  law.  Barnes  ▼.  Barnes,  161  Mass.  881; 
Russell  V.  Barhtow,  144  Mass.  1^)0;  Cl^msUm  ▼. 
Shearer,  99  Mass.  209;  Burns  v.  Lynde,  8 
Allen.  805,  812.  The  fact  that  these  defend- 
ants have  not  done  or  threatened  to  do  any- 
thing in  opposition  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs 
does  not  prevent  the  giving  of  the  relief 
prav'ed  for. 
ieeree  for  tJie  plaintiffs. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Thomas  KINGSTON.  Plff,  in  Err., 
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1*  IndefeiiaeofaelaiinfbrloAiofwaffefl 
mnd  Aitiire  eAmlniins  ^°  ^^  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries,  defendant  may  show  any  facts 


oonoerninff  plaintiff*6  habits  and  conduct  which 
may  throw  light  upon  the  probability  of  his  se- 
cuiiDK  employment,  and  the  character  and  con- 
tinuity of  the  same. 
8.  The  intosieatton  of  a  ps^aaenger  stand- 
ing  on  the  ruoniofr  board  of  a  street  car  will  not 
abeolve  the  company  from  exercising  care  toward 
hlm«  nor  prevent  his  recovering  damages  in  case 
he  Is  injured  by  its  negligence. 

(March  10, 1807.) 


tfaoL— Intoxication  as  affecting  neglioenee. 

I.  IntoQp(eation  ¥M>  excuse. 
n.  When  it  amounts  to  eontrOmtory  net^igence 
a.  OeneraXLy. 
h.  IFItA  relation  to  trettpossers. 

c.  Withrelatiion  to  versonsinjwred  at  crocs- 

ings, 

d.  Willi  rfiation  to  passengers, 

e.  With  relation  to  persons  injured  on  high- 
uxms^  streets^  etc 

f.  With  relation  to  miscellaneous  watten. 
IlL  Effect  when  there  is  negligence  on  both  sides- 

ilY.  QuetftUm  for  the  jury. 
y .  Prenunptian  and  burden  of  proof. 
TI.  Intoxication  as  evidence  of  negligence, 

a.  AdmissibQUy, 

b.  Weiffiht  and  sulfleicncy. 

y  II.  Employment  o/  persofK  having  habits  of  intoxi- 
cation. 

L  Intoiieationno  exeum. 

Intoxication  does  not  excuse  the  omission  to  use 
the  same  care  and  prudence  which  are  required  of 
a  sober  man  under  the  same  clroumstanoes  to  pro- 
tect himself  against  Injury.  Loufsviile  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  9i  Ala.  904, 104  Ala.  241,  108  Ala.  9^,  81 
L.  B.  A.  872:  Fisher  v.  West  yirginia  &  P.  H.  Go.  42 
W.  ya.  188. 83  L.  B.  A.  eO;  Welty  v.  Indianapolis  ft 
y.  EL.  Co.  105  Ind.  6!>;  Missouri  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Evans,  71 
Tex.  861, 1  L.  R.  A.  476;  Price  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  ft 
B.  R.  Co.  84  Md.  fi06.  36  L.  R.  A.  218. 

Self-imposed  disability  by  intoxication  affords  no 
more  excuse  in  the  law  of  negligence  than  it  does 
in  the  criminal  law.  Smith  v.  Norfoilc  ft  8.  R. 
Co.  114  N.  C.  728, 26  L.  R.  A.  287. 

A  man  cannot  voluntarily  place  himself  In  a  con- 
dition whereby  he  loses  such  control  of  his  brain 
or  muscles  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  and 
oauUon  in  the  full  possession  of  hts  faculties  would 
exercise,  and  by  such  loss  of  control  contribute  to 
an  injury  to  himself,  and  then  require  of  one  ig- 
norant of  his  condition  recompense  therefor. 
Strand  v.  Chicago  ft  W.  M.  R.  Co.  67  Mich.  880; 
Fisher  v.  West  yirginia  ft  P.  R.  Co.  89  W.  ya.  866, 
28  L.  B.  A.  768. 

If  his  Intoxication  contributes  to  his  injury  as  a 
proximate  cause  it  is  a  complete  bar  to  an  action 
for  any  damages  sustained  in  consequence  thereof. 
Fisher  V.  West  yirginia  ft  P.  B.  Oo.  8B  W.ya.aM, 
2BL.B.A.756. 
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The  question  in  an  action  for  personal  injury  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  negligence  is  whether 
or  not  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  ueglifrence  of 
the  defendant  or  the  contributory  negliirenoe  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  not  whether  the  plaintiff  was  at 
the  time  intoxicated,  drunkenness  on  his  part  not 
relieving  the  defendant  from  liability  if  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  the  question  whether  he  was  drunk 
or  sober  not  affecting  the  question  of  his  liability 
if  his  want  of  ordinary  care  contributed  to  the  in- 
Jury.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  v.  Beid,  4  Colo.  App. 
68. 

Thus,  the  fact  that  a  person  injured  by  being  run 
over  by  a  street  oar  was  intoxicated  at  the  time, 
and  that  he  was  negligent  because  of  such  intoxi- 
cation, affords  no  excuse  for  such  negligence,  and 
does  not  prevent  it  from  being  a  bar  to  a  recovery 
of  damages  for  the  injuries  received.  Weeks  v. 
New  Orleans  ft  C.  R.  Co.  82  La.  Ann.  615. 

And  the  intoxication  of  a  person  killed  while 
driving  along  the  railroad  track  does  not  ex- 
cuse his  negligence  in  failing  to  get  off  of  the 
track,  though  bis  getting  on  the  track  In  the  firBt 
instance  was  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  railroad 
company.  McDonald  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
76  Wis.  121. 

So.  the  fact  that  a  person  walking  upon  a  railroad 
track  not  at  a  public  crossing  but  at  a  place  which 
was  no  part  of  the  public  highway,  was  drunk, 
does  not  reiieve  him  from  his  duty  to  use  every 
care  and  precaution,  and  all  diligence,  against  any 
injury  which  might  be  done  him.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
ft  8.  R.  Oo.  y.  Wilkerson,  46  Ark.  518. 

And  the  intoxication  of  a  trespasser  on  a  raitway 
track  who  is  killed  by  a  train  at  a  curve  in  a  cut 
docs  not  exempt  him  from  the  consequences  of  bis 
contributory  negligence  where  It  was  unknown  to 
the  persons  in  charge  of  the  train,  and  they  had  no 
reason  to  anticipate  that  he  was  on  the  truck  m 
sucn  a  condition.  Memphis  ft  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Womack, 
84  Ala.  149. 

So,  refusal  to  instruct  the  Jury  in  an  action 
against  a  city  for  damages  sustained  by  reason  of 
a  detective  highway,  that  a  city  is  not  bound  to 
keep  its  streets  safe  and  convenient  for  intoxicated 
persons,  or  that,  if  the  person  injured  was  intoxi- 
cated at  the  time,  he  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
negligent,  is  not  error,  where  the  court  had 
charged  that  the  person  injured  could  not  recover 
if  anything  else  than  the  negligence  of  the  city 
contributed  to  cause  the  accident,  or  if  it  occurred 
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ERROR  ot  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  judgment  In  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  its  negligence.    Beteraed, 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

MeMTB.  Moore  A  Moore  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 
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In  any  part  through  bis  own  neRliirenoe;  and  tbat  | 
If  he  was  Intoxicated  It  was  a  circumstance  to  be 
considered  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  due 
car«  on  bis  part.    Alger  v.  Lowell,  8  Allen.  402. 

And  the  fact  tbat  a  minor  who  had  arrived  at 
years  of  discretion  was  grossly  intoxicated  at  the 
time  of  tbe  sale  of  chloroform  to  him  by  a  drug- 
gist, which  be  drank,  and  then  died,  does  not  ren- 
der  the  sale  the  proximate  cause  of  his  death. 
Meyer  v.  King,  72  Miss.  1, 86  L.  B.  A.  474. 

IL  TTTien  tt  amounte  to  eontriZ)ttforv  ne0l<0ence. 
a.  QeneraUy. 

Ko  greater  degree  of  care  is  required  to  be  exer- 
cised by  an  intoxicated  man  for  his  own  protection 
than  by  a  sober  man.  however,  and  if  one*s  con- 
duct is  characterized  by  a  proper  degree  of  care 
and  prudence  it  is  immaterial  whether  be  was 
drunk  or  sober.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Drake, 
88U1.  App.114. 

The  mere  fact  of  intoxication  of  a  person  injured 
is  not  evidence  of  negligence  per  se  which  will  pre- 
vent a  recovery  for  the  injury.  Newton  v.  Central 
Vermont  R.  Oo.  80  Hun,  481:  Tompkius  v.  Oswego, 
40  N.  Y.  8.  B.  4;  Lynch  v.  New  Yorls,  47  Hun,  524; 
Holmes  v.  Oregon  ft  C.  R.  Co.  6  8a wy.  290;  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Craft,  89  U.  8.  App.  687, 89  Fed.  Rep.  124, 
16  C.  G.  A.  176.    And  see  principal  case. 

It  l8  Immaterial  whether  a  person  suffering  a  per- 
sonal injury  from  tbe  negligent  act  of  another  was 
drunk  or  sober  at  the  time,  where  no  want  of  com- 
mon care  and  prudence  can  be  imputed  to  him. 
Ward  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  85  Wis.  601. 

Tbe  condition  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  injury,  with  reference  to  intoxication,  is 
of  no  importance  where  his  own  negligence  did  not 
contribute  to  the  injury  complained  of.  Houston 
ft  T.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Reason,  61  Tex.  618;  Aiger  v.  Low- 
ell, 3  Allen,  40aS;  Central  R.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Phinazee, 
93  GHl  488;  Maguire  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  116  Mass. 
280;  Meyer  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  40  Mo.  151.  A^^d  see 
Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  Chambers,  81  Md. 
871,  set  forth  infra,  IT.,  & 

And  the  intoxication  of  a  person  injured  will  net 
affect  his  right  to  recover  for  the  injury  where  it 
was  not  the  proximate  cause  thereof.  Meyer  v. 
Pacific  R.  Co.  40  Mo.  151;  Davis  v.  Oregon  ft  a  R. 
Co.8  0r.l?«. 

The  mere  fact  of  the  intoxication  of  a  person  in- 
jured does  not  establish  want  of  ordinary  care 
upon  his  part.  The  Jury  must  determine  whether 
the  intoxication  contributed  to  the  injury,  and  if 
it  did  not  it  is  of  no  im  portance.  Ditchett  v.  Spuy- 
ten  Duy  vil  ft  P.  M.  B.  Co.  5  Hun,  165,  Reversed  on 
other  grounds,  67  N.  Y.  426;  Newton  v.  Central 
Vermont  R.  Co.  80  Hun,  481. 

But  no  recovery  can  be  had  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  injury  where  the  person  injured  was  in- 
toxicated and  the  intoxication  contributed  to 
bring  about  the  injury.  Lynch  v.  New  York,  47 
Hun,  624;  Bradley  ▼.  Second  Ave.  B.  Co.  8  Daly, 
.280;  Strand  v.  Chicago  ft  W.  M.  B.  Co.  67  Mich.  880. 

Or  where  it  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  in- 
Jury.  Fisher  y.  West  Virginia  ft  P.  B.  Co.  80  W. 
Va.  266,  23  L.  B.  A.  758. 

And  one  who  voluntarily  uses  intoxicating  driuks 
until  he  becomes  helpless,  or  his  powers  are  so  far 
Impaired  that  he  is  unable  to  exert  the  necessary 
efforts  to  avoid  danger,  is  guilty  of  negligence 
when  he  places  himself  in  a  position  of  danger. 
Chicago  aty  B.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  6  HI.  App.  242;  lUi- 
nois  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Cragin,  71  111.  177. 

And  the  same  rule  applies  where  he  stupefies  and 
40  L.  R. 


deadens  bis  intellectual  powers  so  that  he  is  unable 
to  foresee  and  guard  against  danger.  Illinois  C 
R.  Co.  V.  Cragin,  71 IIL  177. 

And  refusal  to  instruct  the  Jury  in  an  action  for 
a  personal  injury,  tbat  if  they  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence 
and  improyidence  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence* 
and  that  they  contributed  to  the  injury,  she  was 
not  entitled  to  recover,  is  error  where  there  was 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  intoxicated  at  the 
time.    Brand  v.  Schenectady  ft  T.  B.  Co.  8  Barb.  868. 

Drunkenness  is  not  a  defense  in  an  action  for 
negligence  by  way  of  contributory  negligence,  un- 
less it  was  tbe  substantial  cause  of  the  injury;  but 
if  a  person  drinks  under  such  circumstances  tbat  a 
reasonably  prudent  man  can  foresee  that  he  is  put- 
ting himself  in  such  a  condition  that  the  injury 
may  probably  happen,  his  drunkenness  will  be  do 
defense.    Davis  y.  Oregon  ft  C.  B.  Co.  8  Or.  172. 

And  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  damages  for 
a  personal  injury,  that  the  fact  of  the  intoxication 
of  the  person  injured  alone  would  not  prove  con- 
tributory negligence  unless  it  amounted  to  imbecil- 
ity, in  erroneous  as  liable  to  mislead  the  Jury.  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Weston,  62  Wis.  854. 

It  is  not  necessary  tbat  a  person  should  be  so 
drunk  as  to  be  imbecile  before  his  conduct  will  be 
affected  by  his  intoxication,  and  before  it  can  be 
taken  into  account  by  a  Jury  in  determining  the 
question  of  bis  contributory  negligence.  Fllz- 
gerald  v.  Weston,  62  Wis.  854.  But  see  Seymer  y. 
Lake,  66  Wis.  661,  set  forth  infra^  V. 

So,  after  the  intoxication  of  a  person  bringing  an 
action  for  an  injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  another  has  been  established, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  Jury  should  further  find 
that  as  a  result  thereof  he  liecame  careless  and 
reckless  in  regard  to  his  safety,  to  defeat  bis  reooy- 
ery,  as  an  intoxicated  person  might  become  neither 
reckless  nor  careless,  and  at  tbe  same  time  might 
so  far  lose  control  of  his  muscular  action  as  to  be 
unable  to  ayoid  injury.  Cramer  y.  Burlington,  42 
Iowa,  315. 

And  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  damages  for 
personal  injuries,  that  ordinary  care  is  that  oare 
Which  might  be  reasonably  expected  of  one  in  the 
situation  of  the  person  injured  at  the  time  of  the 
accident,  is  erroneous  where  there  iseyidenoe  from 
which  the  Jury  might  infer  that  be  was  not  sober 
when  the  accident  occurred.  Buesching  y.  St« 
Louis  Gaslight  Co.  6  Mo.  App.  85. 

b.  WiXh  rdatUm  to  trapaaten, 

A  trespasser  upon  a  railroad  track,  who  was 
killed  by  a  passing  train  at  a  place  where  he  could 
not  be  seen  in  time  to  stop  the  train  to  prevent 
striking  him,  is  not  exempt  from  the  consequences 
of  bis  contributory  negligence  in  being  upon  tbe 
track  by  the  fact  of  bis  Intoxication,  where  it  was 
unknown  to  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  train,  and 
they  had  no  reason  to  anticipate  tbat  he  was  in 
such  a  condition.  Memphis  ft  a  B.  Co.  y.  Womack, 
84  Ala.  149. 

And  one  who  yoluntarily  becomes  drunk,  and 
falls  down  or  lays  down  in  a  state  of  insensibility 
on  a  railroad  track,  so  that  he  is  injured  by  a  pass- 
ing train,  cannot  reooyer  for  injuries  so  reoelyed, 
though  there  may  haye  been  contributory  negli- 
gence on  tbe  part  of  the  employees  of  the  road. 
Southwestern  B.  Co.  v.  Hankerson,  61  Qtu  114; 
UlinoisC.  B.  Co.  v.  Hutchinson,  47111.  408:  Denman 
V.  St.  Paul  ft  D.  B.  Co.  26  Minn.  867;  O^Keefe  y. 
Chicago,   B.  L  ft  P.  B.  Co.  82  Iowa,  467;  Price  y. 
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I«oiiip9  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant,  on  October  10,  1891,  owned 
and  operated  a  horse  railway  in  the  cii?  of 
Detroit      The  plaintiff  went  upon  one  of  its 


cars  on  that  date,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
transported  as  a  passenger.  It  was  what  was 
called  a  * 'summer  car,  open  on  both  sides, 
with  a  step  or  running  board,  consisting  of  one 
board,  extending  the  length  of  the  car.     The 


Philadelphia,  W.  ft  a  B.  Go.  84  Md.  G06, 86  L.  B.  A. 
218. 

Unlefls  its  servants  wilfully  caused  his  death,  or 
were  guilty  of  such  gross  neglect  as  amounted  In 
law  to  a  wilful  neglpct  of  duty.  Illinois  C.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Hutchinson,  47  111.  408;  Houston  ft  T.  a  K.  Co.  v. 
Sympklns,  64  Tez.  615. 88  Am.  Bep.  632. 

And  he  cannot  recover  for  injuries  because  of  be- 
ing run  over  while  so  lying  on  the  track,  though 
the  company  was  nefrlfgent  in  using  an  engine 
without  a  headlight,  and  thongh  in  the  absence  of 
such  negligence  he  might  have  been  seen  and  his 
injury  avoided.  0*Keef  e  v.  Chicago,  B.  L  ft  P.  B. 
Go.  82  Iowa,  467. 

So,  one  who  while  intoxicated  goes  upon  a  rail- 
road track  at  the  usual  and  ordinary  time  of  the 
running  of  trains  thereon,  and  is  Injured  by  a  pass- 
ing train,  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Whalen  v.  St.  Louis.  K.  a  ft  N.  B.  Oo.  60  Mo.  3S3. 

And  a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  the  kill- 
ing of  a  person  who  goes  upon  its  tracks  in  a  state 
of  intoxication  for  the  purpose  of  walking  home 
thereon,  and  lies  or  falls  down  upon  the  track,  and 
Isrun  over,  unless  the  company  or  its  servants  in 
charve  of  the  engine  running  over  him  had  knowl- 
edge that  he  was  on  the  track  in  time  to  prevent 
the  accident.  Yamall  v.  St.  Louts,  E.  C.  ft  14.  B. 
Co.  75  Mo.  676. 

And  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  the  killing  of  a 
person  found  lying  on  a  plank  between  the  rails  of 
a  railroad  track  by  a  track  w  ker  who  not!  fled  bim 
that  a  train  was  coming  on  presently,  which  notice 
be  acknowledged  but  remained  where  he  was,  and 
was  afterwards  killed,  where  there  was  no  evidence 
to  Justify  the  inference  that  he  was  sick,  and  his 
conduct  in  lying  on  the  track  appeared  to  be  either 
the  result  of  intoxication  or  mere  recklessness. 
Virginia  Midland  B.  Co.  v.  Boswell.  82  Ya.  932. 

So,  evidence  that  a  person  injured  by  being 
struck  by  a  railway  train  walked  upon  the  railroad 
track  800  yards,  although  tbere  was  a  street  or 
road  upon  the  side  of  the  same  which  he  could  have 
used,  and  that  he  was  not  paying  attention  to  any- 
thing and  had  been  drinking  and  might  have  been 
intoxicated,  and  that  the  alarm  whistle  sounded 
for  a  distance  varying,  according  to  the  dilTerent 
witnesses,  from  200  yards  to -20  feet  from  the  place 
where  the  injury  was  Inflicted,  does  not  warrant  the 
court  in  assuming  that  the  negligence  of  such  per- 
son was  slight  only.  Houston  ft  T.  a  B.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  62  Tex.  178. 

And  a  person  who  was  killed  by  being  run  over  by 
an  engine  and  tender  upon  a  railroad  track  while 
in  a  state  of  semi-intoxication,  who  turned  from  a 
path  of  safety  and  descended  a  bank  several  feet 
high  and  crossed  a  ditch  on  a  plank  across  the  main 
track  Just  ahead  of  an  engine,  turning  and  walking 
slowly  and  heedlessly  up  the  track,  was  guilty  of 
such  contributory  negligence  as  will  bar  a  recov- 
ery, where  he  could  not,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  have  failed  to  see  the  engine  and  tender  back 
up  to  a  point  near  the  crossing  a  little  east  of 
where  he  was,  and  stand  there  waiting  for  a  train 
to  clear  the  switch  so  that  it  could  pass  through, 
and  he  lived  near  by  and  was  familiar  with  the  sur- 
roundings.  Norfolk  ft  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Harman,  88 
ya.668L 

And  one  who,  while  Incapable  of  protecting  him- 
self from  the  voluntary  use  of  intoxicants,  enters 
upon  a  train  of  cars  from  which  he  is  forbidden, 
and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  con- 
ductor, cannot  hold  the  railroad  company  to  any 
duty  beyond  ordinary  oare  to  protect  him  from  in* 
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I  Jury  while  upon  the  train,  and  to  leave  him  in  a 
reasonably  safe  oondUton.  Missouri  P.  B.  Co.  v. 
Bvans,  71  Tex.  861, 1 L.  B.  A.  478. 

And  one  who  while  In  a  state  of  intoxication 
goes  upon  a  street-oar  track  and  falls  or  tumbles, 
unable  to  support  himself,  from  intoxication,  and 
is  injured  by  being  run  over  by  a  car.  Is  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  which  will  prevent  a  re- 
covery therefor.  Button  v.  Hudson  Biver  B.  Co. 
18N.  Y.248. 

And  one  who  while  intoxicated  walks  out  on  a 
railroad  trestle  to  a  position  of  great  peril,  and  is 
there  killed  by  a  train,  cannot  be  held  free  from 
contributory  negligence.  Anderson  v.  Chicago, 
St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  B.  Co.  87  Wis.  185,  23  L.  R.  A.  203. 

Beasonable  care  and  diligence  are  all  that  are  re- 
quired to  be  exercised  by  a  railroad  company  to- 
ward one  who  goes  upon  its  tracks  at  a  place  other 
than  at  a  crossing  in  such  a  condition  from  Intoxi- 
cation as  not  to  be  able  to  take  care  of  himself  or 
to  heed  the  warnings  of  an  approaching  train. 
Price  V.  Philadelphia,  W.  ft  a  B.  Co.  84  Md.  606, 86 
L.B.  A.218;  Columbus  ft  W.B.  Co.  v.  Wood,  86  Ala. 
164. 

And  It  Is  not  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  by 
whose  train  a  trespasser  has  been  injured  while  tn. 
toxicated  to  give  any  aocount  in  an  action  for 
such  Injury  of  the  manner  in  which  the  Injury  oc- 
curred. Price  V.  Philadelphia,  W.  ft  B.  B.  Co.  84 
Md.  506, 80  L.  a  A.  213. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  person  is  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  going  on  a  railway  track  while  so  intoxi- 
cated tbat  a  warning  whistle  would  not  arouse  him 
and  enable  him  to  escape  Injury,  however,  will  not 
relieve  the  railroad  company  from  liability  for  his 
death  caused  by  being  run  over  by  a  railway  train 
if  the  engineer  saw  him  or  could  by  due  diligence 
have  seen  him  in  time  to  stop  the  train.  Fulp  v. 
BoanokeftS.  R.  Co.  120  N.  C.625. 

But,  except  at  public  crossings  and  within  the 
limits  of  cities  or  towns,  a  railroad  company  is  un- 
der no  obligation  to  keep  a  special  lookout  for  in- 
truders or  trespassers  on  its  tracks,  and  is  only 
bound  to  use  reasonable  dillgenoe  after  they  are 
or  ought  to  have  been  discovered;  and  the  Intoxi- 
cation of  the  trespasser  Imposes  no  Increase  of  dili- 
gence, unless  the  ofBcers  in  charge  of  the  com- 
pany's train  has  knowledge  of  it,— the  same  rule  ap- 
plying, in  the  absence  of  such  knowledge,  to  an  in- 
toxicated man  as  to  a  sober  one.  Columbus  ft  W. 
B.  Co.  V.  Wood,  86  Ala.  164. 

An  instruction  in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  killing  a  person  upon  a  railroad 
bridge,  that  if  the  deceased  went  thereon  In  an  in- 
toxicated condition  about  schedule  time  for  the 
train  to  pass,  this  would  constitute  gross  negli- 
gence. Is  calculated  to  mislead  the  Jury,  and  is  er- 
roneous, where  it  appears  that  the  train  causing 
the  death  was  a  special  running  out  of  schedule 
time,  and  faster  than  the  regular  train  usually  ran. 
East  Tennessee  ft  W.  N.  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Winters,  86 
Tenn.  240. 

c.  WitJi  relation  to  perdons  injured  at  erosainot. 

One  who  places  himself,  in  a  state  of  intoxica- 
tion, upon  a  railroad  track,  and  is  struck  by  a  train 
having  a  headlight  and  giving  the  required  warn- 
ing, cannot  recover  therefor.  Indianapolis  ft  St. 
L.  B.  Co.  V.  Galbreath,  63  III.  436. 

And  a  person  injured  while  attempting  to  cross  a 
rnilroad  track  cannot  recover  for  such  injury 
where  from  partial  stupor  from  drink,  or  from 
reckless  temerity,  he  undertakes  to  cross  with  the 
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plftlntiff,  being  nnable  to  secure  a  seat,  stood 
on  the  runniDg  board,  and  claims  that  the  con- 
ductor in  cbarse  of  the  car  negligently  pushed 
him  off,  causing  the  injury  complained  of. 


The  defendant  claims  that  the  plaintiff  was 
intoxicated,  and  either  jumped  or  fell  off.  On 
the  trial,  before  a  jury,  the  defendant  had  ver- 
diet  in  its  favor.    Plaintiff  claims  that  he  was 


train  in  full  view,  if  be  bad  before  looked  alon?  tbe 
track.    Toledo,  P.  ft  W.  R.  Go.  ▼.  RUey,  i7  III.  514. 

And  DO  recovery  can  be  had  amlnst  a  railroad 
company  for  runnlair  oyer  and  killlDg  a  man  who 
recklewly  ventured  upon  a  cronioflr  inf ront  of  an 
advancing  train  being  fully  apprised  of  tbe  ap- 
proach of  tbe  train,  or,  if  not  so,  it  was  for  the 
want  of  the  simple  precaution  of  looking  and  lis- 
tening, the  deceased  being  addicted  to  bard  drink, 
-  and  being  probably  under  tbe  influence  of  liquor 
at  the  time,  wbere  it  appears  that  tbe  night  was 
still  though  dark,  and  that  the  train  was  lighted 
up,  and  there  was  a  bright  headlight  with  nothing 
to  obstruct  the  view  for  some  distance.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Go.  V.  Bell,  70  HI.  100. 

So,  no  recovery  can  t)e  bad  against  a  railroad 
company  for  tbe  killing  of  a  person  who  was  stup- 
eUed  and  confused  by  liquor,  and,  knowing  that 
the  trains  passed  irregularly,  stood  upon  tbe  track 
after  dark  and  was  struck  by  a  slowly  moving  loco- 
motive having  a  lighted  headllgbt.  Marquette,  H. 
ft  O.  R.  Oo.  V.  Hanford,  89  Mich.  687. 

The  intoxication  of  a  person  who  was  struck  and 
Injured  by  a  detached  oar  at  a  railway  crossing, 
however,  is  not  material  in  an  action  for  such  in- 
Jury,  wbere  the  car  was  detached  for  tbe  purpose 
of  making  a  running  switch,  and  he' watched  and 
waited  unUl  the  train  passed,  after  which  he  drove 
on  not  supposing  or  having  reason  to  expect  or 
think  that  tbe  detached  oar  was  following  tbe 
train.  Ward  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  86 
WlB.  601. 

But  where  a  three-horse  team,  tbe  management 
of  which  was  intrusted  by  the  owner,  who  was  rid- 
ing in  the  wagon  and  was  drunk,  to  a  person  riding 
one  of  the  horses,  who  was  also  drunk  and  incap- 
able of  managing  them,  to  the  owner's  knowledge, 
became  frightened  at  a  train  of  cars  while  passing 
along  a  highway  running  parallel  with  tbe  railroad, 
and  was  struck  by  the  t  rain  at  a  croroing  upon  which 
they  ran  and  the  owner  and  team  were  injured 
thereby,  tbe  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  the 
fright  of  tbe  horses,  and  not  the  failure  of  the  per- 
son in  charge  of  tbe  train  to  give  thegtatutory  sig- 
nals at  tbe  crossing  where  the  injury  occurred. 
Butcher  v.  West  Virginia  ft  P.  R.  Co.  87  W.  Va.  180, 
18  L.  R.  A.  519. 

And  a  person  who  is  stupefied  with  liquor,  who, 
seeing  a  locomotive  slowly  backing  up,  and  mis- 
Judging  as  to  the  rapidity  of  its  apijroach,  at- 
tempts, with  utter  recklessness  of  consequences, 
to  pass  before  it,  and  in  doing  so  is  Iniocked  down 
and  crushed  under  the  wheels,  cannot  recover  for 
the  injury.  Brand  v.  Schenectady  ft  T.  R.  Co.  8 
Barb.  868. 

But  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  the  death  of 
a  person  by  being  run  over  while  crossing  a  rail- 
road truck,  that  evidence  that  he  bad  been  slightly 
intoxicated,  but  that  he  was  not  drunk  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  raises  no  inference  of  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence,  is  not  error,  though  tbe 
court  might  have  gone  further  and  submitted  tbe 
circumstances  of  the  drinking  and  the  degree  of 
mtoxication,  which  the  jury  would  have  had  a 
right  to  consider  upon  the  question  of  due  care. 
Baltimore  ft  O.  B.  Co.  v.  State,  Chambers,  81  Md. 
371. 

So,  no  recovery  can  be  bad  against  a  street-rail- 
way company  for  running  over  and  killing  a  man 
whose  faculties  were  blunted  with  intoxication, 
and  who  did  not  exercise  proper  care  and  prudence 
in  crossing  tbe  track,  where  the  driver  used  all  tbe 
care,  diligence,  and  exertion  in  his  power  to  pre- 
vent the  accident,  and  knowledge  of  the  inebriated 
40  L.  R.  A. 


condition  of  tbe  person  killed  was  not  brought 
home  to  him.  Weeks  v.  New  Orleans  ft  C.  R.  Go* 
92  La.  Ann.  616. 

And  tbe  intoxication  of  a  person  injured,  while 
attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  crack,  which  was  the 
cause  of  his  going  upon  it,  may  be  considered  In 
an  action  for  tbe  injury  on  the  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  Hankinson  v.  Charlotte,  G- 
ftA.R.Go.41S.aL 

d.  With  rdationto  vaaaengen. 

An  Intoxicated  man  has  the  riirbt  to  ride  upon 
railway  trains  so  long  as  he  keeps  quiet  and 
does  not  interefere  with  others,  and  tbe  fact  of 
bis  intoxication  does  not  absolve  the  company 
from  its  duty  to  observe  due  care  for  his  safety, 
or  relieve  it  from  liability  for  an  injury  to  him 
caused  by  the  sudden  Jerking  of  the  oar  at  a 
station  where  the  train  had  stopped  and  the  station 
bad  been  announced,  while  he  was  in  the  act  of 
getting  off.  Mllliman  v.  New  York  a  ft  H.  R.  R. 
Co.e6N.Y.648. 

And  the  intoxication  of  a  passenger  on  a  railroad 
train,  who  Is  injured  upon  allgbting,  though 
proper  to  be  considered  by  tbe  jury  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence,  does  not  exone- 
rate the  company  from  liability,  the  question  de- 
pending upon  his  ability  to  act  with  proper  caxe 
and  Judgment  in  and  upon  the  train,  and  in  iretting 
on  and  off.  MlUiman  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R. 
Go.  4  Hun,  409, 6  Thomp.  ft  a  686,  Affirmed  in  66  N. 
Y.642. 

So,  tbe  intoxication  of  a  passenger  on  a  railway 
train  who  was  injured  by  thecompany*s  negligence 
should  not  count  against  him  as  disqualifying  him 
to  avoid  the  consequences  thereof  if  the  circum- 
stances were  such  that  a  prudent  man  could  not 
have  avoided  them  by  tbe  exercise  of  ordinary  dili- 
gence. Central  R.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Phinaxee,  03  Ga. 
488. 

And  the  mtoxication  of  a  person  injured  by  t)e- 
ing  put  off  of  a  train  while  in  motion  will  not  pre- 
vent a  recovery  therefor  unless  It  directly  contrib- 
uted to  cause  the  Injury,  and  in  consequence 
thereof  he  did  not  exercise  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence.   Meyer  y.  Pacific  R.  Co.  40  .Mo.  15L 

So,  intoxication  is  not  necessarily  evidence  of 
contributory  negligence  where  tbe  intoxicated 
party,  who  was  a  passenger  upon  a  boat  landing  at 
a  pontoon  upon  a  dark  night,  there  beidg  no  light 
upon  the  boat  except  one  lantern  In  the  hands  of  a 
deck  hand,  fell  into  tbe  river  through  a  space  be- 
tween the  pontoon  and  tbe  boat, which  was  from  18 
incbes  to  2  feet  wide,  and  was  drowned,  tbe  space 
iieing  due  to  tbe  fact  tbat  the  tioat  bad  not  landed 
In  its  usual  position.  Holmes  v.  Oregon  ftC.  B. 
Co.  5  Fed.  Rep.  588. 

And  the  intoxication  of  a  person  Injured  by  be- 
ing thrown  from  the  platform  of  a  horae-car  will 
not  prevent  his  recovery  against  the  company  on 
account  of  tbe  negligence  of  the  driver,  unless  bis 
intoxication  eontributed  to  the  injury.  Magulre 
V.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  116  Mass.  289. 

But  a  passenger  on  a  railway  train,  who  sustains 
injuries  In  leaving  tbe  train  while  In  motion  be- 
oause  sufficient  time  has  not  been  given  for  that 
purpose,  cannot  recover  where  he  drank  intoxlcat- 
inff  liquor  before  taking  passage,  and  such  drinking 
had  contributed  at  all  to  such  injury.  Strand  v. 
Chicago  ft  W.  M.  R.  Co.  67  Mich.  a8a 

And  where  a  passenger  upon  a  railroad  train  ar- 
rives at  his  destination,  and  leaves  the  train  and 
returns  and  lies  down  in  such  proximity  to  tbe 
railway  track  as  to  endanger  his  life  from  moving 
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not  intoxicated  ai  the  time  of  the  injury,  and, 
even  if  he  were,  he  had  a  right  to  ride  standing 
on  the  running  board,  and  that  if  he  was 
guilty  of  no  neglect,  and  was  pushed  off  the 


car  by  the  negligent  conduct  of  the  conductor, 
he  was  entitled  to  recover.  Complaint  is  made 
of  the  admission  of  certain  evidence,  and  of 
the  refusal  of   the  court  to  give  certain  re- 


tnlna,  and  is  Injured  or  killed,  be  oannot  claim  im- 
munity ftom  the  rule  of  contributory  ueffllffence, 
beoause  he  was  then  drunk,  unless  the  facts  show 
anoh  neffUgenoe  or  want  of  care  upon  tbe  part  of 
the  servants  of  tbe  railroad  company  as  would 
render  it  liable  notwithstanding  his  own  negli- 
gence. Boswadoefskie  v.  International  &  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  4S7. 

And  one  who  drinks  beer  immediately  before 
taking  passage  upon  a  railway  train,  and  subse- 
quently drinks  wbisky  at  a  station  at  whioh  the 
train  stops,  and  voluntarily  sits  in  a  light,  loose 
chair  in  a  caboose  which  has  seats  for  half  a  dozen 
passengers  where  they  would  be  safe  from  falling 
oat  of  tbe  open  side  door,  who  is  thrown  from 
euch  open  side  door  and  injured  while  the  train  is 
running  down  grade,  along  short  curves  at  the 
rate  of  86  miles  an  hour,  the  chair  standing  within 
8  Inches  of  such  open  door,  is  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  but  for  which  the  injury  would 
not  have  occurred,  and  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
therefor.  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  79  Ya. 
8tL 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  after  it  has, 
through  its  conductor,  notice  that  a  passenger  is 
ridincr  on  the  platform  of  a  car  in  such  a  state  of 
mtozicadon  as  to  be  heedless  of  the  danger  to 
which  be  Is  exposed,  however,  to  use  the  ordinary 
precautions  for  bis  safety,  such  as  calling  his  at- 
tention to  the  danger  and  tbe  rules  of  the  company 
forbidding  such  exposure,  and  inviting  him  to  go 
Inside  the  oar,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  comply  with 
such  Invitation.  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R. 
Co.»  W.  Va.  960.  23  L.  H.  A.  758. 

And  a  railroad  company  is  responsible  for  tbe 
death  of  a  passenger  caused  by  his  failiug  off  the 
rear  steps  of  a  car  while  in  motion  where  he  was  in 
a  state  of  unconsciousness,  and  the  servants  of  the 
company  knowingly  and  negligently  permitted  him 
to  renuiin  on  tbe  rear  steps  of  the  car  in  a  place 
of  danger,  though  he  exercised  no  care  for  himself. 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Carr,  47  111.  App.  868. 

But  if  a  passenger  voluntarily  becomes  intoxi- 
cated tbe  law  does  not  impose  tbe  duty  upon  tbe 
carrier  to  place  a  guard  over  htm  and  prevent 
him  from  injuring  himself  or  placing  himself 
tn  a  position  of  danger,  and  where  he  places 
himself  in  such  a  position,  before  the  carrier  can 
be  held  liable  for  a  resulting  injury  It  must  be 
proved  that  tbe  agents  or  servants  operating  the 
train  actually  knew  of  his  condition  and  perilous 
position.  St.  Louis.  A.  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Oarr,  47 
IlL  App.86a 

And  knowledge  on  the  part  of  a  newsboy,  en- 
gaged in  a  private  enterprise,  of  the  intoxication 
and  perilous  position  of  a  passenger  sitting  upon 
the  steps  of  a  moving  oar,  from  which  be  fell  and 
was  killed,  is  not  notice  to  tbe  company  which  will 
render  it  liable  for  such  killing.  St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T. 
H.  R.  Co.  V.  Carr,  47  III.  App.  368. 

Evidence  in  an  action  against  a  railroad  com. 
pany  for  the  death  of  a  person  from  falling  from 
tbe  stepe  of  a  oar  while  in  motion,  that  tbe  con- 
ductor surmised  that  he  was  intoxicated  from  a 
remark  made  by  him,  and  that  a  station  agent  saw 
him  on  the  rear  platform  of  a  car  as  tbe  train  passed 
his  station,  and  that  be  was  supporting  his  bead  in 
his  hands  with  his  elbows  resting  on  his  knees,  does 
not  show  knowledge  on  tbe  part  of  the  agents  and 
servants  of  tbe  railway  company  of  bis  condition 
and  perilous  position  which  would  require  them  to 
stop  the  train  or  remove  him  in  order  to  relieve 
tbe  company  from  liability  for  his  death.  St. 
Louis,  A.  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Carr,  47  111.  App.  363. 
40  L.R.  A. 


So,  there  is  no  such  privity  between  a  railroad 
company  and  a  disorderly  passenger  as  to  make 
the  company  iiabie  on  the  principle  of  respondeat 
miperior  for  the  breaking  of  the  arm  of  another 
passenger  caused  by  drunken  and  quarrelsome 
men  intruding  In  a  car  in  great  numbers  at  a  sta- 
tion and  engaging  in  a  general  fight  therein.  Pitts- 
burgh. Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hinds,  58  Pa.  &US,  91 
Am.  Dec.  224. 

And  it  is  not  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to 
fumJsb  its  trains  with  a  police  force  adequate  to 
protect  passengers  against  an  excited  and  drunken 
crowd  which  assembles  at  a  station  and  rushes 
upon  its  cars  and  engages  in  a  8ght  thereon,  where 
the  numl>ers  are  such  as  to  defy  the  resisting  power 
of  the  conductor  and  trainmen  under  bis  com- 
mand. Pittsburgh,  Fl  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hinds,  68 
Pa.  612, 91  Am.  Deo.  224. 

Nor  is  a  street- car  company  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  passenger  caused  by  an  assault  by  another 
passenger  who  was  drunk  when  he  came  on  the  car 
and  who  insulted  ladles  accompanying  tbe  person 
killed,  where  he  became  quiet  upon  being  told  to 
do  so  by  tbe  conductor,  and  remained  so  while  on 
the  car,  but  rushed  out  and  struck  the  other  with 
the  car- hook  upon  his  leaving  the  oar.  Putnam  v. 
Rroad  way  ft  S.  Ave.  R.  Co.  65  N.  Y.  108. 

But  a  conductor  of  a  railway  train  into  whioh  a 
drunken  mob  intrudes  at  a  station,  which  begins 
fighting  therem,  does  not  perform  his  whole  duty 
so  as  to  relieve  the  railroad  company  from  liability 
to  a  person  whose  arm  is  broken  in  consequence  of 
such  fighting  until  he  has  put  forth  all  the  force  at 
his  disposal  to  expel  tbe  persons  creating  tbe  dis- 
turbance; and  to  keep  his  train  in  motion,  and  busy 
himself  with  collecting  fares  in  forward  cars  while 
the  fight  is  raging  in  the  rearmost  one  where 
lady  passengers  have  been  placed,  is  not  a  perform- 
ance of  his  duty,  and  it  is  not  sulBoient  that  he  ex- 
horts the  passengers  to  throw  the  fighters  ouu 
Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hinds,  63  Pa.  512, 
91  Am.  Dec.  224. 

And  a  railroad  company  which  is  a  common  car- 
rier of  passengers  for  hire  is  responsible  for  dam- 
ages for  tbe  death  of  a  passenger  caused  by  being 
shot  by  another  passengrer  who  was  laboring  under 
a  fit  of  delirium  tremens,  and  was  excited,  nervous, 
and  delirious,  and  labored  under  the  delusion  of 
pursuit  of  enemies  on  the  train,  where  theconduo- 
tor  apprehended,  or,  as  a  man  of  understanding, 
knowledge,  and  experience  should  have  appre- 
hended, the  danger  that  he  might  mistake  some 
passenger  for  his  supposed  pursuer,  and  shoot  him 
in  imaginary  self-defense.  King  v.  Ohio  ft  M.  R. 
Co.  22  Fed.  Hep.  413. 

So,  a  peaceable  passenger  on  a  railway  train 
whose  eye  is  put  out  by  a  pieoe  of  glass  from  a  hot- 
tie,  broken  in  a  drunken  row  between  other  pass- 
engers on  hoard  the  train  who  should  not  have 
been  permitted  aboard,  may  recover  from  the  rail- 
road company  therefor.  Pittsburgh  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pillow,  76  Pa.  610. 

And  a  guard  on  an  elevated  railway  train  who 
quarrels  with  an  intoxicated  passenger  upon  a 
crowded  platform,  by  which  the  crowd  is  caused  to 
Jostle  another  passenger  on  tbe  platform  so  as  to 
lead  him  to  seize  the  railing,  whereby  his  arm  Is 
caught  between  the  railings  of  two  of  the  cars  and 
injured,  is  guilty  of  negligence  for  which  tbe  com- 
pany is  liable.  Graham  v.  Bfanbattan  R.  Co.  148  N. 
Y.838. 

A  passenger  on  an  elevated  railway  car  does  not 
assume  the  risk  of  an  unusual  disturtwnoe  caused 
by  a  quarrel  t}et  ween  tho  guard  and  an  intoxicated 
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quests,  and  also  to  some  portions  of  the  charge 
asffiven. 

It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff 
had  worked  for  the  Union  Elevator  Company 


in  Detroit  for  seven  years  continuously,  and 
that  he  had  severed  his  conDection  witli  that 
company  between  two  and  three  years  before- 
the  injury.    The  foreman  oC  the  elevator  com- 


pawenirer  by  ridinflr  on  the  orowded  platform  of 
the  car.    Grabam  v.  Manhattao  B.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  886. 

And  onewbo  has  eotered  a  railway  car  for  the 
purpose  of  heooDilng  a  pasBenger  is  entitled  to  pro- 
tection against  unlawful  assaults  by  the  trainmen* 
though  >e  has  not  purcbased  a  ticket,  and  though 
he  entered  the  car  in  a  violent  and  ungentlemanly 
manner,  and  though  he  was  intoxicated  at  the  time, 
where  he  entered  with  the  intent  to  become  a  pass- 
enger and  pay  his  fare,  and  was  twhaving  properly 
at  the  time  of  the  assault  Illinois  0.  B.  Go.  v. 
Sbeeban,  29  IlL  App.  90. 

As  to  effect  of  intoxication  on  the  rights  of  a 
passenger  ejected  from  a  railway  train,  see  Bose- 
man  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  19  L.  R.  A.  8S7, 
and  the  note  appended  thereto.  A  nd  the  following 
cases  also  relate  to  the  same  subject. 

A  carrier  of  passengers  has  the  power,  and  is  un- 
der the  duty,  of  refusing  to  receive  as  a  passenger 
anyone  who  is  drunk,  disorderly,  or  riotous,  or  who 
so  conducts  himself  as  to  endanger  or  interfere 
with  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  the  passen- 
gers, and  may  exert  all  necessary  power  and  means 
at  the  proper  time  and  place  to  eject  anyone  so  im- 
periling the  safety  or  annoying  others,  and  in  case 
of  tbe  neglect  of  such  duty,  and  a  passenger  re- 
ceives an  injury  which  might  bave  been  reasonably 
anticipatPd  from  one  so  improperly  received  or 
permitted  to  continue  as  a  passenger,  the  carrier  is 
responsible.  Edgerly  v.  Union  Street  K.  Co.  ( N.  H.) 
86Atl.668. 

A  conductor  in  charge  of  a  public  vehicle  may 
exclude  therefrom  any  person  whose  conduct  or 
condition  is  such  from  intoxication  or  otherwise  as 
to  render  acts  of  Impropriety,  rudeness,  indecency, 
or  disturbance  either  Inevitable  or  probable,  and 
be  is  not  bound  to  wait  until  some  overt  act  of  vio- 
lence, profanity,  or  other  misconduct  has  been 
committed.  Vinton  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  11  Allen, 
804, 87  Am.  Deo.  714;  Murphy  v.  Union  B.  Co.  118 
Mass.  228. 

A  carrier  is  not  bound  to  wait  until  some  act  of 
violence,  profanity,  or  other  misconduct  is  actually 
committed  before  exercising  his  authority  to 
expel  an  Intoxicated  offender.  It  is  sufficient  If 
the  offender,  through  intoxication  or  otherwise, 
is  in  such  a  condition  as  to  make  it  reasonably 
certain  that  he  will  become  oflFensive  or  annoying 
to  other  passengers,  although  he  has  not  committed 
any  act  of  offense  or  annoyance.  Bdgerly  v.  Union 
Street  B.  Co.  (N.  H.)  86  Atl.  668. 
»  And  one  who  enters  a  railroad  car  as  a  passenger. 
In  an  intoxicated  condition,  and  persistently  re- 
fuses to  pay  his  fare,  and  becomes  boisterous,  and 
uses  profane  and  obscene  language,  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  trespasser  and  not  as  a  passenger,  and 
it  is  tbe  right  and  duty  of  the  conductor  to  eject 
him  from  the  oar,  having  due  regard  to  circum- 
stances of  time,  place,  and  condition  of  the  person 
ejected,  and  using  no  unnecessary  force.  Johnson 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  104  Ala.  242. 

So.  a  street-railway  company  has  the  power  to 
refuse  to  receive  as  a  passenger,  or  to  accept,  any- 
one wbo  is  drunk,  disorderly,  or  riotous,  or  who  so 
demeans  himself  as  to  endanger  the  safety  or  inter- 
fere with  the  reasonable  comfort  and  convenience 
of  other  passengers,  and  may  exert  all  necessary 
power  and  means  to  eject  anyone  so  imperiling 
the  safety  of  or  annoying  others.  Putnam  v. 
Broadway  Sc  a  Ave.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  108. 14  Am.  Bep. 
190;  Murphy  v.  Union  B.  Co.  118  Mass.  228. 

And  in  cases  of  failure  to  do  so,  if  a  passen- 
gcr  receives  an  injury  which  might  have  been  rea- 
fronably  anticipated,  the  company  will  be  held  lia- 
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ble.  Putnam  v.  Broadway  &  S.  Ave.  B.  Co.  85  N» 
Y.  108, 14  Am.  Bep.  190. 

And  a  passenger  honestly  supposed  by  the  con- 
ductor of  a  street  car  to  be  drunk,  and  wbo  re- 
peatedly disobeys  the  request  of  tbe  conductor  to 
behave  himself,  and  whose  conduct  is  offensive 
and  annoying  to  the  other  passengers,  may  be 
ejected  from  the  car  without  rendering  the  com- 
pany liable  therefor,  though  such  conduct  was 
caused  by  sickness  and  not  intoxication,— especially 
when  he  made  no  explanation  or  complaint  of 
sickness,  and  the  conductor  did  not  know  and  had 
no  reason  to  know  that  he  was  sick.  Lemont  v» 
Washington  ft  6.  B.  Co.  1  Maokey,  180. 

And  to  charge  the  jury,  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  the  ejection  of  a  sick  person  from  a.street 
oar,  that  vomiting  from  Intoxication  Is  tbe  only 
form  of  that  evil  which  would  authorize  the  con- 
ductor to  expel  a  passenger  from  a  car,  is  error  aa 
tending  to  withdraw  their  minds  from  all  other 
forms  of  the  evil  which  might  excuse  the  conduct 
of  the  conductor  in  the  proper  management  of  the 
oar,  and  as  withdrawing  tbe  question  of  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  passenger  in  failing 
to  make  bis  sickness  known  from  their  considers^ 
tlon.  Lemont  v.  Washington  ft  O.  B.  Co,  1  Maokey,. 
180. 

So,  when  a  drunken  person  got  upon  a  passen- 
ger train,  and  used  profane  and  obscene  language 
to  the  conductor,  and  behaved  in  a  disorderly 
manner,  and  drew  his  pistol  when  the  conductor 
attempted  to  put  him  off  the  train,  thus  Inducing 
the  conductor  to  arm  himself  In  order  to  expel 
him,  after  which  he  continued  his  profanity  and 
vituperation,  using  foul  and  insulting  language, 
upon  which  shou  were  exchanged  and  the  drunken 
person  was  injured  by  l)eing  struck  in  the  shoulder, 
the  railroad  company  is  not  liable  therefor,  though 
the  conductor  was  not  fully  excusable  for  shooting, 
his  excitement  and  consequent  failure  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  duty  being  due  to  the  acts  of  the 
person  injured.  Peavy  v.  Georgia  B.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  81 
aa.486. 

And  the  agents  and  servants  of  a  railroad  oom- 
pany  in  charge  of  one  of  its  trains  have  the  right 
to  remove  a  passenger  who  is  drunk  and  disorderly 
and  using  indecent  language  to  theannoyanceof  the 
other  passengers,  from  the  passenger  oar  in  which 
he  is  riding,  and  place  him  In  tbe  baggage  oar,  and 
carry  him  to  his  destination  therein,  only  using 
reasonable  force,  when  he  does  not  attempt  or  ex- 
press a  desire  to  leave  the  train;  and  the  company 
is  not  liable  therefor  though  such  servants  and 
agents  are  police  officers,  and  though  they  do 
not  arrest  such  passenger.  Sullivan  v.  old  Colony 
B.  Co.  148  Mass.  119, 1  L.  B.  A.  618. 

The  tact  that  an  individual  may  have  drank  to 
excess,  however,  will  not  in  every  case  justify  his 
expulsion  from  a  public  conveyance.  It  is  rather 
the  degree  of  the  intoxication  and  its  effect  upon 
tbe  individual,  and  the  fact  that  by  reason  thereof 
he  is  dangerous  or  annoying  to  other  passengers,, 
that  give  the  right  and  impose  the  duty  of  expul- 
sion. Putuam  v.  Broadway  ft  S.  Ave.  B.  Co.  66  N. 
Y.  108, 14  Am.  Rep.  190. 

A  person  cannot  be  refused  permission  to  ride 
merely  because  he  is  slightly  Intoxicated,  where 
there  are  no  indications  that  he  will  not  conduct 
himself  properly.  Pittsburgh.  C.  ft  St.  L.  B.  Co.  v. 
Vandyne.  67  Ind.  576.  26  Am.  Hep.  68. 

And  it  does  not  follow,  and  cannot  be  presumed,, 
that  because  a  man  is  drunk  and  offensive  to  othera 
as  well  by  bis  demeanor  as  in  his  appearance  tha* 
he  is  a  dangerous  man,  and  that  his  nresenoe  * 
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pany  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the  defendant, 
and  was  asked  why  the  plaintiff  was  dis- 
charged by  that  company,  and.  under  objec- 
tion, was  permitted  lo  testify  that  it  was  be- 


cause of  his  intemperance.  The  superintend- 
ent of  the  elevUtor  company  was  called  as  a 
witness  by  the  defendant,  and  was  permitted 
to  testify,  under  objection,  that  the  reputation 


street  car  imperils  the  safety  of  others,  and  that  be- 
cause be  is  drunk  he  may  violeotiy  assault  or  mur- 
der otbers  wttbout  provocation.  Putnam  ▼.  Broad- 
way ft  8.  Aye.  B.  Go.  66  N.  Y.  108, 14  Am.  Bep.  190. 

So,  tbe  intoxication  and  mlsbebaTior  of  a  paasen- 
ger  which  will  authorise  his  expulsion  from  a  train 
will  not  justify  expulsion  without  the  exercise  of 
due  care  for  his  safety,  having  reference  to  time, 
place,  and  surroundings.  Louisville  ft  K.  B.  Ck>.  ▼. 
Johnson,  108  Ala.  8S,  81 L.  B.  A.  872L 

And  where  a  person  ejected  from  a  railway  train 
is  Incapadtaied  to  take  careofhimself,  and  so  con- 
tinues tiotil  be  perishes,  bis  ejection  from  tbe  train 
must  be  reirarded  as  the  proximate  cause  of  bis 
death,  whether  he  was  incapacitated  by  intoxica- 
tion or  by  being  stunned  by  tbe  fall  from  the  car. 
Gill  T.  Bocfaester  ft  P.  B.  Ca  87  Hun,  100. 

Where  a  passenirer  upon  a  railway  train  is  intox- 
icated to  a  degree  rendering  him  unconscious  of 
danger  and  unable  to  comprehend  his  position, 
surroundings,  and  perils,  and  his  duty  to  avoid 
them,  or  where  he  does  not  possess  tbe  power  of  lo- 
comotion and  is  put  off  of  the  train  by  the  con- 
ductor on  account  of  his  misconduct,  and  the  place 
where  he  is  left  is  dangerous  to  one  in  bis  condi- 
tion, and  these  facts  are  known  to  the  conductor, 
he  is  guilty  of  reckless  and  wanton  negligence 
rendering  the  company  liable  for  damages  result- 
ing therefrom,  although  the  person  ejected  miffht 
have  bees  legally  ejected  lo  a  proper  manner  and 
at  a  proper  place.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  y.  John- 
son, 108  Ala.  (B,  81  L.  B.  A.  872, 104  Ala.  243. 

And  the  ejection  from  a  train  at  night  of  a  pass- 
enger known  to  be  drunk  and  irresponsible,  at  a 
place  from  which  he  can  escape  only  by  following 
the  roughly  ballasted  railroad  track  and  dressing 
cattle  iruards  on  one  side  and  a  bridge  over  a  creek 
on  the  other,  renders  the  railroad  company  liable 
where  he  is  soon  after  killed  by  another  train. 
Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  v.  Johnson,  106  Ala.  88.  81  L. 
B.  A.872. 

In  Louisville  ft  N.  a  Oo.  v.  Johnson.  108  Ala.  88, 
81  L.  B.  A.  872,  wpra^  it  was  said  by  tbe  court  that 
if  tbe  case  decided  in  92  Ala.  set  forth  in  rwtc  to 
Boseman  v.  Garolioa  a  B.  Go.  (N.  G.)  10  L.  B.  A. 
827,  contains  expressions  or  lays  down  principles 
contrary  to  tbe  later  utterances  of  tbe  court  in 
Johnson  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  104  Ala.  241.  to 
which  it  still  adheres,  it  must  be  modltled  conform- 
ably to  what  it  now  holds,  and  if  such  decisions 
may  be  found  to  be  contrary  it  declines  to  follow 
tbem. 

Mere  intoxication  upon  the  part  of  a  person 
ejected  from  a  railway  train,  which  did  not  take 
away  conscfousness  and  the  power  to  conriider  and 
understand  tbe  danger  to  which  be  was  ex  posed  or 
deprive  him  of  physical  capacity  to  take  care  of 
himself  and  avoid  danger,  however,  does  not  re- 
lieve him  from  the  responsibility  of  exercising  due 
care  after  being  put  off;  and  if  he  is  killed  in  con- 
sequence of  such  neglect  of  duty  on  bis  part  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  for  such  killing  or  in  jury.  John, 
son  V.  Louisville  ft  N.  a  Go.  104  Ala.  242. 

And  tbe  death  of  a  person  struck  and  killed  by  a 
car  on  a  street  railway  cannot  be  assumed  to  be 
the  natural  and  proximate  cause  of  the  expulsion 
of  sucb  person  from  another  car.  where  he  was  in- 
toxicated at  the  time  of  such  expulsion  but  not  so 
drunk  as  to  l)e  deprived  of  intelligenoe  or  unable  to 
walk,  and  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he 
was  not  able  to  care  for  himself,  and  be  was  left' 
but  a  short  time  after  sunset  near  dwellings  and 
upon  a  public  highway,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  place  was  a  dangerous 
40L.R.  A. 


one.  Edgerly  t.  Union  Street  B.  Go.  (N.  H.)  8f 
Atl.  658. 

And  when  a  trespasser  was  ejected  from  a  train, 
who  t)ecame  unconscious  and  unable  to  realise  his 
condition  and  his  duty,  Irom  the  effects  ot  liquoi 
drunk  either  k)efore  or  after  his  ejection,  but  wai 
not  so  at  tbe  time  of  such  ejection,  the  railroad 
company  was  not  liable  for  any  injury  that  oc- 
curred to  him  as  the  result  of  such  subsequent  in- 
toxication. Johnson  ▼.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  104 
Ala.  242. 

8o,  was  a  trespasser  on  a  railway  train,  whc 
is  put  off  at  a  place  from  which  he  could  by 
ordinary  prudence  have  discovered  and  gone  upon 
a  traveled  road  instead  of  upon  the  railway  track, 
is  not  excused  so  as  to  render  the  company  llat>lc 
for  his  death  by  being  run  over  by  a  railway  train, 
by  a  condition  of  partial  intoxication,  or  by  the 
influence  of  a  companion  which  prompted  him  to 
remain  upon  tbe  track.  Ham  v.  Delaware  ft  U. 
GanalGo.142Pa.817. 

And  where  a  passenger  in  a  railway  train  was 
carried  beyond  his  destination  because  he  was 
drunk  and  in  a  stupefied  condition,  and  he  refused 
to  pay  fare  beyond  that  point,  and  was  put  off  and 
sat  down  on  the  grass  some  feet  to  one  side  of  tbe 
road,  and  left  sitting  there,  and  ho  afterwards  went 
upon  the  track  of  the  road  and  lay  down  upon  it 
and  was  run  over  by  another  train  and  killed,  the 
company  is  not  chargeable  with  notice  that  he 
went  upon  the  track,  and  is  not  liable  for  his  death. 
McClelland  v,  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  a  B.  Go.  04  Ind. 
276, 

And  an  Instruction  f  n  an  action  by  a  passenger 
for  being  put  off  a  railroad  train  that  tbe  company 
was  liable  in  damages  if  it  wilfully,  negligently,  or 
carelessly  earned  him  beyond  his  destination  with- 
out bis  fault,  is  error  whero  he  was  carried  beyond 
his  destination  because  he  was  so  intoxicated  as  to 
render  it  unsafe  to  put  him  off  there,  and  he  was 
put  off  the  next  day  when  he  had  boarded  another 
train  to  return  to  his  destination  because  of  his  re- 
fusal to  pay  fare,  no  claim  having  been  made  for 
damages  for  being  carried  beyond  his  destination, 
and  there  t)eing  no  evidence  authorizing  any  re- 
covery therefor.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  ▼.  Lewis, 
14  Ky.  L.  Bep.  771. 

So,  no  liability  upon  the  part  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany arises  from  the  ejection  of  a  trespasser  from 
one  of  iCB  cars  by  a  conductor  who  did  not  know  or 
was  not  informed  of  the  intoxication  of  the  party 
and  the  consequent  peril  attending  his  ejection. 
LouisviUe  ft  N.  B.  Go.  v.  Johnson,  106  Ala.  62, 81  L. 
B.  A.  872. 

But  evidence  in  an  action  against  a  railway  com- 
pany for  tho  death  of  a  person,  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  bis  ejection  from  its  train  in  an  in- 
toxicated condition,  that  he  refused  to  pay  his 
fare  in  a  very  nonsensical  way,  and  used  rude,  ob- 
scene language  to  the  conductor,  such  as  no  onp 
but  a  crazy  or  drunken  man  would  employ,  at 
which  the  latter  did  not  become  angry,  and 
evinced  a  want  of  rationality,  tends  to  show  that 
tbe  conductor  had  knowledge  of  his  intoxicated 
condition.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Go.  v.  Johnson,  108 
Ala.  62. 81  L.  B.  A.  872. 

So,  an  inf^truction  In  an  action  for  the  death  of  a 
person  who  was  ejected  from  a  railroad  train  and 
was  afterwards  found  dead,  that  if  the  intoxica- 
tion of  tbe  deceased  contributed  in  any  degree  to 
his  inability  to  get  out  of  the  situation  in  which 
he  was  found,  such  intoxication  is  to  be  attributed 
to  him  as  contributory  negligence,  and  if,  being 
under  the  influenoe  of  liquor,  he  fell  in  the  place 
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of  the  pl&intiff  among  tfae  people  in  and  about 
the  elevator  was  that  he  was  a  drinking  man. 
The  defeodant  was  also  permitted  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff  was  under  the  influence  of  liquor 


at  different  times  a  yeai>  prior  to  the  accident 
One  of  the  police  officers  was  called,  and  per- 
mitted to  testify  that  he  knew  the  plaintiff 
when  he  kept  a  saloou;  that  at  one  time  there 


where  be  was  found,  and  the  influenoe  of  liquor 
ooDtrlbuted  to  or  aided  In  producinar  his  inability 
to  fret  out  of  that  position,  and  his  death  was 
caused  by  suffooation  or  drownlofr  coupled  with 
such  inability,  no  recovery  can  be  bad,— should  not 
be  (riven;  and  refusal  to  ffive  It  is  not  ffround  for 
reversal  where  that  view  of  the  matter  was  not 
sugRCsted  at  the  trial,  and  the  court  bad  charged 
that  if  the  incapacity  of  the  deceased  was  the  re- 
sult of  iDtozication  the  Intoxication  must  have 
been  known  by  the  conductor  when  he  ejected 
the  deceased  in  order  to  warrant  a  recovery.  Gill 
V.  Rochester  &  P.  B.  Oo.  87  Hun,  100. 

And  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  a  personal 
injury  allefir^d  to  have  been  received  by  belner  for- 
cibly ejected  from  the  station  house  of  a  railroad, 
that  if  the  falling  of  the  plaintiff  was  attributable 
wholly  or  in  part  to  defective  steps  at  the  door,  or 
was  caused  in  part  by  bis  intoxication  and  not  by 
necessary  force  used  in  ejecting  him,  there  could 
be  no  recovery,  need  not  be  given  under  a  system 
of  practice  requiring  instructions  to  be  In  writing, 
where  the  instructions  given  distinctly  inform  the 
Jury  that  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  it  must  appear 
from  the  evidence  that  the  agent  used  more  force 
than  was  reasonably  necessary,  and  that  by  reason 
of  the  excessive  force  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 
Johnson  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  B.  Go.  68  Iowa,  818. 

e.  With  relatiim  to  jpernons  injured  on  highways, 
»tre€f«,  etc. 

Being  abroad  in  a  street  of  a  city  at  night  in  a 
state  of  intoxication  is  not  negligence  as  a  matter 
of  law,  but  is  a  circumstance  from  which  the  Jury 
may  find  the  existence  of  neorligence  as  a  fact. 
Cramer  v.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  815. 

The  intoxication  of  a  person  injured  by  reason  of 
a  defective  highway  will  not  affect  his  recovery 
therefor  where  it  had  nothing  to  do  wilh  the  acci- 
dent.   Alger  V.  Lowell.  8  Allen,  403. 

Over-indulgence  in  spirituous  liquors  is  not  to 
be  imputed  to  a  person  failing  into  an  excavation 
In  a  public  street  as  negligence,  unless  be  was  dis- 
qualified thereby  from  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  and  prudence.  0*Hagan  v.  Dillon,  10  Jones 
JtS.458. 

It  does  not,  as  matter  of  law,  constitute  such  a 
want  of  ordinary  care  as  would  preclude  a  recov- 
ery,  the  question  as  to  what  constitutes  ordinary 
care  being  one  for  the  determination  of  the  Jury. 
Stuart  V.  MachiasPort,  48  Me.  477. 

But  one  who  receives  an  injury  on  a  highway 
while  so  intoxicated  as  to  be  unable  to  manage 
and  conduct  himself  and  his  team  with  ordinary 
care  and  prudence  cannot  he  said  to  be  in  the  use 
of  ordinary  care,  and  if  this  want  of  ordinary  care 
contributed  in  the  least  degree  to  produce  the  in- 
Jury,  he  Is  not  entitled  to  recover.  Cassedy  v. 
Stockbridge,  21  Yt.  891. 

And  one  who  is  injured  while  lntoxicated,wbile 
attempting  to  drive  over  a  washout  or  chasm  ex- 
tending across  the  roadway,  cannot  recover  of  the 
county  where,  if  be  bad  been  sot)cr,  he  could  and 
would  have  seen  it  and  escaped  injury,  as  in  such 
case  voluntary  intoxication  is  in  itself  negligence. 
Woods  V.  Tipton  County  Comrs.  128  Ind.  289. 

But  the  court  in  «n  action  against  a  city  for 
damaires  sustained  by  reason  of  a  defective  high- 
way in  which  the  intoxication  of  the  plaintiff  is 
interposed  as  a  defense  is  not  required  to  instruct 
the  Jury  that  a  city  is  not  bound  to  keep  its 
streets  safe  and  oonvenient  for  intoxicated  per- 
sons, or  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  intoxicated  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  they  are  to  presume  that  he 
iO  L.  B.  A. 


was  negligent,  where  It  bad  charged  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  If  the  accident  occurred 
through  bis  own  negligence,  and  that  if  he  was 
Intoxicated  that  was  »  oiroumstance  to  be  non- 
sldered  by  them  as  bearinir  upon  the  question  of 
due  care  on  bis  part.    Alger  v.  Lowell,  3  Allen,  408. 

So,  the  intoxication  of  a  person  driving  across  a 
dangerous  bridge  does  not  of  itself  relieve  the 
town  of  liability  for  maintaining  it  in  that  condi- 
tion, the  question  being  whether  or  not  be  exer- 
cised reasonable  care  to  avoid  the  danger,  but  is 
evidence  to  g>o  to  the  Jury  upon  that  question. 
Thorp  V.  Brookfleld,  88  Oonn.  820. 

Negligence  upon  the  part  of  a  person  in  leaving 
an  uncovered  bole  in  the  sidewalk  of  a  public 
street,  however,  is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that  a 
person  falling  into  It  was  drunk.  Robinson  v. 
Ploobe,  5  Cal.  461. 

But  where  the  drunkenness  of  a  person  injured 
in  consequence  of  defects  existing  in  a  sidewalk 
in  any  way  contributed  to  his  injury,  he  cannot 
recover,  and  whether  it  did  or  not  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  Jury  to  determine.  Healy  v.  New 
York,  8  Hun,  706. 

So,  one  who  travels  by  night  along  a  country 
road  in  a  wagon  driven  by  a  man  known  to  him  to 
be  drunk  and  unfit  to  drive  is  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence,  and  cannot  recover  damages 
from  the  township  for  injuries  sustained  by  the 
overturning  of  the  wagon  and  bis  precipitation 
down  an  unfenced  bank  6  or  6  feet  high,  at  tbe  side 
of  tbe  road.  Hersbey  v.  Mill  Creek  Twp.  Road 
Comrs.  (Pa.)  8  Cent.  Etep.  252. 

And  a  city  will  not  be  held  liable  for  an  injury 
caused  to  a  woman  by  being  thrown  from  a  wagon 
driven' over  a  defective  crosswalk  where  the  hus- 
band, who  was  driving,  was  in  a  drunken  condition 
and  drove  too  fast  over  the  crossing,  which  was  not 
so  out  of  repair  as  to  render  it  unsafe  had  be 
driven  over  it  as  a  careful.  80t)er  man  would  have 
done.    Rock  Island  v.  Vanlandschoot,  78  111.  486. 

But  negligence  will  not  be  imputed  to  an  in- 
jured party  voluutarily  riding  in  a  private  convey- 
ance so  as  to  defeat  a  recovery  on  bis  part  in  an 
action  for  personal  injury  against  a  to! I  road  com- 
pany where  he  was  without  personal  fault  and  had 
no  control  over  the  driver  who  was  a  fit  person  to 
manage  the  horses,  by  reason  of  the  sudden  closing 
of  the  passage  by  the  toll-gate  keeper  on  account 
of  a  wrongful  attempt  on  the  part  of  tbe  driver, 
who  was  Considerably  intoxicated,  to  pass  tbe  toll- 
Rate  without  paying  toll.  Brannen  v.  Kokomo,  6. 
&  J.  Gravel  Road  Co.  116  Ind.  116. 

f.  With  relation  tomisceJlaneousmattert. 

The  owner  of  a  wagon  left  standing  in  a  road- 
way is  not  exempted  from  liability  to  a  person  who 
drives  against  it  in  the  night  and  suffers  injury 
thereby,  by  the  fact  that  be  was  drunk  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.    Ridley  v.  Lamb,  10  D.  C.  Q.  B.  354. 

And  a  railroad  company  will  not  be  held  liable 
for  damages  for  goods  destroyed  by  fire  in  its 
warehouse  upon  the  ground  of  negligence,  upon 
evidence  that  a  night  operator,  who  had  charge  of 
the  telegraph  office  in  the  warehouse,  was  ad- 
d  I'ted  to  drinking  and  was  drunk  at  t  he  time  of  the 
tire.  Toung  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  116  N.  C. 
832. 

And  where  a  mother  sends  her  two  sons  to  a 
depot  to  meet  their  father,  who  is  expected  to  re- 
turn on  a  train  in  an  intoxicated  condition,  and 
the  sons  are  driven  away  from  the  depot  by  the 
person  in  charge,  and  tbe  father  arrives  and  leaves 
the  train  and  subsequently  returns  andgoes  to  sleep 
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was  trouble  at  tbe  saloon,  and  he  weot  Id 
and  found  the  plaintiff  and  others  pretty  well 
faitozicated.  Another  police  oflScer  was  called, 
and  testified  that  in  1801  he  had  seen  the 


plaintiff  under  the  influence  of  liqnor.  He  was 
then  asked,  *'Did  you  know  what  sort  of  a 
place  be  had f  and  answered  that  he  consid- 
ered it  rather  tough.    This  testimony  was  ob- 


upon  the  railroad  track  and  to  killed  by  another 
train,  the  driving  of  the  t)oyB  from  the  depot  and 
IweTentinff  them  from  meeting'  their  father  to 
eooduot  him  home  are  not  the  immediate  and  prox- 
imate cause  of  b  to  death  so  as  to  render  the  railroad 
company  liable  therefor,  hto  contributory  negU- 
gODce  being  the  proximate  cause  thereof.  Roz- 
wadoefskie  ▼.  International  ft  G.  N.  K.  Co.  ITex. 
€hr.App.487. 

80.  the  condition  of  a  driver  as  to  being  drunk 
or  sober  at  the  time  of  an  accident  to  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  in  vestii^atlon  in  a  suit  for  damages  for  in- 
juries claimed  to  have  been  received  by  reason  of 
the  careless  and  reckless  driving  of  the  defendant's 
servant  as  a  part  of  the  ra  quUe,  Williams  v. 
Edmonds,  75  Mich.  8& 

And  where  a  person  driving  for  another  at  his 
request  and  solicitation  and  upon  hto  business  to  in- 
toxicated, and  drives  so  heedlessly  aod  carelessly 
that  the  other.  In  the  exercise  of  ordioary  care,  can 
perceive  it,  and  fails  to  do  so,  and  remonstrate 
with  him.  aod  H  injured  by  reason  of  such  care- 
less driving,  be  to  chargeable  with  contributory 
negllgenoe,  and  the  question  does  not  depend  upon 
whether  he  to  neglfgeot  In  not  remonstrating  with 
the  driver,  or  upon  the  fact  that  it  to  apparent  to 
htm,  or  occurs  to  hto  mind,  that  the  driver  to  driv- 
ing in  a  heedless  and  careless  manner,  or  upon 
whether  he  aaseots  to  it  or  not.  Smith  v.  New 
York  C.  &  H.  R.  B.  Go.  88  Hun,  83. 

So,  one  who  falls  by  accident  against  a  stove  In  a 
public  bar-room,  striking  against  a  vessel  of  hot 
water,  which  upsets  and  scalds  another,  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  injury  thereby  caused  where  the  fall  was 
the  effect  of  intoxication.  Sullivan  v.  Murphy,  2 
Miles  (Pa.)  298. 

And  a  guest  in  a  hotel  cannot  recover  of  the  pro- 
prietor for  an  alleged  robbery  where  the  guest  was 
intoxicated  and  his  intoxication  contributed  to  the 
loes.    Walsh  v.  Porterfleld,  87  Pa.  876. 

But  the  fact  that  a  guest  In  a  hotel  Is  Intoxicated, 
or  that  hto  door  Is  unlocked,  will  not  destroy  the 
landlord's  liability  for  the  acts  of  hto  servants  m 
the  theft  of  property  belonging  to  such  guest. 
Cunningham  v.  Bucky,  43  W.  Va.  671,  86  JL  B.  A. 

%a 

And  an  innkeeper's  liability  for  the  baggage  of  a 
goest  is  increased  rather  than  dimlntebed  by  the 
fact  that  the  guest  got  too  drunk  at  hto  bar  to  take 
care  of  himself.  Rut)enste1n  y.  Oruikshanks,  54 
Mich.  199.  S2  Am.  Rep.  806. 

And  where  one  enters  a  saloon  or  tavern  open 
for  the  entertainment  of  the  public,  the  proprietor 
to  bound  to  see  that  he  is  properly  protected  from 
the  assaults  or  Insults,  as  well  of  those  who  are  in 
tote  employ,  as  of  drunken  and  vicious  men  whom 
he  may  choose  to  harbor.  Rommel  v.  Schambacher, 
iaOPa.979. 

And  a  saloon  or  tavern  keeper  to  liable  for  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  a  customer  to  whose  clothes  an 
intoxicated  companion  attaches  a  piece  of  paper, 
and  seta  fire  to  it  within  view  of  the  proprietor, 
whereby  he  is  seriously  burned.  Rommel  v.  Scham- 
bacher, 120  Pa.  579. 

80,  a  licensed  liquor  seller  who  furntehed  another 
with  intoxicating  liquor  in  violation  of  the  stat- 
utes, upon  which  he  became  Intoxicated  and  un- 
ooascioua,  when  the  liquor  dealer  put  him  Into  hto 
vehicle  drawn  by  a  gentle  horse  which  the  intox- 
ioated  man  had  borrowed,  which  ran  away  and  was 
killed  by  reason  of  the  driver's  intoxication,  to 
Itable  to  the  owner  of  the  horse  for  Its  value. 
Dunlap  V.  Wagner,  86Ind.  6S9, 44  Am.  Rep.  42. 

It  to  no  defense  to  an  acuon  for  a  wilful  injury  to 
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person  or  property,  however,  that  the  person  caus- 
ing the  Injury  was  intoxicated,  and  the  person  in- 
jured was  a  licensed  liquor  seller  and  had  sold  him 
the  liquors  that  Intoxicated  him,  and  was  thereby 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Oassady  v. 
Magher,85Ind.288. 

And  an  answer  in  an  action  brought  by  a  liquor 
seller  to  recover  for  injuries  to  hto  property  on  ac- 
count of  the  wilful  negligence  and  careless  conduct 
of  the  defendant  which  admits  the  injuries  and  al- 
leges that  the  defendant  was  intoxicated  at  the 
time  by  liquors  sold  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  who 
was  a  licensed  liquor  dealer,  to  insutBcient  to  con- 
stitute a  defense.   Gassady  v.  Magher,  85  Ind.  228. 

So,  contributory  negligence  is  chargeable  to  a 
minor  who  takes  chloroform  when  so  intoxicated 
as  to  be  incapable  of  exercising  any  reasonable 
degree  of  caution  or  prudence,  where  he  to  old 
enough  to  earn  as  a  clerk  in  a  grocery  store  a  rea- 
sonable and  substantial  compensation.  Meyer  v. 
King,  72  Miss.  1, 85  L.  R.  A.  474. 

And  a  person  to  not  liable  on  the  ground  of  in- 
juring one  in  danger,  for  death  following  hto  sell- 
ing chloroform  to  an  intoxicated  person  who  to 
not  shown  to  be  absolutely  without  mind  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  vendor.  Meyer  v.  King,  72  Miss. 
l,a6L.R.A.474. 

Nor  will  a  sale  of  chloroform  to  a  minor  in  vio- 
lation of  law,  where  he  was  intoxicated,  render  the 
seller  liable  for  the  minor's  death  from  drinking  it, 
if  the  sale  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  hto 
death.    Meyer  v.  King,  72  Mtos.  1, 36  L.  R.  A.  474. 

m.  Effect  when  there  is  neffiioenee  on  both  sides. 

As  to  concurring  negligence  generally,  see  Jack- 
sonville, T.  ft  K.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Peninsular  Land 
Transp.  ft  Mfg.  Co.  27  Pla.  1, 17  L.  R,  A.  88,  and  note. 

There  seems  to  be  some  disagreement  in  the  au- 
thorities a?  to  whoee  act  shall  be  deemed  tbe  prox- 
imate cause  of  an  injury  where  the  negligence 
of  both  parties  concurred  In  bringing  it  about. 
Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  it  to  held  that  though  tberu 
was  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  railroad  company 
in  running  an  engine  backwards  in  tbe  night  and 
not  having  a  light  upon  the  tender  and  a  lookout, 
yet  no  recovery  can  be  bad  on  behalf  of  one  who 
was  killed  while  voluntarily  on  tbe  track  and  from 
intoxication  unable  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  tbe 
train,  as  his  own  negligence  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  hto  death.  Little  Bock  ft  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pankhurst,  86  Ark.  371. 

So,  the  contributory  negligence  of  a  man  who 
becomes  drunk  or  unconscious  upon  a  railway 
track  will  bar  a  recovery  for  injuries  sustained 
by  being  struck  by  a  locomotive,  though  the  engi- 
neer was  also  negligent  in  falling  to  discover  him 
In  time  to  avert  injury,  as  bis  negligence  was  con- 
current with,  if  not  subsequent  to,  that  of  tbe  en- 
gineer, operating  as  it  did  up  to  the  very  moment 
of  the  colltoion.  Smirh  v.  Norfolk  ft  8.  R.  Co.  114 
N.  C.  728,  25  L.  R.  A.  287. 

And  though  the  company  was  also  negligent  in 
falling  to  use  a  headligbt.  by  using  which  be  might 
have  been  seen  and  tbe  injury  avoided.  O'Keefe  v. 
Chicago,  R.  L  ft  P.  R.  Co.  82  Iowa,  467. 

And,  though  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  rail- 
road train  was  negligent  in  failing  to  blow  bto 
whistle  at  a  crossing,  the  subsequent  refusal  or  fail- 
ure of  a  person  upon  the  track  In  a  drunken  con- 
dition to  get  off  is  nevertheless  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  sustained  by  being  struck,  unless  it 
can  be  reasonably  inferred  that  tbo  engineer  saw, 
or  could  by  ordinary  care  have  seen,  not  simply 
that  he  was  on  the  track,  but  that  he  had  placed 
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Jected  to  by  counsel  for  tbe  plaintiff.  Ck>un8el 
for  the  defendant  insists  that  (bis  testimony  was 
competent  wben  the  plaintiff's  story  and  de- 
mand are  taken  into  consideration;  that  his 


story  was  that  tbe  conductor  treated  him !» 
a  negligent  manner,  whereby  he  was  caused  to 
fall  rrom  the  running  board  of  the  car;  that 
he  did  not  do  anything  in  whole  or  in  part  to- 


himself  in  a  perilous  oondttiOD  and  appeared  to  be 
drunk  or  insensible  in  the  way  of  tbe  enflrioe,  and 
that  after  he  oould  by  proper  watcbfulneas  have 
had  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  aucb  was 
bis  oooditlOD  it  was  within  the  power  of  tbe  engi- 
neer by  the  use  of  the  appliances  at  bis  commaDd 
and  without  peril  to  bis  passengers  to  stop  the  train 
in  time  to  avoid  injury.  Norwood  v.  Kalelgb  *  G. 
R.  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  280. 

So,  tbe  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  to  a  person 
whose  foot  is  crushed  by  belner  run  over  by  a  rail- 
way train  is  bis  neirllgetice  in  voluntarily  walking* 
upon  tbe  track  and  his  inability  to  get  out  of  tbe 
way  in  oonsequenoe  of  intoxication  or  an  attack 
of  rertlgo,  wbere  he  was  drunk  at  tbe  time  and 
had  started  out  to  walk  down  tbe  railway  track,  and 
was  overtaken,  according  to  bis  own  account,  by  a 
blind  spell  and  knew  no  more  until  be  was  run 
over,  tbe  track  being  straight  at  tbe  piaoo  wbere 
tbe  accident  bappened,  tbe  engineer  having  dis- 
covered a  small  object  on  tbe  rail  which  be  took 
for  a  block  of  wood,  and  having  made  every  ef- 
fort to  stop  tbe  train  after  discovering  that  it  was 
aman*s  leg,  without  betng  able  to  do  so  in  season* 
tbe  railway  company  not  being  responsible  unless 
its  trainmen  bad  clear  opportunity  after  discover- 
ing his  peril  to  avoid  striking  him.  Little  Rook, 
M.  R.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Haynes,  47  Ark.  497. 

And  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  a  personal  in- 
Jury  to  one  who  goes  upon  a  railroad  track  in  a 
helpless  state  of  drunkenness  and  fa  lis  asleep  or 
unconsciously  sf  ts  upon  tbe  railroad  track  at  a  per- 
ilous place  after  baring  been  warned  of  tbe  danger 
of  passing  trains,  and  there  waits  until  struck  by 
an  engine  though  be  could  be  seen  for  a  distance 
of  8  or  4  miles,  where  there  is  no  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  be  was  seen  by  any  of  tbe  train  men, 
or  that  they  oould  by  tbe  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  have  avoided  the  injury.  Price  v.  Philadel- 
phia, W.  ft  a  R.  Co.  84  Md.  600, 86  L.  R.  A.  213. 

And  one  who  is  injured  by  being  struck  by  a  rail, 
road  train  wben  in  such  a  condition  of  intoxioatlou 
as  not  to  be  able  to  take  care  of  himself  or  pay  any 
heed  to  tbe  warnings  of  the  approaching  train, 
whose  situation  was  not  known  to  those  In  charge 
of  the  train,  who  did  not  discover  it  in  time  by 
the  use  of  reasonable  diligence  to  save  him  from 
injury,  cannot  recover  therefor,  though  there  wa<« 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  employees  of  the  rail- 
road in  detaohlnff  cars  and  allowing  them  to  run 
down  the  switch  by  their  own  momentum.  Kean 
y.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  61  Md.  154. 

8o,  the  engineer  of  a  railway  train  who  sees  men 
upon  the  track  ahead  is  Justified  in  supposing  that 
they  will  get  out  of  the  way  before  his  train  reaohee 
them,  and  may  continue  under  that  impression 
until  be  gets  near  enough  to  see  that  they  are 
either  drunk  or  asleep,  which  be  is  not  bound  to 
foresee;  and  the  company  is  not  liable  for  injury  to 
them  where  he  is  unable  after  discovering  their 
condition  to  stop  and  save  them  because  of  his 
nearness  to  them.  Herring  v.  Wilmington  ft  R.  R. 
Co.  32  N.  a  (10  Jred.  L.)  402, 61  Am.  Dec.  805. 

And  tbe  negligence  of  a  person  killed  while  driv- 
ing along  a  railroad  track  In  falling  to  get  ott  of  tbe 
track  Is  not  excused  by  tbe  fact  that  be  was  intox- 
icated, though  his  getting  onto  the  track  in  the 
first  instance  was  due  to  the  negligence  of  tbe  rail- 
road company.  McDonald  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  76  Wis.  121. 

If  the  employees  of  a  railroad  company  in  charge 
of  a  train  see  a  man  upon  its  track  at  a  distance 
ahead  sufilcient  to  enable  him  to  get  out  of  the  way 
they  have  a  ri^ht  to  presume  that  he  will  do  so,  and 
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go  on  without  checking  the  speed  of  the  train  un- 
til they  see  he  is  not  likely  to  do  so,  when  it  becomes- 
their  duty  to  give  extra  alarm,  and  as  a  last  resort 
to  check  its  speed  and  stop  the  train  if  possible  in 
time  to  avoid  disaster:  but  where  the  man  seeik 
is  known  to  be,  or  from  his  appearance  gives  good 
reason  to  believe  that  he  is,  grossly  intoxicated  or 
otherwise  insensible  to  danger  or  unable  to  avoid 
it,  they  have  no  right  to  presume  that  he  will  get 
out  of  the  way,  but  should  act  upon  the  hypothe- 
sis that  he  may  not  or  will  not,  and  use  proper 
care  to  avoid  Injuring  him;  and  fallinir  in  this  the- 
company  will  be  responsible  in  damages  if,  by  the- 
use  of  such  care  after  they  become  aware  of  his 
negligence,  they  can  avoid  injuring  him.  St.  Louis,. 
L  M.  ft  S.  R.  Go.  V.  Wilkerson,  46  Ark.  6ia 

And  it  Is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  an 
action  for  tbe  death  of  a  man  who  was  killed 
while  lying  unconscious  from  Intoxication  upon  a. 
railroad  track,  to  avoid  the  effect  of  such  negli- 
gent act,  to  show  that  when  the  engineer  could 
first  have  seen  him  he  was  not  only  on  the  track, 
but  in  such  a  condition  that  he  oould  not  probably 
escape  if  the  train  continued  on,  and  that  he  neg- 
lected to  use  the  means  available  and  safe  to  stop- 
it.    Norwood  V.  Raleigh  ft  G.  R.  Co.  ill  N.  C.  2M. 

Upon  tbe  other  hand,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that 
where  the  negligence  of  a  defendant,  in  an  action 
for  a  personal  injury  which  contributed  directly  to- 
cause  tbe  injury,  occurred  after  the  danger  in 
which  tbe  Injured  party  had  placed  himself  by  hia 
owu  negligence  was,  or  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care  might  have  been,  discovered  In  time  to> 
have  averted  the  injury,  the  defendant  la  liable, 
however  gross  the  negligence  of  the  injured  party 
may  have  been  in  placing  him  in  such  a  position  of 
danger.    Werner  v.  Citizens^  R.  Co.  81  Mo.  868. 

He  who  has  the  last  clear  chance  notwithstand- 
ing tbe  neglifirenoe  of  the  adverse  party  is  deemed 
solely  responsible  for  the  injuries  resultingr  front 
bis  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  and  the- 
failure  of  an  engineer  to  perform  his  duty  to  main- 
tain a  reasonably  vigilant  lookout  along  the  track 
in  front  of  his  train  renders  the  railroad  oompanr 
liable  for  killing  a  human  being  lying  upon  the- 
track  apparently  helpless  from  intoxication  or 
other  causes,  where  the  engineer  could  have  seen 
him  by  the  exerdse  of  ordinary  care.  Pickett  v* 
WUmlnffton  ft  W.  R.  Co.  U7  N.  a  616,  80  L.  R.  A. 
257. 

And  if  a  person  crossing  a  railroad  track,  and 
while  upon  the  track,  is  in  fact  drunk  and  fails  to* 
observe  reasonable  precautions  to  avoid  danger* 
though  Improperly  there  and  under  oircumstancea 
oonstituting  negligence  on  bis  part,  yet,  if  the- 
servants  of  tbe  railroad  company  in  charge  of  its 
train,  after  diaoovering  his  perilous  situation* 
could,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence, have  avoided  Injury  to  him, they  were  bound 
to  do  so,  and  the  company  is  liable  for  the  injury 
if  they  fail  to  make  proper  and  reasonable  exer-^ 
tions  whereby  tbe  injury  could  have  been  pre- 
vented.   Kean  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  61  Md.  154^ 

So,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  person  who  la 
lying  Insensible  upon  a  railroad  track  is  drunk,  bis 
negligence  is  not  deemed  concurrent  where  the 
railroad  company *s  servants  by  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care  could  have  seen  him  in  time  to  have 
prevented  the  injury  by  tbe  proper  use  of  the  ap- 
pliances at  their  command.  Lloyd  v.  Albemarle  ft 
R.  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.  1010.  And  see  Yarnall  v.  St* 
Louis,  K.  a  ft  N.  R.  Co.  75  Mo.  575,  and  Pulp  v.. 
Roanoke  ft  8.  R.  Co.  120  N.  a  526,  nipro,  IL  b. 

And  a  railroad  engineer  operating  a  train,  who- 
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<»iue  the  accident;  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  defendant,  not  only  for 
the  direct  physical  injury  he  received,  but  also 
for  the  pain  and  suffering,  loss  of  time,  and 


for  loRs  of  work  which  he  would  have  re- 
ceived had  he  not  been  injured;  that  the 
plaint  iff  was  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own 
behalf,  and  therefore  put  himself  in  the  way 


«eeB  upon  the  track  a  persoo  whose  appearance 
elves  bim  reason  to  believe  that  be  is  grossly  in- 
tozloated  or  otberwtoe  iDseoslble  of  danger  or  un- 
ahle  to  avoid  it.  bas  no  right  to  presume  tbat  he 
will  get  out  of  the  way,  but  should  act  upon  the 
belief  tbat  he  may  not  or  will  not,  and  take  mcMios 
to  stop  hia  traia  in  time  to  prevent  a  collision. 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  B.  Ck>.  v.  MUler,  25  Mich.  274, 
-cUe/tim. 

And  where  a  railroad  engineer  in  charge  of  a 
train  by  reasonable  watobf  ulnen  might  dieoover  a 
person  lying  upon  tbe  track  asleep  or  drunk,  it  Is 
bis  duty  to  resolve  all  doubts  in  favor  of  tbe  pres- 
•ervation  of  life,  and  immediately  use  every  avail- 
able means  sbort  of  imperil mg  tbe  lives  of  passen- 
gers to  atop  the  train.  Deans  v.  Wilmington  k  Y9 . 
R.CO.107N.  C.686. 

In  Beans  v.  Wilmington  ft  W.  R.  Ck).  107  N.  G. 
<W.  m-pra^  Herring  v.  Wilmington  ft  B.  R.  Go.  32 
S.  G.  '10  J  red.  L.)  402«  61  Am.  Dea  305.  suprcL,  was 
directly  and  expressly  overruled. 

And  in  Lloyd  v.  Albemarle  ft  R.  B.  Go.  118  N.  G. 
1010,  nipro,  Smitb  v.  Norfolk  ft  8.  R.  Go.  114  N.  a 
128, 25  L.  K.  A.  287,  auvr<u  is  spoken  of  as  having 
been  overruled. 

So,  a  railroad  company  may  be  held  liable  for  In- 
juries caused  by  running  over  a  man  with  a  train 
whicb  did  not  display  any  beadlight,  or  sound  a 
wbistle,  or  ring  a  bell,  as  required  by  law,  thougb 
be  bad  been  drinking  freely,  where  be  was  not  so 
much  under  tbe  influence  of  ardent  spirits  as  to  be 
Incapable  of  self-control,  bis  negligence  In  walking 
upon  tbp  track  being  but  sllgbt  as  compared  with 
tbe  negligence  of  tbe  company  in  running  a  dark 
train  at  a  bigh  rate  of  speed  tbrougb  a  village 
witbout  signaling  its  approach.  Indianapolis  ft  St. 
L.  R.  Go.  V.  Galbreatb.  88  111.  436. 

And  where  an  engine  running  backwards  witb 
the  tender  in  front  runs  over  a  man  lying 
drunk  upon  tbe  track,  if  a  headlight  would  have 
•enabled  tbe  railroad  company  by  due  diligence 
upon  tbe  part  of  its  servants  to  have  seen  tbe  man 
In  time  to  bave  stopped  the  train  before  reaching 
bim.  the  failure  to  provide  one  was  a  continuing 
negligent  omission  of  duty  tbe  performance  of 
whiob  would  bave  given  tbe  company  the  last 
obance  to  prevent  tbe  injury,  and  therefore  its 
negligence  in  omitting  it  is  tbe  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury.  Lloyd  v.  Albemarle  ft  K.  R.  Go.  118  N. 
CIOIO. 

So.  where  a  passenger  riding  on  tbe  platform  of 
«  car  Is  in  such  a  state  of  intoxication  as  to  be 
careless  and  heedless  of  tbe  danger  to  whicb  be  is 
^exposed,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company. 
after  tbe  conductor  bas  notice  of  bis  condition  and 
exposure  to  danger,  to  use  tbe  ordinary  precau- 
ttons  for  his  safety,  such  as  calling  his  attention  to 
tbe  danver  and  the  rules  of  the  company,  forbid- 
ding suob  exposure,  and  to  invite  bim  to  go  Inside 
the  car.  Fisber  v.  West  Virginia  ft  P.  fi.  Go.  20  W. 
Va.8e&.28L.  R.A.768. 

And  a  city  railway  company  is  liable  for  the 
death  of  a  person  run  over  by  one  of  its  cars  in  the 
night-time  who  had  laid  down  or  fallen  upon  the 
track  in  a  state  of  intnzioation  and  remained  there, 
where  tbe  driver  of  the  car,  by  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care  and  prudence,  might  have  ascertained 
that  tbe  object  which  he  saw  lying  on  the  track 
was  a  human  being  before  he  ran  over  it.  and 
might  bave  stopped  the  car  before  reaching  it. 
Werner  v.  Gitizens*  R.  Go.  81  Mo.  868. 

And  tbe  failure  of  tbe  driver  of  a  street  car  to 
•top  the  car  in  the  night- time  where  he  could  see 
an  object  on  tbe  track  as  large  as  a  sack  of  oats 
40  L.  R.  A. 


and  which  be  thought  resembled  one  or  a  bundle 
of  bay,  is  such  negligence  on  his  part  as  will  ren- 
der the  street- car  company  liable  for  running  over 
the  object,  which  proved  to  be  a  man  who  bad  laid 
or  fallen  upon  tbe  track  in  a  state  of  intoxication 
and  remained  there  until  struck.  Werner  v.  Giti- 
zens* &  Go.  81  Mo.  868. 

So,  the  intoxication  of  a  passenger  upon  a  ferry 
boat  is  not  evidence  of  contributory  negligence 
which  will  defeat  a  recovery  for  his  death  by 
drowning  where  his  death  was  caused  by  the  fact 
tbat  tbe  boat  did  not  land  in  a  proper  place  and 
left  a  space  of  from  18  inches  to  2  feet  wide  be- 
tween the  pontoon  and  tbe  boat,  which  was  poorly 
lighted,  and  be  fell  through  tbespacefrom  stumb- 
ling against  the  pontoon  instead  of  stepping  upon 
it.    Holmes  v.  Oregon  ft  G.  El.  Go.  5  Fed.  Rep.  528. 

But  the  drunkenness  of  a  driver  with  whom  one 
travels  by  night  along  a  country  road,  which  is 
known  to  the  passenger,  is  the  proximate  cause  of 
injuries  sustained  by  bim  from  the  overturning  of 
the  wagon  and  his  precipitation  down  an  unfenced 
bank  at  tbe  side  of  the  road,  though  tbe  accident 
would  not  bave  happened  if  tbe  bank  bed  been 
fenced.  Hersbey  v.  Mill  Greek  Twp.  Road  Gomza. 
(Pa.)  8  Gent.  Rep.  252. 

So,  an  innkeeper  in  whose  inn  a  customer  be- 
comes drunk  and  unconscious,  who  expels  such 
customer  at  a  late  hour  of  the  night,  by  reason  of 
which  he  dies  from  exposure  and  cold,  cannot  es- 
cape liability  for  such  wrongful  and  negligent  act 
on  account  of  tbe  customer^  prior  negligence  in 
getting  drunk.  Weymlre  v.  Wolfe,  62  Iowa,  633. 
See  also  MoHugb  v.  Schlosser,  160  Pa.  480,23  L.  R. 
A.  674. 

And  a  person  who  Induces  another  whose 
faculties  bave  been  Impaired  by  habitual  drunk- 
enness, to  continue  drinking  on  a  wager  lo 
a  manifestly  dangerous  excess,  whicb  causes  his 
death,  is  liable  for  the  wrongful  act  under  articles 
2899, 2000.  Texas  Rev.  SUt.,  providing  tbat  an  action 
for  actual  damages  on  account  of  injuries  causing 
the  death  of  any  person  may  be  brought  where 
such  death  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act,  negU- 
gence,  unskiliulness,  or  default  of  another.  Mc- 
Gue  V.  Klein,  00  Tex.  168, 48  Am.  Rep.  280.  Bee  also 
«U2>ra,  II.,  2. 

IV.   Quaiion  for  th^  jury. 

Whether  the  Intoxication  of  a  person  injured  was 
such  as  to  bave  contributed  to  tbe  injury  Is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  for  tbe  J ary.  Houston  ft  T.  G.  R.  Go.  ▼. 
Sy  m  pkins,  54  Tex.  616, 38  A.m.  Uep.  632;  Healey  v.  New 
York,  6  Thomp.  ft  G.  C2;  Newton  v.  Gentral  Ver- 
mont R.  Go.  80  Hun,  491. 

Where  there  Is  evideitce  on  the  one  band,  lo  an 
action  for  personal  injury  resulting  in  death,  tbat 
tbe  deceased  was  intoxicated  at  the  time  of  tbe  ac- 
cident, and  on  tbe  other  band,  tending  to  show  an 
absence  of  contributory  negligence,  tbe  question 
whether  tbe  intoxication  caused  or  contributed  to 
the  injury  is  one  properly  for  the  Jury.  Tompkins 
V.  Oswego,  40  N.  Y.  8.  R.  4. 

And  tbe  verdict  of  a  Jury  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  negligence  upon  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  and  drunkenness  of  tbe  plaintiff  is 
conclusive  upon  appeal  where  the  evidence  was 
conflicting  and  tbe  question  was  properly  submit- 
ted  to  the  Jury  under  proper  instructions.  Salina 
V.  Trosper.  a7  Kan.  646. 

And  a  Judgment  in  favor  of  tbe  plaintiff  in  an 
action  against  a  railroad  company  for  an  injury 
received  by  a  passenger  while  stepping  on  tbe  train 
after  a  stoppage  for  dinner  will  not  be  reversed  on 
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of  an  attack,  not  only  upon  his  booesty 
as  a  party  claimaot.but  also  upon  bis  credibility 
aa  a  witness,  botb  generally  and  in  respect  olf 
bis  yersion  of  tbe  occurrence  resulting  in  bis 


injury.  Counsel  contends,  furtber,  that  tbe 
plaintiff's  own  counsel  put  bis  sobriety  in 
issue,  and  that  defendant's  counsel  went  into  tbe 
matter  on  cross-examination. 


appeal  where  tbe  evidence  as  to  whether  the  pas- 
seDcrer  was  lotoxloated  or  not  then  and  upon  other 
occasions  was  ooDfliottnff, though  in  the  opinion  of 
the  appellate  coort  the  yerdict  of  the  jury  should 
have  been  set  aside  by  tbe  trial  court  and  a  new 
trial  granted.  Union  P.  R.  Ck>.  ▼.  Diehl,  88  Kan. 
CBB. 

And  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  a  personal  in- 
jury oaused'by  adefectio  a  high  way  .that  If  the  jury 
find  that  at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff 
was  intoxicated,  this  of  Itself  would  constitute  such 
a  want  of  ordinary  care  as  would  prevent  a  recoy- 
ery  by  him,  should  not  be  given,  as  the  question, 
What  constitutes  ordinary  care?  is  one  for  tbe 
jury.    Stuart  v.  Machias  Port,  48  Me.  477. 

Bo,  It  is  within  tbe  province  of  the  jury,  and  not 
the  court,  to  determine  whether  tbe  engineer  of  a 
railroad  traio  had  reason  to  believe  that  a  man  who 
was  drunk  upon  the  track  was  so  situated  that  he 
could  not  without  peril  get  off  the  track  in  time  to 
escape  the  train,  or  was  so  intoxicated  that  he  could 
not  or  would  not  attempt  to  escape,  and  whether 
after  he  could  have  discovered  the  situation  tbe 
engineer  might  by  using  ordinary  care  have 
avoided  f ojuring  him.  Clark  v.  Wilmington  ft  W. 
B.  Co.  100  N.  a  430. 14  L.  B.  A.  740. 

And  where  It  appears  In  an  action  for  a  personal 
Injury  against  a  township  that  by  reason  of  neglect 
to  repair  a  road  a  gutter  or  channel  had  formed  and 
been  allowed  to  remain  across  such  road,  and  that 
tbe  plaintiff  while  passing  along  such  road  in  a 
wagon  was  thrown  therefrom  into  such  channel, 
but  that  he  was  intoxicated  at  tbe  time  and  was 
aware  of  the  existence  of  the  defect  in  tbe  road, 
and  that  with  reasonable  care  the  accident  could 
have  been  avoided,  the  question  of  his  contributory 
negligence  is  one  for  the  jury.  Maw  v.  King  ft 
Albion  Twpe.  8  Ont.  App.  Rep.  UA, 

And  it  is  a  question  for  tbe  Jury  to  say  whether 
the  failure  of  a  brakeman  who  is  injured  in  a  col- 
lision alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  tbe  habitual 
intemperance  and  incompetency  of  an  engineer  to 
refuse  to  work  with  such  engineer  in  view  of  such 
knowledge  on  bis  part  as  to  such  incompetency 
was,  under  all  the  attending  circumstance,  contrib- 
utory negligence.  Williams  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Go. 
100  Mo.  486.  And  see  Lunlng  v.  New  York  G.  B.  Go. 
48  N.  Y.  681, 10  Am.  Rep.  417.  set  forth  infra,  VI. 

So,  the  question  whether  the  removal  of  a  passen- 
ger from  one  car  to  another  by  the  officers  of  the 
train  while  the  train  was  moving  at  the  rate  of  26 
miles  per  hour  is  negligent  or  wrongful  or  not, 
where  the  passenger  had  been  drinking  previous 
to  bis  going  in  the  car,  and  he  and  those  in  com- 
pany  with  him  had  behaved  in  a  boisterous  manner 
and  made  remarks  which  were  improper  in  the 
presence  of  ladles,  is  one  of  fact  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  tbe  case,  as  is  also  the  question 
whether  unnecessary  force  was  used  in  making  tbe 
removal.  Marquette  ▼.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  88 
Iowa,  668. 

And  tbe  extent  of  tbe  Intoxication  of  a  passen- 
ger, and  tbe  conductor's  knowledge  of  his  condi- 
tion and  the  safety  of  the  place  at  which  he  was 
ejected  from  the  train,  are  questions  for  tbe  Jury. 
Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  106  Ala.  62, 81 L. 
R.  A.  878,  104  Ala.  241. 

And  where  a  person  who  was  very  much  Intoxi- 
cated was  removed  from  a  railway  train,  and  he 
had  no  money  with  which  to  pay  his  fare,  and 
could  not  produce  a  ticket,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  a  companion  tendered  fare  which  the 
conductor  refused  to  receive,  demanding  a  ticket, 
tbe  expulsion  is  wrongful;  and  where  his  intoxica- 
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tlon  was  such  as  to  render  htm  helpless  in  the  altn- 
ation  in  which  he  was  placed,  and  he  was  killed 
shortly  after  his  removal  by  another  train,  after 
proceeding  on  his  way  to  his  destination,  falling  or 
laying  down  upon  the  track,  the  question  whether 
his  death  was  traceable  directly  to  the  removal 
from  the  train  under  all  the  circumstances  is  for 
the  Jury.  Guy  v.  New  York,  O.  ft  W.  R.  Go.  8» 
Hun,  800. 

So,  the  finding  of  a  Jury  in  an  action  for  a  per- 
sonal Injury  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  where 
the  question  was  whether  tbe  plaintiff  was  volao- 
tarlly  drunk  and  in  that  condition  placed  himself  on 
defendant's  railroad,  or  whether  he  had  a  sudden 
attack  of  vertigo  by  reason  of  which  he  fell  thereon 
and  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  defendants 
agents  in  running  its  trains,  which  was  fairly  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury  and  there  was  evidence  to  up- 
bold  their  finding.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Hanker- 
son,  72  Ga.  182. 

But  refusal  to  instruct  the  Jury  in  an  action  for 
a  personal  injury  on  the  submission  of  tbe  question 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  so  intoxicated  when  in* 
Jured  as  to  be  moapable  of  exercising  ordinary  care 
to  avoid  injury,  for  a  special  verdict,  as  to  the  tagal 
effect  of  such  intoxicatioo,  is  not  error,  as  it  ia  for 
the  court  to  say  what  Is  the  legal  effect,  though  tb* 
Ju  ry  answers  the  question  affirmatively.  Sohuenke 
V.  Pine  River.  84  Wis.  669. 

And  tbe  question  whether  a  railway  engineer  in 
the  exercise  of  due  diligence  might  have  discovered 
a  person  lying  drunk  and  helpless  across  a  rail  in 
front  of  his  train,  and  whether  by  prompt  and 
strenuous  efforts  he  could  have  saved  his  life  with- 
out putting  bis  passengers  in  Jeopardy,  Is  one  for 
the  Jury.  Deans  v.  Wilmington  ft  W.  R.  Go.  107 
N.C.686. 

So,  whether  it  was  due  care  and  a  proper  exerw 
else  of  power  to  expel  a  drunken  and  disorderly 
passenger  from  a  horse  car  while  in  motion  la  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  Jury  in 
view  of  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  the  oar  was 
moving  and  all  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case. 
Murphy  v.  Dnion  R.  Go.  118  Mass.  S28.  See  also 
Itouisville  ft  N.  R.  Ca  V.  Johnson,  108  Ala.  62,  81  L. 
R.  A.  842,  and  Guy  v.  New  York.  O.  ft  W.  R.  Go. 
80  Hun.  809,  mpra,  U.,  d«  and  Healey  v.  New  York, 
8  Hun,  706,  tupra,  XL.  e. 

V.  Presumptton  and  burden  o/ proof. 

Where  it  is  negligence  to  be  in  a  particular  place 
in  a  state  of  intoxication,  and  some  evidence  is  In- 
troduced tending  to  show  that  a  person  receiving 
an  Injury  at  such  place  was  Intoxicated,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  cast  upon  him  to  show  by  a  preponder- 
ance  of  evidence  that  be  was  not  intoxicated  in 
order  to  recover  in  an  action  for  such  Injury. 
Cramer  y.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  816;  Hubbard  v- 
Mason  City,  60  Iowa,  400.1 

And  an  Instruction  In  an  action  for  damages  for 
alleged  negligence  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests 
with  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  plaintiff^S  in- 
Jury  resulted  from  bis  own  intoxication  and  negli- 
gence, means  negligence  superinduced  by  intoxioa- 
tion,  and  Is  not  therefore  misleading.  Loewer  v. 
Sedalla,  77  Mo.  4BL 

And  refusal  to  instruct  the  Jury  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  an  injury  received  upon  a  public  high- 
way, that  if  the  person  Injured  was  so  intoxicated 
as  to  be  incapable  of  properly  oonduoting  himself 
and  his  team  no  recovery  can  be  had.  Is  not  error 
where  the  Jury  were  told  that  If  he  was  solntoxioa- 
ted  at  the  time  of  the  injury  that  of  Itself  would 
throw  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
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We  think  it  was  proper  examination  to  make 
inquiry  as  to  the  plaintiff's  condition  at  the 
time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  and  that  the 
question  was  open  to  defendant's  inquiry  as 


to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  or  was  not  intozi 
cated  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  call  witnesses  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  intoxicated  at  that  time. 


•bow  that  be  ezerctaed  ordinary  care  and  prudence 
and  that  bis  iDtoxlcation  wai  prima  fade  evidence 
of  want  of  ordloary  care.  Baros  v^.  Blba,  8as  Wie. 
SOS. 

Bo,  where  tt  appears  that  the  conductor  mnnlDflr 
a  train  which  causes  a  personal  Injury  was  a  man  of 
intemperate  habits,  tbe  burden  is  oast  upon  the 
railroad  company  of  proving  that  he  was  not  in- 
toxicated at  the  time  and  had  used  proper  care. 
FennsTl  vania  B.  Go.  v.  Books.  67  Fa.  889, 96  Am.  Deo. 
228. 

And  the  faot  of  intoxication  of  a  person  injured 
by  beinir  thrown  from  a  railroad  car  by  a  sudden 
Jerk  while  tbe  person  was  attempting  to  alisrbt  does 
not  eetablisb  negligence  perM  unless  It  contributed 
to  tbe  injury,  and  tbe  question  is  properly  sub- 
mitted to  tbe  jury  wbetber  or  not  it  did  so  contrib- 
ute. Newton  ▼.  Central  Vermont  B.  Co.  80  Hun. 
481. 

Sobriety  is  the  normal  condition,  and  Is  presumed 
to  exist,  and  tbe  presumption  stands  in  favor  of  tbe 
party  injured  by  tbe  alleged  negligence  of  another 
in  the  place  of  proof;  but  when  evidence  of  intoxi- 
cation is  iDtroduced.  it  ■  must  appear  from  a  pre- 
ponderance of  tbe  wbole  testimony  that  tbe  person 
injured  was  not  intoxicated  at  the  time  of  tbe  in- 
jury, the  burden  of  proof  being  shifted  to  tbe  plaio- 
tiif,  and  the  presumption  of  sobriety  being  over- 
come.   Cramer  v.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  816. 

So.  the  burden  of  proving  t  bat  a  railroad  company 
has  not  bestowed  ordinary  diligence  with  reference 
to  a  trespasser  upon  its  tracks  who  is  injured  resis 
with  tbe  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  such  injury. 
Columbus  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  86  Ala.  164. 

But  while  tbe  intoxication  of  a  person  injured  at 
the  time  of  the  Injury  is  a  circumstance  to  go  to  tho 
jury  on  tbe  ground  of  contributory  negligence,  it 
is  not  conclusive,  and  does  not  change  the  burden 
of  proof  unless  the  intoxication  was  of  such  a  de- 
gree as  to  render  him  imltedie.  Sey mer  v.  Lake,  66 
Wis.  651.  And  see  Ford  v.  0  matilla  County,  16  Or.  816, 
infra  YL,  a.  But  see  Cramer  v.  Burlington,  42 
Iowa.  815,  supra,  and  Fitzgerald  v.  Weston,  62  Wis. 
364,  suprtu  II.«  a. 

So,  a  habit  of  intoxication  upon  the  part  of  a  per- 
son injured,  once  proved  to  exist,  is  presumed  to 
continue,  and  raises  a  presumption  of  negligence 
in  case  of  accident  to  him  which  stands  until  re- 
butted. Lane  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  132  Mo.  4.  See 
also  Crew  v.  St  Louis,  K.  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  20  Fed. 
Rep.  87:  Chapman  v.  Brie  B.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  679. 

YX  InUaieatiun  as  evidence  of  netHioenec 
a.  AdmUtfObHity. 

Tbe  intoxication  in  any  degree  of  a  person  in- 
jured is  proper  to  be  considered  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  tbe  injury  in  determining  the  question 
of  his  contributory  negligence.  Alger  v.  LoweJl,  8 
Allen,  402;  fiankinson  v.  Charlotte.  C.  &  A.  B.  Co. 
41 8.  a  1;  Houston  &  T.  a  R.  Co.  7.  Waller,  66  Tex. 
831:  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Craft,  29  U.  S.  App.  687. 68 
Fed.  Bep.  124. 16  C.  C.  A.  176.  And  see  Cramer  v. 
Burlington,  42  Iowa,  815,  supra,  IL,  e. 

While  drunkenness  Is  not  negligence  per  ss,  it  Is 
evidence  of  negligence  more  or  less  cogent  accord- 
ing to  the  ciroumstanoes.  Holmes  v.  Oregon  ft  C. 
R.  Co.  6  Sawy.  290,  6  Fed.  Bep.  628. 

Thus,  tbe  intoxication  of  the  plain  tiff  in  an  action 
for  an  injury  received  while  crossing  a  railroad 
bridge  and  trestle,  and  the  faot  that  be  was  ad- 
monished of  tbe  danger  of  crossing,  ara  proper  to 
be  considered  by  the  jury.  In  connection  with  all 
the  other  facts  in  the  case,  in  passing  upon  tbe 
question  of  negligence,  and  it  is  not  proper  to  sep- 
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aratesuob  facts  from  their  connection  with  othera 
and  make  them  the  basis  of  an  instruction,  as  such 
a  course  would  tend  to  mislead  the  Jury.  Baltimore 
ft  O.  B.  Co.  V.  Boteler,  88  Md.  668. 

And  an  Instruction  in  an  action  for  damages  for 
causing  a  party ^s  death  in  which  the  question  of 
mutual  negligence  is  involved  and  it  appears  that 
the  deceased  was  Intoxicated  at  the  time,  that  the 
love  of  life  and  the  natural  instinct  of  self-prea> 
ervation  possessed  by  all  persons  may  be  consid- 
ered In  determining  wbetber  the  deceased  used  or- 
dinary care,  isimproperand  erroneous:  it  should  be 
qualified  to  the  effect  that  if  the  deceased  was 
drunk  tbe  Jury  should  consider  that  faot  and  de- 
termme  whether  or  not  it  rebutted  such  presump- 
tion.   Illinois  C.  B.  Co.  V.  Cragin,  71  111.  177. 

But  Intoxication  Is  not  of  itself  evidenoe  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  and  only  becomes  so  by  the 
fact  that  the  Intoxication  contributed  to  the  Injury. 
Lynch  v.  New  York.  47  Hun.  624:  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Craft,  29  U.  S.  App.  687. 69  Fed.  Rep.  124,  la  a  C 
A.  176.  And  see  Holmes  v.  Oregon  ft  C.  B.  Co.  & 
Fed.  Rep.  528.  nupro.  IT.,  d. 

Toough  evidenoe  tending  to  show  that  the  person 
Injured  was  intozicated  at  the  time  is  competent. 
Alexander  v.  Humber,  86  Ky.  666. 

Intoxication  of  a  person  injured  in  any  degree* 
at  tlie  time  of  tbe  injury,  is  a  drcumstanoe  to  go  to 
the  Jury  in  an  action  therefor  on  the  question  of 
negligence;  but  it  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  fact 
of  negligence,  and  does  not  change  the  burden  of 
proof  unless  it  may  be  seen  that  tbe  intoxication  is 
of  such  a  degree  as  to  render  tbe  party  imbecile. 
Seymer  V.  Lake,  66  Wis.  66L 

And  evidence  of  intoxication  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  injury  caused  by  the  falling  of  a  bridge 
furnishes  a  circumstance  tending  to  corroborate 
proof  of  oarelessless,  but,  standing  alone.  Is  not 
such  proof,  and  does  not  shift  the  burden  of  proof 
to  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  exercised  due  care. 
Ford  V.  Umatilla  County,  16  Or.  818. 

So,  evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  person  was 
drunk  at  the  time  of  an  accident  causing  his  death 
is  properly  admissible  in  an  action  by  his  adminis- 
trator against  a  railroad  company  by  whose  train 
he  was  killed,  to  recover  damages  therefor,  as  tend- 
ing  to  show  negligence  on  his  part.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  v.  Cragin,  71  III.  177. 

And  the  condition  of  a  driver  as  being  drunk  or 
sober  at  the  time  of  an  accident  caused  by  cureless 
driving  Is  a  proper  subject  for  investigation,  k>eing 
part  of  the  ree  gesUB.  Williams  v.  Edmunds,  7& 
Mich.  92. 

And  evidence  that  a  driver  was  more  or  less  in- 
toxicated  at  the  time  of  tbe  injury  is  competent  in 
an  action  against  him  for  driving  a  wagon  against 
and  over  a  person  injured  In  a  public  road  upon 
an  issue  as  to  wbetber  or  not  he  was  guilty  of  neg- 
lect.   Alexander  v.  Humber,  88  Ky.  665. 

And  evidence  of  the  intoxication  of  an  engineer 
who  run  an  engine  which  killed  a  man  is  admissible 
in  an  action  against  tbe  railroad  company  for  such 
killing  as  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  with  tbe 
other  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  charge  of  neg- 
ligence, though  tbe  complaint  contained  no  allega- 
tion of  such  intoxication  and  did  not  allege  tho 
same  as  a  specific  act  of  negligence.  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Craft,  29  U.  S.  App.  687,  69  Fed.  Bep.  124,  16. 
C.  C.  A.  176. 

And  refusal  to  exclude  evidence  of  negligence 
on  tbe  part  of  the  servants  of  a  railroad  company 
from  the  jury  which  may  have  caused  the  person 
injured  to  be  upon  tbe  railroad  track  in  a  daaed 
and  intoxicated  oondition  is  not  error  in  an  aotioa 
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The  defendant's  coDductor  denied  that  be 
pushed  the  plaintiff  off,  or  was  in  any  way  in- 
atrumental  in  bis  falling  off  the  car.  The  de- 
fendant claimed  that  the  plaintiff  fell  off  by 


reason  of  bis  intoxication,  and   this   was  a 
proper  subject  of  inquiry. 

But  the  court  was  in  error  In  permitting  the 
defendant  to  introduce  testimony  showing  that 


for  damages  for  bis  death  caused  by  beloflr  struck 
by  a  train  while  on  such  track  in  such  condirion. 
Cioclnoati,  I.  8t  L.  ft  0.  B.  Co.  v.  Ck>oper,  120  Ind. 
4<»,  6L.  R.  A.24i. 

So,  eWdeDoe  tbat  a  ship  captain  whose  ship  had 
ffone  on  shore  and  wbo  had  sold  her  to  a  party  wbo 
fiucceeded  In  getting  ber  off  was  addicted  to  drunk- 
enness witbin  a  short  time  t>efore  the  Tessel  sailed 
is  admissible  on  an  issue  between  the  owner  and 
tbe  insurer  whether  she  had  been  totally  lost. 
Alcook  ▼.  Royal  Exch.  Assur.  Gorp.  18  Q.  B.  208.  18 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  8. 121, 18  Jur.  445. 

And  tbe  Intoxication  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
against  a  city  to  recover  damages  caused  by  a  fall 
Jue  to  defecta  in  a  sidewalk  Is  a  material  question 
as  tending  to  show  want  of  ordinary  care  on  bis 
part.    Aurora  v.  Hiilman,  00  111.  6L 

So,  the  intoxication  of  a  person  injured  while  at- 
tempting to  cross  a  dangerous  bridge  should  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  tbe  Jury  with  other 
facts  of  the  casein  determining  whether  or  not  he 
exercised  reasonable  care  to  avoid  danger.  Thorp 
V.  Brookfleld,  86  Conn.  820. 

And  evidence  of  repeated  drunkenness  of  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  city  for  injuries 
caused  by  falling  into  an  excavation  in  one  of  its 
streets,  for  some  years  before  that  time  and  after- 
wards, is  admissible  for  tbe  purpose  of  throwing 
ligbt  on  the  issue  whether  or  not  he  was  drunk  at 
that  time.    Bnrlght  v.  Atlanta,  78  Ga.  288. 

And  .the  intoxication  of  the  defendant  may  be 
proved  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  him  for  an 
injury  caused  by  driving  his  horse  and  sleigh 
against  the  plaintlfT.  Wynn  v.  Allard,  5  Watts  ft 
8.525. 

So,  the  condition  of  a  phirsioian  as  to  being  intox- 
icated, and  bis  appearance  at  the  time  the  services 
were  performed  by  him,  is  admissible  ip  evidence 
in  an  action  against  him  for  malpractice  as  a  part 
of  the  res  gestoB,  Merrill  v.  Pepperdine,  0  Ind.  App. 
416. 

But  intoxication  at  tbe  time  of  an  injury  cannot 
be  inferred  from  proof  of  mere  intemperate  habits. 
Hampson  v.  Taylor,  15  R.  1. 88. 

And  evidence  of  such  a  habit  previously  indulged 
In  is  not  competent  to  prove  intoxication  at  the 
time  of  tbe  injury.  Hubbard  v.  Mason  City,  60 
Iowa,  400.  And  see  principal  case. 

And  evidence  that  tbe  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
damages  sustained  by  being  run  over  by  a  horae- 
«ar  was  in  the  habit  of  becoming  intoxicated  is  not 
admissible.    Barker  y.  Savage.  1  Sweeny,  288. 

And  evidence  of  the  habit  of  intoxication  on  tbe 
part  of  a  person  killed  by  a  train  at  a  railroad 
crossing  is  not  admissible  to  prove  contributory 
negligence  on  bis  part  in  an  action  against  a  rail- 
road company  for  his  death.  Lane  y.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  182  Mo.  4. 

Nor  is  evidence,  in  an  action  for  injuries  claimed 
to  have  t>een  received  by  reason  of  reckless  driv- 
ing, as  to  the  general  character  for  sobriety  of  the 
driver.    Williams  v.  Edmunds.  75  Mich.  92. 

And  evidence  of  intemperate  habits  on  the  part 
of  the  person  injured  is  properly  excluded  in  an 
action  for  an  injury  to  a  traveler  on  a  highway  re- 
sulting from  a  combination  of  two  causes  both 
proximate,  one  of  which  was  a  defect  in  tbe  high- 
way and  the  other  a  natural  cause  or  a  pure  acci- 
dent.   Hampson  v.  Taylor,  16  R.  1. 88. 

Nor  18  evidence  in  an  action  for  a  personal  in- 
Jury  by  being  struck  by  a  moving  car  ac  a  street 
crossing,  tbat  tbe  plaintiff  shortly  before  tbe  acci- 
<)ent  was  in  a  saloon  and  called  for  a  drink  of 
liquor,  and  tbat  the  barkeeper  told  him  that  he  had 
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bad  enough,  admissible,  such  fact  not  being  proved 
by  the  declarations  of  a  t  bird  person.  Lake  Brie  ft 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Zofflnger,  107  IlL  190. 

But  the  plain  tiir  in  a  action  for  a  personal  injury, 
who  had  testified  that  he  was  not  drunk  at  the 
time  and  had  not  been  drinking  to  his  recollection, 
may  be  asxed  on  cross-examination  if  be  was  not 
in  tbe  habit  of  getting  drunk.  McCraoken  y. 
Markesan,76Wi8.  490. 

And  tbe  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  street- 
railway  company  for  a  personal  injury  sustained 
by  tbe  alleged  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  its 
managementof  its  oars  in  his  transportation  may 
show  that  he  was  not  intoxicated  at  the  time,  and 
prove  his  general  character  for  sobriety,  where  tbe 
defendant  bad  introduced  evidence  of  his  intox- 
ication at  the  time,  and  inquired  witb  reference  to 
his  habits  for  yean.  Denver-Tramway  Co.  v.  Reid, 
4  Colo.  App.  58. 

And  the  fact  that  an  engineer  was  in  the  habit  of 
drinking  intozioating  liquor  and  visiting  a  par- 
ticular saloon  is  proper  to  be  considered  by  the 
Jury  in  an  action  for  an  injury  caused  by  an  acci- 
dent to  his  train  in  connection  with  other  evi- 
dence, as  tending  to  sustain  the  charge  of  intoxica- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  persons  in  charge,  where 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  he  bad 
drunk  intoxicating  liquor  at  the  last  station  passed 
by  the  train  before  the  injury,  and  alx>ut  thirty 
minutes  before  the  accident*  Pennsylvania  Co.  y. 
Newmeyer,  128  Ind.  401. 

So,  the  general  reputation  of  a  flagman  of  a  rail- 
road company  as  being  Intemperate  is  admissible 
in  evidence  in  an  action  for  an  injury  caused  by 
his  negligence,  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  his 
intemperance,  but  to  show  tbat  tbe  company,  if  it 
had  uoed  due  care,  must  have  known  that  he  was 
habitually  intemperate,  and  therefore  an  unsuit^ 
able  servant  to  he  employed  by  it.  Oilman  v. 
Eastern  R.  Co.  13  Allen,  488, 90  Am.  Dec  210. 

And  evidence  of  the  general  reputation  of  an 
engineer  for  drunkenness  is  admissible  in  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  incompetency  as 
such,  and  tbe  negligence  of  tbe  railroad  company 
in  retaining  him  in  its  employ.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R. 
Co.  v.  Henthome,  48  U.  &  App.118, 78  Fed.  Rep. 
684, 19  a  C.  A.  828. 

See  also  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  y.  Sullivan,  68  IXU 
293;  Huntington  ft  R  T.  Mountain  R.  ft  Coal  Co.  v. 
Decker,  82  Pa.  119;  and  Clcghom  v.  New  York  C.  ft 
H.  R.R.  Co.66N.y.44, 15  Am.  Rep.  875,  infro,  VIL 

But  evidence  in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury 
caused  by  a  collision  with  a  railroad  train,  tbat  tbe 
witness  bad  seen  the  engineer  occasionally  drink  a 
glass  of  beer,  and  tbat  he  thought  he  had  seen  htm 
drink  one  the  night  of  the  accident,  does  not  tend 
to  show  that  the  engineer  was  intoxicated  at  that 
time.  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Craft,  28  U.  8.  App. 
687,  09  Fed.  Rep.  124, 16  C.  a  A.  1V5. 

And  evidence  that  the  plaintllf  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  sustained  by  reason  of  a  defective 
sidewalk  was  endeavoring  at  tbe  time  of  the  injury 
to  secure  impecunious  parties  upon  a  bond  of  9X0 
for  bis  appearance  at  court,  to  show  his  intoxica- 
tion and  consequent  contributory  negligence, 
bears  so  remotely  and  slightly  upon  the  question  of 
bis  intoxication  that  a  Judgment  would  not  be  re- 
versed on  account  of  the  exclusion  thereof.  Hub- 
bard V.  Mason  City.  60  Iowa.  400. 

So,  a  physician  cannot  testify  as  to  the  effect  of 
alcoholic  drunkenness  upon  a  person  or  individual 
in  an  action  against  a  raiiroad  company  for  dam- 
ages for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of  a  person 
shown  to  have  been  intoxicated  when  ejected  from 
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two  or  tbree  or  more  years  prior  to  that  time 
the  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of  becoming  in- 
toxicated. This  eyidence  was  undoubtedly 
prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff's  case.    It  was  proper 


matter  of  cross-examination  of  plaintiff  to  in- 
quire what  his  past  life  had  been,  and  what 
company  he  had  kept  in  the  past,  as  he  was 
before  the  jury  as  a  witness;  and  it  was  proper 


•one  of  the  railroad  oompany*B  trains.    Johnson  ▼. 
Loutevllie  ft  N.  B.  Oo.  104  Ala.  242. 

And  a  witness  in  an  action  for  oausfQir  death  by 
^be  ejection  of  an  intoxicated  person  from  a  rail- 
way train  who  testifies  that  he  saw  the  deceased  in 
conversation  with  otheia  but  could  not  bear  what- 
be  said,  and  that  he  had  no  conversation  with  him, 
;ind  that  be  occuiyled  a  seat  in  one  end  of  the  car 
and  the  deceased  occupied  one  in  the  other  end  on 
a  different  side,  cannot  testify  whether  or  not  be 
was  stupidly  drunk.  Johnson  v.  Louisville  ft  N. 
B.  Oo.  104  AJa.  24& 

tK  Weiaht  and  aujfleieney. 

Where  the  evidence  of  negUsrcnoe  is  nearly  bal- 
■anoed  the  fact  of  drunkenness  of  one  of  the  parties 
mJffht  turn  the  scale,  as  a  man  partially  bereft  of 
bis  faculties  would  be  less  observant  than  if  he 
were  sober.    Wynn  v.  Allard,  5  Watts  ft  8.  fiSS. 

And  the  testimony  of  the  driver  of  a  car  which 
ran  over  and  killed  a  man,  that  the  deceased  came 
Htanrerlnflr  over  to  catch  the  horses  by  the  heads 
«nd  seemed  to  be  very  drunk,  is  sulBcient  to  entitle 
the  defendant  in  an  action  for  such  killing  to  a 
specific  charge  on  the  subject  of  the  Intoxication 
of  the  deceased.  Bradley  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  8 
Daly,  280. 

So,  evidence  that  a  person  run  over  by  a  railroad 
train  while  attempting  to  cross  the  tracks  was  in- 
toxicated entitles  the  defendant  in  an  action  for 
the  injury  to  an  instruction  that  if  the  jury  be- 
lieved from  the  evidence  that  the  person  injured 
was  guilty  of  negligence  and  imprudence  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence,  and  that  such  negligence 
and  imprudence  contributed  to  the  injury,  she  was 
not  entitled  to  recover.  Brand  v.  Schenectady  ft 
T.R.  Go.  8  Barb.  868. 

And  the  defendant  in  an  action' for  an  injury 
caused  by  a  collision  between  a  locomotive  and  the 
person  injured  at  a  crossing  has  a  riirht  to  have  the 
jury  pass  upon  the  facts  under  suitable  instruc- 
tions as  to  the  law,  where  the  theory  is  warranted 
that  the  person  injured,  upon  arrlving/at  the  cross- 
ing and  seeing  the  locomotive  slowly  backing  up, 
and  being  herself  stupefied  by  liqiior,*m1sjudged  as 
to  the  rapidity  of  its  approach  and  attempted  to 
pass  before  It.  Brand  v.  Schenectady  ft  T.  R.  Oo.  8 
Barb.  368. 

And  evidence  that  a  railroad  angineer  was  an 
habitual  drunkard,  often  drunk  when  off,  and 
sometimes  (when  on,  duty,  and  was  seldom  free 
from  the  influence  of  liquor,  is  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  jury  in  an  action  for  an  injury  to  a  'brakeman 
alleaed  to  have  been  caused  by  the  incompetency 
of  the  engineer  in  drawing  the  Inference  that  be 
was  an  unfit  person  to  be  intrusted  with  the  duties 
of  a  locomotive  engineer,  even  in  bis  sober  inter- 
vals, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  there  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  sobriety.  Williams  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Oo.  109  Mo.  486. 

Nor  does  the  evidence  of  a  railway  engineer 
whose  train  ran  over  and  killed  a  man  lying  upon 
the  track  in  an  alleged  drunken  condition  that  he 
could  not  bave  seen  blm  In  time  to  stop  the  train 
before  reaching  htm,  authorize  the  court  in  an  ac- 
tion for  such  killing  to  take  from  the  jury  the 
question  as  to  whether  be  was  neghgent  or  not  m 
not  stopping  the  train.  Fulp  v.  Roanoke  ft  6.  R. 
Ck>.120N.aGiS. 

So,  a  nonsuit  will  be  granted  ln;an  action  against 
a  railroad  company  for  causing  death,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  deceased  returned  to  bis  home  with 
a  number  of  companions  in  a  somewhat  intoxi- 
cated oonditlon  about  U  o'clock  at  nigbt,  and 
40L.R.A. 


on  leaving  the  car  got  off  on  the  wrong  side  where 
there  was  no  platform,  and  fell  off  the  bridge  on 
which  the  car  stopped  and  was  killed,  the  other 
passengers  having  gone  off  on  the  platform. 
Deselms  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  140  Pa.  432. 

And  evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  collision  be- 
tween a  railroad  train  and  a  detached  car  by  which 
a  brakeman  was  injured  was  caused  by  gross  negli. 
gence  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  in  fallmg  to  pay 
attentiontosignals  which  It  was  his  duty  to  obey, 
and  that  he  was  unfit  and  incompetent  to  perform 
the  duties  assigned  him  by  reason  oC  habits  of  In- 
toxication, warrant  the  jury  in  concluding  that  his 
incompetency  was  the  direct  cause  of  the  accident. 
WiUiams  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  4B5. 

And  a  verdict  will  be  directed  for  the  defendant 
in  an  action  against  a  city  railroad  company  for  an 
injury  to  a  possenger  caused  by  bis  being  thrown 
from  the  car,  where  it  appears  that  he  was  drunk 
and  had  no  recollection  of  taking  the  car  or  of  any 
facts  connected  with  the  accident,  and  that  he  was 
standing  on  the  front  platform  bis  body  swaying 
backward  and  forward,  and  that  the  rate  of  the 
speed  was  moderate,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  defect  in  the  road  or  that  there  was  anything 
extraordinary  in  the  motion  of  the  car.  Holland 
V.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  166  Mass.  887. 

And  an  allegation  that  a  minor  who  had  arrived 
at  years  of  discretion  was  intoxicated  from  an  ex- 
cessive use  of  liquor  to  such  an  extent  that  he  was 
wholly  incapable  of  ezercismg  any  reasonable  de- 
gree of  cauuon  or  prudence,  in  an  action  against  a 
druggist  for  causing  his  death  by  selling  him 
ohloroform,  shows  contributory  negligence  upon 
its  face  which  is  sufficient  to  defeat  the  action 
Meyer  v.  King,  72  Miss.  1,  36  L.  R.  A.  474. 

So,  the  court  is  not  warranted  In  assuming  that 
the  negligence  of  a  person  Injured  on  a  railroad 
track  was  slight  only  where  tbe  evidence  shows 
that  be  walked  upon  the  track  SOU  yards  although 
there  was  a  road  upon  one  side  of  it  which  be  could 
have  used,  and  was  not  paying  attention  to  any- 
thing, and  had  been  drinking  and  might  bave  been 
intoxicated,  and  that  the  alarm  whistle  was  sounded 
from  200  yards  to  within  20  feet  of  the  place  where 
the  injury  was  inflicted.  Houston  ft  T.  C  R.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  82  Tex.  178. 

And  one  who  while  very  much  intoxicated 
crosses  a  stream  upon  a  foot  bridge  which  Is  defec- 
tive and  is  injured  by  falling  from  the  bridge,  will 
be  denied  a  recovery  upon  tbe  ground  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  where  it  appears  that  he  was  very 
much  Intoxicated  and  was  warned  that  the  bridge 
was  not  safe,  and  there  was  another  bridge  which 
was  safe  within  a  few  feet  of  that  from  which  the 
accident  happened.    Wood  v.  Andes,  11  Hun,  648. 

And  the  omission  upon  the  part  of  village  au- 
thorities to  erect  a  railing  or  fence  at  the  top  uf 
a  bank  descending  from  tbe  exterior  line  of  the 
sidewalk  beside  a  street  will  not  render  the  village 
liable  to  a  person  who  was  injured  by  falling  down 
tbe  bank,  where  he  was  greatly  Intoxicated  and  had 
been  directed  to  bis  destination  by  a  person  who 
had  guided  him  half  of  tbe  way  and  told  him  to 
follow  the  car  track  in  tbe  street,  and  objects  could 
be  seen  plainly  for  200  feet,  and  no  reasonable  ex- 
cuse seemed  to  exist  for  his  leaving  tbe  roadway 
and  walking  off  the  bank  except  his  intoxication* 
Monkv.  New  Utracht,  104  N.  7.  562. 

So,  where  a  sidewalk  is  found,  in  an  action  for  an 
injury  happening  upon  it,  to  have  been  in  such  a 
condition  that  a  person  using  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  could  walk  over  it  without  danger  of 
falling,  evidence  that  the  person  injured  was  in- 
10 
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the  r€$  gesta,  but  that  it  was  not  proper  to  show 
his  Intoxication  at  other  times,  as  it  was  rais 
iDg  a  collateral  issue.  In  Fahey  y.  Crotty,  68 
Mich.  883,  it  was  held  that  in  a  civil  action 
the  reputation  of  the  plaiotiff  was  Dr>t  in  issue. 
See  also  Pokriefka  v.  Mackvrat,  91  Mich.  899; 
Klein  v.  Bayer,  81  Mich.  284;  OuUy  v.  Wal- 
keen,  80  Mich.  448. 

It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  court  was 
in  error  in  permitting  the  testimony  showing 
the  reputation  of  plaintiff  as  a  drinking  man 
prior  to  the  time  of  the  injury,  as  well  as  in 
permitting  the  defendant  to  show  by  witnesses 
called  by  it  the  character  of  the  hotel  which  he 
kept.  As  we  have  said,  these  were  matters 
proper  for  cross  examination,  as  bearing  upon 
the  plaintiff's  character  and  credibility  as  a 
witness,  but  they  were  not  open  to  other 
proofs,  as  such  issues  are  collateral  and  en- 
tirely foreign  to  the  subjects  of  inquiry  in  the 
suit.  « 

The  court  charged  the  jury:  "If  you  find 
that  the  time  he  was  upon  this  place  he  was 
intoxicated,  then  he  could  not  recoyer  in  this 
case,  because  in  the  case  of  an  intoxicated  man 
the  company  was  not  expected  and  the  law 
would  not  require  of  this  company  that  it 
should  guard  an  intoxicated  man  against  in- 
jury, standing  in  the  place  he  was  standing." 
ThiB  charge  was  erroneous.  It  was  asserted 
by  the    plaintiff  that  he    was  pushed    off  or 


thrown  off  by  defendant's  conductor,  and  the 
fact  that  he  was  intoxicated  would  not  give 
the  conductor  the  right  to  push  him  off.  The 
quesrion  of  his  intoxication  was  a  matter  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  in  de- 
termining whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  in 
the  exercise  of  due  care  in  standing  upon  the 
running  IxMird  while  he  was  in  that  intoxicated 
condition ;  but  bis  condition  would  be  no  ex- 
cuse to  the  company  if  its  conductor  negli- 
gently and  wrongfully  pushed  him  off.  In  3 
Thorn  p.  Neg.  p.  1174,  it  is  said:  "Intoxication 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  does  not  constitute  negligence  in  law, 
warranting  a  nonsuit  or  a  peremptory  instruc- 
tion for  the  defendant,  but  is  a  circumstance 
to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence."  This  seems  to  be  the  gen- 
eral rule.  Stuart  v.  Maehias  Port,  48  Mo.  477; 
Alger  v.  Loioell,  8  Allen,  402.  Defendant's 
conductor  testified  that  the  plaintiff  was  intox- 
icated while  standing  on  the  running  board. 
It  was  therefore  his  duty,  and  he  was  required, 
to  exercise  care  in  passing  him  upon  that  run- 
ing  board.  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  79, 
note  5,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Some  question  is  raised  in  reference  to  the 
charge  of  the  court  as  to  the  preponderance 
of  evidnece;  but,  upon  an  examination  of  the 
whole  charge,  we  are  satisfied  that  that  ques- 
tion was  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  or,   at 


InoludlnR  the  right  to  employ  and  dischartie  con- 
ductors. HuntlDfirdou  &  B.  T.  Mountaio  R.  &  Coal 
Co.  ▼,  Decker,  82  Pa.  119. 

And  evidence  In  an  action  by  an  employee 
afraiost  a  railroad  company  for  personal  injuries 
arislDfir  from  the  negilflreoce  of  a  switchman,  tend- 
inflr  to  sbow  that  the  defendant  knowingly  or  In  Ig- 
norance, caused  by  Its  own  negligence,  employed 
an  habitual  drunkard  as  a  Bwltchmao,  thereby  oc- 
oaaloniDg  the  accident,  is  competent,  the  question 
of  its  force  being  one  for  the  jury.  GUman  v. 
Bastem  B.  Co.  10  Allen,  233,  87  Am.  Dec.  686. 

And  evidence  in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  damages  for  Injuries  resulting  from 
negligence  of  an  employee,  after  proof  of  negli- 
gence, that  the  employee  was  intoxicated  at  the 
time  and  was  a  man  of  intemperate  habits,  which 
was  known  to  the  agent  of  the  company  having 
power  to  employ  and  discharge  such  employees,  is 
proper  with  the  view  of  claiming  exemplary  dam- 
ages upon  the  ground  of  gross  negligence.  Cleg- 
bom  V.  New  York  a  &  H.  fi.  B.  Co.  66  N.  T.4i,I5 
Am.  Be  p.  875. 

So,  evidence  in  an  action  for  damages  to  an  em- 
ployee of  a  railroad  company  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  the  intoxication  of  a  coemployee,  as  to 
bis  having  been  seen  in  the  yard  in  an  intoxicated 
condition  on  the  day  of  the  accident  and  at  other 
times,  is  not  rendered  inadmissible  by  the  fact  that 
there  was  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  with  ref- 
erence to  the  condition  or  habits  of  such  em- 
ployees, but  only  as  to  their  skill  and  experience. 
Lyons  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.  88  Hun,  886. 

In  Warner  v.  New  York  C.  B.  Co.  44  N.  Y. 
466,  however,  it  was  held  that  evidence  in  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  for  an  Injury  from  a  collision 
with  a  railway  train  that  the  flagman  employed  by 
the  railway  company  had  been  intoxicated  on  sev- 
eral occasions  previous  to  the  happening  of  the  in- 
jury, and  that  bis  intemperate  habits  were  known 
to  the  officers  of  the  company,  is  inadmissible,  as 
bis  previous  habits  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 


And  an  employee  cannot  recover  of  bis  em- 
ployer for  a  personal  injury  upon  the  ground  of 
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the  wrongful  employment  and  retention  of  an- 
other employee  addicted  to  the  intemperate  use  of 
intoxicating  liquor  by  whose  act  the  injury  was 
caused.  In  the  absence  of  proof  that  such  employee 
was  intoxicated  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  or  was 
rendered  incompetent  or  unfit  for  his  position  by 
such  habits  of  intoxication.  Harrington  v.  New 
York  C.  A  H.  B.  B.  Co.  19  N.  Y.  8.  B.  30. 

Nor  can  a  railroad  company  be  held  liable  for 
uegltgence  in  retaining  an  employee  having  hablu 
of  intoxication,  where  It  exercised  due  care  and 
diligence  in  ascertaining  as  to  his  competency,  but 
failed  to  learn  as  to  such  habits.  Hilts  v.  Chicago 
&  6.  T.  B.  Co.  65  Mich.  437. 

And  evidence  that  a  flagman  was  careful,  atten- 
tive, and  temperate  is  admissible  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  Injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  his 
negligence,  in  which  it  is  attempted  to  be  proved 
that  he  was  a  careless  and  intemperate  person,  and 
the  fact  may  be  proved  by  witnesses  who  had  seen 
his  conduct  and  could  testify  to  the  facts  which 
they  had  observed,  though  they  are  not  experts. 
Gabagan  v.  Boston  &  L.  B.  Co.  1  Allen,  188, 79  Am. 
Dec  724. 

So,  the  mere  employment  or  retention  by  a  rail- 
road company  of  a  conductor  of  Intemperate  bab. 
its  does  not  render  it  responsible  for  an  accident 
happening  from  his  acts:  it  is  inoumt)ent  upon  the 
plalntiir  in  an  action  therefor  to  show  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  testimony  that  the  accident  was 
caused  in  whole  or  In  part  by  the  negligence  of 
Such  Incompetent  and  unQt  conductor.  Crew  t. 
St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  20  Fed.  Bep.  87. 

And  a  ship  master  cannot  be  held  chargeable 
with  negligence  rather  than  a  mere  error  of  judg- 
ment upon  evidence  that  not  long  before  the  acci- 
dent the  pilot  twice  requested  the  master  to  take 
charge  of  the  helm  until  his  return  and  steer  for  a 
certain  light  ahead,  and  the  master  being  under  ap- 
prehension because  the  ship  was  run  too  close  to 
shore  each  time  put  the  sbip^s  bead  farther  out« 
and  the  pilot  on  his  first  return  brou^t  the  Ship 
back  again,  and  the  ship  struck  while  being 
brought  back  upon  his  second  return,  though  it 
might  be  assumed  that  the  master  had  by  this  time 
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least,  that  tbe  plaiDttiTs  rights  were  not  preja- 
dtced  by  the  charge. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  judgment  toiU  be 
reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  granted, 
the  following  opinion  was  handed  down  on 
February  16,  1898: 

Pep  Cnriam: 

This  cause  was  in  this  court  at  the  January 
term,  1897,  and  an  opinion  filed  March  \0 
following,  reported  in  70  N.  W.  R.  815  (8  Det. 
L.  N.  84J).  On  the  trial  in  the  court  below 
the  defendant  had  judgment,  which  was  re- 
versed and  a  new  trial  granted.  The  defend- 
ant afterward  moved  for  rehearing  which  was 
granted. 

While  we  are  satisfied  that  the  case  was 
properly  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  we 
think  there  are  some  matters  in  the  former 
opinion  which  should  be  corrected.  It  was 
there  held  that  certain  evidence  should  not 
have  been  admitted  showing  that  the  plaintiff 
for  two  or  three  years  prior  to  that  time  was 
in  the  habit  of  becoming  intoxicated,  and  also 
showing  the  character  of  the  house  or  hotel 


he  kept  From  a  further  examination  of  the 
case  we  are  convinced  that  the  court  below 
was  not  in  error  in  admitting  iL  The  plaintiff 
claimed  damages  on  account  of: 

1.  The  direct  physical  injury  to  himself,  its 
natural  incidents,  pain,  suffering,  etc. 

2.  Loss  of  wages  which  he  would  probably 
have  received  during  the  period  which  in- 
tervened between  the  date  of  the  accident  and 
the  date  of  the  verdict 

8.  Loss  of  probable  future  earnings. 

It  appears  that  when  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured be  was  not  employed  at  any  work,  and 
the  testimony  tends  to  'show  that  his  habits 
were  very  dissolute;  that  he  kept  a  house  of 
doubtful  character,  and  had  before  that  been 
discharged  from  his  employment  at  other 
places.  Counsel  contends  that  '*it  is  not  in 
the  usual  course  of  things  that  a  man  of  dis- 
solute habits,  of  more  or  less  evil  association, 
of  bad  record,  and  of  ill  repute  should  obtain 
employment  as  readily  or  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  he  were  sot)er,  industrious,  of  good  fame 
and  record;  and  that  defendant  had  the  right 
to  lay  before  the  jur^  by  appropriate  testimony 
any  facts  concernmg  the  plaintiff's  habits, 
character,  or  repute  which  might  throw  light 
on  the  probability  of  his  securing  employment, 
and  the  character  and  continuity  of  the  same." 


perceived  that  the  pilot  was  under  the  iDfluence  of 
liquor,  and  feared  to  trust  him.  Earnmoor  S.  S. 
Co.  V.  Union  Ins.  Go.  44  Fed.  Rep.  874. 

A  railroad  company  is  presumed  to  have  dls- 
eharfired  its  duty  In  exercisioff  due  care  and  dill- 
genoe  in  seeing  that  its  employees  are  competent 
and  sober,  and  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with  those 
who  assert  neffHireDce  in  the  discharge  of  such 
duty.    HUts  V.  Chicago  ft  O.  T.  R.  Co.  66  Mich.  437. 

So,  where  proper  persons  are  employed,  who  aft- 
erwards become  Incompetent  or  unfit  for  the  du- 
ties of  the  employment  from  habits  of  Intoxica- 
tion subsequently  acquired,  and  this  is  brought  to 
the  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  employer  or  bis  or 
Its  managing  offloers  who  have  power  to  act  In  the 
premises,  the  failure  or  neglect  promptly  to  dis- 
charge such  employees  will  render  the  principal 
liable  for  any  Injury  caused  thereby.  Chapman  v. 
BriefLCo.66N.T.870. 

And  where  the  attention  of  the  offloers  of  a  rail- 
road company  is  called  to  the  fact  that  a  yard  mas- 
ter had  at  times  used  beer  if  not  stronger  drinks, 
in  view  of  the  gretit  danger  lilceiy  to  result  from 
the  use  by  one  In  his  position  of  intoxicating  liq- 
uor, it  becomes  their  duty  to  make  careful  and  fre- 
quent iDvestigation  upon  the  subject,  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  of  their  knowledge  thereof  being 
for  the  coDSideration  of  the  Jury.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Gilbert.  46  Mich.  176. 

But  while  in  employing  subordinates  a  principal 
must  exercise  great  care,  and  is  required  to  losti- 
tute  affirmative  inquiries  to  asce-rtaln  their  charac- 
ter and  quailflcations,  negligence  Id  this  respect 
creating  a  liability  for  Injuries  thereby  caused, 
after  suitable  persons  have  been  employed  there  is 
not  the  same  reason  for  exacting  such  a  high  de- 
gree of  diligence,  and  good  character  and  proper 
qualifications  once  possessed  will  be  presumed  to 
continue,  and  the  employer  may  rely  upon  the 
presumption  until  he  has  knowledge  or  notice  of 
the  habits  of  intoxication  or  other  bad  habits  of 
the  employees,  or  at  least  such  know  ledge  as  would 
put  a  reasonable  man  upoD  inquiry,  and  without 
such  knowledge  or  notice  the  employer  is  not  liable 
to  another  servant  for  injuries  sustained  from  his 
negligent  acts.  Chapman  v.  Brie  R,  Co.  66  N.  Y, 
679. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


And  where  a  servant  knows  of  the  habits  of  in- 
toxication of  another  servant  as  fully  as  the  mas- 
ter, and  they  are  the  producing  cause  of  the  Injury 
to  him,  and  he  continues  in  the  employment  of  the 
master  without  promises  of  correction  or  change 
of  his  owD  accord,  remaining  exposed  to  the  effects 
thereof  when  they  shall  come,  it  may  constitute 
contributory  negligence  on  his  part  which  will  bar 
his  right  to  a  recovery.  Lanlng  v.  New  York  C.  R. 
Co.  49  N.  Y.  621, 10  Am.  Rep.  417. 

But  an  instruction  in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  an  injury  to  a  brakeman  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  the  habitual  drunkenness  and 
incompetency  of  the  engineer,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
had  equal  means  of  knowledge  with  the  defendant 
In  ascertaining  the  alleged  incompetency  of  the 
engineer  be  could  not  recover,  should  not  be  given 
where  the  plaintiff  bad  been  in  thedefendaot's  em- 
ploy but  a  short  time  and  bad  made  but  one  trip 
with  such  engineer,  and  was  but  slightly  acquainted 
with  him,  while  the  engineer  had  been  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  defendant  for  five  or  six  years.  Will- 
iams V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  100  Mo.  486. 

And  evidence  in  an  action  for  an  injury  to  a 
brakeman  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  intem- 
perate habits  of  the  engineer,  that  the  brakeman 
knew  nothing  about  the  engineer's  habits,  and 
that  he  went  Into  the  employ  of  the  company 
about  the  middle  of  October  and  the  injury  oc- 
curred early  in  December  of  the  same  year,  and 
that  he  had  previously  made  but  one  trip  with 
such  engineer  and  was  but  slightly  acquainted 
with  him  and  did  not  see  him  very  often,  is  snfii- 
cient  to  support  a  finding  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  such  engineer's  intemperate  habits.  Will- 
iams V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  1U9  Mo.  465. 

It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury  in  an  action 
for  a  personal  injury  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a 
drunken  coemployee  whom  the  master  bad  prom- 
ised to  discharge  upon  receiving  notice  of  his  in- 
competency, whether  the  remaining  in  the  master's 
employ  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured,  with 
knowledge  of  the  incompetency  of  the  other,  was 
contributory  negligence  upon  bis  part.  Laoing  v* 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.  48  N.  Y.  SSSU 10  Am.  Rep.  417. 

F.H.  a 
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We  think  the  doctriDe  caonot.  be  carried  to 
the  eztcDt  claiiped  by  couDsel.  The  defeudant 
undoubtedly  had  the  righi  to  lay  before  the 
jury  any  facts  concerning  the  plaintlflf's  habiis 
or  conduct  which  might  throw  light  on  the 
probability  of  his  securing  employment  and 
the  character  and  continuity  of  the  same;  but 
"we  know  of  no  rule  which  would  permit  the 
defendant  to  go  into  proof  of  the  plaintiff's 
character  or  repute.  In  this  view  of  the  case 
we  think  the  court  below  was  not  in  error  in 
admitting  the  testimony,  or  in  the  charge  to 
the  iury  upon  that  question. 

Metropolitan  Street  R.  Go.  v.  Kennedy^  51 
U.  8.  App.  503,  82  Fed.  Rep.  158. 

A  new  trial  being  had,  we  have  made  this 
eorrection  of  the  former  opinion. 


Anna  A.  HARLEY.  Piff.  in  Err.. 
Desmus  PROCUNIER. 


.Mioh.. 


.) 


A  married  man  may»  without  his  wife's 
consent*  select  the  cows  which  he  will 
claim  as  exempt  in  giving  a  chattel  mortgage 
on  other  oows,  under  2  How.  Ann.  Stat,  fl  7d86, 
providing  that  two  oows  shall  be  exempt  to  each 
bousebolder  from  any  final  process,  and  that  any 
chattel  mortgage  created  on  any  part  of  such  ex- 
empt property  shall  be  void  unless  the  mortgage 
is  signed  by  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor. 

(November  17. 1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Alcona 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  a  replevin  suit  lo  recover  posses- 
sion of  certain  cows  which  had  been  taken 
by  defendant  under  a  chattel  mortgage.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Afr,  Osmond  H.  Smith*  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

The  consent  must  be  as  prescribed  by  the 
statute  in  writing,  or  it  is  of  no  force  or  effect. 
The  legislature  in  enacting  §  7686  saw  fit  to 
make  mortgages,  bills  of  sale,  and  other  liens 
upon  certain  articles  of  exempt  property  void 
without  the  wife's  signature. 

Singer  Affg.  Co.  v.  Ouliaton,  90  Mich.  642; 
IngersoU  v.  Gage,  47  Mich.  132. 

The  other  three  cows  were  virtually  mort- 
gaged, which  of  itself  ought  to  be  enough,  as 
a  matter  of  law,to  settle  this  whole  question  of 
exemption.  The  other  three  cows  were  liable 
to  be  taken  away  any  day  on  the  mortgages. 
Where  there  are  two  cows  exempt  the  exemp- 
tion ought  to  be  applied  to  the  two  unencum- 
bered. 

Herman,  Executions,  p.  114;  Oreenleaf  y. 
Sanborn,  44  N.  H.  16;  Tryon  v.  Mansir,  2 
Allen,  219;  HiU  v.  Loomis.  6  N.  H.  263. 

It  is  not  a  mere  partial  interest  or  right  of 
redemption  only  in  the  animal  which  is  in- 
tended b  V  the  statute  to  be  secured  to  the  debtor 
and  his  family. 


NOTK.— This  case  decides  what  seems  to  be  a  new 
question  as  to  the  person  who  may  select  cows  or 
other  property  claimed  to  be  exempt  for  the  use 
of  a  lamily. 
40  L.R.  A. 


Tryon  y.  Mansir,  8  Allen,  219;  Gremleqf  t. 
Sanborn,  44  N.  H.  16. 

The  manifest  intent  of  the  legislature  was 
not^to  regard  the  family  as  simply  a  voluntary 
association  of  two  persons,  legally  independent 
of  each  other,  but  of  a  unification  of  inter- 
ests. 

Snyder  y.  People,  26  Mich.  109,  12  Am. 
Rep.  302. 

The  exemption  is  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  family,  and  the  remedy  is  given  to  the 
wife  that  the  family  may  be  protected  in  the 
benefit,  even  when  the  husband  is  indifferent 
or  hostile. 

IngersoU  v.  Oage,  47  Mich.  123;  Shepard  t. 
Cross,   83  Mich.  98. 

Mr.  M.  J.  Connine,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

This  law  was  not  created  so  as  to  exempt  all 
the  cows  a  man  has,  where  more  than  two,  but 
only  two. 

2How.  Ann.  Stat.  §7687. 

Nor  was  it  intended  that  mortgages  on  a 
husband's  cattle,  as  a  class  or  quantity,  should 
be  void  unless  signed  by  the  wife;  but  only 
mortgages  on  the  two  exempt  cows. 

The  property  is  the  husband's;  the  right 
of  exemption  from  sale  is  bis;  the  right  of  se- 
lection alter  levy  is  also  his,  under  the  statute; 
neither  the  right  of  exemption  nor  the  privi- 
lege of  selection  are  ever  in  the  wife. 

Charpentier  v.  Bresnahan,  62  Mich.  860. 

The  restriction  upon  the  right  to  encumber 
must  have  expressly  and  necessarily  applied 
to  these  two  cows.  This  restriction  is  more 
of  a  limitation  in  her  hands  than  an  exemp- 
tion; it  is  in  derogation  of  his  common-law 
right  to  encumber,  and  should  be  strictly  con- 
strued. 

Sijiger  Mfg.  Co.y.  Cullaton,  90  Mich.  639. 

An  exemption  under  this  statute  may  be 
waived  by  conduct  of  the  one  entitled  to  it. 

Fuller  v.  Byrne,  102  Mich.  461;  Dann  ▼. 
Cudney,  13  Mich.  239,  87  Am.  Dec.  755;  Dafsis 
y.  Zimmerman,  40  Mich.  24. 

Lon^,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiff  is  a  married  woman  having  a  family 
of  children.  September  10, 1894,  her  husband 
gave  a  chattel  mortgage  in  the  sum  of  $30 
upon  two  cows,  without  the  plain  tiff^s  signa- 
ture, and,  as  she  claims,  without  her  consent. 
At  that  time  the  husband  owned  five  cows. 
Proceedings  were  being  taken  to  foreclose  this 
mortgage,  when  the  plaintiff  brought  replevin, 
and  tooK  the  cows  into  possession.  The  re- 
plevin cause  was  tried  in  justice  court,  and 
removed  to  the  circuit,  where,  upon  atrial  be- 
fore a  jury,  the  defendant  had  verdict  and 
judgment.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  on  the 
trial  was  that  these  two  cows  weie  exempt, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  mortgage  was  void, 
under  the  provisions  of  §  7686,  2  How.  Ann. 
Stat  That  section  provides  that  "the  follow- 
ing property  shall  be  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  under  any  execution  or  upon  any  final 
process  of  a  court:  ...  To  each  house- 
holder, .  .  .  two  cows,"  etc.  Subdivi 
sion  9  of  that  section  provides:  "And  any 
chattel  mortgage,  bill  of  sale,  or  other  lien 
created  on  any  part  of  property  above  de- 
scribed,   .    .    .    shall  be  void   unless  such 
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mortgage,  bill  of  sale,  or  lien  be  signed  by  the 
wire  of  the  party  making  such  mortgage  or 
lien."  etc.  It  appears  upon  the  trial  that  this 
mortgage  was  given  for  a  bona  fide  indebted- 
ness of  the  husband;  and  the  defendant  in- 
troduced evidence  tending  to  show  that  these 
cows  had  been  mortgnged  prior  to  that  to  one 
Wood.  The  defendant  had  an  agreement 
with  the  husband  of  plaintiff  that,  if  Mr.  Wood 
would  release  his  mortgage,  he  would  give  a 
mortgage  to  the  defendant  upon  them.  The 
defendant  made  the  arrangement  with  Mr. 
Wood  for  the  release,  and  went  to  plaintiff's 
house.  Her  husband  was  not  there;  but  the 
plaintiff  was  told  by  defendant  that  he  had 
arranged  for  the  discharge  of  the  Wood 
mortgage,  and  that  her  husband  promised  to 
give  him  a  mortgage  on  the  same  cows.  The 
plaintiff  then  told  him  that  anything  her 
husband  did  about  the  matter  was  all  right. 
The  husband  came  home  shortly  after  that, 
and  defendant  took  a  description  of  the  two 
cows  in  plaintiff's  presence.  She  knew  which 
two  her  husband  was  to  mortgage.  At  that 
time  she  made  no  claim  that  these  two  cows 
were  exempt.  The  five  cows  were  thereat 
that  time,  and  all  were  owned  by  the  husband. 
The  next  morning  the  mortgage  was  executed. 
Plaintiff  made  no  objection  to  the  giving  of 
the  mortgage,  and  made  no  claim  then  that 
these  two  cows  were  exempt.  The  plaintiff 
was  called  as  a  witness,  and  denied  that  she  ever 
had  any  such  talk  with  defendant,  or  that  she 
was  present  when  the  description  of  the  cows 
was  taken  by  him  to  put  into  the  chattel 
mortgage.  The  court  submitted  the  question 
to  the  jury  to  find  whether  or  not,  under  these 
circumstances,  these  two  cows  were  exempt. 
The  verdict  was  in  favor  of  defendant  for  the 
amount  of  his  lien  under  the  mortgage. 

Some  questions  are  raised  upon  the  ruling 
of  the  court  in  the  admission  and  rejection  of 
evidence  upon  the  trial.  We  find  no  error  in 
that.  It  is  claimed  by  plaintiff  that  under 
these  circumstances  the  court  should  have  di- 
rected the  verdict  in  her  favor.  We  think 
not.  The  court  charged  the  jury  as  to  the  ex- 
emption as  follows:  "Mr.  Harley  wasa  house- 
holder, and  had  a  family,  and  was  entitled  to 
have  two  cows  the  law  could  not  reach.  It 
seems  from  the  evidence  he  had  five  cows. 
Now,  three  of^  these  cows  could  not  be  ex- 
empt, only  two;  and  he  is  the  one  to  deter- 
mine which  ones  are  to  be  exempt.  The  right 
of  exemption  rests  with  the  man  that  owns 
the  cows,  the  householder.  If  this  was  a  levy 
of  execution,  then  under  the  law  it  would  be 


the  duty  of  Mr.  Harley  to  step  forward  and 
claim  which  ones  of  five  cows  he  should  claim 
as  exempt,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
officers  to  hand  out  the  cows  that  he  claimed, 
and  they  might  leave  with  the  rest.  This  is 
not  a  levy  under  an  execution,  but  a  chattel 
mortgage,  and  he  [Mr.  Harley]  is  the  man 
that  should  determine  which  he  proposes  are 
exempt.  ...  He  should  do  it  when  he 
gives  the  chattel  mortgage."  It  is  contended 
by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  the  court  was  in 
error  in  this  part  of  the  charge,  that  the  wife 
had  the  right  to  determine  which  two  of  the 
five  cows  should  be  exempt:  and  that  a  chattel 
mortgage  without  the  wife's  signature  is 
absolutely  void,  unless  it  appears  that  there 
are  two  remaining  cows  not  encumbered, 
which  are  satisfactory  to  the  wife,— that  is, 
that  the  wife  may  make  the  selection  of  ex- 
empt property,  and  that,  the  plaintiff  here  not 
having  determined  which  two  of  the  five 
should  be  exempt,  the  mortgage  is  void.  This 
statute  can  have  no  such  construction.  The 
property  belonged  to  the  husband.  He  could 
not  mortgage  all  the  cows  he  owned  without 
his  wife's  signature  to  the  mortgage,  because, 
under  this  statute,  two  would  be  exempt;  but 
the  claim  of  exemption  must  necessarily  rest 
with  the  husband.  As  stated  by  the  court 
below,  '*If  this  was  a  levy  of  execution,  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  Mr.  Harley  to  claim  the 
exemption."  The  husband  would  also  have 
the  right  to  determine  which  two  of  the  five 
cows  he  would  leave  out  of  the  chattel  mort- 
gage. The  law  gives  the  wife  a  remedy  only 
when  the  husband  fails  to  claim  the  exemp- 
tion. The  giving  of  the  mortgage  on  the 
two  cows  was  a  selection  of  those  which  were 
not  exempt.  But  the  court  went  further  than 
this  in  his  charge.  The  testimony  showed 
that  these  two  cows  had  been  mortgaged  be- 
fore; and  also  the  defendant's  testimony 
showed  that  the  wife  knew  just  which  cows 
her  husband  was  giving  the  mortgage  upon; 
that  she  made  no  objection,  but,  on  the  other 
hand  told  the  defendant  that  the  giving  of 
the  mortgage  by  her  husband  was  all  right. 
The  court  thereupon  left  the  question  of  the 
exemption  to  the  jury  as  one  of  fact.  Cer- 
tainly, the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  were  fully 
protected  under  this  charge;  and,  if  either 
party  had  a  right  to  complain  of  the  charge, 
it  was  not  the  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  mu$t  be  affirmed. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  E.  HAGGERTY  et  aL,  Appts., 
t). 

ST.    LOUIS    ICE   MANUFACTURING  & 
STORAGE  COMPANY,  Beept. 

( Mo ) 

1.   Reg^&'^o'^'  ''or  the  protection  and 


NoTR.— As  to  the  validity  of  a  statute  makiof?  it 
ozimlnal  to  have  the  possession  of  certain  property, 
see  State  v.  Lewis  (lad.)  20  L.  R.  A.  52,  and  note. 
Bee  also  Men  Luck  v.  Bears  (Or.)  32  L.  R.  A.  738. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


preservation  of  ^gmme  are  within  the  ooo- 
stitutlonal  power  of  the  leirislature. 

2.  The  intention  of  a  person  who  com- 
mits an  act  which  is  made  a  misdemeanor 
by  statute  constitutes  no  element  of  the  otTense. 

8*  A  contract  for  the  "cold-storaire**  of 
game  during  the  **cloee  season/*  to  be  with- 
drawn durinir  the  open  season  when  the  game 
could  be  lawfully  disposed  of,  is  void  under  Bev 
Stat.  1H80,  fl  SUOS,  making  It  a  misdemeanor  to 
bave  such  game  in  possession  during  the  close 
season. 
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MlflSOUBI  SUFREHB  CODBT. 


(March  15^  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  8t.  Louis  Circuit  Court  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract  to  preserve  game 
in  cold  storage.    Affimied, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  R.  H*  Kern  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Henry  E.  Mills,  for  respondent: 

The  ownership  of  game  is  in  the  sovereign, 
and-  there  can  only  be  a  limited  or  qualified 
ownership  in  the  subject.  The  people  of  the 
states  being  the  sovereign  have  a  common 
ownership  and  control  over  game  to  which  the 
casual  custody  of  an  individual  citizen  is  sub- 
ject. 

Oeer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  619,  40  L.  ed. 
798:  StaU  v.  Farrdl,  28  Mo.  App.  176. 

Fish  in  the  tidewaters  of  the  .several  states 
are  "common  property"  of  the  people  of  the 
states  and  subject  to  control  and  regulation  by 
the  several  state  legislatures. 

McCready  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  891,  24  L. 
ed.  248;  Manchester  v.  Massachusetts,  189  U. 
S.  240,  85  L.  ed.  159. 

There  is  a  very  thorough  discussion  of  the 
question  involved  in  this  case  in — 

Ex  parte  Maier,  103  Cal.  476. 

No  act  wljich  is  forbidden  by  law,  whether 
malum  in  se  or  malum  prohibitum,  can  consti- 
tute a  valid  consideration  for  a  contract. 

Friend  v.  Porter,  50  Mo.  App.  89;  Sprague 
y.  Rooney,  104  Mo.  860. 

The  option  dealer  who  renders  services  and 
pays  losses  incurred  on  behalf  of  his  principal, 
and  by  the  direction  of  his  principal,  cannot 
recover. 

Connor  v.  Black,  119  Mo.  142. 

If  the  game  had  been  stored  and  delivered, 
such  service  would  not  have  been  the  basis  of 
an  action  for  the  hire. 

Oarrett  v  Kansas  City  Coal  Min,  Co,  118 
Mo.  839;  Bick  v.  Seal,  45  Mo.  App.  475. 

Sherwood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  business  of  plaintiffs,  resident  in  St. 
Louis,  was  that  of  dealing  in  game,  while  the 
defendant  corporation  was  engaged  in  that  city 
in  the  business  of  **cold  storage,"  which  em- 
braced the  storing  and  preservation  of  prod- 
uce and  game  [of  all  kinds.  Plaintiffs,  during 
what  is  known  as  the  "open  season,"  were  ac- 
customed to  buy  and  sell  the  different  kinds 
of  game,  and,  when  what  is  -known  as  the 
"close  season"  was  about  to  arrive,  were  in 
the  habit  of  storing  such  game  as  remained  on 
their  hands  until  such  time  as  the  "open  sea- 
son" again  returned,  when  they  would  resume 
their  erstwhile  prohibited  business.  So  it  was 
that  in  the  year  1892,  between  the  15th  of  No- 
vember and  the  26ih  of  December,  the  defend- 
ant corporation  made  plaintiffs  an  offer  to  care- 
fully store  and  preserve  the  same  in  a  cold, 
frozen  condition  for  such  time  as  plaintiffs 
might  store  the  same  with  it,  and  to  restore 
the  same  to  plaintiffs  in  as  good  condition  as 
when  received  from  plaintiffs.  This  offer  was 
based  upon  the  consideration  of  the  payment 
of  so  much  per  pound  for  such  storage. 
Plaintiffs  desiring  that  such  game  be  so  kept 
and  preserved,  and  intending  that  such  game 
40L.R.  A. 


should  be  stored  with  defendant  corporation 
during  the  "close  season,'*  and  withdrawing 
it  when  the  "open  season"  should  return,  ac- 
cepted the  offer  aforesaid,  and  on  the  18th  of 
November,  1892,  stored  with  defendant  a  large 
quantity  of  game,  to  be  withdrawn  from  de- 
fendant's custody  when  and  at  such  times  as 
the  law  would  permit  plaintiffs  to  dispose  of 
the  same.  At  the  time  of  its  being  thus  stored 
the  game  was  in  good  condition.  On  No- 
vember 18.  1893,  defendant  presented  to 
plaintiffs  a  bill  for  such  storage,  amounting, 
etc.,  which  plaintiffs  paid.  Thereupon  plain- 
tiffs proceeded  to  remove  such  game  from  the 
cold-storage  rooms  of  defendant,  and  in  doing 
so  discovered  that  defendant  had  failed  to  pre> 
serve  such  game  in  a  cold  and  frozen  condi- 
tion, whereby  the  same  became  rotten  and 
worthless,  and  was  not  in  good  condition,  a» 
when  delivered  to  defendant.  For  this  breach 
of  contract  damages  in  the  sum  of  $7,000 
were  demanded,  and,  being  refused,  this  suit 
was  brought.  This  is  the  substance  of  the 
first  count  in  the  petition;  the  second  count  is 
like  unto  it  Defendant  demurred  to  the  first 
count  on  these  grounds:  "Now  comes  de- 
fendant, and  demurs  to  the  first  count  of 
plaintiffs*  second  amended  petition,  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action 
against  defendant,  and  because  it  does  show 
affirmatively  that  plaintiffs  endeavored  to 
make  with  defendant  a  contract  for  the  stor- 
age of  game  during  the  period  of  the  year 
when  the  possession  of  such  game  was  pro- 
hibited by  law,  and  that  the  alleged  contract 
was  unlawful,  and  in  violation  of  a  penal 
statute  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  nonen- 
forceable,  and  because  it  appears  that,  at 
plaintiff's  request,  said  game  was  carried  on 
plaintiffs'  account  during  the  season  of  1898, 
prohibited  by  law."  The  trial  court  adjudged 
the  petition  insufficient  in  law,  and,  plaintiffs 
declining  to  plead  further,  final  judgment  waa 
rendered;  hence  this  appeal. 

Section  8901,  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  prohibits  the 
killing  of  certain  game  at  certain  times  of  the 
year.  Section  8902,  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  makes 
it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  to  "pur- 
chase, have  in  his  possession,  or  sell  any  of 
the  game  birds  or  animals  specified  in  the 
next  preceding  section,  or  any  fresh  pieces 
or  parts  of  said  animals,  during  the  season 
when  the  catching  and  killiiig  of  same  is 
prohibited,  or  shall  purchase,  have  in  posses- 
sion, or  sell  any  of  the  game  birds  or  ani- 
mals caught  or  killed  contrary  to  the  provi- 
sions of  said  sections."  As  shown  by  the 
very  interesting  and  exhaustive  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  White  in  Oeer  v.  Connecticut,  101 
U.  S.  519,  40  L.  ed.  798:  "From  the  earliest 
traditions  the  right  to  reduce  animals  feres 
natures  to  possession  has  been  subiect  to  the 
control  of  the  lawgiving  power."  The  exercise 
of  this  power  has  been  definitely  traced  back, 
even  as  far  as  the  time  of  Solon,  who  forbade 
the  Athenians  to  kill  game;  and  in  France,  as^ 
early  as  the  Salic  law,  the  right  to  reduce  a 
part  of  the  common  property  in  game  into  pos- 
session, and  consequent  ownership,  was  regu- 
lated by  law.  Such  regulations  prevailed  in 
every  country  in  continental  Europe  and  in 
England .  Treating  of  this  subject,  Blackstone 
says:    "There  still  remains  another  species  of 
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prerogative  property,  founded  upon  a  very 
different  principle  from  any  that  have  been 
menlioned  before;  the  property  of  such  animals 
fercB  TMiura,  as  are  known  by  the  denomina- 
tion of  'game,'  with  the  right  of  pursuing,  lak- 
infi^,  and  destroying  them ;  which  is  vested  in 
the  King  alone,  and  from  him  derived  to  such 
of  his  subjects  as  have  received  the  grants  of 
a  chase,  a  park,  a  free  warren,  or  free  fishery. 
.  .  .  In  the  first  place,  then,  we  have  al- 
ready shown,  and  indetd  it  cannot  be  denied, 
that  by  the  law  of  nature  every  man,  from  the 
prince  to  the  peasant,  has  an  equal  right  of 
pursuing,  and  taking  to  his  own  use,  all  such 
creatures  as  we  f era  naturoB,  and  therefore  the 
property  of  nobody,  but  liable  to  be  seized  by 
the  first  occupant.  And  so  it  was  held  by  the 
imperial  law,  even  so  late  as  Justinian's  time. 
.  .  .  But  it  follows  from  the  very  end  and 
constitution  of  society,  that  this  natural  right, 
as  well  as  many  others  belonging  to  man  as  an 
individual,  may  be  restrained  by  positive  laws 
enacted  for  reasons  of  state,  or  for  the  supposed 
benefit  of  the  community.''  2  Bl.  Com.  410. 
This  prerogative  of  the  King,  as  an  attribute 
of  government,  recognized  and  enforced  by 
the  common  law  of  England  by  approptiate, 
and  oftentimes  by  severe,  penalties  and  for- 
feitures, was  vested  in  the  colonial  govern- 
ments of  thiR  country,  and  when  these  govern- 
ments threw  off  the  yoke  of  the  mother  country 
that  right  of  sovereignty  passed  to  and  was 
vested  in  the  respective  states.  This  sovereign 
attribute  and  power,  as  existed  in  the  states 
of  this  Union,  has  often  been  exercised  by 
them  by  passage  of  laws  in  the  most  of  these 
states  for  the  protection  and  preservation  of 
game,  and  it  seems  never  to  have  been  called 
in  question.  Numerous  adjudications  attest 
this  fact.  In  such  cases  the  common  owner- 
ship of  game,  which  otherwise  would  remain 
in  the  body  of  the  people,  is  lodged  in  the 
state,  to  be  exercised,  like  all  other  govern- 
mental powers  in  the  state  in  its  sovereign 
capacity,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  people, 
and  subject,  of  course,  to  such  regulation -i  and 
restrictions  as  the  sovereign  power  may  see  fit 
to  impose.  Such  regulations  appropriateiy 
fall  within  the  domain  of  the  police  power  of 
the  state.  In  Ex  parte  Mater,  103  Cal.  476,  it  is 
said:  ''The  wild  game  within  a  state  belongs  to 
the  people  in  their  collective  sovereign  capaci- 
ty it  is  not  the  subject  of  private  ownership, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  people  may  elect  to 
make  it  so;  and  they  may,  if  they  see  fit,  abso 
lately  prohibit  the  taking  of  it,  or  any  traffic 
or  commerce  in  it,  if  deemed  necessary  for 
the  protection  or  preservation  or  the  public 
good."  Expressing  the  same  view,  it  is  said 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota:  **We 
t^eit  to  be  the  correct  doctrine  in  this  country 
that  the  ownership  of  wild  animals,  so  far  as 
they  are  capable  of  ownership,  is  in  the  state, 
not  as  proprietor,  but  in  its  sovereign  capacity, 
as  tiie  representative,  and  for  the  benefit,  of  all 
its  people  in  common."  Slate  v.  Bodman,  58 
Mino.  393.  In  Magner  v.  People,  97  111.  320, 
in  passing  upon  the  subject  now  under  consid- 
eration, it  is  said:  '  Stated  in  other  language, 
to  hunt  and  kill  game  is  a  boon  or  privilege, 
granted,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  by  the 
sovereign  authority, — ^not  a  right  inhering  in 
each  individual;  and,  consequently,  nothing 


is  taken  away  from  the  individual  when  he  is 
denied  the  privilege,  at  stated  seasons,  of 
hunting  and  killing  game.  It  is,  perhaps, 
accurate  to  s^y  that  the  ownership  of  the 
sovereign  authority  is  in  trust  for  all  the  people 
of  the  state,  and  hence,  by  implication,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  enact  such  laws 
as  will  be^t  preserve  the  subject  of  the  trusty 
and  sc  ( urj  its  beneficial  use,  in  the  future,  to 
the  p€op  e  of  the  state.  But  in  any  view,  the 
question  of  individual  enjoyment  is  one  of 
public  policy,  and  not  of  private  right."  This 
right  of  the  states  to  provide  anH  enforcp  recu 
lations  respecting  the  protection  and  pres- 
ervation of  game  has  received  trtquetii 
recognition  at  the  hands  of  the  Supreme  Uourt 
of  the  United  Slates.  Thus,  in  mcG ready  v. 
Virginia,  94  U.  &  895,  24  L.  ed.  248.  the 
power  of  the  state  of  Virginia  to  prohibit 
citizens  of  other  states  from  planting  oysters 
within  the  tide  waters  of  that  state  was  upheld 
by  thin  court.  In  Mdnc?ie*,(ei'  v.  Mansaehueetls, 
139  U.  S.  240,  35  L.  ed.  159,  the  authority  of 
the  state  of  Massachusetts  to  control  and  regu- 
late the  catching  of  fish  within  the  bays  oT 
that  state  was  also  maintained.  See  also 
Geer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  519.  40  L.  ed. 
793,  and  Slate  v.  Farrett,  23  Mo.  App.  176,  and 
cases  cMed:  State  V.  Lewis,  134  Ind.  250  90  1, 
R  A.  52.  A  statute  of  New  York  prohibited 
the  killing  or  having  in  possession  gauie  Uua.-> 
of  the  kind  specified,  after  the  Isi  of  March 
(Laws  1871,  pp.  1671,  1677,  chap.  721,  §5^  7,  8, 
33),  and  touching  this  statute  the  court 
of  appeals  of  that  state  observed:  "It  is 
admitted  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  lia'l 
possession  of  the  game  after  the  1st  of 
March,  and  the  fact  alleged,  iljat  it  wan  eiihui 
killed  within  the  lawful  period  or  brought 
from  another  slate  where  the  killing  was 
lawful,  constitutes  no  defense.  The  penalty 
is  denounced  against  the  selling  or  possession 
after  that  time,  irrespective  of  the  time  or 
place  of  killing.  The  additional  fact  alleged, 
that  the  defendant  had  invented  a  process 
of  keeping  game  from  one  lawful  period  to 
another,  is  not  provided  for  in  the  act,  and  is 
immateral."  And  the  validity  of  the  statute 
was  upheld.  Phelps  v.  Raeey,'m  N.  Y.  10. 19 
Am.  Rep.  140.  That  case  is  directly  in  point, 
and  fully  sustains  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
in  adjudging  the  petition  insufiicient.  Plain- 
tiffs in  their  petition,  when  speaking  of  their 
purp  >se  in  preserving  such  game,  say,  in  sub- 
8tanc%  that  they  intended  that  said  game 
should  be  stored  with  defendant  corporation 
during  the  "close  season,"  and  withdraw 
upon  return  of  the  "open  season."  The  of- 
fense prohibited  by  §  3902  is  a  misdemeanor, 
and  in  such  case,  the  intention  of  the  mis- 
demeanant cuts  no  figure  in  the  case,  since  in 
that  class  of  crimes  intention  constitutes  no 
element  of  the  offense.  It  is  the  act  done,  and 
that  alone,  which  violates  the  law,  and  the 
motive  which  prompts  the  violation  is  alto- 
gether deJiore  the  crime  committed.  Thin 
point  is  illustrated  by  various  adjudications 
respecting  the  sale  of  liquors  to  minors  and  the 
marriage  of  minors,  supposing  the  parties  in 
each  case  to  be  of  age,  etc.  1  Wliart.  Crim. 
L.  9th  ed.  pp.  35.  113.  115.  gg  23a,  88,  and 
cases  cited;  Howell  v.  Stewart,  54  Mo.  loc.  cit 
404.    In  this  case  the  statute  makes  no  ex- 
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ceptioDS  to  the  rigid  rule  which  it  prescribes. 
The  acts  therein  mentioned  are  uncondition- 
ally and  absolutely  forbidden,  and  this  is  so 
because  the  legislature  doubtleei3  thought  that 
the  best  way  of  accomplishing  the  result  they 
desired  and  the  only  means  of  attaining  it. 
They  therefore  resorted  to  arbitrary  prohi 
bition.  Had  scienter  been  required  by  the  stat- 
ute, its  very  object  would  have  been  defeated, 
as  scienter  would  be  in  the  majority  of  instances 
impossible  of  proof.  1  Whart.  Crlm.  L.  9th 
cd.  p.  117.  §  88.  It  was  to  prevent  the  easy 
evasions  of  the  statute  that  the  law  was  passed 
in  its  present  shape;  and  on  this  ground  it  is 
analogous  to  statutes  prohibiting  the  manufac- 
ture or  sale  of  oleomargarine.  (State  v.  Bock- 
struck,  186  Mo.  835),  and  it  is  the  only  ground 
upon  which  such  enactments  can  be  upheld. 
The  end  being  granted,  to  wit,  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  enact  a  law  for  the  protection 
and  preservation  of  game,  the  means  to  effect- 
uate that  end,  to  wit,  the  authority  to  prevent 
the  law  thus  passed  from  being  evaded,  by 
prohibiting  and  making  penal  the  possession 
of  game  after  a  certain  period,  follows  as  an 
indubitable  corollary.  Bx  parte  Afarmaduke, 
91  Mo.  loc.  cit.  262.  60  Am.  Kep.  250,  and  cases 
cited.  Recurring  to  the  petition,  it  shows  on 
its  face  that  plaintiffs  contracted  with  defend- 
ant corporation  for  the  commission  of  a  mis- 
demeanor. It  is  true  the  offense  is  but  mcUum 
prohibitum,  but  the  consequences  are  the  same 
as  if  the  act  were  malum  m  se,  since  in  princi- 
ple there  is  nothing  which  should  cause  the 
result  to  differ  in  the  former  case  from  the 
latter.  The  law  will  not  stultify  itself  by 
promoting  on  the  one  hand  what  it  prohibits 
on  the  other,  and  will  for  this  reason  leave  the 
parties  to  this  suit  where  its  finds  them,  un- 
sanctioned by  its  favor,  and  unaided  by  its 
process.  Kitchen  ▼.  Oreenabaum,  61  Mo. 
110. 

Therefore  the  doctrine  announced  in  Sprague 
v.  Booney,  104  Mo.  860,  overruling  the 
former  decision  in  same  case  in  which  was 
a  dissent,  applies  here,  and  hence  judgment 
affirmed. 

All  concur. 


(Division  1.) 
Prudence  C.  OWINGS  et  al.,  Appts,, 

V. 

James  McEENZIE  et  al, 

083  Mo.  888.) 

1.   Eziension  for  a  Taluable  considera- 
tion without  consent  of  the  siaretiefl  of 

the  first  of  two  promissory  notes  secured  by 
deed  of  trust  will  not  release  the  liability  of  tbe 
sureties  upon  the  other  note  which  is  not  then 
due  by  its  terms,  although  tbe  deed  of  trust  pro- 
vided that  upon  default  Id  payment  of  the  flre^t 
note  at  maturity  the  other  should  Immediately 
become  due  an  payable. 


2*  Objection  to  the  application  of  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  ae- 
curing  two  notes  in  satisfaction  of  tbe  first  can- 
not be  made  by  mesne  conveyancers  who  by  pur- 
chase and  sale  of  the  property  acquire  the  poRition 
of  sureties  on  the  note  because  their  liability  had 
beeo  released  by  an  extension  of  the  time  of  pay- 
ment without  their  cousenr. 

8.  The  mere  nonpayment  of  the  first  of 
two  notes  secured  by  deed  of  trust  without 
any  action  on  the  part  of  holders  will  not  render 
the  other  note  due,  although  the  deed  of  trust 
provided  that  upon  default  in  payment  of  the 
first  note  botb  should  become  Immediately  due 
and  payable. 

4.  Each  of  several  notes  secured  hy  a 
deed  of  trust  is  to  be  considered  as  a  separate 
and  complete  contract  withm  itself  uncontrolled 
In  its  terms  by  any  thiug  contalQed  in  the  deed  of 
trust 

(March  10, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judj^ment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce  their  alleged  liability  on  a  promissory 
note.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Peak  A  Ball,  W.  M.  Williams, 
and  R.  L.  Yeaeer,  for  appellants: 

The  relation  of  principal  and  surety  exists 
as  between  tbe  maker  of  the  notes  and  the 
grantees  who  assume  and  a^ree  to  pay.  As  to 
the  holder  of  the  notes,  both  maker  and  gran- 
tees are  principal  debtors  and  an  extension 
docs  not  release  the  original  debtor. 

Connecticut  MuU  L.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Mayer^  8 
Mo.  App.  18;  Brown  V/  Kirk,  20  Mo.  App.  624; 
Corhett  V.  Waterman,  11  Iowa,  86;  Shepherd  v. 
May,  115  U.  8.  505.  29  L.  ed.  456;  Gucullu  v. 
Hernandez,  103  U.  S.  105.  26  L.  ed.  822;  Bey 
V.  Simpson,  22  How.  341,  16  L.  ed.  260;  Waters 
V.  Hubbard,  44  Conn.  344;  Boardman  v.  iMrra- 
bee,  51  Conn.  89;  Crawford  v.  Edwards,  83 
Mich.  854;  James  y.  Day,  87  Iowa,  164;  Marsh 
V.  Pike,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  210. 

Whenever  a  debt  is  due,  the  debtor  is  bound 
to  pay  on  demand.  The  note  in  suit  was  not 
'*due"  on  default  in  (he  payment  of  the  first 
note,  because  the  debtor  was  only  bound  to 
pay  (he  note  due  by  its  face.  The  maturity 
of  both  notes  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing the  deed  of  trust  and  disposing  of  the 
collateral. 

Morgan  v.  Martien,  32  Mo.  438;  Hurek  ▼. 
Erskine,  45  Mo.  485;  Whelan  v.  Reilly,  61  Mo. 
665:  Phillips  v.  Bailey,  82  Mo.  639;  JS^oell  y. 
Oaines,  68  Mo.  649. 

In  any  case  the  default  would  not  have  the 
effect  of  making  the  other  note  due  for  any 
purpose  except  at  the  election  of  the  holder. 
8he  did  not,  and  was  not  bound  to,  declare  it 
due. 

NoeU  V.  Oaines,  68  Mo.  649;  1  Jones,  Mortg. 
4th  ed.  §  742,  and  cases  cited. 

Each  note  is  a  separate  and  distinct  cause  of 
action,  capable  of  separate  ownership,  whether 
secured  or  not;  and  the  rule  that  all  papers 
composing  a  part  of  one  and  the  same  transac- 


NOTE.--A8  to  priority  of  notes  secured  by  mort-  |     For  effect  of  mortgaffe  on  ne^otiabiiity  of  note 
iraflre.  see  note  to  Horn  v.  Beunett  (Ind.)S4L.  B.  {secured  thereby,  see  rwit  to  Broolce  v.Strutheis 
A.  800;  also  Nashville  Trust  Co*  v.  Smythe  (Tenn.)    (Mich.)  86  L.  B.  A.  636. 
97L.B.  A.668.  ' 
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tioD  are  to  be  regarded  as  one  entire  contract 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  promissory  note 
secured  by  a  deed  of  trust. 

Bagerman  v.  Sutton,  91  Mo.  619;  Mayes  v. 
Sobinson,  93  Mo.  114;  Jenninga  v.  Todd,  118 
Mo.  296;  Horn  y.  Bennett,  135  lod.  165,  24  L. 
R.  A.  804. 

Messrs.  Cook  A  Gossett  and  Warner, 
Deaji»  Gibson*  Sb  McLeod«for  respondents: 

The  grantee  in  a  deed  to  property  encum- 
bered by  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  who,  by 
the  terms  of  the  conveyance  to  him,  assumes 
the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  secured  by 
the  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust,  becomes,  as 
soon  as  the  mortgagee  knows  of  the  arrange- 
ment, primarily  liable  to  the  mortgagee  for 
the  debt  for  which  the  mortgagor  was  already 
liable,  and  the  relation  of  the  grantor  and 
grantee  toward  the  mortgagee,  as  well  as  be- 
tween themselves,  is  thenceforth  that  of  prin- 
cipal and  surety  for  the  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  and  any  agreement  for  the  extension 
of  the  time  of  payment  of  the  debt,  made  be- 
tween the  mortgagee  and  the  grantee,  or  any 
alteration  of  the  original  contract,  releases  the 
grantor  from  liability  from  the  debt. 

Jones,  Mortg.  4th  ed.  §  741;  8  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  §  1206;  Union  Mut,  L,  Ins,  Go,  v.  Han- 
ford,  148  U.  8.  187,  36  L.  ed.  118;  Galvo  v. 
Daties,  78  N.  Y.  211,  29  Am.  Rep.  180;  Jester 
V.  Sterling,  25  Hun,  344;  Fish  v.  Hayy^ard,  28 
Hun,  456:  Paine  y.  Jones,  76  N.  Y.  274;  Com- 
mercial Bank  v.  Wood,  56  Mo.  A  pp.  214;  George 
▼.  Andrem,  60  Md.  26,  45  Am.  Rep.  706; 
Union  Stote  (t  Maeh.  Works  v.  Caswell,  48Ean. 
689,  16  L.  R.  A.  85. 

Where,  even,  the  land  is  conveyed  subject 
to  the  mortgage,  the  grantee  incurring  no  per- 
sonal liability  thereon,  if  the  mortgagee,  by  a 
valid  agreement  with  the  grantee,  extends  the 
time  of  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  without 
the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  the  mortgagor 
Is  discharged  from  liability  to  the  mortgagee 
to  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  at 
the  time  of  such  extension. 

Murray  Y,  Marshall,  94  N.  Y.  611;  Spencer 
T.  Spencer,  95N.Y.  353. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  extension  may 
or  may  not  prejudice  the  surety.  If  made 
without  his  consent  he  is  discharged. 

Sloan  V.  Latimer,  41  8.  C.  219. 

The  notes  and  deed  of  trust  formed  part  of 
one  and  the  same  transaction,  and  must  be 
construed  together. 

Pingrey,  Mortg.  §  1534;  Jones,  Mortg.  4th 
«d.  §  1179;  Gregory  v.  Marks,  8  Biss.  44; 
Sehoonmaksrw.  Taylor,  14  Wis.  314 [Buchanan 
▼.  Berkshire  L.  Ins.  Co.  96  Ind.  520. 

The  note  here  sued  on  came  due  for  all  pur- 
poses. 

Ifoell  T.  Gaines,  68  Mo.  649;  Detweiler  t. 
Breckenkamp,  83  Mo.  45. 

With  respect  to  payment,  the  surety's  rights 
are  exactly  those  of  the  principal  debtor. 
With  respect  to  the  rights  he  acquires  by  such 
payment  to  the  creditors,  they  are  exactly 
those,  by  subrogation,  of  the  creditor.  If  the 
creditor  has  extended  a  debt  and  the  surety 
pays  it  before  due,  he  cannot  sue  the  debtor 
until  due,  and  an  extension,  for  that  reason, 
without  his  consent,  releases  him. 

Benne  v.  Sehnecko,  100  Mo.  250;  Doiier  v. 
Lewis,  27  Miss.  679;  Brandt,  Suretyship  & 
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Guaranty,  p.  261;  Allison  v.  Sutherlin,  50  Mo. 
274:  Mayliew  v.  Boyd,  6  Md.  102,  59  Am.  Dec. 
101. 

Robinson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  suit  by  plaintiff,  the  original  payee 
in  a  note  secured  by  deed  of  trust  on  land,  for 
a  personal  judgment  against  the  maker  thereof, 
and  his  grantees,  who  purchased  the  property 
securing  the  note,  agreeing,  as  a  part  of  the 
consideration  for  such  conveyance,  to  assume 
the  payment  of  the  notes  in  suit  together  with 
another  note  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  trust. 
We  give  the  following  facts  of  the  case  (as 
same  appear  in  appellant's  statement),  that  the 
origin,  history,  and  nature  of  the  transaction 
between  the  contending  parties  may  be  fully 
understood:  "Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Owings,  in  No- 
vember, 1886,  sold  a  tract  of  land  to  defend- 
ant McKenzie;  and,  for  a  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  Mackenzie  gave  her  his  two 
promissory  notes  for  equal  amounts,  one  ma- 
turing in  two  years  and  the  other  in  three 
years  after  date,  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  on 
the  property.  Before  the  maturing  of  these 
notes,  Mackenzie  sold  the  property  to  his  co- 
defendants,  Tilhoff,  Green,  and  Muelbach, 
and  they,  in  turn,  sold  to  Canine,  both  deeds 
being  made  subject  to  the  prior  deed  of  trust; 
and  the  respective  grantees  assumed  and  agreed 
to  pay  the  notes  as  a  part  of  the  consideration 
of  the  conveyances.  The  deed  of  trust  con- 
tained the  usual  provision  that  if  default  be 
made  in  the  payment  of  either  note,  or  any 
interest  thereon,  according  to  the  terms  there- 
of, then  both  of  said  notes  should  become  im- 
mediately due  and  payable,  and  the  trustee,  at 
the  request  of  the  legal  holder  of  said  notes, 
might  proceed  to  sell,  etc.  At  the  time  the 
two-year  note  matured,  Canine  was  the  owner 
of  the  property,  and  shortly  thereafter,  by 
sgreement  between  him  and  Mrs.  Owings, 
this  note  was  extended  for  three  months,  but 
there  was  no  valuable  consideration  for  this 
extension.  After  its  expiration,  the  time  of 
payment  of  the  unpaid  balance  on  this  note 
was  again  extended  three  months,  to  May  27, 
1889.  in  consideration  of  1  per  cent  additional 
interest.  After  both  notes  had  matured  by 
their  face,  the  trustee,  at  the  request  of  plain- 
tiff, was  about  to  sell  the  property,  when 
Canine,  in  order  to  stop  the  sale,  agreed  to 
pay,  on  account  of  costs  and  accumulated  in- 
terest, the  sum  of  $500,  and  at  the  time  put  up 
$100  of  the  amount.  Plaintiff,  after  waiting 
for  a  week  for  the  balance  of  said  sum,  again 
ordered  a  sale,  which  was  made  in  May,  1891. 
All  of  the  defendants  were  represented  at  the 
sale.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  paid  the  costs, 
paid  the  two-year  note  in  full,  and  paid  a  part 
of  the  three-year  note.  This  suit  was  brought 
on  the  three-year  note,  to  recover  the  unpaid 
balance  thereof.  Defendants'  answers  pleaded 
an  extension,  by  agreement  between  plaintiff 
and  Canine,  of  both  notes,  for  a  definite  time, 
and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  de- 
fendants' knowledge  or  consent;  also,  that  the 
property  was  much  more  valuable  at  the  time 
the  notes  were  given  and  the  extension  made 
on  the  first  or  two-years  note  than  it  was  at  the 
time  the  property  was  sold  under  the  deed  of 
trust.    On  this  issue  the  trial  court  refused  to 


16tf 


Missouri  Bupbemb  Coubt. 


Mab, 


hear  defendants'  evidenoe.  The  record  does 
disclose,  however,  that  the  property  was  origi- 
nally sold  by  Mackenzie  to  Green  and  Tilhoff 
for  the  sam  of  $14,000,  and  of  this  sum  the 
two  notes  of  $8,760  each  were  a  part  of  the 
consideration,  and  that  at  the  trustee's  sale  the 
property  only  brought  $8,500.  The  evidence 
showed  an  extension,  as  stated,  of  the  two- 
year  note,  but  that  no  agreement  was  ever 
made  relative  to  the  extension  of  the  note  in 
suit" 

One  instruction  for  plaintiff  was  refused, 
to  the  effect  '*that,  although  the  two-year  note 
was  80  extended,  yet  this  did  not  relieve  the 
defendants  from  liability  on  the  note  in  suit." 
And  for  the  defendants  Mackenzie,  Tilhoff, 
and  Muelbach,  who  alone  filed  answers,  a  cor- 
respoudin^i:  instruction,  stating  the  proposition 
in  the  affirmative,  as  follows,  was  given: 
"(2)  The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  you  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that  the  note  sued  on, 
and  the  deed  of  trust  given  to  secure  the  same, 
and  offered  in  evidence,  with  the  other  note 
therein  described,  were  executed  each  as  a 
part  of  and  all  constituting  one  and  the  same 
transaction,  and  that  the  plaintiff.  Prudence  C. 
O wings,  knew  of  the  conveyance  of  the  land 
in  the  deed  of  trust  described  by  defendant 
Mackenzie  to  defendants  Tilhoff  and  Muel- 
bach and  William  Green,  and  of  said  defend- 
ants and  said  Green  to  R.  B.  Canine,  and  of 
the  assumption  of  payment  of  the  indebtedness 
by  said  respective  grantees  in  said  deeds  con- 
tained, and  without  their  consent,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  for  the  payment  of  addi- 
tional interest,  by  agreement  with  Canine, 
extended  the  time  for  a  certain  or  definite  time 
for  payment  for  either  or  both  of  said  notes, 
then  you  will  find  for  the  defendants  who  did 
not  consent  to  such  extension."  On  the  issues 
thus  presented  by  the  instructions,  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  for  defendants,  on  which, 
in  due  time,  judgment  was  rendered,  and  to 
reverse  which  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

Several  very  interesting  and  vexed  questions 
in  the  adjudications  of  this  court  have  been 
raised  and  discussed  by  the  learned  counsel  in 
the  able  and  elaborate  briefs  filed  herein,  such 
as:  '*  What  is  the  relation  of  the  holder  of  the 
'notes  to  the  maker  and  the  respective  gran  tees, 
and  what  the  effect  of  an  extension  without 
notice  on  the  original  maker  and  subsequent 
grantees?" — the  plaintiff  contending  that,  as  to 
the  holder  of  the  notes,  both  maker  and 
grantee,  are  principal  debtors,  and  that,  as 
such,  an  extension  of  the  time  granted  to  one 
by  the  holder  of  the  notes  will  not  operate  to 
release  the  others;  the  defendants  contending 
that  in  such  cases,  as  between  the  parties,  the 
purchaser,  having  assumed  the  payment  of  an 
existing  mortgage,  thereby  becomes  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  and  the  mortgagor  and  maker  of 
the  note  are  securities  for  the  debt  merely,  and 
that  an  extension  of  time  of  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt  by  an  agreement  between  the 
holder  of  it  and  the  purchaser,  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  mortgagor,  discharged  him 
and  all  subsequent  purchasers  under  him  from 
all  liability.  Also,  the  question  as  to  what 
extent  notes  and  deeds  of  trust  or  mortgages 
given  to  secure  them  shall  be  construed  as  one 
Instrument,  and  what  the  effect  of  a  provision 
in  a  deed  of  trust  securing  a  series  of  notes 
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"that  the  failing  to  pay  the  first  will  mature 
all  others  of  the  series  will  have  upon  the 
last  of  the  series,  as  to  questions  of  rescission, 
demand,  and  notice,  as  if  matured  by  expira- 
tion of  time  as  indicated  on  their  face.  Under 
the  particular  facts  of  this  case,  we  think  it 
can  be  disposed  of  without  a  full  review  of  all 
the  points  raised  by  the  learned  counsel,  and 
we  will  discuss  only  such  questions  as,  in  our 
judgment,  are  absolutely  decisive  of  the  ques- 
tion necessarily  involved. 

If  the  note  in  suit  did  not  become  due  abso- 
lutely for  all  purposes  on  the  failure  of  the 
payment  of  the  first  note  at  the  end  of  two 
years,  then  the  court  erred  in  refusing  plaia- 
tiff's  fourth  instruction,  and  in  ^ving  for  de- 
fendants their  second  instruction,  and  this 
case  must  be  reversed;  or  if  the  extension 
granted  on  the  two  year  note  did  not  operate, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  to  release  the  maker  and 
first  grantee  of  liability  on  both  notes,  then 
error  was  made  by-  the  court  in  giving  the 
same,  and  in  refusing  instruction  numbered  4 
for  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  might  have  brought 
suit  on  the  first  note  at  its  maturity,  against 
any  and  all  of  the  defendants,  for  a  personal 
judgment.  She  might  have  be^un  her  suit  to 
forclose  the  equity  of  redemption,  or  begun 
her  suit  for  the  possession  of  the  premises  on 
condition  broken  by  the  nonpayment  of  the 
two-year  note, — all  remedies  concurrent  and 
independent  to  which  plaintiff  could  have  re- 
sorted at  that  time  for  the  enforcement  of  her 
right.  She  was  not  bound  to  request  a  sale  of 
the  mortgage  property.  She  was  not  com- 
pelled to  institute  proceedings  to  foreclose  her 
lien.  She  was  not  required  to  institute  suit  at 
once  for  a  personal  judgment  to  maintain  all 
her  rights  and  claims  against  the  defendant, 
and  all  of  them.  The  liability  of  each  of  the 
defendants  on  that  note  was  absolutely  unaf- 
fected and  uncontrolled  by  the  other  note  due 
in  three  years,  or  by  the  deed  of  trust  securing 
each  and  both.  That  note  was  due,  and  the 
liability  of  defendants  thereon  resulted  from 
the  face  provisions  of  the  note  itself  fixing  the 
time  of  its  payment.  If  we  now,  for  the  sake 
of  this  case,  treat  defendants  as  sureties  as  U> 
both  notes,  and  the  notes  and  deed  of  trust  aa 
one  instrument,  and  the  provisions  of  the  deed 
of  trust  dominating  the  time  for  payment  of 
the  notes,  defendants  were  still  liable  at  the 
maturity  of  the  first  note  on  both  notes  named 
in  the  deed  of  trust,  by  reason  of  their  con- 
tract of  assumption  made  with  their  respective 
grantors  for  the  benefit  of  this  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  their  respective  purchases.  If  sure- 
lies,  and  If  liable  then,  that  liability  would 
continue  until  released  by  contract  with  plain- 
tiff, or,  by  operation  of  law,  as  a  result  of 
plaintiff's  conduct.  Plaintiff  made  a  contract 
to  extend  the  time  of  payment  on  the  first 
note,  by  agreement  with  Canine  at  its  matur- 
ity, for  three  months,  without  any  valuable 
consideration  therefor,  and,  after  its  expira- 
tion, the  time  of  payment  of  the  unpaid 
balance  was  again  extended  for  three  months, 
this  time  for^a  valuable  consideration.  By 
this  last  contract  of  extension  with  Canine, 
without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  these 
defendants  (if  they  are  to  be  treated  as  sureties), 
plaintiff  altered  the  terms  of  the  contract,  so 
as  to  relieve  the  sureties  from  personal  liability 
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on  that  note.  But  she  made  do  contract,  as 
appears  from  the  testimony,  regardini;  the 
Chree-year  note  now  in  suit  (and  not  then  due, 
on  its  face,  for  nine  months);  and  we  are  un- 
able to  find  anything  in  the  deed  of  tru^t  or 
the  three  year  note  tnat  would  authorize  the 
inference  that,  by  reason  of  the  ezteosion  of 
the  time  of  the  first  note,  the  payment  of  the 
three-year  note  was  also  extended  for  alike  or 
any  other  period  of  time,  if  we  were  diaposed 
to  consider  the  deed  of  trust  and  the  notes  as 
one  instrument,  and  to  be  construed  together 
as  such. 

We  are  unable  to  conceive  by  the  operation 
of  what  principle  of  law  the  trial  court  di- 
rected, in  its  instructions,  a  finding  for  de- 
fendants on  the  note  in  suit  *'if  the  jury  should 
believe  extension  had  been  granted  by  plaintiff 
to  Canine,  on  either  or  both  of  the  notes 
named  in  the  deed  of  trust."  That  a  surety 
may  bo  discharged,  the  creditor  must  do  some 
act  by  which  he  deprives  himself  of  the  right 
of  proceeding  at  law  to  the  collection  of  the 
security  obligation.  The  act  or  agreement 
must  be  such  as  to  operate  as  an  estoppel  on 
the  creditor,  sufficient  to  prevent  him  or  her 
from  bringing  an  action  before  the  expiration 
of  the  extended  time.  Headlee  v.  Jones,  43 
Mo.  235.  The  note  in  suit  was  not  due  when 
the  extension  was  granted  on  the  two-year 
note;  but,  if  you  say  it  was  due  by  the  terms 
of  the  deed  of  trust,  then  the  answer  is  that 
plaintiff  never  estopped  herself  from  suing  on 
it  by  contract  with  Canine,  for  she  did  not 
think  or  treat  it  as  due,  and,  as  a  result,  made 
no  contract  with  reference  to  it.  Neither 
plaintiff  nor  defendanta  were  deprived  of  any 
remedy  against  anyone  on  the  three-year  note 
in  suit  by  the  extension  of  the  two-year  note. 
It  might  also  be  said  that  in  this  case  the  ex- 
tension granted  on  the  two-year  note  resulted 
in  no  injury  to  the  defendants  in  any  wise, 
but  all  to  their  good,  for  they  were  thereby 
released  from  personal  liability,  if  we  treat 
them  aa  sureties  merely.  Defendants  have 
no  honest  claim  for  a  release  in  Uiis  case  upon 
either  legal  or  equitable  grounds  on  account  of 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
property  being  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  two-year  note.  By  repeated  adjudications 
in  this  state,  the  two-year  note  was  a  first 
charge  on  the  lands  named  in  the  deed  of  trust 
by  reason  of  its  prior  maturity;* and  no  court 
or  authority,sofar  aswe  have  been  able  to  ascer- 
tain, has  ever  held  or  claimed  that  an  extension 
granted  by  the  holder  of  a  note  to  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  property 
ever  lost  to  the  holder  the  benefit  of  the  collat- 
eral, or  but  that  the  notes  would  be  first  satisfied 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  land  in  the  event 
of  a  trustee's  sale  or  foreclosure  of  the  deed  of 
trust,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  regardless  of 
the  question  whether  individual  sureties  had 
been  relieved  from  liability  or  not  by  the 
action  of  the  holder  of  the  notes.  If  it  be 
conceded,  as  contended  by  respondents,  that 
notes  and  deeds  of  trust  securing  them  form 
but  one  and  the  same  transaction,  and  must 
be  construed  together,  and  that,  when  taken 
together,  the  note  in  suit  becomes  due  at  an 
earlier  day  than  three  years  after  its  execu- 
tion (as  indicated  on  its  face),  by  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency  of  the  nonpay- 
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ment  of  the  two-year  note  at  maturity  ab- 
solutely, without  any  action  on  the  part  of 
the  holder  of  the  notes, — ^a  proposition  which 
we  deny,— still  the  three-year  note  was  not 
thereby  extended.  Nor  was  it  by  the  contract 
of  plaintiif  with  Canine,  as  appears  from  the 
testimony.  For  the  court  to  declare  that  the 
extension  of  one  note  had  the  effect  to  extend 
the  other  was  to  declare  the  effect  of  a  con- 
tract never  made  by  plaintiff  with  Canine,  and 
never  contemplated  or  thought  of,  so  far  as 
the  testimony  discloses.  Again,  if  the  doc- 
trine that  all  mstruments  evidencing  a  transac- 
tion must  be  construed  together  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  case  of  negotiable  promissory  notes 
secured  by  deed  of  trust,  then  instruction  No. 
2  given  for  defendants  was  erroneous.  If  the 
doctrine  does  apply,  then  it  was  not  a  ques- 
tion to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  de- 
termination and  ascertainment,  but  should 
have  been  declared  so  by  the  court.  There 
has  arisen  some  confusion  in  the  decisions  of 
our  court  upon  the  question  as  to  how  these 
instruments  executed  as  the  notes  and  deeds 
of  trust  in  this  case  are  to  be  construed ;  l)ut 
we  think  the  great  weight  of  anthorilies,  and 
those  most  consonant  with  reason  and  the  best 
rules  of  interpretation,  support  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  notes  are  to  be  considered  each 
as  a  separate  and  complete  contract  within  it- 
self, uncontrolled  in  its  terms  by  anything  con- 
tained in  the  deed  of  trust;  and  that  it  was 
error  in  the  trial  court  to  submit  to  the  jury 
that  question  for  their  determination. 

The  notes  and  deed  of  trust  as  executed  in 
this  case  cannot  be  said  to  constitute  one  and 
the  same  contract  so  far  as  affects  the  question 
as  to  the  time  of  the  maturity  for  general  pur- 
poses of  the  note  in  suit.  In  many  ways  the 
notes  and  deed  of  trust  are  to  be  treated  as 
separate  papers.  They  are  separate  instruments 
in  form,  and  executed  for  different  purposes, 
to  different  parties,  affecting  different  sub- 
jects,— one  an  absolute  promise  on  the  part  of 
the  maker  to  pay  a  given  sum  of  money  in  a 
given  time,  and  subject  to  enforcement,  inde- 
pendent of,  and  it  might  be  said  in  disregard 
of,  the  other;  the  other  is  a  conditional  instru- 
ment, that  may  or  may  not  be  executed  for 
any  purpose,  and  is  rendered  lifeless  by  the 
execution  of  the  promise  of  the  former.  The 
money  obligated  to  be  paid  by  the  notes  is 
the  substance  and  the  life  of  the  transaction; 
the  deed  of  trust  securing  it  is  but  an  inci- 
dent. The  note  is  governed  by  the  law  mer- 
chant; the  deed  of  trust  by  the  law  affecting 
real  property.  We  do  not  controvert  the 
proposition  that  "when  instruments  are  exe- 
cuted at  the  same  time,  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, and  in  the  course  of  the  same  trans- 
action, they  are  to  be  considered  as  one  in- 
strument, and  are  to  be  read  and  construed 
together  as  such;  but  we  think  the  doctrine 
cannot  be  said  to  apply  to  instruments  of  the 
kind  and  character  now  under  consideration, 
so  that  the  conditional  provisions  of  one  shall 
diminish  control,  and  destroy  the  absolute 
provisions  of  the  other.  If,  in  the  case  at 
hand,  that  rule  is  to  apply,  then  the  posi- 
tive, certain,  and  unmistakable  time  fixed  for 
the  maturity  of  the  note  in  suit  <and  that, 
too,  an  essential  prerequisite  to  give  the  instru- 
ment the  designation  and  virtue  of  a  note) 
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is  to  be  destroyed  by  this  collateral  instru- 
ment, going  merely  as  an  incident  to  the  note. 
In  other  words,  we  have  this  deed  of  trust 
given  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  note,oper- 
ating,  not  along  with  it  to  secure  its  fulfil- 
ment, but  dictating  the  time  of  its  payment, 
in  such  a  way  as,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  according  to  defendants'  contention, 
to  result  in  the  defeat  and  destruction  of  the 
note  itself, — the  essence,  the  life,  of  the  con- 
tract; the  thing  without  which  the  deed  of 
trust  stands  for  and  repiesfnls  nothing. 

If  the  note  in  suit  and  deed  of  trust  secur- 
ing same  are  to  be  considered  as  one  entire  con- 
tract, and  used  together  as  such,  as  if  the 
promises  of  one  and  the  provisions  of  the 
other  were  all  embodied  in  one  writing,  what 
would  become  of  the  instrument  we  now  call 
the  note,  with  all  its  csscniial  characteristic 
qualities, — in  fact,  all  that  entitled  it  to  that 
designation?  Read  the  two  inslrunients  to- 
gether as  one,  and  you  have  no  note  with 
which  you  invoke  the  rules  governing  such 
instruments  to  defeat  the  obligation  of  the  de- 
fendants thereunder  in  this  case.  The  deed  of 
trust  securing  the  note  in  suit  provides  that '  if 
there  is  a  default  in  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
or  any  part  tliereof,  or  the  inliTest  due  there- 
on, when  tliC  same  or  any  part  thereof  be- 
comes due  and  payable,  according  to  the  true 
tenor,  date,  and  effect  of  said  notes,  then  the 
whole  ^hall  become  due  and  payable,  and  the 
trustee,  at  the  n^qucst  of  the  lejxal  holder  of 
said  nolea,  may  proce<Ml  to  sell  ihe  property," 
etc.  How  could  the  holder  of  one  of  lh(.-  iio'es, 
tran<^fcrred  to  him  by  iudorstment  to  an  inno- 
cent purrliastr  for  value,  shortly  after  lis 
signing,  tell  when  liis  note  Would  mature  if 
he  cannot  lodk  to  its  face  for  his  informal  ion. 
If  thi-!  rule  is  to  apj^ly  what  becomes  of  that 
"courier  that  travels  without  luirgige.  whose 
countenance  is  its  p;issporl?"  If  the  notes  and 
deed  of  trust  securing  >ame  are  to  be  read  to- 
gether, and  lre;ited  as  one  instrument  for  all 
purposes,  then  your  courier,  with  its  face  as  a 
passj)ort,  is  a  myth,  and  the  whole  fabric  built 
up  by  the  law  merchant  in  its  fav»»r,  and  in- 
grafted now  by  legislative  enactment  onto  and 


as  a  part  of  the  commercial  law  of  every  civil- 
ized country  of  the  ^lobe.  is  inoperative  in 
the  state  of  Missouri.  We  think  the  case» 
of  Brownfee  v.  Arnold^  60  Mo.  79,  and  Nbell  v. 
Oainen,  68  Mo.  619,  so  much  relied  on  by  re- 
spondents, are  in  conflict  with  repeated  adju- 
dications of  this  court,  made  before  and  since 
the  rendition  of  those  decisions,  in  so  far  sb 
they  announce  the  doctrine  that  the  time  for 
the  maturity  of  the  notes,  when  same  are  se- 
cured by  deed  of  trust,  is  to  be  dominated 
by  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  trust,  and 
not  determined  by  the  face  of  the  notes 
themselves.  We  are  aware  that  our  court  has 
frequently  made  use  of  the  expression  found 
In  the  deed  of  trust  before  them  for  consider- 
ation, and  has  declared  "that  the  notes  secured 
by  them  have  matured  by  reason  of  the  hap- 
pening of  the  condition  specified  therein,"  be- 
fore the  notes  upon  their  face  were  in  fact  ma- 
tured; but  by  an  examination  of  all  cases  where 
these  expressions  have  been  found,  except  ia 
the  ones  just  cited,  the  term  is  applied  only  in 
a  limited  8en«;e.  and  not  in  the  sense  that  the 
note  or  notes  have  matured  for  all  or  general 
purposes.  "Maturity,"  in  the  sense  in  wh'ch 
tliese  terms  are  u^ed,  is  that  they  are  ripe  for 
Ihe  purpose  of  re(>eiving  the  application  of 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  collateral  se- 
curity ;  by  reason  of  the  provision  of  the 
deed  of  tru^t  itself,  as  well  as  from  llie  neces- 
sity of  the  si' nation,  that  requires  of  a  trustee 
the  disposition  of  the  iru^t  in  his  liand  in  such 
a  manner  th  .1  its  fruit  is  not  pirmitted  to  waste 
or  perish  in  his  possession. 

77/r  ju(lf}iiit-nt  of  the  Tritil  C^nri  will  be  re- 
ve/wd,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  new  trial. 

Brace,  Ch.  J.,  concurs. 

Barclay  and  Macfarlane,  J.T.,  concur 

in  the  ju>ig[Tient  anuoumed,  but  are  of  opin* 
ion  iliat  the  c  luse  should  bo  transfeiretl  to  the 
court  in  bine,  becaiise  the  necessary  elTecl  of 
the  learned  opinion  of  .ludirt;  Robinson  is  to 
disapprove  mul  overrule  the  decision  of  Aoell 
v.  Gaificit  (lb78)  68  Mo.  049. 
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1.  Men  who  associate  themselves  for 
the  purpose  of  cheating  oibers  cannot 
ask  the  courts  to  distribute  their  booty  by  ad- 
JudKiDK  the  demands  of  one  aaalnst  the  other, 
arising:  out  of  their  quarrels  over  the  plunder. 

2.  A  partnership  for  horse  racing  on  a 
bet  with  a  person  whom  the  partners 
regrard  as  a**sucker*'  and  a  *'bi(;  snap'MQto 


Note.— As  to  the  legality  of  wagers,  see  note  to 
Bernard  v.  Taylor  (Or.)  18  L.  R.  A.  859. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


which  they  induce  hlra  to  enter  l)y  making  blm 
thiuk  he  had  a  pure  thinir  uiut  hy  df  ceiviiiir  him 
into  the  Fiipp'sition  that  their  hoi-se  was  un- 
trained aiiu  utiiievelo])ed,  while  they  deemed  that 
they  had  a  '*dead  mortal  cinch,"  is  a  conspiracy 
to  defraud  such  that  a  court  will  not  aid  either 
of  the  pariuers  by  corajieliinpr  one  who  has 
pocketed  all  the  profits  to  make  an  accountmg. 

(March  14,  1893.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  the 
Disiriet  Court  for  Fergus  County  grautin.^ 
a  new  trial  after  a  finding  m  favor  of  piainlilTa 
in  an  aclion  for  a  dissolution  of  a  partnership 
and  an  accounting  of  moneys  received  by  one 
of  the  partners.    Affirnied. 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  76. 
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Statement  by  Hunt,  J. : 

The  plaintiffs  and  appellants,  Morrison  and 
Z>avi8,  sued  the  defendant  and  respondent, 
Bennett,  for  an  accounting  and  a  dissolution 
of  partnership.  It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint 
that  plaintiffs  and  defendant  formed  a  co- 
partnership for  the  purpose  of  owning,  caring 
for,  and  racing  a  certain  race-horse  known  as 
•*Lady  Wallace"  on  equal  terms  and  shares, 
and  that  they  entered  upon  and  continued  to 
transact  the  business  of  such  copartnership, 
and  were  at  the  lime  of  the  suit  copartners  on 
equal  terms  in  the  said  busincs<«:  that  on  Sep- 
tember 7,  1895.  the  defendant,  Bennett,  with- 
out plaintiff's  consent,  applied  to  his  own  use 
from  the  recripts  and  profits  of  said  business 
the  sum  of  #1.000,  and  continues  to  withhold 
the  same,  to  the  detriment  of  the  partnership, 
and  the  damages  of  plaintiffs.  It  is  also  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  Morrison  for  certain  moneys  advancul 
by  him  to  the  partnership.  The  defendant  lie- 
nied  the  partnership,  and  alleged  an  ownership 
in  common  of  the  mare.  The  case  was  tried 
before  the  court  with  a  Jury.  After  the  plain- 
tiffs rested,  the  defendant  uioved  for  a  nonsuit 
upon  six  gniunds,  the  principul  ones  bciiitr 
that  the  (1  lim  upon  which  the  suit  was  based 
is  a  gaml>ling  indehtedneiis,or  wager  upon  the 
result  of  a  horse  race;  and  that,  if  there  was 
any  partnership,  it  was  an  ilh  ujil  oue,  insti 
tuted  or  foi med  for  illeiral  purpo'^es  and  airainst 
public  policy  and  g()(»d  morals.  The  court 
overruled  this  motion,  and  thereupon  the  de- 
fendant declined  to  put  in  any  evid<'ii(  e.  The 
court  then  dismissed  the  jury"',  h.)l«lii)p:  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  recover  U])()n  li.e  is^ue 
of  copartnership,  as  allec:cd  in  the  complaint, 
but  that  an  accounting  was  ueees-^ary  in  rela- 
tion to  the  various  trunsartions  had  bet  ween 
the  i)laintiffs  and  the  defendant.  This  ac- 
counting was  had  before  the  court  itself,  and, 
after  due  consideration,  findiniis  were  made  in 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  Sub^ecpnnlly  the  de- 
fendant moved  for  a  new  trial  upon  the 
grounds  of  insufficiency  of  tlie  evidence  to 
justify  the  findincrs,  and  of  error  in  law  in 
overruling  defendant's  moiinn  for  a  non-uit. 
The  court  granted  tiii^  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
from  which  order  the  plainUlIs  now  appeal. 

JI^s»rs.  Cort  &  Worden  and  J.  C. 
Huntoon  for  appellants. 

Mr.  William  M.  Blackford,  for  re- 
spondent: 

"VV'aiier  contracts  are  against  good  morals  and 
sound  public  policv. 

(Jrifl/t?/  V.  Dor7i,  57  Cal.  78,  40  Am.  Rep. 
110:  Scott  Y.  Covriiiey,  7  ^:ev.  419. 

The  mere  licensing  a  thinL^  i)ermiltinij  it  to 
be  done  or  carried  ou  under  certain  restriciious 
and  within  certain  hounds  or  InnilMtiourf,  does 
not  declare  it  moral  nor  embody  it  iu  any 
form  of  public  policy  in  the  jurisdiction  in 
which  it  is  permitted  to  be  done. 

Car  tier  \.  Urannnn,  3  Cal   It38. 

A  wagermg  eontiact  upon  the  result  of  a 
bor^e  race  is  against  good  morals  and  sound 
public  policy. 

(iriiUey  v.  Born,  57  Cal.  78,  40  Am.  Rep. 
110;  Uankins  v.  Ottivotr,  115  Cal.  451;  Wilk- 
inson Y.  loxiBhy^  16  IVIinn.  209.  10  Am.  Hep. 
139;  Sfiaffner  y.  Pinchkick,  133  111.  410;  Green- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


hood,  Pub.  Pol.  rule  218,  p.  222,  and  authori- 
ties cited;  7  Wait,  Act,  &  Def.  pp.  88  at  scq,; 
Corson  v.  NeatJieny,  9  Colo.  212. 

Appellants  and  respondent  entered  into  a 
business  which  was  contrary  to  public  policy 
and  good  morals,  and  therefore  illegal  and 
void. 

Armstrong  v.  Letcis,  3  Myl.  &  K.  45;  Wood- 
worth  Y.  Bennett,  43  N.  Y.  273,  3  Am.  Rep, 
706. 

The  law  refuses  aid  to  parties  in  pari 
delicto. 

Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  rule  2.  pp.  1,  104; 
Bartl^  V.  Nutt,  29  U.  S.  4  Pet.  184,  7  L.  ed. 
825:  Sfiaffner  v.  Pihchback,  133  III.  410;  Boio- 
wan  V.  Phi'Iipa,  41  Kan.  m\,  3  L.  R.  A.  631; 
IJanUnn  v.  Ottinner,  115  Cal.  454;  Mitchell  v. 
Cline.  84  Cal.  409;  Wheeler  v.  Sitge,  1  Wall. 
518.  17  L.  ed.  64G;  Kclhi  v.  Devlin,  58  How. 
Pr.  4Ji7:  Craft  v.  McConouqhy,  71)  111.  346. 
22  Am.  Rep.'lTl;  Pom.  Eq  jur.  §  401;  Mont. 
Civil  Cocie.  ^4615;  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law, 
p.  893. 

Mr.  F.  E.  Strannahan  also  for  respond- 
ent. 

Hunt,    J., delivered    the    opinion    of   the 

court: 

Plaintiff  Morri.«jnn  testified  that  he  and  Ben- 
nett <lesired  i<»  get  a  race  lior.'^e  out  to  Fergus 
county  for  the  inirpuse  of  racing':  that  Bennett 
said  that  he  Wduld  write  to  Pavis,  the  other 
plaintiir.  in  Ohio,  which  he  did.  Davis  wioie 
back  to  B.  nneittljat  he  would  come  out  for 
i'-.-iO  a  month  and  board,  ai.d  that  the  three  of 
tliem  would  buy  the  mare  f^ady  Wallac*',  the 
pxpen-e-  of  caiiii^^  for  her  and  rucini^  her  be- 
in..  :i:.rj.ed  to  be  dividetl  efpialh',  and  li:<'  lo^se^J, 
if  any,  were  to  be  borne  equally.  D.ivis  camt 
out,  and  plainliil  ]Mi)iris(Mi  met  him  nt  Bil- 
li:'L:»«,  and  came  up  to  Lewistown,  F»rirus 
coun'y,  with  him.  The  unire  was  put  into 
trainin<r,  and  finallv  awiiirr  was  mi'lc  with  a 
Mr.  IvMue  for  ^I.ioO-  -,s.iO()  a  side,  a-ainst  a 
hi  r-(Mjamed  **  l)us;.ince,"  owned  by  one  Dan 
Crowley,  of  Lrwisiowu,  The  mare  won  the 
race,  but  the  defendant,  B'-nncMt, who  received 
tin*  money  after  the  race  wasovt-r.  never  gave 
any  portion  of  it  or  accounU-d  for  it  to  the 
p';»inliff3.  The  only  re(<ipts  of  the  partner- 
slii]>  was  this  sum  of  $1,00<J.  On  cr<j>s-exam- 
ination  the  wittu^s  said  that  Bennett  ti:.st  ap- 
j)ro!i(lH'd  him  with  referenre  to  buyini;  the 
mare,  the  main  obj-^ct  being  to  race  Crowley; 
that  it  was  a'zie(  d  that  they  were  to  aet  a  race 
Willi  Crowl  y  if  ility  could,  or  any  other  race. 
buj  they  wanted  to  beat  C'rowleyV  hor-^e,  and 
wan'cd  to  get  a  horse  that  could  (h)  that. 
The  witness  al-o  testitied  fully  in  relation  to 
'he  airreement  be' ween  himself,  Davis,  and 
Bf-nneit,  sa>ing  thai  each  one  was  to  pay  one 
third  of  the  expen»^es  of  caring  for  the  mare, 
and  that  Davis  was  to  gel  $50  a  mouth  and  his 
board  for  his  particular  care  and  for  driving. 
The  waucr  with  Kane  was  between  Bennett, 
Kane,  Davis,  and  plaintiff  Morrison.  Kane 
represented  Crowley,  and  Bi'nnett  and  Mor- 
rison repr<*sented  the  three  owners  of  the  marc. 
There  was  considerable  testim«)ny  as  to  the 
amount  of  money  bet  upou  the  mare,  items  of 
care,  etc.,  which  we  do  not  rleem  material  to  be 
stated  on  this  appeal.  W.  H.  Davis,  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  said  that  he  had  brought  the  mare  to- 
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Maatan*  after  correspondinfi:  with  Bennett; 
that  Bennett,  Morrison,  and  himself  were  to 
own  one  third  of  the  mare  each,  but  that  for 
bis  working  her  he  was  to  get  $50;  Uiat  they 
only  started  her  in  the  one  race  with  Crowley, 
which  she  won.  but  that  Bennett "  grabbed 
the  money  down."  The  plaintiffs  then  offered 
certain  letters  in  evidence  as  bearing  upon  the 
question  of  the  alleged  partnership  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant.  The  defend- 
ant objected  to  these  letters  upon  the  ground 
that  they  were  not  material  or  competent  un- 
der the  pleadings,  and  did  not  establish  any 
facts.  The  court  overruled  this  objection,  and 
the  letters  then  became  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
case.  These  letters  become  very  important  evi- 
dence, and  were  it  not  for  their  verbosity  we 
should  incorporate  them  in  full.  We  refrain, 
however,  from  doing  this,  and  shall  only  make 
excerpts  from  them  which  tend  to  show  what 
the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  defendant  were  in  bringing  the  mare  from 
Ohio  to  Montana. 

Under  date  of  January  81,  1895,  Bennett 
wrote  to  Davis  as  follows:  *'.  .  .  There  is  a 
man  here  that  has  got  some  scrub  horsps  that 
he  thinks  is  fast  trotters  and  pacers.  He  is  a 
man  that  has  got  lots  of  money.  Him  and  his 
friends  will  bet  their  money.  His  pacers  are 
range  stock  without  any  mark.  Can  go  along 
somewhere  r^m  2:40  to  2:80.  He  is  stuck  to 
back  the  horsi  s  as  he  is  a  man  without  any 
knowledge  of  horse  racing.  He  has  been  in 
the  country  for  a  long  time.  Has  done  busi- 
ness in  the  early  days  with  the  half-breed  In- 
dians. He  is  a  saloonkeeper.  ...  I  want  a 
man  to  come  and  bring  two  good  horses  with 
him,  one  pacer  and  one  trotter  that  can  go 
along,  rather  ha^e  them  with  low  marks,  and 
we  will  match  this  man  with  a  dead  mortal 
cinch.  We  can  win  several  thousand  dollars, 
which  is  like  finding  it.  The  way  I  would 
want  to  bring  the  horses  in  the  country  would 
be  to  sneak  (hem  in  the  town,  put  hair  brand 
on  them  ...  so  they  would  appear  as  range 
stock.  .  .  .  Would  want  you  to  write  to  me, 
and  tell  me  what  you  would  bring  if  you 
would  come.  It  is  meat  for  someone.  Let 
me  hear  from  you,  so  on,  and  keep  this  a 
secret.  I  remain,  as  ever,  your  friend,  O.  E. 
Bennett,  Lewistown,  Fergus  county,  Montana. 
P.  S.  The  main  object  is  to  make  it  appear 
that  the  horses  are  undeveloped.  The  object 
is  to  give  him  a  sure  thing  in  the  way  of  think- 
ing. .  .  .  We  would  use  one  norse;  rather 
have  pacer.  This  is  no  funny  work  with  me. 
It  is  a  matter  of  business."  We  quote  the  fol- 
lowing extract  from  another  letter  to  Davis 
from  Bennett,  dated  February  26:  ** .  .  . 
You  did  not  say  in  your  letter  whether  this 
mare  is  a  trotter  or  pacer.  .  .  .  This  man  that 
I  speak  of  in  my  other  letter  has  got  two 
pacers  that  he  would  back  for  good  money  to 
make  him  think  he  has  got  the  best  of  it, 
which  is  very  easy  to  do  through  me.  Strani;er 
could  not  come  in  here,  and  handle  him.  lie 
has  two  trotters,  stallions,  and  one  filly.  He 
is  a  big  snap  for  some  one  to  match  horse  race. 
This  is  no  josh.  ...  I  mean  just  what  I  say. 
We  have  got  the  biggest  sucker  here,  I  think, 
in  the  state,  and  has  got  plenty  of  money.  You 
do  not  want  to  come  unless  you  bring  some- 
thing along  to  puthim  to  sleep,  and  his  friends, 
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which  is  very  easy  to  do.  Of  course,  we  will 
have  to  keep  him  in  the  dark,  and  match  klm 
up  and  up.  You  know  what  you  have  to 
contend  with  in  your  country. — a  world  of 
competition.  It  u  no  object  in  me  to  mis- 
represent things  to  you  or  anyone  else.  There 
is  no  glory  in  this  except  to  make  some  money. 
I  don't  want  to  mislead  you  from  your  best 
interest,  or  take  you  from  your  business  where 
you  would  not  prove  to  your  and  mine  bene- 
fit. "  From  another  letter  we  quote  the  fol- 
lowing:  *  *I  expect  you  to  lease  this  mare,  and 
come  with  her  to  Montana.  ...  I  will  have 
a  partner  in  putting  up  the  money  and  to  help 
us  do  this  man,  and  during  the  season  we  are 
willing  yoa  shall  share  one  third  of  all  the 
money  we  can  get  out  of  this  man,  and  will 
pay  you  $30  per  month  and  board  or  $50  per 
month  and  board  and  we  will  take  the  win- 
nings and  pay  all  of  the  expenses.  I  will  meet 
you  at  the  railroad.  I  rather  you  would  be 
one  of  the  interested  parties  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  winning  of  the  mare,  for  I  think  you 
would  be  more  benefited.  We  don't  wantyoo 
to  come  out  here  and  not  be  satisfied  and  make 
some  money.  .  .  .  We  want  you  to  answer  as 
soon  as  you  can  and  tell  us  what  you  will  do. 

.  .  .  but  will  say,  in  short,  we  w^ill  not  stand 
on  any  small  things  in  our  deal  with  you.  Ex- 
pect you  to  share  the  harvest  with  us  and  the 
benefit  of  the  opportunity.  .  .  .  Please  don't 
send  your  envelopes  with  your  advertisements 
on  or  your  name  on.  Don't  want  these  peo- 
ple to  get  on  to  anything  that  would  throw  us 
off  if  you  should  come.  .  .  ."  Under  May  8 
Bennett  again  wrote  Davis  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  a  letter  from  Davis  to  him,  and  say- 
ing: "I  never  gave  Mr.  Love  any  reason  to 
say  that  we  wanted  to  do  any  ring  business 
with  you  or  the  mare.  You  know  my  rea- 
son  for  wanting  to  get  the  mare  in  here  on  the 
quiet  is  to  do  this  man  here  on  match  race.  I 
wrote  to  you,  in  the  first  place,  what  my  ob- 
ject was,  and  willing  to  leave  the  matter  with 
you  that  I  never  asked  you  to  do  anything  dis- 
honorable in  this  transadion.  I  am  very 
sorry  that  I  ever  wrote  to  Mr.  Love  to  do  any- 
thing for  me  if  he  has  got  no  more  sense.  I 
asked  him  to  please  not  say  anything  about 
the  matter  ...  I  shall  write  a  letter  to  Love 
to-day  asking  him  kindly  to  not  talk  so  much. 

...  I  wrote  in  my  letter  to  my  friends  for 
Bishop  to  give  bill  of  sale  of  the  mare.  You 
may  say  to  my  friends  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  do  it,  as  it  would  explain  to  Bishop  where 
the  mare  is  going.  .  .  .  Hope  everything  will 
be  all  right.  .  .  .  Will  be  at  the  railroad  to 
meet  you.  .  .  .  This  is  the  place  for  such  a 
mare.  They  quite  'horsy.*  .  .  .  Ship  to  Fort 
Custer,  Montana,  over  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad.  Yours  truly,  O.  E.  Bennett.  P.  S. 
Reship  from  Fort  Custer  to  Billings,  the  next 
station.  You  will  not  have  to  unload;  might 
be  we  may  be  at  Fort  Custer  and  go  down 
with  you  to  Billings."  Again,  under  April 
8,  he  wrote  to  "Friend  Davis"  as  follows: 
"  .  .  .In  regard  to  Lady  Wallace,  she  is  all 
right  to  do  this  man.  ^'  .  .  You  wrote  in  vour 
letter  that  you  would  be  honorable,  upright, 
and  fair  in  your  business  with  him.  That  is 
just  what  I  want  and  expect  of  you,  and,  what- 
ever business  I  have  to  do  with  you  expect  to 
be  honorable  and  upright,  and  do  as  near  as  I 
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■agree  with  ynn  as  possible  for  me  to  do.  That 
is  the  only  way  for  a  person  to  transact  busi- 
ness. ...  If  you  come  out  here,  we  expect  to 
■60  this  parly  up,  which  is  no  great  trouble  to 
do,  and  we  can  do  well  with  her  other  places. 
...  I  don't  think  you  had  ought  to  tell  the 
parties  what  you  are  going  to  do  with  this 
mare,  as  they  will  take  the  advantage  of  our 
opportunity  which  is  our  benefit.  As  to  con- 
fine this  match  race  with  this  man,  I  could  not 
•confine  it  to  any  defined  amount,  but  am  sat- 
isfied we  can  do  well,  or  I  would  not  be  willing 
to  go  to  the  expense  of  pnying  the  amount  to 
get  you  and  the  mare  out  here."  Under  date 
of  April  22,  Bennett  wrote  that  they  would 
buy  the  mare,  he  and  Morrison  to  pay  two 
thirds  of  the  cost,  and  Davis  to  take  the  other 
one  third;  Davis  to  pay  one  third  of  the  ex- 
penses she  would  be,  and  Bennett  and  Morris- 
aon  the  other  two  thirds;  they  also  to  pay  Da- 
vis $50  a  month  and  board;  Davis  to  have  one 
third  of  whatever  they  won  with  the  mare. 
Defendant  Bennett  closed  this  letter  by  asking 
David  to  let  him  hear  from  him  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible, and  adding-.  **I  feel  satisfied  that  you 
will  do  the  best  you  can.  Glad  to  know  there 
is  a  young  man  in  Ohio  that  has  got  a  little 
ner^e  to  come  to  Montana.** 

Let  us  first  look  at  the  form  of  the  owner- 
ship of  the  mare.  We  mention  this  because 
respondent  suggests  that  it  was  not  a  partner- 
ship, but  an  ownership  in  common.  Although 
it  is  not  of  importance  to  determine  this  point, 
we  nevertheless  distinguish  the  interests  of  the 
parties  as  those  of  partners.  The  testimony  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  witnesses,  and  the  last 
letters  that  were  written  agreeing  to  the  pur- 
chase and  ownership  of  the  mare,  shows  a 
special  agreement  between  the  two  plaintiffs 
and  defendant,  whereby  they  were  to  buy  the 
mare,  each  one  paving  a  third  of  her  cost, 
train  her  under  a  like  agreement,  and  divide 
profits  and  losses  of  their  racing  ventures. 
One  of  the  plaintiffs  was  to  be  allowed  a 
monthly  salaiy  for  actual  care  and  driving, 
but  that  does  not  alter  their  legal  relations. 
The  original  capital  of  this  partnership  was 
represented  by  the  mare,  to  purchase  which  it 
was  agreed  each  should  contribute  a  share. 
From  time  to  time  moneys  were  advanced  for 
the  concern,  whether  by  one  plaintiff  or  an- 
other or  by  defendant  made  no  difference,  for, 
on  principle,  it  all  became  the  subject  of  ac- 
counting in  equity  between  the  owners.  In 
French  v.  Styring,  2  C.  B.  N.  B.  857,  the  facts 
were  these:  Plaintiff  was  atrainerof  race  horses. 
Defendant  was  a  merchant.  A  race  horse  was 
Jointly  purchased  by  plaintiff  and  one  Cohen. 
Cohen  afterwards  sold  to  one  Mallison,  and 
Mallinson  and  plaintiff  agreed  that  plaintiff 
should  keep  the  horse  for  the  purpose  of  train- 
ing him,  and  should  have  entire  control  and 
management  of  him;  that  a  fixed  sum  should 
be  allowed  as  expenses  of  keeping  the  horse; 
that  plaintiff  should  pay  the  expenses  of  enter- 
ing the  horse  and  conveying  him  to  the  races; 
that  each  should  pay  half  of  the  horse's  keep 
and  other  expenses,  and  that  the  winnings 
should  be  equally  divided.  Mallinson  sold  to 
the  defendant,  who  agreed  with  plaintiff  that 
he  (plaintiff)  should  go  on  and  manage  the 
horse  upon  the  same  terms  as  agreed  upon 
with  Mallinson.  In  an  action  at  law  to  re- 
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cover  of  defendant  the  moiety  of  the  keep  and 
expenses  of  the  horse  since  defendant  became 
possessed  of  his  moiety,  it  was  argued  that 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  partners,  and 
therefore  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  The 
Judges  were  not  wholly  agreed  on  the  question 
of  partnership.  They  thought  that  there  was 
not  a  partnership  in  the  horse,  but  a  Joint  own- 
ership, yet  that  there  was  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, which  entitled  plaintiff  to  recover  for 
money  advanced  to  put  the  horse  in  condition 
to  race.  Cockburn,  Ch.  J.,  was  inclined  to 
think  there  was  no  partnership  in  the  horse, 
but,  with  other  Judges  concurring,  held  that 
they  were  partners  in  the  mode  of  working 
and  managing  it  for  their  common  benefit. 
The  doctrine  of  that  case  is  approved  of  by 
T.  Parsons  on  Partnership,  §  76;  and,  while 
it  is  to  be  distinguished  from  the  case  at  bar, 
it  yet,  by  analogy,  is  an  authority  of  great 
weight,  for  Cockburn.  Ch.  J.,  reasoned  that, 
if  the  two  bad  agreed  that  a  certain  sum  should 
be  contributed  by  them  in  equal  moieties  as 
the  capital  of  the  partnership,  the  moment 
money  was  so  paid  in  as  capital  it  became  part 
of  the  partnership  fund,  resulting  only  in  mat- 
ter of  account.  Here  there  was  an  equal  pay- 
ment of  money  by  three  persons  under  a  specific 
agreement  to  buy  ahorse  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, and  to  share  equally  in  ownership,  keep, 
and  all  expenses  connected  with  the  racing 
project  for  which  the  partnership  was  formed. 
The  agreement,  therefore,  went  much  fur- 
ther than  in  French  v.  Stprinfff  and  It  seems  to 
us,  made  a  partnership  relation.  This  being 
so,  was  it  a  partnership  the  real  object  of 
which  was  the  attainment  of  that  which  Is  con- 
trary to  law.  or,  if  the  object  was  a  legal  one, 
was  the  attainment  of  such  object  souchtin  a 
way  which  is  forbidden  by  law?  If  either  of 
these  questions  is  answered  afi^rmatively,  the 
partnership  was  illegal,  and  the  parties  must 
abide  the  consequences.  Lindley.  rartn.  *180. 
We  shall  not  decide  that  the  racing  of  horses, 
conducted  in  a  proper  and  fair  manner,  for 
purses  offered  by  associations,  is  contrary  to 
law.  It  was  not  illegal  at  common  law.  Nor 
is  there  a  statute  of  the  state  against  such  a 
practice.  Nor  do  we  believe  that  it  is  against 
public  policy,  where  the  purse  Is  offered  in  good 
faith,  snd  not  as  a  subterfuge  for  betting  and 
gaming.  Horse  races  are  looked  upon  as  a  spe- 
cies of  gambling  largely  because  men  bet  on  the 
results,  thus  wagering  upon  uncertain  results; 
but  that  is  a  different  matter.  There  are  many 
evils  incidental  to  many  strifes  for  pre- 
miums, yet  all  competitive  contests  are  not 
unlawful.  Polger,  Ch.  J.,  in  Harris  v.  White, 
81  N.  Y.  632.  said:  "A  purse,  prize,  or  pre- 
mium is  ordinarily  some  valuable  thing,  of- 
fered by  a  person  for  the  doinff  of  something 
by  others,  into  the  strife  for  which  he  does  not 
enter.  He  has  not  a  chance  of  gaining  the 
thing  offered,  and  if  he  .abide  by  his  offer,  that 
he  must  lose  it  and  give  it  over  to  some  of 
those  contending  for  it  is  reasonably  ceitain. 
Such  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  now,  in 
common  understanding,  in  the  practical  use 
of  them,  and  in  the  legislative  purview,"  etc. 
Bearing  in  mind  this  definition  of  a  purse  or 
premium,  it  is  diflScult  to  see  why  it  is  really 
more  immoral  to  honestly  try  the  relative 
speed  of  horses  In  a  fair  contest  for  a  prize 
11 


162 


Montana  SuPREiaE  Coxtrt. 


Hab^ 


than  it  is  to  test  the  relative  value  of  doge  at  a 
bench  show,  where  prizes  are  offered  to  the 
wiDoers,  or  the  beauty  of  fowls  at  a  poultry 
exhibit,  or  the  merits  of  cattle  at  a  state  fair 
for  money  premiums.  If  such  contests  are 
honestly  conducted,  but  little  objection  can  be 
well  urffed  against  them,  or  any  of  them; 
while,  if  there  is  cheating,  the  rascality  ren- 
ders them  objectionable  and  immoral.  But 
we  shall  inquire  into  the  real  purpose  that 
Morrison  and  his  partners  had  in  this  case.  It 
appears  that  Bennett  went  to  Morrison,  and 
suggested  the  buying  of  a  race  horse,  the 
*'main  object"  being  to  beat  Crowley's  horse. 
To  attain  this  object,  they  set  on  foot  a  scheme 
of  deception,  misrepresentation,  and  cunning. 
Their  plan,  as  exposed  by  the  language  of  the 
letters,  being  to  match  Crowley  *'with  a  dead 
mortal  cinch."  Bennett  advised  Davis  to 
* 'sneak"  the  horse  into  Lewistown,  and  to  put 
a  hair  brand  on  her,  so  as  to  have  her  appear 
as  a  range  animal.  The  idea  was  to  make 
Crowley,  the  selected  victim,  look  upon  the 
imported  animal  as  "undeveloped/'  that  he 
might  have  a  "sure  tbin^  in  the  way  of  think- 
ing," He  was  "a  fUcker,"  "^o  be  put  to 
sleep,"  *'keptin  the  dark/' and  to  be  "handled** 
by  the  writer,  Bennett.  As  a  further  part  of 
the  deception,'  Davis  was  cautioned  not  to  ad- 
dress envelopes  which  contained  his  advertise- 
ment as  a  horse  man  in  Ohio,  lest  the  scheme 
be  detected.  They  expected  to  "do  this  party 
[Crowley]  up/'  although  Bennett  expressly 
wrote  that  between  themselves  they  expected 
to  be  "honorable  and  upright."  Morrison  ac- 
knowledges the  oblect  of  the  partnership,  and 
evidently  saw  the  letters  of  Bennett  to  Davis, 
and,  as  agreed  upon  in  them,  went  to  Billings 
to  meet  Davis  and  the  mare.  They  made  the 
bet  of  $1,000  with  Eane,  who  acted  for  Crow- 
ley, Bennett,  and  Morrison  acting  for  their 
partnership.  The  race  was  won  by  the  roarei 
and  thus  the  conspiracy  to  defraud  Crowley 
appears  to  have  successfully  ended.  No  more 
races  were  sought.  The  partners  evidently 
quarreled  over  the  spoils,  and  that  honor 
pledged  between  the  three  partners  themselves 
seems  to  have  been  lost  sight  of  in  Bennett's 
greed  in  positively  refusing  to  share  the  spoils 
which  passed  into  his  hands.  No  court  will 
lend  its  aid  (o  assist  the  plaintiff  in  enforcing 
an  accounting  in  such  a  case.  The  very  state- 
ment of  the  evidence  proves  that  the  object  of 
the  parties  was  most  iniquitous,  and  that  the 
methods  agreed  upon,  and  doubtless  fully  exe- 
cuted, were  all  dishonest,  immoral,  deceitful, 
and  corrupt.  Men  who  associate  themselves 
for  the  purpose  of  cheating  others  cannot  ask 
the  courts  to  distribute  their  booty  by  adjudg- 
ing the  demands  of  one  against  the  other, 
arising  out  of  their  quarrels  over  their  plunder. 
As  said  by  Justice  Baldwin  in  BartU  v.  Nutt^ 
4  Pet.  184,  7  L.  ed.  826:  "Public  mor- 
als, public  justice,  and  the  well-established 
principles  of  all  judidal  tribunals  alike  for- 
Did  the  interposition  of  courts  of  -justice  to 
lend  their  aid  to  purposes  like  this."  And 
upon  this  broad  principle,  '  'ex  turpi  eatua  non 
oritur  actio"  the  district  court  properly  re- 
fused to  carry  out  the  illegal  contract. 

But,  insist  the  appellants,  if  the  agreement 
of  partnership  was  unlawful  and  immoral, 
"the  purpose  of  such  partnership  must  also  be 
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admitted  to  be  accomplished  and  executed,"' 
and  the  proceeds  should  be  divided  as  agreed 
upon  by  the  partners.  This  argument  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  reasons  advanced  by  some  of 
the  English  courts,  notably  Lord  Cottenham*a 
opinion  in  Sh^irp  v.  Taylor,  2  Phill.  Ch.  801, 
that  one  of  the  two  partners  cannot  possess 
himself  of  the  property  of  the  firm,  and  be 
permitted  to  retain  it,  if  he  can  prove  that  in 
obtaining  it  some  provision  of  law  has  been 
violated.  "Can  one  of  two  partners,  in  any 
import  trade,"  said  that  distinguished  judge, 
"defeat  the  other,  by  showing  that  there  was 
some  irregularity  in  passing  the  goods  through 
the  custom-house?  The  answer  to  this,  as  to 
the  former  case,  will  be,  that  the  transaction 
alleged  to  be  illegal  is  completed  and  closed^ 
and  will  not  be  in  any  manner  affected  by 
what  the  court  is  asked  to  do,  as  between  the 

Earties."  In  Sykes  v.  Beadon,  L.  R.  11  Ch. 
^iv.  170,  Jessel,  M.  R.,  however,  speaks  of 
Lord  Cottenham's  reasoning  as  "inconclusive 
and  unsatisfactory."  He  said  in  part  as  fol- 
lows: "The  notion  that  because  a  transaction 
which  is  illegal  is  closed,  that  therefore  a 
court  of  equity  is  to  interfere  in  dividing  the 
proceeds  of  the  illegal  transaction,  is  not  only 
opposed  to  principle,  but  to  authority, — to  au- 
thority in  the  well  known  case  of  the  high- 
waymen, where  a  robbery  had  been  com- 
mitted, and  one  highwayman  unsuccessfully 
sued  the  other  for  a  division  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  robbery.  So  in  the  case  he  puts  of  one 
of  two  partners  engaged  in  merchant  trade. 
As  I  read  it,  he  meant  the  trade  of  smuggling 
goods.  If  two  persons  go  partners  as  smug- 
glers, can  one  maintain  a  bill  against  the  other 
to  have  an  account  of  the  smuggling  transac- 
tion? I  should  say  certainly  not.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  transaction  is  con- 
cluded as  a  reason  for  the  interference  of  the 
court.  If  that  were  the  reason,  it  would  be 
lending  the  aid  of  the  court  to  assert  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  carrying  out  and  completing 
an  illegal  contract.  If  the  partnership  is  for 
the  purpose  of  smuggling,  that  is  an  illegal 
contract,  and  the  court  cannot  maintain  it,  and 
the  court  will  not  lend  its  aid  at  all  to  it.  Tliat 
reasoning,  then,  of  Lord  Cottenham's  is  not 
sufficient;  and  I  should  have  answered  the 
question — not  as  Lord  Cottenham  does,  in 
the  affirmative — but  in  the  negative.  I  do  not 
say  that  this  observation  at  all  affects  the  aa> 
thority  of  Sharp  v.  Taylor  as  it  stands;  but  I 
think  it  does  affect  very  much  the  dicta  which 
I  have  read  from  the  judgment;  and  that  i» 
the  reason  I  have  read  them.  It  is  no  part  of 
the  duty  of  a  court  of  justice  to  aid  either  in 
carrying  out  an  illegal  contract,  or  in  divid- 
ing the  proceeds  arising  from  an  illegal  con- 
tract, between  the  parties  to  that  illegal  con- 
tract. In  my  opinion,  no  action  can  be 
maintained  for  the  one  purpose  more  than  for 
the  other." 

There  is  a  rule  discussed  bv  CI  lef  Ja  aice 
Marshall  in  Arnutrong  v.  Toler,  11  Wheat. 
258,  6  L.  ed.  468,  that  a  subsequent  collat- 
eral or  independent  contract  founded  on  a 
new  consideration,  not  Immoral  or  illegal,  ia 
not  contaminated  bv  the  original  illegal  agree- 
ment. But  that  rule  does  not  apply,  as  coun- 
sel would  have  it,  here;  nor  is  it  in  conflict 
with  the  principle  that  a  court  of  equity  wiU 
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Dot  fiustain  an  action  to  enforce  contributions 
between  persooa  making  profits  realized  from 
an  illegal  contract.  This  contract  under  in 
veRtigation  was  illegal  and  immoral.  The  $1, 
000  was  paid  to  one  of  the  partners.  And  it 
is  to  carry  out  the  partnership  agreement  to 
divide  profits  that  this  action  is  brought. 
"There  is  nothing  collateral  in  respect  of 
which,  the  agreement  being  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, a  collateral  demand  arises."  SneU  v. 
Dwight,  120  Mass.  9.  In  this  last  case  cited 
the  court  ably  review  the  decision  in  Brooks 
▼.  Martin,  2  Wall.  70.  17  L.  ed.  782,  cited 
to  us  by  appellants  herein,  and  properly,  we 
think,  treat  it  as  an  authority  relating  to  sub- 
sequent or  collateral  contracts  and  transac- 
tions, in  which  the  original  illegal  acts  and 
contracts  are  held  to  form  no  part  of  the  con- 
sideration. The  supreme  court  of  North  Caro- 
lina, in  King  v.  Winantn,  71  N.  C.  472, 17  Am. 
Rep.  11, — a  somewhat  similar  case  to  the 
one  at  bar. — distinguish  Brooks  v.  Martin, 
2  Wall.  70,  17  L.  ed.  732.  as  did  Snell  v. 
Bwight,  120  Mass.  9,  and  after  so  interpreting 
it,  decided  that  they  would  not  examine  into, 
settle  up,  and  enforce  an  illegal  contract  itself 
between  the  parties  to  it.  See  also  Chicago, 
M.  dt  St.  P.  R  Go.  V.  Wabash,  St.  L.  db  P,  R 
Co,  9  C.  C.  A.  659,  27  U.  8.  App.  1.  61  Fed. 
Rip.  993.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  578;  Beach, 
Modern  Law  of  ContracU.  §1522.  The  New 
York  court  of  appeals,  in  Woodworth  v.  Ben^ 
neU,  43  N.  T.  278.  3  Am.  Rep.  706,  restate  the 
general  rule  as  laid  down  by  Mullett.  J.,  in  the 
earlier  case  of  Gh'ay  v.  Book,  4  N.  Y.  449,  as 
follows:  "The  general  rule  on  this  subject  is 
laid  down  in  this  court  in  Oray  v.  Book,  4  N. 
Y.  449,  by  MuUett,  J.,  as  follows:  'The  dis- 
tinction between  a  void  and  valid  new  con- 
tract in  rc^Htion  to  the  subject-matter  of  a  for- 
mer illegal  one  depends  upon  the  fact  whether 
the  new  contract  seeks  to  carry  out  or  enforce 
any  of  the  unexecuted  provisions  of  the  former 
contract,  or  whether  it  is  based  upon  a  moral 
obligation  growing  out  of  the  execution  of  an 


agreement  which  could  not  be  enforced  by 
law,  and  upon  the  performance  of  which  the 
law  will  raise  no  implied  promise.  In  the 
first  class  of  cases,  no  change  in  the  form  of  a 
contract  will  avoid  the  illegality  of  the  first 
consideration,  while  express  promises  baseil 
upon  the  last  class  of  considerations  may  be 
sustained.'" 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  further.  By  the  evi- 
dence here  offered  for  pi  lintiffs  they  seek  to 
enforce  directly  an  immoral  contract,  and  to 
secure  the  fruits  of  such  a  contract.  It  cannot^ 
be  done.  Beach.  Modern  Law  of  Contracts, 
§  1431.  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  little  sym- 
pathy. They  knowingly  entered  into  the  con- 
tract, and  are  only  suffering  the  consequences 
of  a  dishonest  transaction  in  which  they  united, 
and  which  they  proved  in  presenting  their 
case.  The  fault  of  the  parlies  being  mutual, 
they  can  only  rely  for  shares  of  profits  upon 
those  sentiments  of  honor  which  one  of  them 
wrote  would  exist  when  they  entered  into 
their  immoral  combination.  Being  in  part 
delicto,  we  apply  the  maxim,  ** Potior  e$i  con- 
ditio possidentis." 

Appellants  raise  a  point  of  practice,  contend- 
ing that  no  appeal  lies  in  this  case  from  an  or- 
der granting  a  new  trial,  because  the  case  was 
tried  by  a  referee,  and  defendant  omitted  to 
except  to  the  findings  of  such  referee.  It  ap- 
pears by  the  record  that  the  court,  on  the  trial, 
did  suggest  the  appointment  of  a  referee  to 
take  the  testimony  in  relation  to  the  account- 
ing. But  it  also  appears  that  the  suggestion 
never  was  acted  upon,  as  the  court  itself  took 
the  accounting,  made  its  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law  thereon,  and  rendered 
judgment  accordingly.  An  appeal  did,  there- 
fore, lie. 

The  order  granting  a  new  trial  is  affirmed, 
and  the  lower  court  is  directed  to  proceed  in 
accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Pemberton,  Ch.  J.,  and  Pigott*  J., 
concur. 
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H.  B.  MAYO,  Appt,, 

V. 

Town  of  WASHINGTON. 
c N.a ) 

A  debt  for  the  pfarchase  of  an  electric- 
light  plant  for  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion ts  not  one  of  the  "necessary  expeDScs'*  of 
the  town,  witbin  the  meaning  of  Cnost.  art.  7, 9  7, 
so  that  It  can  be  created  without  a  vote  of  the 
majority  of  the  qualified  voters  and  legislative 
authority. 

(ClarKt  J.,  dissents,) 
(March  8,  lfi98.) 


Note.— As  to  power  of  municipality  to  own  elec- 
tric-light  plant,  see  also  JacksoDville  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Jacksonville  (Fla.)  80  L.  R.  A.  640;  Linn 
V.  Cbambersburg  (Pa.)  26  L.  B.  A.  ZVI:  and  Craw- 
fordsvlUe  V.  Braden  (Ind.)  14  L.  U.  A.  268.  and  noU, 
40L.aA. 

See  also  48  L.  R.  A.  444. 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Saperior  Court  for  Beaufort  County 
refuslofi;  to  enjoin  defendant  from  proceeding 
to  acquire  an  electric-light  plant.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

No  appearance  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Charles  F.  Warren,  for  appellee: 

No  county,  city,  town,  or  other  municipal 
corporation  shall  contract  any  debt,  pledge  its 
faith,  or  loan  its  credit,  nor  shall  any  tax  be 
levied  or  collected  by  any  officers  of  the  9ame» 
except  for  the  necessary  expenses  thereof,  un- 
less by  a  vote  of  the  majority  of  the  qualified 
voters  therein. 

Const,  art.  7,  §  7. 

A  municipal  corporation  possesses  and  can 
exercise  the  following  powers,  and  no  others: 
First,  those  granted  in  express  words;  second, 
those  necessarily  or  fairly  implied  in  or  inci 
dent  to  the  powers  expresslv  grnnted;  third, 
those  essential  to  the  declared  objects  and  pur 
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poses  of   the   corporation, — not  simply  con- 
venient, but  indispensable. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4ili  ed.  §  89. 
Repairing  and  building  bridges  are  neces- 
sary expenses  of  a  county. 

Brodnax  v.  Groom,  64  N.  C.  244;  SaiUr- 
ihwaite  V.  Beattfott  County  Comrt^.  76  N.  0.153; 
Evam  V.  Cumberland  County  Comrn.  89  N.  C. 
154:  McKethan  ▼.  Cumberland  County  Comrs, 
92  N.  C.  248. 

Building  acourt  bouse  is  a  necessnry  expense. 

HalcomSe  y.  Bayujood  County  Comrs.  89  N. 
C.  846;  Vaughan  v.  Forsyth  County  Comrg.  117 
N.  C.  429. 

It  would  be  difficult  or  impossible  to  draw 
a  precise  line  between  what  are,  and  what 
are  not,  tbe  necessary  expenses  of  the 
government  of  a  city.  Tbe  analogy  of  the 
law  of  necessaries  for  infants  is  the  only  one 
that  occurs  to  us.  It  is  held,  that  if,  consider- 
.  ing  the  means  and  station  in  life  of  the  infant, 
the  articles  sold  to  him  may  be  necessaries  un- 
der any  circumstances,  they  come  within  a 
class  for  which  the  infant  may  be  liable,  and 
upon  his  refusal  to  pay  it  is  for  a  jury  to  de- 
termine whether,  under  the  actual  circum- 
stances, they  were  necessary. 

Wilson  V.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C.  748. 

Nothing  can  be  more  conducive  to  the  com- 
fort, convenience,  and  safety  of  the  dwellers 
in  cities  and  towns  than  well-lighted  streets. 

Raleigh  Oailight  Co.  v.  Italeigh,  76  N.  C. 
274;  Croswell,  Electricity.  §  190.  citing  Craw- 
fordsdille  v.  Braden.  130  Ind.  149. 14  L.  R  A. 
268;  Muvldin  v.  QreenmOe,  88  S.  C.  1, 8  L.  R. 
A.  291;  LoU  v.  Waycross,  84  Ga.  681. 

Lighting  cities  is  so  necessary  for  the  safety 
and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants  that  the 
municipal  authorities  are  usually  given  pow- 
ers more  or  less  extensive  in  respect  to  it. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  691. 

The  ownership  of  gas.  electric-light  plants, 
and  waterworks  of  a  municipality  are  closely 
allied.  In  CfiarloiU  v.  Shepard,  120  N.  0. 
411,  the  court  says:  '*But  we  think  that  the 
furnishing  of  a  supply  of  water  to  the  people 
of  the  city  is  not  in  itself  a  necessary  expense 
in  the  sense  that  the  city  must  own  and  op- 
erate a  system  of  waterworks." 

Such  power  should  exist  in  the  municipal 
authorities,  at  least  so  far  as  lic^hting  the  streets 
and  public  places  is  concerned. 

Croswell.  Electricity,  g§  21. 188,  190;  Haul- 
din  V.  GreenvilU,  88  S.  C.  1,  8  L.  R.  A.  291; 
OraufordsviOe  v.  Braden,  130  Ind.  149,  14  L. 
R.  A.  268. 

If  the  object  for  which  tbe  money  was  to  be 
raised  comes  within  the.  class  of  such  as  mi«;ht 
be  necessary  for  the  city  or  town,  it  was  left  to 
the  town  commissioners  or  aldermen  to  decide 
whether  in  fact  it  was  necessarv  or  not,  and 
their  decision  could  not  be  reviewed  by  the 
court 

Wilson  V.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C.  748:  JSvans  v. 
Cumberland  Comrs.  &9  N.  C.  154;  8(ttterth- 
uaite  V.  Beaufort  Countv  Comrs.  76  N.  C.  153; 
Oromartie  v.  Bladen  Comrs.  87  N.  C.  184; 
Vanghn  ▼.  Forsyth  County  Comrs,  117  N. 
C.  429. 

Fvrehes*  J.»  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tbe  defendant  is  a  municipal  corporation, 
40  L.  R.  A 


containing  a  population  of  about  5,000  inhabit- 
ants. By  its  charters  it  was  given  tbe  gen- 
eral powers  incident  to  such  corporations,  in 
the  following  words:  That  the  commission- 
ers of  the  town  of  Washington  (naming  them), 
and  their  successors  in  office  "be  and  they  are 
hereby  created  a  corporation  and  bodv  politic 
under  tbe  name  and  title  uf  the  commissioners 
of  the  town  of  Washington  with  full  power  to 
make  by-laws  not  inconsistent  with  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States; 
to  contract  and  be  contracted  with,  to  sue  and 
be  sued,  to  plead  and  be  impleaded,  by  that 
name  and  title;  and  they  are  hereby  invested 
with  all  other  powers  and  rights  necessary  or 
usually  appertaining  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions." Priv.  Laws  1846-47,  chap.  199,  §  1. 
The  defendant  has  undertaken  under  this  cor- 
porate power  to  buy,  erect,  and  operate  an 
electric- light  plant,  for  the  purpose  of  lighting 
the  public  streets  of  the  town  of  Washington, 
at  a  cost  of  $20,000,  and  to  issue  coupon  bonds 
therefor,  not  to  run  more  than  thirty  years, 
and  not  to  bear  interest  at  a  greater  rate  that 
6  per  cent  per  annum.  The  plaintiff,  a  citi- 
zen and  taxpayer  of  the  defendant  town,  for 
himself  and  in  behalf  of  other  citizens  and 
taxpayers,  denies  the  right  of  the  defendant  to 
create  this  bonded  debt  for  the  purposes  pro- 
posed, and  thus  to  burden  the  citizens  and 
taxpayers  of  the  town  of  Washington.  This 
action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  restrain- 
ing and  perpetually  enjoining  the  defendant 
from  creating  such  debt  and  from  issuing  said 
bonds.  Upon  the  hearing  below  the  court  re- 
fused to  if^sue  the  injunction  prayed  for,  and 
the  plaintiff  appealed.  The  appeal  was  not 
argued  orally  in  this  court;  but  we  find  a 
signed  agreement  of  counsel,  asking  that  it  be 
heard  on  printed  briefs,  in  which  it  is  stated 
that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  does  not  wish  to  file 
any  brief,  and  has  not  done  so.  This  is  to  be 
regretted,  as  the  appeal  involves  the  considera- 
tion of  a  most  important  question  of  constitu- 
tional law.  But  the  well-considered  brief  of 
defendant's  counsel  treats  the  case  fairly,  and 
contends  that  there  is  but  one  question  of  law 
involved,  and  that  is  the  constitutionality  of 
the  proposed  indebtedness  and  issue  of  bonds. 
And  that  depends  upon  one  question  of  fact: 
Is  it  one  of  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  town? 
The  defendant  contends  that  the  case,  as  it 
is  constituted  in  this  court,  does  not  involve 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  defendant  could 
furnish  incandescent  lights  to  its  individual 
citizens  for  pay,  and,  if  this  court  should  sus- 
tain the  order  of  the  court  below,  that  this 
question  would  still  remain  undecided.  This 
seems  to  us  a  little  like  hedging,  as  we  know 
of  no  electric-light  plant  in  the  state  that  does 
not  sell  incandescent  lights  to  private  parties, 
and  we  can  hardly  believe  that  the  defendant 
would  wish  to  go  to  this  expense  in  erecting 
and  operating  an  electric-light  plant  in  the 
town  of  Washington  without  this  means  of 
defraying  a  part  of  tbe  expense  of  operating 
the  same.  But,  as  the  defendant  contends  that 
it  does  not  involve  that  question,  we  will  treat 
it  in  that  way.  We  agree  with  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  there  is  but  one  question  of 
law  involved,  and  that  is  the  power  of  the  de- 
fendant to  make  the  debt  and  issue  the  bonds; 
and  this  depends  upon  the  fact  whether  an  elec- 
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trie-light  pi  Ant,  costing  $20,000,  is  one  of  the 
necessary  expenses  of  tbe  town  government. 
The  defendant  contends  that  it  is,  and  cites 
several  cases  as  sustaining  this  contention. 
The  case  of  Tucker  v.  Raleigh,  75  N.  0.  267, 
is  cited  for  two  purposes, — to  prove  that  elec- 
tric lights  are  a  necessary  expense,  and  that 
the  admission  of  this  fact  by  the  defendant  is 
binding  on  the  court.  In  our  opinion  it  bus 
tains  neither  contention.  In  that  case,  tbe 
facts  admitted  were  that  the  debt  sued  on  was 
money  due  for  worl(  performed  on  the  streets, 
cleaning  nut  wells,  and  the  like.  The  court 
said:  "These  facts  being  admitted,  we  as  a 
matter  of  law  hold  that  the  debt  was  for  neces- 
sary expenses."  In  the  case  under  considera- 
tion there  is  no  dispute  about  facts.  They  are 
alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  and  admitted  by  the 
defendant,  as  they  were  in  Tucker  v.  Raleigh. 
And  the  defendant  says,  in  its  answer,  that 
these  facts  show  that  to  buy,  establish,  and 
operate  this  electric-light  plant  is  one  of  the 
necessary  expenses  of  liis  government.  The 
defendant's  contention  cannot  be  sustained, 
fdr  two  reasons:  First.  It  is  not  an  admis- 
sion of  the  defendant  that  it  is  a  necessary  ex- 
pense, but  an  allegation  that  it  is.  It  is  not 
all^l^  by  the  plaintiff  that  it  is  a  necessary 
expense,  and,  not  being  alleged,  it  cannot  be 
an  admission.  But,  if  the  plaintiff  had  ad- 
mitted that  this  debt,  if  created,  would  be  for 
a  necessary  expense,  it  would  be  an  agreement 
as  to  a  result, — a  conclusion,  and  not  a  fact, — 
and  the  court  would  not  be  bound  by  the  ad- 
mission. But,  as  this  is  an  application  for  an 
injunction,  this  court  has  the  right  to  review 
the  court  below  on  the  facts.  Jone$  v.  Boyd, 
80  N.  C.  858.  Brodnax  v.  Gro<m,  64  N.  C. 
244,  is  cited  by  the  defendant  as  sustaining  his 
contention.  But  in  our  opinion  it  does  not. 
The  subject  of  litigation  in  that  case  was  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  taxes  levied  under  a 
special  act  of  the  legislature  to  build  and  re- 
pair bridges.  There  was  no  dispute  but  what 
the  act  authorized  the  levy,  and  the  only  ques 
tion  involved  was  as  to  whether  it  was  consti- 
tutional or  not,  as  the  question  was  not  sub 
mltted  to  a  vote  of  the  people.  This  fact  that 
it  was  not  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
made  the  constitutional  question  hinge  upon 
the  question  as  to  whether  building  and  re- 
pairing bridges  was  one  of  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  the  county  government,  and  the 
court  held  that  it  was.  This  is  the  only 
analogy  that  Brodium  v.  Qrocfm  bears  to  the 
case  under  consideration.  And  it  is  so  obvi- 
ous that  the  building  and  repairing  of  bridges 
on  the  public  highways  of  a  county  is  a 
-  part  of  the  necessary  public  expense  of  a 
countv  that  we  do  not  propose  to  aiscuss  this 
question  further.  Evans  v.  Cumberland 
Gamrs.  89  N.  C.  154,  is  also  cited  by  the  de 
fendant  But  it  is  placed  entirely  on  Brodnax 
V.  Oroom.  and  decides  no  more  than  that  case 
does.  Mauldin  v.  Oreenville,  83  S.  G.  1,  8  L. 
R.  A.  291,  is  cited  by  defendant  as  sustaining 
its  authority  to  create  the  debt  and  issue  the 
bonds.  We  do  not  think  it  does,  but  that  it 
sustains  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  constitutional  restriction  in  South  Caro- 
lina, as  there  is  in  North  Carolina,  and  the 
right  of  the  defendant  in  that  case  depended 
upon  its  powers  under  its  charter,  and  the 
40L.R.  A. 


court  held  that  it  had  the  power.  The  opinion 
is  made  largely  of  quotations  from  Judge  Dil- 
lon, defining  general  corporate  powers.  Quot- 
ing from  Judge  Dillon,  these  powers  are  de- 
fined as  follows:  **  'Those  granted  in  express 
words;  second,  those  necessarily  or  fairly  im- 
plied in,  or  incident  to,  the  powers  expressly 
granted;  third,  those  essential  to  the  declared 
object  and  purposes  of  the  corporation— not 
simply  convenient,  but  indispensable.  Any 
fair,  reasonable  doubt  concerning  the  existence 
of  power  is  resolved  bv  the  courts  against  the 
corporation.'  ...  It  is  quite  certain  that 
such  power  is  not  'essential'  to  the  declared  ob- 
jects and  purposes  of  the  corporation,  for 
heretofore  the  city  has  been  lighted  bv  con- 
tract, without  owning  the  gas  fixtures.  The 
first  part  of  this  quotation,  down  to  ".  .  .  ,'* 
was  quoted  by  the  South  Carolina  court  from 
Judge  Dillon,  and  from  there  down  is  a  part 
of  the  comment  of  the  South  Carolina  court. 
As  there  was  no  constitutional  restriction  of 
tbe  corporate  power  in  South  Carolina,  it  de- 
pendefl  on*  their  general  corporate  power  to 
contract.  They  were  not  restricted,  as  the  de- 
fendant is.  In  South  Carolina  the  power  of 
the  defendant  to  lend  the  credit  of  the  town 
and  to  issue  lx>nds  was  not  restricted  to  the 
necessary  expenses  of  the  eorporation.  In  the 
charier  of  the  defendant  there  are  no  express 
powei^  It  therefore  has  only  such  powers  as 
necessarily  pertain  to  or  arise  from  tbe  fact 
that  it  is  a  municipal  corporation,  and  there- 
fore falls  under  the  third  division  of  Judge 
Dillon's  definition,  which,  he  savs,  does  not 
mean  simply  "convenient,  but  indispensable." 
And  "any  lair,  reasonable  doubt  concerning 
the  existence  of  power  is  resolved  by  the  courts 
against  the  corporation. "  This  case  was  called 
to  our  attention  by  the  defendant  as  sustain- 
ins  its  position.  Lott  v.  Waycrou,  84  Ga. 
681,  is  cited  by  the  defendant.  This  case 
expressly  states  that  it  does  not  decide  any 
constitutional  question.  The  case  bears  a. 
very  slight  analogy  to  ours,  if  it  has  any  at 
all.  That  case  is  where  the  town  of  Way- 
cross  contracted  with  a  company  to  furnish  ii 
with  a  certain  number  of  electric  lights  at  an 
agreed  price  per  annum.  The  action  was. 
brought  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  this  con- 
tract, for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  submitted 
to  a  vote  of  the  people.  The  court  held  that 
thisdid  not  involve  any  constitutional  question; 
that  if  the  contract  was  a  reasonable  one,  and 
the  annual  rental  was  kept  paid,  the  constitu- 
tional question  might  never  arise.  There  is 
verv  little  discussion  of  the  case  by  the  court, 
and  we  do  not  know  what  the  constitutiontd 
provisions  of  Georgia  are.  But  the  case  no- 
where  shows  that  the  question  of  necessary 
expense  was  presented  or  considered  by  the 
court.  The  case  of  CrawfordttviUe  v.  Braden, 
180  Ind.  149,  14  L.  R.  A.  268,  is  also  cited  by 
defendant  as  sustaining  its  contention.  But 
we  do  not  think  it  does.  There  are  no  con- 
stitutional restrictions  in  the  state  of  Indiana, 
as  there  are  in  North  Carolina.  The  power  of 
the  defendant  in  that  case  depended  entirely 
upon  the  powers  contained  in  its  charter,  and 
tbe  case  is  not  put  upon  the  ground  of 
necessity,  but  upon  the  ground  of  con- 
venience and  benefit  But  it  may  be  observed 
that  the  reasoning  of  the  supreme  court  of  In- 
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diana  places  the  power  as  to  waterworks  and 
electric  plants  on  the  same  footing,  and  we  do 
not  see  how  they  can  well  be  distinguished. 

This  is  a  new  question  In  North  Carolina, 
so  far  as  the  right  of  a  municipality  to  establish 
and  operate  an  electric-light  plant  is  concerned, 
without  submitting  the  question  to  the  people 
for  their  approval.  But  it  is  not  new  in  prin- 
ciple. We  have  many  opinions  construing 
§  7,  art.  7,  of  the  Constitution.  We  also  have 
many  opinions  defining  the  powers  of  munici- 
pal corporations.  From  these  it  seems  that 
we  ought  to  be  able  to  arrive  at  a  proper  con- 
clusion as  to  the  law  governing  this  case. 
There  is  no  special  act  of  the  legislature  au- 
thorizing the  levy  of  a  tax,  as  there  was  in 
Brodnax  v.  Qroam.  Nor  is  there  any  express 
power  contained  in  the  charier  to  do  so.  So 
the  defendant's  right  to  erect  and  operate  an 
electric  plant,  and  to  create  a  debt  and  issue 
bonds,  depends  upon  the  general  powers 
vested  in  the  defendant  as  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration. Every  municipality  in  this  state  is 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  g  7,  aft  7,  of  the 
Constitution,  and  it  does  not  matter  what 
powers  it  has  under  its  charter;  if  they  are  in 
conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution, 
thev  are  void.  To  enable  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration to  borrow  money  or  to  loan  its  credit 
for  any  purpose,  except  for  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  the  corporation,  there  must  be  an 
act  of  assembly  passed  and  ratified,  as  required 
by  the  Constitution,  authorizing  it  to  submit 
the  proposition  to  the  people.  Union  Bank  v. 
Osrfard,  119  N.  C.  214, 84  L.  R.  A.  487;  Stanly 
County  Comn,  v.  8nugg%,  121  N.  C.  894.  And 
the  quesiion  must  then  be  submitted  to  and 
ratified  by  a  majority  of  qualified  voters 
thereof.  It  requires  both  the  authority  to 
submit  the  proposition  and  the  ratification  by 
a  majority  of  the  qualified  voters  to  warrant 
the  creation  of  the  debt  and  the  issue  of  the 
bonds.  Wilmington,  0.  db  E.  C.  R.  Go.  v.  Ondow 
County  Comrs.  116  N.  C.  668.  If  the  people 
want  it,  why  not  get  it  in  this  constitutional 
wsy? 

This  brings  us  to  the  final  consideration  of 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  purchase  of  an 
electric-light  plant  for  the  town  of  Washington, 
at  the  price  of  $20,000  simply  to  light  its 
streets,  is  one  of  the  necessary  expenses  per- 
taining to  its  government;  and  it  seems  to  us 
that  the  authorities  cited  by  defendant's  coun- 
sel show  that  it  is  not.  We  have  seen  that  the 
power  to  establish  electric  light  plants  and 
waterworks  plants  stands  on  substantially  the 
same  footing.  If  we  considef  this  to  be  so 
<and  we  are  not  able  to  see  why  they  do  not), 
we  have  at  least  one  direct  decision  which 
holds  that  it  is  not  one  of  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  a  city  government, — GharloUe  v. 
Shepurd.  120  N.  C.  411.  In  the  defendant's 
brief  this  case  is  treated  as  obHer.  But  that  is 
not  so.  It  was  claimed,  on  the  argument  of 
the  case  of  Charlotte  v.  Shepard,  that  this  was 
one  of  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  power,  with- 
out any  act  of  the  legislature  or  submission  of 
the  question  to  the  people,  to  make  this  debt 
and  to  issue  bonds.  And  this  is  the  second 
ground  of  error  assigned  in  the  plaintiff's  peti- 
tion for  a  rehearing.  While  a  rehearing  was 
granted  as  to  the  other  assignments  of  error,  it 
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was  denied  as  to  this  ground.  This  decision 
was  made  by  a  full  bench  and  a  unanimous 
court,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  a 
precedent  that  any  other  opinion  of  this  court 
IS  entitled  to. 

While  we  have  had  no  case  before  this 
court  as  to  the  power  to  erect  and  operate  an 
electric-light  plant  by  a  municipality,  we  find 
that  it  has  been  presented  in  other  states,  and 
considered  and  decided  upon  the  verv  point 
involved  in  this  case;  that  is,  whether  it  is  one 
of  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  corporate  gov- 
ernment. In  SpatUding  v.  Peabody,  153  Mass. 
129,  10  L.  R.  A.  897,  decided  in  1»92,  we  find 
a  very  full  and  satisfactory  discussion  of  the 
subject.  There  the  town  of  Peabody  proposed 
to  erect  an  electric  plant  at  a  cost  oi  $80,000. 
to  light  the  streets,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  court  discussed  both  aspects  of  the  ques- 
tion, and  held  that  the  defendant  had  no  power 
to  incur  the  expense  of  erecting  such  plant 
for  the  purpose  of  lighting  the  streets  or  for 
other  purposes.  The  opinion  is  delivered  bv 
Chief  Justice  Field,  and  concurred  in  by  all 
the  judges.  In  the  discussion  of  the  case  the 
court  says  that  "it  has  also  been  uniformly  held 
that  cities  and  towns  are  under  no  obligation 
to  light  their  streets  for  the  purpose  of  making 
them  safe  and  convenient  for  travelers"~'clt- 
ing  Sparhawk  v.  8dlem,\  Allen,  80;  Ty9on  t. 
BootK  100  Ma<;s.  258;  BandaU  v.  Eastern  R.  Go. 
106  Msss.  276,  8  Am.  Rep.  827.  This  opinion 
further  says  that  all  the  power  a  munici|Mil 
corporation  has  to  tax  is  derived  from  the  legis- 
lature, by  express  grant  or  necessary  impli- 
cation, and,  where  the  legislature  has  a  right 
to  grant  the  necessary  powers,  the  implied 
powers  are  strictly  construed;  that  the  excep- 
tions to  this  rule  are  few,  and  being  such  as  a 
town  clock,  hay  scales,  pumps,  reservoirs,  etc 
These  obtain  by  reason  of  ancient  custom, 
and  are  *'not  to  be  extended."  The  opinion 
further  states  that  it  was  contended,  **if  the 
town  of  Peabody  can  erect  and  maintain  street 
lamps,  it  can  maintain  ihem  by  any  appropri- 
ate means,  and  that  to  furnish  them  by  means 
of  such  electric  plant  was  one  of  the  proper 
means  of  doing  so. "  The  rule  as  laid  down  by 
the  Massachusetts  court  is  "that  where  there 
is  any  considerable  amount  of  money  to  be  ex- 
pended, it  must  be  under  legislative  authority." 
This  is.  as  we  interpret  it.  any  unusually  large 
amount  for  that  municipality.  And  the  court 
says  that,  "it  cannot  be  said  that  the  erection 
of  such  works  as  are  contemplated  ...  in 
this  case  are  in  any  strict  sense  necessary  in 
order  to  enable  the  town  of  Peabody  to  light 
its  streets."  This  case  decides  the  very  point 
upon  which  our  case  turns. — that  it  is  not 
a  necessary  expense  of  a  corporation  to  light 
its  streets  with  electric  lights,  and  therefore  not 
necessary  to  incur  the  debt  of  $20,000,  and  to 
issue  the  bonds. 

To  draw  the  line  of  demarkation  between 
what  are  and  what  are  not  necessary  expenses 
to  be  borne  by  a  municipal  corporation  would 
be  attended  with  difficulty.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  we  should  attempt  to  do  so  in  this  case, 
and  we  do  not  attempt  to  draw  the  line.  There 
are  some  things  clearly  within  the  line  of 
power,  and  it  Is  the  duty  of  the  corporate  au- 
thorities to  provide  for  them,  such  as  court- 
houses and  jails,as  in  Vaughn  v.  Forsyth  County 
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€omrs,  117  N.  C.  429,  or  public  highways  and 
public  bridges,  as  in  Brodnaw  v.  Qrann,  64  N. 
CI.  244.  There  are  others  that  are  clearly  out- 
side the  line  of  necessary  expenses,  such  as  ap- 
propriations to  build  railroads, cotton  factories, 
to  build  and  operate  electric  street-car  lines, 
•etc.  The^  the  municipalitv  would  have  no 
right  to  pl<^ge  the  faith  and  credit  of  a  town 
•or  city  to  build  without  first  obtaining  author- 
ity from  the  legislature  and  from  the  popular 
Tote.  The  erection  of  electric-light  plants  and 
waterworks  plants  may  not  be  bo  far  outside 
the  line  of  power  as  some  of  the  things  men- 
tioned. But  we  are  of  the  decided  opinion 
that  they  are  outside.  The  claim  of  power 
uponthe  plea  of  necessity  must  stop  some- 
where. The  restrictions  contained  in  the 
<yon8titution  were  not  intended  to  be  meaning- 
less. If  they  had  not  been  for  a  purpose,  they 
would  not  have  been  put  into  the  Constitution. 
In  our  opinion,  this  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion was  wisely  put  into  that  instrument,  for 
a  most  beneficent  purpose,  and  it  must  be  ju- 
dicially sustained  and  enforced  by  the  courts. 
Suppose  we  hold  it  to  be  within  the  corporate 
power  to  buy  and  operate  electric-light  plants 
on  a  pledging  of  the  faith  and  credit  of  the 
town;  how  long  will  It  be  until  it  will  be 
claimed  that  electric  street  cars  are  necessary 
for  the  business,  progress,  and  convenience  of 
the  town?  And  if  we  grant  this  claim  of  neces- 
fii^,  how  will  we  resist  that?  What  grounds 
have  we  to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other? 
If  we  sustain  the  plea  of  necessity  for  street 
cars, what  is  there  to  prevent  the  same  claim  of 
necessity  to  the  growth,  prosperity,  and  con- 
▼enience  of  the  people  of  a  town  to  which 
there  is  no  railroad  from  pledging  the  faith 
and  credit  of  the  town  to  build  a  railroad?  Es- 
pecially so,  if  we  allow  the  claim  or  admission 
of  the  corporate  authorities  to  settle  the  ques 
tion  of  necessity,  as  is  claimed  that  they  should 
do  in  this  case.  It  is  heard  every  day,  in 
towns  of  much  size,  that  a  street  railway  is 
necessary  to  the  growth  and  prosper! tv  of  the 
town',  and  in  towns  that  have  no  railroad  to 
hear  it  said  that  a  railroad  to  this  place  is  a 
necessity.  And  it  is  contended  for  the  defend- 
ant in  this  case  that  if  such  town  should  make 
a  sfibscription  and  issue  bonds,  or  should  pro- 
pose to  do  so,  and  when  suits  should  be 
brought  to  enjoin  it  from  so  doing,  if  the 
town  alleged  it  was  a  necessary  expense,  it  is 
to  be  taken  as  conclusive  evidence  that  such 
street  car  or  railroad  is  one  of  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  the  municipality,  and  that  the  couri 
is  bound  by  this  claim  or  admission.  If  this 
be  so.  every  town  in  the  state  would  soon  have 
railroads  running  to  it,  and  a  line  of  electric 
street  cars,  based  upon  the  pledged  faith  and 
credit  of  the  town.    This  cannot  be  the  law. 

Smith  V.  Goldaboro,  121  N.  C.  350,  was  cited 
for  defendant,  but  it  is  not  in  point.  The  ques- 
tion of  establishing  electric  lights  was  not  in- 
Tolved  in  that  case.  The  only  question  in- 
▼olved  was  the  right  of  the  city  to  use  the 
streets  in  a  territory  lately  added  to  the  city  by 
extending  its  corporate  boundary.  It  was  to 
give  the  same  benefits  and  the  same  protection 
to  the  citizens  of  the  new  territory  as  to  the 
citizens  of  the  old  territory.  The  Constitution 
must  be  observed  and  enforced.  There  is 
error. 
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The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  retened, 
and  the  injunction  as  prayed  for  must  be 
granted. 

Cl»rk,  J.,  dissenting:  ^ 

It  would  seem  that  these  propositions  are 
established  and  settled  in  North  Carolina: 
(1)  That  it  is  the  duty  of  the  town  commis- 
sioners to  light  the  town  {Smith  v.  Qoldsboro, 
121  N.  C.  350).  and  hence  it  follows  that 
the  cost  of  such  lighting  is  a  necessary  ex- 
pense. (2)  That  it  is  '*for  the  courts  to  deter- 
mine what  class  of  expenditures  falls  within 
the  definition  of  the  necessary  expenses 
of  a  municipal  corporation,"  and  that  when 
an  expenditure  falls  within  that  class  the 
courts  "have  no  authority  to  control  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  discretionary  power  vested  in 
the  commissioners,"  either  as  to  the  man- 
ner of  exercising  that  discretion  or  the  rea- 
sonable limit  of  cost.  Vaughn  v.  Forsyth 
County  Comrs.  117  N.  C.  429,  citing  Brodnam 
V.  Groom,  64  N.  C.  244,  and  8aiterthwaite  v. 
Beaufort  County  Comrs,  76  N.  C.  153;  Evans  v. 
Cumberland  Comrs.  89  N.  C.  154;  Cromartia 
V.  Biaden  Comrs.  87  N.  C.  184.  (3)  That  for 
such  "necessary  expenses''  the  commissioners 
are  not  prohibited  by  §  7,  art.  7,  from  creat- 
iog  a  debt  without  the  approval  of  a  majority 
of  the  qualified  voters.  Tucker  v.  Raleigh,  75 
N.  C.  267;  WOson  v.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C.  748. 
Code,  §  3800,  authorizes  town  commissioners, 
inter  aUa,  to  "lay  taxes  for  municipal  purposes 
on  all  persons,  property,  privileges,  and  sub- 
jects within  the  corporate  limits,  which  are 
liable  to  taxation  for  state  and  county  pur- 
poses;" and  §  3821  recognizes  that  municipal 
corporations  may  contract  debts  for  such  pur- 
poses, and  provides  for  their  payment. 

On  August  2, 1897,  the  commissioners  of  the 
town  of  Washington  adopted  the  following 
order:  "Whereas,  the  present  method  of 
illuminating  the  town  of  Washington  by  the 
use  of  gasoline  lamps  is  entirely  inadequate, 
and  does  not  sufficiently  and  properly  light 
the  said  town,  and  subjects  the  citizens  and 
others  to  ^reat  inconvenience,  as  well  as  to 
danger  and  risk,  and  also  involves  great  ex- 
pense to  the  taxpayers  of  the  town,  consider- 
ing the  character  of  the  light  furnished;  and 
whereas;  the  population  of  the  said  town  is 
now  more  than  5,000  and  is  rapidly  increas- 
ing, and  the  lack  of  proper  and  sufficient  lights 
is  detrimental  to  the  business  of  the  town  ami 
an  obstacle  to  its  advancement  and  progress; 
and  whereas,  the  board  of  commissioners  of 
the  town  of  Washington,  after  a  careful  con- 
sideration and  exammation  of  the  different 
methods  and  systems  of  lighting  the  town,  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  best,  most  effective, 
and  cheapest  method  is  an  electric  light  plant, 
to  be  purchased,  owned,  and  operated  by  the 
corporate  authorities  of  the  town  of  Washing- 
ton, and  the  said  commissioners  declare  that 
the  same  is  a  public  necessity :  Therefore,  be 
it  resolved,  that  an  electric-light  plant  be 
purchased  by  the  town  of  Washington  for 
the  purpose  of  illuminating  said  town,  and 
erected,  established,  and  operated  therein  by 
the  corporate  authorities  of  the  said  town,  at 
a  cost  for  the  purchase  and  erection  of  said 
plant  not  exceeding  $20,000;  that,  to  pay  for 
the  purchase  and  erection  of  the  said  electric- 
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light  plant,  bonds  of  the  town  of  Washington 
thai]  be  issued  and  sold  to  the  best  advantage: 
that  the  said  bonds  shall  bear  a  rate  of  interest 
not  exceeding  6  per  centum  per  annum,  pay- 
able annually  or  semiannually,  as  may  be 
agreed  with  the  purchasers;  that  the  said  bonds 
shall  be  in  denominations  of  $500  and  $1,000, 
and  shall  run  for  a  period  not  exceeding  thirty 
years;  that  the  said  bonds  shall  be  executed 
by  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  Washington,  and 
countersigned  by  the  clerk  of  the  board  of 
commissioners,  and  the  corporate  seal  thereto 
affixed."  This  was  an  action  by  an  taxpayer 
to  restrain  the  creation  of  this  debt  and  the 
issuance  of  the  bonds.  The  judge  below, 
himself  a  citizen  of  the  town  of  Washington 
and  acquainted  with  its  needs,  refused  the 
injunction,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

There  is  no  statute  specifically  granting  to 
the  defendant  the  power  to  purchase  and 
operate  an  electric-light  plant,  and  issue  bonds 
therefor,  and  the  proposition  to  purchase  said 
plant  and  issue  bonds  has  never  been  submit- 
ted to  a  vote  of  the  qualified  electors  of  said 
town.  The  Constitution  (art.  7,  §  7)  provides: 
''No  county,  city,  town,  or  other  municipal 
corporation  shall  contract  any  debt,  pledge  its 
faith,  or  loan  its  credit,  nor  shall  anv  tax  be 
levied  or  collected  by  any  officers  of  the  same, 
except  for  the  necessary  expenses  thereof, 
unless  by  a  vote  of  the  majority  of  the  qualified 
voters  therein."  **It  is  a  general  and  undis- 
puted proposition  of  law  that  a  municipal  cor- 
poration possesses  and  can  exercise  the  follow- 
ing powers,  and  no  others:  First,  those 
granted  in  express  words;  second,  those  neces- 
sarily or  fairly  implied  in  or  incident  to  the 
powers  expressly  granted;  third,  those  essen- 
tial to  the  declared  objects  and  purposes  of 
the  corporation, — not  simply  convenient,  but 
indispensable."  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §89. 
As  the  proposition  to  contract  this  debt  has 
never  been  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the  qualified 
electors  of  the  town,  and  there  is  no  specific 
grant  of  power  to  contract  it,  the  question 
arises:  Is  it  for  a  "necessary  expense"  of  the 
town,  within  the  meaning  of  Const,  art  7, 
§7? 

This  is  the  sole  question  to  be  decided.  The 
power  of  the  commissioners  of  the  town  to 
manufacture  gas  or  electricity,  and  to-sell  the 
same  to  the  citizens,  is  not  presented  in  the 
case,  and  does  not  arise  upon  the  facts.  The 
resolution  adopted  by  the  defendant  recites 
that  '*the  present  method  of  illuminating  the 
town  of  Washington  by  the  use  of  gasoline 
lamps  is  entirely  inadequate,  and  does  not 
sufficiently  and  properly  light  the  said  town, 
and  subjects  the  citizens  and  others  to  great 
inconvenience,  as  well  as  to  danger  and  risk, 
and  also  involves  great  expense  to  the  tax- 
payers of  the  town,  considerine  the  character 
of  the  light  furnished."  It  further  recites 
that,  "after  a  careful  consideration  and  ex- 
amination of  the  different  methods  and  sys- 
tems of  lighting  the  town,  the  commissioners 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  best,  most  effective, 
and  cheapest  method  is  ai^  electric  plant,  to  be 
purchased,  owned,  and  operated  by  the  cor- 
porate authorities  of  the  town  of  Washington." 
The  defendant  ihen  resolved  "that  anelec»ric- 
light  plant  be  purchased  by  the  town  of  Wash- 
ington for  the  purpose  of  illuminating  the 
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said  town.*  The  question  presented  is  the 
power  of  the  defendant  to  contract  a  debt  to- 
purchase  an  electric-light  plant  for  the  purpose 
of  lighting  public  buildings  and  streets  of  the 
said  town, — a  strictly  public  purpose. 

Article  7,  g  7,  of  the  Constitution,  in  ref- 
erence to  the  power  of  counties  to  contract 
debt,  pledge  faith,  loan  credit,  or  levy  and 
collect  taxes  for  "necessary  expenses,  haa 
been  frequently  construed  by  this  court. 
There  would  seem  to  be  no  distinction  be- 
tween counties  and  towns,  as  the  section  of 
the  Constitution  applies  to  both  alike.  There 
would  be  a  difference  as  to  what  would  be 
"necessary  expenses"  of  each,  due  to  the  dif- 
ferent purposes  and  objects  for  which  the- 
two  classes  of  corporations  are  created.  Re- 
pairing and  building  bridges  are  nere^sary^ 
expenses  of  a  county.  Brodnax  v.  Groom, 
64  N.  C.  244;  SatUrthwaiie  v.  Beaufort  County 
Comrs,  76  N.  C.  153;  Emm  v.  Oumberland 
Comrs.  89  N.  C.  154;  McKetfian  v.  Camber' 
land  County  Comrs,  92  N.  C.  248.  Building  a 
court-house  is  a  necessary  expense.  Haleombe 
V.  Haywood  Comr$.  89  N.  C.  346:  Vaughn  v. 
Forsyth  County  Comrs,  117  N.  C.  429.  In 
Smith  V.  Newborn,  70  N.  C.  14,  16  Am.  Rep. 
766,  in  the  able  opinion  of  Bynum,  J.,  it  is 
held  (citing  Mitne  v.  Davidson,  5  Mart.  N.  S. 
586,  16  Am.  Dec.  189)  that  the  city  may  with- 
out express  statute  erect  public  hospitals  and 
(citing  Livingston  v.  Pippin,  81  Ala.  542,  and* 
EoTns  y.  Cabot,  28  Ga.  50)  bore  an  artesian 
well.  McLin  v.  Newbem,  70  N.  C.  12,  it  is 
held  that  the  town  has  inherent  power,  or  by- 
reasonable  implication  from  its  general  power, 
to  build  a  jail  or  guard  house  as  a  public 
necessity.  In  Wilson  y.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C. 
748,  Rodman,  J.,  says:  "It  would  be  difficult 
or  impossible  to  draw  a  precise  line  between, 
what  are,  and  what  are  not,  the  necessary 
expenses  of  the  government  of  a  city."  H<e 
likens  it  roughly  to  the  inquiry  as  to  what 
are  the  necessaries  which  may  be  charged 
against  an  infant,— a  question  whose  deter- 
mination largely  depends  upon  his  means, 
condition  in  life,  and  surroundings.  While- 
the  analogy  is  not  exact,  it  is  sufficiently  so. 

Nothing  can  be  more  conducive  to  the  com- 
fort, convenience,  and  safety  of  the  dwellers, 
in  the  cities  and  towns  than  well-lighted, 
streets,  market  halls,  and  other  public  build- 
ings, or  more  effective  to  prevent  or  detect 
vice  and  crime.  If  it  be  conceded  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  city  or  town  to  light  its  streets- 
and  public  buildings  at  all,  why  not  provide 
the  best  method  of  illumination  it  can  afford f 
If  the  defendants  could  light  the  town  with 
kerosene  lamps,  or  with  gasoline,  and  pay 
the  expenses  from  its  taxes,  then  why  could 
they  not  provide  better  light,  by  the  use  of 

gas  or  electricity?  It  would  be  merely  a. 
ifference  in  the  quality  of  the  light  furnished, 
— a  difference  in  degree,  and  not  in  principle. 
In  Rateigh  Gaslight  Co.  y.  Raleigh,  75  N.  C. 
274,  it  was  assumed,  without  argument,  that, 
the  purchase  of  gas  for  public  purposes  by 
the  city  was  a  necessary  expense,  and  that 
the  city  was  bound  to  pay  a  debt  contracted 
therefor.  "So  far  as  lighting  streets,  alleys, 
and  public  places  of  a  municipal  corporation 
is  concerned,  we  think  that,  independentlv  of 
any  statutory  power,  the  municipal  authorities- 
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have  inherent  power  to  provide  for  lighting 
them.  If  80,  unless  their  discretion  is  con- 
trolled by  some  express  statutory  restriction, 
they  may,  in  their  discretion,  provide  that 
form  'of  light  which  is  best  suited  to  the 
wants  and  the  financial  condition  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  court  further  says  that  the 
municipal  authorities  thus  possessing  the 
power  to  light  the  streets,  the  power  to  fur- 
nish or  procure  electricity  is  carried  with  the 
principal  power  as  an  auxiliary. "  Croswell, 
Eleclririiy,  §  190.  citing  CmtDfordMviUe  v.  Bra- 
dm,  180  Ind.  149,  14  L.  R.  A.  268;  Mauldin 
V.  GreenvOle,  33  8.  C.  1,  8L.  a  A.  291;  LoU 
V.  Waycrtm,  84  Ga.  681. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  power  to 
light  the  streets  and  public  places  of  a  city  is 
one  of  its  implied  and  inherent  powers,  as  be- 
ing necessary  lo  properly  protect  the  lives  and 
property  of  its  inhabitants,  and  as  a  check 
upon  immorality.  This  is  forcibly  set  forth 
by  Judge  Dillon,  in  his  work  on  Municipal 
Corporations,  as  follows:  "In  a  most  im- 
portant particular,  however,  Rome  suffers  by 
comparison  with  modern  cities.  Its  public 
places  were  not  lighted.  All  business  closed 
with  the  daylight.  The  streets  at  night  were 
dangerous.  Property  was  insecure.  No  at- 
tempt at  public  illumination  was  made.  The 
idea  does  not  seem  to  have  occurred  to  them. 
Persons  who  ven'ured  abroad  on  dark  nights 
were  dimly  lighted  by  lantern  and  torches. 
...  No  more  forcible  illustration  of  the 
necessity  and  advantages  cf  lighting  a  city  can 
be  eiven  than  the  pictures  drawn  by  Lanciani 
and  Macau  lay  of  the  state  of  a  great  city 
buried  in  the  darkness  of  night;  and  they 
show  how  clearly  the  power  to  provide  for  this 
is  essentially  and  peculiarly  one  pertaining  to 
municipal  rule  and  regulation.  Nor  are  these 
studies,  and  the  facts  that  they  reveal,  with 
out  practical  value  to  the  jurist.  They  dem- 
onstrate that  a  large  and  dense  collection  of 
hnman  beings,  occupying  a  limited  area, 
have  heeds  peculiar  to  themselves,  which 
create  the  necessity  for  municipal  or  local 
government  and  regulation,  and  this  in  its 
turn  the  necessity  for  corporate  organization. 
The  body  thus  organized,  as  it  has  duties,  so 
it  acquires  rights,  peculiar  to  itself,  as  distin- 

fuished  from  the  nation  or  state  at  large." 
H\l  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.g  8a.  Upon  this 
paragraph,  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in 
OrawfordmlU  v.  Braden,  180  Ind.,  at  page 
157,  14  L.  R.  A.  at  page  272,  says:  "While 
Judge  Dillon's  remarks  have,  of  course, 
special  reference  to  great  cities,  the  differ- 
ence in  that  respect  between  the  greater 
and  minor  municipal  corporations  is  a 
difference  in  degree,  and  not  in  kind.  Wher- 
ever men  herd  together,  in  villages,  towns, 
or  cities,  will  be  fgund  more  or  less 
of  the  lawless  or  vicious;  and  crime  and 
vice  are  plants  which  flourish  best  in  the 
darkness.  So  far  as  lighting  the  streets,  al- 
leys, and  public  places  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration is  concerned,  we  think  that,  inde- 
pendently of  any  statutory  power,  the  munici- 
pal authorities  have  inherent  power  to  provide 
for  lighting  them.  If  so,  unless  their  discre- 
tion is  controlled  by  some  express  statutory  re- 
striction, tliey  may,  in  their  discretion,  provide 
that  form  of  light  which  is  best  suited  to  the 
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wants  and  the  financial  condition  of  the  corpo- 
ration. It  is  well  settled  that  tUe  discretion  of 
municipal  corporations,  within  the  sphere  of 
their  powers,  is  not  subject  to  judicial  control, 
except  in  cases  where  fraud  is  shown,  or  where 
the  power  or  discretion  is  being  grossly 
abused,  to  the  oppression  of  the  citizen, ' — cit- 
ing ValparatM  v.  Gardner,  97  Ind.  1,  49  Am. 
Rep.  416;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  1046. 
**We  can  see  no  good  reason  whj;  they  may 
not  also,  without  statutory  authority,  provide 
and  maintain  the  necessary  plant  to  ^nerate 
and  supply  the  electricity  required.  Possess- 
ing authority  to  do  the  lighting,  that  power 
carries  with  it  incidental Iv  the  further  power 
to  procure  or  furnish  whatever  is  necessary 
for  the  production  and  dissemination  of  the 
light.  The  only  authority  cited  which  holds 
a  contrary  doctrine  is  that  of  Spaulding  v.  iVo- 
bodp,  153  Mass.  129,  10  L.  R.  A.  897.  We  are, 
however,  unable  to  recognize  the  validity  of 
the  reasoning  in  that  case.  We  are  unable  to 
see  the  analogv  between  the  city  of  Boston, 
because  authorized  to  light  its  streets,  engag- 
ing in  whale  fishing  to  procure  oil  for  that  pur- 
pose, or  the  other  supposed  cases,  and  the  gen- 
eration and  supply  of  electricity.  Electricity 
is  not  a  commodity  which  can  be  bought  in 
the  markets  and  transported  from  place  to 
place,  like  oil." 

To  the  same  purport  of  this  able  opin- 
ion are  many  others,  among  them  Linn 
V.  Chambersburg,  160  Pa.  511,  25  L.  R.  A. 
217  (in  which  it  is  said  that  "it  is  a  mis- 
take to  assume  that  municipal  corporations 
should  not  keep  abreast  with  the  progress 
and  improvements  of  the  age");  Jackson- 
ville Electric  Light  Co.  v.  JaekitonmlU,  86  Fla. 
229,  30  L.  R.  A.  540;  State,  Atty,  Gen,,  v.  To^ 
ledo,  48  Ohio  St.  112,  11  L.  R.  A.  729;  fli- 
quembourg  v.  Dunkirk,  49  Hun,  550;  Smith  v. 
NashmOe.  88  Tenn.  464,  7  L.  R  A.  469;  Mitch- 
en  V.  Nfgaunee  (Mich.)  38  L.  R.  A.  157;  Sun 
Printing  d  Pub.  Aseo,  v.  New  York,  152  N.  Y. 
257,  87  L.  R.  A.  788.  In  some  of  these  cases 
there  was  an  act  of  the  legislature  autbdrizing, 
the  purchase  or  erection  of  the  electric  plant, 
and  the  last  is  noteworthy  as  sustaining  an  act 
authorizing  the  city  to  construct  a  street  rail- 
road at  its  own  expense;  but  all  of  them  are  in 
point  as  recognizing  that  these  purposes  are- 
"city  purposes,'*  and  within  the  scope  of  du- 
ties for  which  cities  and  towns  are  incorpo- 
rated. 

In  this  court,  at  last  term,  It  was  said  by  a. 
unanimous  court,  in  Smith  v.  Goldeboro,  121 
N.  C.  350,  at  psge  352,  that  the  city  •'provides 
for  \i%  citizens  electric  lights  and  water,  as  it  is 
its  duty  to  do.  ,  .  .  The  defendant  has 
taken  possession  of  said  streets  in  order  that  it 
may  perform  its  duty  to  its  citizens  and  fur- 
nish water  and  lights  to  the  owners  of  said 
lots."  And  at  bottom  of  page  853,  121  N.  C, 
it  is  said  that,  ''having  been  taken  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Goldsboro.  they 
are  subject  to  all  the  burdens  and  entitled  to 
all  the  benefits  of  citizenship.  Paying  city 
taxes,  they  have  asked  for  two  of  the  greatest 
advantages  of  the  city,  water  and  lights,  and 
this  the  city  was  preparing  to  give  them.  but. 
for  the  interference  of  the  plaintiff.  Such  in- 
terference is  without  warrant  in  law.  and  can- 
not be  sustained  upon  any  principle  of  equity. ** 
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This  decision  is  abreast  of  the  times,  and  is 
simply  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that  cities  and 
towns  ar**  "<S  incorporated  for  the  primary 
purposes  or  government,  the  protection  of 
person  and  property,  since  that  could  be  done 
by  the  justice  of  the  peace  and  constable,  as  in 
the  country  districts,  without  the  expensive 
machinery  of  municipal  government;  but  mu- 
nicipalities are  in  fact  not  so  much  for  govern- 
mental purposes  as  for  business  needs,  such  as 
paving,  lightsi  security  against  fire,  water, 
sewerage,  and  the  like,  which  are  the  necessi- 
ties of  a  dense  population,  and  which  can  be 
famished  more  cheaply  and  effectively  by  the 
representatives  of  the  municipality  chosen  to 
administer  its  common  interests  than  by  sub- 
jecting each  citizen  to  the  unrestricted  de- 
mands of  organizations  of  private  capital. 
Light!  Dg  being  one  of  those  necessities,  whether 
the  town  shall  furnish  kerosene,  gasoline,  gas, 
or  electric  lights,  and,  if  either  of  the  latter, 
whether  it  shall  procure  the  lights  by  paying 
exorbitant  prices  to  combiuations  of  private 
capital,  or  shall  procure  them  at  about  one 
th&d  the  cost  (as  is  common  knowledge)  by  the 
city  owning  and  operating  the  plants,  arc 
matters  which  must  be  left  To  the  discretion  of 
the  local  legislature,  elected  by  the  people  of 
the  municipality  for  these  very  purposes;  for 
the  small  criminal  jurisdiction  vested  in  the 
mayor  as  to  the  violation  of  town  ordinances  is 
purely  incidental.  In  BrodnaxY.  Groom,  64 
N.  C.  244,  Pearson,  Ch.  J.,  said  that  the  dis- 
cretion of  local  commissioners  over  expendi- 
tures, within  the  range  of  what  are  necessary 
expenses,  could  not  be  supervised  by  this  court 
without  "erecting  a  despotism  of  five  men." 
The  same  is  held  in  Wilson  v.  Charlotte,  74  N. 
C.,  at  bottom  of  page  759.  and  reaffirmed  in 
Satterthwaiie  ▼.  Beavfort  County  Comrn,  76  N. 
O.  158.  While  electric  lighting  might  not 
have  been  a  necessity  years  ago,  it  has  become 
so  by  general  adoption  to-day;  and,  while  it 
would  not  be  a  necessity  for  asmaller,  poorer, 
•  and  less  progressive  town  even  to-day,  it  may 
^b^  indispensable  for  a  larger  and  wealthier 

^u,  rapidly  increasing  in  population;  and 
.bo  local  board  of  commissioners  may  be  in- 
trusted with  passing  upon  that  question,  and 
when,  as  here,  their  finding  that  electric  light- 
ing is  a  necessity  is  not  gainsaid  in  the  plead- 
ings, this  court  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  law,  re 
verse  the  judgment  below,  and  hold  that  it  is 
not  a  necessity. 

In  Charlotte  v.  8/iepard,  120  N.  C.  411,  there 
is  a  dictum  (since  it  was  not  necessary  to  the 
decision  of  the  case)  that  "the  furnishing  of  a 
supply  of  water  to  the  people  of  the  city  is  not, 
in  itself,  a  necessary  expense,  in  the  sense  that 
the  city  must  own  and  operate  a  system  of 
waterworks."  But  there  is  a  wide  distinction 
between  that  case  and  this,  in  two  essentials, 
at  least:  There  was  no  finding  of  the  com- 
missioners, acquiesced  in  by  the  other  party, 
that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  a  necessity  that 
the  city  should  own  waterworks;  and,  sec- 
ondly, the  reference  in  that  case  was  to  the 
city's  owning  waterworks  for  the  purpose  of 
"furnishing  water  to  the  people,"—*.  «.,  to  in- 
dividuals,— whereas,  in  the  present  case  the 
commissioners  arc  establishing  the  electric 
plant  for  the  city  itself,  to  light  its  streets, 
public  buildings,  and  squares,  as  they  are 
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compelled  to  do.  There  is  no  question  of  fur- 
nishing lights  to  the  people  as  individuals, 
though,  if  the  city  plant  is  established  for  city 
purposes,  we  know  of  nothing  which  will  for- 
bid its  furnishing  private  citizens.  But*water- 
works  are  comparatively  little  used  by  the  city 
as  a  corporation,  except  for  protection  against 
fire,  and  it  is  prindpallv  for  the  purpose  of 
furnishing  water  to  individuals  at  a  moder- 
ate rate  that  municipalitiea  own  their  own 
waterworks;  and  it  may  be  argued,  therefore, 
that  waterworks,  unlike  lighting,  are  not  a 
necessity,  and  hence  cannot  be  established  un- 
til the  question  of  incurring  a  debt  therefor  is 
submitted  to  the  people.  It  would  seem,  how- 
ever, that  city  ownership  of  water  as  well  as 
lighting  plants  is  a  matter  vested  in  the  discre- 
t ion  of  the  city  govern ment.  Light  and  water, 
sewerage  and  sanitation,  paving  and  fire  pro- 
tection, are  necessities,  and  are  objects  to  be 
obtained  by  municipal  organization.  Trans- 
portation is  not  necessary,  but  the  right  to  own 
and  operate  street-car  lines  can  be  conferred  on 
municipalities  by  legislative  action. 

There  is  an  unmistakable  trend  the  world 
over  towards  municipal  ownership  of  lighting, 
waterworks,  and  even  (to  some  extent)  street 
railways.  Jud^  Dillon  refers  to  this,  and  In- 
timates that  it  IS  commended  by  wisdom  and 
sound  policy.  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  691,  note 
1.  In  Germany,  two  thirds  of  the  cities  own 
their  electric  lighting  and  car  plants,  and  the 
proportion  is  increasing.  The  same  is  true  of 
the  other  countries  of  continental  Europe, 
there  being  a  great  increase  in  municipal  own- 
ership since  Judge  Dillon  wrote,  in  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  208  cities  and  towns,  be- 
ing in  fact  every  city  of  any  importance  save 
5,  own  their  lighting  plants,  not  only  for  their 
own  corporate  uses,  but  for  furnishing  light  to 
citizens,  and  the  average  price  of  gas  furnished 
to  the  citizen,  with  a  profit,  too,  to  the  munici- 
palities, is  54  cents  per  thousand.  In  this 
country,  too,  a  large  number  of  cities  own  their 
fffis plants.  Our  neighboring  capital ,  Richmond, 
Virginia,  which  is  one  of  them,  has  owned  its 
gas  plant  since  1852,  and  furnishes  gas  at  $1 
per  thousand,  and  shows  a  large  annual  profit. 
A  large  and  increasing  number  of  cities  and 
towns  (already  over  200)  in  the  United  States 
own  their  electric-lighting  plants,  with  the  re- 
sult that  the  cost  to  the  municipalities,  from 
official  reports,  is  less  than  one  third  of  the 
avernge  cost  in  cities  buying  their  lights  from 
private  companies.  The  number  of  cities  in 
this  country  owning  their  waterworks  is  1.690 
(over  one  half),  out  of  a  total  of  8,196  having 
water  supply;  and  municipal  ownership  is 
steadily  increasing.  In  the  50  largest  cities  in 
the  Union  19  have  recently  changed  from  pri- 
vate ownership  to  municipal  ownership,  leav- 
ing only  9  of  the  50  which  are  still  dependent 
for  their  water  supply  f^pon  private  companies. 
At  the  beginnine:  of  this  century  only  17  towns 
in  the  United  States  were  supplied  by  water- 
works, and  only  1  of  them  owned  Its  water- 
works plant.  In  Great  Britain  one  third  of 
the  street  railways  (two  thirds  excluding  Lon- 
don) are  owned  by  the  cities  themselves,  with 
the  result  of  lower  rates  and  better  accommo- 
dations, as  well  as  a  profit  to  the  municipali- 
ties, which  have  thus  been  enabled  to  lower 
taxation.    On  the  continent  of  Europe,  wher- 
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ever  a  city  does  not  own  its  street  railways, 
Chey  are  under  city  control,  which  fixes  their 
rates,  especially  requiring  a  minimum  rate 
<usually  1  cent,  or  2  cents,  at  most)  to  be 
charged  the  working  classes  going  to  and  from 
work,  and  a  division  of  profits  with  the  city. 
New  York  is  among  the  cities  which  own  the 
ferries,  though  at  present  it  leases  them  out. 
Tbus,  the  concept  of  a  municipality  is  scarcely 
governmental  at  all,  except  incidentally,  for 
the  enforcement  of  its  ordinances;  but  it  is.  in 
truth,  a  ffreat  business  agency,  to  supply  its 
people  with  the  prime  necessities  of  a  crowded 
population, — light,  water,  sanitation,  clean  and 
well-paved  streets,  and  protection  against  fire. 
Indeed,  one  of  the  most  fruitful  causes  of  in- 
equality of  condition,  and  the  creation  of  a  few 
enormously  wealthy  men  at  the  expense  of  the 
general  public,  has  been  the  great  profits  made 
by  private  ownership  of  the  public  franchises 
of  furnishing  light,  water,  and  transportation 
to  large  bodies  of  men.  incorporated  into  cities 
and  towns.  Judge  Dillon,  supra^  cites  other 
countries  in  whidi  light  and  water  are  fur- 
nished, either  altogether,  or  in  a  majority  of 


cases,  by  the  municipality.  The  general 
movement  of  the  ase  in  which  we  live  is  to> 
wards  the  ownership  and  operation  of  these 
franchises  by  the  people  of  towns  and  cities, 
Ur  themselves,  though  the  agency  of  their  mu- 
nicipal corporations,  as  one  of  the  recognized 
and  chief  purposes  of  town  and  city  charters. 
The  point  immediately  before  us,  however,  is 
far  short  of  that,  and  is  fully  sustained  bv  the 
authorities  above  cited,  to  wit,  that  the  fight- 
ing of  streets  and  public  squares  and  buildings 
is  a  necessary  expense,  and  that  to  procure 
such  lighting  the  town  commissioners,  by  rea- 
sonable implication  from  their  general  powers, 
and  without  express  statutory  enactment  or 
popular  vote,  have  a  right  to  establish  an  elec- 
triclight  plant,  just  as  they  can  build  a  guard 
house,  buy  a  fire  engine,  erect  a  public  hos- 
pital, or  bore  an  artesian  well.  It  would  be 
otherwise,  of  course,  if  the  corporation  under- 
took to  operate  a  cotton  factory,  or  some  other 
enterprise  not  within  the  Bcop)e  of  its  recog- 
nized duty,  as  lighting  the  town  is  universally 
held  to  be. 
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1.    The  removal  of  a  water  meter  by  a 

commissioner  who  is  empowered  ^*to  f  uroisb 
and  attach'  meters  where  be  deems  it  necessary," 
whereby  the  consumer  is  required  to  pay  aooord- 
iDg  to  the  number  of  fixtures  used,  does  not  in- 
fringe the  rifrhte  of  a  water  consumer  who  had 
80  arranged  bis  fixtures  when  he  had  the  meter 
that,  on  Its  removal,  he  would  have  to  pay  more 
tban  twenty  times  as  much  as  other  water  takers 
pay  for  the  same  quantity  of  water,  when  It  does 
not  appear  that  the  rates  charged  for  fixtures 
were  unreasonable  or  unjustly  dtsorlminatiog. 
8.  The  llftet  that  a  man  wae  uaing  a 
fvater  meter  when  he  put  in  fixtures  in  his 
building  does  not  affect  his  rights  with  respect 
to  the  removal  of  the  meter,  when  he  had  no 
contract  for  its  continuance. 

(February  26, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
tbe  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for  Suffolk 
Connty  In  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit  brought 


to  enjoin  the  removal  of  a  water  meter  from 
complainant's  house.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  (he  opinion. 

Mr.  Nathaniel  W.  Ladd  for  appellant. 

Mr.  John  T«  Wheelrig^ht  for  appellee. 

Knowlton*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Under  Stat.  1895,  chap.  449,  §  18,  the  water 
commissioner  of  the  city  of  Boston,  acting  for 
the  city,  is  authorized  to  lake  tbe  waters  to  be 
used  for  a  water  supply,  and  **to  sell  said  wa- 
ters, or  parts  thereof,  and  to  fix  the  rates  to  be 
paid  therefor  by  the  owner  of  the  premises  to 
which  any  of  said  water  is  furnished,  or  by 
the  person  or  persons  using  any  of  said  water," 
etc.  The  plaintiff  is  tbe  owner  of  a  buiUine 
to  which  water  is  furnished  by  said  city,  ana 
he  complains  that,  while  be  has  been  accus- 
tomed to  have  the  water  measured  by  a  meter, 
and  to  pay  for  it  under  the  rules  applying  to 
water  furnished  through  meters,  the  water 
commissioner  threatens  to  take  out  the  meter, 
and  to  compel  him  to  pay  for  the  water  under 
the  rules  applying  to  unmeasured  water,  which 
is  charged  for  at  an  established  rate  for  each  fix- 
ture through  which  it  is  used.  The  statute 
above  quoted  allows  the  water  commissioner 


NOTS.— For  water  rates  as  taxes,  see  Wagrner  v. 
Rock  Island  (111.)  21  L.  B.  A.  619,  and  rutte:  also  Silk- 
man  V.  ronkers  Water  Comra.  (X.  Y.)  87  L.  R.  A. 
627. 

For  governmental  power  to  regulate  rates,  see 
note  to  Winchester  &  L.  Tump.  Road  Co.  v.  Crox- 
ton  (Ky.)  38  L.  R.  A.  177,  on  page  181;  also  Brymer 
▼.  Butler  Water  Co.  (Fa.)  96  L.  R.  A.  200:  Detroit  v. 
Detroit  Water  Comis.  (Mich.)  81  L.  R.  A.  468;  San 
40li.R.  A. 

?See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  657. 


I  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San  Dieuo  (Cal.)  88  L.  R.  A.  460. 
For  right  to  compel  water  supply,  see  note  to 
RusbviUe  V.  Rushville  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Ind.)  15  L. 
R.  A.  321;  also  Wood  v.  Auburn  (Ma.)  29  L.  R.  A. 
376:  and  American  Waterworks  Co.  v.  State, 
Walker  (Neb.)  80  L.  R.  A.  4i7. 

As  to  furnishing  separate  supply  to  tenants  in 
same  building,  see  Kelsey  v.  Marquette  Fire  & 
Water  0)mr8.  (Mich.)  37  L.  R.  A.  675. 
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"to  famish  and  attach  meters  where  he  deems 
(t  neces9ar7."  It  authorizes  him  to  fix  the 
rates  to  be  paid  for  water  furnished  without 
meters  as  well  as  for  that  which  is  measured. 
It  implies  that  there  may  be  at  least  two  gen- 
eral methods  of  determining  prices,— one  for 
water  which  Is  messured,  and  one  for  water 
which  is  not  measured.  It  appears  bj  the 
plaintiff's  bill  that  the  mothod  adopted  where 
water  is  not  measured  is  to  establish  the  price 
for  each  fixture  of  a  certain  kind  at  which 
water  is  supplied.  There  is  no  averment  in 
the  bill  that  this  is  not  a  reasonable  method,  or 
that  the  water  commissioner  has  not  estab- 
lished uniform  rates  for  all  fixtures  of  a  par- 
ticular kind.  There  is  no  averment  that  the 
rates  established  for  measured  water  are  not 
reasonable  for  water  supplied  in  that  manner, 
nor  is  it  averred  that  rates  for  buildings  gen- 
erally, which  are  charged  at  a  certain  price 
per  fixture,  are  not  reasonable  as  compared 
with  the  rates  for  measured  water,  when  the 
nature  of  the  uses  and  the  methods  of  furnish- 
ing in  different  places  are  taken  into  account. 
The  bill  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff's 
building  is  not  of  a  class  in  which  the  charges 
for  water  are  usually  at  the  established  rate 
per  fixture. 

Considerable  discretion  in  determining  the 
methods  of  fixing  rates  is  necessarily  given  by 
the  statute  to  the  water  commissioner.  Money 
must  be  obtained  from  water  takers  to  reim- 
burse the  city  wholly  or  In  part  for  the  expense 
of  furnishing  water.  An  equitable  determina- 
tion of  the  price  to  be  paid  for  supplying:  water 
does  not  look  alone  to  the  quantity  used  by 
each  water  taker.  The  nature  of  the  use  and 
the  benefit  obtained  from  it,  the  number  of 
persons  who  want  it  for  such  use,  and  the 
effect  of  a  certain  method  of  determining  prices 
upon  the  revenues  to  be  obtained  by  the  city, 
and  upon  the  interest  of  property  holders,  are 
all  to  be  considered.  Under  any  general  and 
uniform  system  other  than  measuring  the  wa- 
ter, some  will  pay  more  per  gallon  than  others. 


It  appears  by  the  bill  that  the  plaintiff  has  so 
arranged  fixtures  in  his  building  that  he  and 
his  tenants  can  obtain  the  convenience  and 
benefit  of  having  water  to  use  in  many  places, 
while  the  quantity  which  they  want  to  use  in 
the  whole  building,  paid  for  at  the  rate  per 
gallon  charged  for  measured  water,  would  cost 
only  $5  per  year.  He  has  been  accustomed  to- 
pay  $15  per  year,  because,  however  small  the 
quantity  used,  that  is  the  lowest  sum  per  year 
for  which  water  will  be  furnished,  under  the 
rules,  through  any  meter.  The  only  averment 
in  the  bill  which  tends  to  show  that  the  charge 
for  his  building  after  the  meter  is  removed 
will  be  unreasonable  is  that  he  "will  be  obliged 
to  pay  more  than  twenty  times  as  much  aa 
otheV  water  tftkers  pay  for  the  same  quantity 
of  water."  This  means  that  the  arrangement 
of  fixtures  in  his  building  is  such  that,  pay- 
ing by  the  fixture  at  the  ordinary  rate  the 
aggre^te  quantity  used  will  be  so  small  as  to 
make  the  price  per  gallon  twenty  times  as 
much  as  the  price  paid  for  measured  water 
where  meters  are  allowed  to  be  used,  or  the 
lowest  price  paid  at  rates  by  the  fixture  where 
the  largest  quantities  are  used  through  the 
fixtures.  This  does  not  show  that  charging^ 
by  the  fixture  is  an  improper  method.  It  onl7 
shows  that  the  number  and  arrangement  of 
the  fixtures  in  the  plaintiff's  building  are  un- 
economical for  the  owner  as  compared  with 
a  different  construction  and  arrangement  of 
the  conveniences  for  using  water  in  some  other 
buildings.  The  rights  of  the  parties  are  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  plaintiff  was  using  &. 
meter  when  he  put  in  his  fixtures,  fie  knew 
that  he  had  no  contract  for  the  future  with 
the  city  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  fixing  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  water,  and  it  appeara 
that  the  quantity  which  he  has  been  using  is 
onlv  about  a  third  of  the  smallest  quantity  for 
which  water  is  ever  charged  by  the  gallon, 
running  through  a  meter.  The  bill  does  not 
state  a  case  for  relief  in  equity. 
BiUdismisMd. 
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Joseph  M.  THOMPSON,  Supt, 

V, 

SALT     LAKE    RAPID  TRANSIT    COM- 
PANY, Appt. 
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*!•   When  both  pax*tie«  are  neflrUir®>^^t 

the  true  rule  is  held  to  be  that  the  party  wbo  last 
has  a  clear  opportuoity  to  avoid  the  aooident, 

*HeadDOtes  by  Miner,  J. 


notwltbstandlnir  the  neglifrenoe  of  his  opponent* 
Is  considered  solely  responsible  for  it. 

8.  A  plaintiff  may  recover  damacree  for- 
an  injnry  caoaed  by  the  defendant'a 
neg^li^enoe*  notwithstandiofjr  the  plain tilTs 
own  negligence  exposed  bim  totbe  risk  of  injury. 
If  suob  injury  was  proximately  caused  by  cbe 
defendant's  omission,  after  becomioff  aware  of 
the  plaintiiTs  danger,  to  use  ordinary  care  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  tbe  injury  to  him. 

S.   A    street-ear    company    operating 


Note.— Aa  to  tbe  rule  of  the  last  clear  chance  in 
negligence  cases,  see  also  Smttb  v.  Norfolk  &  8.  R. 
Go.  (N.  C.)  25  L.  K.  A.  287;  and  Pickett  v.  Wilming- 
ton &  W.  R.  Ck).  (N.  C.)  80  L.  B.  A.  257. 

In  tbe  present  case  the  negligence  of  the  t>oy  wbo 
was  killed  seems  to  ba?e  been  8ul)sequent  to  tbat 
of  tbe  railroad  company,  and  It  seems  to  have  been 

40  Ji  a  A. 

6ee  also  41  L.  R.  A.  300. 


tbe  boy  wbo  had  the  last  clear  opportunity  to 
avoid  tbe  accident.  The  verdict  of  the  Jury  tbat 
the  direct  and  proximate  cause  of  tbe  accident  was 
tbe  negligence  of  the  railroad  company  must  have 
been  rendered  by  Ignoring  the  rule  as  to  the  elfect. 
of  the  last  clear  opportunity. 
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eleetrifB  earsln  a  public  street  which  tocreases 
the  hazards  and  daofrers  to  pedestrians  is  held  to 
a  degree  of  care  proportionate  to  the  increased 
danser  arising  from  the  use  of  sucb  propelling 
power.  The  erreater  the  danger,  the  greater  the 
care  must  be  to  avoid  Injury. 

4.  Where  deceased  wae  deaf  aAddambf 
but  a  well-grown  boy  of  fourteen  years,  possese- 
tng  a  verageintelligenoeand  good  eyesight,  —HeUU 
that,  under  such  circumstances,  he  was  the  more 
l>ound  to  vne  his  eyesight,  and  that  the  question 
of  his  contributory  negligence  was  properly  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury. 

S«  Where  it  appeared  that  when  the 
motormaii  saw  the  deceased  approach' 
in^  the  track,  with  an  evident  intention  to 
cross,  without  seeing  the  oar,  the  motorman  ap- 
plied the  brakes,  but  they  were  so  defective  that 
they  did  not  work,  and  he  received  a  shock  from 
the  defective  motor  that  delayed  his  purpose  for 
«  second;  that  he  could  not  stop  the  car  until  the 
Injury  was  done,  because  of  the  defective  brakes: 
that  the  car  ran  60  feet  after  striking  the  de- 
ceased: that  the  defendant  had  repeated  notice 
of  the  defective  brakes  and  motor,  but  failed  to 
repair  them;  that,  if  the  car  had  been  in  repair. 
It  could  have  t»een  stopped  within  8  feet,— Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  the  use  of 
such  car. 

<l.  If  the  defendant  knowingly  placed 
in  operation  npon  the  pnblic  street  a 
defective  car  that  could  not  be  controlled  t)e- 
cause  the  appliances  provided  for  that  purpose 
were  out  of  repair,  and  the  injury  complained 
of  was  occasioned  by  such  defective  brakes  and 
appliances,  and  the  motorman  was  unable  to 
avoid  the  effect  of  the  contributory  negligence 
of  the  deceased,  because  of  sucb  defects,  then  it 
could  properly  be  said. that  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  Injury. 

'V.  The  defendant  should  not  be  allowed 
to  ezcase  its  own  want  of  reasonable 
caret  and  avoid  liability,  by  showing  that,  prior 
to  and  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  it  had  know- 
ingly t)een  negligent  in  keeping  its  car  and  ap- 
pliances in  order  and  repair,  and  that  on  account 
of  such  negligence  it  was  unable  to  prevent  the 
injury  complained  of  at  the  time  by  the  use  of 
ordinary  care. 

(February  19, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  ludgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Salt  Lake  County  in 
'favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing 
of  plaintiff's  minor  child.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Miner,  J.: 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damans 
for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  the  plain- 
tiff's SOD.  The  complaint  charges  that  the  de- 
fendant negligently  and  carelessly  failed  to 
have  its  cars  supplied  with  suitable  brakes, 
switches,  and  motors,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof,  and  of  the  negligent  and  careless  opera 
tion  of  its  cars,  it  was  driven  on  and  over  the 
plaintiff's  son,  a  minor  child  of  fifteen  jears, 
who  died  from  the  effects  of  the  injuries  re- 
-ceived.  The  testimony  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  was  to  the  effect  that,  upon  the  day 
in  question,  the  defendant's  car  was  proceed- 
ing in  an  easterly  direction  along  Fourth  Souih 
street.  Salt  Lake  City,at  the  rate  of  6  or  7  miles 
sn  hour;  that  at  this  time  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged in  vending  in  said  city,  and  had  stopped 
40  L.a  A. 


his  cart  on  the  east  side  of  the  street,  at  a  dis- 
tance of  about  40  feet  from  the  railroad  track; 
that  the  deceased,  a  deaf  and  dumb  boy  be- 
tween fourteen  and  fifteen  years  of  age  was 
wiih  him,  and  was  sent  on  an  errand  across 
the  street,  and  across  the  railroad  track.  The 
plaintiff,  when  he  sent  his  son  across  the  street, 
did  not  look  up  and  down  the  track  to  see  if  a 
car  was  approaching.  If  he  had  done  so,  he 
would  have  seen  the  car  in  question.  No  ob- 
struction prevented  his  view  of  the  car.  After 
the  boy  had  started  across  the  street,  the  plain- 
tiff was  busy,  with  his  face  turned  in  the  op- 
posite direction.  The  boy  had  proceeded  but 
a  short  distance  when  the  plaintiff's  attention 
was  attracted  by  the  ringing  of  the  bell  on 
the  street  car.  He  looked  up.  and  saw  the  car 
approaching,  at  a  distance  of  about  89  feet 
from  the  place  where  the  hoy  was.  At  the 
same  time,  the  boy  was  about  20  feet  from  the 
place  of  the  accident.  He  said  at  first  he  was 
not  alarmed :  tlmt  he  did  not  think  there  was  any 
danger:  that,  if  the  boy  bad  had  his  bearing, 
the  ringing  of  the  bell  would  have  attracted 
his  attention,  but  when  the  boy  had  gotten 
within  8  or  4  feet  of  the  track,  and  the  car 
was  then  within  a  short  distance,  he  then  for 
the  first  time  became  alarmed.  Plaintiff  did 
not  see  the  deceased  look  up  or  look  in  the 
direction  of  the  approaching  car.  The  mo- 
torman rang  the  bell  three  or  four  times,  and 
then,  finding  it  did  not  attract  the  attention  of 
the  boy,  attempted  to  stop  the  car,  but  failed; 
and  the  car  struck  the  boy,  who  died  from  the 
effect  of  the  injuries.  The  car  was  40  or 
50  feet  from  the  plaintiff  at  this  time, 
and  the  boy  was  passing  on  north,  to- 
wards the  railroad  track,  seemingly  intent  on 
his  errand,  and  without  noticing  the  car.  The 
car  struck  the  boy  as  he  passed  over  the  north 
rail.  The  car  passed  on  about  68  feet  beyond 
where  the  boy  was  struck  before  It  was  stop- 
ped. The  boy  attended  Hchool,  and  could  un- 
dersiand  signs  in  writing.  Plaintiff  did  not 
consider  it  as  safe  for  the  boy  to  be  out  as  it 
would  be  if  he  could  hear  and  speak.  The 
boy  had  no  other  defect  except  that  he  was 
deaf  and  dumb.  He  was  a  well  grown  boy, 
a  little  over  the  average  size,  and  equalled  the 
average  of  intelligence  and  quickness  of  com- 
prehension as  compared  with  children  in  the 
full  possession  of  their  faculties.  He  knew  of 
the  existence  of  street  cars  and  lines.  The 
motorman  testified  that  the  car  was  running 
at  a  rate  of  about  6  miles  an  hour;  that  he 
saw  the  boy  coming  north  when  about  20  feet 
from  the  track;  that  he  put  his  foot  on  the 
gong,  and  turned  off  the  power,  intending  to 
reverse  the  car;  that,  when  be  turned  off  the 
power,  he  had  one  hand  on  the  brake,  and  re- 
ceived a  shock  from  the  motor  that  disabled 
him  for  a  second;  that  the  hind  brake  of  the 
car  was  loose,  and  kicked  off;  that  the  brakes 
on  the  car  were  not  in  good  condition;  that 
the  car  had  been  disabled  in  a  collision  in 
March  before  the  accident,  and  after  that  it 
could  not  be  controlled  by  the  brakes;  that 
shocks  from  the  brakes  were  frequent;  that, 
when  he  turned  off  the  power,  he  intended  to 
reverse  but  for  the  shock  he  received;  the 
car  had  been  out  of  repair  for  a  considerable 
length  of  time  before  the  accident,  and  witness 
had  reported  it  to  the  proper  officer  of  defend- 
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ant  every  time  be  used  It  for  weeks  prior  to 
the  accident;  that  the  brakes  would  not  stop 
the  car;  that  be  applied  the  brakes  as  soon  as 
he  saw  the  boy  was  likely  to  cross  the  track, 
and  did  all  he  could  to  warn  the  boy  and  stop 
the  car,  but  could  not  stop  it  in  time  to  save 
him;  that  the  bov  did  not  look  up  towards 
the  car,  but  looked  straight  ahead;  that,  if  the 
car  had  been  in  repair  like  other  cars,  he 
thought  he  could  have  stopped  it,  by  reversing 
in  about  8  feet.  Other  witnesses  testified 
that  the  motor  was  out  of  repair;  that  the 
axles  were  sprung;  that  the  brakes  would  not 
work;  and  that  motormen  would  frequently 
be  shocked  by  electricity  from  the  motor. 
Such  reports  came  from  the  motormen  to  the 
night  inspector  very  frequently  before  the 
accident.  The  defendant  offered  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  the  car  and  brakes  were 
in  go<Kl  condition  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 

Mes9r$,  Williams,  Van  Cott,  ft  Suth- 
erland, for  appellant: 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  deceased,  so  far  as  the 
evidence  shows,  did  not  look  up  or  down  the 
track  before  starting  across  the  street  or  at  any 
time  thereafter.  If  there  can  be  such  a  thing 
as  the  establishment  of  contributory  negligence 
as  a  matter  of  law,  by  reason  of  failure  of  a 
person  to  make  u^e  of  his  senses  before  cross- 
ing a  railroad  track,  surely  it  was  established 
in  this  case. 

Ehrisman  v.  East  Harrisburg  City  Pass  R. 
Oo.  150  Pa.  180,  17  L.  R.  A.  448;  Carson  v. 
Federal  Street  A  P.  VaUey  R,  Co.  147  Pa.  219, 
15  L.  R  A.  257;  Ward  v.  Rochester  Electric  R. 
Co.  43  N.  Y.  S.  R.  84:  Hamilton  v  Third  Ave, 
R.  Co.  6  Misc.  882;  Davidson  v.  Denver  Tram- 
way Co.  4  Colo.  App.  283;  Kelly  v.  Hendrie,  26 
Mich.  255:  Boerth  v.  West  Side  R.  Co.  87  Wis. 
288;  Chicago  West  Div.  R.  Co.  v.  Bert,  69  111. 
389;  Philadelphia  <&  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Peebles,  28  U.S. 
App.  405,  67  Fed.  Rep.  591.  14  C.  C.  A.  555; 
Booth.  Street  Railway  Law,  §  5316;  Thompson 
V.  Buffalo  R.  Co.  145  N.  Y.  196;  Buzbyy.  Phil- 
ade'phia  Traction  Go.   126  Pa.  559. 

The  fact  that  the  deceased  was  deaf  and 
dumb,  and  was  of  the  age  of  only  fourteen  or 
fifteen  years,  does  not  excuse  him  from  full  le- 
gal responsibility  for  his  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

Pvrl  V.  .S^  lo^is,  K.  C.  d  iV^.  R.  Go.  72 
Mo.  168;  Schexnadrye  v.  Texas  d-  P.  R.  Go. 
46  La.  Ann.  248:  2  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  ^  491 : 
Twist  v.  Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  39  Minn. 
164:  Wendell  v.  JSleicTork  C  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.  91 
N.  Y  .420;  Tucker  v.  Nm  York  C.  iSt  B.  R.  R. 
Go.  124  N.  Y.  mS;  Reynolds  v.  New  York  C.  dh 
H.  RR.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  248;  }fas»er  v.  Chicago, 
R  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  68  Iowa,  602;  Rodgersv.  Lees, 
140  Prt.  475.  12  L.  a  A.  216;  Robinson  v.  Ore- 
gon Short  Line  <fe  U.  N.  R.  Co.  7  Utah,  498,  13 
L.  R.  A.  765;  'Messenger  v.  Dennie,  137  Mass. 
197.  50  Am.  Rep.  295;  Ecliffy.  Wabash,  St.  L. 
dt  P.  R.  Co.  64  Mich.  196:  JSWe  v.  Allegheny 
Valley  R.  Go.  88  Pa.  35.  82  Am.  Rep.  413. 

The  plaintiff  himself  was  also  guilty  of  con 
tributory  negligence,  and  this  would  prevent  a 
recovery  irrespective  of  the  negligence  of  the 
d  eceased 

Beach,*  Contrib.  Neg.  §  44;  Pratt  Goal  A  I. 
Go.  V.  Brawley,  83  Ala.  371 ;  Johnson  v.  Read- 
ing City  Pass.  R.  Co.  160  Pa.  647. 
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In  the  case  at  bar,  whatever  negligence  there 
was  on  the  pan  of  the  defendant  in  sending 
out  a  car  with  defective  brakes  and  motor 
had  already  occurred.  It  preceded,  or  at  most 
was  concurrent  with,  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
ceased. The  negligence  of  the  deceased  in 
running  in  front  of  the  approaching  car  was 
later  in  time  or  at  most  was  concurrent  with 
that  of  the  company  in  that  respect.  In  either 
event,  nothing  more  being  shown,  the  defend- 
ant would  not  be  responsible. 

If  the  boy  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, the  defective  condition  of  the  car  was 
not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  but  the 
negligence  of  the  boy  was. 

Bays  V.  Oainsville  Street  R.  Go.  70  Tex.  602; 
Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  pp.  68  et  seq.;  Keefe  v. 
Chicago  db  N.  W  R.  Go.  92  Iowa,  182;  Smith 
V.  Norfolk  d  S.  R.  Go.  114  N.  C.  728,  25  L.  R 
A.  287. 

Not  only  was  the  contributory  negligence  of 
deceased  subsequent  to  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  in  sending  out  a  defective  car.  but  if 
the  motorman  was  negligent  ^in  not  stopping 
or  slowing  up,  the  contributory  negligence  of 
the  deceased  was  concurrent  therewith  down 
to  the  moment  before  he  stepped  on  the  track 
in  front  of  the  advancing  car. 

MisaouH  P.  R.  Co.  v  Moseley,  12  U.  S.  App. 
601,  57  Fed.  Rep.  921,  6  C.  C.  A.  641;  Eirtl^ 
▼.  Chicago,  M.  dk  St.  P.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  Rep. 
886;  Watson  v.  Mound  City  Street  R.  Go.  133 
Mo.  246. 

Messrs.  Franklin  S.  Richards  and 
James  H.  Moyle,  for  respondent: 

The  case  is  purely  one  of  proximate  cause, 
and,  by  analogy,  comes  clearly  within  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  Hyde  v.  TJnion  P.  R  Co.  7 
Utah,  356. 

It  is  enough  that  when  the  opportunity  was 
presented  it  was  unavailing,  solely  because  of 
the  defendant's  negligence. 

Hall  V.  Ogden  City  Street  R.  Oo.  13  Utah, 
243;  Penny  v.  Rochester  R.  Go,  7  App.  Div. 
595. 

Minert  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  court  submitted  the  question  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant,  the  contributory 
negligence  of  the  deceased,  in  connection 
with  his  age,  capacity,  and  condition  under 
the  circumstances,  and  the  condition  of  the 
car,  to  the  jury.  The  court  instructed  the 
jury,  among  other  things,  that,  "even  though 
you  believed  the  son  of  the  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  by  crossing 
the  track  without  observing  whether  or  not 
the  cars  were  running  thereon  and  in  opera- 
tion, or  by  any  other  act,  and  that,  if  he  had 
been  free  from  such  contributory  negligence, 
the  injury  would  not  have  occurred,  yet  if  the 
motorman,  after  the  act  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence complained  of,  had  the  opportunity, 
of  could,  by  the  use  of  reasonable  care,  had 
the  brakes  and  motor  of  the  car  been  in  proper 
condition  have  avoided  the  accident,  then  the 
act  of  said  motorman,  which  is  the  act  of  de- 
fendant company,  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff." 
"  If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant  company  exercised  due  care  and 
caution  in  operating  the  car  at  the  time  of  the 
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•ocident,  and  that  the  accident  was  not  in  any 
way  the  result  of  any  defect  in  the  appliances 
for  controlling  the  car,  then  the  defendant 
would  not  be  liable. "  Exceptions  were  taken 
to  these  instructions.  Appellant's  counsel 
contend  that  conceding  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent  in  sending  out  a  de- 
fective car,  and  that  the  deceased  was  also 
negligent  in  crossing  the  track  in  front  of  the 
car,  in  such  a  case  it  was  the  only  duty  of 
the  defendant,  after  discovering  the  dangerous 
situation  of  the  deceased  cau^  by  his  own 
negligence,  to  exercise  all  reasonable  care  and 
diligence  at  his  command  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  and  that  when  the  motorman  did  all 
he  could  to  stop  the  car,  although  its  brakes 
were  defective,  the  defendant  could  not  be 
held  liable,  even  if  the  car  had  been  sent  out 
in  a  defective  condition  with  the  defendant's 
knowledge;  that,  as  nothing  could  be  done  bv 
the  motorman  after  the  discovery  of  the  boy  s 
negligence  to  remedy  the  defective  condition 
of  the  car,  all  that  he  was  required  to  do  was 
to  use  the  defective  appliances  which  he  had 
to  stop  the  car;  that,  if  the  deceased  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  the  unsafe  and  de- 
fective condition  of  the  car,  although  known 
to  the  defendant,  was  not  the  pn>ximate  cause 
of  the  injury.  The  result  of  such  a  doctrine 
would  be  that  under  such  circumstances, 
when  the  defendant  discovered  negligence  in 
a  plaintiff,  he  could  legally  excuse  the  exercise 
of  his  own  want  of  reasonable  care,  by  show- 
ing that  its  appliances  and  brakes  were  in 
such  a  wretched  condition  at  the  time,  on  ac- 
count of  its  previous  and  continued  negligence, 
that  it  was  incapacitated  from  preventing  the 
injury  complained  of  at  the  time  by  the  use  of 
reasonable  care.  This  position  of  the  able 
counsel  for  the  defendant  is  not  only  ingeni- 
ous, but  is  apparently  supporteil  by  some 
authority  bearing  upon  the  general  question 
of  contributory  negligence;  out  we  cannot 
subscribe  to  such  a  doctrine  when  applied  to 
the  operation  and  management  of  electric 
cars  upon  the  streets  in  a  city  where  the  lives 
and  safety  of  pedestrians  are  largely  depend- 
ent upon  the  safe  equipment  and  perfect  con- 
dition of  the  appliances  with  which  a  street 
car  is  propelled,  operated,  and  controlled.  If 
such  a  doctrine  should  be  established,  it  would 
practically  place  the  exclusive  right  to  the  use 
of  the  street  occupied  by  the  street-car  com- 
pany in  such  company,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
citizen.  If  the  citizen  used  the  street,  he 
would  do  so  at  the  peril  of  his  own  safety. 
If  such  rules  were  applicable  to  contributory 
negligence,  his  safety  in  crossing  a  street  where 
street  cars  were  operated,  with  his  right  to  re- 
cover damages  in  case  of  negligence,  would 
largely  depend  upon  the  option  of  the  com- 
pany to  keep  its  appliances  in  good  repair.  In 
case  of  his  injury  by  its  negligence,  the  fact 
of  such  neglijienceon  the  part  of  the  company 
would  be  a  bar  to  his  recovery  in  case  he  con- 
tributed to  the  accident,  which  the  company 
could,  by  the  use  of  reasonable  care,  have 
avoided. 

Persons  traveling  upon  a  public  street,  and 
crossing  street-car  tracks,  are  not  held  to  the 
same  degree  of  care  as  when  crossing  a  steam- 
railroad  track.  This  is  so  because  in  the  one 
case  the  street  car  can  or  should  be  in  such  a 
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condition  as  to  be  brought  readily  under  con- 
trol, and  because  the  public  have  a  right  to 
travel  upon  all  of  the  public  streets,  while 
such  rights  do  not  usually  exist  with  reference 
to  steam-railroad  tracks.  When  the  streets 
were  originally  platted,  they  were  not  de 
signed  for  street  railways,  but  were  confined 
to  the  right  of  public  travel,  with  equal  rights 
to  all  persons  traveling  thereon.  The  right 
conferred  upon  a  street  railway  is  not  superior 
to  that  of  the  public  at  large,  except  the  right 
to  lay  its  tracks  and  operate  its  cars,  which 
must  be  done  with  as  little  inconvenience  as 
possible  to  the  public  travel.  The  right  con- 
ferred includes  no  exclusive  right  to  use  the 
track  or  street.  Neither  has  the  citizen  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  the  use  of  the  street  or  track. 
The  cars  have  the  right  of  way  in  case  of  meet- 
ing vehicles  or  persons  on  the  track,  but  each 
party  is  bound  to  exercise  such  ordiuary  care, 
prudence,  and  precaution  to  avoid  injury  an 
the  surrounding  circumstances  mny  require. 
That  which  might  be  ordiuary  care  in  running 
horse  cars  might  he  gross  negligence  in  oper- 
ating street  cars  propelled  by  electricity  or 
running  at  a  high  rate  of  speed.  The  electric 
car  is  propelled  by  a  force  that  cannot  be 
easily  controlled  except  by  such  appliances  as 
are  expressly  provided  for  that  purpose.  Wiili- 
out  these  appliances  to  control  it,  it  becomt'S 
dangerous.  Neglect  to  provide  these  safe- 
guards for  its  control  and  management  is  neg- 
ligence. **The  duly  of  the  company  to  rec- 
ognize the  rights  of  persons  In  the  lawful 
use  of  the  streets  is  imperative,  and,  if  it 
adopts  a  propelling  power  which  increases 
the  hazards  of  such  persons,  it  must  be  held 
to  a  degree  of  care  proportionate  to  the  in- 
crease of  danger  because  of  such  propelling 
power.  This  is  so  because,  the  more  danger- 
ous the  appliance,  the  more  likely  it  is  for 
casualties  to  happen;  and,  consequently,  the 
greater  the  degree  of  care  which  must  neces 
sarily  be  exercised  in  order  to  avoid  their  oc 
currence."  When  the  defendant  placed  its 
cars  upon  the  track  for  service,  the  deceased 
had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  usual  appliances 
required  for  starting,  stopping,  and  control- 
ling the  car  were  provided.  Knowingly 
placing  an  electric  car  upon  a  track  in  a  pub- 
lic street,  and  allowing  it  to  run  without  such 
appliances  for  its  control,  is  not  only  gross 
negligence,  but  it  may  amount  to  criminal 
negligence  in  case  of  injury  to  one  without 
bis  fault. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  motorman  saw  the 
deceased  when  he  was  about  20  feet  from  the 
track.  He  rang  the  bell,  and  as  the  deceased 
approached  the  track,  with  the  evident  inten- 
tion of  crossing  without  looking  up  or  seeing 
the  car,  he  applied  the  brakes,  and  intended  to 
reverse  the  car;  but  the  handle  of  the  brake 
was  so  out  of  repair  that  he  received  an  elec- 
tric shock  from  the  motor  that  disabled  him 
for  a  second,  and  delayed  his  purpose.  The 
brakes  were  out  of  repair,  and  would  not 
work,  and  he  could  not  stop  the  car  with  the 
appliances  furnished  until  the  injury  was 
done;  and,  with  all  his  efforts  to  stop  the  car, 
it  ran  about  60  feet  after  it  struck  the  boy 
before  he  could  stop  it.  Notice  of  the  de- 
fective condition  of  the  car  had  been  given 
the  defendant  company  many  times  prior  to 
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the  iajiiry*  but  the  defect  had  not  been  rem- 
edied. The  testimony  shows  that,  had  the 
CAT  been  iu  repair  like  other  cars,  the  motor- 
man  could  have  stopped  it  by  reversini^  it  in 
about  8  feet.  These  facts  undoubtedly  pre- 
sent a  clear  case  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  company.  If  the  motorman 
had  not  received  the  shock  from  the  motor,  he 
could  have  reversed  and  stopped  the  car.  If 
the  brakes  had  been  in  order,  he  might  have 
stopped  the  car,  and  prevented  the  injury. 

The  testimonv  also  shows  that  the  deceased 
was  deaf  and  dumb,  but  a  well-grown  boy,  a 
little  over  fourteen  years  of  age,  and  possessed 
of  at  least  average  intelligence  and  quick- 
ness of  comprehension.  He  was  acquainted 
with  street  cars.  His  evesight  was  good.  He 
was  of  sufficient  age  and  intelligence  to  under- 
stand the  dangers  that  surrounded  him  in  that 
locality,  and.  on  account  of  the  defect  he  was 
laboring  under,  was  more  bound  to  use  the 
sight  he  possessed  for  his  own  safety.  The 
tjuestion  of  his  contributory  negligence  was 

Sroperly  submitted  to  the  jury.  2  Shearm.  & 
:edf.  Ncg.  §  481.  Both  parties  being  negli- 
gent, the  true  rule  is  held  to  be  that  "the  party 
who  last  has  a  clear  opportunity  of  avoid!  ug  the 
accident,  notwithstanding  the  negligence  of 
his  opponent,  is  considered  solely  responsible 
for  it."  1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  99.  It  is 
also  well  settled  that  a  plaintiff  may  recover 
damages  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  defend- 
ant's negligence,notwithBtaDding  the  plaintiff's 
own  negligence  exposed  him  to  the  risk  of  in- 
jury, if  such  injury  was  proximately  caused  by 
the  defendant's  omission,  after  becoming  aware 
of  the  plaintiff's  danger,  to  use  ordinary  care 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  injury  to  him. 
1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  99. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the  obligation 
rested  upon  the  defendant  to  exercise  reason- 
able care  to  avoid  the  consequences  of  the  de- 
ceased's negligence;  and  the  question  as  to 
whose  negligence  was  the  direct  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  accident  was  one  of  fact  for 
the  jury  to  determine,  under  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case.  The  question  was 
properly  submitted  for  their  determination, 
and  they  found  against  the  defendant.  Under 
the  circumstances  shown,  it  was  clearly  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  have  had  the  car  supplied 
with  suflicient  brakes,  motors,  and  appliances, 
witn  which  it  could  be  controlled.  The  mo- 
torman shotild  have  been  furnished  with  suffl- 
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cient  means  and  suitable  appliances  with  which 
to  slow  down  and  stop  the  car  immediately  on 
the  first  appearance  of  danger.  Allowing  the 
appliances  adopted  and  in  use  for  the  purpose 
of  controlling  the  car  to  become  out  of  repair 
and  useless  mr  that  purpose,  and  the  inability 
of  the  motorman  to  stop  the  car  for  that  rea- 
son, were  doubtless,  as  the  jury  found,  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  accident.  The  defend- 
ant should  not  be  allowed  to  excuse  its  own 
negligence  and  want  of  reasonable  care  in  such 
cases,  and  avoid  liability,  by  showing  that 
prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the'  accident  be  had 
knowingly  been  negligent  in  keeping  his  car 
and  appliances  in  order  and  repair,  and  that 
on  account  of  such  negligence  he  was  unable 
to  prevent  the  injury  complained  of  at  the 
time  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care.  If  the  de- 
fendant knowingly  placed  in  operation  upon 
the  public  street  a  defective  car,  that  could 
not  be  controlled  because  the  appliances  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose  were  out  of  repair,  and 
the  inlury  complained  of  was  occasioned  by 
such  aefective  brakes  and  appliances,  and  the 
motorman  was  unable  to  avoid  the  effect  of 
the  contributorv  negligence  of  the  deceased, 
because  of  such  defects,  then  it  would  prop- 
erly be  said  that  the  defendant's  negligence 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury.  In  the 
case  of  Penny  v.  Eoehester  R.  Co,  7  App.  Div. 
695,  it  appears  that  a  box  of  sand  was  usually 
provided  for  use  upon  the  car,  but  was  not 
provided  for  use  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
The  court  held  the  following  instruction 
proper:  "If  the  jury  shall  And  that,  by  the  use 
of  sand  at  the  time  this  accident  happened,  the 
car  might  have  been  stopped  in  a  shorter  space 
than  it  was,  it  was  a  question  for  them  to  say 
whether  it  was  not  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  that  there  was  no  sand  there 
to  use."  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court 
committed  no  error  in  its  instructions  to  the 
jury.  HaU  v.  Ogden  City  Street  R.  Co.  13  Ulah, 
243;  Penny  v.  Roeliester  R.  Co.  7  App.  Div.  595; 
1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  gS  481-483:  2  Shearm. 
&  Redf.  Neg.  §§  481-483:  Booth,  Street  Rail- 
way Law,  ^  305,  Dederich»  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
R,  Co.  13  Utah.  84.  We  are  also  satisfied 
that  there  was  evidence  to  support  the  ver- 
dict. We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the 
record. 
The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 

Zanet  Ch.  J.»  and  Bartch*  J.,  concur. 
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S.  J.  LETTS.  Fiff,  in  Err,, 

V. 

Margaret  KESSLE& 
OM  Ohio  8t.  78.) 

^  and  K  owned  m«Uoliiiii0r  lots*  and  Xi 
•reded  on  hie  lot  a  board  fence  reaobinff 
to  tbe  roof  of  K^  house  which  stood  <m  the  llue 
of  the  two  lots. which  fence  shut  off  liarhr.  and  air 

•Headnote  by  theOouBT. 


from  tbe  windows  of  the  house  of  K  to  its  iojury, 
which  fence  was  so  erected  by  L  for  no  useful  or 
oroamental  purpose,  but  from  motives  of  nn- 
mized  malice  towards  K.  In  an  action  by  K 
airalnst  L  to  compel  the  removal  of  the  fence— 
HeltU  that  L  had  a  legal  right  to  erect  and  main- 
tain such  fence,  and  that  neither  law  nor  equity 
could  compel  its  removaL 

(January  2L,  1806J 

ERROR  to  the  Circait  Court  for  Cuyahoga 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  affirming  a 


Koia.— Llobtfity  for  the  molieious  enetkm  of  a 
fence. 
L  Tntrodiietinn. 
II.  Maiiee  g{ve»  no  around  of  aetUm. 
ni.  Contrary  doctrine, 
IV.  State  etatvtee  and  deetakme  thereunder. 

Ab  to  the  American  law  upon  the  question  of 
•easements  in  light,  air,  and  prospect,  see  note  to 
Case  ▼.  Minot  (Mass.)  22  L.  R.  A.  (SM. 

Upon  tbe  question  of  malice  as  an  element  of  a 
«ause  of  action,  see  note  to  Chambers  y.  Baldwin 
<Ky.)UL.R  A.  6M. 

This  note  is  confined  exclusively  to  tbe  question 
■of  the  malicious  erection  of  a  fence,  and  does  not  in- 
<olude  other  cases  wherein  action  has  been  brought 
for  the  obstruction  of  light  and  air,  whether 
claimed  under  a  title  by  prescription  or  by  grant 
4d  which  the  question  of  malice  has  not  arisen. 
I.  Introduetkm. 

There  Is  conflict  of  opinion  upon  the  question 
presented  in  the  principal  case,  Letts  v.  KsgsiJBB. 
Many  of  tbe  cases  support  the  doctrine  established 
herein,  and  bold  that  an  act,  legal  in  itself,  violate 
ing  no  legal  right,  cannot  be  made  actionable  even 
though  it  Is  prompted  by  malice,  and  Is  prejudical 
and  injurious  to  others.  Other  courts  of  equal 
ability  have,  however,  held  that  if  one  does  an  act 
wholly  on  his  own  land,  legal  but  prejudicial  to 
his  neighbor,  not  for  his  own  ornament  or  profit, 
but  through  unmixed  malice  to  his  neighbor,  then 
be  has  done  his  neighbor  an  injury  that  is  action- 
able. 

It  is  presumed,  however,  that  tbe  courts  uphold- 
ing the  first  doctrine  would  hardly  hold  it  to  apply 
in  cases  where  tbe  plaintiff  or  party  damnified  by 
such  acts  has  obtained  a  title  by  grant  or  by  pre- 
scription, if  one  can  be  acquired  thereby,-  at  least 
where  malice  actually  exists.  Tbe  rule  established 
by  the  first  line  of  cases  springs  from  the  fact  that 
tbe  courts  of  the  several  states  of  tbe  Union  have 
refused  to  recognize  the  English  doctrine  of 
ancient  lights,  and  bold  that  a  man  has  a  right  to 
do  anything  he  pleases  upon  his  own  land,  provided 
he  does  It  legally  and  does  not  create  a  nuisance. 
They  uphold  the  maxim  OuS^  eat  eotum  efue  est 
tuque  ad  ccBitim.  in  its  fullest  sense. 

This  conflict  of  opinion  has  In  some  states  been 
remedied  by  express  statutory  enactment,  making 
tbe  person  erecting  a  fence  for  malicious  motives, 
or  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  relat- 
ing thereto,  liable  In  damages  to  the  party  injured. 

II.  Maiiee  fjivea  no  ground  of  aciioiu 
In  Pickard  v.  (Collins,  28  Barb.  458,  it  is  said  that 
It  18  a  general  rule  that  tbe  owner  of  land  may  use 
it  according  to  his  pleasure,  but  the  rule  is  subject 
to  the  quail Ooation  that  be  must  not  use  it  In  such 
■a  manner  as  to  infringe  the  rights  of  others.  So 
use  your  own  that  you  injure  not  other^s  property, 
is  a  maxim  of  law  supported  by  tbe  soundest  wis- 
dom. But  the  injury  intended  is  a  legal  injury,  an 
invasion  of  some  legal  right,  as.erecting  a  build- 
ing or  carrying  on  a  business  on  one's  own  land 
^  L.  R.  A. 


which  so  obstructs  the  enjoyment  by  another  of 
his  property  as  to  amount  to  a  nuisance,  or  remov- 
ing soil  or  placing  something  on  tbe  soil  of  another, 
such  acts  being  violations  of  absolute  legal  rights 
and  strict  legal  Injuries.  But  darkening  another*s 
windows,  or  depriving  him  of  a  prospect  by  build- 
ing on  one's  own  hmd,  where  no  right  to  tbe  light 
unobstructed  has  been  acquired  by  grant  or  pre- 
scription, digging  by  a  person  on  bis  own  soil  so  as 
to  endanger  the  foundation  of  the  building  of  the 
adjoining  owner,  and  numerous  similar  acts  by 
an  owner  of  land  Impairing  the  enjoyment  and 
value  of  tbe  land  of  another  short  of  what  the  law 
deems  a  nuisance,  invade  no  legal  right,  and  hence 
are  not  legal  injuries. 

So,  in  Levy  v.  Brothers,  4  Misc.  48.  wherein  plain- 
iiff  sought  an  injunction  to  restrain  defendant 
from  erecting  a  sheet-tron  fence  on  tbe  extreme 
boundary  of  bis  own  land  maliciously,  for  tbe  ex- 
press purpoee  of  shutting  out  tbe  liffht  and  air  from 
phiintiff's  premises,  tbe  court,  in  refusing  tbe  re- 
lief, stated  that,  under  the  rule  prevailing  in  that 
state,  an  owner  of  property  might  place  windows 
in  the  walls  of  bis  bouse,  though  they  overlooked 
his  neighbor's  land,  and  that  it  was  his  ngbt  so  to 
do,  yet  the  neighbor  bad  some  rights  also,  for  he 
might,  if  he  chose  to  do  so,  build  to  tbe  extreme 
end  of  his  land,  and  in  that  way  shut  off  tbe  of- 
fending windows.  Indeed,  he  might  build  for  tbe 
express  purpose  of  shutting  them  off,  and  whether 
the  erection  consisted  of  poles  with  sheet*  iron 
plates  or  of  solid  brick,  was  all  tbe  same,  and  the 
motive  was  of  no  consequence  whatever,  for  where 
an  act  was  legal  the  motive  with  which  it  was  done 
was  wholly  immaterial.  NxOLut  videtur  doio  faeere^ 
qui  tuo  Jure  utitur.  The  acts  complained  of  did 
not  constitute,  in  a  legal  sense,  the  use  by  tbe  de- 
fendants of  their  property  to  the  injury  of  another, 
for  no  one,  legally  speaking,  is  Injured  or  damnified 
unless  some  legal  right  of  his  has  been  infringed. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  structure  built  by  one  upon 
his  own  land  obstructs  tbe  view,  and  shuts  off  the' 
light  and  air  from  his  neighbor's  premises,  affords 
no  ground  of  action,  and  the  doctrine  of  prescrip- 
tion has  no  application.  Knabe  v.  Levelle,  S8  N.  T. 
Supp.  SIS,  824. 

Under  ordinary  cinmmstances,  a  man  has  a 
right  to  build  a  block  and  occupy  every  inch  of  his 
land;  and  may  do  as  he  sees  fit,  and  judge  what  is  fit, 
so  long  as  he  does  no  injury  to  adjoining  property* 
and  does  no  more  injury  than  a  fence  poi9sit>ly 
could  do;  and  it  will  be  an  injury  for  which  there 
Is  no  remedy,  it  being  a  man's  right  to  use  bis 
premises  as  will  best  subserve  bis  purpose, when  he 
is  doing  it  in  a  lawi'ul  manner,  and  not  doing  it  to 
injure  or  annoy  his  neighbor  or  adjoining  prop- 
erty.   Peck  V,  Bowman,  2S  Ohio  L.  J.  Ill,  118. 

A  person  may  do  what  he  pleases  upon  his  own 
land,  and,  so  long  as  he  violates  no  legal  duty 
which  he  owes  bis  neigbbor.be  is  not  liable  although 
he  may  perform  the  act  for  the  sole  purpoee  of  in- 
juring his  neigbbor.  Dawson  v.  Kemper,  82  Ohio  L. 
J.  15;  Paine  ▼.  Chandler,  184  N.F.  3SM9  L.  R.  A.  OP. 
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Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
favor  of  plain  tiff  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
join defendant  from  maintaining  a  fence  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  shut  out  the  light  and  air 
from  plaintiff's  windows.    Reverb. 

Statement  bv  Biirket*  J. : 

The  plaintiff  below,  defendant  in  error  here, 
filed  her  petition  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
against  defendant  below,  plaintiff  in  error  bere^ 
averring  that  she  was  the  owner  by  purchase 
under  a  land  contract  of  certain  premises  in 
the  city  of  Cleveland,  that  defendant  owned 
and  occupied  the  lot  on  the  east  side  thereof, 


that  she  used  her  premises  as  a  hotel  and  board- 
iug  house,  that  he  was  erecting  a  high  board* 
fcDce  on  his  ground  which  would  obstruct  her 
windows  and  deprive  her  of  light  and  air,  that 
said  fence  was  not  being  erected  for  any  use- 
ful or  ornamental  purpose,  but  from  motives^ 
of  pure  malice  alone,  and  for  the  express  ma- 
licious purpose  of  annoying  plaintiff,  and  ex- 
cluding light  and  air  from  her  house  so  as  to 
render  her  house  uninhabitable,  to  injure  the 
value  thereof,  and  that  said  fence  would  ex- 
clude the  light  and  air  and  thereby  greatly  in- 
iure  the  value  of  her  house.  She  prayed  that 
he  might  be  restrained  from  completing  said 


80  the  maxim,  8io  utere  iuo.  ut  alUnum  wm  todoR. 
applies  only  to  cases  where  the  act  complained  of 
violates  eome  rlgrht,  and  an  act,  lei^l  in  itself,  vio- 
lating no  right,  cannot  be  made  actioDable  upon  the 
ground  of  the  motive  which  induces  it,  Dawson  v. 
Kem()er,  82  Ohio  L.  J.  15;  Phelps  v.  Nowleo,  72  N. 
Y.  46,  2b  Am.  Rep.  96. 

Bad  motives,  in  doing  an  act  which  violates  no 
legal  right  of  another,  cannot  make  that  act  a 
ground  of  action.    Pickard  v.  Collins,  28  Barb.  458. 

It  has  been  stated  that  malicious  motives  make  a 
bad  case  worse,  but  they  cannot  make  that  wrong 
which  Id  its  own  essence  is  hiwf  u1.  As  long  as  a 
man  keeps  himself  within  the  law,  by  doing  no  act 
which  violates  it,  his  intentions  must  be  left  to 
Him  who  searches  the  heart,  and  damages  can 
never  be  recovered  where  they  result  from  a  law- 
ful  act  of  the  defendant.  Dawson  v.  Kemper,  82 
Ohio  L.  J.  35:  Jenkins  v.  Fowler,  24  Pa.  808. 

Where  a  person  exercises  his  legal  rights  in  acts 
done  upon  his  own  property,  without  infringing 
upon  the  rights  of  bis  neighbor,  the  mere  fact  that 
he  is  influenced  in  his  actions  by  a  wrong  and  ma- 
licious motive  is  no  ground  for  the  interrerenoe  of 
the  courts.  Phelps  v.  Nowlen,  72  N.  Y.  80, 28  Am. 
Rep.  93. 

A  man  may  erect  upon  his  land  the  smallest  or 
most  temporary  kind  of  dwelling  house  or  store  in 
close  proximity  to  the  finest  mansion,  block,  or 
building,  and  that  for  the  mere  sake  of  spiting  the 
owner  of  such  mansion  or  block  by  the  contrast, 
without  becoming  subject  to  restraint  at  the  hands 
of  the  courts,  for  if  the  improvement  itself  is 
legitimate  and  lawful,  it  is  not  per  m  a  nuisance, 
and  the  law  will  not  inquire  into  the  motives  with 
which  he  acts.  Falloon  v.  bchilhng,  20  Kan.  286,  44 
Am.  Rep.  642. 

A  man  has  a  right  to  improve  his  property  in  any 
way  he  sees  fit,  provided  the  improvement  is  not 
such  a  one  as  the  law  will  pronounce  a  nuisance, 
and  this  he  may  do  although  he  makes  such  im- 
provement through  spite.  Falloon  v.  Schilling,  20 
Kan.  205,  44  Am.  Rep.  642. 

The  universal  rule  is  that  the  size  and  quality  of 
the  improvements  a  man  erects  upon  his  own  land 
will  not  of  themselves  constitute  the  same  a  nui- 
sance. Falloon  v.  Schilling,  20  Kan.  206,  44  Am. 
Rep.  642. 

And  in  Triplett  v.  Jackson,  5  Kan.  App.  777, 770, 
the  court  upheld  the  doctrine  that  one  when  using 
his  property  for  any  lawful  purpose  may  build 
thereon  any  structure  which  is  not  a  nuisance  per 
86,  and  the  law  will  not  inquire  into  the  motives 
with  which  the  owner  acts  in  its  inception,  although 
it  stated  that  there  might  be  some  special  prohibi- 
tion by  city  or  town  ordinance  or  state  statute 
which  would  render  the  act  illegal. 

An  action  on  the  case  does  not  lie  against  a  per- 
son for  erecting  a  fenceon  his  own  land,  whereby 
he  obstructs  the  liirhts  of  his  neighbor,  let  the  mo- 
tive of  the  obstruction  be  what  it  may,  if  the 
lights  be  not  ancient  lights  or  his  neighbor  has  not 
acquired  a  right  by  grant  or  occupation  and  aoqui- 
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escence.    Mahan  v.  Brown,  13  Wend.  261,  28  Anu 
Dec.  461. 

In  Auburn  A  C.  PL  Road  Co.  v.  Douglass,  9 
N.  Y.  444.  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  property 
may  put  it  to  any  use  he  pleases  so  long  as  he  does- 
not  interfere  with  the  legal  rights  of  another,  and 
any  loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  his  acts  to  an  ad- 
Joining  owner  is  damnum  absque  injuria,  provided 
no  prior  legal  right  to  restrict  such  use  has  been- 
acquired,  and  in  such  a  case  the  motives  of  such 
owner  are  immaterial. 

It  is  error  to  charge  the  jury,  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  erecting  a  fence  upon  defend- 
ant's premises,  immediately  adjoining  those  of  the 
plaintiff,  thereby  otMtructIng  the  light  and  air, 
that  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  build  suoh^ 
fence  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  the  light  from 
the  plaintiff^  premises,  and  that,  if  he  has  doneso, 
he  is  liable  for  damages,  as  no  liability  attaches  ii» 
such  a  case,  even  though  the  defendant  may  have 
been  actuated  by  some  motive,  his  liability  not  de- 
pending upon  the  question  of  motive.  Packard  v.. 
OoUins,  23  Barb.  444,  458. 

In  Rideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass.  868, 2  L.  B.  A.  81, 
the  court  said  that  respectable  authors  have  inti- 
mated that  even  at  commou  law  the  extent  of  a- 
man's  right  in  cases  of  this  sort  might  depend  upon 
the  motive  with  which  he  acted.  And  the  follow- 
ing .authorities  are  cited  to  the  proposition:. 
Greenleaf  v.  Francis,  18  Pick.  117,  UO,  122;  Oarson 
V.  Western  R.  Ck).  8  Gray.  428,  424:  Poath  v.  Dris- 
coH,  20  Conn.  633,  544,  52  Am.  Deo.  352;  Wheatley 
V.  Baugh,  25  Pa.  628.64  Am.  Dec.  721;  Swett  v.  Cutta,. 
50  N.  H.  490,  447.  0  Am.  Rep.  276. 

The  court,  however,  stated  that  it  did  not  so  un- 
derstand the  common  law,  and  conceded  that  to  a- 
large  extent  the  power  to  use  one*s  own  property 
maliciously,  in  any  way  which  would  be  lawful  for 
other  ends,  was  an  incident  of  property  which. 
could  not  be  taken  away  even  by  legislation. 

80,  in  Triplett  v.  Jackson,  6  Kan.  App.  777,  770, 
the  court  dissolved  the  injunction  of  the  court  be- 
low restraining  the  defendant  from  erecting  a  high 
board  fence  on  and  near  the  line  dividing  the  Iota 
of  the  contending  parties,  the  same  not  being  a. 
nuisance. 

In  Lapere  v.  Luckey,  28  Kan.  534, 33  Am.  Rep.  106, 
the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  damages  from  de- 
fendant for  the  obstruction  of  light  and  air  from, 
his  premises  by  means  of  a  high  board  fence,  al- 
leged to  have  been  erected  by  the  defendant 
wrongfully,  unlawfully,  maliciously,  and  wickedly. 
The  court  refused  relief,  as  the  doctrine  of  ancient 
lights  did  not  prevail  in  that  state. 

In  Falloon  v.  Schilling,  20  Kan.  205,  44  Am.  Rep. 
642,  the  erections  were  placed  upon  the  defendantV 
lands,  not  for  the  purpose  of  improvement,  but 
from  spite  and  in  order  to  annoy  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  refused  to  sell  his  property  to  defendant  at  an 
under  value.  The  court  refused  relief,  even  though 
spite  existed,  the  erections  being  lawful  ones  and* 
not  nuisances. 

In  Ladd  v.  Flyno,  00  Mich.  181,  the  defendant 
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fence,  and  that  upon  a  final  bearing  a  manda- 
tory injunction  might  compel  its  removal. 

Defendant  below  demurred  to  this  petition, 
and  the  demurrer  was  overruled  and  excep- 
tions taken.  Tbe  ruling  upon  this  demurrer 
is  reported  in  7  Ohio  C.  C.  108. 

He  then  filed  an  answer,  in  substance  a  gen- 
eral denial,  ^ith  an  averment  that  the  fence  was 
erected  to  prevent  the  rush  of  water  and  eve 
drip  from  her  premises  onto  bis.  This  she  de- 
nied in  her  reply.  The  case  went  to  tbe  cir- 
cuit court  on  appeal,  and  that  court  overruled 
tbe  demurrer,  and  on  the  trial  made  a  finding 
of   facts  containing  in  substance  tbe  allega- 


tions of  tbe  petition.    The  following  is  tbe 
finding  of  facts  and  the  judgment: 

*'This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  tbe  pe- 
tition of  tbe  plaiotifF,  the  answer  of  defendant, 
the  reply  of  the  plaintiff  thereto,  and  the  tes- 
timony, and  the  court  being  requested  by  tbe 
defendant  to  make  a  finding  of  facts  in  tbe 
case  finds  conclusions  of  the  fact  as  follows: 
That  the  plaintiff  owns  and  occupies  premises, 
situated  on  Lake  street,  in  tbe  city  of  Cleve- 
land, know  as  "The  Osborn,"  and  said  plain- 
tiff owned  and  occupied  said  premises  at  the 
time  of  tbe  erection  of  tbe  structure  herein- 
after described.    8aid  premises  were  used  by 


built  a  board  fence  16  feet  high,  shutting  off  the 
lifirbc  from  coniplainant*8  Yrlndoirs  maiiciouslF. 
Defendant  averred  that  tbe  same  was  built  to 
screen  his  tenants  from  view,  and  from  unpleasant 
obsnrvatloDS  and  comments  of  tbe  complaloant^s 
tenants.  The  court  set  aside  an  iojanotion  of  the 
court  below,  as  the  order  of  the  court  attempted 
to  interfere  with  defendant's  claimed  rights,  and 
to  abate  the  fence,  tbe  court  having  no  power  to 
determine  tbe  rights  of  the  parties  on  ajfldavits,  or 
on  a  motion  for  a  preliminary  Injunction. 

Tbe  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  from  adjoin- 
ing premises  cannot  be  acquired  in  Oblo  by  pre- 
scription, and  the  owner  of  premises  may  utilise 
their  entire  area  by  constructing  upward  and 
downward,  and  if  by  bis  structure  be  cuts  off  the 
light  and  air  which  his  neighbor  has  theretofore 
enjoyed,  and  works  positive  Injury  to  the  health, 
happiuess,  and  property  of  tbe  adjolnlug  proprie- 
tor, yet  tbe  latter  takes  the  chance  of  losing  the 
use  of  his  windows  by  such  construction,  and  has 
no  legal  remedy.  Dawson  v.  Kemper,  82  Ohio  L. 
J.  15. 

Id  Dawson  t.  Kemper,  88  Ohio  L.  J.  15.  the  de- 
fendant bad  nailed  a  frame-work  of  boards  upon 
the  wall  completely  covering  the  apertures  In 
which  tbe  plalntiff^i  windows  were,  and  thereby 
bad  shut  out  the  air  and  Hgbt  from  the  piaintiff^s 
bouse.  Tbe  plaintiff  alleged  that  tbe  defendant's 
acta  were  not  to  subserve  any  useful  or  lawful 
purpose,  but  were  actuated  by  malice,  and  were 
for  tbe  purpose  of  Injuring  the  plaintiff  and  bis 
property,  and  an  injunction  was  therefore  sought. 
Tbe  defendant  denied  the  malice,  and  averred  facts 
sufficient  for  closing  up  tbe  windows.  The  court 
refused  tbe  relief  sought,  holding  that  the  defend- 
ant's act  was  damnum  absque  iniwria^  stating  that 
tne  distinction  between  common  rigbt  and  tbe  ab- 
solute right  attached  to  the  ownership  of  land 
was  a  controlling  cause  in  such  cases,  as  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  in  tbe  defendant's  land,  or  m  the 
light  and  air  above,  but  tbe  defendant's  rigbt 
thereto  was  absolute  and  positive,  no  common 
right  existing  between  them,  and  the  defendant 
therefore  Infringed  no  rigbt  of  his  when  he  used 
his  own  estate,  the  element  of  malice  or  motive 
being  immaterial. 

In  the  above  case  tbe  court  declined  to  follow 
the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  in  Kessler  v. 
Letts,  7  Oblo  C.  C.  108,  upon  tbe  ground  that  it  con- 
sidered that  case  wrongly  decided,  the  oourt  inti- 
mating that  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Baldwin,  J., 
stated  the  law  in  that  state  on  the  question  in- 
volved. 

In  Haverstick  v.  Sipe,  88  Pa.  8S8,  plaintiff's  win- 
dows were  obstructed  by  a  fence.  Tbe  defense 
showed  that  the  defendant  was  much  annoyed  by 
tbe  window  shutters  of  plaintiff  being  left  standing 
and  obstructing  an  alley  way,  and  from  bis  family 
throwing  dirt  through  tbe  windows  into  the  alley, 
rendering  it  extremely  offensive,  and  by  the  fact 
that  the  windows  were  used  by  his  family  for  tbe 
purpose  of  overlooking  and  watchlnftall  that  passed 
40K  U.A. 


on  the  premises,  and  that  the  fence  was  erected  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  such  annoyance.  The 
court  held  that  tbe  plaintiff  had  no  Implied  ease- 
ment to  light  and  air,  and,  tbe  fence  being  erected 
for  his  own  protection,  and  in  tbe  proper  enjoyment 
of  his  property,  was  entitled  to  be  maintained,  but 
Intimated  that  if  the  fence  was  not  so  constructed, 
but  was  erected  simply  to  annoy  and  injure  the 
plaintiff,  the  circumstances  might  be  different. 

Tbe  dissenting  opinions  of  Campbell.  Chief  Jus- 
tice, and  Champlln,  J.,  in  Burke  v.  Smith,  68  Mich. 
880, 888,  888, 8  L.  R.  A.  184,  note,  infra.  III.,  support 
the  doctrine  held  by  many  of  the  courts,  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  no  easement  in  the  light  and  air, 
eftber  by  grant  or  prescription,  can  acquire  bo 
rig'ht  to  the  same  as  against  his  adjoining  neighbor, 
and  tbe  mere  fact  that  the  obstruction  or  fenoe  la 
erected  maliciously  makes  no  difference,  the  act 
being  done  upon  tbe  defendant's  own  property. 

So,  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Baldwin,  J.,  in  Kess- 
ler V.  Letts.  7  Ohio  C.  a  108,  infra.  III.,  holds  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought, 
as  be  bad  no  right  to  tbe  light  and  air  over  the 
premises  of  the  defendant,  and  that  no  right  of 
heirs  was  infringed  upon,  and  that  such  decision 
would  be  a  bad  precedent,  and  lead  to  tbe  overrul- 
ing of  the  doctrine  in  that  state  against  prescrip- 
tive rights  in  light  and  air. 

Upon  appeal  from  tbe  circuit  court  the  holding 
of  the  majority  of  the  oourt  was  reversed  and  the 
principles  stated  In  theat)ove  dissenting  opinion 
were  upheld.    See  Lbttb  v.  Kessler. 

In  Symonds  v.  Seaboume,  Cro.  Car.  826,  it  was 
claimed  that  tbe  defendant  maliciously  erected  a 
structure  upon  bis  land,  for  tbe  purpose  of  depriv- 
ing tbe  plaintiff  of  light  coming  from  his  windows 
into  bis  house,  thereby  totally  darkening  tbe 
house.  It  was  held  that  an  action  on  tbe  case 
would  lie  for  obstructing  tbe  light  of  an  ancient 
messuage.  In  this  case,  however,  the  court  did  not 
pass  upon  the  question  of  malice,  but  decided  It 
upon  the  ground  of  ancient  lights. 

In  Honsel  v.  Conant,  18  111.  App.  250,  the  plaintiff 
claimed  that  the  hedge  or  fence  erected  by  the  de- 
fendant intercepting  the  current  of  air  from  plain- 
tiff's premises,  had  rendered  tbe  same  unwhole- 
some and  unhealthy,  and  was  wilfully  maintained 
with  an  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiff.  Tbe  court 
stated  that,  as  it  was  not  shown  that  tbe  fence  in 
quest  on  was  made  of  offensive  material,  and  was 
a  nuisance,  the  plaintiff  bad  no  cause  of  action,  as 
tbe  defendant  bad  a  right  to  erect  such  a  fenoe  on 
his  own  land,  no  right  to  the  contrary  existing 
either  by  prescription  or  grant. 

And  in  Guest  v.  Reynolds,  68  111.  478, 18  Am.  Bep. 
570,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  tbe  defendant  had 
wrongfully,  maliciously,  wilfully,  and  injuriously 
darkened  plaintiff's  windows  by  means  of  a  board 
fence  of  isucb  height  as  to  bide  tbe  original  fences, 
but,  no  prescriptive  right  or  other  agreement  be- 
ing shown  to  exist,  tbe  plaintiff  failed  to  recover, 
tbe  doctrine  of  anoient  lights  having  no  applica- 
tion in  that  sute. 
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plaintiff  as  a  boardioj;  house.  Defendant 
owns  and  occupies  premises  ad  joining  plaintiff 
on  the  east.  Between  the  two  houses  is  a 
driveway  and  open  space  about  20  feet  wide. 
Plaintiff  and  defendant  had  litigation  in  May, 
1891,  on  account  of  defendant  having  attached 
a  shed  roof  to  her  building  without  consent  of 
said  i^laintiff .  About  two  weeks  after  the  trial 
of  said  law  suit,  the  defendant  took  down  said 
shed  roof  and  built  up  against  the  house  of 
said  plaintiff  a  tight  boaid  fence.  The  said 
fence  was  86  feet  long.  The  scantlings  were 
placed  against  the  wall  of  said  plaintiff's 
house  and  reached  up  under  the  eves  of  the 


same.  Boards  were  nailed  onto  said  scantlinga, 
beginning  about  2  feet  from  the  ground  and 
extending  to  the  sills  of  the  second-story 
windows.  Defendant  nailed  on  the  rear  por- 
tion of  said  fence  and  extending  about  40  feet 
toward  the  front,  a  shed  roof.  Under  this  shed 
roof  defendant  had  lumber  piled.  Said  board 
fence  completely  covered  up  the  bathroom, 
kitchen,  bedroom  and  library  windows,  ren- 
dering said  portion  of  house  dark,  damp,  and 
uninhabitable,  and  causing  a  substantial  dam- 
age to  the  same.  Said  structure  was  erected 
upon  the  land  of  the  defendant  and  belonged 
to  him.    The  structure  was  erected  by  said  de- 


So,  in  Ward  v.  Neal,  86  Ala.  600,  the  plamtifT 
sought  to  have  a  fence,  erected  by  the  defendant 
nea r  to  plaintiff *8  windows,  eo joined  and  abated, 
and  alleged  that  the  same  was  wroogfuUy  and  io- 
juriuusly  erected,  but  the  case  turned  upon  the 
question  of  the  plalntiff^s  right  la  ancieot  liirhta 
and  title  by  preflcriptlon,  and  not  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  malicious  or  wilful  motives  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

See  also  Carson  v.  Western  R.  Co.  8  Gray,  iSSi 
Fifty  Associates  v.  Tudor,  6  Gray,  265.  infra^  III. 

m.  Contrary  doctrine. 

At  common  law  a  man  has  a  right  to  build  a 
fence  on  his  own  land  as  high  as  he  pleases  bow- 
ever  much  it  may  obstruct  hfs  neighbor's  light  and 
air.  And  the  limit  up  to  which  a  man  may  impair 
his  neighbor's  enjoyment  of  hisestate  by  the  mode 
of  using  his  own  is  fixed  by  external  standards 
only.  But  it  is  plain  that  the  right  to  use  one*8  own 
property  for  the  sole  purpose  of  injuring  others  is 
not  one  of  the  Immediate  rights  of  ownership.  It 
Is  not  a  riflrht  for  the  sake  of  which  property  is 
recognized  by  law,  but  Is  only  a  more  or  lew  neces- 
sary incident  of  rights  which  are  established  for 
very  ditfereot  ends.  Bideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass. 
868,2L.B.A.8L 

It  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  maxim  of  universal 
application,  that  malicious  motives  cannot  make 
that  a  wronff  which  in  its  own  essence  is  lawful. 
Burke  v.  Smith,  SO  Mich.  880,  8  L.  R.  A.  184,  note; 
Chesley  v.  King,  74  Me.  164,  48  Am.  Bep.  669. 

The  wanton  infliction  of  damage  can  never  be  a 
right.  It  is  a  wrong,  and  a  violation  of  right,  and 
is  not  without  remedy.  Burke  v.  Smith,  60  Mich. 
880. 888.  889.  8  L.  R.  A.  184,  note. 

In  Keesler  v.  Letts,  7  Ohio  0.  C.  108,  the  court 
stated  that  the  doctrine  that  one  may  erect  any- 
thing on  his  own  land  for  no  use  or  ornament,  but 
merely  to  injure  his  adjoining  neighbor,  seemed  to 
it  to  be  a  monstrous  doctrine,  one  most  offensive  to 
the  principles  of  equity,  most  unjust,  fostering 
and  cloaking  with  a  false  mantle  of  justice,  wrong, 
malice,  and  a  malignant  and  wanton  injury  to  an. 
other. 

The  holding  in  this  case  has,  however,  been  re- 
versed.   See  principal  case  Lbtts  v.  Ksssleb. 

No  man  has  a  legal  right  to  make  a  malicious  use 
of  bis  property,  not  for  any  benefit  or  advantage 
to  himself,  but  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  damag- 
ing bis  neighbor.  To  bold  otherwise  would  make 
the  law  a  convenient  engine,  in  such  cases,  to  in- 
jure and  destroy  the  occupation  and  comfort,  and 
to  damage  tbe  property,  of  one^s  neighbor,  for  no 
other  than  a  wicked  purpose  which  itself  is  or 
ought  to  be  unlaw  ful.  Burke  v.  Smith,  09  Mich.  880, 
888. 8  L.  R.  A.  184,  noU. 

The  right  tobreathe  the  air  and  en  joy  the  sunshine 
fsa  natural  one,  and  no  man  can  pollute  the  atmos- 
phere or  shut  out  the  light  of  Heaven  for  no  better 
reason  than  that  the  situation  of  his  property  la 
such  that  he  is  given  the  opportunity  for  so  doing, 
and  wishes  to  gratify  his  spite  and  malice  towards 
iO  L.  R.  A. 


his  neighbor.  Burke  v.  Smith,  68  Mich.  880, 888, 880, 
8  L.  R.  A.  184.  nots. 

Where  the  structure  is  maliciously  erected  in  a 
stealthy  manner,  and  is  injurious  to  the  adjoining 
owner,  the  court  will  enjoin  its  oontin  uance.  Har- 
bison V.  White,  4S  Conn.  106. 

In  Burke  v.  Smith,  60  Mich.  880, 8  L.  R.  A.  184,  nate^ 
as  a  result  of  a  quarrel  and  petty  annoyances  be- 
tween the  parties,  the  defendant  erected  a  screen  or 
fence  upon  his  own  land  in  front  of  the  windows 
in  plaintifTs  house,  not  for  any  neoessary  or  useful 
or  ornamental  purpose,  but  simply  to  shut  out  the 
view  of  his  premises.  The  statements  made  by  the 
defendants  showed  that  it  was  done  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  annoying  plaintiff,  and  with  malice. 
The  court  by  equal  division  affirmed  the  decree  of 
the  court  below  abating  the  fence  as  a  nuisance, 
although  Chief  Justice  OampbeU,  and  ChampUn, 
J.,  dissented. 

That  doctrine  was  affirmed  by  a  unanimous 
court  in  Flaherty  v.  Moran,  81  Mich.  68, 8  L.  R.  A. 
183.  There  the  defendant  built  a  screen  or  board 
fence,  about  10  feet  In  height,  along  the  line  of  lots 
and  upon  his  own  premises,  extending  from  the 
front  wall  of  tbe  complamanfs  house  backward 
the  whole  length  thereof.  It  was  claimed  that  the 
same  was  built  maliciously  and  for,  the  purpose  of 
darkening  the  complainaot*s  room,  and  for  no  use- 
ful purpose.  The  bill  was  filed  to  compel  the  de- 
fendant to  remove  such  fence.  It  being  pro  ved  that 
the  fence  served  no  useful  or  needful  purpose,  and 
was  built  out  of  pure  spite  and  malice,  a  decree  of 
the  court  below  enjoining  its  erection  was  upheld. 

Again  in  Kirkwood  v.  Finegan,  96  Mich.  643.  It 
was  sought  to  enjoin  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  a  fence  between  premises  occupied  by  the  par^ 
ties,  which  was  the  outcome  of  a  quarrel  between 
them,  and  its  character  and  style  indicated  the 
motive  which  prompted  its  construction.  Tbe 
court  therefore  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  court 
below  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  holding  that  the 
case  was  ruled  by  that  of  Flaherty  v.  Moran,  81 
Mich.  88,  8  L.  R.  A.  183. 

In  Sankey  v.  St.  Mary*s  Female  Academy,  8  Mont. 
866.  the  court  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  obstructing  tbe  plaintiff^s  windows 
by  means  of  a  fence,  which  would,  if  erected,  have 
entirely  dosed  the  windows  in  his  house  excluding 
both  light  and  air,  thereby  rendering  the  house 
uncomfortable,-  unhealthy,  and  undesirable  for 
habitation,  and  thus  causing  irreparable  injury. 

Where  tbe  defendant  erected  a  very  high  fence 
up  to  the  eaves  and  gables  of  the  plaintiff*s  hou«e, 
thereby  excluding  the  light  and  air  from  the 
house,  for  no  useful  or  ornamental  purpose,  but 
purely  out  of  spite,  and  for  tbe  express  and  ma- 
licious purpose  of  annoying  him,  and  to  render  tbe 
house  uninhabitable  and  to  injure  its  value,  thus 
creating  an  iatolcrable  nuisance,  the  court  over- 
ruled a  demurrer  to  the  plaintilTs  petition  and 
granted  an  injunction  restraining-  the  erection  of 
such  fence,  the  act  done  from  pure  malice  being 
within  tbe  reach  of  the  principles  of  equity.  Kes- 
sler  V.  Letts,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  108.    This  holding,  is. 
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fendant  from  motives  of  unmixed  malioe 
toward  said  plaintifif  and  for  no  useful  or  or- 
namental purposes  of  the  property  of  said  de- 
fendant, except  said  shed  roof,  and  its  back 
wall  below  the  shed  roof,  which  may  subserve 
some  useful  purpose  of  defendant  In  the  use  of 
bis  property  by  protecting  his  lumber  piled 
thereunder.  The  court,  upon  the  foregoing 
facts,  finds  and  decrees  that  said  defendant  be 
and  is  hereby  enjoined  from  proceeding  further 
with  the  erection  of  said  fence.  Adjudged 
and  decreed  that  said  defendant,  within  twenty 
days  from  the  entering  of  this  decree,  take 


down  all  of  said  fence  and  scantling  projecting 
above  the  roof  of  said  shed,  and  all  the  re- 
mainder of  said  fence  outside  of  and  beyond 
said  shed,  and  it  is  considered  that  the  plain- 
tiff recover  his  costs  expended  in  the  case, 

taxed  at  $ and  that  the  defendant  pay 

his  own  costs  for  which  it  is  ordered  that  ex- 
ecution issue;  to  all  of  which  the  defendant 
excepts." 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  over- 
ruled, and  exceptions  taken.  Thereupon  a  pe- 
tition in  error  was  filed  in  this  court  to  reverse 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court. 


however,  reversed.   See  prinoipal  case   Leets  v. 

In  Peck  V.  Bowman,  22  Ohio  L.  J.  Ill,  113.  plain- 
tiff souirht  an  injunction  to  restrain  defendant 
from  ereotlnjr  a  fence  10  feet  In  heiffbr,  of  rough, 
unsiRfatly  boards,  wholly  upon  tbe  defendant's 
land,  designed  to  serve  no  useful  or  ornamental 
purpose,  but  for  tbe  purpose  of  damaging  the 
plaintiff  and  injuring  his  property  and  dlmln- 
fshlog  its  value,  from  motives  of  unmixed  mahoe, 
and  designed  expressly  to  shut  out  tbe  view  of  tbe 
plaintiff,  because  of  a  bad  state  of  feelings  exist- 
ing between  the  parties.  The  court,  under  the 
droumstancee,  continued  the  injunction  until  the 
further  order  of  the  court,  until  an  opportunity 
was  given  for  a  full  hearing,  the  act  complained  of 
constituting  In  every  essential  partloular  a  nui- 
aanoe. 

A  wall  built  with  windows  in  It  as  a  scheme  to 
get  light  for  defendant's  factory  surreptitiously, 
and  In  direct  violation  of  law,  was  enjoined  in 
Vollmer's  Appeal.  61  Pa.  118,  as  a  nuisance,  being 
built  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  rule  as  to 
party  wails  in  Philadelphia,  as  provided  by  the  act 
of  172L  Yansyckel  v.  Tryon,  6  Phlla.  401,  to  the 
same  effect. 

In  Fifty  Associates  v.  Tudor,  6  Gray,  256.  the  ac- 
tion was  In  tort  to  recover  damages  for  breaking 
and  entering  tbe  plaintiff^  premisef*,  and  throwing 
down  a  wall  which  he  had  erected  upon  his  own 
land  and  which  obstructed  the  light  and  air  from 
the  defendant's  windows.  The  defendant  Justified 
his  actions  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  the  use 
and  enjoyment  thereof  for  twenty  years  or  more. 
The  court  held  that  his  action  in  removing  the 
fence  was  not  justifiable,  as  It  was  not  shown  that 
he  was  entirely  or  substantially  deprived  of  light 
and  air.  The  question  of  malicious  Intent,  how- 
ever, did  not  appear  in  this  case. 

In  Carson  v.  Western  R.  Co.  8  Gray,  428,  action 
was  brought  to  recover  for  injuries  occasioned  by 
tbe  accumulation  of  snow  upon  tbe  phi1nt1ff*s 
farm  in  consequence  of  tbe  erection  and  mainte- 
nance of  a  fence  by  the  defendant  company.  It 
was  not  alleged  or  proved  that  the  defendants,  in 
erecting  the  fence,  acted  wantonly,  negligently, 
or  maliciously,  or  with  any  purpose  of  Inflicting 
Injury  on  tbe  plaintiff  or  his  property,  but,  on  tbe 
contrary,  that  the  fence  was  built  by  defendants 
upon  their  land  for  the  legitimate  object  of  pre- 
venting their  tract  from  being  encumbered  with 
snow.  The  court  therefore  held  that  there  was  no 
cause  of  action,  tbe  erection  of  such  a  fence  being 
a  proper  and  reasonable  use  of  tbe  property,  even 
though  it  might  have  caused  annoyance  or  injury 
to  tbe  plaintiff,  the  act  not  falling  within  tbe 
maxim  8ic  utere  tuo^  vt  cUienum  non  Iredas,  but 
within  another  legal  apothegm  Qui  jure  8Uo 
vtittur  neminem  Icsdil. 

See  also  Uaverstlck  v.  Sipe,  88  Pa.  868,  supra,  II. 

IV .  State  ataltBtm  and  deeitUma  thereunder, 
Tbe  GaUfomia  act  of  March  0, 1806,  regulating  the 
height  of  division  feooes  and  partition  walls  in 
40  L.R.  A. 


cities  am)  towns,  prohibits  the  erection  of  any 
fence  or  partition  wall  exceeding  10  feet  in  height, 
without  a  permit  from  the  board  of  supervisors  or 
city  council  of  tbe  city  or  town,  and  also  provides 
that  the  consent  of  the  adjoining  owner  shall  be 
obtained  before  such  permit  is  granted. 

In  Western  Graolte  &  Marble  Co.  v.  Knicker* 
booker.  103  Cal.  Ill,  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  de* 
fendant  had  obstructed  tbe  light  and  air  In  hit 
premises  by  means  of  a  tight  board  f  "nee  20  feet 
high,  wantonly  and  maliciously,  but  the  court  be- 
low did  not  find  that  the  defendant  acted  wantonly 
or  maliclonsly.  It  was,  however,  claimed  that  the 
act  of  tbe  defendant  was  unlawful  as  violating  the 
statute.  Tbe  defendant  contended  that  tbe  said 
act  was  unconstitutional  as  in  violation  of  §2,  art, 
11,  of  tbe  state  Constitution,  conferring  power  to 
make  and  enforce  such  police  regulations  as  were 
not  inconsistent  with  general  laws,  and  al«o  upon 
the  ground  that  It  gave  the  owner  of  the  adjoiniog 
property  power  to  prevent  such  structure.  Tbe 
court  construed  tbe  statute  as  constitutional,  and 
not  contrary  to  the  general  doctrine  of  tbe  law 
which  allows  a  man  to  erect  anything  on  his  own 
land  so  long  as  it  is  not  a  nuisance,  and.  as  the 
fence  in  question  was  a  division  one,  ordered  t>e 
removal  of  such  portion  of  It  as  exceeded  the 
height  provided  for  by  the  statute. 

Section  1277  of  Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  ed.  1888,  chap.  88, 
p.  290,  provides:  **An  Injunction  may  be  granted 
against  the  malicious  erection  by  or  with  the  con- 
sent of  an  owner,  or  lessee,  or  person  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  land,  of  any  structure  upon  it, 
intended  to  annoy  and  injure  any  owner  or  lessee 
of  adjoining  land  in  respect  to  his  use  or  disposi- 
tion of  the  same.** 

In  Harbison  v.  White,  46  Conn.  108,  it  was  held 
that  if  tbe  structure  contemplated  by  tbe  above 
statute  was  erected  maliciously,  and  injured  the 
adjoining  owners,  the  mere  fact  that  k  screened 
the  defendaot*s  premises  from  t>eiog  overlooked 
by  the  plaintiff  and  his  family  was  no  defense. 

In  Gallagher  v.  Dodge.  48  Conn.  387.  390.  40  Am. 
Rep.  182.  the  structure  which  it  was  sought  to  en- 
join was  a  show  case  erected  by  the  defendants 
upon  their  own  premises  in  front  of  their  store,  so 
as  to  obstruct  a  side  window  in  the  plamtifTs 
store,  for  tbe  object  of  displaying  their  own  goods 
to  the  best  advantage,  and  preventing  tbe  public 
from  seeing  those  of  the  plaintiff  through  his  side 
wiodow.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  action  was 
done  from  malicious  motives.  The  court  held  that, 
under  the  statutes,  the  malicious  quality  of  the  act 
was  the  predominant  cause,  and  that  the  mere 
petty  hostilities  of  the  two  parties  in  their  business 
did  not  show  sulBcient  maliciousness  to  bring  the 
cause  within  the  provisloos  of  the  statute,  the 
structure  intended  by  the  statute  being  one  which 
must  be  Judged  of  more  by  its  character,  location, 
and  use  than  by  the  actual  motive  the  party  had 
in  mind  at  the  time. 

By  •  6,  chap.  17.  Freeman's  Supplement,  Me.  Rev. 
Stat.  p.  178.  chap.  188,  p.  206.  Me.  Stat.  1888.  it  is  pro- 
vided,  inter  alio,  that  "any  fence,  or  other  structure 
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Messrs.    L.  A.    Willson  and    Edward 

David,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

Moliv^e  makes  no  difference. 

Frazier  v.  Brown,  12  Ohio  St.  294. 

The  maxim  Cvjus  at  solum^  eja^  est  usque 
ad  eoeium  et  ad  inferos  applies  to  its  full  ex- 
tent, and  whatever  damage  may  result  from 
the  exercise  of  this  absolute  right  of  property 
to  adjoining  proprietors  is  damnum  absque 
injuria, 

MvUen  y.  Btrieker,  19  Ohio  St.  185,  2  Am. 
Rep.  379. 

An  easement  of  light  and  air,  to  be  supplied 
to  one's  windows  from  the  premises  of  another, 
cannot  be  acquired  in  Ohio,  by  use  or  pre- 
scription. 

Washb.  Easem.  2d  ed.  p.  458,  •880,  chapter 
on  Rights  in  BuhterraneanWaiers. 

The  fence  in  the  case  at  bar  is  not  a  nui- 
sance. 


FaHoon  ▼.  SchiVing,  29  Ean.  292,  44  Am. 
Rep.  642;  High,  In  j.  §  438;  Mohan  v.  Braton^ 
18  Wend.  26 L  28  Am.  Dec.  461;  GreenUafY. 
Francis,  18  Pick.  123. 

The  proprietor,  in  the  absence  of  any  agree- 
ment subjecting  his  estate  to  another,  may  con- 
sult his  own  convenience  in  his  operations 
above  or  below  his  ground. 

ChatfieldY.  Wilson,  28  Vt.  49. 

An  act  legal  in  itself,  violating  no  right, 
cannot  be  made  actionable  on  the  ground  of 
the  motive  which  Induced  it. 

Quintini  v.  Ba^  St.  Louis,  64  Miss.  488,  60 
Am.  Rep.  62;  Baddifi  v.  BrooUyn,  4  N.  Y. 
195,  53  Am.  Dec.  859. 

The  maxim  '*So  use  your  own  as  to  not  in- 
jure another's  property'^  extends  only  to  legal 
injuries. 

Piekard  v.  Collins,  28  Barb.  458;  Pierre  y. 
Femald,  26  Me.  486,  46  Am.  Dec.  578. 


Jn  the  nature  of  a  fence,  unnecessarily  exceeding 
8  feet  in  height,  maliciously  kept  and  maintained 
for  the  purpose  of  annoying  the  owners  or  occu- 
pants of  adjoining  property,  shall  be  deemed  a  pri- 
vate nuisance." 

Under  the  at)ove  statute  it  has  been  held  that  in 
order  to  render  tbe  defendant  liable,  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  that  malevolence  was  tbe  dominant 
motive  and  that  without  it  the  fence  would  not 
have  been  built  or  maintained;  and  further,  that  if 
the  height  above  8  feet  is  shown  to  be  necessary 
there  can  be  no  liability,  no  matter  what  may  be 
the  motive  of  the  owner  in  erecting  it.  The  gist  of 
the  action  is  tbe  fact  that  the  structure  Is  ^^mali- 
ciousiy  kept  and  maintained."  Lord  v.  Langdon 
(Mo.)  89  Atl.  652. 

So,  a  finding  by  the  jury  in  a  case  under  the 
Maine  statute,  under  Instructions  from  the  court, 
that  the  controlling  dominant  motive  of  the  de- 
fendant was  malicious,  and  that  the  fenoe  was 
erected  for  the  porpoee  of  annoying  the  plaint- 
iff, to  which  no  exceptions  are  talcen,  will  not 
be  disturbed  upon  appeal,— especially  where  the 
evidence  J ustifles  such  conclusions.  Lord  v.  Lang* 
don  (Me.)  99  Atl.  5SZ. 

By  8  1  of  chap.  858,  p.  601.  Mass.  Stat.  1887,  Supple- 
ment to  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  1682-1888,  it  is  provided: 
**Any  fence,  or  other  structure  in  the  nature  of  a 
fence,  unnecessarily  exceeding  6  feet  in  height, 
maliciously  erected  or  maintained  for  the  purpose 
of  annoying  the  owners  or  oocupanu  of  adjoining 
property^  shall  be  deemed  a  private  nuisance.** 

Section  2  of  the  same  statute  also  provides  that 
*'any  such  owner  or  occupant.  Injured  either  in 
bis  comfort  or  the  enjoyment  of  his  estate  by  such 
nuisance,  may  have  an  action  of  tort  for  the  dam- 
ages sustained  thereby,  and  the  provisions  of  chap. 
180  of  the  Public  Statutes  concerning  actions  for 
private  nuisances  shall  be  applicable  thereto.** 

In  Hideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass.  368, 2  L.  K.  A  81,  It 
was  held  that  the  above  statute  was  constitutional, 
and  applied  to  fences  erected  before,  as  well  aa 
to  thoee  erected  after,  the  passing  of  the  act. 

Mass.  Stat.  1887  is  also  held  constitutional  in  the 
case  of  Smith  v.  Morse,  148  Mass.  407. 

AlthouKh,  under  the  Massachusetts  Constitution, 
tbe  legislature  would  have  no  power  to  prohibit 
putting  up  or  maintaining  stores  or  houses  with 
malicious  intent,  and  thus  make  a  large  part  of  the 
property  of  tbe  commonwealth  dependent  upon 
what  a  jury  might  find  to  have  been  tbe  past  or  to 
be  the  present  motives  of  the  owner,  yet  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  rule  Is  the  same  for  a  boundary 
fence  unnecessarily  built  more  than  6  feet  high 
contrary  to  tbe  provisions  of  the  statute.  Rideout 
V.  Knox.  148  Mass.  368. 2  L.  K.  A.  81. 

In  an  action  for  Illegally  maintaining  a  fence 
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contrary  to  provisions  of  the  above  statute,  the 
fence  must  have  been  erected  or  maintained  from 
an  actual  malevolent  motive,  as  distinguished 
from  mere  technical  malice,  without  which  It 
would  not  have  been  erected  or  maintained,  in 
order  to  render  it  a  nuisance;  and  if  such  extra 
height  is  necessary,  for  any  reasou,  there  is  no 
nuisance  created,  and  therefore  no  liability,  and 
in  such  a  case  tbe  owner  is  at  liberty  to  think  for 
himself  and  act  on  his  own  opinion.  Rideout  y. 
Knox,  148  Mass.  868, 2  L.  R.  A  8L 

Malevolence  must  be  the  dominating  motive,  a 
motive  without  which  the  fence  would  not  have 
been  built  or  maintained.  A  man  cannot  be  pun- 
ished for  malevolently  maintaining  a  fence  for  the 
purpose  of  annoying  his  neighbor,  merely  because 
he  feels  pleasure  at  t  be  thought  of  his  giving  annoy- 
ance, if  that  pleasure  alone  would  not  induce  him 
to  maintain  it,  and  If  he  would  maintain  it  even  If 
that  pleasure  be  denied  him.  Rideout  v.  Knox, 
148  Mass.  £68,  2  L.  R.  A.  81. 

If  the  motives  of  the  defendant  in  allowing  the 
fence  to  stand  are  malicious  the  defendant  may  be 
liable  although  he  has  done  nothing  upon  It  since 
the  passing  of  the  statute.  Smith  v.  Morse,  148 
Mass.  407,  Following  Rideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass.  8^ 
2L.R.A.81. 

Even  though  tbe  word  *^nulsanoe**  is  used  in  1 1 
of  Mass.  Stat.  1887,  yet  It  in  no  sense  creates  an 
easement  In  favor  of  plaintiff,  but  only  makes  it 
unlawful  to  do  malevolently  what  the  defendant 
still  has  a  right  to  do  from  other  motives.  Smith 
V.  Morse.  148  Mass.  407. 

The  right  of  action  given  by  §  2,  Mass.  Stat.  1887, 
to  an  **owner  or  occupant  injured  either  in  hla 
comfort  or  the  enjoyment  of  his  estate  by  such 
nuisance,  ^'means  that  the  owners  may  have  an  ac- 
tion under  some  circumstances  although  not  in 
occupation.    Smith  v.  Morse,  148  Mass.  407. 

If  the  jury  upon  a  view  of  the  fence  in  question 
are  able  to  say  that  it  would  have  the  effect  of  di- 
minishing tbe  rent,  or  make  it  more  difficult  to  let 
the  premises,  and  so  be  an  injury  to  the  comfort 
or  the  enjoyment  of  his  estate,  what  they  see  is 
evidence  m  the  case.  Smith  v.  Morse,  148  Mass. 
407. 

Where  the  action  was  brought  by  the  owner, 
who  had  never  occupied  the  premises,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  of  injury  other  than  that  gathered 
by  the  jury  from  a  view  of  the  premises,  it  was 
held  that  the  comfort  or  enjoyment  which  must 
be  enjoined  must  be  comfort  or  enjoyment  in  the  use 
of  the  premises,  and  that  it  is  not  enough  that  the 
owner  not  in  occupation  was  d1stiirt)ed  in  his  mind 
when  ho  thought  about  the  fence,  although  an 
owner  might  suffer  an  actionable  injury,  as  if  the 
fence  was  likely  to  diminish  his  rents  or  to  mako 
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Whatever  a  man  has  a  legal  right  to  do,  he 
fuaj  do  with  impunity,  regardless  of  his  im- 
proper motives. 

Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W,  dt  C.  R  Co.  v.  Bingham, 
139  Ohio  St.  869,  28  Am.  Rep.  751. 

Messrs.  C.  J.  Estep  and  S.  S.  Ford,  for 
•defendant  in  error: 

If  one  does  an  act.  wholly  on  his  own  land, 
legal  but  prejudicial  to  his  neighbor,  not  for 
his  own  ornament,  but  through  unmixed  mal- 
ice to  his  neighbor,  then  he  has  done  an  in- 
jurv  which  is  actionable. 

Chesley  v.  King.  74  Me.  164;  Chasemore  v. 
Hiehards,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  387;  GreenUaf  v. 
Francis,  18  Pick.  117;  Roath  v.  Driscoll,  20 
Conn.  533,  52  Am.  Dec.  352;  Peek  v.  Bowman, 
22  Ohio  L.  J.lll;  Burke  v.Bmiih.i^^  Mich.  895. 

Biirket«  J.  .delivered theopinionof  the  court; 
The  only  question  in  this  case  arises  upon 


the  following  findings  of  fact  by  the  circuit 
court: 

"Said  structure  was  erected  upon  the  land 
of  the  defendant  and  belonged  to  him.  The 
structure  was  erected  by  said  defendant  from 
motives  of  unmixed  malice  toward  said  plain- 
tiff, and  for  no  useful  or  ornamental  purposes 
of  the  property  of  said  defendant" 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  person  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  interfered  with  in  this  case,  so  that  we 
have  for  consideration  only  the  riehts  of  prop- 
erly. 

The  fence  complained  of  is  upon  the  land  of 
the  defendant  and  belongs  to  him.  Plaintiff 
fails  to  aver,  and  the  court  fails  to  find,  that 
she  has  any  right  to  or  upon  the  lot  of  defend- 
ant below  by  contract,  statute,  or  any  other 
way  l^nown  to  the  law  for  acquiring  a  right 
to,  in,  or  upon  lands,  unless  such  right  may 
be  acquired   by,  and  transferred  to,   her  by 


It  more  difficult  to  get  tenants,  the  injury  to  his 
comfort  or  the  enjoyment  of  bis  estate  on  account 
of  that  reasonable  anticipation  beinff  within  the 
act.   Smith  v.  Morse,  148  Mass.  407. 

Where  the  husband  participated  in  erecting  a 
lawful  fence  upon  his  wife^  land  at  a  greater 
taeljrht  than  declared  by  Mass.  Stat.  1887.  it  was 
heid  that  he  was  not  liable  to  a  prosecution  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  for  erecting  or  maintain- 
ing the  nuisance  no  matter  what  his  intentions 
might  be,  and  that  such  fact  did  not  prove  tbe 
erection  of  the  fence.  Hideout  v.Knor,  148  Mass. 
a68,2L.K.  A.8L 

In  Rice  V.  Moorehouse,  IBO  Mass.  488,  defendant 
was  sued  for  unnecessarily  maintaining  a  fence 
over  6  feet  in  height  for  the  purpose  of  annoying 
the  plaintiff.  The  facte  showed  that  the  fence,  at 
the  time  of  action  brought,  was  16  feet  In  height, 
but  that  between  such  time  and  the  trial  the  de- 
fendant cut  it  down  to  7i  feet,  and  therefore  con- 
tended that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  or- 
^ring  the  abatement  of  such  a  fence  was  wrong. 
Tbe  court  held  that,  by  reducing  the  height  of  the 
fence  either  before  or  after  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant  did  not  prevent  the  court  from  exercising  its 
discretion,  the  facts  showing  that  the  defendant 
unneceasarily  and  for  the  purpose  of  annoyance 
maintained  tbe  fence,  tbe  maintenance  of  an  un- 
lawful structure  giving  the  court  Jurisdiction  of 
which  the  defendant  couid  not  deprive  it  by  mak- 
ing alterations  either  material  or  Immaterial  in 
that  wliloh  constituted  the  nuisance. 

In  Spaulding  v.  Smith,  163  Mass.  643,  action  was 
brought  under  the  above  statute.  The  facts 
showed  that  the  fence  was  not  a  boundary  one  t>e- 
tween  the  lots  of  the  parties,  but  was  upon  the  op- 
posite side  of  the  highway  at  least  21  feet  from  the 
nearest  part  of  the  land  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
eeparated  from  all  his  land  which  was  not  a  part 
of  the  highway  by  a  space  42  feet  wide.  Tbe  court 
heM  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  as 
tke  fence  was  not  situated  with  reference  to  the 
land  of  the  adjoining  owner  wbo  complained  of  it 
as  a  private  nuisance  so  as  to  be  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  tbat  to  hold  such  a  fence 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  would  be  a 
greater  limitation  of  the  rights  of  owners  than  tbe 
legislature  intended  to  impose. 

By  N.  H.  Pub.  Stat.  ed.  1801.  chap.  143,  i  28,  p.  896, 
It  is  provided:  ^'Any  fence  or  other  structure  in 
the  nature  of  a  fenoe,  unnecessarily  exceeding  5 
feet  in  height,  erected  or  maintained  for  the  pur- 
pose of  annoying  the  owners  or  occupants  of  ad- 
joining property,  shall  be  deemed  a  private  nui- 
sance.** And  by  §  29  of  the  same,  ''any  owner  or 
occupant,  injured  either  in  bis  odmfort  or  tbe  en- 
joyment of  his  estate  by  such  nuisance,  may  have  an 
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action  of  tort  for  tbe  damage  sustained  thereby;** 
and  §30  of  the  same  provides  that  'if  the  plaintilT 
recovers  judgment  in  the  action,  the  defendant 
shall  cause  the  removal  of  the  nuisance  within 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  for 
each  day  he  shall  permit  the  nuisance  to  remain, 
after  the  expiration  of  said  thirty  days,  he  shall  in- 
cur  a  penalty  of  flO  for  the  use  of  the  party  in- 
jured.** 

Where  the  structure  complained  of  was  about  20 
feet  long,  11  feet  high,  and  had  been  erected  for 
some  ten  years,  and  plaintiff  complained  tbat  it 
excluded  the  light  and  air,  obstructed  the  view, 
and  was  maintained  by  the  defendant  for  tbe  pur- 
poses of  annoyance,  and  tbe  defendant  claimed  to 
have  maintained  the  structure  as  a  sign  board  for 
his  furniture  store,  and  as  a  support  against  which 
to  pile  his  furniture,  and  that  it  was  useful  to  him, 
and  the  court  charged,  in  substance,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  if  he  was  actuated  by  two  mo- 
tives, one  of  annoyance  and  the  other  of  utility,  if 
the  former  was  the  controlling  one,--it  was  held 
that  tbe  charge  was  sufflcieniiy  favorable  to  the 
plaintiffs.  Hunt  v.  Coggin,  66  N.  H.  140,  decided 
under  chap.  91  of  the  Laws  of  1887. 

By  6  4697,  chap.  183,  title  31,  Vt.  Sut.  ed.  1894,  p. 
843,  it  is  provided:  *^No  person  shall  erect  or  main- 
tain an  unnecessary  fence  or  other  structure,  more 
than  6  feet  in  height,  for  the  purpose  of  annoying 
the  owners  of  adjoining  property  by  obstructing 
their  view  or  depriving  them  of  light  or  air;  and 
the  selectmen,  if  the  owner  thereof  fails,  after 
twenty-four  hours  notice  from  them,  to  remove 
such  fence,  or  structure,  may  enter  and  remove 
the  same  at  the  own6r*s  expense;**  and  8  4608  pro- 
vides: **If  a  person  violates  the  provisions  of  the 
preceding  section  he  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$100." 

Where  tbe  fence  was  erected  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  preventing  the  plaintiff  using  a  way, 
thereby  causing  him  damage,  and  the  village  trus- 
tees, upon  bis  application,  consented  to  have  the 
way  declared  a  public  highway  if  he  would  pay  tbe 
defendant  land  damages,  it  was  heid  in  an  action 
brought  by  plaintiff  for  otwtruccing  the  way  that 
the  amount  so  paid  could  not  be  recovered  from 
defendant.    Holmes  v.  Fuller,  68  Vt.  207. 

By  HilPs  Annotated  Statutes  and  Codes  of  Wash- 
ington,  vol.  2,  ed.  1891.  title  6,  chap.  8,  §  868,  p.  154, 
it  is  provided  an  injunction  may  k>e  granted  to  re- 
strain tbe  malicious  erection,  by  any  owner  or 
leraee  of  land,  of  any  structure  intended  to  spite, 
injure,  or  annoy  an  adjoining  proprietor.  And 
where  any  owner  or  lessee  of  land  is  mHliciously 
erecting  such  a  structure  with  such  intent  a  man- 
datory injunction  will  lie  to  compel  its  abatement 
and  removal  B.  W. 
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means  of  the  aforesaid  "motives  of  unmixed 
malice."  This  is  a  manner  of  acquiring  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  transferring  on  the  other, 
a  right  to  property  unknown  to  the  law. 

But  it  is  urged  in  her  behalf,  that  even  If  she 
had  no  right  of  property,  and  even  if  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  lot,  that  he  could  not  use  his 
own  land  for  the  purpose  of  erecfing  struc- 
tures thereon  which  subserve  no  useful  or  or- 
namental purpose,  and  are  erected  through 
motives  of  unmixed  malice  towards  his  ad- 
join log  neighbor. 

It  is  and' must  be  conceded  that  he  might, 
by  erecting  a  building  on  his  lot,  shut  off 
her  li^ht  and  air  to  exactly  the  same  extent 
as  is  done  by  this  fence,  and  that  in  such  case 
she  would  be  without  right,  and  without 
remedy,  even  though  done  with  the  same 
feelings  of  malice  as  induced  him  to  erect 
the  fence;  thus  making  his  acts  lawful  when 
the  malice  is  seasoned  with  profit,  or  some 
show  of  profit  to  himself,  and  unlawful  when 
his  malice  is  unmixed  with  profit,  the  injury 
or  inconvenience  to  her,  meanwhile,  remain- 
ing the  same  in  both  cases.  If  through 
feelings  of  malice  he  desires  to  shut  the 
light  and  air  from  her  windows,  it  is  noth- 
ing to  her  whether  he  makes  a  profit  or  loss 
thereby.  Her  injury  is  no  greater  and  no  less 
in  ihe  one  case  than  in  the  other.  As  to  her  it 
is  the  effect  of  the  act,  and  not  the  motive.  In 
effect  he  has  the  rieht  to  shut  off  the  light  and 
air  from  her  windows  by  a  building  on  his 
own  premises,  and  she  is  not  in  effect  con- 
cerned in  the  means  by  which  such  effect  is 
produced,  whether  by  a  building  or  other 
structure;  nor  is  she  concerned  as  to  the  mo- 
tive, nor  as  to  whether  he  makes  or  loses  by 
the  operation.  In  the  one  case  she  might  have 
a  strong  suspicion  of  his  malice,  while  in  the 
other  such  suspicion  would  be  ripened  into  a 
certainty.  But  this  is  nothing  to  her  as  af- 
fecting a  property  light.  As  long  as  he  keeps 
on  his  own  property,  and  causes  an  effect  on 
her  property  which  he  has  a  right  to  cause, 
she  has  no  legal  right  to  complain  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  effect  is  produced,  and 
to  permit  her  to  do  so  would  not  be  enforcing 
a  right  of  property,  but  a  rule  of  morals.  It 
would  be  controlling  and  directing  his  moral 
conduct  by  a  suit  in  equity,  by  an  injunc- 
tion. 

To  permit  a  man  to  cause  a  certain  injurious 
effect  upon  the  premises  of  his  neighbor  by  the 
erection  of  a  structure  on  his  own  premises  if 
such  structure  is  beneficial  or  ornamental,  and 
to  prohibit  him  from  causing  the  same  effect 
in  case  the  structure  is  neither  beneficial  nor 
ornamental,  bat  erected  from  motives  of  pure 
malice,  is  not  protecting  a  legal  right,  but  is 
controllinff  his  moral  conduct.  In*'  this  state 
a  man  is  free  to  direct  his  moral  conduct  as  he 
pleases,  in  so  far  as  he  is  not  restrained  by 
statute.  But  it  is  said  that  such  acU  are  of- 
fensive to  the  principles  of  equity.  Not  so. 
There  is  no  conflict  between  law  and  equity  in 
our  practice,  and  what  a  man  may  lawfully  do 
cannot  be  prohibited  as  inequitable.  It  may 
be  immoral,  and  shock  our  notions  of  fair- 
ness, but  what  the  law  permits,  equity  toler- 
ates. It  would  be  much  more  inequitable  and 
intolerable  to  allow  a  man's  neighbors  to  ques- 
tion his  motives  every  time  that  he  should  un- 
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dertake  to  erect  a  structure  upon  his  own 
premises,  and  drag  him  before  a  court  of 
equity  to  ascertain  whether  he  is  about  to  erect 
the  structure  for  ornament  or  profit,  or  through 
motives  of  unmixed  malice. 

The  case  is  not  like  annoying  a  neighbor  by 
means  of  causing  smoke,  gas,  noisome  smells, 
or  noises  to  enter  his  premises,  thereby  caus- 
ing injury.  In  such  cases  something  is  pro- 
duced on  one's  own  premises  and  conveyed  to 
the  premises  of  another;  but  in  this  case  noth- 
ing is  sent,  but  the  air  and  light  are  withheld. 
A  man  may  be  compelled  to  keep  his  gas, 
smoke,  odors,  and  noise  at  home,  but  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  send  his  light  and  air  abroad. 
Muilen  T.  Strieker,  19  Ohio  St.  185.  2  Am. 
Hep.  879. 

If  smoke,  gas,  offensive  odors,  or  noise  pass 
from  one's  own  premises  to  or  upon  the  prem- 
ises of  another  to  his  injury,  an  action  will  lie 
therefor,  even  though  the  smoke,  gas,  odor,  or 
noise  should  t>e  caused  by  the  lawful  business 
operations  of  defendant  and  with  the  best  of 
motives.    Broom,  Legal  Maxims.  872. 

In  such  cases  it  is  the  effect  or  injury,  and 
not  the  motive,  that  is  regarded.  The  true 
test  is.  whether  anything  recognized  by  law 
as  injurious  passes  from  the  premises  of 
one  neighbor  to  that  of  another.  Anything 
so  passing  invades  the  legal  rights  of  him 
whose  premises  it  reaches,  and  such  rights  will 
be  protected.  But  courts  cannot  regulate  or 
control  the  moral  conduct  of  a  man,  unless  au> 
thorized  so  to  do  by  statute. 

The  following  cases,  cited  by  plaintiff  in 
error,  bear  more  or  less  upon  the  question  in- 
volved in  this  case,  and  seem  to  produce  & 
decided  weight  of  authority  in  his  favor; 
Frazier  y.  Broicn,  12  Ohio  8t.  294;  Falloon  v. 
SchiUing,  29  Kan.  292,  44  Am.  Rep.  642; 
Mahan  v.  Brown,  18  Wend.  261,  28  Am.  Dec. 
461;  GreenUafv.  Francis,  18  Pick.  128;  Ohai- 
field  V.  WiUon.  28  Vt.  49. 

The  following  additional  authorities  are  to 
the  same  effect:  Gould,  Waters,  ^  380,  citing 
Gliatemore  v.  Richards,  7  H.  L.  Gas.  349:  Dickin- 
son V.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Go,  7  Exch.  282; 
Acton  V.  Blundell,  12  Mees.  &  W.  824;  Hammond 
V.  Hall,10  Sim.  552;  Cooper  v.  ^rfttfr,  3  Taunt. 
99;  Balston  v.  Bensted,  1  Campb.  463;  Qalgaff 
V.  Great  Southern  A  Western  B.  Co,  4  Ir.  C. 
L.  Hep.  456;  Chase  v.  Silterstor,e,  62  Me.  176^ 
16  Am.  Rep.  419;  Boath  v.  DriseoU,  20  Conn. 
538,  62  Am.  Dec.  852;  Brown  y.  lUius,  27 
Conn.  84,  71  Am.  Dec.  49;  Ocean  Grove  Camp 
Ifeeting  Aftso,  v.  Aibvry  Park  Comrs.  40  N.  J. 
£q.  447;  Taylor  v.  Fiekas,  64  Ind.  167.  81  Am. 
Rep.  114;  Delhi  v.  Toumans,  45  N.  Y.  862,  6 
Am.  Rep.  100;  Dexter  v.  Providence  Agvedvei 
Co.  1  Story,  887;  Wheatley  v.  Baugh,  25  Pa. 
528,  04  Am.  Dec.  721.  note;  Hough's  Appeal, 
102  Pa.  42.  48  Am.  Rep.  198,  note;  Haldeman 
V.  Brvckhnrt,  45  Pa.  614,  84  Am.  Dec  511; 
Coleman  v.  Chadwick,  80  Pa.  81, 21  Am.  Rep. 
98;  Trout  v.  McDonald,  88  Pa.  146;  Lybe^s 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  626.  51  Am.  Rep.  542;  Smith 
y.  Adams,  6  Paige.  485;  Elster  y.  Springrfield, 
49  Ohio  8t  82;  Ellis  v.  Duncan,  cited  in  29 
N.  Y.  466;  BadcliffY.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  196, 
200,  58  Am.  Dec.  857;  PisOey  y.  Clark,  85  N. 
Y.  520,  91  Am.  Dec.  72;  Goodnle  v.  TuiOe,  89 
N.  Y.  466;  Bliss  v.  Gredey,  46  N.  Y.  671,  5 
Am.  Rep.  157;  Clark  y.  Conroe,  88  Yt.  469; 
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Taylor  ▼.  Welch,  6  Or.  198;  Motier  v.  OaldweU, 
7  Nev.  888;  New  Albany  d  8,  B.  Oo.  v.  Peter- 
ed, 14  Ind.  112,  77  Am.  Dec.  60;  Baseett  y. 
BalMntry  Mfg.  Co,  48  N.  H.  678,  82  Am.  Dec. 
179;  \Kinnaird  v.  Standard  (HI  Co.  89  Ey.  468, 
7  L.  R.  A.  451],  80  Cent  L.  J.  269,  28  Am. 
L.  Rev.  876;  Davis  y.  Afong,  5  Haw.  216. 

The  defendant  in  error  cites  the  cases  re- 
viewed in  Fraeier  v.  Broum,  12  Ohio  St  294, 
and  also  the  case  of  Btirfoe  v.  Smithy  69  Me. 
895.  Most  of  the  cases  cited  are  cases  arising 
out  of  interference  with  wells,  springs,  and 
percolating  waters;  such  cases  bear  but  slightly 
upon  the  question.  The  Michigan  case  is  sub- 
stantially like  the  case  under  consideration. 
In  that  case  the  lower  court  enjoined  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  judgment  was  affirmed  by 
an  equally  divided  court.  The  syllabus  says 
that  the  court  being  equally  divided,  nothing 
is  decided.  As  nothing  was  decided,  the  cai«e 
is  not  an  authority  on  either  side  of  the  ques- 
tion. 

But  it  is  strongly  urged  by  counsel  for  de- 
fendant in  error,  that  the  maxim,  "Enjoy  your 
own  property  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  in- 
jure that  of  another  person,"  applies  in  such 
cases  as  this,  and  that  as  it  must  be  conceded 
that  the  fence  in  question  is  an  injury  to  the 
property  of  defendant  in  error,  that  his  acts 
are  in  conflict  with  the  above  maxim. 

At  first  blush  this  would  seem  to  be  so,  but 
a  careful  consideration  shows  the  contrary. 
The  maxim  if  a  very  old  one,  and  states  the 
law  too  broadly.  In  this  case,  for  iostaoce, 
it  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  had 
the  right  to  enioy  his  property  by  erecting  a 
house  so  as  to  Jo  the  same  injury  which  was 
done  by  the  fence,  and  that  while  that  would 
be  an  injury  to  the  property  of  defendant  in 


error,  she  would  be  without  remedy,  and  his 
act  in  erecting  such  house  would  not  t)e  re- 
garded as  violating  the  maxim. 

In  Jeffries  v.  Williams,  5  Exch.  797,  it  was 
claimed,  and  in  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  dh  C.  B.  Co. 
V.  Bingham,  29  Ohio  St  869, 23  Am.  Rep.  751, 
it  was  held,  that  the  true  and  legal  meaning 
of  the  maxim  is,  "So  use  your  own  property 
as  not  to  injure  the  rights  of  another."  Bovn- 
ton,  J. ,  in  that  case,  savs:  "Where  no  right  has 
been  invaded,  although  one  may  have  injured 
another,  no  liability  has  been  incurred.  Any 
other  rule  would  be  manifesiiy  wronj^."  The 
maxim  should  be  limited  to  causing  injury  to 
the  rights  of  another,  rather  than  to  the  prop 
erty  of  another,  because  for  an  injury  to  the 
rights  of  another  there  is  always  a  remedy,  but 
there  may  be  injuries  to  the  property  of  an- 
other for  which  there  is  no  remedy,  as  in  drain- 
ing a  spring  or  well,  or  cutting  off  light  and 
air  or  a  pleasant  view  by  the  ereciion  of  build- 
ings, and  many  other  cases  which  might  be 
cited. 

Thus  limiting  the  maxim  to  the  rights  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  it  is  plain  that  the  acts  of 
plaintiff  in  error  in  the  use  which  he  made  of 
his  property  did  not  injure  any  legal  right  of 
her$,  and  that  therefore  what  he  did  was  not 
in  violation  uf  such  maxim. 

The  circuit  court  erred  in  overruling  the  de- 
murrer to  the  petition,  and  in  rendering  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  defendant  in  error  upon  the 
facts  as  found  by  the  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Courtis  therefore 
reversed,  and  proceeding  to  render  such  iudg- 
ment  as  the  Circuit  Court  should  have  rendered 
upon  the  facts  found,  the  petition  of  plaintiff 
below  is  dismissed  at  her  cost. 
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A  piiblie  oflloer  r^oekTing  fees  to  which 
hie  ie  not  entitled*  from  a  party  whom  he 
knows  to  1)6  Ignorant  of  the  law,  witboutlnform- 
ingr  him  that  be  was  not  tiound  to  pay,  receives 
money  f  rauduleotly,  and  Is  liable  to  an  action  for 
money  bad  and  received. 

(December  18, 1807.) 

EXCEPTIONS  bv  plaintiff  to  rulings  of  the 
Bupreme  Judicial  Court  for  Androscogsrio 
Oountv  made  during  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  back  money  which  plaintiff 
had  paid  defendant  as  fees  for  burial  permits. 
Sustained. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  J.  O.  Chabott  for  plaintiff: 
The  money  was  paid  under  a  mistake  of 

NovB.— As  to  extortion  by  officers,  see  Bracken- 
ridge  V.  State  (Tsz.  App.)  4L.  K.  A.  80Q,  and  cases 
In  fiote  thereto. 
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fact;  plaintiff  acting  under  the  belief  that  it 
was  the  rule  for  the  undertaker  to  pay  for  such 
recording. 

Evans  v.  Hvghes  County,  8  8.  D.  244;  15 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  645,  note  2. 

Money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  may  be 
recovered  l)ack. 

Baven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  189,  19  Am.  Dec. 
858;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  227,  and 
cases  note  1:  Chiitv,  Contr.  5th  Am.  ed.  683, 
664,  note;  Ooodspeed  v.  Fuller,  46  Me.  150,  71 
Am.  Dec  672;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  128. 

Even  if  mistake  arises  from  negligence  of 
plaintiff. 

1  Parsons,  Contr.  482;  Appleton  Bank  y.  M-' 
Qilvray,  4  Gray,  522, 64  Am.  Dec.  92;  Quimhi/ 
V.  Carr,  7  Allen.  417. 

Or  he  might  have  discovered  or  known  the 
facts  by  using  all  the  means  of  information  ai 
his  commancf. 

Douglas  County  v.  KeUer,  48  Neb.  685. 

He  can  recover  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  neg 
ligent  failure  to  use  the  means  of  knowledge 
opened  to  him. 

Indianapolis  v.  McAvoy,  86  Ind.  587,  and 
cases  cited  in  18  Am.  &Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  226, 
notel. 
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This  kind  of  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceive is  a  most  liberal  action,  and  may  be  aa 
comprehensive  as  a  bill  in  equity. 

Keene  v.  Sage,  75  Me.  140;  HcUl  v.  Afarston, 
17  Mass.  575;  Dana  v.  Ketnble,  17  Pick.  549: 
2  Greenl.  E\r.  §  117;  Northrop  v.  Graves,  19 
Conn.  548,  50  Am.  Dec.  264. 

And  lies  for  the  recovery  of  money  which  in 
equity,  justice,  and  good  conscience  belongs  to 
plaintiff,  and  which  defendant  ought  not  un- 
der all  the  circumstances  to  retain. 
mijawson  V.  Lawson,  16  Gratt.  230,  80  Am. 
Dec.  102;  Nortm  v.  Harden,  15  Me.  46.  32 
Am.  Dec.  132;  Brady  v.  HorV'ith,  64  III.  App. 
254;  Freeman  v.  Curtis,  51  Me.  143,  81  Am. 
Dec.  584;  HealepY,  United  States,  29  Ct.  CI.  115; 
Eatxn  V.  Foster,  9  Pick.  130,  19  Am.  Dec. 
853. 

No  demand  before  bringing  action  is  neces- 
sary. 

Sturgis  v.  Preston,  134  Mass.  373;  Atoore  v. 
Moore,  127  Mass.  23. 

In  this  state  the  rule  is  stated  that  when 
money  claimed  as  rightfully  due  is  paid  volun- 
tarily and  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts, 
it  cannot  be  recovered  back,  when  the  party  to 
whom  it  has  been  paid  can  in  good  conscience 
«nd  equity  retain  it. 

Smith  V.  Read  field,  27  Me.  147;  Fellows  v. 
&ihool  Dist.  No.  8,  39  Me.  561;  Brisbane  ^r. 
Baeres,  5  Taunt.  144;  Parker  v.  Lancaster,  84 
Me.  515. 

In  one  sense  a  person  may  be  said  always  to 
have  the  means  of  knowledge.  He  may  have 
access  to  books  and  to  the  assistance  and  in- 
structions of  his  fellow  men.  But  those  means 
are  not  such  as  the  law  contemplates  and  re- 
quires. 

Norton  v.  Harden,  15  Me.  45,  82  Am.  Dec. 
132. 

Having  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  real 
facts  is  not  the  same  as  actual  knowledge  of 
them. 

3  Greenl.  Ev.  15th  ed.  §  123  note  A. 

Mistake  of  law  is  an  erroneous  conclusion  as 
to  the  legal  eGTect  of  known  facts. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  634,  and  cases 
<5ited. 

Mistake  of  law  constitutes  a  mistake  only 
when  it  arises  from,  (1)  a  misapprehension  of 
the  law  by  all  parties,  all  supposing  that  they 
knew  and  understood  it  and  all  making  the 
same  mistake  as  to  the  law;  or  (2)  a  misappre- 
hension of  the  law  by  one  party  of  which  *the 
•others  are  aware  at  the  time  of  contracting, 
but  which  they  do  not  rectify. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  635,  note; 
United  States  v.  Harlow,  132  U.  S.  271,  38  L. 
«d.  346,  notes. 

Where  money  has  been  paid  under  a  mistake 
of  law  and  fn<ts.  relief  will  be  grantcKl,  espe- 
cially if  the  opposite  party  will  not  thereby  be 
injured. 

Lane  v.  Holmes,  55  Minn.  379;  Freeman  v. 
CurtU,  51  Ihr  140,  81  Am.  Dec.  564;  Benson 
v.  Markoe,  37  Minn.  30. 

If  one  party  is  mistaken  as  to  the  law,  and 
the  other,  with  knowledge,  contracts  with  him, 
knowing  that  he  is  proceeding  upon  a  mistake 
in  law,  tfiere  might  arise  a  consideration  of 
fraud  in  his  taking  advantage  of  the  other's 
mistake. 

Benson  v.  Monroe,  7  Gush.  131,  54  Am,  Dec. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


716;  PmeU  ▼.  amith,  L.  R  14  Eq.  85;  18  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  226,  notes;  Biggins  y. 
Menden/iali,  51  Iowa,  135;  Whdenifs  Appeal, 
70  Pa.  425;  Hardigree  v.  Miichum,  61  Ala.  154; 
Metropolitan  Bank^.  Godfrey,  23  111.  579;  StaU 
▼.  Paup,  18  Ark.  129, 56  Am.  Dec.  803;  Benard 
V.  Clink,  91  Mich.  1;  2  GreenL  £y.  g§  190, 
121,  cases  cited. 

There  was  a  marked  disparity  in  the  posi- 
tion and  means  of  knowledge  of  the  parties, 
and  therefore  thej  were  not  on  equal  footing, 
and  money  so  paid  cannot  in  good  conscience 
and  equity  be  retained,  no  rights  of  third 
parties  having  intervened. 

Jordan  v.  Stevens,  51  Me.  81,  81  Am.  Dec. 
556;  Northrop  v.  Graves,  19  Conn.  548,  50  Am. 
Dec.  265. 

As  between  the  parties,  no  distinction  should 
be  made  between  mistake  of  law  and  mistake 
of  facts. 

Jordan  y.  Stevens,  51  Me.  80,  81  Am.  Dec. 
556:  Northrovy.  Graves,  19  Conn.  648, 50  Am. 
Dec.  265. 

Defendant  was  a  public  officer  duljr  sworn 
to  do  his  duty  to  and  with  the  public  with 
whom  he  was  dealing,  by  virtue  of  his  office; 
he  was  presumed  to  know  his  duty,  to  execute 
it  with  justice  and  honesty,  and,  by  continu- 
ing to  take  and  receive  plaintiff's  money  for 
each  and  every  burial  permit,  his  continued 
silence  there  was  equivalent  to  deceit  and 
fraud. 

SartweU  v.  Eorton,  28  Vt.  873;  Walker  y. 
Ham,  2  N.  H.  288;  Carew  v.  Butherford,  106 
Mass.  12,  8  Am.  Rep.  287;  American  Exeh.  F, 
Ins,  Go,  v.  Britton,  8  Boew.  148;  Laterrade  y. 
Kaiser,  15  La.  Aon.  296. 

Defendant  was  bound  in  duty  and  conscience 
to  disclose  the  fact  to  plaintiff,  and  cannot  re- 
tain money  so  received. 

Fears  v.  A^m,  69  Tex.  487;  8  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  644,  655,  and  notes;  Laidlaw  v. 
Organ,  15  U.  S.  2  Wheat.  178,  4  L.  ed.  214; 
Paddock  v.  Strobridge,  29  Vt.  470;  Plant- 
ers*  Bank  v.  Neely,  7  How.  (Miss.)  95,  40  Am. 
Dec.  51;  Cosby  v.  Buchanan,  90  U.  8.  420, 
23  L.  ed.  138;  Cleaveland  y.  Smia,  182  U.  8. 
318,  33  L.  ed.  384,  and  notes. 

Metisrs.  W.  H.  Newell  and  W.  B.  Skel- 
ton  for  defendant. 

Savai^e,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  is  an  undertaker.  The  defend- 
ant is  city  clerk  of  the  city  of  Lewiston. 
The  plaintiff  sues  in  this  action,  for  money  had 
and  received,  to  recover  back  fees  paid  to  the 
defendant  for  376  burial  permits  issued  under 
the  provisions  of  Pub.  Laws  1S91,  chap.  118. 
as  amended  by  Pub.  Laws  1895,  chap.  154. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence, 
the  presiding  justice  directed  a  nonsuit,  to 
which  ruling  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

By  statute,  the  fees  of  city  clerks  for  issuing 
burial  permits  are  to  be  paid  by  the  cities  and 
towns;  and  it  was  admitted  that  **the  defend- 
ant was  paid  his  legal  fees  by  the  city  of  Lewis- 
ton  for  all  the  burial  permits  mentioned  in  this 
action  prior  to  March,  1896." 

Assuming,  as  we  must,  that  the  plaintiff's 
evidence  was  true,  the  case  discloses  the 
following  facts:  The  plaintiff  paid  the  money 
sued  for  to  the  defendant,  as  fees  for  burial 
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"permits  issued  by  him.  A  fee  of  25  cents  was 
paid  each  time  the  plaintiff  bad  occasion  to 
re^aire  a  permit.  The  plaintiff  did  not  know 
that  the  statute  required  the  city  to  pay  the 
«ity  clerk  for  his  services  in  issuing  permits, 
nor  that  the  defendant  was  being  paid  by  the 
<;ity  for  the  same.  The  defendant  received 
and  kept  the  money,  and  did  not  inform  the 
plaintiff  that  the  city  was  bound  to  pay,  or 
was  paying,  his  legal  fees.  The  evidence  does 
not  show  that  the  defendant  demanded  pay  of 
the  plaintiff,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuing  of 
the  permits;  but  the  defendant's  predecessor 
in  office  asked  the  plaintiff  to  pay  for  such 
permits,  which  he  did,  and  he  ''supposed  it  was 
the  same  rule,  and  paid  him  [the  defendant] 
right  aloD^."  From  these  facts  it  can  hardly 
be  inferred  that  the  defendant  thought  these 
payments  were  gratuities,  and  we  are  satisfied 
that  he  must  have  known  that  the  plaintiff  paid 
these  fees  because  he  supposed  he  was  bound  to. 
It  is  clearly  a  case  of  payments  made  in  igno- 
rance of  the  law,  and  the  defendant  relies  upon 
the  well-settled  rule  that  voluntary  payments, 
tnade  with  full  knowlege  of  all  the  facts,  but 
tinder  a  mistake  or  through  ignorance  of  the 
Jaw,  cannot  be  recovered.  NarrU  v.  Blethen, 
19  Me.  348. 

The  defendant  is  a  public  officer,  and,  though 
be  did  not  expressly  demand  the  payment  of 
these  fees,  he  took  them,  knowing  that  the 
plaintiff  was  acting  upon  a  mistaken  view  of 
his  legal  rights.  The  parties  did  not  stand  upon 
a  level.  The  defendant  was  in  a  position  where 
the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  relying  upon  his 
conduct.  A  public  officer  must  deal  fairly 
with  the  public.  8ome  courts  have  sustained 
actions  like  this  on  the  ground  of  public  policy. 
In  American  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Young,  89  Pa.  186,  33 
Am.  Rep.  748,  the  court  said  of  the  relations 
between  a  public  officer  and  the  public:  "He 
4ind  the  public  who  have  business  to  transact 
with  him  do  not  stand  upon  an  equal  footing. 
It  is  his  special  business  to  be  conversant  witli 
the  law  under  which  he  acts,  and  to  know 
precisely  how  much  he  is  authorized  to  demand 


for  his  services.  But  with  them  it  is  different. 
They  have  neither  the  time  nor  the  opportunity 
of  acquiring  the  information  necessary  to 
enable  them  to  know  whether  he  is  claiming 
too  much  or  not,  and  as  a  general  rule,  relying 
on  his  honesty  and  integrity,  they  acquiesce  in 
his  demands.^'  See  Baltimore  v.  Lefferman,  4 
Gill,  425.  45  Am.  Dec.  145,  note;  Walker  v. 
Ham,  2  N.  H.  238;  8tevenson  ▼.  Mortimer,  2 
Oowp.  805. 

But,  without  deciding  that  this  action  is 
maintainable  on  the  ground  of  public  policy, 
we  think  it  can  be  maintained  upon  another 
ground.  Whenever  a  payment  made  in  igno- 
rance of  the  law  is  induced  by  the  fraud  or  im- 
position of  the  other  party,  and  especially  if 
the  parties  are  not  upon  an  equal  footing,  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  it  back  is  maintainable.  Stover 
V.  P(W«.  67Me.  217;  SUlimany.  Winq,  7  Hill, 
159;  Bank  of  United  StaUa  v.  2)a/i?W,  12 
Pet.  32.  9  L.  ed.  989;  This  court  has  de- 
clared, in  Freeman  v.  Cartie,  51  Me.  140,  81 
Am.  Dec.  564.  and  in  <7brefa7i  v.  Stevens,  51  Me. 
78.  81  Am.  Dec.  556,  that  when  one  who  him- 
self knows  the  law,  and  knows  another  to  be 
ignorant^of  it,  takes  advantage  of  his  ignorance, 
it  may  be  regarded  as  fraud.  His  very  silence 
may  be  fraudulent.  Downing  v.  Dearborn,  77 
Me.  457. 

For  a  public  officer,  whose  fees,  by  law, 
are  to  be  paid  by  the  city,  and  are  paid  by  the 
city,  to  receive  fees  to  which  he  knows  he  is 
not  entitled,  and  which  he  knows  are  being 
paid  to  him  by  a  party  ignorant  of  the  law, 
who  would  not  pay  if  he  did  know  the  law,  and 
not  to  inform  him  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
pay,  is  fraudulent;  and  such  officer  should 
restore  the  money,  which  he  cannot  conscien- 
tiously retain.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be 
a  reproach  to  the  law. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  admis- 
sion of  the  defendant,  and  the  evidence  intro. 
duced  by  the  plaintiff,  brought  the  case  within 
this  rule,  and  that  the  order  directing  a  non- 
suit was  erroneous. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


KTERNATIONAL  FRATERNAL  ALLI- 
ANCE OF  BALTIMORE  CITY,  Appt, 

V. 

STATE  of  Maryland. 

(86  Md.  6G0.) 

!•  Policies  for  more  thitii  $  1 ,000  on  one 
life*  when  they  are  policies  of  Insurance  such 
asoo-operative  aasesemeot  assootations  issue,  and 
not  certiflcates  such  as  fraternal  beneflolary  as- 
sociacions  issue,  cannot  be  lawfully  issued  by  a 
oorporation  subject  to  Code,  9  128,  althou^rb  Its 
charter  provides,  not  only  for  insurance,  but 
**for  social  or  fraternal  beneQcial  purposes,  or 
both.»' 


Note.— For  certiflcates  of  bene Qt  societies  as  in- 
surance, see  note  to  Penn   Mut.   L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
MeohaniGS*  Savings  BanJ£  ft  T.  Co.  (a  C.  App.  6tb 
C.)88  L.R.A.8& 
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8.  A  corporation  having^  a  capital  stock 
in  which  many  members  do  not  share, 

andcooductlntr  business  for  the  pecuniary  benefit 
of  the  stockholders.  Is  not  actingr  ''for  the  sole 
benefit  of  Its  members  and  their  beneficiaries, 
and  not  for  profit,**  within  the  meantnir  of  Code, 
§  148e,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  issue  fraternal  bene- 
ficiary certificates. 

3.  Conditions  an d  limitations  attachinsr 
by  law^  to  the  exercise  of  any  ^ven  corporate 
purposes  cannot  be  destroyed  or  subverted  by 
combininffsuch  purposes  with  some  other,  under 
one  corporation. 

4.  Proceeding  to  forfeit  a  franchise 
are  not  excluded  by  Code,  art.  2S,  S  268, 
authorlzinflr  proceedinirs  to  restrain  an  assump- 
tion or  exercise  of  any  franchise,  liberty,  or  priv- 
ilege, or  the  transaction  of  unauthorized  busi- 
ness. 

6*   A  deliberate  attempt  by  a  corpora- 
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tlOB  to  evade  Uie  Insnraiice  law  of  the 

state  in  oae  of  its  most  important  proyisionsis 
ground  for  forfeiting  the  charter. 
6.  An  insurance  corporation  forfeits  its 
franchise  by  deliberately  exceeding  the 
amount  for  which  it  is  allowed  by  law  to  issue 
policies  on  any  one  life. 

(January  4, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City  an- 
nulling the  charter  of  defendant  for  doing  il- 
legal business.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Charles  Marshall,  John  Pren- 
tiss Poe*  and  Charles  L.  Wilson,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

None  of  the  alleged  grounds  of  forfeiture 
amount  to  either  an  abuse  or  misuse  of  the 
corporate  powers  of  the  appellant.  Abuse  or 
misuse  of  corporate  privileges  is  any  positive 
act  in  yiolalion  of  the  charter  and  in  deroga- 
tion of  public  right,  wilfully  done  or  caused  to 
be  done  by  those  appointed  to  manage  the 
general  concerns  of  the  corporation. 

Eris  dk  N,  E.  R.  Go,  v.  Casey,  26  Pa.  285. 

The  judgment  of  forfeiture  was  erroneous, 
for  the  reason  that  the  acts  complained  of  are 
not  alleged  to  have  been  wilfully  and  know- 
inglv  wrong. 

CMsapeake  d  0,  Canal  Co,  ▼.  Baltimore  db 
O.KCo.A:  Gill  &  J.  106;  8taU  y.  Consolida- 
tion Coal  Co.  46  Md.  1. 

Corporations  under  the  Code  may  be  formed 
for  manufacturing  purposes,  and  corporations 
may  be  formed  for  mining  purposes.  And  so 
also  may  one  corporation  be  lawfully  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  combining  these  two  pur- 
poses and  carrying  them  on  together. 

BasHhor  v.  Jjressel,  84  Md.  503. 

So,  fraternal  beneficial  associations  may  ]ye 
formed  for  the  conducting  exclusively  of  the 
business  belonging  to  such  associations,  or  if 
the  incorporators  tnink  the  "general  interests" 
of  the  corporation  will  be  promoted  by  blend- 
ing with  the  fraternal  beneficial  business  the 
business  of  accident  insurance  on  the  assess- 
ment plan,  or  the  business  of  endowment  or 
mortuary  insurance,  our  Code  authorizes  the 
formation  of  one  single  corporation  for  any  or 
all  of  these  legitimate  purposes. 

Messrs.  H.  M.Clabau^h,  Attorney  General, 
and  Geor^  R«  Gaither,  Jr.,  for  appellee. 

Boyd*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

By  dlFection  of  the  governor,  the  attorney 
general  instituted  proceedings  in  the  superior 
court  of  Baltimore  city  against  the  appellant, 
alleging  that  it  had  been  guilty  of  abuse  and 
misuse  of  its  corporate  powers  and  privileges. 
The  authority  for  this  proceeding  is  given  by 
article  28,  §  255,  of  the  Code;  and  the  succeed- 
ing sections,  to  262,  inclusive,  regulate  the 
practice.  The  grounds  relied  on  in  the  peti- 
tion are,  in  substance:  (1)  That  the  defendant, 
as  shown  by  the  by-laws,  was  not  organized 
for  **fraternal  beneficial  purposes,"  and  that, 
in  conducting  the  operations  described  in  its 
by-laws,  it  was  guilty  of  both  abuse  and  mis- 
use of  its  corporate  franchises,  and  is  carrying 
on  operations  without  due  warrant  of  law. 
(2)  That  while  purporting  to  be  organized  for 
"fraternal  beneficial  purpoaes,"  under  the  pro- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


visions  of  chapter  205  of  the  Laws  of  18)>4,  it 
is  organized  with  a  capital  of  $10,000,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  control  and  management  of  it» 
stockholders,  and  although  purporting  to  give 
representation  to  its  certificate  or  policy  hold- 
ers, under  its  by-laws  it  subjects  them  to  the 
will  of  the  stockholders.  (8)  That  the  businesa 
carried  on  is  substantially  in  the  nature  of  in- 
surance business,  and  it  has  issued  a  policy 
known  as  the  "Golden  Cycle  Policy,"  which 
would  mature  in  seven  years,  and  the  holders- 
of  which  are  subject  to  certain  dues  and  aa- 
sessments;  that,  in  addition  to  the  regular 
dues,  the  corporation  has  levied  a  "note  as- 
sessment" of  $650  on  each  "maturing  holder*^ 
in  or  about  the  last  year  of  the  maturing  of  the 
policy,  and,  in  the  event  of  the  notes  not  being 
given  for  such  assessment,  the  policies  would 
lapse;  that  the  levying  of  such  excessive  as- 
sessments was  a  practical  forfeiture  of  the  pol- 
icies, and  an  abuse  and  misuse  of  the  charter 
powers.  (4)  That  the  defendant,  though  in- 
corporated with  a  capital  of  $10,000,  and  bav- 
ing  deposited  with  the  state  insurance  commis- 
sioner the  sum  of  $10,000,  ia  issuing,  or 
offering  to  issue,  policies  for  more  than  $1,000 
on  any  one  life.  (5)  That  it  is  pretending  to 
operate  under  the  scheme  of  a  fraternal  bene- 
ficial society,  as  set  out  in  chapter  295  of  the 
Laws  of  1894,  and  at  the  same  time  is  subject 
to  the  rights,  privileges,  and  control  of  it» 
stockholders.  (6)  That,  purporting  to  carrjr 
on  the  business  of  a  fraternal  beneficial  soci- 
ety, it  has  issued  policies  of  insurance,  to  the 
number  of  2,400,  to  infants  under  ten  years  of 
age,  which  is  contrary  to  the  purposes  of  such 
societies.  (7)  That  the  business  carried  on  by 
said  corporation  is  substantially  in  the  nature 
of  an  insurance  business,  and  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  scheme  of  fraternal  beneficial  so- 
cieties, and  not  in  accordance  with  its  charter 
rights.  The  defendant  filed  an  answer  which 
denies  that  it  has  violated  its  charter,  and 
gives  a  history  of  its  organization.  In  June, 
1888,  a  corporation  was  formed,  under  the 
name  of  the  Order  of  the  International  Benev- 
olent &  Fraternal  Company  of  Baltimore  City» 
*'for  social,  benevolent,  fraternal,  and  benefi- 
cial purposes,"  with  a  capital  stock  of  $5.000,. 
divided  into  1,000  shares  of  $5  each.  In  Jan- 
uary, 1889,  the  charter  was  amended,  whereby 
the  stock  feature  was  omitted,  and  the  name 
changed  to  the  Order  of  the  International  Fra- 
ternal Alliance  of  Baltimore  City ;  andin  June» 
1898,  it  was  further  amended  by  changing  the 
name  to  the  International  Fraternal  Alliance 
of  Baltimore  City,  and  providing  for  a  capital 
stock  of  $10,000,  divided  into  100  shares  of 
$100  each.  It  is  stated  in  these  amended  arti- 
cles that  the  corporation  was  formed  "(a)  for 
social  or  fraternal  beneficial  purposes,  or  both,** 
etc.;  "(b)  to  grant  and  issue  insurance  on  the 
lives  of  individuals  of  both  sexes,  upon  the 
mutual,  assessment,  or  co-operative  plan,  aa 
provided  in  §  127  of  article  28  of  the 
Code  of  Public  General  Laws  of  the  state  of 
Maryland,  and  the  other  sections  of  said  arti- 
cle applicable  to  such  mutual,  assessment,  or 
co-operative  insurance,"  etc.  It  is  also  author- 
ized to  provide  in  its  by-laws  for  loans  to  its 
members,  policy  or  certificate  holders,  of  any 
surplus  accumulations,  upon  the  building  as- 
sociation plan,  as  defined  in  §§  95  to  124,  in- 
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clusiTe,  of  article  23.  In  Noyember,  1895,  the 
•charter  was  further  amended,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  operating  tinder  the  articles  as  thus 
amended  at  the  time  these  proceediogs  were 
instituted,  and  hence  we  are  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they. have  been  violated  as 
•charged,  so  far  as  we  can  from  the  answer,  as 
the  case  was  submitted  on  demurrer  to  the 
answer. 

In  the  case  in  77  Md.  547,  against  this  corpora- 
tion, this  court  had  before  it  the  charter  of 
January,  1889,  and  held  that  the  appellant  had 
no  authority  under  that  charter  to  carry  on  the 
Insurance  business.  The  lower  court  had  or- 
<3ered  that  its  charter  be  forfeited,  but  this 
•court,  although  fully  concurring  with  the 
Judge  below  that  the  appellant  had  exceeded 
Its  powers,  decided  that  it  should  be  permitted 
to  continue,  and  either  report  to  the  appropri- 
ate Jurisdiction  to  adjust  and  wind  up  its  in- 
surance business,  or  amend  its  charter  under 
^  17  and  38  of  article  23  of  the  Code,  and 
bring  itself  within  the  provisions  of  the  insur- 
ance laws  of  the  state.  That  case  was  decided 
on  the  21st  day  of  June,  1893;  and  five  days 
4ifterwards  the  charter  was  amended  bv  the 
articles  of  June,  1898,  above  referrea  to. 
Chapter  295  of  the  Laws  of  1894  having  been 
passed,  another  amendment  to  the  charter  was 
adopted  in  1895,  as  above  stated.  After  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1894,  some  of  the  mem- 
"ben  of  the  appellant  filed  a  bill  alleging  that 
it  was  insolvent,  charging  fraud  in  the  man- 
agement of  its  affairs,  and  claiming  that  the 
whole  scheme  of  the  corporation  has  been 
changed,  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  com- 
plainants. Barton  ▼,  IrUemationall^aUrnal 
Alliance,  85  Md.  14.  In  that  case  we  said: 
"^'A  corporation  of  this  character  is  clearly 
within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1894,  chap.  295. 
Its  charter  authorizes  it  to  be,  and  it  is,  a  fra- 
ternal beneficial  association  operating  on  the 
lodge  system,  and  carried  on  for  the  sole  bene- 
iit  of  its  beneficiaries."  The  relief  prayed  for 
was  refused  because,  under  our  construction 
of  g  1480  of  chapter  295  of  the  Laws  of  1894,  we 
were  confined  to  the  single  question  whether 
or  not  the  corporation  was  insolvent,  and  Uiat 
It  was  not  shown  to  be.  It  has  thus  been  de- 
termined by  this  court  that  this  appellant 
eould  unite  the  insurance  business  with  the 
original  purposes  of  its  charter,  by  a  proper 
amendment,  and  that  the  act  of  1^4  was  ap- 
plicable to  it.  Let  us,  then,  see  whether  it  has 
violated  its  charter  in  any  of  the  particulars 
alleged  in  the  petition. 

Ooe  of  the  most  serious  and  important 
charges  is  that  embodied  in  paragraph  7, 
wherein  it  is  alleged  that  the  appellant  is  un- 
lawfully issuing  policies  for  more  than  $1,000 
on  any  one  life.  The  answer  admits  that  it 
had  issued,  in  all,  fifty-nine  policies,  for 
amounts  ranging  from  $1,250  to  $5,000,  and 
that  it  still  had  in  force  81  of  them,  but  it  de- 
nies that  it  is  a  violation  of  its  charter.  The 
charter  as  amended  in  1895,  provides  for  a 
corporation  "for  social  or  fraternal  beneficial 
purposes,  or  both,"  and  "to  grant  and  issue 
insurance  or  benefits  upon  the  lives  of  individ- 
uals of  both  sexes,  as  provided  in  g  127,  art.  23, 
of  the  Code,  and  as  provided  in  §  143e,"  etc. 
The  language  used  in  stating  the  purposes  of 
the  organizations,  as  to  the  social  or  fraternal 
40  L.  R.A. 


beneficial  feature,  is  the  same  as  that  In  the 
charter  of  1889,  which  was  before  this  court 
in  77  Md.  547.  It  was  distinctly  held  in  that 
case  that  the  appellant  was  not  authorized  to 
issue  the  policies  then  being  considered,  which 
were  those  in  the  Golden  Cycle  class,  because 
it  was  thereby  conducting  an  insurance  busi- 
ness, which  its  charter  did  not  empower  it  to 
do;  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  as  a  necessary 
consequence  of  that  decision  that  it  cannot 
now,  under  that  branch  of  its  charter,  issue 
policies  either  of  the  Golden  Cycle  class,  or  of 
the  other  classes  in  the  record;  the  latter  being 
clearly  as  much  subject  to  the  insurance  law 
of  the  state  as  the  former.  Prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  chapter  295  of  the  Acte  of  1894.  the 
only  possible  excuse  for  the  appellant's  issuing 
any  policies  of  insurance  was  by  virtue  of 
§  127  of  article  23  of  the  Code,  "and  the  other 
sections  of  said  article  applicable  to  such  mu- 
tual, assessment,  or  co-operative  insurance,"  as 
its  charter  of  1893  expressly  relied  on  them 
for  such  power.  That  section  provided  for 
imposing  penalties  on  those  who  fail  to  comply 
with  the  insurance  laws,  and  defined  what  was 
to  be  deemed  a  life  insurance  company,  within 
the  meaning  of  article  23,  but  provided  thai 
the  business  might  be  conducted  on  the  mutual 
or  cooperative  plan,  on  the  terms  therein  set 
out  Section  128,  as  amended  by  chapter  488 
of  the  Laws  of  1892,  provided  that /'organiza- 
tions, as  described  in  §  127,  other  than  frater- 
nal orders  issuing  certificates  for  the  payment 
of  money  or  other  benefits  in  the  event  of  sick- 
ness, accident,  or  death,  or  other  contingency, 
either  to  the  member,  policy  or  certificate 
holder," etc.,  but  issuing  no  certificates  for  the 
payment  of  a  greater  sum  than  $1,000  upon 
one  life,  could  oe  formed  either  on  the  mutual, 
co-operative,  assessment,  or  stock  plan,  and,  if 
on  the  latter,  should  have  a  paid-up  capital  of 
at  least  $10,000,  and  required  every  such  com- 
pany to  keep  the  sum  of  10,000,  in  money  or 
securities,  with  the  insurance  commissioner. 
The  appellant  fixed  iU  capital  stock  at  $10,000, 
and  alleges  in  its  answer  that  it  has  deposited 
$10,000  with  the  insurance  commissioner,  al- 
though we  suppose,  from  the  connection,  it 
meant  to  say  that  the  deposit  had  been  made 
under  chapter  295  of  the  Acts  of  1894.  Sec- 
tion 128  was  further  amended  by  chapter  256 
of  the  Acts  of  1894,  and  in  that  amenament  it 
omits  the  words  "other  than  fraternal  orders," 
but  continues  the  provisions  as  to  stock,  and 
requires  all  such  companies,  whether  formed 
on  the  mutual,  cooperative,  assessment,  or 
stock  plan,  to  keep  $10,000  on  deposit  with  the 
insurance  commis»iooer,  and  still  limits  the 
certificates  to  $1,000  upon  any  one  life.  The 
amendment  of  1895  provided  for  issuing  in- 
surance or  benefits  upon  the  lives  of  individ- 
uals of  both  sexes,  as  provided  in  §  127  and 
g  143^,  subject  to  the  supervision  of,  and  the 
making  of  reports  and  the  payment  of  fees  to, 
the  insurance  commissioner,  under  chapter 
295  of  the  Laws  of  1894.  Section  143^  does 
not  provide  for  the  formation  of  corporations, 
but  it  does  provide  for  the  corporations,  etc., 
therein  described,  continuing  business  under 
the  provisions  governing  fraternal  beneficiary 
societies,  orders,  or  associations,  on  the  condi- 
tion that  each  shall  deposit  the  sum  of 
$10,000,  in  dividend-bearing  securities,  with 
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the  insurance  commissioner,  as  a  i:aarant.y  of 
the  payment  of  cerlificates  issued  by  it.  The 
certificates  therein  referred  to  are  such  ai^  fra- 
ternal beneficiary  associations  issue,  and  not 
insurance  policies,  such  as  those  in  the  record 
are.  The  latter  are  of  the  character  that  co- 
operative assessment  associations  issue.  This 
corporation  could  not  issue  such  policies  of 
insurance,  as  a  fraternal  beneficiary  society. 
It  was  decided  in  77  Md.  547,  that  it  must  be- 
come an  insurance  company  in  order  to  do  so; 
and  the  act  of  1894  did  not  aid  it  in  that 
respect.  It  did  become  an  insurance  com- 
pany, and,  although  it  amended  its  char- 
ter, and,  in  terms,  referred  to  §  143^,  etc., 
it  cannot  escape  from  the  requirements  and 
limitations  of  the  insurance  laws  by  such 
means.  It  is  evident  that  the  legislature 
did  not  intend,  by  the  provisions  in  §  Hde, 
to  authorize  a  corporation  to  issue  such  policies 
as  the  court  had  taid  could  only  be  issued  by 
insurance  companies;  and,  if  there  were  any 
doubt  on  that  question  §  143r  ought  to  remove 
it  It  savs  that  "any  association  entitled  to  do 
business  in  this  state  under  the  provisions  of 
g  148«  to  §  148r  (both  inclusive)  of  this  article, 
whieh  shall  so  conduct  its  affairs,  or  shall  in 
any  manner  change  its  charter,  constitution,  or 
laws,  so  that  it  shall  not  answer  to  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  fraternal  beneficiary  association,  as 
set  forth  in  §  143e,  shall  thereupon  cease  to  be 
entitled  to  the  privilege  of  said  section/'  It 
cannot  be  said  that  a  corporation  having  a  cap- 
ital stock,  and  issuing  policies  such  as  these,  is 
then  acting  **for  the  sole  benefit  of  its  mem- 
bers, and  their  beneficiaries,  and  not  for  profit" 
(the  description  of  a  fraternal  beneficiarv  asso- 
ciation set  forth  in  g  HSe);  and  hence  ft  can- 
not issue  these  policies,  under  that  section,  and, 
if  it  attempts  to  do  so,  it  ceases  to  be  entitled 
to  the  privileges  of  it.  When  the  appellant 
became  an  insurance  company,  it  made  itself 
subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  article  28  appli- 
cable to  life  insurance  companies,  excepting  so 
far  as  it  brought  itself  within  some  of  the  ex- 
emptions. By  g  116,  every  life  insurance  com- 
pany incorporated  under  that  article  is  required 
to  have  a  guaranty  capital  of  not  less  than 
$100,000  to  be  invested  in  securities,  which 
^all  be  deposited  in  the  treasury  of  the  state 
as  a  guaranty  for  the  payment  of  the  policies 
issued  by  it;  and  g§  112  and  186  provide  that 
the  capital  stOf:k,  excepting  mutual  companies, 
shall  not  bo  less  than  $100,000.  It  was  doubt- 
less to  avoid  these  requirements  that  §  127  was 
referred  to  in  appellant's  charter.  Section  128, 
as  we  have  seen,  authorizes  the  formation  of 
organizations  as  described  in  g  127,  with  a  cap- 
ital of  $10,000,  and  a  deposit  of  $10,000.  but  it 
is  upon  the  express  condition  that  no  policy 
should  issue  upon  any  one  life  for  more  than 
$1,000.  The  appellant  is  therefore  not  au- 
thorized to  issue  such  policies  as  those  In  the 
record  for  more  than  that  amount  on  any  one 
life,  and  has  violated  its  charter  by  doing  so. 
Indeed,  so  far  as  we  can  gather  from  the  an- 
swer, it  would  appear  that  only  one  sum  of 
$10,000  had  been  deposited  with  the  commis- 
sioner, and  that  under  the  act  of  1S94;  but,  as 
that  is  not  clear,  we  have  assumed,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  discussion,  that  it  had  made 
the  deposit  under  the  insurance  branch  of  its 
charter,  as  well  as  under  the  act  of  1894. 
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We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  at 
length  the  question,  which  occupies  consider- 
able space  in  the  very  able  brief  of  tbe  appel- 
lant's attorneys,  whether,  under  our  laws, 
there  can  be  a  "double  incorporation"  for  sucb 
purposes  as  those  named  in  the  appellant'^ 
charter.  It  is  proper  to  say  that  we  do  not 
understand,  as  contended  in  that  brief,  that  the 
learned  judge  below  decided  that  question  ia 
the  negative,  but,  on  the  contrary,  he  did  not 
pass  on  it.  He  did  hold,  however,  and  very- 
properly  so,  "that,  where  the  law  attaches  cer- 
tain conditions  and  limitations  to  the  exercise* 
of  any  given  corporate  purposes,  those  condi- 
tions and  limitations  cannot  bo  destroyed  or 
subverted  by  combining  such  purpose  witb- 
some  other,  under  one  corporation.  If  the  two 
cannot  bo  united  in  a  joint  prosecution,  their 
administration  must,  at  least,  be  kept  separate. 
The  statute  will  not  permit  the  evasion  or  ab- 
rogation of  prescribed  requisites  and  conditiona 
by  a  scheme  of  combination."  So,  although  it 
may  be  that  one  corporation  can,  as  a  fraternal 
beneficiary  association,  carry  on  certain  part» 
of  its  business  "for  the  sole  benefit  of  its  mem- 
bers and  their  beneficiaries,  and  not  for  profit,** 
and  can,  as  an  insurance  company,  conduct 
another  part  of  its  business  for  the  benefit  of 
its  stockholders,  yet  it  is  impossible  that  the 
business  of  two  such  classes  can  be  so  blended 
as  not  to  be  separable;  for,  if  that  be  done,  it 
can  no  longer  be  for  the  sole  benefit  of  its- 
members.  Assuming  that  the  appellant  could 
issue  certificates  of  the  kind  contemplated  \it 
chapter  205  of  the  Laws  of  1894,  for  such  sumi^ 
as  it  saw  proper,  it  cannot  issue  insurance  (pol- 
icies for  any  amount  under  that  law,  and  under 
the  insurance  law  is  limited  to  $1,000.  If 
there  be  profits  in  the  insurance  business,  are 
the  stockholders,  exclusively,  or  all  the  mem- 
bers, to  share  in  them?  Undoubtedly  the  for- 
mer would  be  the  case,  unless  there  bo  some 
express  provision  in  the  charter  or  by-laws  to 
make  it  otherwise.  It  is  true  there  are  some 
by-laws  of  the  appellant  which  apparently  vest 
the  control  in  the  hands  of  the  members,  to> 
some  extent,  at  least,  but  there  is  in  the  book 
of  the  by-laws  adopted  in  1896  a  note  which 
states  that  certain  by-laws  of  1895  are  to  remali^ 
in  force.  Among  them  is  article  7  of  part  2, 
which  says:  "The  s'ockholders  may  at  any^ 
special  or  annual  meeting  exercise  all  or  any 
of  the  powers  conferred  upon  this  corporatioi^ 
by  the  public  general  laws  of  the  state  of 
>laryland,  anything  to  the  contrarjr  in  these 
by-laws  notwithstanding,"  etc.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary to  enumerate  the  powers  stockholders- 
have  under  our  general  incorporation  laws  in- 
corporations having  capital  stock.  We  find  no 
provision  in  the  charter  or  by-laws  requiring, 
the  members  to  be  stockholders,  and  it  would,, 
of  course,  be  impracticable,  as  there  are  only 
100  shares  of  stock.  The  "members,"  as  theV 
are  called,  are  at  the  mercy  of  the  stockhold- 
ers, and  the  business  is  conducted  for  the  pe- 
cuniary benefit  of  the  latter,  so  far  as  we  caa 
Ree  from  the  by-laws  and  the  conduct  of  the 
business;  and,  notwithstanding  the  space  given 
in  the  charter  and  the  by-laws  to  the  regula- 
tions and  provisions  of  the  social  or  fraternal 
features  of  the  alliance;  the  conclusion  is  irre* 
sistible  that  it  is  in  reality  a  life  insurance 
company,  and  is  seeking  to  relieve  itself  of 
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some  of  the  burdens  imposed  on  corporations 
of  that  'Character,  for  the  protection  of  the 
public,  by  assuming  the  guise  of  a  fraternal 
beneficiary  society.  Its  answer,  and  article  6 
of  part  2  of  the  by-laws,  show  that  it  is  en- 
gaged in  issuing  and  offering  policies  to  the 
amount  of  $5,000,  while  it  has  no  authority  to 
issue  them  in  a  lareer  amount  than  $1,000  on 
any  one  life,  even  if  it  has  made  the  deposit  as 
required  by  g  128  of  article  28.  But  it  is  urged 
in  its  behalf  that  it  was  innocent  of  any  inten- 
tional violation  of  the  law,  and  therefore  its 
charter  should  not  be  forfeited.  This  court 
has  previously  been  called  upon  to  deal  leni- 
ently with  it.  and,  although  legal  cause  was 
shown  for  the  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  yet,  be- 
ing of  opinion  that  the  public  interest  did  not 
then  demand  it,  we  permitted  it  to  continue  its 
existence.  But  it  would  be  going  very  far, 
when  we  for  the  second  time  have  founa  that 
it  was  exceeding  its  charter  powers,  to  again 
grant  it  snch  indulgence.  That  it  has  abused 
and  misu&ed  its  corporate  powers  by  issuing 
policies  in  sums  in  excess  of  $1,000,  we  have 
no  doubt.  It  is  true  that  g  268  of  article  23 
authorizes  proceedings  to  restrain  a  corpora- 
tion from  assuming  or  exercising  any  franchise, 
liberty,  or  privilege,  or  transacting  any  busi- 
ness, not  allowed  by  the  charter,  but  that  does 
not  exclude  other  proceedings;  and  in  this  in- 
stance, in  the  exercise  of  them  there  have  been 


both  an  abuse  and  a  misuse  of  its  corporate 
powers  by  the  appellant.  When  a  company  is 
authorized  to  insure  under  provisions  that  ex- 
pressly limit  the  amount  of  the  policies  to  be 
issued,  and  it  deliberately  exceeds  that  amount, 
it  clearly  abuses  and  misuses  the  powers  vested 
in  it  It  is  no  longer  safe  to  permit  it  to  con- 
tinue to  exercise  even  the  powers  that  were  au- 
thorized. Nor  can  we  doubt  that  there  has 
been  a  deliberate  attempt  to  evade  the  insur- 
ance laws  of  the  state,  and  that,  too,  in  one  of 
its  most  important  provisions.  There  are  so 
many  schemes  to  catch  the  unwary,  and  so 
many  inducements  offered  to  attract  people, 
especially  those  of  limited  means,  desirous  of 
makinff  some  provision  for  those  dependent 
upon  them,  that  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
that  all  corporations,  organizations,  and  indi- 
viduals that  engage  in  life  insurance  be  made 
to  understand  that  they  must  at  least  obey  the 
laws  of  the  state,  and  that  no  evasion  of  them 
will  be  tolerated.  This  is  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  the  public,  as  well  as  those  con- 
ducting their  business  in  accordance  with  law. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  we  should  discuss 
the  other  grounds  relied  on  by  the  state,  as  we 
are  of  opinion  that  those  already  referred  to 
are  sufficient  to  require  us  to  affirm  the  order 
of  the  court  below. 

Ordar  afflrm&d^  with  costs. 
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Mary  A.   INGERSOLL  et  al. 
Charles  W.  HOPKINS  H  id. 
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1«   A  will  made  before  Stat.  1898,  chap. 

118,  took  effect  to  within  Its  provisioos  as  to  revo- 
cation by  marriage,  when  the  testator  married 
after  the  act  took  eflecc 
8.  The  fact  that  a  will  was  made  in 
contemplation  of  marriage  does  not  **ap- 
pear  from  the  will  itself"  so  as  to  prevent  its 
tevocation  by  the  testator^s  subsequent  mar- 
rfage,  under  Stat.  1892,  chap.  118,  merely  because 
he  wiils  all  his  property  to  a  woman  whom  he  ap- 
points as  one  of  the  eiecutors  and  afterward 
marries. 

(February  28. 1896.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme   Judicial  Court 
for  Suffolk  County  of  an  appeal  from  a 
decree  of  the  Probate  Court  admitting  to  pro- 
bate th<%  will  of  Charles  D.  Ingersoll,  deceased. 
Retersfid. 
The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 
Ifes$r9,  W.  H.  H.  Emmons  and  Wilfred 
Bolstert  for  appellants: 
It  does  not  "appear  from  the  will  itself/'  as 

NoTB— For  revooatinn  of  will  by  marriage,  see 
»orae  cases  in  note  to  Hlirgs  v.  Palmer  (N.  Y.)  6  I* 
it.  A.  346;  and  also  in  note  to  Davis  v.  Fogle  (Ind.)  7 
Im  U.  a,  465.  and  ihe  cases  of  Roane  v.  Uoiilngs- 
l.cai  (Md.>  17  L.  B.  A.  692,  and  Rt  Hulitt  (Iflnn.)  84 
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required  by  the  statute,  **that  the  will  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage." 

By  his  own  act  of  marriage,  testator  revoked 
the  will  by  bringing  himself  within  the  terms 
and  prohibition  of  the  statute.  He  lived  nearly 
four  years  after  this  marriage  had  revoked  his 
will,  and  he  could  easily  have  made  a  new  one 
if  he  had  desired  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  previous  will. 

See  Sloninger  v.  SUminger,  101  111.  270; 
Crum  V.  Sawyer,  132  III.  443. 

In  Simn  v.  Sayles,  165  Mass.  177,  this  court 
decided:  (1)  "It  does  not  appear  from  the  will 
or  codicil  that  either  was  made  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  marriage."  (2)  ''A  statute  revok 
ing  wills  at  any  time  before  the  death  of  the 
testator  for  any  cause  probably  would  be  within 
the  constitutional  power  of  the  general  court " 

See  also  Sherman  v.  Sherman,  3  Barb.  385, 
and  cases  thete  cited;  also  CuMng  v.  Aylwin, 
12  Met.  169. 

The  English  statute  is  the  same  as  ours, 
without  the  exception  about  the  will  being 
made  in  contemplation  of  marriage. 

Under  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that  no 
intention  of  testator  and  no  hardship  to  the 
beneficiary  can  prevent  the  revocation,  even 
when  madie  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  and 
in  favor  of  the  woman  to  whom  he  was  mar- 
ried immediately  after  making  the  will. 

Ottmy  v.  Sadleir,  88  L.  T.  46;  OoocU  of  Cody- 
wood,  1  Swab.  &T.  54;  Marstony.  Boe,  Fox,  8 
Ad.  &  El.  14;  IJarman,  Wills,  6th  ed.  pp.  145, 
146;  Warier  y.  WarUr,  L.  B.  15Prob.  Div.  162 
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The  same  has  been  held  in  the  United 
BUtea. 

Framen'a  Wi%  26  Pa.  203;  JSdwartTs  Ap- 
peal, 47  Pa.  144;  Walker  y.  EaU,  84  Pa.  488. 

And  the  same  construction  should  be  given 
to  it  by  this  court. 

Cam.  T.  Hartnett,  8  Gray,  450. 

The  parol  evidence  offered  to  show  that  the 
will  was  executed  in  contemplation  of  the  mar- 
riage was  properly  rejecled.  In  order  to  save 
the  will  Irom  revocation  by  a  subsequent  mar- 
riage, the  will  itself  must  contain  the  requisite 
evidence  that  the  event  was  contemplated. 

Deiipree  ▼.  Deupree,  45  Qa.  415;  JSllii  ▼. 
Darden,  86  Ga.  8^.  11  L.  R.  A.  51. 

Revocation  resulted  absolutely  as  a  legal  con- 
sequence of  the  marriage,  and  was  absolute 
the  instant  of  the  marriage. 

Edward's  Appeal,  47  Pa.  144. 

Messrs,  AUred  Hemenway  and  Edwaj^ 
B«  Adams*  for  appellees: 

The  facts  admitted  in  evidence  showed  be- 
yond the  possibility  of  a  doubt  that  the  will 
was  in  fact  made  in  contemplation  of  the  mar- 
riage with  the  sole  beneficiary  subsequently 
solemnized. 

According  to  the  ordinary  rule  applied  in  the 
construction  of  wills,  it  appears  "from  the  will 
itself"  that  the  will  was  made  in  contemplation 
of  marriage  with  the  sole  beneficiary.  In  or- 
der to  ascertam  the  testator's  intention,  as  ez- 
pref^sed  io  his  will,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court, 
while  exdudioi?  evidence  of  expressions  of  in- 
tention by  the  testator  outside  the  will,  to  ad- 
mit all  material  facts  surrounding  the  testator 
at  the  time  he  made  his  will,  and  to  read  the 
will  in  the  light  of  those  facts. 

Seed  V.  Merchants^  Mut.  Inn,  Co.  95  U.  S. 
28,  30.  24  L.  ed.  848,  840;  Blackburn,  Contract 
of  Bale,  50.  note;  Umh  v.  Lamb,  11  Pick.  871; 
Heard  v.  Read,  160  Mass.  216. 

In  every  case  the  words  used  must  be  trans- 
lated into  things  and  facts  by  parol  evidence. 

Doheriy  v.  HiU,  144  Mass.  465;  Wigram, 
Wills,  2d  Am.  ed.  p.  152. 

In  England  it  seems  to  be  the  accepted  doc- 
trine that  whatever  appears  from  the  words  of 
the  will,  properly  interpreted  by  the  surround- 
ing facts,  appears  from  the  will. 

CoU  V.  Scott,  1  Macn.  &  G.  618;  Wilson  v. 
Rdtn,  18  Q.  B.  474;  Matthews  v.  Fbulsham,  L. 
R.  2  Eq.  669;  KimhaU  v.  Ellison,  128  Mass.  41. 

The  word  "itsell"  can  add  no  more  force  to 
"from  the  will"  than  the  adjectives  '*clearly 
and  manifestlv"  which  are  used  in  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  62,  §  8."' 

Brimmer  v.  Sohier,  1  Cush.  118;  Denjield, 
Petitioner,  156  Mass.  265. 

The  statute  did  not  change  the  ordinary  rule 
applied  to  the  interpretation  of  wills  by  requir- 
ing express  statement  of  the  testator's  matri- 
monial intentions  in  his  will. 

"From  the  will  itself"  does  not  mean  "from 
express  statement  in  the  will,"  but  does  mean 
"from  the  will  itself,  rather  than  from  declara- 
tions of  the  testa  tor  outside  of  It." 

Brimmer  v.  &j/tier,  1  Cush.  118;  Fay  v. 
Fajf,  1  Cush.  98;  Swan  v.  Sayles,  165  Mass. 
177. 

To  allow  the  statute  to  operate  to  revoke  a 
will  in  which  the  wife  is  made  sole  beneficiary 
would  be  to  put  a  construction  on  it  which 
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would  defeat  the  manifest  purpose  of  its  f ram- 
ers.    This  the  court  will  not  do. 

IJoibrook  V.  Eolbrook,  1  Pick.  248:  Omi.  v. 
EimbaU,  24  Pick.  866.  86  Am.  Dec  826; 
Church  ▼.  Crocker,  8  Mass.  17;  Langdon  v. 
PoUer,  8  Mass.  215;  Thaxter  v.  Jones,  4  Mass. 
670;  Somerset  v.  Dighton,  12  Mass.  888;  Whit- 
ney V.  Whitney,  14  Mass.  88;  Burlinaame  v. 
Bell,  16  Mass.  818;  Com,  v.  Cambridge,  20  Pick. 
267;  StanieU  v.  Raymond,  4  Cush.  814;  Opin- 
ion of  the  Justices,  186  Mass.  578. 

Field,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  will  of  Charles  D.  Insersoll,  of  Boston, 
was  executed  on  October  20, 1891,  and  in  it 
he  gave  all  his  property  to  Mary  Alice  Payson, 
of  said  Boston,  "single  woman.^' and  appointed 
her  one  of  the  executors,  and  requested  that 
the  executors  "be  required  to  give  no  sureties 
on  their  official  bonds."  It  appears  from  the 
testimony  admitted  by  the  Justice  who  reported 
the  case  to  this  court  that  the  testator  and  Miss 
Payson  were  married  on  October  19, 1892;  that 
the  testator  died  on  September  28,  1896;  that 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  will  was  executed 
the  testator  and  Miss  Payson  had  mutually 
promised  to  marry  each  other;  that  the  con- 
tract of  marriage  remained  in  force  from  the 
time  of  the  engagement  until  the  marriage, 
and  that  she  lived  with  him  as  his  wife 
from  the  time  of  her  marriage  until  his  death. 
From  this  evidence,  in  connection  with  the 
will,  the  presiding  justice  found,  as  matter  of 
fact,  so  far  as  be  properly  could,  that  it  appears 
from  the  will  itself,  "by  fair  inference  from  its 
provisions  as  applied  to  the  parties  and  the 
subjects  to  which  it  relates,  that  the  will  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  that 
was  subsequently  solemnized,"  and  he  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  probate  court  allowing  the 
will. .  The  question  of  law  in  this  case  depends 
upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  Stat.  1892, 
chap.  118,  of  which  the  1st  section  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  marriage  of  any  person  shall  act 
as  a  revocation  of  any  will  made  by  such  per- 
son previous  to  such  marriage,  unless  it  shall 
appear  from  the  will  itself  that  the  will  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage,  or 
unless  and  except  so  far  as  the  will  is  made  in 
exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment  and  the 
estate  thereby  appointed  would  not,  in  default 
of  appointment,  pass  to  the  persons  that  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  same  if  it  had  been 
the  testator's  own  estate  and  he  or  she  had 
died  without  disposing  of  it  by  will."  It  is 
manifest,  we  think,  that  from  the  will  itself, 
considered  independently  of  the  testimony 
admitted  by  the  presiding  Justice,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  will  was  made  in  contempla- 
tion of  marriage  with  Miss  Payson.  It  is  im- 
posctible  to  hold,  in  every  case  where  a  testa- 
tor, by  his  will,  gives  property,  or  all  his  prop- 
erty, to  a  woman  who  is  unmarried,  and 
makes  her  his  executrix,  that  it  appears  from 
this  that  at  the  time  when  he  made  the  will  he 
contemplated  marrying  her,  and  made  his  will 
in  contemplation  of  such  marriage.  It  does 
not  sppear  that  there  was  any  dispute  or  un- 
certainty as  to  the  Mary  Alice  Payson  intended, 
or  that  any  evidence  was  necessary  to  identify 
her  or  the  estate  which  was  devised  and  be- 
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qaeathed  to  her.  The  evidence  was  admitted 
to  show  another  fact  existing  at  the  time  when 
the  will  was  made,  namely,  that  at  that  time 
the  testator  was  under  a  contract  of  marriage 
with  her;  and  then,  by  considering  this  fact  in 
connection  with  the  provisions  of  the  will,  the 
presiding  justice  drew  the  inference  that  the 
will  was  made  in  contemplation  of  the  mar- 
riage with  her  which  afterwards  took  place. 
It  was.  in  effect,  conceded  by  both  sides  that, 
although  the  will  was  made  before  Sut.  1892, 
chap.  118.  took  effect,  yet.  as  the  marriage 
took  place  after  the  statute  took  effect,  the 
statute  was  applicable  to  the  case.  See  Swan 
Y.  Sayles,  165  Mass.  177. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  cite  the  deci- 
sions of  this  court  upon  the  construction  of 
what  is  now  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  127,  g  21,  which 
section  is  as  follows:  '*When  a  testator  omits 
to  provide  in  his  will  for  any  of  his  children 
or  for  the  issue  of  a  deceased  child,  they  shall 
take  the  same  share  of  his  estate  that  they 
would  have  been  entitled  to  if  he  had  died  in- 
testate, unless  they  have  been  provided  for 
by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  or  unless  it  ap- 
pears that  the  omission  was  intentional  and  not 
occasioned  by  accident  or  mistake."  Under 
the  statutory  provision  which  now  constitutes 
this  section,  the  court  held  that  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  the  omission  by  a 
testator  to  provide  in  his  will  for  any  of  his 
children,  or  for  the  issue  of  a  deceased  child, 
was  intentional,  and  was  not  occasioned  bv 
accident  or  mistake.  Gonterse  v.  Wales,  4  Al- 
len, 612.  But  the  section  does  not  require 
that  it  should  appear  from  the  will  itself  that 
the  omission  was  intentional,  and  it  well  may 
be  that  the  reason  for  using  the  different 
phraseology  in  Stat.  1892,  chap.  118.  was  that 
the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  leave  the 
question  whether  a  will  was  made  in  contem- 
plation of  a  marriage,  which  sul>sequently 
took  place,  to  the  uncertainty  which  often  at- 
tends the  proof  of  facts  by  oral  evidence. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  also  rely  npon 
the  construction  which  has  been  given  to  what 
is  now  Pub.  Slat  chap.  127,  g§  24,  25.  Fay 
v.  Fay,  1  Cush.  93;  Brimmer  y.  Sohier,  1  Gush. 
118.     These  sections  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  24.  Every  devise  shall  be  construed  to 
convey  all  the  estate  which  the  testator  could 
lawfully  devise  in  the  lands  mentioned,  unless 
it  clearly  appears  by  the  will  that  he  intended 
to  convey  a  less  estate. 

"Sec.  25.  An  estate,  right,  or  interest  in 
lands  acquired  by  a  testator,  after  the  making 
of  his  will,  shall  pass  thereby  in  like  manner 
as  if  possessed  by  him  at  the  time  when  h* 
made  his  will.  If  such  manifestly  and  clearlv 
appears  by  the  will  to  have  been  the  testator  s 
intention." 
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The  decisions  are  to  the  effect  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  under  these  sections  need 
not  be  declared  in  express  terms  in  the  will, 
but  that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  intention  can  be 
clearly  inferred  from  particular  provisions  of 
the  will,  and  from  its  general  scope  and  im- 
port. The  decisions  give  no  sanction  to  the 
doctrine  that  such  intention  can  be  shown  by 
evidence  other  than  that  derived  from  the  will 
itself.  The  statute  in  England  on  the  subject 
is  as  follows:  "And  be  it  further  enacted,  that 
every  will  made  by  a  man  or  woman  shall  be 
revoked  by  his  or  her  marriage  (except  a  will 
made  in  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment, 
when  the  real  or  personal  estate  thereby  ap- 
pointed would  not,  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, pass  to  his  or  her  heir,  custom aiy  heir, 
executors  or  administrators,  or  the  person  en- 
titled as  his  or  her  next  of  kin,  under  the 
statute  of  distributions)."  1  Vict.  chap.  26, 
§  18.  There  it  is  held  that  no  intention  of  the 
testator,  even  though  expressed  in  the  will 
itself,  can  prevent  the  revocation  of  the  will 
by  a  subsequent  marriage.  Otway  v.  Sadleir, 
83  L.  T.  46;  Ooodt  of  CadywM,  1  Swab.  & 
T.  84;  1  Jarman,  Wills.  6th  ed.  *110  et  »eq. 
Our  statute  follows  closely  the  English  stat- 
ute, inserting  only  the  exception,  * 'unless  it 
shall  appear  from  the  will  itself  that  the  will 
was  made  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage." 
The  intention  of  our  legislature  apparently  was 
not  to  follow  the  EnglUh  statute  as  interpreted 
by  the  English  courts,  when  it  appeared  from 
the  will  itself  that  it  was  made  in  contempla- 
tion of  a  marriage  which  subsequently  took 
place,  but  to  follow  it  in  other  respects,  and  to 
exclude  from  consideration  any  evidence  not 
derived  from  the  will  itself.  The  statute  of 
Georgia  more  nearly  resembles  ours,  and  it  is 
there  held  that  parol  evidence  cannot  be  re- 
ceived to  show  that  the,  will  was  made  "in 
contemplation  of  the  event"  of  marriafre  or 
the  binh  of  a  child.  Ellis  y.  Darden,  86  Ga. 
868,  11  L.  R.  A.  51.  In  the  opinion  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  court,  Stat.  189*«,  shap.  118,  means 
that  when  the  will  is  not  made  in  the  exercise 
of  a  power  of  appointment  it  must  be  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  will  itself  that  the  will  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  "such  marriage," 
either  by  an  express  declaration  in  the  will  to 
that  effect,  or  by  language  in  the  will  from 
which  such  cont'^mplation  may  fairly  be  in- 
ferred ;  otherwise  a  subsequent  marriage  "shall 
act  as  a  revocation." 

A  decree  should  be  entered  that  the  decree  of 
the  Probate  Court  tUUnoing  the  toili  is  reversed, 
and  that  the  will  is  disallowed,  and  the  case 
remanded  to  the  probate  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings.   Decree  accordingly. 
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In  the  Matter  of   0.  0.  THOMPSON. 
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The  reei^natloii  of  An  attorney  without 
oonaent  or  privUeire  of  tbe  ooart  is  iaeffectual 
to  preclude  hto  disbarment,  when  proceediofrs 
therefor  were  pending  at  the  time  of  his  reslgna- 
tlon, 

(March  ZU 1806.) 

PROCEEDINGS    to   disbar    an   attorney. 
Judgment  afdubarment  entered. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opiDioD. 
J/r.  S.  B«  Ltnthienm  for  plaintiff. 

Per  Curiam : 

This  is  a  proceeding  to  disbar  an  attorney. 
Instituted  upon  the  relation  of  the  members  of 
the  grieyance  committee  of  the  Oregon  State 
Bar  Association.  The  information  charges 
that  C.  0.  Thompson,  a  licensed  attorney,  was 
indicted,  tried,  and  convicted  of  a  felony,  viz.: 
the  crime  of  larceny  by  bailee,  and  thereupon 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary, 
and  prays  that  he  may  be  required  to  answer 
the  accusation,  and  upon  proof  thereof  that  he 
be  disbarred  from  practising  his  profession  in 
this  state.  An  order  requiring  the  accused  to 
answer  the  charges  on  or  before  a  day  therein 
stated  was  made  by  the  court,  and  personally 
served  upon  him  in  Multnomah  county,  by 
the  sheriff  thereof,  who  also  delivered  to  him 
a  copy  of  the  information,  but,  instead  of  an- 
swering the  latter,  he  filed  in  this  court,  before 
the  day  so  appointed,  a  written  resignation  as 
an  attorney.  An  attorney  is  permitted,  at  any 
time,  to  file  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk  of 
the  county  in  which  he  resides  a  written  res- 
ignation, upon  receiving  which  it  is  made  the 
duty  of  such  clerk  immediately  to  forward  a 
certified  copy  thereof  to  the  clerK  of  this  court, 
who  shall  file  the  same  in  his  office.  After 
fllinff  such  resignation,  the  attorney  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  rights  nor  subject  to  the  disabili- 
ties or  prohibitions  incident  to  that  relation, 
except  that  he  is  still  subject  to  the  power  of 
the  court  in  respect  to  matters  arising  while 
he  was  an  attorney.  Hiirs  Anno.  Laws  (Or.) 
g§  1045,  1046.  The  courts  of  England,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century,  adopted 
a  rule  which  provided  that  the  name  of  an 
attorney  would  not  be  stricken  from  the  rolls 
at  his  own  request,  without  an  affidavit  that 
he  did  not  apply  therefor  under  an  apprehen- 
sion that  charges  would  be  preferred  against 
him.  Ex  parte  Owen^  6  Ves.  Jr.  11;  Ex  parte 
Foley,  8  Vea  Jr.  88  In  New  York  it  was 
held  that,  notwithstanding  an  attorney  may 
have  quit  the  practice  of  bis  profession,  he 


was  nevertheless  amenable  to  the  orders  and- 
process  of  the  court  as  long  as  his  name  re- 
mained upon  the  roll  of  attorneys.  Scott  y. 
Van  AUtyne,  9  Johns.  216.  Undoubtedly 
§  1045,  9upra^  was  enacted  in  view  of 
these  roles,  from  which  it  would  appear  that, 
while  an  attorney  may  voluntarily  resign  hia- 
office,  and  thus  relinquish  the  rights  conferred 
by  his  admission  to  the  bar,  and  escape  the 
disabilities  incident  thereto.  Thompson's  resig- 
nation, not  havinff  been  made  with  the  con- 
sent or  approval  of  this  court,  cannot  have  the 
effect  of  striking  his  name  from  the  roll  of  at- 
torneys, and.  as  long  as  his  name  remains- 
thereon,  he  must  be  subject  to  its  summary  ju- 
risdiction, and  amenable  to  its  orders  and 
judgments,  in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  acts  com- 
mitted by  him  prior  to  his  resignation.  The 
accused,  having  been  convicted  of  a  felony 
while  he  sustained  the  relation  of  an  attorney, 
ought  not  to  be  permitted,  by  his  voluntary 
act,  to  have  his  name  stricken  from  the  roll  of 
attorneys  while  charges  are  pending  against 
him.  He  had  notice  of  the  pendency  of  this 
proceeding,  and  was  thereby  afforded  an  op- 
portunity of  being  heard,  but  failed  to  answer 
the  accusation,  thus  tacitly  confessing  the  tru^ 
of  the  charges,  which  is  apparent  from  an  in- 
spection of  the  records  of  this  court,  to  which 
our  attention  is  particularly  called.  State  v. 
Thampwn,  28  Or.  206. 

The  statute  authorizes  the  removal  or  sus- 
pension of  an  attorney  upon  his  being  con- 
victed of  any  felony  (liiirs  Anno.  Laws  (Or.)* 
§  1047),  thus  leaving  the  penalty,  to  some  ex- 
tent, to  the  discretion  of  the  coMxi  {Ex  parte 
Mason,  29  Or.  18).  Tbe  citizen  is  frequently 
compelled  to  intrust  the  management  of  some 
of  his  business  to  an  attorney,  who,  as  agent 
of  his  principal,  has  authority  to  act  for  and 
bind  the  latter;  and,  while  tbe  law  clothes  the 
agent  with  this  measure  of  power,  it  requires 
of  him  the  utmost  good  faith  in  tbe  perform- 
ance of  the  duty  intrusted  to  him  in  conse- 
quence of  the  petition  he  occupies  as  an  offi- 
cer of  the  courts.  If  an  attorney  be  convicted 
of  a  felony,  the  nature  of  which  Is  calculated 
to  injure  his  reputation  for  the  performance 
of  duty  which  the  law  enjoins,  the  punishment 
should  be  removal;  for,  if  the  court  permits 
such  an  attorney  to  escape  with  a  light  sen- 
tence, it  tends  to  lessen  the  respect  which  the 
public  should  ever  have  for  the  meml)ers  of 
Ibis  learned  profession. 

T/ie  judgment  of  this  court  will  tJiertfore  be 
that  the  name  of  C.  O.  I'hompnon  he  stricken 
from  the  roU  of  attorneys  as  a  person  unfit  to 
belong  to  the  profession ;  that  he  be  disbarred 
from  practising  in  any  of  tbe  courts  of  this 
state;  and  that  the  state  recover  of  the  accused 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  this  proceeding. 


Note.— For  some   authorities  on    tbe  ireneral 
question  of  the  disbarment  of  attorneys,  see  Fair- 
field County  Bar,  Fesseaden,  v.  Taylor  (OooqJ  18 
L.  H.  A.  797,  and  note 
40  L.  R.  A. 


As  to  the  necessity  of  a  bad  or  fraudulent  mo- 
tive to  justify  the  disbarment  of  an  attorney,  see* 
State,  Fowler,  v.  Finley  (Fla.)  18  L.  B.  A.  40L 
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STATE  of  Wyoming,  ex  rel.  City  of 
CHEYENKB, 

V. 

Daniel  8.  SWAN,  Treasurer  of  Laramie 
County. 


C-. 


-Wyo. ) 


!•  It  iJi  tlie  doty  of  the  court  to  e«>niine 
leflflolatiTe  Jonmais  to  determine  a  dis- 
puted fiust  whether  or  not  a  statute  as  pub- 
lished te  In  fact  that  whioh  was  iMuaed  \>y  the  leg- 
islature, where  the  Constitatioo  requires  that 
each  house  shaU  keep  a  Jounial.  aod  that  no  bill 
shall  become  a  law,  unless  on  iu  final  pansage;  the 
vote  laken  by  ayes  and  noes  Is  entered  on  the 
jouroaL 

2*  IiOfclslatiTe  Joumalfl  constltiite  a 
reeord  which  is  competent  to  overthrow  the 
presumption  that  an  act  properly  slffned  by  the 
presiding  oiBoers  of  the  legislature,  approved  by 
the  governor,  aod  deposited  in  the  secretary's 
office,  was  regularly  passed. 

8.  If  the  amendmenUi  proposed  by  the 
conference  committee  and  adopted  by  both 
bouses  of  the  legislature  were  copied  in  full  upon 
the  journals,  an  enrolled  bill  which  does  not  con- 
tain them  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  been  the 
one  actually  passed,  although  the  amendments 
were  not  required  by  law  to  be  spread  at  length 
upon  the  journal. 

4 .  The  invalidity  of  one  section  of  a  stat- 
ute which  is  in  material  relation  to  other  por- 
tions of  the  act,  so  as  to  modify,  restrict,  or  ex- 
tend its  application,  will  cause  the  failure  of  the 
other  portions  also.; 

(Deoemberlft,  18B7.) 

ftUESTI0N8  reserved  by  the  District  Court 
for  Laramie  County  for  tbe  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  which  arose  in  a  mandamus 
proceeding?  to  compel  defendant  to  proceed  to 
sell  certain  property  for  delinquent  taxes  under 
tbe  provisions  of  a  statute.  Answers  in  re- 
spondentia farar  returned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  E.  W.  Mann,  for  relator: 

The  journals  of  tbe  two  houses  of  tbe  legis- 
lature cannot  be  used  as  evidence  to  impeach 
the  validity  of  an  enrolled  act,  and  hence  they 
are  not  competent  evidence  to  show  that  g  1 
of  the  law  is  not  an  exact  copy  of  g  1  of  the 
act  which  passed  both  houses  of  the  legisla- 
ture. 

28  Am.  &  Bag  Eoc.  Law,  p.  302;  Field  v. 
Clark.  143  U.  S.  649,  86  L.  ed.  294. 

Mr.  R.  W,  Breckons*  for  respondent: 

Section  1  of  tbe  act  in  question  never  passed 
'  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Wyoming;  it  was 
neyer  placed  on  its  final  passage  before  both 
branches  of  the  legislature;  there  was  no  vote 
taken  by  tbe  ayes  and  noes  upon  the  final  pas- 
sage of  said  act;  and  the  names  of  those  voting 
upon  the  final  passage  of  said  act  were  not  en- 
tered upon  the  journal  of  the  legislature. 

When  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  pro- 

Note.— .^s  to  concluslreniass  of  enrolled  bill,  see 
noU  to  State,  Beed,  r.  Jones  (Wash.)  23  L.  R.  A. 
840;  Lairerty  v.  Hutfman  (Ky.)  82  L.  R.  A.  208; 
tTnlon  Bank  v.  Oxford  Comrs.  (N.  C.I  84  L.  R.  A. 
AT:  and  Gohn  y.  Kingsley  (Idaho)  88  L.  R.  A.  74. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


▼ided  for  the  keeping  of  a  journal  they  surely 
intended  that  certain  proceedings  of  the  legis- 
lature should  be  entered  thereon,  and  when  the 
yarious  state  legislatures  of  the  state  of  Wyom- 
ing provided  for  the  making  of  certified  copies 
of  such  journals  to  be  deposited  in  tbe  office 
of  the  secretary  of  state,  and  to  be  sent  also  to 
printers  for  publication,  they  surely  intended 
that  these  provisions  should  mean  something. 

The  courts  of  last  resort  in  the  following 
states  have  decided  that  in  determining  tbe  ya- 
lidity  of  a  statute,  and  in  determining  whether 
it  has  been  enacted  according  to  constitutional 
prx>vi8ions,  it  is  competent  to  look  into  the  leg- 
islative journals,  and  that  in  the  event  that  the 
legislative  journals  show  that  the  constitu- 
tional requirements  have  not  been  fulfill^, 
then  the  enrolled  act  must  fall:  Alabama,  Mis- 
souri, South  Carolina,  Wisconsin,  Arkansas, 
Nebraska,  Tennessee,  Wyoming,  California, 
New  Hampshire,  Utah,  Minnesota,  Colorado, 
Ohio.  Virginia,  Maryland,  Florida,  Oregon, 
West  Virginia,  Illinois,  Kansas,  Michigan. 

8apre  v.  Pollard,  77  Ala.  608;  Smiihee  y. 
Garth,  83  Ark.  17;  Stevenson  y.  Colgan,  91 
Cal.  658,  14  L.  R.  A.  459;  San  Mateo  County 
V.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  8  Sawy.  238.  13  Fed. 
Rep.  145;  Re  Roberts,  6  Colo.  530;  Stat4, 
Markens,  v.  Brown,  20  Fla.  407;  South  Ottawa 
y.  P^kins,  94  U.  8.  260,  24  L.  ed.  164;  Divi- 
sion of  Howard  County,  15  Kan.  194;  Legg  y. 
Annapolis,  42  Md.  203;  Rode  y.  Phelps,  80 
Mich.  598;  Slate,  Atty.  Qen.,  y.  Mead,  71  Mo. 
2fi6;  Linr/?ln  v.  ffaugan,  45  Minn.  451;  State, 
Hvff,  V.  McLelland,  18  Neb.  286,  53  Am.  Rep. 
814;  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  52  N.  H.  622; 
MiVer  y.  StaU,  3  Ohio  St.  475;  Currie  y. 
Southern  P.  Co.  21  Or.  566;  StaU,  Aity.  Qen., 
y.  Hagood,  18  8.  C.  46;  Brewer  v.  Huntingdon, 
86  Tenn.  732;  Wise  y.  Bigger,  79  Va.  269;  Os- 
burn  V.  Staley,  5  W.  Va.  85,  18  Am.  Rep. 
040;  Meracle  v.  Down,  64  Wis.  823:  Brown  v. 
Nash,  1  Wyo.  85;  Ritchie  v.  Richards,  14  Utah, 
845 

In  Field  y.  Clark,  148  U.  S.  649,  86  L.  ed. 
294,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  competent  to 
show  from  the  journals  of  either  house,  or 
from  tbe  reports  of  committees,  or  from  other 
documents  printed  by  authority  of  Congress, 
that  an  enrolled  billj^  as  finally  passed,  con- 
tained a  section  that  does  not  appear  in  the  en- 
rolled act  in  the  custody  of  the  state  depart- 
ment. 

Ilarrrood  v.  Wentworth,  162  U.  8.  547, 40  L. 
ed.  1069. 

In  United  States  y.  BaUin,  144  U.  8.  1,  86 
L.  ed.  321,  the  court  looked  to  the  journal  to 
uphold  the  yalidity  of  an  enrolled  act. 

In  Eld  V.  Oorham,  20  Conn.  8,  the  question 
before  the  court  was  one  of  difi!erence  between 
tbe  journal  and  tbe  law,  %nd  no  constitutional 
question  whatever  was  involved. 

In  Indiana  at  first  the  journals  were  con- 
sulted for  tbe  purpose  of  impeaching  the  en- 
rolled act.  Subsequently  a  different  rule  pre- 
vailed. 

Ernns  y.  Browne,  30  Ind.  514,  95  Am.  Dec. 
710;  Edger  y.  Randolph  County  Comre.  70  Ind. 
831. 

Iowa  has  not  decided  this  question. 

Keohler  v.  HiU,  60  Iowa,  548. 


6eo  also  39  L.  R.  A.  439;  45  L.  R.  A.  772. 
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lu  Weeks  ▼.  Smith,  81  Me.  588,  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  Coostitution  required  any  partic- 
ular matter  to  be  set  out  in  the  Journal  but  the 
question  was  as  between  the  enrolled  act  and 
parol  testimony. 

Louisiana  may  be  placed  among  the  states 
which  declare  that  where  the  Constitution  re- 
quires a  particular  matter  to  appear  in  the 
Journal  the  provision  is  mandatory,  and  that 
the  failure  to  observe  auch  provision  renders 
the  act  void. 

BoUtTigetoarih  v.  Thompeon,  45  La.  Ann.  222. 

The  state  of  Nevada  can  probably  be  classed 
with  those  states  which  hold  the  enrolled  act 
conclusive. 

State,  Oeorge,  v.  Swift,  10  Nev.  187,  21  Am. 
Rep.  721;  State,  Sutherland,  v.  Nfte  (Nev.)  42 
Pac.  866. 

Re  Tipton,  28  Tex.  App.  488, 8  L..R.  A.  826, 
supports  the  contention  of  the  respondent. 

In  Butler  v.  State,  88  Ga.  821,  the  Journal 
was  consulted  under  circumstances  which 
would  lead  us  to  believe  that  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state  would  hold  that  the  afflrma- 
tive-showing  in  the  Journal  that  certain  consti- 
tutional requirements  had  not  been  complied 
with,  would  render  the  enrolled  act  void. 

In  State,  Heed,  v.  Jonee,  6  Wash.  452,  28  L. 
R.  A.  340,  the  opinion  is  a  most  vigorous  one, 
and  all  that  we  can  say  regarding  it  is,  that 
the  doctrine  laid  down  has  not  been  followed 
in  any  state  in  the  Union,  with  the  possible  ex- 
ception of  New  Jersey,  where  the  Constitu- 
tioD  differed  materially  from  that  of  Wash- 
ington. 

In  Blaine  County  v.  Heard  (Idaho)  45  Pac. 
890,  it  is  intimated  that  the  Journal  may  be 
consulted  to  overthrow  the  presumption  aris- 
ing from  the  enrolled  act. 

In  Rumeey  v.  Neu>  York  A  N.  E.  R.  Co.  180 
N.  Y.  88.  and  New  York  <fe  L.  L  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Smith,  148  N.  Y.  540,  the  court  expresses 
doubt  as  to  what  the  authorities  had  decided. 
In  both  of  these  cases  the  Journal  was  con- 
sulted to  uphold  the  appeal. 

Union  Bank  v.  Oxford  Comrs.  119  N.  C.  214, 
84  L.  R.  A.  487,  shows  very  clearly  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  many  cases  upholding  the 
doctrine  that  the  enrolled  act  is  conclusive  and 
the  case  at  bar. 

The  only  states  opposed  to  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for  by  respondent  in  this  case  are  In- 
diana, Mississippi,  New  Jersey,  Nevada,  and 
Washington.  Of  these,  in  Indiana,  Missis 
sippi,  and  New  Jersey  it  appears  that  the  ones 
tion  as  to  what  is  the  effect  of  the  failure  ot  the 
Journal  to  show  such  matters  as  the  Constitu- 
tion requires  shall  be  shown,  have  never  been 
discussed,  and  therefore  the  states  of  Nevada 
and  Washington  are  the  only  states  directly 
opposed  to  our  contention. 

ouch  text-writers  as  have  discussed  the 
proposition  agree  that  the  Journals  may  be  re- 
sorted to. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  pp.  164,  165;  Suther- 
land, Stat.  Constr.  pp.  48-46,  g§  41,  42. 

Potter,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

•  In  this  case  the  relator,  the  city  of  Cheyenne, 
filed  its  petition  in  the  district  court  for  the 
county  of  Laramie,  alleging  its  character  as  a 
municipal  corporation,  and  that  prior  to  the  Ist 
40U  a  A. 


day  of  March,  1897,  it  was  allowed  by  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming  to  collect  the  taxes 
due  to  itself  for  municipal  purposes,  and, 
among  other  things,  to  sell  real  estate  within 
its  corporate  limits,  upon  which  such  taxes  had 
become  delinquent,  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Wyoming  and  by  its 
own  ordinances,  but  on  the  1st  day  of  March, 
A.  D.  1897,  there  was  approved  by  the  governor 
an  act  passed  by  the  fourth  state  legislature, 
entitled  "An  Act  Relating  to  the  Sale  of  Real 
Estate  for  Delinquent  Taxes,  and  Fixing  the 
Fees  to  be  Charg^  Therefor,"  which  said  act 
appears  in  the  published  session  laws  of  the 
said  fourth  legislature  as  chapter  56  thereof; 
that,  according  to  the  provisions  of  said  act,  it 
was  made  the  duty  of  the  county  treasurer,  on 
the  1st  Monday  in  November  in  each  year,  at 
his  ofl9ce,  to  offer  at  public  sale  all  lands  on 
which  the  taxes  levied  for  state,  county,  vil- 
lage, city,  school  district,  or  other  purpose  for 
the  previous  year  should  still  remain  unpaid; 
and  that  said  act  repealed  all  other  acts  incon- 
sistent therewith.  It  is  then  alleged  that  a  de- 
mand had  been  dulv  made  upon  the  defendant 
by  the  relator  that  he  should  advertise  for  sale 
in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  and  that  at  the 
time  provided  by  law  he  should  offer  for  sale, 
all  lands  within  the  corporate  limits  of  relator 
upon  which  the  taxes  for  the  year  1896  acd  pre- 
vious years  remained  unpaid,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, the  county  treasurer  of  Laramie 
county,  refused  to  advertise  the  said  lands  for 
sale  for  said  taxes.  The  prayer  of  the  petition 
is  for  a  writ  of  mandamus,  commanding  the 
said  county  treasurer  to  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  aforesaid,  as  the  same  appears 
in  the  published  laws  of  the  fourth  legislature, 
so  far  as  the  taxes  due  to  the  city  of  Cheyenne 
for  the  year  1896  and  previous  years  are  con- 
cerned. The  respondent  resists  the  application 
for  mandamus  on  the  grounds,  as  set  forth  in 
the  answer,  that  the  act  under  which  it  is  made 
his  duty  to  sell  lands  for  delinquent  city  taxes 
did  not  receive  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  all  the 
members  elected  to  each  house  of  the  fourth 
legislature,  that  it  was  never  placed  upon  its 
final  passage  in  both  houses,  that  there  was  no 
vote  taken  by  ayes  and  noes  upon  tbe  final 
passage  of  such  act,  and  because  tbe  names  of 
those  voting  thereon  in  the  fourth  legislature 
were  not  entered  upon  the  Journals  of  said  leg- 
islature. An  agreed  statement  of  facts  was 
filed,  upon  which  the  case  was  submitted;  and 
thereupon  the  district  court  reserved  to  this 
court,  for  its  opirion,  certain  questions,  found 
to  be  important  and  difficult,  as  follows: 
* 'First.  In  the  state  of  Wyoming,  can  the 
Journals  of  the  house  and  the  senate  of  the 
state  legislature  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose , 
of  declaring  invalid  an  act  of  the  legislature  * 
signed  by  the  presiding  officers  of  botb  houses, 
and  approved  by  the  governor;  and,  if  so,  to 
what  extent?  Second.  Is  g  1  of  chapter  66  of 
the  Laws  of  the  year  1897,  as  the  same  appears 
in  the  bound  volume  of  the  laws  of  said  year, 
valid  ?  Third.  Is  any  part  of  §  1  of  chapter  66 
of  the  Laws  of  the  year  1897,  as  the  same  ap- 
pears in  the  printed  volume  of  said  act,  valid; 
and,  if  so,  what  part  or  parts?  Fourth.  Are 
^^  2  and  8  of  said  act  valid?  Fifth.  Is  it  the 
duty  of  a  county  treasurer  in  the  state  of 
Wyoming  to  sell  all  lands  on  which  the  taxes 
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levied  for  state,  county,  or  city  purposes  re- 
maiD  unpaid?  Sixtb.  Wlien  is  the  treasurer  of 
a  county  in  the  sla'e  of  Wyocning  compelled  to 
sell  property  for  delinquent  taxes?  Seventb. 
In  selling  property  for  taxes  due  tbe  county  or 
city,  has  the  treasurer  of  a  county  in  tbe  state 
of  Wyomin^^the  right  to  sell  property  for  taxes 
due  for  previous  years?" 

Tbe  questions  reserved,  and  the  matters  at 
issue  in  tbe  action,  involve,  in  tbe  first  place, 
an  inquiry  into  tbe  validity  of  §  1  of  tbe  act 
aforesaid,  as  published  in  tbe  session  laws,  and 
known  as  *'§  1  of  chapter  56"  of  said  published 
laws.  In  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  which 
we  find  to  conform  to  the  showing  made  bv 
the  journals,  the  action  of  tbe  legislature  which 
finally  resulted  in  tbe  enrolled  bill  which  was 
approved  by  tbe  governor,  thus  creating  tbe 
purported  act  aforesaid,  is  shown  to  have  been 
as  follows:  On  tbe  23d  day  of  January,  1897. 
there  was  introduced  into  the  house  of  repre- 
sentatives "A  Bill  for  an  Act  Relating  to  the 
Sale  of  Real  Estate  for  Delinquent  Taxes,  and 
Fixing  tbe  Fees  to  be  Charged  Therefor," 
which  title,  it  will  be  observed,  corresponds 
exactly  with  the  title  of  chapter  56  aforesaid. 
Said  bill  was  designated  as  "House  Bill  Num- 
ber Forty."  On  January  29,  §  1  of  said  bill 
was  amended  in  the  house  of  representatives. 
On  February  3,  the  said  bill  passed  tbe  house 
of  representatives  as  amended;  the. voting  being 
taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  and  tbe  names  of  those 
voting  thereon  being  entered  on  the  Journal, 
abowing  that  thirty  of  the  members  of  the 
house  bad  voted  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  the 
bill,  that  three  had  voted  against  it,  and  that 
five  members  were  absent.  The  journal  there- 
fore shows  that  tbe  bill  bad  regularly  passed 
tbe  house,  receiving  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  all 
tbe  members  elected  thereto,  and  that  tiie  vote 
taken  upon  its  passage  was  by  the  ayes  and  noes, 
and  the  names  of  those  voting  thereon  were  en- 
tered upon  the  journal.  The  bill  was  then 
transmitted  to  the  senate,  and  in  that  body  on 
February  9,  ^  1  of  tbe  bill  as  it  had  passed  tbe 
bouse  was  amended  by  striking  out  all  of  the 
section,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  an  entirelv 
difiTerent  section,  making  several  material  al- 
terations; tbe  main  difference  being  that,  in 
tbe  section  as  amended  by  the  senate,  it  was 
made  the  duty  of  tbe  county  treasurer  to  sell 
lands  upon  which  there  were  unpaid  and  de- 
linquent taxes  due  to  any  cilv  within  the 
county,  as  well  as  to  sell  lands  for  delinquent 
taxes  of  state  and  county.  On  February  11 
the  bill,  as  thus  amended,  passed  the  senate  by 
a  majority  vote  of  all  the  members  elected 
thereto;  the  vote  being  taken  by  tbe  ayes  and 
noes,  and  the  names  of  those  voting  thereon 
being  entered  upon  tbe  journal,  showing  nine- 
teen votes  for  the  passage  of  the  bill  as  amended 
— t)eing  all  the  members  of  the  senate.  The 
bill,  so  amended,  was  then  returned  to  the 
house;  and  on  February  11,  1897,  the 
bouse  by  a  vote  taken  by  ayes  and  noes, 
which  was  entered  upon  the  journal,  re- 
fused to  concur  in  the  senate  amendment, 
and  requested  tbe  senate  to  recede  there- 
from; twenty  six  members  of  tbe  bouse  voting 
not  to  concur,  three  in  favor  of  concurrence, 
and  nine  absent.  On  February  11,  the  senate, 
by  a  vote,  refused  to  recede  from  its  amend- 
ment, and  a  conference  committee  was  ap- 
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pointed  by  both  senate  and  bouse  to  confer 
over  the  differences  between  tbe  two  bodies 
with  reference  to  §  1  of  said  bill.  On  February 
17,  the  conference  committee  presented  to  both 
tbe  senate  and  the  house  the  following  report, 
which  is  copied  in  tbe  journals  of  both  the 
senate  and  the  bouse,  to  wit: 

Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  February  16,  1897. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Your  joint  conference  com- 
mittee, to  whom  was  referred  H.  B.  No.  40, 
beg  leave  to  report  as  follows:  We  recommend 
that  the  senate  recede  from  its  amendments  tc 
said  bill;  and  we  furtberrecommend  that  tbe 
following  section,  as§  1  of  said  bill,  be  adopted 
and  said  bill  be  amended  by  striking  out  all  of 
§  1  of  said  original  bill,  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  tbe  proposed  section,  to  wit:  "Sec- 
tion 1.  Tbe  sales  of  real  estate  b^  all  county 
treasurers  in  the  state  of  Wyoming  for  non- 
payment of  taxes  shall  be  held  at  the  front 
door  of  the  court-house  (or  county  building), 
beginning  on  tbe  Ist  Monday  in  October  of 
each  year,  between  tbe  hours  of  nine  o'clock  in 
the  forenoon  and  five  o'clock  in  tbe  afternoon, 
and  may  adjourn  from  day  to  day  (Sundays 
excepted),  until  all  tbe  lands  are  offered.  After 
the  tax  sale  as  herein  provided  shall  have 
closed,  any  real  estate  remaining  unsold  for 
the  want  of  bidders  therefor,  the  county  treas- 
urer is  authorized  and  required  to  sell  the  same 
at  private  sale  to  any  person  who  offers  to  pay 
the  amount  of  taxes,  penalties,  interest,  and 
costs  thereon,  and  to  make  to  such  person  such 
certificate  as  shall  be  leqiired  by  law  to  be 
made  and  delivered  as  in  the  case  of  the  sale 
of  any  such  lands  at  public  sale,  with  tbe  ad- 
ditional statement  inserted  therein  that  such 
lands  have  been  offered  at  public  sale  for  taxes, 
but  not  sold  for  want  of  bidders,  and  sold  for 
taxes  by  private  sale,  and  tbe  treasurer  is 
further  authorized  and  required  to  sell  as  afore- 
said all  real  estate  in  his  county  on  which  taxes 
remain  unpaid  and  delinquent  for  any  previ- 
ous year  or  years.  Provided,  that  all  sales  of 
real  estate  for  the  unpaid  taxes  due  thereon  to 
any  such  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  of 
Wyoming  by  tbe  treasurer  of  any  such  city, 
town,  or  village  shall  be  governed  by  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act." 

Isaac  Bergman, 
L.  C.  Tidball. 
Thomas  Cotile, 
House  Committee. 
A.  M.  Applegct, 
George  W.  Fox, 

Senate  Committee. 

Tbe  above  is  taken  from  tbe  bouse  journal. 
In  tbe  printed  journal  of  the  senate  tbe  report 
of  tbe  conference  committee  is  shown  to  be 
precisely  the  same  as  the  above,  with  tbe  ex- 
ception that  the  word  "such,"  preceding  the 
word  "city,"  where  it  is  first  used,  towards 
the  close  of  tbe  provision  of  §  1,  as  recom- 
mended by  tbe  committee,  is  omitted.  On 
February  17,  upon  the  coming  in  of  said  report, 
a  motion  was  made  in  the  bouse  to  adopt  tbe 
report  of  tbe  joint  conference  committee,  and 
that  the  amendments  recommended  by  such 
committee  be  concurred  in.  Thereupon  tbe 
vote  was  taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  with  tbe  re« 
suit  that  thirty  four  voted  in  favor  of  tbe  mo- 
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tioD  to  coucur  in  such  amend ment  of  the  con- 
ference committee,  three  opposed  thereto,  and 
one  was  absent.  The  names  of  those  voting 
thereon  were  entered  on  the  Journal  of  the 
house,  and  the  speaker  thereupon  announced 
that  the  amendment  of  the  conference  commit- 
tee had  been  concurred  in  by  the  house.  On 
the  same  day  in  the  senate  a  like  motion  was 
made,  and  upon  a  vote  of  the  members  of  the 
senate,  uken  by  ayes  and  noes,  it  appears  that 
sixteen  voted  in  favor  of  the  motion  to  adopt 
the  report  of  such  committee  and  concur  in 
■uch  amendment,  and  three  were  absent;  there 
being  no  voti  s  in  the  negative.  The  names  of 
those  voting  upon  such  motion  in  the  senate 
were  entered  upon  the  senate  Journal.  On 
February  19.  the  act  was  enrolled;  but  g  1  of 
the  act,  as  enrolled,  was  not  the  section  which 
was  recommended  by  the  conference  commit- 
tee, and  which  was  adopted  and  concurred  in 
by  both  house  and  senate  on  February  17,  but 
was  the  amendment  first  made  by  the  senate, 
which  was  rejected  by  the  house.  The  enrolled 
act  was  sii^ned  by  the  speaker  of  the  house  and 
Uie  president  of  the  senate,  and  sent  to  the 
governor;  and  the  same  was  approved  by  him, 
and  became  chapter  66  of  the  printed  volume 
of  the  Laws  of  1897. 

The  question  before  us,  therefore,  is  whether 
or  not  the  courts  may  go  behind  the  enrolled 
act,  which  is  authenticated  by  the  signature  of 
the  presiding  oflScers  of  the  two  legislative 
bodies,  and  approved  by  the  governor,  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  such  enrolled  act  is  in 
fact  the  act  which  was  passed  by  the  legisla- 
ture. There  is  some  conflict  among  the  au- 
thorities upon  this  proposition,— some  courts 
going  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  courts 
are  at  liberty  to  resort  to  the  legislative  Jour- 
nals to  discover  whether  or  not,  in  any  Instance 
the  constitutional  requirement  has  b^n  com- 
plied with  in  the  passage  of  an  act  which  is 
found  in  the  office  of  the  custodian  of  the  laws, 
purporting  to  be  an  act  of  tbe  legislature,  and 
approved  bv  the  governor;  others,  only  that 
such  Journals  are  competent  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  or  not  a  con- 
stitutional requirement  has  been  observed  in 
the  passage  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  where 
such  action  of  the  legislature  is  required  to  be 
entered  upon  the  journal.  Other  courts,  how- 
ever, have  held  directly  to  the  contrary,  and 
maintained  the  conclusiveness  of  the  enrolled 
act.  authenticated  by  the  signatures  of  the  pre- 
siding officers  of  the  two  legislative  bodies  and 
the  approval  of  tbe  governor.  When  the  keep- 
ing of  the  legislative  Journals  is  enjoined  by 
the  Constitution,  and  that  instrument  also  at- 
taches certain  conditions  to  tbe  enactment  of 
a  valid  law,  and  the  facts  showing  a  compli- 
ance therewith  are  required  to  be  entered  upon 
the  Journals,  the  decided  weight  of  authority 
in  this  country  favors  the  resort  to  such  Jour- 
nals to  determine  whether  the  law  has  been 
enacted  in  a  constitutional  manner.  The  pro- 
visions which  perhaps  more  than  any  other 
have  caused  an  adherence  to  that  doctrine  are 
those  which  relate  to  the  number  of  votes 
necessary  to  the  passage  of  a  bill,  the  taking 
of  such  vote  by  ayes  and  noes,  and  the  entry 
upon  the  Journal  of  the  names  of  those  mem- 
bers voting  thereon.  The  states  in  which  it  is 
held  competent  to  resort  to  tbe  Journals  to  as- 
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certain  whether,  in  the  enactment  of  a  law,  the 
constitutional  requirements  have  been  complied 
with,  are:  Alabama:  Moody  v.  8laU,  48  Ala. 
115,  17  Am.  Rep.  28;  8ayre  v.  Pollard,  77  Ala. 
608;  Moogv,  Randolph,  77  AI&,  597.  Arkansas: 
Worthen  v.  Badgetf,  82  Ark.  496;  Smithee  v. 
Oarth,  83  Ark.  17.  Colorado:  Re  RoberU, 
5; Colo.  530.  Florida:  StaU^Markens,  v.  Brown^ 
20  Fla.  407.  Illinois:  People,  Barnes,  v. 
Starne,  85  IlL  121,  85  Am.  Dec.  848;  Larriton 
V.  Peoria,  A.  db  D.  R,  Co.  77  HI.  11.  Missouri: 
StaU,  Attp,  Oen.,  v.  Mead,  71  Mo.  266.  Ne- 
braska: State,  Marlay,  v.  Liedtke,  9  Neb.  463; 
8taU,  Buff,Y.  McLeOand,  18  Neb.  286,  58  Am. 
Rep.  814.  New  Hampshire:  Opinion  of  ths 
Justices,  53  N.  H.  622.  Ohio:  Miller  y.  8UU$, 
3  Ohio  St.  475.  Oregon:  Gurrie  v.  Sovthem 
P.  Co.  21  Or.  566.  Kansas:  Be  Division  of 
Howard  County,  15  Kan.  194.  South  Carolina: 
StaU,  Atty.  Oen.  v.  ffagood,  13  S.  C.  46.  Ten- 
nessee: Brewer  v.  Huntingdon,  86  Tenn.  783. 
Utah:  Ritchie  V.  Richards,  14  Utah,  845.  Vil^ 
gfnia:  Wise  v.  Bigger,  79  Va.  269.  West  Vir- 
ginia: Osburnr.  titaley,  5  W.  Va.  85,  18  Am. 
Kep.  640.  Wisconsin:  Meracle  v.  Down,  64 
Wis.  823.  Michigan:  Rhode  v.  Phelps,  90  Mich. 
598.  Maryland:  L^g  v.  Annapolis,  43  Md. 
308.  Minnesota:  Lincoln  v.  Haugan,  45 
Minn.  451.  California:  Weill  v.  Eenfield,  54 
Cal.  111.  Oakland  Paving  Co.  v.  Hilton,  69 
Cal.  479;  Stevenson  v.  Colgan,  91  Cal.  658,  U 
L.  R.  A.  459. 

The  same  rule  was  adopted  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Wyominflr  when  a  territory.  Broion 
V.  Nash,  1  Wyo.  86;  Union  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Garr, 
1  Wyo.  96.  In  Idaho,  in  the  case  of  Blains 
County  V.  Heard,  45  Pac.  890,  there  is  an  inti- 
mation to  the  same  effect.  The  contrary  doc- 
trine is  held  in  the  following  states:  Indiana, 
Louisiana,  Maine,  Mississippi,  Nevada,  New 
Jersey,  North  Carolina,  Texas,  and  Washing- 
ton. The  state  of  Connecticut  is  usually  in- 
cluded in  this  class  upon  the  authority  of  tbe 
case  of  Eld  v.  Oorham,  20  Conn.  8.  In  that 
case,  however,  we  do  not  understand  that  the 
precise  question  was  involved.  The  question 
there  under  consideration  was  whether  the 
volume  termed  'The  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
State  of  Connecticut"  was  to  be  decreed  to  con- 
tain all  the  public  statute  laws  of  the  state,  or 
whether  the  court  could  go  behind  it,  and  ex- 
amine the  proceedings  of  the  revision  commit- 
tee to  ascertain  if  they  had  exceeded  their 
powers.  The  leading  case  in  Nevada  {State, 
George,  v.  Smft,  10  Nev.  176,  31  Am.  Rep. 
721)  was  decided  in  1875.  The  opinion  is  ex- 
pressed in  that  case  that  the  weight  of  author- 
ity favors  the  conclusiveness  of  the  enrolled 
act,  and  the  states  of  Maryland,  Missouri,  and 
California  are  referred  to  as  upholding  that 
doctrine.  Since  then,  however,  in  each  of 
those  states  a  different  rule  has  been  announced 
and  a  resort  to  the  journals  is  permitted  to  im- 
peach an  enrolled  act.  The  courts  of  Califor- 
nia and  Missouri  changed  front  upon  the 
question,  on  account  of  chani^  in  their  re- 
spective Constitutions:  but,  as  amended  neither 
of  them  differed  essentially  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Nevada  Constitution  under  which  State, 
Oeorge.Y.  Swift,  10  Nev.  176,  21  Am.  Rep.  721, 
was  decided.  The  case  of  Field  y.  Clark,  148 
U.  S.  649,  86  L.  ed.  294,  as  to  acts  of  Congress, 
denied  the  right  to  consider  the  Journals  asevi. 
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<]eiice  to  impeach  the  correctDess  of  the  en- 
Tolled  act;  the  contention  beins  made  that  a 
section  had  been  omitted  therefrom.  Article 
1,  §  5,  of  the  Federal  Constitution  contained 
the  provision  which  it  was  claimed  constituted 
the  journals  the  best  evidence  upon  an  issue 
whether  in  fact  a  bill  was  passed  by  Coogreas. 
That  provision  requires  only  that  **each  bouse 
-shall  keep  a  Journal  of  its  proceedings,  and 
from  time  to  time  publish  the  same,  except 
«uch  parts  as  may  in  their  Judgment  require 
secrecy;  and  the  yeas  and  nays  of  the  members 
of  either  bouse  on  any  question  shall,  at  the 
•desire  of  one  fifth  of  those  present,  be  en- 
tered upon  the  journal."  And  the  court 
said:  *'In  regard  to  certain  matters,  the  Con- 
stitution expressly  requires  that  they  shall  be 
entered  upon  the  journal.  To  what  extent  the 
validity  of  legislative  action  may  be  affected 
by  the  failure  to  have  those  matters  entered 
upon  the  journal,  we  need  not  inquire.  No 
fluch  question  is  presented  for  determination 
Although  Iowa  is  sometimes  mentioned  among 
the  states  upholding  the  incompetency  of  the 
journals,  the  courts  of  that  state^cannot  be  said 
to  have  expressly  so  decided.  Indeed,  in  one 
case  where  the  question  was  whether  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  had  been  previously 
agreed  to  by  the  general  assembly  the  court  ex- 
amined the  Journals;  and,  in  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion at  issue  in  this  case,  the  court  said  that 
whether  a  bill  which  had  been  dulv  enrolled 
can  be  impeached,  when  the  Journals  aflSrma- 
tively  show  that  it  never  was  passed,  was  a 
question  not  before  them,  and  indicated  that  it 
would  be  a  proposition  not  readily  solved. 
KoehUr  v.  HiU,  60  Iowa,  548,  654.  We  can- 
not but  regard  the  clear  weight  of  authority  in 
this  country  as  sustaining  the  propriety  of  con- 
sulting the  journals  in  reference  to  a  matter 
which  the  Constitution  expressly  requires  to  be 
recorded  therein,  concerning  the  constitutional 
procedure  for  the  passage  of  an  act;  and  in 
case,  upon  such  an  examination,  it  affirm- 
atively appears,  in  respect  to  the  requirements 
aforesaid,  that  the  bill  did  not  in  fact  pass  the 
legislature,  or  did  not  receive  the  constitutional 
majority,  and  therefore  did  not  constitution- 
ally become  a  law,  they  may  be  used  to  im- 
peach the  enrolled  act,  although  the  latter  is 
signed  by  the  presiding  officers  of  both  houses, 
and  carries  the  approval  of  the  governor. 
That  such  is  the  weight  of  authority  is  recog- 
nized by  the  text-wrliers.  In  Cooley  on  Con- 
stitutional  Limitations  it  is  said:  "If  it  should 
appear  from  these  journals  that  any  act  did  not 
receive  the  requisite  majority,  or  that  in  re- 
spect to  it  the  legislature  did  not  follow  any  re- 
quirements of  the  Constitution,  or  that  in  any 
other  respect  the  act  was  not  constitutionally 
adopted,  the  courts  may  act  upon  this  evidence, 
and  adjudge  the  statute  void."  And  again: 
"It  will  not  be  presumed  in  any  case,  from  a 
mere  silence  of  the  journals,  that  either  house 
has  exceeded  its  authority,  or  disregarded  a 
constitutional  requirement  in  the  passage  of 
legislative  acts,  unless  where  the  Constitution 
has  expressly  required  the  journals  to  show  the 
action  taken,  as,  for  instance,  where  it  requires 
the  yeas  and  nays  to  be  entered."  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  Sd  ed.  pp.  135,  136.  See  also  Id. 
p.  141;  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §^  41-44. 

The  provisions  of  our  Constitution  affecting 
40  L.  R.  A. 


the  question  before  us  are  as  follows:  '*Each 
house  shall  keep  a  journal  of  its  proceedings, 
and  may  in  its  discretion  from  time  to  time 
publish  the  same,  except  such  parts  as  require 
secrecy;  and  ayes  and  noes  on  any  question 
shall  at  the  request  of  two  members  be  entered 
upon  the  journal."  Article  3,  §  13.  **No  bill 
shall  become  a  law  except  by  a  vote  of  a  ma- 
jority of  all  the  members  elected  to  each  house, 
nor  unless  on  its  final  passage  the  vote  taken 
by  the  ayes  and  noes  and  the  names  of  those 
voting  being  entered  upon  the  journal."  Id. 
^  25.  *'The  presiding  officer  of  each  housa 
shall  in  the  presence  of  the  house  over  which 
he  presides  sign  all  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
passed  by  the  legislature  immediately  after  their 
titles  have  been  read,  and  the  fact  of  signing 
shall  be  at  once  entered  upon  the  Journal.  Id. 
§  28.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  Constitution 
provides,  in  a  veir  positive  and  mandatory 
manner,  that  no  bill  shall  become  a  law.  ex- 
cept bv  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  all  the  members 
elected  to  each  house,  and  that  no  bill  shall  be- 
come a  law  unless  on  its  final  passage  the  vote 
be  taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  and  the  names  of 
those  voting  be  entered  upon  the  joumsJ. 
The  Journal  record  therefore  will  disclose 
whether  or  not  any  measure,  upon  its  final 
passage,  has  received  the  constitutional  num- 
ber of  votes.  The  presumption  unquestion- 
ably is  that  an  act  found  properly  signed  by 
the  presiding  officers,  approved  by  the  gov- 
ernor, and  deposited  in  the  secretary's  office 
with  the  other  acts  of  the  session,  was  regu- 
larly passed,  which  is  only  to  be  overcome  by 
evidence,  of  which  the  courts  take  Judicial  no- 
tice, showing  the  contrary.  It  is  well  settled 
that,  whenever  the  existence  of  an  act  of  the 
legislature  is  called  in  question,  the  court  may 
resort  to  any  source  of  information  capable  of 
conveying  to  the  judicial  mind  a  clear  and  sat- 
isfactory answer  to  such  question.  Not  only 
by  the  weight  of  authority,  but  upon  principle 
as  well,  we  are  convinced  the  constitutional 
provisions  aforesaid  constitute  the  journals  con- 
cerning the  action  of  the  legislature  upon  the 
final  passage  of  an  act  a  record,  which,  by  aa 
affirmative  showing  to  the  contrary,  is  compe- 
tent to  overthrow  the  presumption  arising  from 
the  certificates  of  the  presiding  officers,  and  the 
lodgment  of  the  enrolled  act  with  the  secretary. 
The  Constitution  makes  no  distinction  between 
the  force  to  bef jdven  to  the  authentication  by 
the  presiding  officers,  and  the  Journal  account 
of  the  legislative  procedure,  in  the  respect  men- 
tioned. Both  requirements  proceed  from  the 
same  source,  and  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  any 
sound  reason  why  the  final  authentication  by 
the  officers  should  be  conclusive  of  the  action 
of  the  legislature,  when  such  action  is  also  re- 
quired to  be  made  a  matter  of  Journal  entry. 
The  provision  that  the  names  of  those  voting 
shall  be  entered  upon  the  journal,  in  connection 
with  the  requirement  that  the  vote  shall  be 
taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  and  in  the  same  sec- 
tion with  the  limitation  upon  legislative  power 
to  pass  any  law,  must  be  considered  as  intend- 
ing to  subserve  a  more  important  purpose  than 
that  of  simply  indicating  how  any  particular 
member  voted.  The  design  was,  clearly,  to 
perpetuate  a  record  or  evidence  of  the  fact  that 
the  act  was  passed  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
fundamental  law.    No  court  disputes  the  prop- 


200 


Wtohxno  Buprbhb  Court. 


Dsa. 


ositioD  that  the  legislature  is  powerless  to  enact 
a  law  in  violadoD  of  the  coostitutional  require- 
ments»  and  that  no  bill  becomes  a  law  if  in 
fact  it  was  Dot  passed  by  the  legislature.  FUld 
V.  Clark,  143  U.  8.  649,  36  L.  ed.  294  The 
diyergeDce  of  views  arises  coDcerniog  the 
character  of  the  eyideuce  which  may  be  ac- 
cepted in  the  determination  of  that  question. 
The  English  decisions,  and  those  of  some  of 
the  states,  denying  any  right  to  consult  the 
Journals,  are  not  in  point,  owing  to  a  radical 
difference  between  the  record  authority  of  the 
journals  of  Parliament  and  of  the  legislatures 
of  such  states,  and  legislative  journals  under  a 
Constitution  like  our  own.  iiere  the  journals 
are  not  kept  merely  in  the  interest  of  orderly 
procedure,  but  they  exist  in  obedience  to  a  con- 
stitutional command;  and  the  nature  of  their 
contents  is,  to  some  extent,  prescribed.  As  it 
is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  courts  to  pro- 
nounce upon  the  validity  of  legislative  enact- 
ments, they  should  possess  authority  to  have 
recourse  to  the  constitutional  record  of  legisla- 
tive procedure,  in  so  far,  at  least,  as  that  record 
is  oonstiiutionally  required  to  make  disclosure, 
and,  within  that  limit,  to  the  extent  of  giving 
effect  to  an  aflSrmative  showing. 

As  to  the  act  in  question,  the  journal  shows 
that  it  passed  the  house  regularly,  and  with 
the  constitutional  number  of  votes,  in  the  first 
instance.  There  were  four  sections  to  the  bill; 
the  last  two,  however,  respectively  merely  re- 
pealing inconsistent  acts,  and  providing  the 
time  for  its  taking  effect.  The  merits  of  the 
act  were  contained  in  the  first  two  sections, 
and  the  second  largely  depended  upon  the  first, 
as  to  its  effect  and  application.  When  (he  bill 
reached  the  senate,  that  body  proceeded  to 
strike  out  all  of  §  1  as  it  had  passed  the 
house,  and  inserted  new  provisions  in  its  place, 
and  then  passed  the  bill  in  regular  form.  Upon 
its  transmission  to  the  house,  the  senate 
amendment  was  not  concurred  in.  These  facts 
affirmatively  appear,  and  thus,  up  to  that 
point,  it  is  clear  that  the  same  bill  had  not 
passed  both  houses.  The  house  had  agreed  to 
one  measure,  and  the  senate  to  another. 
Thereupon,  a  conference  committee  having 
been  duly  appointed,  a  report  was  submitted 
by  it,  proposing  other  provisions  for  §  1. 
Both  journals  contained  a  copy  of  that  report, 
with  the  amendment  proposed,  and  in  both 
houses  said  amendment  was  adopted;  the  vote 
thereon  being  taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  and  the 
names  of  those  voting  thereon  being  entered 
upon  the  journals  of  the  senate  and  house  re- 
spectively. It  thus,  by  affirmative  showing, 
appears  that  the  senate  receded  from  its  former 
amendment,  and  passed  the  bill  with  the 
amendment  reported  by  the  committee.  The 
house  adopted  that  amendment,  and  thus  both 
houses  ultimately  agreed  upon,  and  by  the  con- 
stitutional number  of  votes,  as  disclosed  by  the 
journals,  passed,  the  same  measure.  The  final 
action  of  both  houses  is  recorded  in  the  journals. 
We  need  not  decide  whether  the  final  action 
on  the  amendment  is,  within  the  sense  of  the 
Constitution,  the  final  passage,  so  as  to  require 
the  vote  thereon  to  be  taken  by  ayes  and  noes, 
and  the  names  of  those  voting  to  be  entered 
upon  the  journal.  In  this  case,  at  least,  that 
was  done,  and  indicates  that  such  was  the  leg- 
islative understanding.  It  is  sufficient  that, 
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with  regard  to  the  act  under  consideration, 
there  appears  an  affirmative  showing  that  the 
senate  amendment,  which  was  enrolled  as  §1, 
did  not  ultimately  pass  either  house,  and  did 
not  at  any  time  recei/e  the  sanction  of  the 
house  of  representatives.  The  act  which  se- 
cured executive  approval  was  not  the  act  which 
passed  the  legislature,  and  the  latter  was  not  ap- 
proved by  the  governor,  nor  was  it  presented 
to  him  for  such  approval.  The  contents  of  a 
pending  bill,  or  an  amendment  thereto,  need 
not  be  recorded  at  length  in  the  journal;  and 
it  is  entirely  probable  that  had  the  amendment 
reported  by  the  committee,  upon  which  the 
final  action  was  taken,  been  omitted,  the  pre- 
sumption would  be  Indulged  in  that  the  enrolled 
act  correctly  represented  it,  but  in  this  instance 
it  was  copied  in  the  record  in  full,  and  thus  ex- 
plains the  vote  in  each  house.  It  is  inseparably 
connected  with  the  final  action  of  both  bodies, 
and  the  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  presume  that, 
as  its  entry  is  not  required,  the  vote  adopted 
the  section  as  it  is  found  in  the  enrolled  act 
The  journals  positively,  and  with  distinctness, 
inform  us  that  the  two  houses,  respectively,  bj 
the  vote  of  their  members,  adopted  as  section  1 
of  the  act  the  provisions  reported  therefor  by 
the  committee,  which  report  appears  in  the 
journal  imme(iiately  preceding  the  record  of 
the  motions  to  adopt,  and  the  vote  thereon. 
Our  conclusions  on  this  branch  of  the  case  are, 
therefore,  that  we  have  the  authority,  and  it  is 
our  duty,  to  examine  the  journals,  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  the  act  in  question  was 
passed  by  a  majority  of  the  members  elected  to 
each  bouse,  that  being  a  matter  which  the  Con- 
stitution requires  to  be  shown  by  the  journals; 
that  it  is  affirmatively  disclosed  by  the  journals 
that  g  1  of  the  act,  as  enrolled  and  pub- 
lished, did  not  finally  pass  either  branch  of  the 
legislature;  that,  by  the  affirmative  showing  of 
said  journals,  it  was  not  passed  by  a  n^ajorit^ 
of  the  members  elected  to  each  house,  and  is 
therefore  not  a  law,  and  must  be  adjudged  void. 
Section  1,  as  passed  by  the  legislature,  was  not 
copied  into  the  enrolment,  and  did  not  receive 
executive  approval.  Therefore  that  did  not 
become  a  law.  In  this  case  there  is  no  ques- 
tion as  to  the  silence  of  the  journals  involved. 
It  is  a  common  holding  that,  as  to  matters  not 
positively  required  by  constitutional  mandate 
to  be  entered  upon  the  journals,  their  silence 
would  not  vitiate  the  law.  It  is,  however,  also 
held  that,  even  as  to  those  matters,  an  affirm- 
ative showing  that  some  essential  constitutional 
provision  had  not  been  complied  witti  would 
be  sufficient  to  authorize  the  courts  to  declare 
the  law  void. 

The  question  next  arises,  What  effect  does  the 
invalidity  of  ^  1  have  upon  §  2,  and  the  subse- 
quent sections  of  the  act  ?  The  act  is  com  posed 
of  four  sections.  Section  2  regulates  the  fees 
to  be  collected  upon  sales  of  real  estate, 
for  the  nonpayment  of  taxes,  by  the  county 
treasurer,  and  provides  that  such  fees  shall 
be  paid  into  the  county  treasury.  It  also 
prescribes  what  shall  be  stated  in  the  advertise- 
ment preceding  such  sales.  Section  8  repeals 
allactsand  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  that 
act,  and  g  4  provides  that  the  act  shall  take  effect 
and  be  in  force  from  and  after  its  passage.  In 
the  view  we  take  of  this  case,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  decide    the  question    whether  upon  th6 


1897. 


8TATB,  a  reL  Ohbtkhnb,  t.  Bwan. 


aoi 


failure  of  any  portion  of  an  enrolled  act,  b^ 
reason  of  a  noncompHaDce  with  some  consti- 
tutional requirement  in  the  passage  of  tbe 
bill,  tbe  entire  act  would  in  every  sucb  case 
be  void.  We  are  entirely  clear,  however,  that 
if  the  portion  of  the  act  which  actually  passed 
tbe  legislature,  and  is  not  included  in  the  en- 
rolled and  published  statute,  has  any  material 
relation  to  other  portions  of  the  act,  so  as  to 
modify,  restrict,  or  extend  its  application,  then 
such  other  portions  must  also  fall.  With  re- 
ference to  tbe  act  in  question,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that,  standing  alone,  ^  2  would  have 
to  be  construed  as  regulating  only  sales  of  real 
estate  for  taxes,  such  as  the  county  treasurer, 
under  other  laws,  would  have  authority  to 
make;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  provision  as 
appears  in  ^  1,  which  we  bold  to  be  void,  that 
officer  sells  only  for  delinquent  state,  county, 
and  school-district  taxes,  and  also  that  the  relf- 
erence  to  the  advertisement,  in  g  2,  would  be 
beld  to  apply  to  only  such  sales  by  the  county 
treasurer,  and  not  to  sales  bv  municipal  corpo- 
rations, or  officers  thereof,  for  the  nonpayment 
of  taxes.  In  §  1,  however,  as  reported  by  tbe 
conference  committee  and  adopted  by  both 
houses,  there  was  a  proviso  that  all  sales  of 
real  estate  for  the  unpaid  taxes  due  thereon  to 
any  city,  town,  or  village,  by  the  treasurer  of 
any  such  city,  town,  or  village,  should  be  gov- 
erned by  the  provisions  of  that  act:  so  that  if 
§  1,  as  actually  passed  by  the  legislature,  had 
been  copied  in  the  enrolled  art,  and  approved 
by  tbe  governor,  the  advertisement,  at  least, 
provided  for  in  $  2,  and  possibly  the  fees, 
would  have  applied  to  sales  made  by  such  mu- 
nicipal treasurers.  Indeed,  under  tbe  provi- 
sions of  g  1,  as  it  appears  in  the  enrolled  act 
and  printed  laws,  the  method  of  advertisini^, 
and  possibly  the  fees  prescribed  by  §  2,  would 
apply  to  sales  of  lands  for  delinquent  city  taxes. 
It  will  thus  be  observed  that,  by  eliminating 
§  1  as  it  actually  passed  tbe  legislature,  and 
also  eliminating  §  1  as  found  in  tbe  enrolled 
act  and  printed  laws,  the  application  of  §  2  is 


made  much  narrower  than  would  have  been 
the  case  had  the  act,  as  actually  passed,  been 
correctly  enrolled,  and  approved  by  the  gov- 
ernor. We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that 
g  2  is  so  inseparably  connected  with  the  pre- 
ceding section  that  without  such  preceding  sec- 
tion it  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand.  Section  8, 
which  merely  repeals  all  inconsistent  and  con- 
flicting acts,  has  no  effect  whatever,  without 
the  two  previous  sections,  and  the  same  ob- 
servation applies  to  §  4,  so  that  practically 
there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  take  effect.  Our 
conclusion,  therefore,  ia  that  the  entire  act 
must  be  held  to  be  void. 

Answering  the  questions  reserved  for  our 
opinion  by  the  district  court,  we  sav  to  the  first 
question:  Yes,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  Jour- 
nals are  required  by  the  Constitution  to  show 
the  procedure  of  the  legislature  respecting  its 
action  upon  a  bill.  To  the  second  question: 
Section  1  of  chapter  56  of  the  Laws  of  the  year 
1897,  as  tbe  same  appears  in  the  bound  volume 
of  the  laws  for  said  year,  is  not  valid.  To  the 
third  question:  No  part  of  said  §  1  is 
valid.  To  the  fourth  question:  Section  2  of 
said  act  is  not  valid,  and  §  8  is  of  no  effect. 
In  respect  to  questions  5,  6,  and  7,  we  say  that, 
in  view  of  the  decision  respectlni;  chapter  66 
of  the  Laws  of  1897,  the  matters  involved  in 
each  question  are  not  pertinent  to  the  issues  in 
this  case,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  answer  them. 
The  duty  with  reference  to  tbe  sales  of  real  es- 
tate for  unpaid  taxes  must  be  determined  by 
the  laws  as  they  exist,  irrespective  of  the  act 
desis^nated  as  chapter  56  of  the  Laws  of  1897. 
Owing  to  the  exieencies  of  the  case,  our  con- 
clusions were  orally  announced  on  the  1st  day 
of  October,  with  tbe  understanding  that  the 
opinion  would  be  written,  and  the  order  thereoa 
entered,  at  a  subsequent  time. 

Corn,  J. ,  concurs.  The  late  Mr.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Conaway  concurred  in  the  conclusions  as 
announced  by  the  court 
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1.  The  mixliifl^  or  minfl^llnj^  of  articles 
of  food  whicb  are  wbolesume  and  nutritioua, 
and  the  sale  thereof,  canoot  be  made  criminal 
by  tbe  leff  IsJature. 

£.  A  statute  making  the  miztnre  of  any 
articles  of  food  witbout  labeling  tbe  product 
an  offense  Is  too  general,  but  tbe  act  to  he  en- 
forced should  name  the  particular  articles  of 
food  the  aduiteratioD  of  wblob  Is  prohibited  and 
which  is  required  to  be  labeled. 

(February  18, 1808.) 


Nora— For  coostituttooal  right  to  deal  Id  whole- 
some food,  see  also  State  v.  Myers  (W.  Va.)  86  L.  R. 
A.  844:  and  Helena  t.  Dwyer  (Ark.)  89  L.  B.  A.  268, 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Parker  County  Court  convicting  him 
of  koowingly  and  fraudulently  adulterating 
flour  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  a  statute. 
Rerersed. 

The  facts  are  Ptated  in  the  opinion. 

Meurs.  Martin  ft  Flanary  and  O.  A* 
McCall,  for  appellant: 

The  ioformation  fails  to  charge  an  offense 
against  the  laws  of  the  state  in  this,  that  the 
iuformation  fails  to  allege  that  the  alleged 
adulteration  was  injurious  to  health. 

Willson,  Criminal  Forms;  White.  Crim. 
Stat. :  Rev.  Stat.  1895;  Crim.  Code,  p.  79,  arts. 
430-432. 

The  said  information  fails  to  allege  with 
what  the  said  flour  was  mixed,  and  there  are 
seven  different  clauses  in  this  statute,  and  the 
information  fails  to  allege  under  which  clause 
of  the  statute  the  same  was  charged,  or  the 
facta  under  either  clause. 
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WaUan  ▼.  State,  12  Tex.  App.  117;  Sunt  v. 
State,  9  Tex.  App.  404. 

Where  tbe  article  deflDing  the  offeDse  con- 
tains an  exception,  tbe  information  should 
negatiye  such  exception,  or  else  it  charges  no 
offense  against  the  uw. 

State  V.  Duke,  43  Tex.  455;  Smith  v.  State, 
42  Tex.  484;  State  v.  Clayton.  43  Tex.  410; 
Woodward  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  296. 

The  mere  mixing  of  two  kinds  of  flour  of 
the  same  consistency  and  quality,  the  one 
being  cheaper  than  the  other,  and  selling  the 
«ame,  cannot  under  any  phase  of  the  statute 
constitute  adulteration  of  food. 

Cam,  ▼.  Hartman,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  186;  Peo- 
ple V.  Marx,  99  N.  Y.  877.  52  Am.  Rep.  34; 
Be  Jacobe,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  686. 

Mr.  Mann  Trice  for  the  State. 

Hendeinion»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellant  was  convicted  of  knowingly  and 
fraudulently  adulterating  an  article  of  food, 
iind  his  punishment  assessed  at  a  flne  of  $100; 
hence  this  appeal. 

As  appellant  made  a  motion  to  quash  the  in- 
formation, and  assigns  tbe  refusal  of  the  court 
to  quash  the  same  as  error,  we  will  set  out  the 
charging  part  of  the  information,  to  wit: 
"That  H.  B.  Dorsey  did  then  and  there  know- 
ingly and  fraudulently  manufacture,  offer  for 
sale,  and  sell  a  certain  article  of  food,  to  wit: 
flour,  which  was  then  and  there  known  by  him, 
the  said  H.  B.  Dorsey,  to  be  adulterated,  con- 
trary," etc.  There  are  two  statutes  pertaining 
to  this  subject,  under  either  of  which  the  in- 
dictment may  have  been  drawn.  The  flrst  is 
article  427,  Penal  Code  1895,  which  provides: 
"If  any  person  shall  fraudulently  adulterate, 
for  the  purpose  of  sale,  any  substance  intended 
for  food  •  .  .  with  any  substance  injurious  to 
health,  he  shall  be  punished  by  flne  not  less 
than  |50  nor  more  than  $500/'  Article  480 
provides:  **No  person  shall  within  this  state 
manufacture,  offer  for  sale,  or  sell  any  article 
of  food,  .  .  .  which  is  by  him  known  to  be 
adulterated,  within  the  meaning  of  this  law," 
and  the  puoishment  assessed  is  a  flne  not  ex- 
ceeding $100.  Article  482  of  the  Penal  Code 
undertakes  to  more  specifically  define  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "adulteration."  and  in 
what  it  consists.  As  to  foods  or  drinks,  the 
following  are  the  provisions  necessary  to  be 

?[uoted,  so  far  as  applicable  to  this  case:  "(1) 
f  any  substance  or  substances  has  or  have  been 
mixed  with  it  so  as  to  reduce  or  lower,  or  in- 
juriously affect  its  quality  or  strength.  (2)  If 
any  inferior  or  cheaper  substance  or  substances 
have  been  substitutpd,  wholly  or  in  parr,  for 
the  article."  "(6)  If  it  be  colored  or  coated 
or  polished,  or  powdered,  whereby  damage  is 
concealed,  or  it  is  made  to  appear  better  than  it 
jreally  is,  or  of  greater  value."  Appended  to 
this  article  is  the  following:  "Provided,  that 
the  state  health  officer  may,  with  the  approval 
of  the  governor,  from  time  to  time  declare  cer- 
tain articles  or  preparations  to  be  exempt  from 
the  provisions  of  this  law;  and  provided  fur- 
ther, that  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  ap- 
ply to  mixtures  or  compounds  recognized  as 
ordinary  articles  of  food,  provided,  that  the 
aame  are  not  injurious  to  health,  and 
that  the  articles  are  distinctly  labeled  as 
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a  mixture,   stating   the  components  of  the 
mixture."    The   proof   in    this    case   shows 
(which  was  admitted  by  appellant)  that  the 
adulteration  was  of  flour;  that  is,  flour  and 
meal  were  mixed  or  mingled  together  by  a 
bolting  process  which  was  in  operation  in  de- 
fendant's flouring  mill.    The  mixture  or  com- 
pound contained  90  per  cent  of  flour  and  10 
per  cent  of  corn  meal.     Tbe  contention  of  the 
defendant  as  to  the  indictment  is  that  it  should 
have  stated  how  the  adulteration  was  made; 
that  is,  the  contention  is  that  it  was  necessary 
to  prove  an  admixture  or  adulteration  of  the 
flour,  and  to  show  how  tbe  same  was  adul- 
terated, by  evidence,  and  that  the  indictment 
should  have  contained  the  allegations,  so  as  to 
put  appellant  on  notice  of  what  he  was  charged 
to  answer.    For  instance,  in  this  case  it  is  in- 
sisted that  the  indictment  should  have  alleged 
that  the  flour  was  adulterated  with  a  certain 
portion  of  corn  meal,  and  that  said  meal  was 
a  substance  such  as  to  reduce  or  lower  or  in- 
juriously affect  the  quality  of  the  flour,  or 
that  said  flour  was  adulterated  with    meal, 
which  was  an  inferior  or  cheaper  substance 
than  tbe  flour  with  which  it  was  mixed.    It 
occurs  to  us  that  this  contention  is  sound. 
There  are  a  number  of  articles  or  substances 
which  might  be  intermingled  with  fl^iir  so  as 
to  reduce  or  lower  or  injuriously  affect  its 
quality  or  strength,  or  which  are  of  an  infe- 
rior or  cheaper  character;  and  under  our  sys- 
tem of  criminal  pleading  the  appellant  should 
have  been  chared  with   tbe  psrlicular  sub- 
stance with  wbico  the  article  in  question  was 
adulterated,  so  that  he  might  be  prepared  to 
meet  the  state's  case.     We  take  it  that  the  in- 
dictment in  question  was  brought  under  article 
480,  and  not  under  article  427.  inasmuch  as 
there  is  no  allegation,  nor  does  the  proof  indi- 
cate, that  the  meal  shown  to  have  been  mixed 
with  the  flour  was  injurious  to  health.    In 
fact,  the  contrary  ap^^ars.     It  further  appears 
from  the  evidence  in  ibe  case  that  both  'com- 
pounds which  are  claimed  to  constitute  the 
adulteration  are  recognized  as  ordinary  ar- 
ticles of  food,  and  are  not  injurious  to  health. 
In  such  case, under  the  provisions  of  the  law, 
if   such  articles  are  mixed  together,  and  are 
distinctly  labeled  as  a   mixture,   the  person 
manufacturing  such  article  is  not  indictable. 
It  would  therefore  seem  to  follow  that  the  in- 
dictment, to  be  good  under  this  article,  should 
negative  the  fact  that  such  substances  or  ar- 
ticles of  food,  when  combined  so  as  to  produce 
a  wholesome  article  of  food,  were  properly 
labeled.    Of   course,  it  is  competent,  under 
the  police  power  of  the  state,  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  pass  an  act  stating  in  distinct  terms,  as 
to  any  article  of  food  or  drink,  that  if  any  per- 
son, etc.,  shall  adulterate  such  article  (naming 
it,  with  any  other  substance,  without  labeling 
same,  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  an  of- 
fense.    We  understand  this  to  be  the  rule  laid 
down  by  tbe  authorities.     Some  of  the  legis- 
lation is  based  on  the  adulteration  of  articles 
of  food  or  drink  which  are  unwholesome  or 
injurious,  and  this  appears  to  be  provided 
against  in  article  427  of  our  statute.    Other 
legislation  is  aimed  at  the  prevention  of  frauds 
on  the  public,  to  prevent  palming  off  on  them 
an  article  of  food  other  or  different  from  that 
which  they  are  led  to  believe  they  are  pur- 
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chasing;  and,  as  to  the  latter,  the  aothoritics 
appear  to  hold  thai  it  is  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  prohibit  the  mixture  or  com- 
pound altogether,  though  it  may  not  be  in]u« 
rious  or  unwholesome.  See  PoweU  v.  Cam, 
114  Pa.  265,  eO  Am.  Rep.  860,  and  authorities 
there  cited;  State,  Waterbury,  v.  Newton,  60  N. 
J.  L.  634,  2  Inters.  Com.  fop.  68;  Palmer  y, 
£iaU,  89  Ohio  St.  236,  48  Am.  Rep.  429. 

We  would  not  be  understood  as  indorsing 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  above  author!- 
ties.  The  courts  have  gone  to  great  lengih  in 
upholding  legislation  under  the  police  power. 
In  some  decisions  it  has  been  so  magnified  as 
to  be  regarded  as  almost  omnipotent.  We  do 
not  aiH'eeto  the  doctrine  that  under  this  power, 
or  any  other,  the  legislature  can  make  criminal 
the  mixture  or  mingling  of  articles  of  food 
which  are  wholesome  and  nutritious,  and  pro- 
hibit the  sale  thereof.  We  can  add  nothing 
to  the  dissentin<;  opinion  of  Judge  Gordon  in 
the  case  of  PowHl  ▼.  Chm.  114  Pa.  265,  60 
Am.  Rep.  860.  We  do  agree  to  thii  propo- 
sition, that  the  legislature,  when  such  articles 
(namely,  articles  of  wholesome  and  nutritious 
food  are  mixed  and  intermingled,  can  require 
that  the  product  be  labeled,  showing  the  com- 
ponent elements  thereof,  and  punish  a  failure 
to  so  label.  We  further  hold  that  the  present 
act  of  the  legislature  on  the  subject  is  too  gen- 
eral in  its  terms.  It  simply  embraces  all 
articles  of  food  or  drink,  without  naming  any, 
and  makes  the  mixture  of  any  articles  of  food, 


however  nutritious,  without  labeling  the  prod- 
uct, an  offense.  A  great  many  articles  of 
food  are  mixed  and  combined  together,  and 
such  combinations  are  not  only  harmless,  but 
are  healthy  as  articles  of  food;  and  to  require 
all  such  articles  to  be  labeled,  so  as  to  show 
the  constttueot  elements  composing  the  same, 
it  occurs  to  us,  is  extremely  onerous  legisla- 
tion. We  hold  that  an  act  on  this  subject,  to 
be  enforced,  should  name  the  particular  article 
of  food,  the  adulteration  of  which  is  prohib- 
ited by  the  legislature,  and  which  is  required 
to  be  labeled.  In  all  cases  on  this  subject 
which  have  come  to  our  notice,  the  legislature 
appears  to  have  directed  the  law  to  some  par- 
ticular article  of  food  or  drink.  For  instance, 
in  the  PoweU  Gate,  114  Pa.  266,  60  Am.  Rep. 
850,  the  act  was  for  the  purpose  of  prohibiting 
the  manufacture  of  oleomargarine.  Now,  as 
bearing  on  the  subject  before  us,  we  hold  that 
it  would  be  entirely  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature, by  an  act,  to  prohibit  the  sale,  etc.,  of 
flour  mixed  with  meal,  or  any  other  whole- 
some article,  without  properly  labeling  the 
product  of  such  combination.  They  have  not 
done  this.  The  prosecution  is  attempted  to 
be  maintained  under  the  general  act  to  pro- 
hibit the  intermixing  of  all  foods.  We  do  not 
believe  that  it  was  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  do  this. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  prosecution 
ordered  dismissed. 
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1.  A  corporation  cannot  complain  that 
its  receiver  appointed  In  aoother  oourt  Is  not 
made  a  party  to  a  suit  to  revoke  its  contract  to 
•apply  water  to  a  city  and  its  rU{ht  to  occupy 
streets. 

8.  The  state  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
a  suit  by  a  city  which  has  the  ezclusive'control 
of  streets,  to  revoke  the  rlffht  of  a  water  oom- 
pany  to  use  them. 

S*  Spediyin^  as  a  ground  for  forfeitin^^ 
the  franchise  of  a  water  com  puny  its  suspen- 
■iOD  of  the  supply  for  a  certain  period  is  not  a 
waiver  of  the  rJght,  Independently  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  to  forfeit  the  franchise  for  gross 
misuse. 

4.  The  rl^ht  of  a  water  company  to  oc- 
capy  the  streets  of  adty,  under  Key.  Stat. 
18B6.  an.  706,  Is  derived  from  the  consent  of  the 
dty.  and  not  from  the  state,  so  that  the  city  can 
levokeltforsufBclent  cause. 

••  Flaffraatdisrei^ardhya  watercom. 
pamy  of  its  oblliratioa  to  furnish  clear  and 
wholesome  water,  and  the  fumisblog  of  water 


Hots.— For  forfeiture  of  the  charter  of  a  water- 
works company  for  failure  to  supply  good  water, 
see  also  Capital  City  Water  Co.  v.  State,  Maodonald 
(Ala.)  29  L.  U.  A.  743;  State,  Mylrea,  v,  Janesvllie 
Water  Power  Co.  (Wis.)  ffi  L.  H.  A.  Wl. 
40L.  R.  A. 


which  endangers  the  health  and  lives  of  the 
people.  Ignoring  remonstrances,  are  suflloient 
grounds  for  forfeiting  its  franchise. 

6*  An  offer  to  perform  Its  contract  to  fur- 
nish wholesome  water,  made  by  a  water  oom  pany 
after  suit  has  been  brought  to  forfeit  Its  fran- 
chise, does  not  entitle  it  to  relief  from  the  forfei- 
ture and  an  extension  of  time  for  the  perf drm- 
ance. 

7.  Bondholders  of  a  corporation  take 
their  bonds  with  knowledge  that  the  continuance 
of  the  charter  rights  and  other  franchises  of  the 
company  depends  upon  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  its  duties  to  the  publla 

(March  7, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Ooart  of  Civil  Appeals  for 
the  First  Supreme  Judicial  District  to 
review  a  judgment  affirming  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Anderson  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  for- 
feit defendant's  franchises.     Aflrmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  John  Tonne  Ooocht  B.  H. 
Gardner,  and  A.  W.  Oreirfft  Cor  plaintiff 
Id  error: 

Where  a  receiver  of  a  quasi-public  corpora- 
tion has  been  appointed  by  a  United  States 
circuit  court,  and  its  franchise,  property,  con- 
tracts and  income  are  in  the  official  custody  of 
the  receiver,  and  the  public  and  creditors  are 
interested  in  the  propter  use  and  preservation 
of  the  property,  its  assets  and  income,  the  re- 
ceiver is  a  proper  party,  and  a  necessary  party, 
to  a  suit  by  a  city  which  granted  the  corpora- 
tion a  franchise  to  construct,    maintain,  and 


204 


Texas  Supbbicb  Court. 


Mar.^ 


operate  waterworks  in  tbe  streets  and  public 
ways  of  such  cily,  and  collect  rents  for  the 
use  of  the  water  for  general  and  Are  purposes, 
to  forfeit  tbe  franchise  and  contract,  and  de- 
stroy it  as  a'*  going  concern,"  and  destroy  or  im- 
pair the  value  of  the  capital  investment  and  in- 
come, and  its  public  use. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  §§  6894,  7185;  WiUon  v. 
Wilwn,  1  Barb.  Ch.  592. 

The  Judgment  is  erroneous  because  it  at- 
tempts to  deprive  the  appellant  of  the  use  of 
Its  water  mains,  pipes,  and  plant,  and  of  the 
water  mains,  pipes,  and  plant  themselves, 
which  are  immovable  fixtures,  without  com- 
pensation, and  said  judgment  makes  no  pro- 
vision for  their  use,  removal,  or  sale  after 
sixty  days'  notice. 

Const.  1875,  art.  1,  S  17. 

The  court  erred  in  its  conclusions  of  law  in 
holding  that  upon  a  failure  of  defendant  to 
comply  with  the  contract  as  to  quality  or 
quantity  of  the  water,  the  city  had  the  right 
to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  re- 
scind the  contract,  because  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  the  said  ordinances  and  contract  were 
made  the  measure  of  the  right  and  liabilities 
of  the  parties. 

StaU,  Ou89ett,  ▼.  M&rri*,  78  Tex.  486,  65 
Tex.  68.  and  62  Tex.  743;  State  v.  JSouatem  P. 
R  Oo.U  Tex.  181. 

Courts  are  reluctant  to  adjudge  forfeitures 
of  corporate  franchises,  when  they  are  organ- 
ized to  promote  public  works  or  utilities  which 
it  is  public  policy  to  foster. 

On  petition  far  rehearing. 

Whether  a  franchise  shall  be  forfeited  de- 
pends on  the  will  of  the  same  body  that  has 
power  to  confer  it  in  the  first  instance;  and  if 
by  that  the  harsher  remedy  is  waived  and  a 
milder  one  adopted  to  compel  the  performance 
of  the  duty  undertaken  and  on  account  of 
which  the  franchise  is  given,  it  is  not  for  the 
courts  to  declare  whether  the  legislature  acted 
wisely  or  unwisely,  but  it  is  their  duty  to  give 
effect  to  what  seems  to  them  the  will  of  the 
legislature. 

State,  Guetett,  v.  Morrie,  78  Tex.  485. 

Its  waiver  of  the  right  of  forfeiture  for  non- 
user  or  misuser  need  not  be  direct,  but  may 
arise  through  plain  implication. 

Logan  v.  Vernon,  G.  &  B.  R,  Ch,  find.) 
note  to  14  Am.  &  Eng.  K.  Cas.  47;  SiaU  v. 
Fourth  Jf.  H.  Tump.  Road,  15  N.  H.  162,  41 
An.  Dec.  690;  Boone,  Corp.  g  208. 

A  breach  of  condition  may  be  waived. 

Ooodright,  Walter,  v.  Davids,  2  Cowp.  808. 

The  resolution  of  the  dty  council  instructing 
the  city  attorney  in  effect  to  enforce  specific 
performance,  showed  its  desire  and  wish  that 
the  company  should  continue  to  use  the  streets. 

Milford  dt  O.  Tump.  Ch.  v.  Brush,  10  Ohio. 
Ill,  36  Am.  Dec.  78;  State  v.  Bank  of  Charles- 
ton, 2  McMuU.  L.  439.  89  Am.  Dec.  185. 

The  right  of  entry  for  forfeiture  of  a  lease  is 

governed  bv  the  general  law  that,  where  a  man 
as  got  a  right  to  elect  to  do  a  thing  to  the  in- 
JU17  of  another,  his  election,  when  once  made, 
18  final  and  conclusive,  and  he  cannot  after- 
wards alter  his  determination. 
2  Addison.  Contr.  §  720. 
The  remedy  of  the  city,  after  having  passed 
said  resolution,  if  not  by  su't  for  specific  per- 
formance, wasmandamus  oriniunction,  or  both. 
40  L.  R  A. 


Qaltesfton  d>  W.  B.  Ch.  ▼.  Oalf>eston,  90  Tex. 
899,  86  L.  R  A.  88. 

When  the  city  council  passed  the  ordinance* 
consenting  to  the  use  of  the  streets,  and  when 
it  passed  the  resolution  of  April  9,  said  ordi- 
nance and  resolution  had  the  force  and  effect 
of  statutes  and  became  a  part  of  the  charter  of 
the  company,  and  this  being  a  suit  to  forfeit 
such  part  of  the  charter  the  state  was  a  neces- 
sary party. 

State,  Atty.  Gen.,  y.  Madison  Street  B.  O. 
72  Wis.  613,  1  L.  R.  A.  771. 

Mr,  J.  A.  Reard  also  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Campbell  As  McMeane,  with 
Mr.  P.  W.  Brown,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  appointment  of  a  receiver  does  not  in- 
vest him  with  title  to  the  company's  property, 
franchises,  etc.,  and  the  fact  of  the  receiver 
being  or  not  being  a  party  does  not  affect  the 
defendant's  rights  in  this  suit:  the  defendant 
can  defend  its  rights  as  well  with  the  receiver 
out  RS  it  can  with  him  in.  for  under  no  phase 
of  the  case  can  the  defendant's  rights  be  af- 
fected by  the  receiver;  therefore,  the  defendant 
can  certbinly  not  be  heard  to  complain  that  the 
receiver  is  not  a  party. 

Abbey  y.  International  dt  G.  N,  B.  Ch,  6 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  261;  High,  Receivers,  §802; 
Thomas  v.  Quarles,  64  Tex.  491. 

The  facts  showed  that  the  appellee  was  en- 
titled to  a  judgment  forfeiting  the  franchiiie  of 
appellant.  The  evidence  clearly  shows  that 
the  water  furnished  by  the  company  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1898.  and  since  the  .summer  of  1895  and 
up  to  three  or  four  weeks  ago,  was  neither 
clear  nor  wholesome,  but  was  unfit  for  domestic 
purposes,  and  that  the  supply  of  even  bad 
water  was  inadequate. 

Capital  City  Water  Co,  y.  State,  Maedonald^ 
105  Ala.  406.  29  L.  R.  A.  748. 

All  franchises  that  were  granted  to  appellant 
by  appellee  were  exclusive  franchises;  and,  in 
case  of  a  forfeiture  as  prescribed  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  to  hold  that  only  the  exclusi  ve- 
ness  of  tbe  franchise  and  not  the  franchise 
itself  is  forfeited,  is  against  all  reason. 

Brenham  v.  Brenham  Water  Co.  67  Tex.  544, 

The  city  attorney.being  the  duly  elected  leg-il 
adviser  and  attorney  for  the  city  of  Palestine, 
his  acts  in  filing  ancl  prosecuting  this  suit  are 
presumed  to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  author- 
ity, and  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of, 
and  binding  upon,  appellee,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law.  p.  681,  and  note; 
Merchantf^  Mut,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lacroix,  45  Tex. 
168;  Texas  Bkg.  db  Ins.  Ch.  y,  Hutehins,6^ 
Tex.  68.  37  Am.  Rep.  750. 

When  it  clearly  appears,  as  it  does  in  this 
case,  that  the  only  judgment  which  ran  be 
rendered  and  enforced  is  one  of  forfeiture.it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  render  that  judg- 
ment. 

Farmers^  Loan  db  T.  Co.  y.  Galetburg,  188 
U.  S.  156,  88  L.  ed.  678.  Galesburg  y.  Gales- 
burg  Water  Ch.  84  Fed.  Rep.  676. 

The  obligation  of  the  company  was  a  con- 
tinuing one.  and  its  ability  to  furnish  water 
accordioe  to  the  contract  was  a  or  nJiiion  prece- 
dent to  Us  continuing  right  to  use  the  streets 
and  to  carry  on  its  business;  and  on  failure  to 
comply  with  the  contract  as  to  the  quality  or 
quantity  of  the  water,  the  city  had  the  right  to 
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invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  rescind 
the  contract. 

Fiirmert^  Loan  A  T.  Co.  ▼.  GaleOnirg,  188 
€J.  S.  156,  88  L.  ed.  578;  Areata  v.  Areata  d 
M.  River  R.  Co.  92  Cal.  639. 

The  only  material  difference,  so  far  as  the 
rights  of  the  city  are  concerned,  between  those 
ji^nts  of  franchises  to  use  the  streets,  where, 
by  the  terms  of  the  graut,  a  forfeiture  is  specif- 
ically provided  for  on  noncompliance  with 
the  conditioDS  of  the  irraut,  and  those  that  are 
granted  upon  continuing  conditions  precedent 
is.  that  in  the  former  the  city  can  revoke  the 
grant  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity, 
while  in  tlie  latter  the  rescission  must  be  by  a 
decree  p'  «uoh  court. 

Arcau  V.  Areata  <ft  M.  River  R  Go,92  Cal. 
€39;  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Leavenworth,  1  Dill.  893; 
2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  1006;  Mffriek  v. 
Brawley,  83  Minn.  877. 

A  grant  of  an  exclusive  privilege  to  the 
water  company  by  the  city  of  Brenham  to  oc- 
<rupy  its  streets  to  lay  down  mains,  etc.,  for  a 
period  of  twenty- five  years  created  a  monop- 
oly, and  was  therefore  void. 

BrenJiam  v.  Brenham  Water  Co.  67  Tei.  542. 

The  contract  was  entire  and  conferred  no 
privilege  except  that  specifically  mentioned. 

Manhattan  Trust  Co.  v.  Dayton,  16  U.  8. 
App.  588.  59  Fed.  Rep.  827,  8  0.  C.  A.  140. 

In  this  case  a  suit  for  specific  performance 
or  for  damages  would  accomplish  a  result  just 
about  as  satisf nctory  as  would  a  judgment  for- 
feiting the  exclusive  franchise,  and  it  is  clear 
that  such  forfeiture  would  visit  no  punishment 
upon  the  water  company,  and  the  city  would 
be  without  adequate  remedy  while  the  water 
company  continued  its  violation  of  every  con- 
dition under  which  it  secured  this  valuable 
franchise,  and  without  let  or  hindrance  perpet- 
uate its  menace  to  the  health  and  lives  of  the 
people  of  the  city. 

Commercial  Bank  v.  State,  6  Smedes  &  M. 
699,  45  Am.  Dec.  280:  Waihing^on  d  B. 
Tt*mp.  Road  v.  State,  19  Md.  289;  People. 
M*Kineh,  v.  Bristol  d  R.  Tump.  Road,  23 
Wend.  222;  People  v.  Hillsdale  d  C.  Tump. 
Road,  28  Wend.  254;  Bank  nf  Vineennes  v. 
State,  1  Blackf.  267.  12  Am.  Dec.  234. 

Brown*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  city  of  Palestine  instituted  suit  in  the 
district  court  of  Anderson  county  to  forfeit  the 
franchises  granted  by  it  to  one  Qray  and  his 
assigns,  which  afterwards  became  vested  in 
the  defendant  the  Palestine  Water  &  Power 
Company.  The  case  was  tried  before  the 
judge,  a  jury  being  waived,  and  he  filed  very 
elalilorate  findings  of  fact,  from  which  we 
make  the  following  condensed  statement  as 
applicable  to  the  question  presented  by  the  ap- 
plication for  writ  of  error:  On  June  7,  1881, 
the  city  of  Palestine,  a  municipal  corporation 
duly  organized  under  the  general  laws  of  the 
state  of  Texas,  passed  an  ordinance  by  which 
it  granted  to  Carroll  £.  Gray  and  bis  assigns 
the  exclusive  right  for  fifty  years  "to  establish, 
maintain,  and  operate  waterworks  and  build- 
ings, and  to  lay  mains,  pipes,  etc.,  in  and 
along  the  streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds  of 
the  dty.  for  supplying  clear  and  wholesome 
water  for  all  domestic  and  other  purposes." 
40  T^  K.  A. 


Section  11  of  that  ordinance  reads  as  follows: 
*'In  the  event  that  said  grantee  or  his  assigns, 
after  said  waterworks  have  been  in  successful 
operation,  shall  suffer  a  suspension  of  the  sup- 
ply of  the  water,  thereby  causing  an  insuffi- 
cient supply  of  clear,  wholesome  water  for  do- 
mestic and  other  purposes,  for  a  period  ex- 
ceeding sixty  days,  then  and  in  that  event  the 
said  grantee  and  his  assigns  shall  forfeit  all 
franchises  hereby  granted,  and  during  any 
suspension  ail  water  rentals  shall  be  sus- 
pended." This  section  was  amended  by  ordi- 
nance passed  June  21.  1881,  so  as  to  read  as 
follows:  *'In  the  event  that  paid  grantee  or 
his  asil^ns,  after  said  waterworks  shall  have 
been  in  successful  operation,  shall  suffer  a  sus- 
pension of  the  supply  of  water,  thereby  caus- 
ing an  insufficient  supply  of  clear  wholesome 
water  for  domestic  and  other  purposes,  for  a 
period  exceeding  sixty  days,  then  and  in  that 
event  Faid  grantee  and  his  assigns  shall  forfeit 
all  exclusive  franchise  herein  granted,  unless 
such  suspension  shall  have  been  caused  by  the 
act  of  God  or  unavoidable  accident,  and  dur- 
ing such  suspension  all  water  rentals  shall  be 
suspended."  On  June  21,  1881,  the  city  and 
Carroll  E.  Gray  entered  into  a  contract  in  writ- 
ing, which  embodied  the  substance  of  the 
ordinances  before  referred  to  and  copied  above, 
which  ordinances  were  made  part  of  the  con- 
tract The  work  was  begun  within  the  time 
specified,  and  completed  in  accordance  with 
the  contract  between  the  parties.  The  Pales- 
tine Water  &  Power  Company  was  organized 
as  a  corporation  under  the  general  laws  of  the 
state  of  Texas,  and  succeeded  to  all  the  obliga- 
tions of  Carroll  £.  Gray.  'The  evidence 
clearly  shows  that  the  water  furnished  by  the 
company  in  tbe  summer  of  1893.  and  since  the 
summer  of  1895,  and  up  to  three  or  four  weeks 
ago.  was  neither  clear  nor  wholesome,  but  was 
unfit  for  domestic  purposes,  and  that  the  sup- 
ply of  even  bad  water  was  inadequate.  The 
source  of  water  supply  consists  of  ponds  fed 
by  surface  water  and  some  springs.  The 
ponds  have  never  been  cleaned  out,  and  are 
filled  for  at  least  5  or  6  feet  with  decayed  veg- 
etable matter  and  mud  and  accumulations  of 
filth  which  flowed  in  from  the  natural  water- 
sheds consiiiuting  the  principal  source  of  sup- 
ply, and  cover  about  800  acres  of  Ian''  on 
which  are  situated  several  small  farms,  and 
from  150  to  300  residences.  The  companv 
owned  about  1 62  acres,  part  of  tbe  watershed, 
and  this  is  inclosed,  the  ponds  being  in  the  in- 
closure,  and  the  company  had  put  part  of  the 
land  in  cultivation  and  wilfully  permitted  cat- 
tle and  horses  to  pasture  in  the  inclosure.  and 
negligently  permitted  dead  fish  and  reptiles  to 
remain  in  the  ponds,  and  dead  animals  to  re- 
msin  within  the  area  of  the  water  supply.  In 
the  summer,  by  reason  of  insufficient  storage 
capacity,  the  ponds  became  low,  and  the  water 
stagnant  and  impure,  and  nearly    the  whole 

?'e8r  the  water  is  more  or  less  muddy,  and  of- 
ensive  in  odor.  The  evidence  shows  that  an 
abundant  supply  of  clear,  wholesome  water 
from  artesian  weUs  could  be  had  in  the  city, 
and  utilized  by  the  company,  and  that  no  ef- 
fort was  made  by  defendant  before  the  insti- 
tution of  this  suit  to  obtain  water  supply,  and 
the  mHierial  allegations  of  plaintiff's  petition 
have  been   proved   substantially."    The  city 
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made  frequent  complaiDts  to  the  defendaDt  cor- 
poratioD  as  to  the  failure  to  comrly  with  the 
provisioDS  of  the  contract  and  the  ordinances  of 
the  city,  and  there  were  frequent  promises  of 
remedying  them,  but  it  was  not  done.  The 
city  council  of  the  city  of  Pf  lestine,  being 
divided  in  opinion  as  to  whether  the  city 
should  establish  and  operate  i<8  own  water 
works,  submitted  to  the  qualified  voters  the 
question  in  these  forms:  *'For  city  owner- 
ship," "Against  city^  ownership."  The  vote 
when  taken,  was  against  tie  proposition  that 
the  city  should  construct  and  maintain  its 
waterworks.  On  the  9tb  day  of  April.  1896, 
after  the  vote  had  been  t:  ken,  the  city  council 
passed  aresolution  instructing  the  city  attorney 
to  at  once  take  the  proper  legal  steps  through 
the  court  to  compel  the  Palestine  Water  & 
Power  Company  to  furnish  clear,  good,  and 
wholesome  water  in  the  city  of  Palestine,  and 
in  ample  sufficiency.  The  city  attorney  insti- 
tuted this  suit  on  thesameday,  and  on  the  18th 
day  of  the  same  month  N.  Oscar  Gray,  vice 
president  of  the  Palestine  Water  &  Power 
Company,  and  trustee  for  the  holders  of  the 
bonds  for  said  company,  being  joined  by  the 
bondholders  themselves,  applied  to  the  Honor- 
able David  E.  Bryant,  judge  of  the  United 
States  circuit  court  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Texas,  for  tfce  appointment  of  a  receiver  for 
that  corporntion,  and  the  judge  appointed  a 
receiver,  and  in  the  order  of  appointment 
directed  him  to  proceed  at  once  to  comply  with 
the  defendant's  franchises  requiring  it  to  fur- 
nish to  the  citizens  of  the  city  of  Palestine  and 
to  said  city  a  sufficiency  of  clear,  good,  and 
wholesome  water  for  domestic  and  manufactur- 
ing purposes  and  for  purposes  of  fire  protec- 
tion. The  order  authorized  the  receiver  to  ap- 
ply the  income  and  revenue  derived  from  the 
operation  of  the  waterworks  as  a  "going  con- 
cern," and  "to  apply  said  revenue  in  payment 
of  expenses  of  operating  the  same."  subse- 
quently the  United  States  circuit  court  autho- 
rized the  receiver  to  issue  certificates  to  the 
amount  of  $30,000,  with  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty, to  raise  money  to  pay  for  such  repairs  and 
improvements  as  might  be  necessary  to  comply 
with  the  franchises  and  contracts  of  the  corpo- 
ration with  the  city  of  Palestine.  The  defend- 
ant company  asked  that  the  receiver  be  made  a 
party  defendant  in  the  suit,  which  the  court 
refused,  and  it  also  pleaded  that  it  was  ready 
to  perform  specifically  its  contract  if  the  court 
should  hold  that  it  has  incurred  a  forfeiture, 
and  sets  out  the  improvements  contemplated  to 
be  made  bv  it  in  the  future.  But  there  was  no 
evidence  snowing  any  ability  to  perform  the 
contract  except  by  use  of  the  money  to  be 
derived  from  the  sale  of  the  receiver's  certifi- 
cates. There  is  no  other  waterworks  plant  in 
the  city,  and  the  city  depends  on  the  defend- 
ant for  its  water  supply  and  fire  protection. 
The  trial  court  entered  judgment  forfeiting  the 
franchise  granted  by  the  city,  and  directing 
that  all  the  pipes,  mains,  etc.,  bielonging  to  the 
said  defendant  should  be  removed  from  the 
streets  of  the  city  of  Palestine  within  sixty 
days  after  demand  made  by  the  city.  The 
court  of  civil  appeals  affirmed  the  judgment  of 
the  district  court. 

This  suit  was  instituted   to  revoke  and  set 
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aside  the  contract  between  the  dty  of  Pales- 
tine and  the  Palestine  Water  &  Power  Com- 
pany, as  well  as  to  annul  the  ordinance  which 
granted  to  the  water  and  power  company  the 
right  to  occupy  its  streets,  and  the  staie  court 
thereby  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  sublect- 
matter  before  the  receiver  was  appointed  by 
the  United  States  circuit  court.  Riesner  v. 
Qulf,  a  <ft  8.  F,  R.  Co.  89  Tex.  658.  88  L.  R. 
A.  171.  It  was  not  necessary  to  make  the  re- 
ceiver a  party  to  the  suit.  If  he  desired 
to  defend  the  action,  he  had  the  right 
to  make  himself  a  party.  Oity  Water  Co.  ▼. 
StaU,^  Tex.  600;  5  Thomp.  Corp.  S§  6898- 
6896.  The  corporation,  the  Palestine  Water  A 
Power  Company,  cannot  complain  because  the 
receiver  was  not  made  a  party  defendant,  be- 
cause, if  he  was  a  necessary  party,  th«-  judg- 
ment will  not  affect  any  interest  that  he  bas- 
in the  subject-matter  of  litigation,  and  it 
would  be  of  no  benefit  to  the  defendant  Xx> 
make  the  receiver  a  party. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  complains  that  the  city 
of  Palestine  cannot  maintain  this  action  be- 
cause (1)  the  right  to  occupy  tibe  streets  was. 
derived  from  the  state;  (2)  the  city  having  con- 
tracted that  a  forfeiture  should  occur  upon  the 
happening  of  a  certain  event,  thereby  waived 
any  ground  of  forfeiture  not  embraced  in  the 
contract,  and  because  the  city  had  elected  to 
enforce  the  contract,  and  cannot  afterwards 
rescind  it;  (3)  because  the  facts  do  not  justify 
a  rescission  of  the  contract  made  between  the 
city  and  ihe  plaintiff  in  error.  The  case  of  (7a/- 
Te$ion  db  W.  R.Co,  Y.Oalteston,90Tex.  896,  36 
L.  R.  A.  88,  is  cited  by  plaintiff  in  error  to  sup- 
port the  proposition  that  the  right  to  occupy 
the  streets  of  the  city  of  Palestine  is  derived 
from  the  state,  and  not  from  the  city.  There 
is  a  marked  difference  between  the  law  which 
grants  to  railroads  the  right  to  occupy  the 
streetsof  acity  and  that  by  which  the  same  priv 
ilege  may  be  secured  by  this  class  of  corpora- 
tions. Besides,  there  is  such  a  marked  differ- 
ence between  the  purposes  of  the  two  corpora- 
tions as  to  make  it  necessary  and  proper  to 
place  a  different  construction  upon  the  acts  as 
they  affect  the  one  or  the  other.  The  case  of 
Galveston  d  W,  R,  Co.  v.  Galveston  does  not 
sustain  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
upon  this  point.  The  right  of  the  city  to 
maintain  the  action  was  not  involved  in  that 
case,  but  the  decision  was  placed  upon  the 
ground  that  the  city  could  not  prescribe  the 
condition  of  forfeiture  which  it  was  attempt- 
ing to  enforce  in  that  proceeding.  By  art.  883, 
Hev.  Stat.  1895,  a  city  organized  under  the 
general  laws  of  the  state  is  declared  to  be 
"capable  of  contracting  and  being  contracted 
with,  suing  and  being  sued,  impleading  and 
being  impleaded,  answering  and  being  an- 
swered unto,  in  all  courts  and  places,  and  in 
all  matters  whatever:"  and  art  419  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  1895  provides  that  such  city 
shall  "have  the  exclusive  control  and  power 
over  the  streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds 
and  highways  of  the  city."  Fromthese  provi- 
sions it  will  be  seen  that  our  cities  are  given 
laree  powers  in  the  control  of  their  streets, 
and  are  fully  authorized  and  empowered- 
to  maintain  suits  in  all  instances  in  which  their 
rights  are  involved.     We  think  there  can  be 
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BO  doubt  that  the  city  of  Palestine  bad  the 
right  to  maintaiD  this  suit,  and  that  the  state  of 
Texas  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  it. 

The  language  of  the  contract  and  of  the  or- 
dinance ci  the  city  is  not  such  as  to  operate  as 
«  waiver  of  any  right  of  action  which  the  city 
might  have  independent  of  the  terms  of  that 
contract.  Neither  were  the  acts  of  the  city  in 
taking  the  sense  of  the  qualified  voters  upon 
the  question  presented  such  as  to  estop  it  from 
asserting  any  right  that  the  city  had.  Indeed, 
we  believe  that  a  city  council  has  no  authority 
to  waive  the  right  of  the  public  to  revoke  a 
franchise  which  has  been  abused  by  the 
^antee.  Morris  v.  State,  Guessett,  65  Tex.  59. 
The  water  and  power  company  was  organized 
as  a  corporation  to  carry  out  the  contract  be- 
tween Gray  and  the  city.  Its  charter  must 
have  specified  the  purpose  of  Us  organization 
to  be  '*to  supply  water  to  the  public  in  the 
city  of  Palestine,  Texas."  It  could  do  no  other 
business,  nor  could  it  do  that  at  another  place. 
While  its  charter  was  issued  under  the  gen- 
eral law  of  the  state,  it  was  as  much  a  corpora- 
tion of  that  locality  as  was  the  city  itself,  and 
derived  its  right  to  occupy  the  streets  of  that 
city  from  art.  705  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
1895,  which  reads  thus:  "Any  gas  or  water 
corporation  shall  have  full  power  lo  manufac- 
ture and  sell  and  to  furnish  such  quantities  of 
water  or  gas  as  may  be  required  by  the  city, 
town,  or  village  where  located,  for  public  or 
private  buildings,  or  for  other  purposes,  and 
such  corporation  shall  have  power  to  lay  pipes, 
mains,  and  conducors  for  conducting  gas  or 
water  through  the  streets,  alleys,  lanes,  and 
squares  in  such  city,  town,  or  village,  with 
the  consent  of  the  municipal  authorities  thereof, 
and  under  such  regulations  as  they  may  pre- 
scribe." Considering  the  foregoing  article 
with  reference  to  the  subject  upon  which  the 
legislature  was  acting,  and  the  purpose  to  be 
accomplished,  we  think  the  use  of  the  lan- 
guage, "under  such  regulations  as  they  msy 
prescribe,"  had  the  effect  to  commit  that  class 
of  corporations  to  the  control  and  government 
of  the  cii  ies  in  which  they  are  located.  It  was 
not  intended  to  restrict  the  city  to  giving  or 
refusing  consent,  but  that  consent  might  be 
accompanied  with  such  regulation  as  the  city 
might  prescribe  within  its  powers  of  govern- 
ment and  control  over  such  corporations,  aswell 
as  those  found  necessary  sfter  the  waterworks 
had  been  constructed.  The  corporation  was 
created  solely  to  operate  within  the  limits  of 
the  city  of  Palestine,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
dealing  with  it  and  its  citizens  alone,  and  it 
did  not  affect  the  citizens  of  any  other  portion 
of  the  state.  The  public  policy  of  the  state  in 
the  case  of  railroad  companies  would  neces- 
sarily preserve  the  road  as  against  the  action  of 
any  local  authority,  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  same  public  policy  might  well  commit  the 
corporation  created  alone  for  local  purposes  to 
exclusive  local  government,  as  was  done  in 
this  class  of  cases.  We  conclude  that  the 
right  to  occupy  the  streets  of  Palestine  was  de- 
rived from  the  consent  of  the  city,  which,  for 
sufficient  cause,  might  be  revoked  upon  ap- 
plication of  the  city. 

In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  determine  whether,  under  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance  and  contract,  a  forfeit- 
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ure  of  all  franchises  granted  would  occur,  or 
only  a  forfeiture  of  the  exclusive  character  of 
such  franchises,  because,  in  our  opinion,  the 
judgment  of  the  district  court  is  sustained  by 
the  law  independent  of  the  terms  of  forfeiture 
which  were  prescribal  in  the  ordinance  and 
the  contract  Section  52  of  Booth  on  Street 
Railways  states  the  law  in  this  language:  'The 
failure  to  construct  and  operate  a  street  rail- 
way according  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  charier  under  which  the  right  of  way  is 

f;ranted  may  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  thefor- 
eiture  of  its  franchise  in  the  streets.    A  slight 
failure  in  those  respects  will  not  be  an  sde- 

?[uate  cause  for  such  proceedings,  nor  can  the 
orfeiture  be  based  upon  a  gross  failure  which 
is  but  temporary.  In  the  nature  of  things, 
each  case  must  aepend  upon  its  own  particu- 
lar facta.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  it  may  be 
stated  that,  if  the  company  grossly  fails  in  the 
performance  of  vital  duties  essential  to  the 
efficiency  of  the  service  which  it  is  bound  to 
give,  such  conduct  will  constitute  a  misuser  of 
its  franchise  on  account  of  which  it  may  be 
for  felted  to  the  state.  The  right  exists  at  com- 
mon law,  and  may  be  asserted,  not  only  for  the 
violation  of  express  charter  duties,  but  also 
for  a  wanton  disregard  of  regulations  imposed 
by  the  state  or  municipalitv  in  the  exercise  of 
their  reserved  powers."  Farmert^  Loan  db  T. 
Co.  V.  OaUsburg,  188  U.  8.  156.  83  L.  ed.  573; 
Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  87  Mich.  558: 
People  V.  HiVsdale  cfe  C.  Tump.  Road,  28 
Wend.  254;  State,  Atty.  Oen.,v.  Madiwn Street 
R.  Co.  72  Wis.  612,  1  L.  R.  A.  771;  Ang.  & 
A.  Corp.  §§  775,  776;  Morns  v.  StaU,  Gue9- 
sett,  65  Tex.  59. 

The  case  of  Farmert^  Loan  A  T,  Co.  v.  Oalee- 
burg,  above  cited,  in  its  facts  is  very  much  like 
the  case  under  examination.  The  city  of 
Galesburg,  by  an  ordinance  which,  in  its  lan- 
guage, is  remarkably  similar  to  that  under 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  claims,  and  by  a 
contract,  granted  to  Nathan  Shelion  and  to  his 
assigns  the  right  to  use  the  streets  of  the  city. 
The  water  company  was  formed  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  he  assumed 
the  obligation  of  the  grantee  in  the  said  ordi- 
nance and  contract.  The  object  of  granting 
the  franchise  in  that  case  was  expressed  to  be 
'*for  supplying  the  said  city  and  the  inhabitants 
thereof  and  of  the  adjacent  territory  with  water 
for  public  and  private  uses,"  and.  again,  it  was 
provided  that  "the  water  supplied  by  said 
works  shall  be  good,  clear  water,  and  the 
source  of  supplv  shall  not  be  contaminated  by 
the  sewerage  of  said  city."  The  water  com- 
pany failed  to  perform  its  part  of  the  contract 
in  furnishing  either  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
water  which  was  required,  and  the  city  of 
Galesburg  tiled  a  suit  to  annul  and  cancel  the 
ordinance  by  which  its  consent  was  givec  to 
the  use  of  its  streets,  and  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract entered  into  by  it  with  Shelton.  Justice 
Blatchfonl.  for  the  court,  said;  **The  princi- 
pal contention  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  is 
that,  on  the  acceptance  of  the  ordinance  by 
Shelton,  a  right  in  the  franchise  vested  in  him, 
which  could  not  be  defeated  even  though  he 
afterwards  failed  to  comply  with  its  terms; 
that  the  failure  of  the  water  company  to  fur- 
nish water  in  the  quantity  and  of  the  quality 
called  for  by  the  ordinance  was  only  a  breach 
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of  acondillon  enbsequent;  and  that  a  court  of 
equity  vill  not  Jend  its  aid  to  devest  an  estate 
for  such  a  breach.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  in 
respect  to  a  contract  of  the  character  of  the 
present  one,  the  abiliiy  of  the  water  company 
to  continue  to  furnish  water  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance  was  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  continuing  right  of  Shelton  and  his 
assigns  to  use  the  streets  of  the  city  and  to 
furnish  water  for  a  period  of  thirty  years; 
and  that  when,  after  a  reasonable  time,  Shel- 
ton and  his  assigns  had  failed  to  comply  with 
tbe  condition  as  to  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
the  water,  the  city  had  a  right  to  treat  the  con- 
tract as  terminated,  and  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  enforce  its  rescission.  A 
suit  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
or  a  suit  to  recover  damages  for  Its  nonper- 
formance, would  be  a  wholly  inadequate  rem> 
edy  in  a  case  like  the  present.  Tbe  danger  to 
the  health  and  lives  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city  from  impure  water,  and  the  continued  ex- 
posure of  the  property  in  tbe  city  to  destt  no- 
tion by  fire  from  an  inadequate  supply  of  water, 
were  public  questions  peculiarly  under  the  care 
of  the  municipality;  and  it  was  entitled  and 
bound  to  act  with  the  highest  regard  for  the 
public  interests,  and  at  the  same  time,  as  it 
did,  with  due  consideration  for  the  rights  of 
the  otber  parlies  to  the  contract."  The  lan- 
guage of  tbe  learned  judge  as  quoted  above  is 
so  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case  now  un- 
der consideration  that  it  leaves  little  to  be  said 
in  the  further  discussion  of  the  question. 

The  Palestine  Water  &  Power  Company 
adopted  and  acted  upon  the  ordinance  which 
granted  tbe  franchise  enjoyed  bv  it  in  the  fol- 
lowing language:  '*To  establish,  maintain, 
and  operate  waterworks  and  buildings  and  to 
lay  mains,  pipes,  et  cetera,  in  and  along  tbe 
streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds  of  the  city, 
for  supplying  clear  and  wholesome  water  for 
all  domestic  and  other  purposes."  Tbe  execu- 
tion of  the  purpose  for  wbich  the  corporation 
was  organized  is  here  expressed  as  the  condi- 
tion upon  wbich  the  franchise  was  granted, 
accepted  by  the  water  com  pan  v,  and  relied 
upon  by  the  city.  The  facts  /bund  by  the 
trial  judge  show  that  tbe  water  company  was 
guilty  of  a  most  flagrant  disregard  of  its  obli- 
gation to  the  city,  and,  instead  of  furnishing 
clear  and  wholesome  water,  as  it  was  obliged 
to  do,  it  furnished  to  the  inhabitants  of  that 
city  water  wbich  endangered  the  health  and 
lives  of  the  people,  if,  in  fact,  it  did  not  cause 
sickness  and  death  to  prevail  among  them. 
The  city  remonstrated  with  tbe  officers  of  tbe 
water  company  from  time  to  time  against  their 
disregard  of  the  agreement  to  furni.sh  good  and 
wholesome  water,  which  remonstrances  were 
utierlv  ignored  by  the  water  company,  but  re- 
peated by  tbe  city  until  forbearance  ceased  to 
be  a  virtue,  and  became  on  the  part  of  the  of* 
ficers  of  that  city  little  less  than  a  reprehen- 
sible neglect  of  the  highest  interests  of  the  peo- 
ple. Failing  to  get  any  redress  at  the  hands 
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of  the  water  corporation,  tbe  dty  instltu'ed 
this  suit,  and  then  for  the  first  time  the  water 
com  pan  V  came  forward,  and  offered  to  per- 
form its  contract,  without  ahowing  the 
ability  to  do  so.  It  is  claimed  in  this  case  that 
the  trial  court  should,  in  the  exercise  of  a  just 
and  wise  discretion,  have  permitted  the  water 
company  to  perform  its  contract  after  judg- 
ment had  been  entered  against  it,  instead  of 
forfeiting  the  franchise  granted.  We  quote 
the  language  of  Judge  Cowan,  used  in  the  case 
of  People  V.  HiUidaU  db  C.  Tump,  Road,  in 
which  a  similar  contention  was  answered  as 
follows:  "When  a  cause  of  forfeiture  has 
arisen,  whether  from  nonfeasance  or  otherwise, 
no  case  nor  (//c^um  can  t)e  found  that  it  shall  be 
legally  atoned  for  by  subsequent  good  behavior. 
.  .  .  The  argument  goes  to  prove  that  a  cor- 
poration may  practise  all  manner  of  abuse  by 
commission  or  omission  if  it  be  careful  to  stop 
before  the  attorney  general  can  be  informed 
and  institute  a  prosecution."  In  this  case  the 
water  company  did  not  mend  its  ways  nor  offer 
to  do  so  uutil  after  the  suit  had  been  brought, 
and  we  think  that,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  trial  court  did  not  abuse  its  discretion,  if, 
indeed,  it  had  any  discretion  in  the  matter,  by 
refusing  to  extend  the  time  of  performance. 
As  said  in  Farmers'  Loan  dh  T.Co.y.  Galetburg, 
cited  above,  a  suit  for  specific  performance  or 
for  damages  would  not  have  afforded  adequa'e 
protection  or  redress  to  tbe  city.  The  prop- 
erly of  tbe  corporation  was  encumbered  with 
bonds  to  a  lar^e  amount,  doubtless  equal  to,  if 
not  greater  than,  its  value;  and  a  judgment 
for  damages  could  not  have  been  satisfied  out 
of  tbe  property.  Besides,  no  money  compen- 
sation could  correct  the  evils  which  were  suf- 
fered by  the  city  in  its  deprivation  of  whole- 
some water.  In  a  suit  for  specific  performance 
no  court  could  have  adequately  enforced  the 
rights  and  given  sufficient  protection  to  the 
people  of  that  city.  A  decree  that  tbe  com- 
pany should  furnish  "clear  and  wholesome 
water"  could  have  been  enforced  only  by  plac- 
ing an  officer  of  the  court  in  charge,  and  oper- 
ating the  woiks.  To  revoke  the  franchise 
wbich  tbe  water  company  had  so  flagrantly 
abused  is  a  harsh  remedy,  and  may  cause  loss 
to  fall  upon  those  who  hold  tbe  bonds,  but  it 
is  the  only  adequate  means  by  which  a  city 
caq  surely  protect  itself  against  such  wrongs 
as  were  practised  in  this  case.  Bondholders 
of  such  corporations  are  entitled  to  protection 
to  the  extent  that  tbe  corporations  perform 
their  duties  under  the  law,  but  they  take  such 
bonds  with  tbe  knowledge  that  the  continu- 
ance of  the  charter  rights  and  other  franchises 
granted  to  corporations  depends  upon  their 
faithful  performance  of  the  duties  to  the  pub- 
lic for  which  they  were  created. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  judgments  of  the 
District  Court  and  Court  of  Civil  Appeals,  and 
hothjudgmenU  are  lAerefore  afflrmed. 

Rehearing  denied  April  16, 189a 
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1.  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  could 
have  made  arrangements  to  g^t  water 

for  bis  cattle  \l  a  telegram  had  beeo  delivered  to 
him  promptlr,  without  alleffing  where  and  to 
what  maDDer  he  ooald  have  done  so,  to  Insuifl- 
olent  aa  agafDflt  a  special  exception  In  an  action 
for  damages  because  of  failure  to  deliver  a  tele- 
gram. 
IB.  What  a  partjr  wonld  do  under  a  gf ven 
state  of  facta  which  call  upon  him  or  her  to  per- 
form a  duty  to  some  other  person  to  a  fact  to 
which  such  person  can  testify,  and  not  a  matter 
of  opinion  merely. 

3.  Whether  a  telefirritph  messenger  who 
fliile  to  deliver  the  messacre  at  the  reflldence 
or  place  of  business  of  the  addressee  has  used 
ordinary  dUlgence  such  as  the  law  requires  to  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

4.  The  deliwery  of  a  telegram  to  the 
wiHB  of  the  addreesee*  when  he  is  absent 
f^m  the  town,  to  not,  as  matter  of  law,  neces- 
sary or  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  oblliration  of  the 
telegraph  company,  but  its  duty  In  thto  respect 
to  a  question  of  fact  under  the  droumstances  of 
the  case. 

(February  14, 1806.) 

fJtJESTIONS  CERTIFIED  by  the  Court  of 
Vp  Civil  Appeals  for  the  Third  Supreme  Ju- 
dicial District  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  which  arose  upon  an  app«i]  by  defendant 
from  a  Judgment  in  favor  of  plalDtifl  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  failure 
to  promptly  deliver  a  telegram.  A'M'weT%  fav- 
•erable  to  appellant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mes9r$,  John  A.  Green,  8r.,  John  A. 
Oreen,  Jr.,  and  Hntchineon  As  Franklin, 
for  appellant: 

A  pleader  must  state  the  facts  on  which  he 
Intends  to  rely,  as  constituting  his  cause  of 
action  or  ground  of  defense. 

WelU  V.  Fairbanks  6  Tex.  582. 

This  doctrine  has  not  been  carried  to  such  a 
length  as  to  require  the  statement  of  those 
minute  circumstances  which  are  but  evidence 
of  the  debt. 

OUwr^y.  Chapman,  16  Tex.  400;  Van  Al- 
4fyM  V.  Bertrand,  15  Tex.  177. 

But  our  demurrers  do  not  seek  to  compel 
the  plaintiff  to  allege  the  evidence  of  the  facts 
on  which  he  relied  as  constituting  his  right. 

We  sought  to  get  from  plaintiff  what  special 
arrangements  be  could  make;  we  knew  the 
face  of  the  country;  we  knew  the  ranchmen 
surrounding  the  ranch  of  plaintiff:  and  we 
•could  and  did  take  their  depositions,  and 
showed  conclusively  that  he  did  not  make  any 
arrangement  with  them  or  his  neighbors. 

Wood's  Mayne,  Damages,  ^  752. 

The  testimony  of  the  witnesses.  Q.  O.  John- 
ston and  Mrs.  Mary  Mitchell,  were  both  the 
speculative  opinions  of   the  witnesses  given 


Note.— As  to  the  duty  of  a  teletrraph  compaay  to 
Hod  the  person  addressed,  see  Western  U.  Tele^. 
Co.  V.  flouffhton  (Tex.)  15  L.  R.  A.  12». 
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seven  years  after  the  time  about  whicli  the  in- 
quiry was  made. 

There  is  one  standard  of  man  In  law  when 
you  Judge  him  according  to  the  rules  of  law. 
That  is  the  man  of  ordinary  prudence  under 
the  circumstances. 

The  jury  were  as  capable  of  judging  of 
what  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  would 
have  done  under  those  facts  as  anybody. 

Elkhart  W,  R.  Go.  v.  Waldorf  {Xnd,)  41^  N. 
E.  88;  Sonnefield  v.  Mayion  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
39  8.  W.  167;  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  v.  May, 
8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  180. 

Metsrs.  L.  H.  Browne  and  Brown  A 
Pritchett  for  appellee. 

Brown^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  court  of  civil  appeals  for  the  third 
supreme  judicial  district  has  certified  for  our 
consideration  the  questions  hereinafter  stated, 
which  are  accompanied  bv  a  statement,  from 
which  we  make  the  following  substantial 
statement  of  the  facts  necessary  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  question  submitted:  W.  F. 
Mitchell  filed  a  suit  in  the  district  court  of 
Hays  couuty  agsinst  the  Western  Union  Tele- 
graph Company,  alleging  in  substance  that  on 
the  24th  day  of  March,  1890,  the  plaintiff  re- 
sided in  San  Marcos,  Texas,  and  owned  a  cattle 
ranch  in  Presidio  county,  Texas,  on  which  he 
had  10,000  head  of  cattle;  that  plaintiff  at  that 
time  was  in  San  Marcos,  but  the  ranch  and  the 
cattle  were  under  the  control  and  management 
of  his  son,  F.  A.  Mitchell,  who  was  then  on 
the  ranch,  and  in  the  active  management  of 
the  same.  It  is  alleged  that  the  supply  of 
water  on  the  said  ranch  was  amply  sufficient 
for  the  support  of  the  cattle  held  on  it  up  to 
the  2Sd  day  of  March,  1890,  when  the  supply 
of  water  was  suddenly  greatly  diminished,  so 
that  on  the  24ih  of  that  month  the  cattle  were 
in  great  danger  of  famishing  for  water,  unless 
speedily  relieved,  which  F.  A.  Mitchell  was 
not  able  to  do,  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff, 
nor  could  anyone  else  procure  water  for  the 
said  cattle,  because  it  required  that  special 
negoiiatioos  should  be  made  on  behalf  of  the 
plain* iff  with  third  parties,  which  negotiations 
neither  F.  A.  Mitchell  nor  any  other  person 
could  effect;  that,  if  plaintiff  had  been  present, 
he  could  have  made  such  arrangements  in  time 
to  have  saved  his  cattle  from  the  damages 
which  they  afterwards  sustained.  The  peti- 
tion alleged  that  on  the  24th  day  of  March. 
1890,  F.  A.  Mitchell,  as  agent  for  the  plaintiff, 
caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant at  the  town  of  Marfa,  Texas,  the  fol- 
lowing message: 

Mar  fa,  Tex.,  8-24-90. 
ToW.  F.  Mitchell,  San  Marcos: 

Water  is  gelling  low.     Come  out. 

[Signed]  F.  A.  Mitchell 


It  is  averred :  That  at  the  time  this  message 
was  delivered  to  the  defendant's  agent  the  lat- 
ter was  informed  of  the  dangerous  situation 
of  the  cattle;  that  they  were  upon  the  ranch, 
and  the  supply  of  water  had  become  insuf- 
ficient, and  the  cattle  were  in  present  danger 
of  starving  for  water;  and  of  the  necessity  for 
the  presence  of  the  plaintiff  to  provide  water; 
also,  that  the  message  was  being  sent  to  the 
14 
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plaiotiff  that  he  mlg)^t  come  with  all  possible 
speed  to  make  necessary  arrangements  for 
water.  That  plaintiff  was  ignorant  of  the 
failure  of  the  water,  and  of  the  dangerous 
situation  of  his  cattle,  and  remained  absent 
from  the  ranch  three  days  longer  than  he  would 
if  he  had  received  the  message  in  due  time. 
It  is  alleged  that,  if  the  message  had  been 
delivered  in  a  reasonable  time,  the  plaintiff 
would  have  ^one  to  his  ranch  at  once,  and 
could  and  would  have  made  arrangements  for 
water  for  his  cattle,  which  would  have  pre- 
vented the  losses  that  occurred  thereafter.  It 
was  not  averred  that  he  could  have  made  any 
particular  arrangements  with  any  particular 
person  in  order  to  have  procured  the  water, 
nor  what  kind  of  arrangements  could  have 
been  made.  The  petition  charged  that  the 
defendant  negligently  failed  to  deliver  the 
message  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  he  was  pre- 
vented from  repairing  to  his  ranch  and  making 
arrangements  for  water  for  his  cattle,  and  in 
consequence  of  which  he  suffered  the  damages 
which  were  particularly  set  out.  The  defend- 
ant filed  special  exceptions  to  the  petition, 
"because  it  is  not  alleged  therein  when,  where, 
and  in  what  manner  he  could  have  arranged 
to  get  water  for  his  catile,  and  thereby  avoid 
the  injuries  complained  of."  The  trial  court 
overruled  the  exception,  to  which  the  defend- 
ant excepted,  and  the  ruling  is  assigned  for 
error.  Plaintiff  was  in  San  Alarcos,  at  his  re- 
sidence, on  March  24,  1890,  until  about  10:50 
A.  M.,  when  he  went  to  the  depot,  and  took 
passage  on  a  south  bound  passenger  train 
on  the  International  &  Great  Northern  Rail- 
road for  Pearsall,  which  is  situated  on  that 
road,  about  50  miles  south  of  San  Antonio, 
and  reached  Pearsall  at  about  2  p.  m.  the 
next  day.  where  he  remained  at  a  public 
hotel  until  11  A.  m.  the  next  day.  Mrs.  Mary 
Mitchell,  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  remained  at 
home,  in  San  Marcos,— a  large,  two-story 
house,  in  the  thickly  settled  portion  of  that 
town.  Defendant's  ageot  at  San  Marcos  was 
not  acquainted  with  Mitchell  at  that  time,  but 
became  acquainted  with  him  a  few  days  after- 
wards. The  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  tended 
to  show  that  on  the  afternoon  of  March  24  the 
agent  of  the  defendant  at  San  Marcos  tele- 
graphed to  the  agent  of  defendant  at  Marfa 
that  the  addressee  of  the  message  could  not  be 
found  in  San  Marcos,  and  that  the  agent  at 
Marfa  made  inquiry  of  Gillette,  who  delivered 
the  message  to  him.  and  was  by  Gillette  in- 
structed to  have  the  message  delivered  to  John- 
son &  Johnson,  a  firm  of  merchants  in  San 
Marcos.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  case  the  attor- 
neys for  the  plaintiff  asked  G.  G.  Johnson,  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Johnson  &  Johnson, 
and  Mrs.  Mary  Mitchell  (each  separately),  in 
substance,  the  following  question:  What  he  or 
she  could  and  would  have  done  if  the  message 
had  been  delivered  to  him  or  to  her  on  the  even- 
ing of  the  24th  of  March.  To  which  question 
each  witness  answered,  in  substance,  that  he  or 
she,  as  the  case  might  be,  would  have  sent  it  to 
the  plaintiff  at  Pearsall.  To  which  question 
and  answers  the  defendant  objected  "because 
it  invades  the  province  of  the  Jury,  is  problem- 
atical, and  is  merely  an  opinion."  The  ob- 
jections were  overruled,  and  exceptions  saved. 
The  court  charged  the  Jury  as  follows:  "If 
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you  find  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  oa 
the  24th  day  of  March.  1890,  the  defendant,  at 
Marfa,  Texas,  received  and  accepted  for  trans- 
mission and  delivery  the  telegraph  message 
described  in  plaintiff's  petition,  and  that,  when 
the  message  arrived  at  San  Marcos,  W.  F. 
Mitchell  was  absent  from  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, but  that  his  wife  was  at  his  place  of 
residence,  then  you  are  further  instructed  that 
a  delivery  of  it  to  her,  at  his  place  of  residence,, 
in  his  absence,  would  have  been,  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  a  delivery  of  it  to  him.** 

The  court  of  civil  appeals  submitted  to  thi» 
court  the  following  questions:  "(1)  Did  the 
trial  court  err  in  overruling  the  special  excep- 
tion to  the  plaintiff's  petition,  as  set  out  abovef 
(2)  Did  said  court  err  in  overruling  the  objec- 
tions interposed  to  the  testimony,  as  set  out 
above?  (8)  Is  the  special  charge  above  quoted 
subject  to  any  of  the  objections  urged  against 
it,  as  set  out  above,  and  did  the  trial  court 
commit  error  in  giving  said  charge? 

The  trial  court  erred  in  overruling  the  spe- 
cial exception  to  the  plaintiff's  petition  men- 
tioned in  the  first  question  submitted.  The 
particular  arrangement  which  the  plaintiff 
could  have  made  to  secure  water  for  his  cat- 
tle, if  he  had  received  the  telegram  in  time,  i» 
a  fact,  and  not  the  evidence  of  a  fact.  It  is  a 
material  fact  in  this  case,  without  proof  of 
which  no  recovery  can  be  had.  The  object  of 
pleading  is  to  notify  the  opposite  party  of  the 
facts  which  the  pleader  expects  to  proye,  and 
the  allegation  of  such  (act  must  be  made  with 
that  certainty  which  will  enable  the  adverse 
party  to  prepare  his  evidence  to  meet  the  al- 
leged facts.  Whatever  falls  short  of  doing^ 
this  is  not  good  pleading,  and  is  subject  to  de- 
murrer. Sansome  v.  Bearden,  50  Tex.  128. 
In  the  case  cited  this  court  said:  '*In  the  case 
before  us  the  plaintiff's  pleadings  nowhere 
stated  what  facts  came  to  her  knowledge  lead- 
ing her  to  the  discovery  that  the  will  wa» 
forged.  The  allegations  were  not  such  as  to 
enable  the  defendant  to  anticipate  the  facts  on 
which  plaintiff  relied,  and  he  could  not  pre- 
pare to  rebut  or  disprove  them.  The  construc- 
tion which  we  have  given  the  statute  would 
require  the  application  to  this  case  of  the  rule 
of  pleading  laid  down  in  Bremond  v.  McLean, 
46  Tex.  10.  and  would  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  plaintiff's  petition  was  defective." 

In  Bremond  v.  McLean,  46  Tex.  10,  the 
plaintiff,  in  order  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  alleged  that  he  could  not  by 
due  diligence  have  discovered  the  fraud  whicb 
he  alleged  to  have  been  practised  upon  him. 
To  this  general  allegation  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted specially,  which  was  overruled,  and 
this  court  said:  "The  mere  statements  in  the 
petition  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  dis- 
covered that  the  alleged  representations  of  de- 
fendant were  false  and  fraudulent  b^  the  use 
of  reasonable  diligence  evidently  will  not  re- 
lieve him  from  the  bar  of  the  statute.  If  the 
want  of  such  knowledge  will  prevent  the  run- 
ning of  the  statute,  it  is  not  sufficient  tor  the 
plaintiff  to  assert  merely  the  conclusion  that 
he  could  not  have  discerned  that  the  represen- 
tations made  him  were  false  by  the  use  of  rea- 
sonable diligence,  but  he  must  state  the  facta 
upon  which  he  relies,  that  the  court  may  see 
whether  they  Justify  and  support  such  a  con- 
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elusion.  The  exception  to  the  petition  on  this 
groand  was  well  taken,  and  should  have  been 
suetaioed."  The  allegation  in  the  plaintifTs 
petition  that  he  could  have  made  arrangements 
by  which  to  secure  water  for  the  relief  of  his 
cattle  is  but  a  conclusion  drawn  from  the  par- 
ticular facts  of  the  case,  and,  if  he  had  at- 
tempted to  prove  by  any  witness  the  conclusion 
as  alleged,  it  would  have  been  objectionable 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  a  statement  of  a 
conclusion,  and  not  of  a  fact. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  action  of  the  trial 
court  in  overruling  the  objections  presented  to 
the  evidence  of  Johnson  and  Mrs.  Mitchell. 
What  a  party  would  do  under  a  given  state  of 
facts,  which  call  upon  him  or  her  to  perform  a 
duty  to  some  other  person,  is  not  a  matter  of 
opinion  merely,  but  a  fact  which  can  be  testi- 
fied to  by  such  person;  and  if  the  defendant 
failed  to  peform  a  dut^  which  it  owed  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  not  delivering  the  message  to  either 
witness,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  show  that, 
if  the  duty  had  been  performed  by  such  deliv- 
ery, the  person  to  whom  it  would  have  thus 
been  delivered  would  have  transmitted  it  to 
him.  and  thereby  the  injury  could  have  been 
averted. 

There  was  error  in  giving  the  special  charge 
mentioned  in  the  third  question.  The  general 
rule  is  expressed  by  Croswell,  in  his  work  on 
the  Law  of  Electricity  {%  412)  thus:  "The  lead- 
ing principle  as  to  aelivery  of  a  telegram  is 
that  the  message  is  to  be  delivered  to  the  per- 
son to  whom  it  is  addressed,  and  the  place  of 
address  is  subordinate  to  the  person;  and  there- 
fore if  the  person  cannot  be  found  at  the  street 
and  number  or  other  place  to  which  the  tele- 
gram is  addressed,  but  can  be  found  by  rea- 
sonable efforts  of  the  telegraph  company  in 
some  other  place,  it  may  be  negligence  for  the 
company  to  leave  the  telegram  at  the  place  of 
address  without  making  further  efforts  to  find 
the  absent  person  and  make  personal  delivery." 
Western  U.  TeUg.  Co,  v.  Cooper,  71  Tex.  507, 
1  L.  R.  A.  728;  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co  v. 
HoughUm,  82  Tex.  661,  15  L.  R.  A.  129;  West- 
ern V.  Teleg,  Co,  v.  Newhouse,  6  Ind.  App. 
422;  Pope  v.  Western  TJ,  Teleg.  Co,  9  HI.  App. 
283. 

If  a  message  be  addressed  to  the  care  of  an- 
other, it  may  be  delivered  to  such  person;  or 
if  the  addressee  has  taken  rooms  at  an  hotel, 
where  it  is  the  custom  to  deliver  mail  and  such 
messages,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  clerk  is 
the  agent  of  the  guest  to  receive  messages  of 
this  character,  and  a  delivery  to  such  clerk 
will  be  sufficient.  The  wife,  as  such,  is  not.  in 
law,  the  general  agent  of  her  husband;  and  we 
know  of  no  principle  of  law  that  would  jus- 
tify the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
derendant  to  deliver  the  message  in  this  case  to 
Mrs.  Mitchell,  nor  that  such  a  delivery  to  her 
would  have  satisfied  the  obligation  of  the  tele- 
graph company  to  Mitchell.  The  duty  which 
the  telegraph  company  owes  to  the  addres.see 
is  personal,  and  cannot  be  discharged  by  mak- 
ing Inquiry  for  the  person  to  whose  care  the 
message  may  be  sent,  nor  by  applying  to  the 
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place  of  business  or  residence  of  the  addressee; 
but  inquiry  'must  be  made  for  the  person  ad- 
dressed, if  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
show  that  he  ma^  probably  be  found  away 
from  such  place  of  business  or  residence.  The 
place  to  which  a  message  is  sent  is  but  a  guide 
for  the  messenger,  and  does  not  determine  the 
measure  of  his  diligence.  Whether  the  mes- 
senger who  is  charged  with  the  delivery  of  the 
telegram,  and  fails  to  present  it  at  the  resi- 
dence or  place  of  business  of  the  addressee, 
has  used  ordinary  diligence,  such  as  the  law 
requires,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury; 
and  it  was  error  for  the  court,  in  effect,  to 
charge  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  telegraph  company  to  deliver 
the  message  to  the  plaintiff's  wife.  Attorneys 
for  appellee  cite  the  case  of  Given  v.  Western 
U,  Teleg.  Co,  24  Fed.  Rep.  119,  as  supportine 
the  charge  of  the  court  above  referred  to;  and 
upon  a  careful  investigation  we  have  found 
Western  U,  TeUg,  Co.  v.  Woods,  56  Kan.  787, 
which  we  think  is  more  nearly  in  point.  The 
former  case  was  based  upon  substantially  the 
following  facts:  A  message  was  sent  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  telegraph  company  inqu'red 
at  his  place  of  business,  ascertaining  that  he 
had  left  the  city,  and,  having  exhausted  all 
means  of  delivering  the  message  to  him  per- 
sonally, delivered  it  to  his  wife,  and  notified 
the  sender  of  the  fact  of  such  delivery.  The 
court  held  that  the  telegraph  company  had 
used  due  care,  and  had -discharged  its  duty  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  did  not  hold  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  company  to  make  the  delivery  to 
the  wife.  In  the  case  of  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Woods,  above  cited,  the  message  was  sent  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  case,  at  the  town  of  his 
residence.  He  was  a  merchant,  and  his  store 
was  a  short  distance  from  the  telegraph  office, 
where  his  wife  was  in  charge  of  the  business; 
and  he  had  a  clerk  employed,  also.  His  resi- 
dence was  also  near  by.  The  party  addressed 
was  out  of  the  town,  and  the  telegraph  com- 
pany failed  to  apply  at  his  place  of  business 
or  residence  for  information,  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delivering  his  message.  The  court 
held  as  follows:  "Being  unable  to  make  a  per- 
sonal delivery  at  that  place  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  deliver  it  to  his  wife,  or  to  his 
clerk  at  the  store,  or  to  members  of  bis  family 
at  his  residence.  If  delivery  had  been  made 
at  either  of  these  places  the  agents  of  Woods 
would  have  had  time  and  opportunity  to 
have  sent  the  message  to  him  at  Grand  Sum- 
mit, and  thus  have  averted  the  loss  which  fol- 
lowed." It  will  be  observed  that  the  court 
here  speaks  of  the  persons  lo  whom  the  deliv- 
ery should  have  been  made  as  the  agents  of 
the  party  addressed,  and  in  so  far  as  they  were 
agents,  and  authorized  to  receive  the  message, 
this  is  a  correct  expression  of  the  law;  but 
that  portion  which  announces  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  telegraph  company  to  deliver  to 
members  of  the  family  is  purely  dictum,  and 
without  any  support  whatever. 

Denman,  J.,  did  not  sitb 
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!•  A  proceediniT  l>y  *  mnnieipal  eor- 
poration  to  enforce  snch  fines  and  pen- 
alUee  as  are  ordlDarily  and  by  usage  enforced 
by  muDlclpalltlee  Is  not  a  prosecution  or  criminal 
in  Its  nature,  but  only  quasi  cnminal,  whatever 
may  be  tbe  form  of  the  procedure. 

8«  It  cannot  be  made  by  ordinance  an 
offense  against  a  dty  to  do  what  a  stat- 
ute makes  an  offense  against  the  sute, 
triable  only  in  a  court  of  record  (e.  g.^  the  keeping 
or  exhibiting  of  a  gaming  table  or  bank),  where 
the  Constitution  of  the  state  provldeB  that  all 
prosecutions  shall  be  onnducted  in  the  name  and 
by  the  authority  of  the  state  and  shall  conclude 
against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state. 

(February  2, 1898.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
obtain  petitioner's  release  from  custody  to 
which  be  bad  been  committed  for  violating  an 
ordinance  against  keeping  and  exhibiting  a 
gnming  table  and  bank.  Petitioner  dis- 
charged. 

The  facts 'are  stated  in  the  opinioD. 

Vcftfns.  Oeland  As  Brown  and  William 
P.  Ellison  for  relator. 

Messrs.  A.  P.  Wozencraft  and  T.  A* 
Work  for  city  of  Dallas. 

Henderson,  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Tiiis  is  a  proceeding  on  an  original  habeas 
corpus,  granted  and  made  returnable  before 
this  court.  Tbe  petition  alleges  that  applicant 
is  illegally  restrained  by  one  J.  C.  Arnold, 
chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Dallas,  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  judgment  of  commitment  of  tbe 
city  court  of  Dallas.  The  agreed  statement  of 
facts  contains  a  copy  of  tbe  judgment  and  writ 
of  commitment,  the  complaint  on  which  the 
applicant  was  tried,  together  with  a  copy  of 
the  ordinance  under  which  the  prosecution 
and  conviction  were  had.  Said  ordinance 
follows  the  state  law  on  the  subject,  and 
makes  it  an  offense  against  the  city  of 
Dallas  for  any  person  to  keep  or  exhibit,  for 
the  purpose  of  gaming,  any  gaming  table  or 
bank  of  any  kind  or  description  whatever,  or 
any  table  or  bank  used  for  gaming,  etc.;  and 
the  punishment  imposed  is  a  fine  of  not  less 
than  $25.  nor  more  than  $100,  and  imprison- 
ment in  the  city  jail  for  not  less  than  ten  nor 
more  than  ninety  days,  which  is  the  same  in 
amount  and  degree  as  that  provided  under  the 
state  law  or  statute  on  tbe  subject,  which 
makes  gaming  an  offense  against  the  state  laws. 
There  was  no  information  filed  against  defend- 
ant, but  the  complaint  on  which  he  was  tried 
is  as  follows; 


>xas, ) 
.lias,  [ 
s.      ) 


The  State  of  Texas, 
County  of  Dallas, 
City  of  Dallas. 
Personally  appeared  before  the  undersigned 


NOTB.— On  the  question  how  far  proceedings  for 
▼iolation  of  ordinances  are  to  be  reirarded  as  prose, 
outioos  for  crime,  nee  nou  to  State  v.  Bobitshek 
(Minn.)  83  L.  R.  A.  83. 
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autboritv,  E.  F.  Gates,  who,  after  being  duly 
sworn,  deposes  and  says  that  Bud  Fagg,  in  the 
city  of  Dallas  and  state  of  Texas,  on  the  9tb 
dav  of  October,  1897,  and  before  the  filing  of 
this  complaint,  did  unlawfully  keep,  and  ex- 
hibit, for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  a  gaming 
table  and  bank,  to  wit,  a  faro  bank,  contrary 
to  ordinances  in  such  cases  made  and  pro- 
vided. [Signed]  E.  F.  Gates. 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  T.  L. 
Lawhon,  city  secretary.  On  the  trial  the  re- 
lator Fagg  was  convicted,  and  his  punishment 
assessed  at  a  fine  of  $26  and  ten  days'  im- 
prisonment in  the  citv  jaiL 

Tbe  contention  of  the  applicant  is  that  said 
conviction,  being  under  an  ordinance,  and  in 
the  city  court  of  Dallas,  is  illegal  and  void: 
(1)  Because  the  statutes  of  the  state  make  the 
exhibiting  of  a  gaming  table  for  the  purpose 
of  gaming  an  offense  against  the  state,  and  it 
is  not  competent  for  the  legislature  to  grant  to 
a  municipality  authority,  by  ordinances,  to  su- 
persede the  state  law  on  the  subject;  (2)  be- 
cause the  city  court  of  Dallas  has  no  author- 
ity to  try  ouenses  against  the  state  law;  (3) 
and,  granting  the  city  court  of  Dallas  has  the 
power  to  try  state  cases,  it  must  proceed  as  a 
state  court.  In  the  view  we  take  of  this  ques- 
tion, it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  last  two 
propositions,  inasmuch  as  the  offense  alleged, 
against  applicant  was  prosecuted  merely  as  a 
violation  of  the  city  ordinances;  and  we  are  ac- 
cordingly confronted  with  two  questions:  (1) 
Does  the  charter  of  Dallas  authorize  the  citv 
council  to  pass  an  ordinance  making  said  of- 
fense of  keeping  and  exhibiting  a  gamingtable 
for  the  purpose  of  gaming  an  offense  against  the 
city?  (2)  If  tbe  charter  grants  this  power,  did 
tbe  legislature  have  the  power,  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  state,  to  confer  upon 
the  municipality  of  Dallas  authority  to  make 
the  exhibiting  and  keeping  of  a  gaming  table 
for  the  purpose  of  gaming  an  offense  against 
the  city? 

We  might  observe  here  that  g  24  of  the 
new  charter  of  the  city  of  Dallas,  granted  by 
the  25tb  legislature,  gives  to  the  city  court  of 
Dallas  jurisdiction  as  follows:  "(1)  To  try. 
hear,  determine,  and  punish  all  misdemeanors 
over  which  the  Dallas  city  court  now  has  juris- 
diction. (2)  To  try,  hear,  determine,  and  pun- 
ish all  misdemeanors  arising  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  charter;  to  have  concurrent 
jurisdiction  with  the  state  coarts  over  all 
misdemeanors  against  the  state  laws,  com- 
mitted within  the  city  limits,  except  theft 
and  those  involving  official  misconduct,  and 
to  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  disorderly 
houses  and  female  vagrants."  But,  as  stated, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  this  provision 
with  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city 
court  of  state  offenses,  prosecuted  as  such; 
and  so  it  does  not  become  necessary  to  discuss 
the  bearing  of  the  case  of  Harrit  County 
V.  Stewart  (Tex.)  41  8.  W.  650.  or  to  review 
the  case  of  Leach  v.  State,  86  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  248,  nor  will  we  do  so,  further  than 
to  suggest  that  we  find  nothing  in  the 
former  case  requiring  us  to  change  the 
views  expressed  in  the  Leach  Case.  Further- 
more, while .  not  necessary,  yet  the  question 
being  insisted  on,  we  will  examine  the  position 
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of  applicant  with  reference  to  the  caption  of 
the  charter  of  the  city  of  Dallas  as  passed  by 
the  25th  legislatare,  said  caption  being  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Incorporate  the  City  of  Dallas^ 
and  Grant  It  a  New  Charter." 

Appellant's  contention  is  that  if  it  be  con- 
ceded that  the  legislature  has  the  power,  in 
accordance  with  the  view  taken  by  the  su- 
preme court  in  Harris  County  v.  Stewart  {Tex.) 
41  S.  W.  650.  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  a 
municipal  court,  and  so  create  a  state  court, 
the  legislature  has  not  done  so  in  this  instance. 
Entertaining  the  view,  as  we  do,  that  a  munici- 
pal  court  is  not  a  state  court,  except  in  a  lim- 
ited sense  (that  is,  a  state  court  for  municipal 
purposes  only),  we  would  expect  to  find,  un- 
der the  above  caption,  not  a  state  court,  as  a 
part  of  the  Judicial  system  of  the  state,  but  a 
municipal  court,  having  Jurisdiction  and  cog- 
nizance of  matters  Incidental  to  the  corpora- 
tion. In  this  regard  we  hold  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  Bleseing  v.  Oalveeton,  42  Tex.  641. 
As  we  understand  that  case,  it  was  an  injunc- 
tion proceeding  brouebt  by  Blessing  and  others 
to  restrain  the  city  of  Qalveston  from  proceed- 
ing in  prosecutions  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
menced by  warrants  issued  by  John  8.  Rhea, 
claiming  to  be  acting  as  recorder,  under  pre- 
tense or  authority  alleged  to  have  been  con- 
ferred on  him  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  in- 
corporating the  city  of  Ghilveston.  Several  of 
the  parties  had  been  arrested,  and  others 
threatened  with  arrest,  for  breach  of  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  them  to  pay  a  license  tax  on 
their  respective  occupations,  trades,  and  pro- 
fessions, and  also  to  enjoin  and  restrain  ap- 
pellee from  the  collection  of  said  license  tax. 
The  fourth  ground  urged  by  complainants 
against  the  enforcement  of  the  tax  in  the  city 
court  was  that  the  recorder's  court,  created  bv 
the  charier  of  the  city  of  (Galveston,  in  which 
the  proceedings  were  had  to  enforce  the  pen- 
alties for  failure  to  pay  said  taxes,  is  not  such 
a  Judicial  tribunal  as  is  warranted  by  §  1  of  ar- 
ticle 5  of  the  Constitution.  On  this  question 
Judge  Moore  uses  the  following  lansuage, 
which  we  quote  in  full:  "The  objection  made 
to  the  constitutionality  of  the  recorder's  court, 
created  by  the  charter,  has  been,  in  effect,  an- 
swered by  what  has  been  heretofore  said.  If 
the  legislature  may,  by  reason  of  its  inherent 
legislative  power,  create  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  purposes  of  local  government,  it  seems 
to  follow,  as  a  necessary  conclusion,  that  it 
mav  invest  with  such  powers  as  are  necessary 
and  essential  for  the  ends  and  purposes  of  its 
creation.  Without  the  grant  of  general  police 
powers,  and  the  means  of  enforcing  their  re- 
spect and  observance,  the  act  of  incorporation 
of  a  town  or  city  would  be  little  better  than 
waste  paper.  Judicial  power  of  a  general 
character,  such  as  is  conferred  upon  constitu 
tionat  tribunals,  or  officers  clothed  with  judi- 
cial functions  for  the  general  ad  ministration  of 
the  laws,  in  contradistinction  to  local  or  mu- 
nicipal ordinances  and  regulations,  cannot  be 
conferred  upon  mere  corporation  courts  created 
to  enforce  the  police  powers  delegated  to  such 
corporaliona  This  seems  to  be  the  extent  to 
which  we  can  certainly  say,  in  the  absence  of 
the  constitutions  and  statutes  applicable  to 
them,  that  most  of  the  cases  citeid  by  appel- 
lant clearly  go.  Some  of  them,  however, 
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seem  to  lay  down  a  broader  rule.  We  cannot 
consent  to  give  the  sections  of  our  Constitu- 
tion, conferring  and  distributing  the  Judicial 
power,  so  limited  and  technical  a  construction 
and  application.  We  think  its  language,  vest- 
ing Judicial  power  *in  such  inferior  courts  and 
magistrates  as  ma^r  be  created  in  this  constitu- 
tion, or  by  the  legislature  under  its  authority/ 
entirely  sufficient  to  warrant  the  legislature, 
when  creating  municipal  corporations,  in  the 
absence  of  any  restriction,  to  create  local  mu- 
nicipal tribunals  as  an  essential  necessity  to  the 
well  being  of  such  local  municipal  corpora- 
tions,"—citing  State  V.  Toung,  8  Kan.  445; 
Hutchings  v.  Seott.  9  N.  J.  L.  274;  S/tqfer  v. 
Mamma,  17  Md.  381.  79  Am.  Dec.  656;  Ha- 
geritown  t.  Dec/iert,  82  Md.  869.  Here,  to  our 
minds,  it  is  very  apparent  that  Judge  Moore 
drew  a  distinction  between  state  tribunals  con- 
stituting a  part  of  our  judicial  system  and  mu- 
nicipal court  as  such.  The  latter  he  regarded 
as  merely  an  incident  to  the  corporation,  and 
with  limited  powers  to  enforce  municipal  or- 
dinances only.  As  stated  above,  we  would 
not  expect,  under  the  caption  of  an  act  to 
charter  or  incorporate  a  city  or  town,  to  find 
thereunder  an  article  or  clause  creating  a  court 
for  other  than  purely  municipal  purposes; 
much  less  an  act  creating  a  state  court,  or  vest- 
ing a  municipal  court  with  jurisdiction  which 
pertains  to  a  state  court.  And,  if  the  prose- 
cution in  this  case  was  for  a  state  offense  as 
such,  we  would  be  inclined  to  hold  that  the 
title  of  said  act  does  not  embrace  the  subject 
of  creating  a  state  court  of  the  municipal  court 
of  the  city  of  Dallas,  or  of  conferring  a  juris- 
diction which  pretains  to  our  state  courts  on 
said  tribunal.  On  this  subject  we  refer  to 
Wulftange  v.  MeCoUam,  88  Ky.  861;  Broan  v. 
State,  79  Ga.  824;  State,  Stuart,  ▼.  Ktnsella,  14 
Minn.  524  (Gil.  895):  Holmherg  v.  Eauck,  16 
Neb.  837;  San  Antonio  y.  Gould,  84  Tex.  49; 
Oiddings  Y,  San  Antonio,  47  Tex.  556,  26  Am. 
Rep.  821. 
However,  as  stated  before,  the  question  here 

S resented  to  us  is  whether  or  not  the  charter  of 
Dallas  confers  authority  on  the  city  council  to 
make  this  an  offense  against  the  city,  and 
whether  or  not  the  legislature  can  confer  this 
authority.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Dallas  is 
a  special  charter,  authorized  under  the  Consti- 
tution for  cities  having  more  than  10,000  popu- 
lation; and  by  a  number  of  sections,  from  48  to 
124,  inclusive,  said  charter  proposes  to  confer 
general  powers  on  the  city  council  to  do  cer- 
tain things.  Among  a  number  of  other  things 
which  the  city  is  thus  authorized  to  do,  it  ap- 
pears to  be  authorized  by  ordinance  to  make 
certain  acts  which  are  penal  offenses  under 
the  state  laws  offen.ses  against  the  city.  See 
§§  88,  84,  86,  87,  89.  92,  98,  and  108.  All 
of  the  other  enumerated  sections  appear  to  be 
regarding  matters  incidental  tc»  and  growing 
out  of  the  municipal  corporation.  Section  103, 
we  presume,  contains  the  provision  under 
which  it  is  contended  the  city  council  had  au- 
thority to  pass  the  ordinance  against  keeping 
and  exhibiting  gaming  tables,  under  which  the 
conviction  was  had  in  this  case.  Said  section 
reads  as  follows:  '*To  license,  tax,  and  regu- 
late billiard  tables,  pin  alleys,  and  ball  alleys; 
to  suppress,  restrain,  and  regulate  and  control 
disorderly  houses,  tippling  shops,  and  grocer- 
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ies,  gambliDff  and  ^mlng  houses,  and  games 
of  every  kind,  lottenes  and  all  fraudulent  de- 
yices  and  practices,  bawdy  bouses  of  prostitu- 
tion, and  to  punish  all  keepers  of  saia  houses 
and  exhibitors  or  players  at  said  games  and 
other  things,  with  the  same  penalties,  fine,  and 
imprisonment  as  may  be  inflicted  therefor  by 
the  statutes  of  the  state  of  Texas."  It  would 
appear  therefrom  that  the  legislature  had  con- 
ferred the  power  (if  it  was  authorized  to  do  so) 
on  the  city  council  to  pass  an  ordinance  mak- 
ing the  onense  created  by  the  statutes  of  the 
state  an  offense  against  the  state,  to  wit,  tbe 
keeping  and  exhibiting  of  a  gaming  table  and 
bank  for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  also  an  of- 
fense against  the  city;  and  the  only  question 
then  is,  Did  the  legislature  have  the  constitu- 
tional right,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  this  Slate,  to  confer  this  power?  We  would 
observe  here  that  tbe  general  laws  of  the  state 
(see  articles  929-981,  Code  Crim.  Proc.  1895, 
inclusive)  put  mayors  and  recorders  of  cities 
on  the  same  plane,  as  to  the  administration  of 
laws  with  reference  to  criminal  prosecutions, 
as  justices  of  tbe  peace,  and  vest  them  with 
the  same  power  and  jurisdiction,  and  author- 
ize municipal  councils  by  ordinances,  to  cre- 
ate acts  whicb  are  made  penal  by  state  laws 
also  offenses  against  the  city,  and  to  make  all 
prosecutions  and  convictions  under  city  ordi- 
nances good  in  bar  of  prosecutions  for  the 
same  act  under  state  laws  and  vice  versa.  The 
act  here  complained  of  does  not  come  within 
this  category.  It  is  such  an  offense  as  a  jus- 
tice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try,  but 
tbe  power  to  try  and  punish  the  same  is  vested 
by  tbe  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state  in  the 
county  court  (see  §§  16  and  19,  art.  5.  Const.; 
and  see  articles  91  and  96,  Code  Crim.  Proc. 
1895);  that  is,  imprisonment  in  tbe  county  jail 
being  a  part  of  the  punishment  under  the  state 
law  for  this  offense,  it  can  only  be  tried  in  the 
county  court,  same  being  court  of  record. 
Some  authorities  hold  that  where  the  state 
law  has  acted  upon  a  matter,  and  made  the 
act  an  offense  against  tbe  state,  the  legislature 
cannot  afterwards  delegate  authority  to  mu- 
nicipal governments  to  create  the  same  act 
an  offense  against  the  city.  The  state  bavins 
once  occupied  the  territorv,  the  city  is  excluded 
from  interfering  with  it.  Bee  Savannah  v.  Bus- 
sey,  21  Ga.  80;  Wapne  County  v.  Detroit,  17 
Mich.  890;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  140,  228:  11 
Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  955;  17  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  237.  The  decisions  of  our  state, 
however,  appear  to  be  otherwise,  and  to  au- 
thorize municipal  corporations  to  take  juris- 
diction, and  by  ordinance  create  an  act  which 
is  already  a  state  offense  an  offense  against 
the  city.  This  seems  to  be  tbe  holding  of 
this  court  with  reference  to  such  offenses  as 
jus! ices  of  the  peace  have  jurisdiction  to  try; 
and  in  such  cases  it  is  held  that  the  ordi- 
nance must  conform  to  the  state  laws  in  cre- 
ating the  offense  and  imposing  the  penalty 
therefor.  See  Ex  parte  Boland,  11  Tex.  App. 
159:  Flood  v.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  584;  Ex 
parte  Freetand  (Tex.  Crim.  App )  42  S.  W. 
295;  Angerhoffer  v.  State,  15  Tex.  App.  618. 
There  are  some  decisions  of  this  court  which 
hold  that  a  municipality  can.  b^  ordinance, 
take  jurisdiction  of  offenses  which  are  made 
such  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  of  which 
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the  county  court  has  exclusive  Jurisdic- 
tion; and  this  notwithstanding  g  12  of  ar- 
ticle 6  of  the  Constitution,  which  requirea 
that  "all  prosecutions  shall  be  carried  on  in  the 
name  and  by  authority  of  the  state  of  Texas, 
and  shall  conclude  against  the  peace  and  dig- 
nity of  the  state."  See  Ez  parte  Wilson,  14 
Tex.  App.  592.  In  the  Wilwn  Case,  14  Tex. 
App.  592,  the  constitutional  provision  above 
mentioned  was  not  discussed  at  all;  nor  was 
it  discussed  in  any  case  we  are  aware  of  ex- 
cept in  Leach  ▼.  State,  85  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
449. 

Of  course,  a  great  many  matters  are  incident- 
al to  municipal  corporations,  and  are  not  at 
all  violative  of  state  laws,  and  no  question  can 
arise  as  to  ordinances  covering  said  acts.  A 
number  of  acts  are  petty  offenses,  and  are  cov- 
ered by  state  laws,  and  would  appear  also  to 
be  peculiarly  offenses  against  the  municipal 
government,  and  incidental  to  such  govern- 
ment, as  well  as  offenses  against  tbe  state. 
Our  Criminal  Code  defines  a  petty  offense  aa 
"one  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  or  the  mayor 
or  other  officer  of  a  town  or  city  may  try  and 
punish."  Penal  Code  1895,  art.  57.  And  this 
appears  to  be  in  consonance  with  the  author^ 
ities  defining  a  petty  offense.  Some  of  the 
cases  hold  that  a  petty  offense  can  be  made  an 
offense  against  the  municipal  corporation  by 
ordinance;  and  can  be  punished  without  violate 
ing  tbe  above  provision  of  tbe  Constitution 
with  reference  to  prosecutions,  while  others 
hold  the  contrary.  See  note  to  State  v.  Robit- 
shek,  60  Minn.  128,  83  L.  R.  A.  88,  and  au- 
thorities there  cited;  Davenport  v.  Bird,  84 
Iowa,  524.  In  the  latter  case  the  action  was 
under  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Davenport 
prescribing  that  "every  person  who  shall  un- 
lawfully disturb  the  public  quiet  of  any 
street,  alley,  avenue,  public  square,  market 
place,"  etc.,  "by  loud  or  unusual  noise, 
by  blowing  horns  or  other  instruments,"  etc., 
"shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor":  and 
the  fine  provided  was  not  less  than  $8 
nor  more  than  $100,  and  imprisonment 
until  the  fine  and  costs  were  paid,  pro- 
vided that  the  imprisonment  should  not  ex- 
ceed thirty  days.  It  was  claimed  in  that  case 
that  said  action  was  a  prosecution;  that  it  was 
not  authorized  under  the  Constitution  of  Iowa, 
which  is  similar  in  its  provisions  to  ours.  We 
quote  from  that  case  as  follows:  "Is  it  neces- 
sary under  tbe  Constitution,  that  aU  prosecu- 
tions for  violations  of  municipal  police  ordi- 
nances shall  be  conducted  in  tbe  name  and  by 
tbe  authority  of  the  state  of  Iowa?  Or,  in 
other  words,  is  that  clause  of  the  city  charter 
of  Davenport,  which  directs  that  'all  suits,  ac- 
tions, and  prosecutions  instituted,  commenced, 
or  broueht  by  the  corporation  shall  be  insti- 
tuted, commenced,  and  prosecuted  in  tbe  name 
of  the  city  of  Davenport,'  in  conflict  with  the 
constitutional  provision  before  referred  to? 
We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  This  clause 
of  tbe  Constitution  occurs  in  article  5,  which 
treats  of  tbe  judicial  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment. This  article  vests  and  defines  the 
judicial  power  of  tbe  state;  establishes  the  ten- 
ure of  office  of  the  judges  and  defines  the  mode 
of  their  election;  fixes  their  salary  and  limits 
the  number  of  judicial  districts;  provides  for 
the  election  of  an  attorney  general,  and  other 
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matters  pertaioing  to  the  Judicial  arm  of  the 
state,  among  which  is  the  clause  under  consid- 
eration. From  all  this,  it  seems  manifest  that 
the  requirement,  that  'all  prosecutions  shall 
be  conducted  in  the  name  and  by  the  authority 
of  the  state  of  Iowa'  contemplates  such  crim- 
inal prosecutions  as  shall  be  instituted  and 
prosecuted  before  the  tribunals  which  are  pro- 
Tided  for  in  that  article  of  the  Constitution, 
under  the  statutes  of  the  state.  It  is  fitting  and 
appropriate  that  prosecutions  for  violations  of 
Uie  criminal  laws  of  the  state  should  be  carried 
on  in  the  name  of  the  government.  But  there 
la  no  fitness  or  propriety  In  requiring  the  state 
to  be  a  party  to  every  petty  prosecution  under 
the  police  regulations  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion. Such  a  construction  of  this  article  of  the 
Constitution  seems  to  us  unwarranted,  and  not 
intended  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution. 
It  was  held  by  the  supreme  coiirt  of  Pennsyl- 
vania that  the  word  'process,'  in  the  23d 
section  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  Constitution 
of  Pennsylvania,  which  provides  that  the  style 
of  all  process  shall  be  'The  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania,'  was  intended  to  refer  to  such 
writs  only  as  should  become  necessary  to  be  is- 
sued in  the  course  of  the  exercise  of  that  judi- 
cial power  which  is  established  aod  provided 
for  in  the  article  of  the  Constitution,  and  forms 
exclusively  the  subject-matter  of  it.  8  Pa.  99. 
See  also  ^ague  v.  Birehard,  1  Wis.  457,  80 
Am.  Dec.  898.  On  the  same  principle  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  word  'prosecutions,'  io  the 
^h  section  of  article  6  of  our  Constitu- 
tion, was  intended  to  refer  only  to  such  crim- 
inal prosecutions,  under  state  laws,  as  should 
be  cognizable  by  the  iudicial  ^wer  which  is 
established  and  provided  for  in  that  article, 
and  that  it  was  not  intended  to  include  prose- 
cutions under  ordinances  of  municipal  corpo- 
rations, cognizable  before  local  police  mafris- 
trates.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  in  sustainiog 
the  demurrer  on  the  first  ground  stated,  the 
court  below  erred."  This  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  a  state  ofTense  by  statute.  Treating 
it  as  a  municipal  offense  merely,  it  states  the 
correct  doctrine.  Under  the  authorities,  we 
are  inclined  to  the  view  thai,  in  the  face  of  the 
constitutional  provision  before  quoted,  where 
an  offense  has  been  made  sucb  by  state  law, 
notwithstanding  it  is  a  petty  offense,  it  roust 
be  prosecuted  by  authority  of  the  state,  and 
against  its  peace  and  dignity.  In  this  case, 
however.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide 
that  question,  as  the  offense  for  which  the  re- 
lator was  tried  and  punished  was  not  a  petty 
offense,  but  an  offense  over  which  the  county 
court,  being  a  court  of  record,  alone  had  Ju- 
risdiction. 

40L.H.A. 


Now,  the  question  which  presents  Itself  Ir 
Does  the  fact  that  the  municipal  council  of 
Dallas  has,  by  ordinance,  created  the  exhibit- 
ing and  keeping  of  a  gaming  table  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gaming,  an  offense  against  the  munici- 
pality, relieve  it  of  being  a  prosecution?  A 
"prosecution"  is  defined  by  our  statute  to  be 
"the  whole  and  any  part  of  the  procedure 
which  the  law  provides  for  bringing  offenders 
to  Justice."  See  article  36  of  the  Penal  Code 
of  1896.  "It  is  a  criminal  proceeding  at  the 
suit  of  the  government."  Tennessee  v.  Davit, 
100  U.  8.  269,  25  L.  ed.  652.  A  proceeding  by 
a  municipal  corporation  to  enforce  such  fines 
and  penalties  as  are  ordinarily  and  by  usage 
enforced  by  them  is  not  criminal  in  its  nature, 
whatever  mav  be  the  form  of  the  procedure. 
Such  proceedings  are  only  quasi  criminal,  and 
are  not  prosecutions.  17  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  p.  260,  and  note;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 
§  432;  Sparta  v.  Lewie,  91  Tenn.  870. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  conviction  in  this 
case  would  not  come  in  the  category  of  petty 
offenses,  nor  an  offense  merely  growing  out  of 
and  incidental  to  the  municipal  government; 
and,  in  our  opinion,  no  matter  what  might  be 
the  tribunal  or  what  the  character  of  pro- 
cedure, the  prosecution,  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  this  state,  must  be  carried  on  in 
the  name  and  by  the  authority  of  the  state  of 
Texas,  and  conclude,  against  its  peace  and  dig- 
nity. The  fact  that  the  prosecution  was 
brought  under  the  city  ordinance  did  not  de- 
prive it  of  the  characteristic  of  a  prosecution; 
nor  could  the  legislature  by  indirection,  as  by 
vesting  jurisdiction  of  the  case  in  some  other 
than  a  state  tribunal,  so  change  the  nature  of 
the  offense  as  to  t^e  It  out  of  the  category 
which  had  been  affixed  to  it  bv  state  Taw, 
of  a  prosecution  for  a  criminal  offense.  And 
we  hold  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  mu- 
nicipal council  of  Dallas,  by  ordinance,  to  cre- 
ate the  keeping  and  exhibiting  of  a  gamine 
table  or  bank  (which  was  by  the  statute  an  of- 
fense against  the  state)  an  offense  against  the 
citv  of  Dallas,  and  the  prosecution  uuder  such 
ordinance  could  not  be  maintained  in  the  face 
of  our  Constitution,  which  prescribes,  as  be- 
fore stated,  that  all  prosecutions  shall  be  con- 
ducted in  the  name  and  by  the  authority  of 
the  state,  and  shall  conclude  against  the  peace 
and  dignity  of  the  state.  And  we  accordingly 
hold  that  ike  relator  is  entitled  to  be  discharged, 
and  that  the  costs  of  this  court  be  taxed  against 
relator;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Hurt,  P..  J.,  concurs  in  result,  but  dissents 
as  to  some  of  the  propositions  announced  in 
the  opinion. 
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MARYLAND  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


BALTIMORE   TRUST    &   GUARANTEE 
COMPANY 

V. 

T.  Edward  HAMBLETON  et  al,  AppU, 

and 

Colden  RHIND.  AppdUe. 

(84Md.466J 

1.  An  additional  mibseriptioa  Ibr  a 
block  of  bonds  by  a  second  syndloate  com- 
posed in  part  of  members  of  the  first  syndloate 
wbicb  bought  bonds  with  an  option  for  an  ad- 


ditional purchase  with  *^e  same  riirhts  and 
privlleires**  provided  with  reference  to  the  for- 
mer is  subject  to  the  same  provision  a^  to  a  com- 
mission provided  for  in  the  original  affreemenu 
8.  Tho  Urst  eonpon*  ao  well  ao  others^ 
is  indnded  in  a  sale  of  bonds  to  a  syndi- 
cate without  any  exception  or  reservation  of  it 
from  the  sale,  althouirh  there  is  a  provision  that 
two  thirds  of  the  first  payment  of  interest  shall' 
be  paid  by  a  trustee  as  commission,  and  any  in* 
terest  in  that  coupon  Is  therefore  derived  throuxb 
the  syndicate,  and  subject  to  the  rule  which  pre- 
cludes one  member  from  secretly  obtain Ing  a 
commission  in  which  his  associates  do  not  shsre. 


NOTB.— Relations  and  r(0he«  of  tvndioau  timbers. 

I.  fieope  and  ncAurt  of  the  mZi^eet. 
n.  JRiflfTUs  and  pouMfn  ofmemben, 
III.  Rights^  duties,  and  liabilitiu  in  tromiiaetUmM  be- 
tween  (Ttemse/ves. 

a.  Qtntrai  rule  a«  io  good  faith  reQUfred. 

b.  Sales  by  member  to  ossoofotion. 

c.  Purchaaeatoith  $ecret  advantaoeB. 

d.  Deaiinga    hetween   auoctationB  haviinO 

comrnon  members. 

e.  Contribution  to  capttdt,  txpenaes,  and 

Zosses. 

f.  jntereat  in  property  of  association, 

g.  Compensation  for  services, 
TV,  Remedies, 

I.  Soitpe  and  nature  of  the  subject. 

Syndicates  as  alefral  consideration  have  been  but 
•  recently  brought  into  notice,  and  the  limits  of  the 
subject  have  not  been  heretofore  closely  defined 
by  the  courts.  The  principles  which  would  appear 
to  have  been  applied  to  their  government,  how- 
ever, are  not  new.  end  in  the  preparation  of  this 
note  the  writer  has  not  confined  himself  to  caMs 
deslirnating  the  body  in  question  ss  a  syndicate, 
but  hss  sought  to  tnelude  such  cases,  and  such 
cases  only,  os  treat  of  associations  which  fall 
within  the  definition  of  a  syndicate  griven  in  the 
principal  case  of  Baltuobb  Tbubt  ajtd  Gua&- 
ANTEB  Go.  V.  Haxblxton  by  whatever  name  they 
may  have  been  known.  Such  sssoclatlons  seem  to 
have  been  generally  regarded,  subject  to  some  ex- 
ceptions, as  falllngr  within  the  rules  applicable  to 
partnerships. 

Thus,  an  unincorporated  association  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land  for  profit 
possesses  the  levol  attributes  of  a  partnershlp,and  Is 
governed  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  partner- 
shipe.    McDowell  v.Joloe,  149  Ul.  124. 

And  where  four  persons  agree  among:  themselves 
to  be  Jointly  interested  In  lands,  and  tbat  they  will 
put  them  into  a  company  at  a  large  price  above 
their  cost  snd  divide  the  profits  between  them- 
selves and  take  measures  to  organise  a  company 
for  that  purpose,  they  are  to  be  regarded  as  part- 
ners, though  the  titles  to  the  lands  are  not  in  them 
as  such,  and  though  there  are  no  written  articles  of 
oopartnersbip:  and  all  tbat  one  copartner  does  and 
represents  while  engaged  In  getting  up  the  com- 
pany and  transferrioff  lands  to  it  binds  the  others, 
and  all  are  responsible  for  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  made  by  either  therein.  Getty  v. 
Devlin.  64  N.Y.  408. 

8o,  the  principle  which  obtains  among:  partners 
that  all  members  of  the  partnership  shall  be  loyal 
to  the  Joint  concerns  extends  to  all  persons  who 
may  engage  In  a  common  undertaking,  and  any  of 
the  associates  are  intrusted  with  the  Interests  of 
the  association.  Delmonlco  v.  Roudebush,  2Mc- 
Crary,  28. 

And  an  enterprise  to  promote  a  common  pur. 
40  L.R.  A. 


pose  and  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  parties  to  It^ 
whether  they  be  true  partners  or  not,  necessarily 
Includes  a  relation  of  trust  and  confldenoe  reposed< 
and  accepted  by'  its  several  members,  binding  each 
to  the  same  scrupulous  good  faith  to  which  they 
would  be  bound  if  standing  in  the  relation.of  paru 
ners.    Bestor  v.  Barker,  106  Ala.  240. 

A  syndicate  agrreement  by  which  the  mem- 
bers were  to  contribute  a  sum  of  money  to  be- 
placed  in  the  bands  of  trustees  to  purchase  a  tract 
of  land  and  improve  the  same,  and  sell  It  when  im- 
proved, and  distribute  the  proceeds  among  th» 
shareholders,  however,  if  constituting-  the  mem- 
bers partners  as  to  the  proceeds  and  profits  does  not 
constitute  one  that  will  terminate  by  the  death  of 
one  of  the  shareholders  or  the  assignment  of  his  in* 
terest,  as  It  dilfers  from  an  ordinary  trading  part- 
nership in  that  the  delectus  pertona  is  an  unimpor- 
tant consideration.  Horner  t.  Meyers,  29  Ohio  L» 
J.  408. 

And  an  association  of  persons  for  the  purpose  of 
dealing  in  land  contemplating  an  indefinite  series- 
of  transactions  of  the  same  general  character, 
through  all  of  which  the  association  itself  is  to 
maintain  its  identity,  the  original  associates  so  far 
as  they  shall  choose  being  entitled  to  take  part  in 
each  purchase,  and  such  others  as  should  become 
associated  with  them  being  entitled  to  become 
parties,  is  to  be  regarded,  at  least  in  equity,  as  an 
ideal  entity,  through  all  the  mutations  of  Its  mem- 
bership, in  determining  the  individual  relations  ex- 
isting between  the  association  and  Its  members. 
McDoweU  V.  Joioe,149D).  124. 

And  the  mere  fact  tbat  other  persons  unite  witb 
those  or  a  part  of  those  who  originally  formed  the 
association  which  fixed  no  limit  to  the  time  for  Its 
duration  will  not  change  the  duties  and  obligations 
of  the  persons  intrusted  with  the  management  of 
Its  affairs.  McDowell  v.  Joioe,  46  111.  App.  627,  Af- 
firmed 149  III.  124. 

So,  a  deed  by  a  trustee  for  a  syndicate,  made  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  one  of  the  members 
thereof  to  convey  to  a  third  person  a  portion  of 
bis  interest,  becomes  a  nullity  upon  the  transfer  of 
the  entire  interest  of  such  member  to  such  third 
person,  who  takes  the  place  of  the  member  as  one 
of  the  syndicate,  withouc  taking  a  deed  from  the 
former  member  as  originally  contemplated,  and 
the  legal  title  of  the  whole  of  the  land  remains  in 
the  trustee.    Johnson  v.  BIkins,  1  App.  D.  C.  490. 

And  the  death  of  one  of  several  trustees  to  whom 
an  association  of  individuals  have  conveyed  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  certain  purposes  will  not  affect 
the  transfer,  the  equitable  title  so  transferred  sur- 
viving to  the  surviving  members  of  the  trust. 
Michenor  v.  Ueinach,  49  La.  Ann.  860.  And  see 
Homer  v.  Meyers,  29  Ohio  L.  J.  408. 

And  the  rule  is  the  9ame  witb  reference  to  the 
assignment  of  ao  interest  in  the  association.  Hot- 
oer  V.  Meyers,  29  Ohio  L.  J.  408. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  members  of 
a  syndicate  for  the  purchase  of  land,  upon  making 
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8*  A  «yndieatolsaii  assoeiatioii  of  Indi- 
▼idnala*  formed  for  the  purpose  of  ooDduotln^ 
and  carryliiff  out  some  particular  businen  traoB- 
aotloD,  ordiaarlly  of  a  flaaDClal  character.  In 
wbioh  the  members  are  mutually  laterested. 

4*  It  Is  the  plain  and  ImperatiTe  dnty  of 
promoters  of  a  ■yndieate  towards  persooa 
who  are  invited  to  oo-operate  In  tbe  enterprise, 
not  only  to  abstain  from  stating  as  a  fact  tbat 
which  is  not  a  fact,  but  not  to  omit  to  state  any 
droumstanoe  within  their  knowledge  tbe  exis- 
tence of  which  might  In  any  way  affect  the  ex- 
tent or  quality  of  the  advantages  held  out  as  in- 
ducements to  the  others. 

5«  Equity  will  devise  a  remedy  to  meet 
eaeh  neir  emeripeneyt  ctnd  will  enforce  a 
restitution  if  the  ends  of  Justice  require  it,  where 


a  fund  claimed  by  a  wrongdoer  is  under  Its  con- 
troL 

6.  A  principalis  bonnd  by  and  responsi- 
ble for  the  representations  and  conceal- 
ments made  by  an  agent  In  the  line  and  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment. 

7.  One  who  pays  commissions  to  a  mem- 
ber of  a  syndicate  who  acted  as  bis  agent  In 
forming  it.  under  a  secret  agreement  giving  htm 
an  advantage  over  the  other  members,  is  liable  to 
the  syndicate  as  for  misapplication  of  its  funds, 
especially  when  it  was  part  of  a  fund  held  in 
trust  for  syndicate  expennes  in  which  such  mem- 
ber declared  to  his  associates  that  he  had  no  In- 
terest. 

8.  A  payee  who  knows  of  the  fttets  in- 
volved has  no  better  right  to  enforce  drafts 


purchase,  contract  with  one  another  by  im- 
plication as  well  as  with  tl^e  seller,  and  where  one 
refuses  to  be  bound,  and  another  is  substituted  In 
his  place  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of 
the  others,  tbe  contract  is  annulled  and  the  asso- 
ciates are  discharged.  CMttenden  t.  Armour,  80 
Iowa,  aa. 

And  the  act  of  a  real-estate  agent  employed  to 
sell  land  for  the  owner,  who  became  a  member  of 
the  syndicate  for^the'purcbase  of  such  land,  of  sub- 
stituting a  stranger  in  the  place  of  one  oC  the  mem- 
bers of  the  ssmdicate  while  they  held  an  option  as 
purchasers,  is  the  act  of  the  vendor,  and  not  of  the 
syndicate,  for  which  they  are  bound,  as  he  Is  the 
agent  of  such  vendor  and  not  of  the  purchaser. 
Crittenden  v.  Armour,  80  Iowa,  Sn. 

8o,  a  transaction  by  which  members  of  an  asso^ 
elation  for  dealing  in  lands,  without  in  any  way  ap- 
prising their  associates  and  continuing  to  act  ap- 
parently for  the  promotion  of  tbe  common  enter- 
prise, become  subscribers  in  a  new  deal  by  which  a 
tract  of  land  Is  purchased,  and  by  each  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  position  of  his  associates  they  suc- 
ceed in  inducing  the  association  to  take  it  olf  their 
hands  at  an  advanced  price,  thus  realizing  a  large 
profit.  Is  a  fraud  upon  the  association  rendering 
them  liable  to  account  to  their  associates  for  tbe 
profits  realised.    McDowell  v.  Joloe,  U9  HI.  124. 

And  a  contract  between  a  syndicate  and  another, 
the  provisions  of  which  require  the  members  of 
the  syndicate  to  act  as  a  unit  in  certain  contingen- 
oles,  does  not  mean  that  one  member  of  It  may 
transfer  his  Interest  to  a  hostile  party  and  thus  pre- 
vent unanimous  action,  and  In  case  of  such  a  trans- 
fer to  one  who  is  hostile  to  the  interests  of  tbe 
other  members  the  covenant  is  abrogated  and 
unanimity  of  purpose  is  no  longer  neceswry.  Cof- 
Ihi  V.  Grand  Baplds  Hydraulic  Go.  40  N.  Y.  8.  EL 
8SL 

IL  Biohta  and  vowen  <tf  membert. 

The  contract  between  the  members  of  a  syndi- 
eate  under  which  It  derives  its  existence  furnishes 
the  measure  of  the  rights  of  the  associates  to  act 
for  the  body  and  their  powers  to  bind  each  other. 

Thus,  the  Ck>cstltutlon  and  by-laws  agreed  upon 
by  the  members  of  an  association  not  organized  In 
pursuance  of  any  statute,  and  of  which  the  tf-rms 
of  membership  are  not  txed  by  the  principles  of 
the  common  law  containing  the  stipulations  of  the 
parties,  form  tbe  law  which  should  govern,  and 
not  the  uncertain  will  of  the  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers.   Leech  v.  Harris,  2  Brewst.  (Pa.)  571. 

And  resolutions  made  by  an  association  of  tbe 
stockholders  of  a  steamboat  company,  agreed  to 
and  signed  by  all  tbe  members  acting  as  indepen- 
dent tenants  in  common  of  the  property  to  be  held 
by  them  by  which  they  regulate  tbe  number  of 
shares  belonging  to  each  and  provide  for  tbe 
method  of  transfer  and  of  descent  in  case  of  death* 
are  In  the  nature  of  permanent  constitutional  pro- 
40L.R.A. 


visions  binding  upon  all  the  members  when  adopted 
by  all  as  a  solemn  private  contract  which  can  be 
only  abolished  by  the  like  concurrent  will  by  which 
they  were  adopted,  and  are  not  mere  by-laws  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  a  majority.  Livingston  v« 
Lynch,  4  Johns.  Ch.  &78. 

So,  an  agreement  for  the  formation  of  a  syndic 
cate  contemplatinsr  that  tbe  title  to  lands  pur- 
chased for  it  should  be  tsken  in  the  name  of  one  of 
the  number,  who  should  hold  one  fifth  of  the  same 
In  trust  for  each  of  his  four  associates,  binds 
such  trustee  whoever  may  be  selected  to  con- 
vey an  undivided  one  fifth  to  each  of  tbe  four 
others,  without  reference  to  any  disposition  that 
might  be  made  by  any  one  of  the  members  of  his 
own  Interest.   Johnson  v.  Elklns,  1  App.  D.  C  430- 

And  where  an  sccount  Is  opened  with  a  banking 
bouse  by  an  association  formed  of  a  great  body  of 
persona  united  for  the  purpose  of  adventure  or  un- 
dertaking, and  by  the  subscribers*  agreement  the 
mansging  committee  was  authorized  to  bind  the 
members  and  make  regulations  and  by-laws,  it  Is 
not  beyond  tbe  powers  of  the  committee  to  order 
tbat  the  checks  of  any  three  of  them  shall  be  suffi- 
cient, and  a  check  so  drawn  will  not  render  any  of 
the  committee  more  liable  than  tbe  other  members 
of  tbe  company,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the 
money  came  into  his  hands.  Maltland*s  Case,  4  De 
G.  M.  A  G.  700. 

And  a  note  signed  by  the  agents  of  a  syndicate 
composed  of  themselves  and  other  persons,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  was  to  buy  tbe  securities  of  two  rail- 
roads and  consolidate  tbe  companies  and  issue  the 
bonds  and  stock  of  tbe  consolidated  company  to 
the  subscribers,  which  was  used  for  ssmdicate  pur- 
puees,  and  recited  the  giving  of  syndicate  securi- 
ties, will  be  held  to  be  the  note  of  the  syndicate  end 
not  the  Individual  loan  or  debt  of  the  agents,  where 
the  sppllcation  for  the  loan  Is  shown  to  have  been 
made  by  the  syndicate,  and  tbe  lender  entered  tho 
loan  on  its  books  in  the  name  of  the  syndicate,  and 
sent  demands  for  interest  to  It.  Continental  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Heilman,  81  Fed.  Rep.  80. 

Bo,  an  Bssessment  made  by  a  voluntary  associa- 
tion upon  its  members  for  improvements  made 
upon  its  property  pursue nt  to  a  statute  for  the 
purpose  of  Incrcasina  tbe  bead  of  water  in  a  stream 
and  regulating  the  flow  thereof  for  the  supply  of 
their  mill?.  Is  not  unjust  and  oppressive  and  inequi- 
table as  between  themselves,  because  it  provides 
tbat  each  associate  shall  be  liable  in  proportion  to 
tbe  helirbt  of  the  fall  instead  of  in  proportion  to  the 
quantity  used  by  him,  where  It  appears  that  they 
have  bv  their  articles  of  sssoclation  consented  to 
be  assessed,  and  the  plan  of  assessment  was  adopted 
after  due  deliberation,  and  fully  approved.  Troy 
Iron  &  Nail  Factory  v.  Coming,  45  Barb.  231. 

And  any  shareholder  in  an  association  or  pri- 
vate company,  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  lands 
for  tbe  beneOt  of  the  members,  the  articles  of 
which  provide  that  wlthm  sUc  years  from  the  date 
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Jan., 


drawn  by  hig  secret  afrent  than  the  latter  bad  to 
claim  the  fund  drawn  upon. 

(January  5, 1807.)  * 

APPEAL  by  defendants  Hambleton  et  al, 
from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Balli- 
more  Cily  in  favor  of  defendant  Rhind  in  an 
interpleader  proceeding  to  determine  the  right 
of  defendants  to  certain  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  trust  company.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  K.  Este  Fisher,  William 
Cabell  Bruce,  William  A.  Fisher,  and 
Archibald  H.  Taylor,  for  appellants: 

The  commission,  in  anv  event,  was  payable 
only  upon  the  first  |2.000,000  of  bonds. 


In  order  to  support  so  unreasonable  a  propo- 
sition as  that  Mr.  ubind  was  to  receive  $78,000 
for  a  service  which  admittedly  was  suflSciently 
compensated  by  $80,000,  unless  the  option  waa 
exercised,  the  terms  must,  without  any  am- 
biguity, point  out  that  such  was  the  intention. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
tract waa  intended  to  stipulate  for  commis- 
sions on  the  entire  amount  under  the  second 
or  option  contract,  as  well  as  under  the  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  $2,000,000  of  the 
bonds,  then  Mr.  Rhind  is  entitled  only  to  the 
amount  less  the  sum  received  by  Lancaster. 

When  a  syndicate  is  formed  there  is  the 
implication  that  all  its  members  shall  stand 
upon  an  equal  footing,  and  that  no  one  mem- 
ber shall  take  a  secret  benefit. 


thereof  the  trustee  shall  proceed  to  take  measures 
for  closinfr  the  conceraB  of  the  aaroclatloo,  and  to 
that  end  shall  cause  all  effects  and  securities  held 
by  them  or  the  aesociation  to  be  collected  or  con- 
verted into  money,  and  all  property  con  verted  into 
money  by  sale  or  otherwise  as  fast  as  practicable* 
has  a  Tiff  ht  to  insist  that  such  contract  shall  be  car- 
ried into  effect  accordinir  to  its  spirit  and  intent, 
tboufch  it  k>e  not  for  the  interest  of  the  sharehold- 
ers, or  even  a  majority  of  them,  to  have  the  affairs 
of  the  association  wound  up.  Mann  v.  Butler,  X 
Barb.Ch.8eS. 

A  provision  in  a  contract  for  the  formation  of  a 
syndicate  for  the  purchase  of  lands  that  no  sale 
should  be  made  unlees  four  out  of  the  five  contract- 
ing parties  should  give  their  consent  in  writing, 
however,  is  to  Joe  regarded  as  a  limitation  of  the 
powers  of  the  one  holding  the  title  In  trust  for  all, 
as  it  would  require  a  plam  and  unmistakable  dec- 
laration to  that  effect,  even  if  that  could  be  en- 
forced to  restrict  each  individuals  power  of  aliena- 
tion of  his  own  interest.  Johnson  v.  Biking,  1  App. 
D.  C.  430. 

And  in  an  association  of  the  stockholders  of  a 
steamboat  company  in  matters  of  mere  private 
confidence  or  personal  trust  or  benefit,  the  major- 
ity caunot  conclude  the  mioority,  but  where  the 
power  is  of  a  public  or  general  nature  the  voice 
of  the  majority  will  control  on  grounds  of  public 
convenience.  Livingston  v.  Lynch,  i  Johns.  Ch. 
678. 

So.  a  conveyance  by  the  owners  of  a  tract  of 
land  who  have  formed  an  association  by  articles 
dividing  their  interests  into  transferable  shares, 
and  appointed  directors  to  manage,  improve,  and 
dispose  of  the  land  to  trustees  who  were  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  associa- 
tion, of  the  deed  referring  to  the  articles,  vests  the 
Whole  title  legally  and  equitably  In  the  trustees, 
and  the  directors  of  the  company  cannot  dispose  of 
any  portion  of  the  land  by  a  dedicatioo  to  the 
public  or  otherwise  without  the  co- operation  of 
the  trustees.    Ward  v.  Davis,  8  Sandf.  503. 

And  a  syndicate  agreement  by  which  the  mem- 
bers were  to  contribute  a  large  sum  of  money  to  be 
placed  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  whose  duty  it  was 
to  purchase  a  tract  of  land  and  improve  the  same 
and  sell  it  when  improved,  the  proceeds  of  which 
are. to  be  distributed  among  the  shareholders, 
vests  the  land  in  the  trustees  with  the  power  of 
subdivision  and  sale  and  the  division  of  the  pro- 
ceeds, and  does  not  contemplate  that  the  share- 
holders shall  be  entitled  to  an  interest  in  the  land, 
or  to  a  partition  thereof.  Horner  v.  Meyers,  29 
Ohio  U  J.  403. 

And  the  managers  of  an  oil  company  the  capital 
of  which  was  not  to  be  increased  without  the  con- 
sent of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  and  to  whom 
no  authority  is  given  to  borrow  money  or  to  in- 
crease the  capital,  cannot  ratify  a  transaction  by 
40  L.  R.  A« 


which  the  president  purchased  a  lot  for  oil  opera- 
tions  and  borrowed  money  with  others  for  its  pay- 
ment on  their  Individual  credit,  and  their  ratifica- 
tion will  not  bind  the  other  stockholders  to  con- 
tribute to  the  payment  thereof.  Crumbs  Appeal, 
06  Pa.  474: 

8o,  expenses  of  trustees  of  an  association  for  the 
purchase  of  land  for  the  purpose  of  laying  out  a 
town,  incurred  in  the  erection  of  a  tavern  and 
public  county  buildings,  though  made  in  good 
faith  and  tending  greatly  to  enhance  the  value  of 
the  town  lots,  cannot  be  allowed  as  a  credit  in  their 
account  unless  they  were  authonsed  by  the  au- 
thority under  which  they  acted,  or  unless  the 
shareholders  expressly  or  impliedly  consented 
thereto.    MoEinley  v.  Irvine,  13  Ala.  681. 

And  a  deed  from  the  members  of  a  syndicate  of 
their  property  to  a  trustee  for  a  corporation  which 
adopts  a  resolution  of  the  syndicate  that  the  shares 
shall  be  distributed  ratably  among  them,  accord- 
ing to  their  interest  in  the  property,  and  be  deemed 
in  great  part  paid  up.  is  not  a  contract  within  the 
New  South  Wales  act  1874,  S57,  which  will  protect 
the  shares  from  liability  to  calls  in  respect  of  the 
amounts  deemed  paid  up,  as  it  does  not  effect  a 
genuine  transfer  of  property  of  which  the  paid-up 
portion  of  the  shares  forms  part  of  the  considera- 
tion, or  create  any  legal  rights  or  liabilities.  Smith 
V.  Brown  [1806]  A.  G.  614,  75  L.T.N.  8.218,  05L.J. 
P.  0.  N.  S.  80. 

TIT.  Riohts^  duties^  and  UahUUies  in  transactions  be- 
tween  themselves, 

a.  General  rule  as  to  good  faith  requireeu 

Associates  engaged  In  a  common  enterprise  for 
their  mutual  benefit  have  the  right  to  demand  and 
expect  from  each  other  good  faith  in  all  that  relates 
to  their  common  Interest,  and  one  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  take  to  himself  a  secret  or  separate  ad- 
vantage to  the  prejudice  of  the  others.  Getty  v. 
Devlin,  64  N.Y.  403. 

And  a  trustee  of  a  syndicate  for  the  purpose  of 
buying  and  selling  land,  though  not  technically  an 
agent  or  trustee  for  the  other  members  of  the 
syndicate,  is  subject  to  the  rule  that  an  agent  can- 
not make  a  profit  in  dealing  with  his  principal;  the 
latter  has  the  option  to  rescind  the  contract  or 
claim  his  share  of  the  profits.  Ferguson  v.  Bate- 
man,  1  App.  D.  C.  270. 

And  members  of  the  association  for  dealing  in 
land,  who  have  io  no  way  manifested  their  election 
to  no  longer  remain  members,  are  incapable  of 
dealing  with  the  association  for  their  own  profit,— 
at  least  without  Its  full  knowledge  and  consent. 
McDowell  V.  Joice.  140  111.  124. 

So,  an  agent  appointed  by  the  trustees  of  an  un- 
incorporated land  company  organized  for  the  pur- 
pose of  laying  out  a  town,  to  bring  its  affairs  to  a 
dose  and  to  settle  and  compromise  with  detitors. 
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Mt.  Rblnd  now  presents  himself  and  in- 
Tokea  equitable  priDciples,  in  order  that  the 
fund  in  court  shall  be  turned  o?er  to  him, 
«ltbouffh  it  is  payable  to  Lancaster. 

Mr.  Kbiod  cannot  obtain  any  part  of  the 
money  without  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
equi^.  and  he  can  obtain  that  only  upon  the 
condition  that  he  shall  do  what  is  equitable  on 
his  part,  and  the  very  first  condition  must  be 
that  he  shall  not  take  over  again  out  of  the 
fund  what  he  has  already  procured,  and  what 
he  has,  in  disregard  of  the  equities  of  the  syn- 
dicate, turned  over  to  his  agent  and  partner, 
Mr.  Lancaster. 

Emma  Silver  Min,  Co.  t.  Qtant,  L.  R  11 
Ch  Div.  938. 

Evidence  of  knowledge  upon  the  part  of 
Rhind  is  unnecessary. 


Western  Maryland  R.  Co.y,  Franklin  Bank, 
60  Md.  44. 

Messrs.  Rhind  and  Lancaster  and  their  agent 
Mr.  Williams  were  promoters  of  the  syndi- 
cate, charged  with  all  the  duties  and  responsi- 
bilities of  that  relation  to  the  members  of  the 
syndicate,  and  Lancaster,  in  order  to  aid  the 
scheme,  became  a  member  of  iL 

BagnaU  ▼.  Carlton.  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  882; 
Phosphate  Sewage  Co.  v.  Hartmont,  L.  R  5  Ch. 
Div.  455;  New  Sombrero  P/u)$phate  Co.  v.  Er- 
langer,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div.  118. 

The  contract  between  Lancaster  and  Rhind 
discloses  the  fact  that  they  were  associates  and 
partners  to  earn  the  commission. 

White  yr.  Sawyer,  16  Gray,  589. 

Rhind  can  only  claim  under  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  and  only  on  the  theory  that  Lan- 


and  bavlDflT  authority  to  receive  the  stock  of  the 
company  at  a  designated  price  in  final  settlement 
-with  the  purcbasers  of  lots  and  lands  of  the  com- 
pany, cannot  purchase  the  stock  of  the  company 
lor  bis  own  use,  as  sucb  a  purchase  would  be  re- 
garded as  having  been  made  on  behalf  of  the  as- 
sociation.   McKinley  v.  Irvine.  13  Ala.  681. 

And  one  who  bad  been  an  agent  for  such  a  com- 
pany, who  after  such  agency  ceases  becomes  tbe 
owner  of  stock  In  the  company,  cannot  thereby  en- 
title himself  to  retain  in  bis  bands  money  which  be 
bad  collected  as  agent  and  attorney  at  law  unless 
insolvency  or  some  independent  ground  of  equita- 
ble interposition  exists,  and  the  fact  that  tbe 
trustees  are  nonresidents  Is  not  sufBclent  where  it 
was  known  to  bim  previous  to  bis  purchase  of 
fltock.    McKinley  v.  Irvine,  18  Ala.  681. 

And  a  part  owner  of  a  contract  for  tbe  purchase 
of  a  claim  to  a  mine  whose  co-owner  uses  such 
contract  for  tbe  purpose  of  procuring  such  dalm 
for  a  third  person  without  bis  consent,  and  wfao 
secures  another  outstanding  title  for  the  benefit  of 
such  third  person  and  receives  from  him  In  return 
for  sucb  services  an  interest  in  tbe  mine,  is  entitled 
to  a  sbare  of  sucb  interest  proportionate  to  bis  In- 
terest In  tbe  original  contract.  Delmonlco  v.  Rou- 
debusb.  2  McCrary,  28. 

So,  when  tbe  common  stock  of  an  association 
for  tbe  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  business  of  min- 
Inir  and  collecting  gold  and  other  minerals  in  Cali- 
fornia consists  of  tbe  capital  of  one  or  more  of 
tbe  members  and  the  labor  and  skill  of  others,  the 
diversion  by  any  of  tbe  members  from  the  common 
object  to  which  it  was  pledged  of  tbe  labor  and 
skill,  as  well  as  of  the  capital,  during  tbe  existence 
of  tbe  enterprise,  and  its  employment  for  other  pro- 
ductive purposes,  either  of  the  same  or  any  other 
kind,  entitles  tbe  other  members  of  sucb  associa- 
tion to  have  tbe  profits  derived  therefrom  brought 
Into  tbe  common  fund.  Waring  v.  Cram,  1  Pars. 
Sei.  Eq.  Gas.  516. 

b.  Saleii  by  member  to  atweiation, 
A  sale  made  by  a  member  of  a  voluntary  associa- 
tion who  induces  his  associates  into  the  purchase  for 
tbe  common  benefit,  concealing  the  fact  that  he  is 
the  real  vendor,  and  misrepresenting  tbe  interest 
or  advantages  of  tbe  purchase  or  tbe  value  of  the 
property,  may,  at  the  election  of  the  lietrayed  as- 
sociates, be  vacated  and  set  aside,  and  tbe  seller 
compelled  to  account  for  whatever  loss  his  associ- 
ates may  have  sustained.  Bestor  v.  Barker,  106 
Ala.  240;  Getty  v.  Devlin,  54  N.  Y.  408. 

And  a  subscriber  to  a  paper  by  which  each  sub- 
scriber agreed  Jointly  for  their  mutual  benefit  and 
advantage  to  purchase  certain  lands  designated, 
for  a  price  named,  cannot  purchase  tbe  lands  for 
a  less  price,  and  compel  bis  a<isocitttes  to  allow  bim 
more  than  he  paid;  his  purchase  would  Inure  to 
40  L.  R.  A. 


tbe  benefit  of  all  the  subscribers.  Getty  v.  DevUn, 
64  N.  Y.  403. 

And  associates  In  a  common  enterprise  who  con- 
ceal the  fact  of  their  interest  in  property,  nomin- 
ally owned  by  an  outside  party,  and  misrepresent 
its  value  and  the  necessity  for  renting  it  In  order 
to  prevent  competition,  and  induce  tbe  association 
to  rent  or  purchase  It  at  an  exorbitant  price,  can 
be  compelled  to  account  to  their  associates  for 
whatever  loss  they  sustain  thereby.  Bestor  v. 
Barker,  106  Ala.  2ia 

And  it  is  not  for  a  member  of  a  voluntary  as. 
aociatlon  who  had  Induced  his  associates  Into  a 
purchase  of  bis  property  for  tbe  common  benefit, 
concealing  bis  ownership  and  misrepresenting  tbe 
Interest  or  advantages  of  tbe  purchase,  to  show  that 
the  property  was  worth  all  be  received  for  it,  and 
that  all  tbe  advantages  contemplated  from  its  pur- 
chase have  accrued.    Bestor  v.  Barker,  106  Ala.  240. 

So,  tbe  estate  of  a  deceased  member  of  a  syndi- 
cate who  fraudulently  procured  tbe  conveyance  of 
bis  own  property  to  the  syndicate  at  a  greatly  ad- 
vanced price,  conoealing  tbe  fact  that  be  was  tbe 
vendor.  Is  liable  on  tbe  ground  that  be  was  a  part- 
ner, and  that  tbe  action  therefore  did  not  die  with 
him.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Oo.  v.  Erlanger,  L. 
R.  5  Cb.  Div.  73,  46  L.  J.  Ob.  N.  S.  425,  96  L.  T.  N.  & 
222,25Week.Bep.  486. 

And  tbe  purchase  by  some  of  tbe  members  of  an 
association  for  tbe  purpose  of  dealing  in  land  of 
lands  through  a  third  person,  and  turning  them 
over  at  an  advanced  price  to  tbe  association,  is  a 
fraud  upon  the  other  members  for  whom  the  per- 
sons thus  purchasing  became  trustees.  McDowell 
V.  Jolce.  46  Dl.  App.  627,  Affirmed  149  Ul.  124. 

And  an  agent  for  a  syndicate,  who  represents 
that  tbe  title  to  property  is  in  another,  and  leads 
the  memt)ers  to  believe  that  he  will  procure  It  for 
the  benefit  of  the  syndicate,  is  estopped  trom  sut>- 
sequently  claiming  that  be  was  the  owner  of  tbe 
land  and  from  selling  it  at  an  advance  upon  tbe 
amount  paid  to  third  persons  for  such  land,  al- 
though the  members  of  the  syndicate  had  agreed 
to  pay  the  amount  charged  by  tbe  agent  under  a 
representation  that  it  could  not  be  obtained  for 
less.    Lyon  v.  Worcester,  40  111.  App.  &Vi. 

So,  a  trustee  of  a  syndicate  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  land,  who  by  bis  answer  in  an  action  for  an 
accounting  as  such  trustee  shows  that  be  bad  pur- 
chased land  from  himself  and  others  instead  of 
from  the  person  mentioned  in  the  syndicate  con- 
tract as  tbe  owner  from  whom  be  bad  purchased  at 
a  profit,  must  show  that  he  made  the  profit  under 
such  circumstances  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
permit  him  to  retain  it,  and  the  complainant  does 
dot  have  the  burden  of  showing  that  he  made  it  in 
violation  of  bis  duty  and  in  fraud  of  the  rigbts  of 
the  other  members  of  the  syndicate.  Ferguson  v. 
Bateman,!  App.  D.  C.  279. 
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caster  was  Id  reality  acting  for  him,  and  there- 
fore that  be  has  an  equitable  title  to  the  fund. 

Any  surreptitious  clealing  between  one  prin- 
cipal and  the  agent  of  the  other  principal  is  a 
fraud  on  such  other  principal,  cognizable  in 
this  court. 

Panama  d  8.  R  Teleg.  Co,  v.  India  Bubber 
G.  P.  d  Teleg.  Works  Co.  L.  R.  10  Ch.  626. 

When  jurisdiction  has  once  been  obtained, 
it  will  be  retained  for  the  complete  adjudica- 
tion of  the  rights  of  all. 

Phelps,  Juridical  Equity,  pp.  260, 261;  Bisp- 
ham,  Eq.  p.  58. 

The  court  will  mould  the  relief  to  the  cir- 
cumstances, such  being  the  unique  power  of 
a  court  of  equity  upon  which  it  has  been 
builded  up,  and  the  sole  motive  for  its  sepa- 
rate existence. 


Crain  ▼.  Bame$,  1  Md.  Ch.  155;  Eariman  t. 
Savings  Bank,  58  N.  H.  422;  Poland  ▼.  Lam- 
oille Valley  B.  Co.  52  Vt.  175:  McQean  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Elev,  B.'Co.  188  N.  Y.  16;  Walters 
V.  Farmeri^  Bank,  76  Va.  12;  Ru9t  v.  Ware,  6- 
Gratt.«50;  Phanix  Ine,  Co.  y.  Byland,  69  Md. 
449, 1  L.  R.  A.  548. 

An  agent  or  a  promoter,  whatever  may  be 
the  nature  of  his  employment,  or  under  what- 
ever circumstances,  is  bound,  if  he  has  any 
interest  in  the  matter,  not  only  to  declare  that 
fact,  but  to  specify  the  nature  of  his  interest; 
and  all  persons  who  act  with  him,  and  who 
share  in  that  interest,  are  jointly  and  sever- 
ally bound  to  make  good,  when  their  interest  i» 
discovered,  to  the  principals,  the  whole  benefit 
which  has  been  obtained  without  the  sanctioa 
of  the  principals. 


No  amount  of  succeeeful  practice  or  general  ao- 
quieBcence  In  purchases  of  property  by  one  who, 
afterorganiziDsr  a  syndicate  for  the  purcbase  of 
the  same  property,  procures  its  transfer  to  the 
syndicate  at  an  advanced  price,  can  give  such 
methods  a  staodlng  In  a  court  of  equity.  Fergu- 
son v.  Bateman,  1  App.  D.  C.279. 

In  Ferguson  v.  Bateman,  1  App.  D.  C.  279,  K11* 
bourn  v.  Sunderland,  130  CJ.  8. 6G5, 82L.  ed.  1006,  ifi- 
fra^  was  distinguished  upon  tbe  ground  that  in 
that  case  the  syndicate  employed  as  agent  for  the 
purchase  of  property  .at  a  designated  price,  per- 
sons who  had  already  contracted  for  its  purcbase 
for  themselves  at  a  lesser  price,  who  afterwards 
sold  It  to  the  syndicate  at  the  price  fixed  by  it,  tbe 
parties  thus  coming  into  the  market  upon  their 
own  Judgment,  fixing  the  price  which  they  were 
willing  to  pay. 

Tbe  promoters  of  a  syndicate  stand  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  it,  and  are  bound  to  make  a  full  and 
fair  disclosure  of  their  interest  in  property  to  t)e 
purchased  by  it;  and  where  they  suppress  the  fact 
that  they  were  the  real  vendor,  and  that  they  gave 
for  the  property  only  half  what  the  syndicate  was 
going  to  give,  and  had  obtained  the  acceptance  of 
the  contract  by  a  board  created  by  them,  there  is 
no  binding  contract,  and  the  sale  will  be  set  aside 
and  judgment  given  against  them  for  repayment 
of  the  purchase  money.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate 
Co.  v.  Krlaoger,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  73,  46  L.  J.  Oh.  N. 
8. 426,  88  L.  T.  N.  8. 2S3. 26  Week.  Bep.  486.  And  see 

BAUmiOBB  TBUSI  ft  GUABANTBB  CO.  V.  HAJIBLB- 
TON. 

And  where  a  syndicate  for  the  purchase  of  min- 
ing property  promotes  a  corporation  and  sells  the 
property  to  it  for  double  the  amount  paid,  and 
prepares  a  prospectus  stating  that  the  directors 
had  entered  mtoa  provisional  contract  to  purcbase 
the  property  at  a  certain  figure,  when  the  fact  was 
that  they  had  not  done  so,  and  that  the  trustee  who 
purported  to  purcbase  on  behalf  of  tbe  company 
was  really  acting  as  tbe  agent  of  the  syndicate, 
and  omitting  to  state  therein  the  names  of  the  real 
owners  and  tbe  price  which  tbe  vendors  had  paid 
for  the  property,  It  shows  that  the  syndicate  did 
not,  as  promoters  of  tbe  company,  make  such  full 
and  fair  disclosure  as  was  required  of  tbemin  tbelr 
fiduciary  position.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Go. 
V.  £rlanger.  26  Week.  Rep.  4%.  L.  U.  6  Ch.  Div.  78, 46 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  426,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  222. 

So,  tbe  payment  of  a  large  sum  of  money  to  the 
promoters  of  a  company  out  of  tbe  purchase  price 
of  a  concession  for  tbe  working  of  guano  on  a  cer- 
tain island,  which  is  put  in  by  the  owners  and  pro- 
meters  of  tbe  company  at  an  excessive  valuation, 
where  the  concession  was  worthless  and  voidable 
because  of  a  breach  of  the  conditions  thereof.  Is 
to  be  regarded  as  fraudulent  and  a  bribe  to  induce 
tbe  promoters  on  behalf  of  the  company  to  accept 
40  L.  R.  A. 


a  defective  title  to  the  concession,  and  they  are- 
therefore  liable  to  refund  tbe  same.  Pbosphate- 
Sewase  Co.  v.  Hartmont,  24  Week.  ftep.  680,  L.  B.. 
6  Ch.  Div.  884.  46  L.  J.  Cb.  N.  ^661, 87  L.T.N.S.9. 

Where  a  person  project!  og  the  formation  of  a. 
company  invites  the  public  to  Join  him  in  the  pro* 
ject  upon  the  representation  that  he  bad  acquired* 
the  property  which  was  intended  to  be  applied  for 
tbe  purposes  of  the  company,  the  Invitation  i» 
only  to  participate  in  the  benefit  of  the  property 
purchased  on  tbe  terms  on  which  the  projector  had 
acquired  it,  and  the  fiduciary  character  of  the  pro- 
jector would  in  such  case  commence  from  tbe  t1m» 
when  he  first  began  to  deal  with  the  public  and 
would  be  controlled  in  equity  by  the  representa- 
tions he  then  made  to  tbe  public.  Foss  v.  Harbot-^ 
tie,  2  Hare,  461. 

And  one  who,  having  made  a  contract  for  the- 
purohase  of  property,  procures  others  to  Join  him 
in  the  formation  of  a  syndicate  for  the  purchase- 
of  tbe  same  property,  representmg  to  them  that  it 
belonged  to  tbe  person  holding  the  title,  with, 
whom  he  bad  contracted,  and  sells  it  to  himself  as- 
trustee  for  such  syndicate  at  an  advanced  price 
procuring  the  conveyance  to  himself  as  trustee, 
will  be  held  in  equity  to  account  to  tbe  other  mem- 
bers  of  the  syndicate  for  their  due  proportion  or 
tbe  profit  he  actually  made  In  the  transaction.  Fer» 
guson  V.  Bateman,  1  App.  D.  C.  270. 

Where  persons  ^orm  an  association,  or  begin  or 
start  the  project  of  one,  from  that  time  they  stand 
in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  each  other  and  to  aii 
others  who  may  subsequently  become  members  or 
subscribers,  and  it  Is  not  competent  for  any  one  of 
them  to  purcbase  property  for  the  purpose  of  suob 
acompany  and  then  sell  It  at  an  advance  without  a 
full  disclosure  of  the  facts,  and  they  must  account 
to  the  company  for  the  profit,  because  it  Is  legiti- 
mately theirs.  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore,  64- 
Pa.43. 

And  one  who  purchases  petroleum  property  for 
$18,000,  and  proposing  to  improve  tbe  property  and 
form  an  oil  company,  and  representing  that  the 
property  cost  f28,000,  and  that  $4,000  working  capi- 
tal was  required,  induces  another  to  embark  in  the- 
speculation,  placing  the  title  in  another  In  trust 
for  the  association,  after  which  tbe  venture  proves 
a  failure,  is  answerable  to  the  person  thus  invest- 
ing for  tbe  moneys  which  witbout  bis  fault  he  lost 
In  tbe  speculation.  Crater  v.  Binninger,  88  N.  J.  JL. 
617,  97  Am.  Dec.  787. 

And  where  land  is  purchased  at  a  comparatively 
low  price  with  a  view  of  turning  it  over  at  a  great 
advance  to  a  company  which  tbe  purchasers  pro- 
ceeded to  organize,  selecting  tbrce  other  persons, 
who  consent  to  lend  their  names  knowing  little- 
and  caring  nothing  about  tbe  business  in  hand,  to> 
satisfy  the  law  requiring  five  corporators,  and  in* 
duce  other  persons  to  take  stock  m  the  company 
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BaffnaU  r,  Carlton,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Dlv.  886. 

Jfesm.  Charles  MarshaU.  William  L. 
lllarbiiry»  and  Henry  J.  Bowdoin,  also 
for  appellants. 

Meitrs.  Riehard  M«Venable  and  Ed- 
^win  G.  Baetjer,  for  appellee: 

Even  if  Rhind  knew  that  Lancaster's  profit 
"was  concealed  from  the  syndicate,  and  with 
tbis  knowledge  paid  over  tbe  money  to  Lan- 
•caster.  tbe  syndicate  must  recover  it  from  Lan- 
•caster,  and  cannot  recover  it  from  Rhind,  or, 
which  18  the  same  thing,  out  of  a  fund  to 
which  he  is  entitled. 

Whaley  Bridge  Calico  Printing  Co,  ▼.  Oreen, 
li.  R.  6  Q  B.  Div.  109. 

In  an  interpleader  suit  the  only  question  to 
be  tried  is  the  title  to  or  lien  on  the  debt  in 
<»ntroversy. 


National  Park  Bank  t.  Lanahan,  60  Md. 
477. 

The  claimant  who  cannot  show  a  lien  on 
the  fund  in  the  stockholders'  hands  has  no 
standing  in  an  interpleader  suit,  no  matter 
whether  the  claimant  who  has  the  fund  is  in- 
debted to  the  other  claimant  or  not. 

Zihlman  v.  Zihlman,  75  Md.  372;  Sherman  r. 
Partridge,  4  Duer.  ^A6; Springy.  South  Caro- 
lina Ins.  Co.  8  Wheat.  268,  5  L.  ed.  614. 

MeSherry^  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

There  are  ten  appeals  now  before  us  In  a 
single  record,  but  only  one  opinion  will  be  re- 
quired to  cover  them  all;  because,  while  there 
are  some  slight  variations  in  minor  details, 
tbe  material  facts  in  all  the  cases  are  idenMcal 


tiy  representiogr  that  the  land  had  cost  nearly  elff bt 
times  tbe  price  actually  paid,  and  receiye  money 
from  subscribers  as  otBoers  of  tbe  oompany.and 
pay  it  over  to  tbemselves  Indtvldually  asoonsldera^ 
tlon  money,  the  stock bolders  can  recover  in  an  ac- 
tion asralnat  tbem  for  money  had  and  receive  tbe 
difference  between  tbe  actual  and  represented  cost 
of  the  land:  and  althouirh  one  of  tbem  aione  bad 
received  the  money,  the  action  will  lie  in  the  form 
«B  eontraetu  afirafnst  both.  Vulcan  Oil  Go.  T. 
Simons.  6  Phlla.  561. 

So,  persons  owolnir  oil  lands  which  cost  them 
about  $S0  000.  who  procure  a  subscription  paper  to 
be  dra  wa  in  which  tbe  subscribers  a&rree  to  pay  tbe 
«um8  set  opposite  their  names  for  tbe  purchase  of 
the  property  at  the  sum  of  $125,000,  and  subscribe 
the  paper,  not  intendimr  to  pay;  and  knowinff  that 
they  will  not  have  to  pay  their  Hubscrlptloosand 
cause  it  to  be  circulated  and  subscriptions  to  be 
procured  for  tbe  purpoee  of  filling  up  8ul)scrip- 
tions  eriven  away  by  tbem  in  what  may  properly 
be  called  decoy  subKriptlons,  procurioff  subscrip- 
tions upon  tbe  awu ranee  that  the  ortfnnal  cost  of 
the  land  was  $125,000.  and  upon  tbe  belief  upon  the 
part  of  the  subscribers  that  they  become  such  on 
a  footing  of  equality  with  others,  the  money  which 
Is  subscribed  belnir  divided  amonir  and  retained 
by  them,  are  liable  therefor,  as  the  fair  implica- 
tion of  such  paper  is  that  tbe  lands  were  to  be 
boufrht  of  the  owners,  and  that  such  owners  are 
not  any  of  those  who  subscribed  as  purchasers, 
and  that  each  is  engaged  in  an  enterprise  for  tbe 
matual  and  common  benefit  and  adynntatre  of  all. 
and  that  each  has  a  common  Interest  with  the 
others  according  to  the  amount  of  his  subscription. 
Qetty  V.  Devlin,  54  N.  Y.  408. 

And  where  the  owner  of  mines  worth  not  more 
than  £4.000  agrees  wtth  another  to  promote  a  com- 
pany to  purchase  them  at  £7,000  of  which  the  lat- 
ter to  to  receive  £3,000,  and  the  company  is 
formed,  tbe  parties  to  the  agreement  becoming 
fMirtles  to  a  prospectus  in  which  such  facts  are 
fraudulently  concealed,  and  In  their  capacity  as  di- 
rectors by  the  like  fraudulent  concealment  they 
Induce  the  company  to  complete  the  purchase,  a 
bill  will  lie  by  one  of  the  shareholders  on  behalf  of 
himelf  and  others  where  the  majority  thereof  re- 
fuse to  take  steps  to  get  the  contract  set  aside, 
snob  majority  being  due  to  the  votes  of  the  parties 
who  perpetrated  the  fraud,  and  the  agreement  will 
be  canceled  and  the  company  wound  up.  Atwooi 
T.  Merry  weather,  87  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  85. 

And  one  who  associates  himself  with  another 
whohaa  purchased  certam  calico  printing  works 
for  the  sum  of  £15.0U0,  to  promote  the  formation 
of  a  company  to  purchase  such  works,  which  com- 
pany is  ultimately  formed  and  such  promoters  are 
made  directors,  which  purchases  such  property  for 
£20,000,  with  an  agreement  between  the  promoters 


that.the  yendor  should  pay  tbe  other  £3,000  cut  of 
the  purchase  money,  is  not  entitled  to  secure  any 
profit  to  himself  out  of  the  formation  of  the  com- 
pany  without  tbe  knowledge  of  the  directors,  and 
they  are  entitled  to  treat  the  agreement  as  made  in 
their  behalf,  and  enforce  it  against  such  vendor, 
and  are  entitled  to  recover  ao  much  of  tbe  £3,000. 
which  he  agreed  to  pay  to  the  other  promoter,  as 
remains  unpaid.  Whaley  Bridsre  Calico  Printing 
Co.  V.  Green,  L.  R.  5  Q.  a  Bl  v.  109,  49  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N. 
&  826,  41  L.  T.  N.  8. 674.  28  Week.  Bep.  851« 

But  while  a  sale  by  a  member  of  a  voluntary  as- 
sociation of  hte  own  property  to  his  associates  for 
the  common  benefit.  Inducing  them  to  purchase, 
and  concealing  tbe  fact  that  he  is  the  real  vendor, 
and  misrepresenting  the  interest  or  advantage  of 
the  purchase  or  the  value  of  the  property,  is  void- 
able at  the  election  of  the  parties  injured,  there 
must  be  a  restoration  or  compensation  for  what- 
ever of  benefit  they  may  have  derived  from  it. 
Bestor  v.  Barker,  100  Ala.  210. 

And  persons  Joining  an  association  formed  for 
tbe  purchase  of  property  to  which  other  members 
of  tbe  association  conveyed  property  belonging  to 
themselves  at  a  greatly  advanced  price  over  the 
cost  thereof,  fraudulently  representing  that  it  was 
purchased  from  a  third  person  and  that  each  was 
engaged  in  an  enterprise  for  the  mutual  and  com- 
mon benefit  of  alL  and  that  they  had  paid  their 
proportionate  share  of  the  price,  cannot  maintain 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  entire  amount 
paid  by  them,  where  they  cannot  or  have  not  re- 
stored the  persons  thus  defrauding  tbem  to  a  posi- 
tion which  they  were  in  before  the  transfer  to 
tbe  company.    Getty  v.  Devlin.  54  N.  T.  4(0. 

And  tbe  rule  that  the  doctrine  that  associates 
who  engage  in  a  common  enterprise  for  their 
mutual  benefit  have  the  right  to  demand  and  ex- 
pect from  each  other  good  faith  in  all  that  relates 
to  their  common  interest,  and  one  of  the  sub- 
scribers cannot  be  permitted  to  take  to  himself  a 
secret  or  separate  advantage  to  the  prejudice  of 
hto  associates,  applies  to  a  purchase  made  before 
the  formation  of  the  association  as  well  as  to  a 
purchase  made  after  it  has  been  laid  down.  Getty 
V.  Devlin,  54  N.  Y.  408. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  any 
man  or  number  of  men  who  are  the  owners  of  any 
kind  of  property,  real  or  personal,  may  form  an 
association  with  others  and  sell  that  property  to 
tbe  association  at  any  price  which  may  be  agreed 
upon  between  them,  no  matter  what  It  may  origi- 
nally have  cost,  provided  there  be  no  fraudulent 
misrepresentations  made  by  the  vendors  to  their 
associates.  Lungren  v.  Pencil.  10  W.  N.  C.  297; 
Qensmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Deniamore.  64  Pa.  43;  Kllbourn 
V.  Sunderland,  IfiOU.  S.  505,  8?  L.  ed.  1005. 

Within  this  doctrine  a  transaction  by  which  a 
person  who  had  purchased  oil  property  and  con- 
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and  precisely  the  same  legal  principles  are  ap- 
plicable to  them. 

Some  time  in  tbe  early  fall  of  1892,  the  ap- 
pellee, Colden  Rhind,  a  reeidentof  tbe  state  of 
Georgia,  obtained  authority  from  the  <rovernor 
and  treasurer  of  South  Carolina  to  float  for 
that  state,  upon  certain  stipulated  terms,  an 
issue  of  about  six  millions  of  her  4  per  cent 
bonds,  the  proceeds  of  which  were  to  be  used 
in  retiring  an  outstanding  and  shortly  matur- 
ing prior  series  known  as  Brown  Consols.  He 
proceeded  to  New  York,  and  after  endeavor- 
ing, without  success,  to  organize  a  syndicate 
to  purchase  tbe  bonds,  suggested  a  change  in 
the  character  of  the  securities  and  then  re- 
sumed his  efforts.  By  the  new  scheme  the 
bonds,  instead  of  being  4  per  cent  forty-year 
bonds,  were,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 


legislature,  to  be  4}  per  cent  twenty-forty- 
year  bonds,  and  were,  when  negotiatea,  to  nel 
the  state  par.  Rhind  approached  a  banker  br 
the  name  of  Lancaster,  who  carried  on  busi- 
ness in  both  New  York  and  Richmond,  and 
agreed  to  give  him.  as  compensation  for  his 
aid  in  forming  a  syndicate,  one  third  of  the 
commissions  which  Rhind  himself  might  realize 
out  of  the  transaction.  Failing  to  secure  & 
sufficient  number  of  subscribers  in  New  York, 
Lancaster,  acting  for  and  as  the  agent  of 
Rhind,  proceeded  to  Richmond,  in  the  month 
of  December,  and  there  enlisted  the  coopera- 
tion  of  the  banking  firm  of  Williams  &  Son, 
one  of  whose  members  susgested  that  he  could 
probably  fill  up  the  syndicate  from  amongst 
his  acquaintances  in  Baltimore. 
Accordingly,    with    the   sanction   and  «»>- 


Teyed  one-sixth  shares  to  five  others  at  actual 
oost,  after  which  tbe  six  sold  elKbty- fourth  Inter- 
ests to  others,  when  the  whole  party  as  owners  of 
the  eighty-fourth  interests  combined  together  to 
form  a  company,  putting  in  the  property  on  the 
Insls  of  a  much  higher  value  than  that  actually 
paid  for  it  by  the  original  purchaser,  is  not  Illegal, 
as  the  original  purchaser  did  not  stand  in  a 
fiduciary  relation  with  the  other  shareholders  and 
could  sell  property  to  the  association  at  such  price 
as  they  might  agree  upon  without  reference  to  the 
original  cost.    Lungren  v.  Pennell,  10  W.  N.  G.  S97. 

So,  persons  who  had  for  a  considerable  time  been 
the  owners  of  property,  having  acquired  it  with  ao 
reference  to  the  formation  of  a  company,  and  had 
improved  and  developed  it  by  a  very  large  outlay 
ef  their  own  capital,  may  put  their  own  price  upon 
it  in  the  formation  of  a  company  to  which  they 
sell  It.    Densmore  v.  Densmore,  64  Pa.  48. 

And  one  who  forms  an  association  with  others, 
and  sells  property  to  tbe  association  which  he  had 
previously  owned,  is  not  bound  to  disclose  the 
profit  which  he  may  realise  by  the  transaction; 
being  in  no  sense  an  agent  or  trustee  in  the  origi- 
nal purchase,  it  follows  that  there  is  no  fiduciary 
relation  between  the  parties  which  aCTeots  him  with 
a  trust.  Densmore  Oil  Co.  v.  Densmore,  64  Pa.  48; 
Lungren  y.  Pennell,  10  W.  N.  a  207. 

And  the  fact  that  the  principal  or  active  mem- 
ber of  a  syndicate  commenced  negotiating  with 
some  of  the  persons,  who  afterwards  became  di- 
rectors with  a  view  to  the  formation  of  a  company, 
does  not  make  tbe  syndicate  promoters  or  agents 
of  such  company.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co. 
V.  Brianger,  Lb  B.  6  Ch.  Dlv.  73.  2S  Week.  Rep.  486, 
40  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  425.  96  L.  T.  K.  S.  222. 

So,  where  a  lease  of  an  island  containing  exten- 
sive deposits  of  phosphate  of  lime  is  contracted  to  be 
sold,  subject  to  the  sanction  of  the  court,  to  a  per- 
son  who  was  in  fact  the  agent  or  trustee  for  a  syn- 
dicate of  speculators  who  agreed  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty to  a  trustee  for  a  company  to  be  organized  for 
its  purchase  for  double  the  price  at  which  he  had 
purchased,  the  syndicate  will  be  deemed  to  have 
purchased  tbe  property  as  of  the  date  when  it  was 
contracted  to  be  sold  to  the  members  thereof,  and 
from  that  date  they  were  at  liberty  to  dispose  of  it 
as  they  thought  proper,  but  as  there  was  no  one  rep- 
resenting tbe  future  company  who  could  then  treat 
the  syndicate  as  being  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to- 
ward him,  the  company  is  not  entitled  to  set  aside 
the  contract,  because  there  was  no  disclosure  of 
the  price  at  which  the  syndicate  had  purchased,  or 
to  say  that  the  syndicate  members  were  trustees  as 
to  the  diilerenoe  between  the  two  purchases.  New 
Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.  v.  Brianger,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
DiT.  78, 26  Week.  Bep.  4S6, 46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  426,  86 
L.  T.  N.  &  222. 

But  though  the  promoters  of  a  oompany  are  not 
40UR.  A. 


to  be  considered  as  standing  in  the  position  of 
trustees  towards  the  oompany  so  that  they  may  not 
lawfully  make  a  profit  npon  a  sale  of  property  to  U^ 
they  do  stand  In  a  fiduciary  relation  toward  it,  and 
are  bound  to  give  It  the  opportunity  of  exercising, 
through  fair  and  independent  directors,  an  inde- 
pendent judgment  upon  all  matters  affeotlog  Its 
existence.  Brianger  v.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate 
Co.  89  L.T.N.8.260,L.EL3App.Cas.l218,48L.J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  73, 27  Week.  Rep.  66. 

And  where  a  syndicate  is  formed  for  the  purpose 
of  purchasing  mining  property,  and  a  oompany 
formed  to  which  the  syndicate  resells  the  property 
at  double  the  price  they  had  given  for  it,  the  syndi- 
cate nominating  the  five  directors,  two  of  whom 
are  out  of  Bngland  at  the  time,  and  a  third  is  a 
member  of  the  syndicate  and  the  nominal  vendor 
of  the  oompany,  and  the  fourth  a  personal  friend 
of  the  leading  member  of  the  syndicate,  receiving 
his  qualification  from  him,  the  fifth  only  being  an 
independent  director,  and  the  solicitor  of  the 
the  company  being  also  a  member  of  the  syndicate, 
the  company  is  entitled  to  rescission  of  the  contract 
of  purchase  which  was  adopted  by  the  three  last- 
named  directors  under  the  ad  vice  of  the  solicitor, 
and  repayment  of  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money. 
Brianger  v.  New  Sombrero  Phospiiate  Co.  80  Lb  T. 
N.  8.  260,  L.  B.  3  App.  Cas.  1218,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  98» 
27  Week.  Bep.  65:  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Oo.  v. 
Erlanger,  25  Week.  Rep.  486.  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Oiv.  T8, 
46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  &426, 86  L.  T.  N.  S.  222. 

c.  Purchases  wtth  secret  advantages, 
A  person  engaged  in  a  common  enterprise  with 
others,  who  also  acts  as  an  agent  on  behalf  of  all 
the  affiociates  for  the  purcbaseof  a  gold  mine,  who 
secretly  stipulates  for  advantages  to  himself  in 
the  shape  of  commissions  from  the  vendor  of  the 
mine,  will  be  held  to  account  lor  them  and  share 
them  with  his  associates.  Bmery  v.  Parrott,  107 
Mass.  85. 

And  a  person  employed  as  an  agent  for  the  sale 
of  mining  property,  who  makes  false  representa- 
tions that  the  price  at  which  he  offered  it  was  the 
price  which  the  owners  were  to  receive,  and  that 
he  was  not  to  receive  any  profit  by  the  sale,  who 
Joins  a  syndicate  for  its  purchase,  contributing  tbe 
bonus  given  him  for  getting  them  to  buy  the 
property,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  the  agent  of  the 
vendors  in  selling  their  property,  so  that  his  fraud 
will  be  imputable  to  them  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  they  are  personally  Inoooent  of  misrep- 
resentation. Cortes  Co.  v.  Thannhauser,  46  JPsd. 
Rep.  780. 

And  one  who  beoomes  the  partner  of  a  person 
associated  with  others  in  a  common  enterprise, 
and  acUng  as  an  agent  on  their  behalf  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  gold  mine,  seoretly  stipulating  for  ad- 
vantages to  himself  in  the  shape  of  commlssiofis 
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proyal  of  Lancaster,  I.  Skelton  Williams  went 
to  Baltimore  in  the  latter  part  of  December, 
approached  and  interviewed  the  appellants 
and  others,  and  solicited  them  to  Join  the  syn- 
dicate; and  if  this  was  not  done  with  the 
knowledge  of  Rhind,  certainly  it  was  subse- 
quently ratified  by  him.  Williams  repre- 
sented to  the  appellant  that  all  the  subscribers 
to  the  bond  purchase  were  to  be  placed  on  the 
same  footing  of  perfect  equality,  and  that  each 
was  to  share  alike  in  the  profits  of  the  venture. 
He  further  represented  that  there  were  ex- 
penses connected  with  the  syndicate  that 
would  ba?e  to  be  provided  for  out  of  the 
profits.  After  considerable  negotiation  a  suf- 
ficient amount  was  conditionally  subscribed  in 
Baltimore  to  make  up  with  what  had  been 
taken  elsewhere,  the  sum  of  two  millions  of 


dollars;  and  the  Baltimore  Trust  &  Guaran- 
tee Company  was  selected  as  the  agent  of  the 
syndicate  to  carry  out  and  consummate  the 
transaction.  Each  of  the  appellants  became  a 
subscriber,  and  each  signed  a  memorandum 
setting  forth  the  terms  and  specifying  the 
amount  of  his  subscription;  and  whilst  these 
papers  were  executed  at  different  tiroes,  they 
all  bear  date  on  the  80tb  of  December,  1892. 
and  they  were  all  executed  in  anticipation  of 
the  purchase  of  the  bonds  from  the  state. 
The  material  parts  of  these  subscription  con- 
tracts are  in  these  words: 

*'2.  The  said  Trust  Company  shall  pay  to 
R.  A.  Lancaster  &  Co.,  of  iMew  York  city,  for 
syndicate  expenses,  two  thirds  of  the  interest 
on  said  bonds  from  January  1,  1893,  to  July  1, 
1898,  that  may  be  received  by  it,  that  is  to  say. 


from  the  veDdor  of  tbe  mine  with  knowledge 
of  his  position,  unltioff  with  him  to  effect  the  sale 
of  tbe  property  to  tbe  associates  for  tlie  sake  of 
dividing  witli  him  tbe  secret  oommtosloa  which  tbe 
vendor  bad  airreed  to  pay,  being  fully  ooffnisuit  of 
tbe  illegal  conduct  of  bis  associate,  and  partioi- 
patiog  in  tbe  profits  of  the  transaction,  will  be 
compelled  to  disgorge  tbe  secret  gain  wblob  be 
thus  obtained  and  divided  with  tbe  others.  Bmery 
V.  Parrott,  JOf!  Mass.  9S. 

So,  a  llnaooial  agent  who  agrees  with  the  veo- 
dors  of  a  mine  to  sell  it  to  a  oompany  to  be  formed 
by  him  for  its  purchase  at  a  price  named  and  that 
be  should  receive  SO  per  cent  of  tbe  amount  of  the 
allotted  capital,  which  company  was  sabsequently 
formed  and  the  mme  purchased,  is  liable  to  such 
company  for  tbe  amount  of  tbe  secret  profit  wbicb 
be  had  made,  but  in  estimating  the  amount  of 
sooh  profit  be  is  to  be  allowed  all  sums  t)ona  fide 
expended  in  securing  tbe  services  of  the  directors 
and  providing  for  tbelr  quallfioatioo,  and  any  pay^ 
ments  legitimately  made  to  tbe  brokers  and  officers 
€<  the  oompany,  and  to  the  public  press  in  relation 
to  the  company.  Bmma  Silver  Min.  Go.  v.  Grant, 
L.  B.  11  Cb.  DIv.  918,  40  L.  T.  N.  S.  804. 

And  a  newspaper  statement  by  the  promoters  of 
an  oil  company  that  negotiations  now  pending 
will  in  a  few  days  place  tbe  oompany  in  possession 
of  the  most  suooesaful  oil  territory  in  America, 
and  suggesting  to  those  contemplating  investment 
that  a  few  advance  jsubecriptions  for  stock  might 
be  obtained  at  once  at  the  original  price  of  $1  per 
share,  leading  to  the  Inference  that  much  of  tbe 
stock  was  already  taken,  when  no  such  negotia- 
tlona  were  pending  and  no  stock  had  K)een 
sold,  as  a  solidratlon  'addressed  to  persons  known 
or  unknown  to  share  in  an  enterprise  directed  to  a 
common  end  most  be  regarded  as  fraudulent, 
both  m  what  it  alleges  and  in  what  It  was  designed 
to  conceal.    Vulcan  Oil  Co.  v.  Simons,  6  Phila.  661. 

So,  where  members  of  a  syndicate  under  cover  of 
a  secret  opuon  for  tbe  purchase  of  land  at  (4,000 
procured  it  for  tbe  syndicate,  representing  that  the 
owner*s  price  was  $8,000,  the  other  members  ad- 
▼anoing  their  share  and  believing  that  tbe  persons 
so  representing  were  to  share  equally  with  them, 
and  that  the  payment  of  such  price  was  necessary 
to  secure  the  land,  the  members  thus  defrauded 
are  entitled  to  relief.   Her  v.  Oriswold,  88  Iowa, 

And  auch  right  is  not  affected  by  tbe  fact  that 
tbe  land  was  of  increasing  value,  and  worth  the 
aasount  represented.    Her  v.Orlswold.  88  Iowa,  442. 

And  members  of  a  syndicate  who  purchased 
property,  and  are  induced  by  tbe  representations 
of  one  of  their  number  as  to  the  purchase  price  to 
pay  tbe  f  nU  price  tberefor,  and  to  allow  such  per- 
son a  two-fifths  interest  therein,  un^r  tbe  suppo- 
sition that  soeb  person  contributed  bis  Just  pro- 
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portion,  are  entitled  to  tbeir  interest  in  the  land. 
Sboufe  V.  Griffiths,  4  Wash.  161. 

And  such  right  is  not  aflTected  by  tbe  fact  that 
tbe  land  was  worth  all  that  auob  members  had 
fraudulently  represented  to  be  Its  purchase  price. 
Sboufe  V.  Orifllths,  4  Wash.  161. 

And  false  representations  of  a  person  employed 
to  sell  a  mining  claim,  while  negotiating  with  a 
syndicate  organised  for  its  purchase,  that  the 
price  at  which  he  offered  the  property  was  the 
price  which  the  owners  were  to  receive,  and  that 
neither  be  nor  they  were  to  receive  any  profits  by 
tbe  sale,  when  In  fact  the  price  for  which  it  was 
offered  was  far  In  excess  of  that  which  tbe  owners 
were  to  receive,  which  excess  was  to  go  for  bis  ben- 
efit, is  sufficient  to  annul  tbe  sale  where  such  agent 
was  about  to  enter  into  the  fiduciary  relation  of  a 
copurchaser  with  those  to  whom  be  made  it  by 
joining  the  syndloate  and  subscribing  thereto,  but 
was  not  investing  any  money,  his  contribution 
consisting  mainly  of  a  bonus  for  getting  them  to 
buy  tbe  property.  Oortes  Oo.  v.  Tbannbauser,  4& 
Fed.  Bep.  730. 

So,  where  four  out  of  about  five  persons  who  en- 
tered into  a  provisional  contract  to  purchase  a  mine 
which  they  agreed  to  sell  for  tbelr  Joint  benefit  to  a 
oompany  were  deceived  by  thefifth,wbo  represent- 
ed to  them  that  the  vendor  would  not  take  less  than 
about  £86,000,  when  he  bad  secretly  obtained  from 
him  an  agreement  that  if  tbe  contract  were  perfect- 
ed and  money  paid  he  should  receire  therefrom  a 
bonus  of  £300,000.  after  which  two  of  the  four«  hav- 
ing absolute  power  from  tbe  rest  to  sell  to  tbe 
Intended  company,  formed  themselves  with  others 
into  a  committee  of  management,  and  being  still 
Ignorant  of  the  surreptitious  agreement.  Issued  a 
prospectus  stating  that  a  contract  had  been  en- 
tered into  for  the  purchase  by  tbe  company  of  tbe 
entire  property  for  £1X6.000.  including  all  prelim- 
inary expenses  and  a  premium  to  tbe  parties  in- 
curring the  risk  of  the  original  purchase,  and  a 
oompany  was  established  and  the  requisite  capital 
paid  up  and  tbe  provisional  contract  perfected, 
the  £20.000  transaction  is  fraudulent  and  void,  not 
only  as  against  tbe  four  original  purchasers,  but 
also  as  against  the  company,  notwithstanding  tbe 
mine  proved  to  be  cheap  at  tbe  price  at  which  It 
was  purchased.  Beck  v.  Kantorowlcz,  8  Kay  St  J. 
28a 

And  representations  by  members  of  an  associa- 
tion about  to  make  a  purchase  for  its  benefltactlng 
for  all  that  an  option  has. been  obtained  ata  certain 
sum  when  in  fact  a  rebate  was  to  be  made  there- 
from, upon  which  the  others  rely  in  entering  into 
an  agreement  for  tbe  purchase  thereof  with  those 
making  such  representations,  constitutes  actual 
fraud  entitling  the  persons  defrauded  to  an  ac- 
counting, though  no  partnership  exists  between 
them,    fiunn  v.  Schnellbaober,  168  III.  S». 
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to  mature  that  day  for  the  precediog  six 
months  and  amouoting  to  2^  per  cent,  were  to 
be  the  property  of  the  syodicate,  and  out  of 
their  proceeds,  when  paid  by  the  state  treas- 
urer, a  portion  of  the  profits  of  the  members 
was  to  be  derived  after  the  syndicate  expenses 
and  other  items  named  in  the  fourth  para 
graph  of  the  subscription  papers  were  first 
subtracted. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  one  of  the 
things  which  the  members  of  the  syndicate 
contracted  to  get,  and  one  of  the  things  that 
was  to  be  their  common  property,  under  both 
the  original  subscription  and  the  option,  was 
this  six  months'  interest,  amounting  to  2^  per 
cent  on  the  $2,000,000  to  the  sum  of  $45,000, 
and  on  the  remaining  $3,250,000  to  the  further 


sum  of  $73,125.  and  aggregating  the  gross 
sum  of  $118,125.  The  trust  company  was  au- 
thorized to  disburse  in  discharge  of  ''syndicate 
expenses"  from  this  common  and  partnership 
fund  for  the  becefitof  the  whole  syndicate  two 
thirds,  or  $78,750,  if  the  entire  $5,250,000  of 
bonds  were  included  under  the  second  clause 
of  the  subscription  agreements,  or  $30,000.  if 
only  the  $3.(K)0,0C0  purchase  was  embraced  in 
and  covered  by  that  clause. 

It  was  perfectly  natural  that  the  members 
of  the  syndicate  should  inquire  of  Lancaster 
himself,  also  a  member,  as  to  what  these  ex- 
penses were  for;  and  both  as  a  promoter  of  and 
a  participant  in  the  enterprise  he  was  bound  to 
disclose  the  literal  truth  on  this  subject  to  his 
associates;  but  as  already  stated,  and  as  the 


corporated  aflsocfatlon  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
faoilltatJnff  the  dlspoeition  of  certain  products 
of  the  business  of  the  members  thereof  respectively 
with  funds  raised  by  obtalnin^r  subscribers  and  Is- 
iuing  certificates  for  shares  In  the  association,  the 
holders  of  such  certificates,  and  not  the  whole  as- 
sociation, are  equitably  entitled  to  such  real  es- 
Ute.   Crawford  v.  Gross  (Pa.)  7  By.  A  Corp.  L.  J.  128- 

Bat  they  have  no  power  to  compel  a  partition 
thereof  or  divert  it  from  the  use  for  which  it  was 
purchased,  without  a  concurrence  of  a  majority  of 
the  stockholders.  Crawford  v.  Oross  (Pa.)  7  By.  A 
Corp.  L.  J.  123. 

So,  the  members  of  a  teJeffraph  company  by  the 
articles  of  association  of  which  the  promoter  was 
authorized  to  receive  pubscrlptions  to  capital  stock, 
and  if  a  pubscrlber  failed  to  pay  be  forfeited  his 
stock  and  became  liable  to  an  action  at  law  or  bill 
in  equity  for  any  deficiency,  the  property  of  which 
was  to  be  vested  in  trustees,  are  not  partners,  but 
tenants  in  common,  of  the  property  and  franchises 
of  the  company,  and  the  majority  cannot  bind  the 
minority  unless  by  special  afirreement.  Irvine  v* 
Forbes,  11  Barb.  580. 

And  where  six  of  seven  associates  in  a  purchase 
of  land  on  speculation  each  affreed  to  take  a  speci- 
fied number  of  the  twelve  and  one  half  shares  in 
which  the  scheme  was  divided  at  a  fixed  price  per 
shtire,  and  to  take  the  shares  that  might  remain 
unsold  each  in  proportion  to  the  shares  taken  by 
him  at  the  same  price  per  share,  and  another  asso- 
ciate subscribes  for  a  half  share  but  refuses  to  en- 
ter into  an  agreementto  take  a  proportion  of  un- 
sold half  shares,  the  shareholder  is  not  entitled,  on 
winding  up,  to  any  part  of  the  unsold  shares  or  of 
the  profits  thereon,  but  the  shareholders  who 
agreed  to  purchase  them  are  bound  to  pay  and  ac- 
count for  the  full  price  thereof  and  the  interest 
thereon  out  of  their  own  fund,  and  cannot  have 
any  part  of  the  profits  in  the  scheme  appropriated 
to  pay  for  them  before  such  profits  are  divided. 
Douglas  V.  Mercoles,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  381. 

And  lands  held  by  stockholders  of  an  unincorpo- 
rated association  may  be  converted  Into  personalty 
as  between  themselves  if  the  change  is  one  which 
will  promote  any  beneficial  object;  but  such  a  con- 
version merely  varies  the  relations  of  the  pnrties 
inter  se,  and  does  not  affect  the  nature  of  the  prop- 
erty. Crawford  v.  Gross  (Pa.)  7  By.  A  Corp.  L.  J 
128. 

So.  lands  conveyed  by  one  of  the  members  of  an 
association  for  the  purchase  and  division  of  land 
after  a  division  among  the  members  to  another  in 
good  faith  In  payment  of  an  Indebtedness  due  him 
cannot  t>e  charged  in  the  hands  of  such  innocent 
purchaser  with  a  sum  found  due  from  his  vendor 
upon  an  accounting  because  of  fraudulent  repre 
sentations  made  by  him  to  other  members  of  the 
association.    Bunn  v.  Schnellbacber,  lfc8  111.  32& 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  doctrine 
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which  protects  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice 
Is  applicable  solely  to  purchasers  of  the  legal  title, 
and  does  not  apply  to  one  who  takes  a  mortgage 
from  two  members  of  a  syndicate  of  their  equita- 
ble estate  when  the  legal  title  was  vested  in  other 
memt)ers  in  trust  for  the  syndicate,  the  purchaser 
of  an  equitable  interest  purchasing  at  his  peril  and 
acquiring  the  property  burdened  with  every  prior 
equity  charged  upon  it.  Shoufe  v.  Griffiths,  4 
Wash.  m. 

ff.  Oompenaatlon  for  mrvleeB, 

An  unincorporated  company  formed  for  the  pnr> 
pose  of  trading  in  land  is  to  be  treated  as  an  ordi- 
nary partnership  and  the  members  as  partners, 
and  if  one  of  them  is  selected  to  perform  the  duties 
of  secretary  and  treasurer  without  any  stipulation 
for  remuneration  he  comes  within  the  prmclple 
of  law  that  a  partner  Is  not  entitled  to  oompensa- 
tion  for  services  performed  in  furtheianoe  of  the 
partnership  interests.    Be  Fry,  4  Phlla.  129. 

The  manager  of  a  syndicate  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  mining  stocks  should  be  allowed  brokerage, 
however,  where  be  devoted  his  time  and  skill  ta 
the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the  syndicate, 
and  employed  a  broker,  and  kept  the  accounts  of 
the  syndicate  in  his  office.  Laughton  v.  Grifflo 
L18951A.C.101. 

But  a  trustee  and  agent  of  an  as^ciatlon  for  the 
prosecution  of  a  sealing  voyage  should  not  be  al- 
lowed interest  on  his  commissions  and  disburse- 
ments In  the  adjustment  of  his  accounts  during  a 
period  when  he  had  in  his  hands  money  of  the  as- 
sociation more  than  sufficient  to  cover  all  his  de* 
mands  upon  which  he  was  not  charged  interest. 
Coit  V.  Tracy,  9  Coon.  15. 

IV.  BemedUB, 

An  undertaking  in  articles  of  association  of  an 
unincorporated  body  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  improvements  upon  theircoinmon  property 
by  which  each  of  the  associates  severally  bound 
himself  to  pay  a  ratable  proportion  of  all  expendi- 
tures for  the  improvements  made  or  to  be  made, 
is  mutual,  the  covenants  of  the  associates  beings 
made  with  each  other,  and  the  liability  arises  on 
the  promise  by  each  to  the  other  which  can  only 
be  enforced  by  an  action  among  themselves,  and 
those  to  whom  the  promise  is  made  are  the  proper 
parties  to  bring  the  aci;ion:  and  it  is  not  essential 
that  there  should  be  a  formal  division  of  the  inter- 
est of  the  associates  into  shares  where  the  propor- 
tions were  agreed  upon  in  the  articles,  fixing  the 
Interest  of  each  and  the  shares  it  represented. 
Troy  Iron  &  Nail  Factory  v.  Corning,  45  Barb.  281. 

And  where  a  person  subscribes  with  others  a  sum 
of  money  to  carry  out  some  common  project  law- 
ful in  Itself. and  supposed  to  be  beneficial  to  the  pro- 
jectors, and  moneys  are  advanced  upon  the  faith  of 
such  subscription,  an  action  for  money  paid,  laid 
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sequel  will  further  show,  be  not  ouly  did  not 
coDteDt  himself  Tvith  a  mere  concealment  and 
a  suppression  of  the  truth,  but  he  deliberately 
uttered  the  most  unblushing  falsehoods,  strictly 
in  keeping  with  his  subsequent  reprehensibie 
efforts,  during  his  examination  as  a  witness  to 
deny,  avoid,  and  explain  away  his  glaring 
duplicity.  After  the  most  unqualified  declara- 
tions on  the  part  of  Lancaster,  who,  it  must 
be  borne  in  mind,  was  acting  throughout  this 
whole  transaction  as  the  agent  and  partner  of 
Rbind,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  no  interest  in 
these  expenses,  and  was  to  get  no  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  these  coupons  beyond  the  |500  al- 
ready named;  the  arrangement  to  take  the  two 
millions  of  bonds  was  concluded,  and  on  Janu- 
ary the  19th,  1898,  a  contract  for  the  purchase 


of  the  bonds  with  the  interest  coupons  attached 
was  entered  into  between  the  Baltimore  Trust 
&  Guarantee  Company,  as  agent  for  the  syn- 
dicate and  the  governor  and  the  treasurer  of 
South  Carolina  in  behalf  of  the  state.  By  that 
agreement  it  was  provided:  "That  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  act  of  the  general  assembly  of 
the  state  of  South  Carolina,  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  parties  of  the  first  part  hereby  cov- 
enant and  agree  to  sell  and  deliver  to  the 
party  of  the  second  part,  its  successors  or  as- 
signs, and  the  party  of  the  second  part,  in  its 
own  behalf,  to  the  extent  of  its  subscription 
and  as  agent  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  hereby 
covenants  and  agrees  to  purchase  from  the  par- 
ties of  the  first  part,  for  itself  and  its  asso- 
ciates, two  million  ($2,000,000)  dollars  of  the 


out,  and  expended  may  be  maintained  to  recover 
tbe  amount  of  the  iulwoription  or  suob  part  of  it 
as  wiU  be  equal  to  tbe  subscriber's  proporttoo  of 
tbe  expenses  incurred.  Bryant  v.  Goodnow,  6 
Pick.  a». 

And  a  money  judfrment  may  be  rendered  against 
members  of  a  syndicate  who  held  lands  under  a 
secret  option  at  ^.000,  and  procured  tbeir  pur- 
cbase  by  tbe  syndicate  at  $8,000,  under  tbe  suppo- 
sition on  tbe  part  of  tbe  otber  members  that  they 
contributed  their  share,  in  an  action  to  have  tbe 
title  to  tbo  land  quieted  under  tbe  Iowa  Code, 
f  2(*65.  providing'  tbe  court  may  grant  any  relief 
consistent  with  tbe  case  made  by  tbe  petition  and 
within  tbe  issue.    Uer  v.  Griswold,  83  Iowa,  442. 

So,  members  of  an  aasooiation  for  the  purchase 
of  property  to  wbiob  otber  members  had  conveyed 
tbeir  own  property  at  an  exorbitant  price,  fraudu- 
lently representing  that  it  was  purchased  from  a 
third  person  and  that  tbey  bad  paid  tbeir  proper 
proportion,  may  each  sue  tbe  persons  thus  de- 
frauding bim  to  recover  damages  for  the  fraud 
perpetrated  upon  him  In  procuring  bis  subscrip- 
tion, and  can  probably  recover  the  difference  be- 
tween tbe  actual  value  of  what  he  received  and 
tbe  amouDt  paid  bim,  but  such  an  action  would  be  a 
common- law  action  to  which  each  person  or  Orm 
defrauded  would  be  plaintifT  and  tbe  wrongdoers 
alone  would  be  defendants.  Getty  v.  Devlin,  64 
N.Y.  403. 

Nor  are  tbe  members  of  a  syndicate  for  dealing 
in  land,  who  are  defrauded  by  other  members 
thereof  by  the  purchase  of  lands  individually  and 
tbeir  transfer  to  tbe  syndicate  at  an  advanced 
price  oondned  to  the  remedy  or  rescission,  but  may 
call  upon  tbe  members  defrauding  them  to  account 
for  the  profits  thus  fraudulently  realized.  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Joice,  148  ID.  124. 

And  a  bill  for  an  accounting,  brought  against 
the  trustee  of  a  syndicate  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  property  by  other  members  thereof,  brings 
the  entire  administration  of  tbe  trustee  into  re- 
view, as  it  may  be  developed  by  the  evidence,  and 
embraces  a  claim  that  be  occupied  such  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  the  other  members  of  the  syndicate  that 
be  could  not  in  equity  and  good  conscience  retain 
from  them  the  difference  between  the  price  he  had 
paid  a  person  for  a  piece  of  property  and  that  at 
which  be  had  sold  it  to  the  syndicate,  under  a 
prayer  for  general  relief.  Ferguson  v.  Bateman, 
1  App.  D.  a  7^9. 

A  bill  may  be  filed  by  one  of  several  associates 
or  shareholders  of  a  private  association  for  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  lands  where  they  are  numer- 
ous, in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  others,  against  the 
trustees  thereof,  to  compel  the  execution  of  the 
trust  and  for  an  account  and  distribution  of  the 
funds  and  property  of  tbe  association  among 
tbe  shareholders,  and  it  is  not  necesnary  that  all  of 
tbe  associates  should  be  united  in  a  bill  for  that 
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purpose;  and  tbe  court  will  see  that  the  rights  of 
all  to  their  distributive  shares  of  tbe  trust  fund  are 
protected.   Mann  v.  Butler,  2  Barb.  Ch.  8112. 

There  must  be  a  community  of  interest  between 
two  or  more  persons,  however,  to  entitle  them  to 
unite  in  a  bill  in  equity,  and  members  of  an  asso- 
ciation are  not  entitled  to  relief  from  a  transac- 
tion by  which  another  member  induces  them  into 
a  purchase  of  particular  property  for  the  common 
benefit,  concealing  the  fact  that  be  was  the  real 
vendor  and  misrepresenting  the  interest  or  advan- 
tages  of  tbe  purchase  and  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, where  one  or  more  of  them  is  without  right 
thereto.    Bestor  v.  Barker,  106  Ala.  240L 

And  a  member  of  a  syndicate  who  contributes 
a  portion  of  a  sum  of  money  loaned  by  the  syndi- 
cate to  a  railroad  company  cannot  maintain  a  bill 
in  equity  to  compel  the  agents  of  tbe  syndicate  to 
pay  him  his  share  of  the  loan  or  damages  for  its 
loss,  where  shortly  after  it  had  matured  all  tbe  other 
members  of  the  syndicate  agreed  to  extend  the 
time  for  tbe  payment  of  tbe  loan  at  a  meeting  of 
which  be  bad  notice.  In  consequence  of  which  the 
agents  failed  to  proceed  to  collect  tbe  notes,  and 
tbe  fund  was  finally  lost;  tbe  remedy,  if  any,  waii 
by  assumpsit.    Paton  v.  Clark,  166  Pa.  49. 

And  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  contract  of 
settlement  between  a  buildinfr-lot  association  and  a 
syndicate  which  had  taken  the  initiative  in  seour* 
ing  the  land  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  in^ 
corporation  before  it  was  orfranized,  and  had  ad- 
vanced money  for  that  purpose,  allowing  the  syndl-^ 
cate  members  paid-up  shares  of  $612  for  the  pay- 
ment of  $900,  cannot  be  passed  upon  in  an  action 
brought  by  members  of  the  corporation  tobe  rein* 
stated  as  such  and  to  have  certain  acts  of  the  cor. 
poratioo  declared  void  as  against  them,asthesyndl« 
cate  members  are  not  parties  to  such  action  iosucti 
a  sense  that  tbeir  individual  rights  to  shares  can  be 
passed  upon.  Buker  v.  Leigbton  Lea  Asso.  18  App* 
Dlv.648. 

A  trust  created'by  a  syndicate  agreement  be- 
tween five  persons  contemplating  the  purchase  of 
lands,  tbe  title  to  be  taken  in  the  name  of  one  of 
the  number  who  should  bold  one  fifth  of  tbe  same 
in  trust  for  each  of  his  four  associates,  however,  is 
a  direct  one  within  exclusive  equity  Jurisdiction, 
to  which  the  statute  of  limitarions  does  not  apply. 
Johnson  v.  El  kins,  1  App.  D.  G.  480. 

And  a  company  to  which  a  pale  of  property  pro- 
cured to  be  msde  by  a  syndicate  at  double  the 
price  they  had  given  for  it,  lour  of  the  five  direct- 
ors which  adopted  it  beiuflr  under  the  control  of 
the  syndicate,  which  was  adopted  in  September,  is 
not  debarred  from  relief  by  reason  of  laches  where 
nothing  was  done  at  the  first  general  meeting  of 
the  company  held  in  the  following  February, 
though  it  appeared  that  the  suftpicions  ot  some  of 
the  members  were  aroused  and  a  committee  of  in- 
vestigation was  appointed  at  the  next  ordinary 
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bonds  and  stocka  beariDS  four  and  a  half  (4^) 
per  cent  interest,  payable  semiannually,  and 
issued  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  "an  act  of 
the  general  assembly  of  the  said  state  of  South 
Carolina,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the 
Redemption  of  That  Part  of  the  State  Debt. 
Known  as  the  Brown  Consol  Bonds  and  Stocks, 
by  an  Issue  of  Other  Bonds  and  Stocks."  ap- 
proved the  22d  day  of  December,  1892,  upon 
the  following  terms  and  conditions,  that  is  to 
say:  The  bonds  and  stocks  so  purchased  shall 
bear  date  January  1,  1898.  and  shall  carry  in- 
terest from  January  1, 1898,  payable  semian- 
nually; they  shall  be  sold  by  the  parties  of  the 
first  part,  and  purchased  by  the  party  of  the 
second  part  at  par  flat;  that  is  to  say,  nothing 
additional  shall  be  paid  for  any  interest  which 
may  have  accrued  at  the  time  of  delivery;  the 
purchase  money  of  said  hoods  and  stock  shall 
be  due  and  payable  one  hundred  thousand 
($100,000)  dollars  thereof  upon  the  execution 
of  this  contract,  and  the  remainder  thereof  on 
or  before  the  80th  day  of  June,  1893.  in  such 
sums  and  at  such  times  as  to  the  party  of  the 
second  part  may  be  most  convenient,  and  the 
said  bonds  and  stock  shall  be  delivered  by 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  to  the  parties  of  the 
second  part  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  they  may  be  called  for  by  the  party 
of  the  second  part  upon  payment  of  the  bal- 
ance of  ninety-five  (95)  per  cent  due  thereon 


the  said  sum  of  $100,000,  being  held  and  taken 
to  be  5  per  cent  upon  the  whole  purchase  of 
$2,000,000,  and  that  payments  of  said  balance 
of  95  per  cent,  may  be  made  by  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  either  in  cash  or  in  Brown 
Consols,  due  July  1,  1898,  the  July  coupons 
thereon  bciag  retained  by  the  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part. 

A  subseauent  clause  of  the  same  agreement 
reads  as  follows:  And  in  consideration  of  the 
purchase  aforesaid  by  the  party  of  the  second 
part,  the  parties  of  the  first  part  hereby  fur- 
ther covenant  and  agree  to  sell  and  deliver  to 
the  party  of  the  second  part,  its  successors  or 
assigns,  so  much  of  the  remainder  of  the  bonds 
and  stock  issued,  or  to  be  issued,  by  virtue  of 
the  said  act.  as  is  salable  by  the  governor  and 
treasurer  under  the  said  act,  or  any  part 
thereof,  said  bonds  and  stocks  to  bear  date  Jan- 
uarv  1,  1898,  to  cariy  interest  from  January  1, 
1898,  and  to  be  paid  for  at  par  flat,  said  re- 
mainder of  such  bonds  and  stocks  being  under- 
stood to  be  $8,800,000. 

On  the  2d  of  January,  1898.  and  consequently 
before  the  syndicate  was  fully  formed  and  be- 
fore its  obligation  to  take  the  bonds  was  com- 
plete, and  before  Lancaster  made  his  false 
representations,  fihind  and  Lancaster  entered 
into  a  secret  agreement  by  which  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  in  the  matter  of  the  refunding  of  the 
"South  Carolina  state  debt."  the  commissions 


meetlngr  in  June,  wbloh  reported  in  August  follow- 
ing, when  a  new  board  of  directors  was  consti- 
tuted, and  after  an  ineffectual  attempt  at  a  com- 
promise tbe  bill  was  filed  In  the  following  Decern- 
IXT.  Brlanger  v.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Go.  80 
JL.T.N.8.28a.L.R.8App.OBS.1218,4BL.J.Cfa.  N. 
fi.73.27Week.Rpp.eB. 

So,  the  failure  of  some  of  the  members  of  a  syndl- 
-oate,  in  an  action  of  interpleader  brought  by  a 
trustee  to  settle  conflicting  claims  to  certain  funds* 
to  claim  portions  that  would  have  gone  to  them 
had  they  made  claim  thereto,  which  were  fractions 
of  the  entire  fund  which  belonged  to  the  syndicate 
in  common,  does  not  divert  those  portions  from,  or 
devest  them  out  of,  the  syndicate,  and  does  not 
transfer  them  to  a  person  who,  through  an  agent 
employed  by  him  to  promote  the  syndicate,  had 
fraudulently  managed  to  become  possessed  of  some 
of  its  funds.    Hambleton  v.  Rhlnd  (Md.)  88  AtL  40. 

And  the  failure  of  members  of  a  syndicate  who 
had  been  made  parties  to  a  bill  of  interpleader  in 
such  an  action  to  answer  until  after  the  decree  di- 
recting the  parties  to  interplead  had  been  passed, 
because  of  which  It  was  adjudged  that  they  were 
entitled  to  no  Interest  in  the  fund  in  an  Interlocu- 
tory decree,  does  not  preclude  them  from  answer- 
ing the  claim  at  any  time  before  a  final  decree  is 
passed;  and  where  the  final  decree  Is  reversed  and 
becomes  a  nullity.  It  cannot  Interpose  any  obstacle 
or  hindrance  to  the  aFsertion  of  a  claim  to  partici- 
pate in  the  distribution  of  the  fund.  Heald  v. 
Rhind(Md.)88Atl.4a 

Persons  who  were  members  of  a  syndicate, 
disposing  of  their  interest  therein  to  another  with 
knowledge  that  such  person  claimed  to  hold  cer- 
tain bonds  in  his  hands  as  collateral  security  for 
thedaimof  the  syndicate  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany of  which  he  was  the  president,  however,  and 
receiving  payment  therefor  with  that  knowledge, 
are  estopped  to  assert  that  such  bonds  belonged  to 
suob  railroad  company,  and  to  deny  that  they  are 
held  as  claimed  by  him.  Hook  v.  Ayers,  63  U.  8. 
App.  19S,  80  Fed.  Rep.  978. 

But  ao  intent  on  the  part  of  the  president  of  a 
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railroad  company,  who  was  also  a  member  of  a 
syndicate  to  which  the  company  was  indebted,  that 
bonds  of  the  company  in  his  hands  should  be 
pledged  to  the  syndicate  as  security  for  such  in- 
debtedness, unaccompanied  by  any  act  of  the 
debtor  company,  is  not  sulBclent  to  constitute  an 
equitable  pledge  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a 
sufficient  delivery.  Hook  y.  Ayers,  88  U.  8.  App. 
105,  80  Fed.  Rep.  078. 

So,  stockholders  of  a  bulldlng-lot  association  can- 
not object  to  a  contract  between  the  association 
and  a  syndicate  which  had  taken  the  initiative  in 
securing  the  land  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the 
incorporation,  which  gave  its  members  a  large 
bonus,  as  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  them, 
where  the  corporation  bad  settled  such  matter  and 
put  the  settlement  In  its  constitution,  and  received 
substantial  benefit  by  reason  of  such  settlement, 
and  the  stockholders,  with  full  knowledge  of  aU 
the  circumstances,  had  approved  of  and  consented 
to  it.  Buker  v.  Leighton  Lea  Asso.  18  App.  Dlv. 
(MS. 

And  an  objection  upon  the  part  of  one  who  sub- 
scribes to  an  undertaking  between  several  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  line  of  stages  and  to  raise 
capital  therefor,  that  he  was  not  notified  of  the 
first  meeting  of  the  company.  Is  waived  so  as  to 
constitute  no  defense  to  the  subscription,  where  he 
afterwards  offered  to  pay  if  oats  would  be  received 
in  payment,  and  declared  that  he  would  have  paid 
but  for  some  supposed  illtreatment.  Bryant  v. 
Goodnow,  5  Pick.  228. 

But  declarations  of  trust,  made  by  members  of  a 
syndicate,  representing  two  of  their  number  to  be 
the  owners  of  a  two-fifths  interest  in  the  land 
owned  by  them,  do  not  estop  them  to  deny  that 
such  members  of  the  syndicate  owned  any  Interest 
In  the  land  as  against  a  mortgage  made  by  them  on 
their  Interest,  where  such  members  had  Induced 
the  others  by  fraud  to  pay  the  full  purchase  price 
for  the  land,  and  at  the  time  the  declaration  was 
made  they  were  Ignorant  of  their  rights  In  the 
premises.   Shouf e  v.  Griffiths.  4  Wash.  161. 

F.a.  a 
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we  expect  to  earn  thereon  of  li  per  cent  U  to 
be  divided  between  us  in  the  proportion  of 
two  thirds  to  Golden  Rhind  and  one  third  to 
R.  A.  Lancaster  &  Co. 

When  it  was  concluded  to  avail  of  the  option 
provided  for  in  the  clause  quoted  above,  as  to 
the  residue  of  the  bonds  over  and  bejond  the 
first  two  millions,  a  second  contract,  bearing 
date  March  the  7th,  was  made  between  the 
trust  company  and  the  state  otlicials  of  South 
Carolina.  Some  of  the  members  of  the  first 
syndicate  declined  or  failed  to  write  in  the 
second  purchase  and  other  parties  took  their 
places,  and  this  is  what  is  called  in  the  record 
the  second  syndicate.  One  of  the  questioos  to 
be  disposed  of  is,  whether  two  thirds  of  the 
July,  1898,  interest  on  these  $8,250,000  of 
bonds  covered  by  the  second  purchase  in  ex- 
ecution of  the  option,  is  payable  to  Lancaster 
&  Co.  under  clause  2  of  the  original  subscrip- 
tion agreements  for  ''syndicate  expenses." 

The  trust  company  conducted  the  business 
for  the  syndicate  with  the  state's  officers,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  July  coupons  were  re- 
mitted to  it  or  treated  as  if  in  actual  posses- 
sion. On  the  6th  of  June.  1893,  Lancaster  & 
Company  drew  five  drafts,  aggregating  $25,- 
250,  on  the  trust  company,  payable  to  the  or- 
der of  Golden  Rhind.  which  Rhind  at  once  in- 
dorsed in  blank  without  recourse  and  delivered 
to  Lancaster  who  procured  them  to  be  accepted 
by  the  treasurer  of  South  Carolina  with  the 
consent  of  the  trust  company  in  part  payment 
of  the  bonds  bought  by  Lancaster.  The  drafts 
for  this  sum  of  $25,250  were  drawn  upon  and 
were  ultimately  paid  out  of  the  fund  set  apart 
in  the  subBcriptfon  agreement  for  "svndicate 
expenses."  When  it  "was  discovered  oy  other 
members  of  the  syndicate  that  Lancaster,  one 
of  their  number  and  a  copartner  with  them  in 
the  transaction,  had  received  a  large  sum  in 
excess  of  his  legitimate  share  of  profits,  they 
promptly  notifi^  the  trust  company  not  to 
pay  out  any  further  portions  of  this  fund  and 
asserted  a  claim  to  the  residue. 

The  trust  company  was  thus  confronted 
with  confiicting  claims  to  the  fund— on  the 
one  hand,  Rhind  asserted  that  he  was  entitled 
to  it  for  two  reasons:  first,  under  three  drafts 
drawn  in  his  favor  by  Lancaster  &  Go.  on  the 
Baltimore  Trust  ^'Guarantee  Company  for 
sums  aggregating  $48,500;  and  secondlv,  be- 
cause, tbouffh  the  fund  was  made  payable  to 
Lancaster  £  Co..  it  was  known  and  under- 
stood by  the  members  of  the  syndicate  that  the 
money  was  really  payable  and  belonged  to 
Rhind.  On  the  other  band,  the  appellants  in- 
sisted that  the  fund  belonged  to  them  to  the 
extent  that  was  necessary  to  equalize  them 
with  Lancaster;  and  they  further  contended 
that  only  two  thirds  of  the  interest  due  on  the 
first  two  millions  purchase  was  payable  for 
syndicate  expenses  under  clause  2  of  the  sub- 
scription agreements. 

Threatened  by  these  opposing  demands,  and 
unable  to  decide  between  them,  the  trust  com- 
pany filed  a  bill  of  interpleader  against  the 
appellants  and  other  members  of  the  syndicate, 
including  Lancaster,  and  against  Rhind,  pray- 
ing that  they  be  summoned  into  the  circuit 
court  of  Baltimore  city,  and  be  there  required 
to  interplead  and  adjust  their  conflicting  claims 
and  demanda  upon  this  fund  amongst  them- 
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selves.  Most  of  the  defendants  filed  answers. 
Lancaster  disclaimed  any  interest  in  the  con- 
troversv,  having  been  paid  by  Rhind  all  he 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to.  Subsequently  a 
cross  bill  was  filed,  which  was,  later  on.  dis- 
missed by  a  decree  of  June  18,  1894.  By  this 
decree  the  original  bill  of  interpleader  was 
dismissed  as  to  Lancaster  and  several  other 
defendants  who  disclaimed  any  interest  in 
the  fund;  and  it  was  adjudged  as  to  certain 
others  of  the  defendants,  who  had  failed  to 
answer,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  any  part 
of  the  money  in  controversy.  It  was  further 
provided  that  the  remaining  defendants  should 
interplead,  and  for  that  purpose  all  except 
Rhind  were  made  plaintiffs  and  Rhind  was 
made  defendant.  An  agreement  was  then 
signed  to  the  effect  that  Khind  would  not  in 
the  subsequent  proceedings  make  claim  or 
contention  that  Lancaster  was  a  necessary 
party  to  the  suit.  Quite  a  mass  of  evidence 
was  taken,  and,  after  the  bearing,  the  court 
below,  on  May  the  5th,  1896,  adjudged  and 
decreed  that  the  funds  In  court  belonged  to 
Golden  Rhind,  free  from  any  claims  or  interest 
of  the  other  parties  in  the  cause.  From  that 
decree  these  ten  appeals  have  been  taken. 

There  are  two  questions  involved:  First.  It 
is  insisted  that  the  H  per  cent  for  syndicate 
expenses  out  of  the  2^  per  cent  interest,  does 
not  extend  to  and  include  1^  per  cent  on  the 
$8,250,000  of  bonds  taken  by  what  has  been 
called  the  aecond  syndicate.  And,  secondly, 
if  the  li  per  cent  does  extend  to  the  second 
purchase,  then  it  is  maiutained  tbat  Rhind 
ought  to  be  required  to  account  for  and  pay  to 
the  appellants  out  of  the  funds  in  court,  and 
which  are  claimed  by  him,  the  amount  that 
he  stipulated  to  pay  Lancaster,  under  the 
secret  agreement  between  them,  in  prejudice  of 
the  rights  of  tbeother  membersof  the  syndicate. 

With  regard  to  the  first  question  little  need 
be  said.  While  there  is  some  conflict  of  opin- 
ion amongst  the  witnesses  who,  being  members 
of  the  syndicate,  have  testified  as  to  what  their 
understanding  of  the  matter  was.  we  lay  tbat 
out  of  view  altogether,  and  look  alone  to  the 
face  of  the  written  instruments  themselves;  and 
from  their  tenor  and  terms  construed  in  the 
light  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  this 
first  contention  must  be  judged.  Now  what 
the  syndicate  agreed  to  purchase  from  the 

governor  and  treasurer  of  South  Carolina  was, 
rst,  a  block  of  two  millions  of  certain  bonds 
with  attached  coupons;  and  secondly,  if  the 
syndicate  availed  of  an  option  given  to  it.  an- 
other block  of  three  millions,  two  hundred  and 
fifty  thousaod  of  the  same  series  of  bonds  with 
attached  coupons.  The  separate  obligation  of 
each  member  of  the  syndicate  bound  the  indi- 
vidual signing  it  to  pay,  first,  for  such  portion 
of  the  two  millions  as  be  had  agreed  to  take, 
and  secondly,  should  the  option  be  availed  of, 
then  to  pav  such  proportion  of  the  residue  as 
his  original  subscription  would  entitle  him  to 
in  the  larger  amount. 

Each  subscriber  further  stipulated  that  out 
of  the  interest  which  would  accrue  July  the 
1st  on  the  bonds  subscribed  for,  the  trust  com- 
pany should  pay  to  R.  A.  Lancaster  &  Go.  for 
syndicate  expenses  two  thirds,  or,  in  other 
words,  ''a  commission  of  1^  per  cent  out  of  the 
interest  or  profit  received  on  said  bonds."    tio 
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that  the  rigbts  of  the  members  as  to  the  profits 
of  the  venture  were  restricted  to  the  excess  for 
^hich  the  bonds  might  sell  over  and  above  the 
cost  at  which  they  were  purchased,  plus  a 
share  in  f  of  1  per  cent  of  the  July  interest— 
this  f  of  1  per  cent  being  the  amount  of  the 
July  interest  remaining  after  the  commission 
of  li  per  cent  was  paid  by  the  trust  company. 
Therefore,  though  the  title  to  the  proceeds  of 
the  July  coupon  vested  in  the  trust  company 
under  the  agreement  with  the  state  of  South 
Carolina,  it  vested  interest  for  specified  pur- 
poses. When  the  option  to  take  the  remain- 
ing $3,250,000  of  bonds  was  exercised,  the 
syndicate  was  to  "have  the  same  rights  and 
privileges  in  them  as  hereinbefore  provided 
with  reference  to  said  two  millions  of  said 
bonds."  That  is  to  say,  with  respect  to  the 
ibree  millions,  two  hundred  and  fifty  thous- 
and, the  title  to  the  proceeds  of  the  coupons 
iihould  vest  in  the  trust  company,  subject  to 
the  same  trusts  declared  with  respect  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  July  interest  on  the  two  mil- 
lion block,  viz.:  for  the  payment  of  two  thirds 
to  R.  A.  Lancaster  &  Co.  for  syndicate  ex- 
penses, and  for  the  payment  of  the  other  one 
third,  or  the  f  of  1  per  cent  less  other  syndi- 
cate expenses,  to  the  subscribers  as  part  of 
their  profits. 

As  the  rights  and  privileges  which  the  mem- 
bers of  the  syndicate  were  to  have  under  the 
two  millions  purchase  depended  in  part  on 
what  disposition  was  provided  to  be  made  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  coupon  on  that  block  of 
bonds;  and  as  they  were  to  have  precisely  the 
same  rights  and  privileges,  and  none  other, 
with  respect  to  the  second  purchase  that  they 
had  in  regard  to  the  tirst,— it  follows  that  the 
right  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  July 
coupon  on  the  three  million  two  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  block  could  not  be  larger  or 
more  extensive  than  the  right  to  share  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  coupon  on  the  two  million 
block;  and  that  consequently  the  option  sub- 
scription was  also  subject  to  the  provision  that 
two  thirds  of  the  proceeds  of  the  July  interest 
was  to  be  deducted  for  syndicate  expenses  or 
commissions. 

This  brings  us  to  the  other  question  respect- 
ing the  claim  of  the  appellants  to  a  portion  of 
the  funds  now  in  court. 

It  has  been  stated  in  preceding  part  of  this 
opinion  that  the  syndicate  acquired  title  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  July  interest,  through  the  trust 
company,  on  the  whole  issue  of  $5,250,000  of 
bonds;  but  the  reasons  for  that  conclusion  have 
not  yet  been  set  forth.  The  correctness  of 
thip  position  is  of  vital  consequence  in  the  dis- 
cussion still  to  follow;  and  it  is  therefore  ap- 
propriate that  it  should  now  be  clearly  estab- 
lished. What  was  it  that  the  syndicate  agreed 
to  purchase?  Was  it  the  bonds  less  the  cou- 
pons, or  the  bonds  plus  the  coupons?  This 
inquiry  is  answered  by  the  written  contract 
between  the  syndicate  on  the  one  side  through 
its  agent  the  trust  company  and  the  state  of 
South  Carolina  bv  her  governor  and  treasurer 
on  the  other.  Under  that  contract,  dated  as 
already  stated  on  January  the  19th,  1898,  the 
parties  of  the  first  part,  that  is,  the  governor 
and  treasurer,  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  to  the 
party  of  the  second  part,  that  is,  the  trust 
company  for  the  syndicate,  and  the  party  of 
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the  second  part  on  behalf  of  itself  and  as  agent 
for  the  others  whose  subscriptions  were  ap- 
pended, agreed  to  purchase  from  the  parties 
of  the  first  part  two  millions  of  bonds  and 
stock  of  the  state:  and  it  was  stipulated  that 
"the  bonds  and  stock  so  purchased  shall  bear 
the  date  January  the  1st,  1898,  and  shall  carry 
interest  from  January  the  1st,  1898,  payable 
semi-annually;  they  shall  be  sold  by  the  par- 
ties of  the  first  part  and  purchased  by  the  partv 
of  the  second  part  at  par  flat;  that  is  to  say, 
nothing  additional  shall  be  paid  for  any  inter- 
est which  may  have  accrued  at  the  time  of  de- 
livery." 

The  same  terms  were  prescribed  with  refer- 
ence to  the  remaining  bonds  over  and  above 
the  first  2,000,000.  It  seems  too  clear  for  con- 
troversy that  under  this  contract  the  bonds 
and  their  accrued  interest  up  to  the  time  of 
delivery  were  sold  by  the  state  and  bought  by 
the  syndicate.  No  other  meaning  can  be 
ascribed  to  the  written  contract;  and  if  this 
be  so,  then,  as  a  matter  of  course,  each  and 
every  one  of  the  coupons  was  included  in  the 
sale  to  the  syndicate,  and  of  necessity,  there- 
fore, the  coupon  to  mature  on  the  Ist  day  of 
July,  1898.  There  being  no  reservation  of  this 
July  coupon,  and  no  exception  of  it  from  the 
sale,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  clearest  manifesta- 
tion of  an  intention  that  it  should  accompany 
and  go  with  the  bonds  to  which  it  was  attached; 
when  the  bonds  were  sold  to  the  syndicate  the 
July  coupon  or  interest  was  also  sold,  and  the 
syndicate— the  purchaser — through  the  trust 
company,  acquired  title  to  that  July  interest. 
Under  the  individual  subscriptions,  antece- 
dently made,  the  proceeds  of  the  July  coupon 
thus  acquired  by  the  syndicate  were  impressed 
with  a  trust,  and  the  Trust  &  Guarantee 
Company  was  authorized  to  disburse  the  fund 
for  account  of  syndicate  expenses  and  in  a 
particularly  designated  way.  Whatever  the 
antecedent  arrangements  between  Golden 
Rhind  and  the  authorities  of  Souih  Carolina 
may  have  been,  they  were  obviously  super- 
seded by  the  contracts  of  January  19  and 
March  the  17th.  and  no  title  to  this  interest 
passed  to  Rhind.  Whatever  claim  he  has,  or 
can  assert,  to  any  part  of  this  interest,  whether 
the  claim  be  preferred  as  commissions  or  as 
syndicate  expenses,  must  now  be  made 
through  the  syndicate,  and  must  be  derived 
from,  and  founded  on,  the  second  clause  of 
the  individual  subscription  contracts  which 
were  the  basis  of  the  final  transaction  and  of 
the  actual  purchases  of  January  the  19th  and 
March  the  7th,  1893.  As  the  claim  made  by 
Rhind  must,  to  have  any  standing  at  all,  come 
through  the  syndicate,  it  is  necessary  to  de? 
scribe  his  relations  with  and  attitude  towards 
that  syndicate,  and  to  define  the  legal  conse- 
quences fiowing  from  that  relation  and  atti- 
tude, as  bearing  upon  his  asserted  right  to 
the  fund  in  controversy. 

Now,  a  syndicate,  according  to  the  undis- 
puted evidence,  is  an  association  of  individ- 
uals formed  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
and  carrying  out  some  particular  business 
transaction,  ordinarily  of  a  financial  character, 
in  which  the  members  are  mutually  interested. 
It  is,  as  respects  the  persons  composing  it,  a 
partnership,  and  in  so  far  as  these  same  per- 
sons are  concerned  the  legal  obligations  as- 
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snmed  by  them  are«  as  between  themselves, 
flubstantiklly  the  same  as  those  which  the  law 
Imposes  OD  a  member  of  an  ordinary  copart- 
nership. Scrupulous  good  faith  is  naturally, 
if  not  necessarily,  implied  from  the  very 
nature  and  character  of  the  relation  of  part- 
nership: and,  consequently,  intrigues  by  one 
member  for  a  private  benefit  to  himself  are 
clearly  offenses  against  the  partnership  at 
larg:e,  and  as  such  are  relievable  in  a  court  of 
equity.  For,  as  observed  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Cfrawtihay  v.  CoUina^l^  Ves.  Jr.  227,there  is  an 
implied  obligation  among  partners  to  use  the 
property  for  the  benefit  of  those  whose  prop- 
erty it  is.  A  secret  agreement,  therefore,  that 
one  of  the  partners  shall  reap  an  advantage 
out  of  the  partnership  property  to  the  preju- 
dice and  injury  of  his  associates,  and  of  which 
they  are  kept  in  ignorance  by  bis  fraud  and 
deception,  is  essentially  at  war  with  the  good 
faiih  upon  which  the  relation  is  founded. 

The  evidence  in  this  record  illustrates  the 
truth  of  this  proposition,  as  the  appellants 
without  exception  all  testify  that  had  they 
been  informed  that  Lancaster  was  to  receive 
Any  share  of  the  sum  set  apart  for  ''syndicate 
purposes,"  they  would  never  have. entered  the 
syndicate,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  to  the 
extent  that  Lancaster  received  a  part  of  this 
sum  he  paid  less  for  his  bonds,  and  could, 
therefore,  sell  them  at  a  price  below  that 
which  the  other  members  were  required  to 
pay,  whereby  he  secured  an  advantage  over 
them  wholly  at  variance  with  any  notion  of 
equality.  It  was  the  duty  of  Lancaster  acting 
for  himself  and  as  the  agent  of  Rhind,  to  be 
perfectly  candid  and  frank  in  his  dealings  with 
bis  associates,  but  he  was  not,  and  both  he  and 
his  principal  are  answerable  for  his  deception. 

Again,  both  Rhind  and  Lancaster  were  pro- 
moters of  the  syndicate,  and  it  was  their  plain 
and  imperative  duty  towards  the  persons  who 
were  invited  to  cooperate  in  the  enterprise, 
not  only  to  abstain  from  stating  as  a  fact  that 
which  was  not  a  fact,  but  not  to  have  omitted 
to  state  any  circumstance  within  their  knowl- 
edge, the  existence  of  which  might  in  any  way 
affect  the  extent  or  the  quality  of  the  advan- 
tages held  out  as  inducements  to  the  others. 
Cortex  Co.  v.  Thafinhauser,  45  Fed.  Rep.  730, 
and  numerous  other  cases  collected  in  a  very 
full  note  to  Ta^e  Oa»  Stove  Go.  v.  Wileox  (Conn. ) 
25  L.  R  A.  90.  Or.  as  put  by  Vice  Chancellor 
Bacon  in  BagnaU  v.  Carlton,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div. 
885,  relying  on  Imperial  Mercantile  Credit 
Ano.  ▼.  Coleman,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  189:  "The 
h&w  1  take  to  be  4:Iear,  that  under  such  circum- 
stances an  agent,  whatever  may  be  the  nature 
of  his  employment,  or  under  whatever  cir- 
cumstances, is  bound,  if  he  has  any  interest  in 
the  matter,  not  only  to  declare  that  fact,  but 
to  specify  the  nature  of  his  interest;  and  that 
all  persons  who  act  with  him,  and  who  share 
in  that  interest,  are  jointly  and  severally  bound 
to  make  good,  when  their  interest  is  discov- 
ered, to  the  principals,  the  whole  benefit 
which  has  been  obtained  without  the  sanction 
of  the  principals." 

The  application  of  these  familiar  principles 
to  the  facts  in  these  cases  inevitably  leads  to 
but  one  result.  If  we  treat  the  syndicate  as  a 
partnership  subject  to  the  law  incident  to  that 
rebtion,  and  the  fund  arising  from  the  July, 
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1893.  interest  on  the  whole  $5,350,000  of 
bonds  as  a  partnership  and  belonging  to  the 
syndicate,  then  all  third  persons  who  dealt 
with  that  fund  in  an  unwarrantable  way, know- 
ing  that  it  was  a  partnership  fund  devoted  to  a 
particular  purpoi«e,must  take  the  consequences 
which  the  law  affixes  to  unauthorized  dispo- 
sitions of  trust  or  partnership  property. 
Rhind  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  syndicate. 
He  had  commissioned  Lancaster  to  form  it. 
He  likewise  knew  that  the  money  to  which  he 
lays  claim  was  payable  by  the  state  of  South 
Carolina  to  the  trust  company,  as  the  monev 
of  the  syndicate:  and  he  knew  this  because  it 
was  the  legal  result  of  the  purchase  of  the 
bonds  by  the  syndicate.  He  also  knew  that 
Lancaster  was  a  member  of  the  syndicate,  and 
he  was  chargeable  with  knowledge  that  Lan- 
caster could  not  stipulate  with  him  for  a  share 
of  these  very  funds,  unless  by  the  consent  of 
the  other  members  of  the  syndicate;  and  was 
bound  to  know  that  the  advantage  derived  by 
Lancaster  under  that  secret  arrangement  was 
one  which,  under  the  law,  would  inure  to  the 
use  and  the  benefit  of  the  copartnership. 

The  payment  made  by  Rhind  to  Lancaster 
of  $25,250.  out  of  the  syndicate  funds,  and 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  secret  agreement, 
was,  under  the  facts  in  evidence,  declared  a 
clearly  illegal  diversion  of  the  partnership 
funds'  As  concisely  stated  by  Col.  Marshall 
in  his  brief:  '*That  money  was  clothed  with  a 
trust— as  it  were— a  partnership  money  dedi- 
cated by  contract  to  the  payment  of  syndicate 
expenses,  and  while  other  persons  might  be- 
come entitled  to  it  for  lawful  consideration, 
there  was  one  person  who  could  not  become 
entitled  to  it  without  the  full  knowledge  and 
acquiescence  of  his  associates,  and  that  person 
was  Lancaster."  Rhind  turned  over  part  of 
this  fund  to  his  confederate,  and  he  used 
every  device  to  keep  the  other  members  of  the 
syndicate  in  profound  ignorance  of  what  be 
had  done.  He  thus  gave  to  a  person  who  was 
not  entitled  to  receive  any  part  of  the  fund, 
and  who  was  bound  in  good  faith  not  to  re- 
ceive it,  nearly  one  third  of  the  sum  set  apart 
for  expenses;  and  having  thus  unlawfully 
dealt  with  the  partnership  property,  by  giving 
it  to  a  person  who  he  knew  was  not  entitled 
to  receive  it,  and  to  whom  he  knew  he  had  no 
right  to  give  it,  he  is  as  accountable  for  that 
misapplication  as  is  his  confederate,  who  clan- 
destinely received  it.  This  was  an  offense  by 
both  Rhind  and  Lancaster  against  the  partner- 
ship, and.  as  such,  is  clearly  cognizable  in 
equity  under  the  general  principle  upon  which 
equity  prevents  the  abuse  of  undue  influence 
and  of  fiduciary  relations. 

The  arm  or  a  court  of  equity  Is  strong 
enough  to  strike  down  such  transactions  as 
this.  That  court  will  not  falter  or  hesitate 
before  mere  technical  terms  of  procedure 
when  gross  injustice  has  been  done;  and  where 
a  fund  claimed  by  a  wrongdoer  is  under  its 
control,  it  will  devise  a  remedy  to  meet  each 
new  emergency,  and  will  enforce  a  restitution 
if  the  ends  of  justice  require  it.  It  is  for 
such  exigencies  that  a  court  of  equity  exists. 
If  a  decree  can  be  made  upon  the  record  to 
meet  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case,  it  will  be 
passed.  Grainy.  Barnes,  1  Md.  Cb.  155.  Ai 
said  by  Lord  Justice  James,  in  Panama  db  8, 
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P.  TeUg.  Co.   v.  India  Rubber,  O.  P,  dt  TeUg. 

WctH  Co,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  528:  "  According  to 
my  view  of  the  law  of  this  court,  I  take  it  to  be 
clear  that  any  surreptitious  dealing  between 
one  principal  and  the  agent  of  the  other  prin- 
cipal is  a  fraud  on  such  other  principal,  cog- 
nizable in  this  court.  That  I  take  to  be  a 
clear  proposition,  and  I  take  it,  according  to 
m;^  view, to  be  equally  clear  that  the  defrauded 
principal,  if  be  conoes  in  time,  is  entitled,  at  his 
option,  to  have  the  contract  rescinded,  or,  if  he 
elects  not  to  have  it  rescinded,  to  have  such 
other  adequate  relief  as  the  court  may  think 
right  to  give  him.  It  is  said  there  is  no  au- 
thority and  no  dictum  to  that  e£Fect.  The 
clearer  a  thing  is  the  more  difficult  it  is  to  find 
any  express  authority  or  any  dictum  exactly 
to  the  point" 

But  to  deal  with  the  transaction  from  an- 
other point  of  view — Lancaster  was  confes- 
sedly Rhind's  agent  to  form  the  syndicate — he 
was  intrusted  wiih  full  authority  to  accom- 
plish that  end— and  Rhind  is  obviously 
bound  bv  and  responsible  for  the  representa- 
tions and  concealments  made  by  Lancaster  in 
the  line  and  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment. Rawlin%  v.  Wickham,  3  DeG.  & 
J.  «04;  Andrews  v.  aark,  72  Md.  896; 
West  Maryland  R,  Co,  v.  Franklin  Bank, 
60  Md.  86.  Now,  as  we  have  said  already, be 
fore  the  final  formation  of  the  syndicate  and  at 
least  a  week  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract of  January  the  19th  with  the  state  of 
South  Carolina,  consummating  the  purchase 
of  two  millions  of  the  bonds,  Lancaster  falsely 
represented  to  the  appellants  that  he  had  no 
interest  different  from  theirs  in  the  undertak- 
ing, though  at  that  very  time  he  had  in  his. 
possession  a  secret  written  agreement  signed 
by  himself  and  Rhind,  under  which  he  was  to 
receive  one  third  of  the  sum  that  might  ^o  to 
Rhind  as  commissions.  He  deceived,  misled, 
and  deliberately  imposed  upon  the  appellants, 
and  induced  them  to  incur  obligations  to  large 
amounts  which  they  would  never  have  en- 
tered into  had  he  revealed  the  truth  with  re- 
spect to  the  advantage  which  this  secret  agree- 
ment gave  him.  Rhind  now  comes  forward 
and  claims  under  drafts  drawn  by  his  agent 
Lancaster,  the  very  funds  which  if  demanded 
by  the  agent  would  be  payable  to  the  syndi- 
cate, and  they  would  be  payable  to  the  syndi- 
cate upon  the  theory  that  the  stipulation  made 
by  the  promoter  for  his  own  gam  inures  to 
the  concern  which  he  organ izd. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  if  the  principal 
sues  upon  a  contract  made  with  and  in  the 
name  of  his  agent,  the  opposite  party  is  en- 
titled to  be  placed  in  the  same  position  at  the 
time  of  the  disclosure  of  the  principal,  as  if 
the  agent  had  been  the  real  contracting  party. 
Baltimore  Coal  Tar  cfe  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  61 
Md.  295.  If  Lancaster  was  seeking  to  recover 
the  funds  in  court  for  bis  own  benefit  and  be- 
hoof after  his  explicit  declarations  that  he  was 
not  to  receive  any  portion  of  them  beyond  the 
$500,  there  can  be  no  question  that  he  would 
be  denied  relief,  because  as  promoter  and 
partner  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  them;  and 
as  Rhind  occupies  no  better  position  than  his 
agent  could  have  maintained,  ne  will  not  be 
permitted  to  receive  the  same  funds  except  I 
those  in  excess  of  the  amount  he  unlawfully  i 
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agreed  to  pay  to  Lancaster.  In  other  words, 
before  be  can  be  paid  through  Lancaster  un- 
der the  drafts  he  now  holds,  any  part  of  the 
fund  DOW  in  court,  he  must  make  restitution 
of  the  amount  which  he  participated  in  the 
diversion  of  from  the  syndicate.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  evidence  to  show  that  more  than 
one  or  two  of  the  appellants  ever  knew  that 
Rhind  claimed  any  of  the  commissions  when 
the  syndicate  was  organized,  and  his  right  to 
them  depends,  therefore,  not  upon  any  under- 
standing with  the  appellants,  but  upon  the 
drafts  drawn  bv  Lancaster  in  his  favor  and 
not  yet  paid.  There  is,  however,  part  of  the 
fund  payable  to  Rhind  under  assignments 
from  members  of  the  syndicate  other  than  the 
appellants,  but  this  is  not  in  controversy. 

It  is  clear  that  Rhind  has  no  greater  or  bet- 
ter right  to  these  funds  under  the  drafts  drawn 
by  Lancaster,  than  Lancaster  had  at  the  time 
the  drafts  were  drawn,  and  it  is  not  material, 
so  far  as  the  consideration  of  this  proposition 
is  concerned,  whether  Lancaster  is  still  a 
party  to  the  case  or  not.  He  could  not  trans- 
fer to  Rhind,  under  the  circumstances  stated, 
a  right  to  or  claim  upon  the  funds  which 
would  be  superior  to  that  which  he  possessed 
himself;  and  consequently  any  equities  which 
the  members  of  the  syndicate  had  against  Lan- 
caster or  the  fund,  growing  out  of  his  dealing 
wiih  them  in  respect  to  it  as  the  agent  of 
Rhind,  still  attach  to  the  fund  when  claimed  by 
Rhind  under  the  drafts  drawn  by  Lancaster, 
because  Rhind  simply  stepped  into  Lancaster's 
shoes.  If  Lancaster  could  not  recover  the 
fund,  and  we  have  said  he  could  not  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  in  what  better  position 
does  Rhind,  his  associate  and  assignee,  stand? 
By  his  own  acts  he  enabled  Lancaster  to  take 
an  unlawful  advantage  of  Lancaster's  feUow 
partners,  and  the  advantage  thus  taken  and 
participated  in  by  Rhind  is  the  very  occasion 
that  gives  the  copartners  a  claim  upon  the 
residue  of  the  fund.  Rhind  comes,  therefore, 
to  a  court  of  equity,  and  asks  it  to  decree  to 
him  a  fund  which  it. would  not  have  directed 
to  be  paid  to  the  very  person  under  whom 
Rhind  claims. 

But  it  is  retorted  that  Rhind  was  at  liberty 
to  employ  such  agents  as  he  thought  fit  to 
form  the  syndicate,  and  that  he  could  agree 
for  and  pay  them  such  commission  as  he 
might  be  inclined  to  do,  and  that  this  was  a 
matter  which  concerned  only  him  and  his 
agent,  and  that,  therefore,  he  is  in  no  sense 
blamable  for  not  disclosing  the  secret  agree- 
ment in  which  no  one  but  himself  and  Lan- 
caster were  interested.  This  contention  may 
be  briefly  but  satisfactorily  answered  in  the 
following  sentence  from  Bagnall  v.  Carlton^ 
L.  R  6  Ch.  Div.  885:  "But,  although  this 
may  have  a  certain  air  of  plausibility,  and  it 
might  be  true  if  the  vendors  and  their  agents 
were  the  only  persons  concerned  in  the  trans- 
actions, it  is  wholly  fallacious  when  applied  to 
the  facts  of  this  case.  It  wholly  omits  the 
consideration  that  the  employment  of  the 
agent  was  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  com- 
pany and  of  inducing  other  persons  to  sub- 
scribe in  reliance  upon  a  representation  which 
was  untrue." 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  case  of  Whale» 
Bridge  Calico  Printing  Co.  v.  Oreen,  L.  FL 
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6  Q.  B.  Diy.  109.  establishes  and  applies  a 

Jkiinciple  which  sustains  the  decree  appealed 
rom.  The  learned  judfre  who  decided  these 
cases  below  relied  exclusively  upon  the  case 
just  cited.  We  fail,  after  a  most  patient  study 
of  that  case,  to  see  that  it  conflicts  with  any 
conclusions  we  have  reached.  Indeed  it  is  an 
authority  directly  in  point  to  support  a  part  of 
the  appellant's  contention  as  will  appear  in  a 
moment. 

The  Whaiey  Bridge  Calico  Printing  Co.  Case 
was  this:  One  Robert  Ellis  Qreen  purchased 
certain  calico  primine  works  for  the  sum  of 
£15,000.  Qreen  and  John  Smith  associated 
themselves  to&'ether  as  promoters  of  a  com- 
pany formed  for  the  purchase  of  the  works 
from  Qreen,  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  ne- 

Sotiations  for  such  purchase,  a  contract,  which 
le  Jury  found  to  be  a  sham  contract,  was  en- 
tered into  between  them  for  the  pretended 
sale  of  the  works  by  Qreen  to  Smith  for  £20.- 
000.  The  company  was  ultimately  formed, 
its  directors  being  nominees  of  ureen  and 
Smith,  and  the  works  were  conveyed  bv 
Green  and  Smith  to  the  company  for  £20,000. 
It  was  agreed  between  Qreen  and  Smith  that 
Green  should  pay  the  sum  of  £3,000  out  of  the 
£20,000  purchase  money,  to  Smith,  but  this 
agreement  was  not  communicated  to  the  direc- 
tors of  the  company  when  the  sale  to  the 
company  was  effected.  It  was  held  by  Bowen, 
J.,  that  Smith,  as  a  promoter  of  the  company, 
was  not  entitled  to  secure  any  profit  to  him- 
self out  of  the  formation  of  the  company 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  directors,  and 
that,  such  being  the  case,  the  company  was 
entitled  to  treat  the  agreement  made  between 
Green  and  Smith  for  the  payment  of  the 
£3.000,  as  made  by  Smith  on  the  company's 
behalf,  and  to  enforce  it  against  Green,  and 
that  consequently  the  company  could  recover 
from  Qreen  so  much  of  the  £3,000,  which 
be  had  agreed  to  pay  Smith,  as  remained 
unpaid.  The  action  was  founded  on  the 
contract  between  Green  and  Smiih,  and  the 
company  sought  to  enforce  that  contract  for 
the  payment  of  the  £3,000  as  a  contract  made 
for  the  profit  of  the  company,  and  not  for  the 
profit  of  Smith.  The  sole  defense  was  made 
by  Green,— Smith  not  appearing,— and  he 
claimed  "that  as  Smith  could  not  enforce 
against  Green  a  contract  based  on  an  illegal 
consideration,  so  neither  can  the  company." 
But  this  was  brushed  aside  with  the  remark 
that  *'it  does  not  lie  in  Green's  mouth  to  say 
that  his  own  bargain  with  Smith  was  a  fraud- 
ulent one,  and  therefore  cannot  be  enforced;" 
and  it  was  decided  that  it  was  enough  for  the 
company  to  show  that  the  £8,000  was  a  profit 
coming  to  its  agent.  Smith,  to  entitle  it  to 
claim  the  same.  As  £800  of  the  £8,000  had 
been  paid  by  Green  to  Smith,  a  judgment  was 
entered  against  Qreen  for  £1,200,  and  the  ne- 
gotiation of  one  of  the  company's  promissory 
notes  held  by  Qreen  for  £1,000,  and  which 
had  been  given  him  in  part  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  was  restrained,  and  an  order  was 
naased  dfrectinff  the  note  to  be  delivered  up  to 
he  canceled.     Apparently  no  claim  was  made 

Mgainst  Green  for  the  £800  actually  paid  by 
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him  to  Smith.  If  such  a  claim  had  been 
proffered,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  logically 
there  could  have  been  any  escape  from  allow- 
ing it.  If  it  was  rightly  decided  that  the  un- 
disclosed contract  between  Green  and  Smith  for 
the  payment  to  the  latter  of  tbe  £3,000  out  of 
the  purchase  money  was  a  contract  for  the 
benefit  of  tbe  company  and  not  of  Smith, 
then  the  money  was  payable  by  Qreen  to  tbe 
company  and  to  no  one  else:  and  if  payable 
only  to  the  company,  obviously  a  payment  by 
him  to  Smith  was  no  payment  to  the' company 
and  was  no  discbarge  of  Green's  obligation; 
and  consequently  such  a  payment  would  have 
been  no  defense  to  a  demand  by  tbe  company 
that  the  £800  should  be  paid  to  it.  In  a 
word,  if  the  money  was  legally  payable  to  tbe 
company,  Green  could  not  properly  pay  it  to 
someone  else;  but  if  be  did  pajr  it  to  someone 
else,  that  fact  did  not  relieve  him  of  liability 
to  the  company.  This  is  inevitable,  and  to 
this  conclusion  tbe  case  relied  on  must  logic- 
ally lead.  But  tbe  case  does  not  decide  that 
the  company  could  not  recover  from  Green 
the  £^00  which  Green  bad  paid  to  Smith— it 
merely  decides  that  tbe  company  could  re- 
cover the  £2,200  remaining  unpaid  by  Green 
to  Smith,  whereas  in  tbe  pending  cases  what 
is  sought  is  not  only  a  decree  to  compel  Rbind 
to  pay  over  to  the  syndicate  what  is  still  un- 
paid to  Lancaster  under  the  secret  agreement, 
but  to  require  him  to  make  good  the  sum  he 
actually  did  pay  to  Lancaster  thereunder^ 
this  latter  exaction  being  precisely  tbe  very 
thing  not  discussed,  and  not  decided  one  way 
or  the  other  in  the  Whaley  Bridge  Case, 

The  appellants  each  claim,  in  the  first  syn- 
dicate, .an  amount  that  will  bear  the  same  pro- 
portion to  the  1 1  per  cent  on  two  millions  of 
bonds  that  the  amount  of  subscription  of  each 
bears  to  the  entire  two  millions;  and  in  the 
second  syndicate  an  amount  which  will  bear 
the  same  proportion  to  the  li  per  cent  on 
three  million  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand 
of  bonds  that  the  amount  of  the  subscription 
of  each  bears  to  tbe  whole  three  million  two 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand. 

We  hold,  then,  for  tbe  reasons  we  have 
given,  that  Colden  Hhind  is  accountable  for 
tbe  $25,250  actually  paid  over  by  bim  to  Lan- 
caster: and  on  tbe  authority  of  tbe  Whaley^ 
Bridge  Case  we  further  hold  that  he  is  account- 
able for  the  $1,000  not  paid  over — it  being 
part  of  the  $26,250  agreed  to  be  paid  byRhind 
to  Lancaster  as  the  latter's  one  third  of  the  1^ 
per  cent  commission  under  the  secret  agree- 
ment of  January  the  2d,  1893;  and  that  this 
sum  of  $26,260  with  interest  from  July  tbe  Ist, 
1893.  and  the  costs  of  these  cases  above  and 
below,  must  be  deducted  from  the  funds  in 
court  and  paid  to  the  appellants,  the  residue 
being  payable  to  Rbind.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  the  decree  appealed  from  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  must  be  remanded  foi 
a  new  decree. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  that  a 
new  decree  may  be  passed  comformably  to 
this  opinion,  tbe  costs  in  this  court  and  tbe 
court  below  to  be  paid  by  Hhind  out  of  tha 
funds  in  couru 
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B.  D.  FERGUSON  et  al.,  Appts., 

W.  S.  GOOCH,  Trustee  etc.,  et  al, 
(94  Va.  1.) 

1.  The  selection  of  a  trustee  to  take 
title  to  property  purchased  for  a  syn- 
dicate* and  to  give  a  deed  of  trust  tbereon  lor 
a  part  of  tbe  purcbase  price,  is  DOt  within  the 
implied  authority  of  real-estate  aKents  who  are 
members  of«  and  who  formed,  tbe  syndicate. 

4B«  A  purcbase  of  lands  by  real-estate 
agents  on  behalf  of  a  syndicate  of  wbich  they 
are  members,  when  tbe  agrents  are  also  secretly 
actiofr  as  agents  of  tbe  vendor,  cannot  be  en- 
forced against  the  other  members  of  tbe  syn- 
dicate. 

3.  A  syndicate  afipreement  which  merely 
provides  for  raising  money  to  purchase 
certain  lands  at  a  given  price,  without  any  pro- 
visions for  selling  the  lands  and  dividing  the 
profits,  does  not  constitute  a  partnership  agree- 
ment.. 

A»  A  usage  or  custom  of  real-estate 
agents  in  a  certain  city  to  get  up  syn- 
dicates to  buy  property  in  their  hands  for  sale 
will  not  bind  members  of  a  syndicate  who  have 
no  knowledge  thereof,  especially  if  they  live  at 
other  places,  so  as  to  sustain  a  purcbase  of  prop- 
erty for  tbe  syndicate  made  by  such  agents,  who 
are  also  acting  as  secret  agents  of  the  vendor. 

(December  8, 1893.) 

APPEAL  by  Interveners  from  a  decree  of 
tlie  Hustings  Court  of  Roanoke  disallow- 
ing their  claim  as  holders  of  notes  secured  by 
deed  of  trust  upon  certain  property  a  sale  of 
which  under  a  prior  deed  of  trust  the  trustee 
nought  to  enjoin  in  this  action  and  to  have  tbe 
rights  of  the  respective  parties  determined. 
AfflrToed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Scott  &  Staples,  for  appellants: 

The  purchase  of  the  property  by  the  bene- 
^ciaries  constitutes  a  complete  consideration, 
and  makes  those  beneficiaries  liable  for  all  of 
the  liens  on  the  property  assumed  in  the  pur- 
chflse. 

odorne  v.  Cabell,  71  Va.  462;  2  Warvelle, 
Vendors.  658-662  et  seq.;  Whitloek  v.  Gordon, 
Va.  L.  J.  1877,  p.  878. 

A  company  which  receives  the  benefit  of  the 
transaction,  ratifies  it,  although  it  did  not  origi- 
nally authorize  its  agent  to  make  tbe  contract. 

Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  ^  716,  p.  924. 

If  the  company  does  not  question  the  au- 
thority of  W.  8.  Gooch,  no  other  person  can. 

Curtis  V.  Leatiit,  15  N.  Y.  9. 

The  consideration  operates  to  bind  each  sub- 
scriber for  the  benefit  of  tbe  other;  as  soon  as 
tbe  company  is  formed,  and  accepts  the  sub- 
scription, it  binds  all  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
company,  and  tbe  company  has  its  right  of 
action  tbereon. 

Cook.  Stock  &  Stockholders,.  2d  ed.  g  69; 
1  Beach,  Stockholders,  §  63. 

When  one  subscribes  with  others  a  sum  of 
money  to  carry  on  some  common  project,  law- 
ful in  itself,  and  supposed  to  be  beneficial  to 
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the  projectors,  and  money  is  advanced  upon 
the  faith  of  such  subscription,  an  action  for 
money  paid  may  be  maintained  against  a  sub- 
scriber for  the  amount  of  his  subscription,  or 
such  portion  of  it  as  may  be  equal  to  his  pro- 
portion of  the  expenses  incurred. 

George  ^r: Harris,  4  N.  H.  583,  17  Am.  Dec. 
447;  Bryant  v.  Gooinow,  5  Pick.  228. 

An  agreement  to  share  in  the  profit  and  loss 
of  a  business  or  adventure  shows  an  intention 
to  create  a  partnership  unless  such  evidence  of 
intention  is  controlled  by  stipulations  or  inter- 
preted by  conduct  inconsistent  with  it. 

1  Bales,  Parln.  §  25;  Yeoman  v.  Lasley,  40 
Ohio  St.  190;  Uulett  v.  Faiibanks,  40  Ohio  St, 
238;  Canada  y.  Barksdale,  76  Va.  899;  Brink- 
ley  V.  Harkins,  48 Tex.  225:  Fishery,  Sweet,  67 
Cal.  228;  Eill  v.  Sheibley,  68  Ga.  556;  Richards 
V.  Grinnell,  63  Iowa,  44,  60  Am.  Rep.  727; 
Canada  v.  Barksdale,  76  Va.  899. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

If  Powell  were  the  agent  of  both,  with  the 
intelligent  consent  of  the  syndicate,  there  can 
be  no  objection  to  his  acting  in  that  capacity. 

Mecbem,  Agency,  §  67;  Adams  Mining  Co, 
T.  Senter^  26  Mich.  73;  Coltoelly,  Keystone  Iron 
Co.  36  Mich.  58;  Fitzsimmons  v.  Southern  Exp. 
Co,  40  Ga.  330,  2  Am.  Rep.  577;  Roioe  v.  Stevens, 
53  N.  Y.  621;  Joslin  v.  Cowee,  66  N.  Y.  626; 
United  States  Rolling  Stock  Co.  v.  Atlantic  <6 
G.  W.  R.  Co,  84  Ohio  St.  450,  82  Am.  Rep.  380; 
Leekins  y.  Nordyke,  66  Iowa,  471;  Alexander 
V.  North-  Western  Christian  University,  57  Ind. 
466;  DeSteiger  v.  Hollington,  17  Mo.  App.  887; 
Robinson  v.  Jarvis,  25  Mo.  App.  421. 

Powell's  agency,  if  any  there  were,  for  the 
vendors  of  this  property,  was  not  a  secret 
agency;  but  it  was  known  to  at  least  two  of 
the  defendants. 

The  eflFect  of  the  fraud  upon  tbe  contract  is 
to  render  it  voidable  only,  and  it  is  ihe  duty 
of  the  deceived  party  to  elect,  on  the  discovery 
of  the  fraud,  to  rescind  it,  or  else  he  will  be 
bound  by  it. 

Max  Meadows  Land  db  Improv,  Co,  y.  Brady, 
92  Va.  71. 

Mr.  S.  S.  P.  Patteson,  for  Cunningham 
Hall,  appellee: 

While  it  was  doubtless  the  purpose  of  the 
parties  who  signed  the  paper  to  form  a  joint- 
stock  company  and  have  tbe  company  pur- 
chase the  property  for  them,  no  such  company 
was  formed,  and  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  evi- 
dence to  show  that  any  agent  was  appointed 
by  them  to  purchase  for  them  as  a  partner- 
ship. There  is  no  question  at  all  of  ratifica- 
tion, for  all  of  the  parties  repudiated  the  al- 
leged purchase  as  soon  as  they  knew  of  it. 

Shoe  ik  Leather  Nat.  Bank  y.  Dix,  123  Mass. 
148,  25  Am.  Rep.  49. 

It  was  impossible  for  the  defendants  to  ratify 
the  deed  in  the  case  at  bar,  for  they  knew  no- 
thing of  it. 

See  Bishop,  Contr.  §  1109. 

Messrs.  Phlecpar  &  Johnson  and  Hans- 
brough  ft  HaU  also  for  appellees. 

Buchanan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 
>     In  the  year  1890,  McC.  Willis,  who  waa  the 
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•owDer  of  certain  lots  in  the  city  of  Roanoke, 
on  which  there  were  two  deeds  of  trust  (one  to 
Mcare  to  G.  A.  Camp  the  payment  of  two 
notes,  for  $3,000  each,  and  the  other  to  secure 
the  payment  of  two  notes,  of  $1,883.88  each, 
payable  to  J.  J.  Roberts),  conveyed  the  lots  to 
the  Old  Dominion  Investment  Company  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  $12,000.  Of  this 
aum  it  was  to  pay  a  portion  in  cash,  assume 
the  payment  of  the  debts  due  Camp  and  Rob- 
erts, and  execute  a  note  for  $2,000,  tbe  residue 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  secure  it  by  a  deed 
of  trust  upon  the  lots.  Soon  after  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property  by  the  Old  Dominion 
Investment  Company  L.  L.  Powell  &  Co.,  real- 
eatate  agents  in  that  city,  and  through  whom 
it  made  its  purchase,  approached  the  president 
of  the  Old  Dominion  investment  Company  to 
know  if  that  company  would  sell  the  property 
at  the  price  of  $15,000,  as  it  had  not  yet  paid 
anything  upon  it.  After  consultation  with 
the  secretary,  the  president  agreed  to  sell  it  at 
that  price.  To  whom  the  property  was  sold 
by  Powell  &  Co.  does  not  clearly  appear. 
There  being  some  delay  in  closing  the  con- 
tract, the  president  of  the  Old  Dominion  In- 
vestment Company  spoke  to  Powell  about  the 
delay,  and  he  said  he  was  getting  up  a  "syn- 
dicate" to  take  the  property.  The  syndicate 
which  was  gotten  up  consisted  of  some  nine- 
teen or  twenty  persons,  amon^  whom  were  L. 
L.  Powell  &  Co.  and  the  Old  Dominion  In- 
vestment Company.  The  paper  which  evi- 
denced tbe  agreement  between  the  members 
of  tbe  syndicate  was  lost  or  mislaid,  but  its 
contents  were  proved,  and  are  substantially  as 
follows:  We,  the  undersigned,  hereby  agree 
to  take  tbe  amount  set  opposite  our  respective 
names  in  the  syndicate  organizing  for  the  pur- 
pose of  purchasing  certain  lands,  at  the  price 
of  $18,000.  After  the  sum  of  $18,000  had 
been  subscribed,  L.  L.  Powell  A  Co.  collected 
from  the  greater  portion  of  the  members  of  tbe 
syndicate  the  cash  payment  due  from  each. 
At  the  instance  of  L.  L.  Powell.  Gooch,  tbe 
president  of  the  Old  Dominion  Investment 
Company,  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1890. 
executed  a  deed  for  his  company,  by  which  it 
conveyed  the  lots  to  him  as  trustee  for  the 
members  of  the  syndicate  (naming  them,  and 
stating  what  the  fractional  interest  of  each 
was  in  the  lots  conveyed),  at  the  price  of  $18,- 
000.  The  deed  acknowledged  the  payment  of 
$4,666.66  in  cash,  and  €k>och,  trustee  for  the 
syndicate  named,  "assumed  and  agreed  to  pay 
oif  and  discharge  the  following  interest-bear- 
ing negotiable  notes:  Two  notes,  for  the  sum 
of  two  thousand  dollars  ($2,000)  each,  said 
notes  executed  by  D.  R.  Bowman,  and  made 
due  and  payable  to  Georgia  A.  Camp,  at  the 
National  Exchange  Bank  of  Roanoke,  Vir- 

?:inia,  at  one  and  two  years,  respectively, 
rom  date  of  June  18.  1890;  two  notes,  for  tbe 
sum  of  thirteen  hundred  and  thirty-three  dol- 
lars and  thirty  three  cents  ($1,833.88)  each, 
executed  by  McC.  Willis,  and  made  due  and 
payable  to  J.  L.  Roberts,  at  the  National  Ex- 
change Bank  of  Roanoke,  Virginia,  at  one 
and  two  years,  respectively,  from  date  of  Sep- 
tember 18, 1890;  and  one  note,  for  the  sum  of 
two  thousand  dollars  ($2,000),  executed  by 
the  Old  Dominion  Investment  Company,  and 
made  due  and  payable  to  McC.  Willis  at  four 
40  L.  a  A. 


months  from  date  of  September  17,  1890,— all 
of  said  notes  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  6 
per  cent  per  annum  until  paid.  The  residue, 
$4,666.66,  as  evidenced  by  four  interest-bear- 
ing notes  of  date  herewith, — ^two  notes  for  the 
sum  of  $1,500  each,  and  two  notes  for  tbe  sum 
of  $838.84  each,  said  notes  executed  by  W.  S. 
Gooch,  trustee,  and  made  due  and  payable  to 
the  Old  Dominion  Investment  Company  as 
follows:  One  of  each  of  said  notes  payable  one 
year  from  date  hereof,  and  one  of  each  at  two 
years  from  date  hereof ,— all  of  said  notes  pay- 
able at  the  Citizens*  Bank  of  Roanoke,  Vir- 
ginia, with  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent 
per  annum  until  paid.*'  To  secure  the  $4,- 
666.66  for  which  Gooch,  trustee,  executed  his 
four  notes  as  above  stated,  he  executed  a  deed 
of  trust  contemporaneously  with  the  deed 
made  to  him  by  the  Old  Dominion  Investment 
Company. 

Upon  the  failure  of  Gooch,  trustee,  to  pay 
the  $2,000  note  payable  to  Mrs.  Camp,  due  one 
year  after  date,  the  trustee,  L.  L.  Powell,  in 
the  original  deed  of  trust  to  secure  it,  adver- 
tised the  lots  for  sale  at  the  instance  of  tbe  Fi- 
delity Trust  &  Loan  Company,  the  then 
holder  of  the  note.  Thereupon  (}ooch,  trus- 
tee, filed  his  bill  to  enjoin  the  sale.  After 
setting  out  what  debts  were  liens  upon  the 
lots,  he  alleged  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the 
property;  that  he  became  trustee  to  oblige  the 
parties  interested;  that  the  beneficiaries,  or 
members  of  the  syndicate,  were  all  in  default 
in  making  payments;  that  there  were  funds  in 
the  hands  of  L.  L.  Powell  &  Co.,  arising  from 
the  rents  of  houses  upon  the  lots;  that  he 
held  the  mere  legal  title  to  the  property,  and 
has  no  means  of  enforcing  collections  from 
members  of  the  syndicate,  or  of  compelling 
Powell  &  Co.  to  pay  over  the  funds  in  their 
hands;  that  there  was  a  controversy  between 
some  of  the  members  of  the  syndicate  and  L. 
L.  Powell  &  Co.  over  the  property  purchased, 
and  that  he  was  unable  to  administer  the  trust 
without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity;  that  a 
sale  of  the  property  under  the  circumstances 
would  result  in  great  sacrifice, —  made  the 
persons  interested  parties  to  the  bill,  and 
prayed  for  an  injunction,  and  that  the  trust 
might  be  admimistered  by  the  court,  that  he 
mi^ht  be  allowed  to  resign,  and  for  general 
relief. 

During  th^  progress  of  the  litigation  Fer- 
guson &  Fries,  the  appellants,  came  into  the 
case  by  petition,  alleging  that  they  were 
the  owners  of  the  notes  executed  by  Gooch, 
trustee,  for  the  $4,666.66;  that  they  had  ac- 
quired them  before  maturity,  and  were  en- 
titled to  have  them  paid;  and  also  asked  to 
have  the  sale  of  the  lots  postponed  until 
the  liens  could  be  ascertained,  tbe  liabili- 
ties of  the  debtors  and  the  rights  of  creditors 
fixed,  and  the  title  to  the  property  cleared  of 
the  clouds  upon  it.  Some  of  the  persons  who 
had  agreed  to  become  members  of  the  syndi- 
cate appeared  and  made  defense,  but  others 
did  not.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause  the 
trial  court  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
valid  contract  of  purchase  of  the  lots  named 
in  the  deed  of  November  8,  1890,  that  was 
binding  upon  any  of  tbe  beneficiaries  named 
therein  except  L.  L.  Powell  &  Co.,  and  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  the  purchase  price  of 
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the  lots,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  decreed  that 
the  deed  of  November  8  between  the  Old  Do- 
minion Investment  Company  and  Gooch, 
trustee,  and  the  deed  of  trust  executed  by  him 
on  the  same  day  to  secure  the  purchase  money 
due  the  Old  Dominion  Investment  Company 
to  be  void,  except  as  to  L.  L.  Powell  &  Co. 

It  further  decreed  that  L.  L.  Powell  &  Co. 
should  refund  to  the  other  members  of  the 
syndicate  the  moneys  paid  by  them  on  account 
of  the  purchase  of  the  lots,  with  interest. 

It  also  decreed  that  the  lots  should  be  sold  to 
satisfy  the  liens  upon  them  as  reported  by  the 
commissioner,  except  in  so  far  as  that  report 
was  modified  by  lis  decree. 

Prom  that  decree  Ferguson  A  Fries  ap- 
pealed. Neither  of  the  other  parties  to  the 
controversy  is  seeking  to  have  the  decree  re- 
versed. 

The  only 'question  we  have  to  consider, 
therefore,  is  whether  there  is  any  error  in  the 
decree  appealed  from  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
appellants. 

The  right  of  the  appellants  to  have  the  deed 
of  trufit  executed  to  Gooch,  trustee,  enforced 
depended  upon  the  question  whether  Gooch, 
trustee,  was  authorized  to  make  the  notes  held 
by  them,  and  give  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the 
lots  to  secure  their  payment. 

It  clearly  appears  that  Gooch,  trustee,  was 
not  selected  as  trustee  by  the  members  of  the 
syndicate  other  than  Fowell  A  Co.,  unless 
Powell  &  Co.  had  the  right  to  select  him  for 
them.  It  is  not  pretended  that  either  of  them , 
except  Powell  &  Co.,  ever  spoke  to  Gooch 
upon  the  subject,  or  even  knew  of  his  action 
for  months  afterwards,  unless,  perhaps,  it  be 
the  Old  Dominion  Investment  Company,  of 
which  he  was  president.  Powell  &  Co.  had 
not,  by  virtue  of  their  authority  as  real  estate 
agents,  or  by  reason  of  their  relation  as  ten- 
ants in  common  or  co  owners  with  the  other 
members  of  the  syndicate,  the  right  to  select  a 
trustee  for  them,  or  to  do  or  to  authorize  to  be 
done  for  them  any  of  the  acts  attempted  to  be 
done  by  Gooch,  trustee.  EaUey  v.  Monteiro, 
»2  Va.  581. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  syndicate  was  a  part- 
nership, and  that  Powell  &  Co.,  under  their 
authority  as  partners,  had  the  right  to  select  a 
trustee  to  hold  the  title  for  them,  and  also  to 
authorize  him  to  make  the  notes  for  the  pur- 
chase price,  and  to  execute  the  deed  of  trust 
upon  the  lots  to  secure  the  notes. ' 

The  agreement  between  the  members  of  the 
syndicate,  by  which  they  undertook  to  sub- 
scribe $18,000  for  the  purpose  of  buying  the 
lots,  is  the  only  contract  between  them.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  parties  to  that  agree- 
ment ever  considered  the  question,  or  deter- 
mined how  the  property  was  to  be  held,  fur- 
ther than  is  shown  by  the  agreement  itself. 
Their  relations  to  each  other  must,  therefore, 
be  determined  by  the  terms  of  that  paper.  It 
provided  for  raising  money  with  which  to 
purchase  certain  lands  at  a  gi  ven  price.  There 
is  no  provision  in  it  for  selling  the  lands  and 
dividing  the  profits.  It  may  have  been,  and 
probably  was,  the  intention  of  the  parties,  in 
that  era  of  wild  speculation,  to  sell  the  lots 
and  divide  the  profits;  but  that  does  not  ap- 
pear from  that  agreement,  which  is  the  only 
contract  between  the  parties  in  reference  to 
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the  matter.  It  is  wholly  wanting  In  the  < 
tials  of  a  partnership  agreement,  nor  does  it 
show  that  the  parties  intended  to  do  these  acts 
from  which  a  partnership  could  be  inferred. 

In  no  view  of  the  case  did  Gooch  have  any 
authority  to  act  as  trustee,  or  bind  the  mem- 
bers of  the  syndicate,  other  than  Powell  &  Co., 
in  making  the  notes  held  by  appellants,  and 
in  executing  the  deed  of  trust  to  secure  them. 

If  it  be  admitted  that  the  appellants  were  en- 
titled, in  equity,  to  so  much  of  the  purchaae 
price  of  the  lots  as  was  equal  to  the  amount  of 
the  notes  held  by  them,  their  rifi^ht  to  subject 
the  lots,  or  to  have  a  personal  decree  against 
the  members  of  the  syndicate  therefor,  would 
depend  upon  the  question  whether,  under  the 
facts  of  this  case,  a  court  of  equity  would 
specifically  execute  the  alleged  agreement  for 
its  sale  and  purchase. 

The  contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  if  made 
at  all,  was  made  by  Powell  &  Co.,  represent- 
ing both  the  vendor  and  the  yendeea.  They 
were  the  agents  of  the  vendor  or  vendors  to 
sell  the  lots,  and  were  to  receive,  and  did  re- 
ceive,a  commission  for  making  the  sale.  They 
worked  up  the  syndicate,  and  made  Uie  con- 
tract of  purchase  for  them,  if  one  was  made» 
and  were  also  members  of  that  syndicate,  and 
interested  in  its  purchase.  Thejr  did  not  dis- 
close to  the  members  of  the  syndicate  that  they 
were  the  agents  to  sell,  though  some  of  them» 
it  appears,  knew  this  fact.  ISome  members  of 
the  syndicate,  however,  especially  John  H. 
Powell,  of  Richmond,  Virginia,  and  James  8. 
Groves,  of  North  Carolina,  relied  upon  the 
judgment  and  skill  of  L.  L.  Powell,  in  mak- 
ing the  investment  for  them,  and  did  not  know, 
until  long  after  they  had  made  their  cash  pay- 
ments, that  their  agents  were  also  the  agents  of 
the  vendors. 

Nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  a  man 
cannot  be  the  agent  of  both  the  seller  and  the 
buyer  in  the  same  transaction,  without  the  in- 
telligent consent  of  both.  Loyalty  to  his  trust 
is  the  most  important  duty  which  the  agent 
owes  to  his  principal.  Reliance  upon  his  in- 
tegrity, fidelity,  and  ability  is  the  main  consid- 
eration in  the  selection  of  agents;  and  so  care- 
ful is  the  law  in  guarding  this  fiduciary  rela- 
tion that  it  will  not  allow  an  agent  to  act  for 
himself  and  his  principal,  nor  to  act  for  two 
principals  on  opposite  sides,  in  the  same  trans- 
action. All  such  transactions  are  voidable* 
and  may  be  repudiated  by  the  principal,  with- 
out showing  that  he  was  injured.  In  such 
cases  the  amount  of  consideration,  the  absence 
of  undue  advantage,  and  other  like  features 
are  wholly  immaterial.  Nothing  will  defeat 
the  principars  right  of  remedy,  except  his  own 
confirmation,  after  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
facts.  Actual  injury  is  not  the  principle  upon 
which  the  law  holds  such  transactions  voida- 
ble. The  chief  object  of  the  principle  is  not 
to  compel  restitution  where  actual  fraud  has 
been  committed,  or  unjust  advantage  gained; 
but  it  is  to  prevent  the  agent  from  put- 
ting himself  in  a  position  *'in  which  to  be 
honest  must  be  a  strain  on  him,"  and  to 
elevate  him  "to  a  position  where  he  cannot 
be  tempted  to  betray  his  principle."  * 'Under 
a  less  stringent  rule,"  it  was  said  by  the  court 
in  Porter  v.  Woodruff,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  174, 180, 
**fraud  might  be   committed,  or   unfair  ad- 
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▼aatage  taken,  and  yet,  owing  to  the  imper- 
fections of  ttie  best  of  human  institutions,  the 
injured  party  be  unable  either  to  discover  it  or 
to  prove  it  in  such  manner  as  to  entitle  him  to 
reoress.  To  guard  against  this  uncertainty, 
all  possible  temptation  is  removed,  and  the 
prohibition  against  an  agent  acting  in  a  dual 
character  is  made  broad  enough  to  cover  all 
his  transactions.  The  rights  of  the  principal 
wil]  not  be  changed,  nor  the  capacity  of  the 
agent  enlarged,  by  the  fact  that  the  agent  is 
not  inveatedwith  a  discretion,  but  simply  acts 
under  an  authority  to  purchase  a  particular 
article  at  a  specified  price,  or  to  sell  a  particu- 
lar article  at  the  market  price.  No  such  dis- 
tinction la  recognized  by  the  adjudications, 
nor  can  it  be  established  without  removing  an 
important  safeguard  against  fraud."  Bucklei 
y.  Lafferty,  2  Rob.  (Va.)  292:  ffowery  y.  Heltiu^ 
20  Gratt.  1;  1  Minor.  Inst  4th  ed.  244;  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  g  959;  1  Story.  £q.  Jur.  §  815;  Mechem, 
Agency,  gg  454,  465,  718;  Michoud  v.  Oirod,  4 
How.  508,  11  L.  ed.  1076;  Story,  Agency, 
210,  211;  Raitin  v.  Clark,  41  Md.  158.  20 

n.  Rep.  66;  2  Warvelle.  Vendors,  p.  862. 

It  is  claimed  that  it  was  at  that  time  com- 
mon for  real  estate  agents  in  that  city  to  get 
up  syndicates  to  buy  property  in  their  hands 
for  sale.  No  such  custom  or  usage  is  proved; 
and,  if  it  were,  it  could  not  avail  unless  it  were 
clearly  shown  (and  it  was  not)  that  the  mem- 
beora  of  the  syndicate,  many  of  whom  did  not 
live  in  or  near  Roanoke  city,  had  knowledge  of 
the  usage  or  custom  when  Powell  &  Co.  became 
their  agents.  To  be  secretly  in  the  service  of 
the  opposite  party,  while  the  aeent  is  acting 
ostensibly  for  his  principal  only,  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  latter,  and  a  breach  of  public  morals 
which  the  law  will  not  permit.  *'It  is  also  an 
elementary  proposition,"  said  Willes,  J.,  ' 'that 
a  custom  of  trade  may  control  the  mode  of 
performance  of  a  contract,  but  cannot  cbani^ 
its  intrinsic  character."  In  the  case  of  Robin- 
Mm  y.  MoUeU,  L.  H.  7  H.  L.  802,  this  quistion 
waa  very  fully  discussed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
It  waa  said  by  Baron  Cleasby  in  that  case,  after 
quoting  g  210  on  Story  on  Agency,  which  de- 
clares "that,  in  matters  touching  the  agency, 
agents  cannot  act  so  as  to  bind  their  principals 
where  they  have  an  adverse  interest  in  them- 
selves:" "I  submit  that  this  fundamental  and 
important  rule  cannot  be  defeated  by  a  usage, 
or,  aa  Mr.  Justice  Willes  calls  it,  a  lax  prac- 
tice, of  brokers,  which  is  plainly  of  their  own 
creation,  for  their  convenience  and  advan- 
tage in  the  settlement  of  speculative  dealings." 
Mr.  Justice  Qrove  said:  "I  am  of  opinion, 
with  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  that  here  the 
importation  of  the  usage  *does  not  merely  con- 
trol the  mode  of  performance  of  the  contract, 
but  that  it  changes  its  intrinsic  character*  (L. 
R.  6  C.  P.  656);  that  it  converts  a  broker  into 
a  principal  seller  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  buyer  who  employs  him,  and  that  it  must 
be  rejected."    Pages  829,  881. 

Lord  Chelmsford  said  in  the  same  case 
(p.  888):  "But  the  usage  is  of  such  a  peculiar 
character,  and  is  so  completely  at  variance 
with  the  relation  between  the  parties,  convert- 
inff  a  broker  employed  to  buy  into  a  principal 
sefier  for  himself,  and  therebv  giving  him  an 
interest   wholly  opposed  to  his  dutj,  that  I 


usage  can  be  held  to  have  agreed  to  submit  to 
its  conditions,  merely  by  employing  the  serv- 
ices of  a  broker,  to  whom  the  usage  is  known, 
to  perform  the  ordinary  and  accustomed  duties 
belonging  to  such  employment. "  In  the  views 
expressed  by  both  of  these  judges  the  lord 
chancellor  (Cairns)  concurred. 

Such  a  usage  was  held  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Massachusetts  in  Famsttorth  v.  BemmcTf  1 
Allen,  494.  79  Am.  Dec.  756,  to  be  contrary  to 
good  morals  and  sound  policy,  because  it 
would  tend  to  sanction  an  unwarrantable  con- 
cealment of  facts  essential  to  a  contract,  and 
operate  as  a  fraud  on  parties  who  had  a  right 
to  rely  on  the  confioence  reposed  in  their 
agents.  Eamn  v.  Clark,  41  Md.  158,  20  Am. 
Rep.  66. 

The  evidence  wholly  falls  to  show  that  the 
members  of  the  syndicate,  for  whom  Powell 
&  Co.  were  agents,  after  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts,  confirmed  or  ratified  the  action  of 
Powell  &  Co.  in  purchasing  the  lots,  or  in  se- 
lecting Gooch  as  trustee  for  them. 

Under  these  circumstances,  without  passing 
upon  the  other  grounds  relied  on  to  defeat  a 
specific  execution  of  the  agreement,  it  is  clear 
that  the  members  of  the  f^yndicate  other  than 
Powell  A  Co.  could  not,  upon  well-settled 
principles  of  equity,  be  compelled  to  specifi- 
cally perform  the  agreement  for  the  purchase 
of  the  lota.  Pona.  Spec.  Perf .  Contr.  g§  207, 
268. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  error  in  the  decree  appealed  from 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  appellants,  and.  as  no 
other  party  is  complaining  of  it,  it  must  be 
afflrmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 


VIRGINIA    FIRE   &    MARINE    INSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY.  Plff.  in  Eh-r,, 

V. 

NEW    YORK    CAROUSAL     MANUFAC- 
TURING COMPANY. 
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1.  Motion  to  diamlfls  an  appeal  because 
the  appeal  bond  does  not  provide  for  payment 
of  ail  actual  damatres  Inourred  in  conaequeace 
of  the  supersedeas  is  too  late  if  not  made  until 
the  time  bos  elapsed  to  whioh  a  new  twad  might 
have  been  ^ivuu  or  a  new  appeal  taken. 

8.  One  s^amiflhed  for  a  debt  doe  a  non- 
resident creditor  may  prevent  a  Jud§p- 
ment  against  him  la  the  gamiebment  pro- 
oeediDflT  by  Bbowiog  that,  without  his  coUusiou 
andnotwitbsuudiDff  his  pica  of  the  pendeucy  of 
the  garnish  men  c  proceeding,  a  court  at  the 
creditor's  domlcil,  having  jurisdiction,  rendered 
a  Judgment  against  him  on  the  debt  In  favor  of 
the  creditor,  which,  having  property  in  that  Juris- 
diction, he  was  compelled  to  pay. 

(January  80, 1808.1 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  City  of 
Richmood  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 


Nora.— As  to  garDishment  of  debt  of  nonresi- 
dents,  see  Illinois  a  R.  Co.  v.  Smith  (Miss.)  19  L.  B. 
▲.  677,  and  ncU;  also  Lancashire  Ins.  Go.  v.  Cor- 
betts  (IlL)  86  L.  B.  A.  640.  and  other  oases  olted  la 
fooinGU* 


think  no  person  wno  ia  ignorant  of  such  an 

;:}eo  also  41  L.  R.  A.  331 ;  42  L.  R.   A.  283;  44  L.  R.  A.  101  ;  4")  L.  R.  A.  257  j  48 
L.  R.  A.  452. 
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of  plftintiff  ID  a  proceeding  to  reach  moDey  in 
the  hands  of  defendant  as  garniabee  'which 
was  alleged  to  belong  to  a  person  residing  in 
the  state  of  North  Carolina.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Beverley  T.  Cniiiip»  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

The  trustees,  i,  e.,  the  garnishees,  cannot 
equitably  be  put  to  the  trouble  and  expense 
of  protecting  themselves  against  a  double  lia- 
bility put  upon  them  for  the  plaintifF's  benefit. 
It  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  employ  all  procedure 
necessary  for  the  trustee's  safety. 

Blake  v.  Adams,  64  N.  H.  86. 

The  prevailing  doctrine  according  to  the 
weight  of  authority,  in  the  states  which  have 
enactments  substantially  like  those  in  Virginia, 
is  that  a  Judgment  debtor  cannot  be  garnished, 
even  in  his  own  state,  except  by  a  proceeding 
in  the  same  court  in  which  the  original  suit  is 
pending. 

Seott  V.  Rohman,  48  Neb.  618. 

On  principle  the  North  Carolina  court  was 
right  in  insisting  upon  its  prior  jurisdiction. 

Wallace  v.  M^ConneU,  18  Pet.  186.  10  L.  ed. 
95;  Mack  y.  Winslaw,  16  U.  8.  App.  602, 69  Fed. 
Rep.  816,  8  C.  0.  A.  184;  Burke  v.  Hance,  76 
Tex.  76. 

Messrs.  Anderson  ft  Anderson,  for  de- 
fendant in  error: 

The  attaching  creditor  in  this  case,  the  New 
York  Carousal  Manufacturing  Company,  in 
suing  out  and  levying  its  attachment  complied 
strictly  with  the  provisions  of  g§  2959.  2967, 
of  the  Code  of  Virginia. 

Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Go,  ▼.  Oallahue,  12  Gratt. 
668.  65  Am.  Dec.  254. 

The  Virginia  Fire  &  Marine  Insurance  Com- 
pany, chartered  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Virginia,  and  having  its  home  office  in  Rich- 
mond. Virffinia,  was  a  citizen  of  the  slate  of 
Virginia,  which  gave  the  circuit  court  of  Rich- 
mond jurisdiction. 

Cowardin  v.  UnitersaVL,  Ins,  Co,  82  Gratt. 
445;  Drake,  Attachm.  697;  Eaat  Tennessee,  V. 
db  O,  R,  Co,  V.  Kennedy,  83  Ala.  464. 

Full  protection  would  have  been  afforded 
the  garnishee  in  this  case  had  application 
been  made  to  the  North  Carolina  court  after 
the  rendition  of  judgment,  for  a  stay  or  sus- 
pension of  execution,  until  the  attachment 
proceedings  in  Virginia  could  be  determined, 
when  the  amount  for  which  the  garnishee 
might  be  held  liable  could  easily  be  credited 
upon  the  North  Carolina  judgment. 

Crawf<yrd  y.  Glute,  7  Ala.  157,  41  Am.  Dec. 
92;  Crawford  ▼.  Blade,  9  Ala.  887,  44  Am. 
Dec.  463;  Drake,  Attachm.  7th  ed.  §  701;  Ta- 
zoo  dt  M,  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Fulton,  71  Miss.  885; 
Gray  v.  Benhy,  1  Smedes  &  M.  598;  Jones  v. 
JSew  York  A  E.  R,  Co.  1  Grant,  Cas.  457;  Minor 
V.  Rodgers  Coal  Co,  25  Mo.  App.  79;  Allen  v. 
Watt,  79  111.  284;  McEeon  v.  McDermott,  22 
Cal.  669,  83  Am.  Dec.  86;  Harvey  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  50  Minn.  405,  17  L.  R.  A. 
84. 

Riely»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  in  error,  at  the  hearing  of 
the  case,  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  upon  the 
ground  that  the  appeal  bond  is  defective,  in 
that  it  omits  to  provide,  as  a  part  of  the  con- 1 
40  L.  R.  A. 


dition,  for  the  payment  of  *'all  actual  dam- 
ages incurred  in  consequence  of  the  super- 
sedflks  " 

The  statute  (Code,  §  3471)  prescribes  that 
the  bond  is  to  be  given  before  the  clerk  of  the 
court  below,  and  requires  that  this  officer  shall 
take  the  bond  and  indorse  on  the  process  that 
it  has  been  given.  The  plaintiff  in  error, 
upon  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error, 
promptly  gave  bond  in  the  required  penalty, 
and  with  all  the  prescribed  conditions,  save- 
the  one  above  stated,  before  the  clerk  of  the 
circuit  court,  who  accepted  the  same,  and  in- 
dorsed on  the  process  that  the  bond  had  been 
given. 

It  is  usual  for  the  clerk,  whom  the  law  des- 
ignates as  the  officer  to  take  the  bond,  to  pre- 
pare it;  and  the  bond  in  this  case  was  no- 
doubt  prepared  by  him,  and  not  by  counsel. 
The  plaintiff  in  error  executed  it,  and  the 
clerk  took  it,  presumably  in  ^ood  faith,  both 
of  them  supposing  that  it  conmrmed  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute;  and  the  defendant 
in  error  acquiesced  in  its  sufficiency,  and  in  the- 
perfection  of  the  appeal,  until  the  hearing. 

If  the  defendant  in  error  was  not  satisfied 
with  the  bond,  or  deemed  the  defect  now 
pointed  out  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  dis- 
missal of  the  appeal,  he  should  have  taken  the 
necessary  steps,  within  the  time  that  a  new 
bond  might  have  been  given  or  another  ap- 
peal allowed  (Code,  ^  8474),  where  he  has  had 
a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  do  so,  to  re- 
quire a  proper  bond  to  be  given,  and,  in  the 
event  of  a  failure  to  give  it,  moved  to  dismiss 
the  appeal.  It  is  too  late  to  wait,  before  mak- 
ing such  motion,  until  a  new  bond  cannot  be 
given  or  another  appeal  allowed.  To  dismisa 
the  appeal  at  this  late  day,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, would  be  grossly  unjust.  The 
appellee,  after  such  delay,  must  be  considered 
as  having  waived  any  objection  to  the  defect 
in  the  bond.  Following  the  course  which  haa^ 
been  heretofore  pursued  by  this  court  in  deal- 
ing with  similar  cases,  the  motion  to  dismiss 
must  be  overruled.  Jackson  v.  JBenderson, 
8  Leigh,  196;  Pugh  v.  Jones,  6  Leigh,  299; 
Broion  v.  Matthews,  1  Rand.  (Va.)  462;  Syme^ 
V.  Johnston,  8  Call  (Va.)  522;  Acker  v.  Alex^ 
andria  &  F,  R.  Co,  84  Va.  648;  Orr  v.  Pen- 
nington, 93  Va.  268. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  was  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error  as  garnishee  under 
an  attachment  sued  out  by  the  defendant  in 
error  against  the  garnishee's  creditor,  who 
was  a  nonresident  of  this  state. 

The  creditor  resided  in  the  state  of  North 
Carolina,  and,  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  attach- 
ment, had  brought  suit  in  that  stale  against 
the  garnishee  to  recover  the  same  debt  which 
it  was  sought  to  subject  by  the  attachment. 
This  suit  was  still  pending  and  undetermined 
when  the  attachment  was  sued  out. 

The  writ  of  error  awarded  by  this  court 
brings  under  review  the  right  of  the  circuit 
court  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  upon  the  fncls 
disclosed  by  the  record,  to  give  judgment 
against  the  garnishee. 

Where  there  is  an  action  by  a  creditor 
against  his  debtor  to  recover  a  debt  due  to 
him  pending  in  a  court  in  one  jurisdiction, 
and  at  the  same  time  an  attachment  against 
the  creditor  and  a   garnishment  against  hia 
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debtor  pending  in  another  court  in  a  different 
jurisdiction,  to  subject  the  same  'debt  to  the 
satisfaction  of  a  liability  of  the  creditor,  there 
is  a  conflict  amoog  the  authorities  as  to  the 
proper  course  to  be  pursued  by  the  respective 
courts. 

It  is  held  by  one  line  of  the  authorities  that 
the  court  which  first  acquires  jurisdiction  over 
the  debt  has  the  right  to  maintain  it  to  the 
end  of  the  litigation,  and  enforce  or  subject 
the  debt,  irrespective  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  other  court;  and  that  the  court  yrhich  last 
acquires  jurisdiction  as  to  the  debt,  whether  it 
be  oy  the  action  of  the  creditor  to  recover  his 
debt  or  under  a  garnishment  by  his  creditor, 
must  dismiss  the  action  or  garnishment,  when 
the  pendency  of  the  prior  action  or  garnish- 
ment is  duly  brought  to  its  notice.  Wallace  v. 
M'ConneU,  38  U.  S.  18  Pet.  136.  10  L.  ed.  96; 
Whipple  V.  Bobbins,  97  Mass.  107,  93  Am.  Dec. 
64;  Ameriean  Bank  v.  BoUins,  99  Mass.  813; 
Embree  v.  J?a7i7ia,5  Johns.  101;  Sfirewsbury  y. 
Tuffs,  41  W.  Va.  218;  Drake,  Attachm.  7th 
ed.  §  700;  2  Wade,  Attachm.  §  494. 

The  other  line  of  the  authorities  holds  that 
whether  the  action  by  the  creditor  to  recover 
his  debt  or  the  garnishment  be  first  com- 
menced, the  court  in  which  the  action  by  the 
creditor  is  pending  should,  upon  due  notice  of 
the  garnishment,  either  suspend  all  proceed- 
ings in  the  action  to  await  the  determination 
of  the  garnishment,  or,  which  is  deemed  belter, 
proceed  to  judgment  on  the  debt,  with  a  stay 
of  execution  on  the  judgment  until  the  garnish- 
ment ia  determined,  which  stay  can  be  re- 
moved or  made  perpetual,  in  whole  or  In  part, 
as  the  exigency  of  the  case  may  require.  By 
this  course  the  rights  of  the  attaching  creditor 
would  not  be  injuriously  affected,  and  the  gar- 
nishee would  at  the  same  time  be  effectually 
protected  against  a  double  liability.  Craw- 
ford V.  Clute,  7  Ala.  157,  41  Am.  Dec.  92; 
Crawford  v.  Slade,  9  Ala.  887,  44  Am.  Dec. 
463;  Montgomery  Gaslight  Co,  ▼.  Merrick,  61 
Ala.  534;  McFadden  v.  O'DonneU,  18Cal.l60; 
McKeon  v.  McDermott,  22  Cal.  667,  83  Am. 
Dec.  86;  Harvey  v.  Great  Northern  R,  Co.  50 
Minn.  405,  17  L.  R.  A.  84;  Eowland  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  I.  d  P,  B.  Co.  134  Mo.  474;  Drake, 
Attachm.  §  701;  Gallego  v.  CluvaUie,  2  Brock. 
285,  note  at  end  of  the  opinion. 

It  is  unnecessary  in  this  case,  however,  to 
decide  between  these  conflicting  authorities, 
for  under  neither  line  of  them  can  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  he  upheld. 

The  insurance  company  (the  plaintiff  in 
error),  on  January  18,  1895,  filed  its  answer  to 
the  complaint  in  the  suit  brought  against  it  in 
the  superior  court  of  Lenoir  county,  North 
Carolina,  by  Its  creditor,  J.  H.  Turnage,  who 
was  also  the  debtor  in  the  attachment  suit,  and 
duly  set  forth,  among  other  defenses,  the  pen- 
dency of  the  attachment  suit  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  and  the  gar- 
nishment against  the  company,  averred  the 
validity  of  the  said  proceedings  according  to 
the  laws  of  Virginia;  and  asked  that  it  be  pro- 
tected against  the  recovery  of  any  part  of  the 
debt  su  d  for  which  it  mi^ht  be  adjudged  to 
pay  by  t  e  circuit  court  of  the  city  of  Rich- 
mond under  the  gariiishment. 

It  also,  on  February  4,  1895,  filed  its  answer 
to  thp  garnishment  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
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city  of  Richmond,  wherein  it  referred  to  the  ac- 
tion brought  against  it  In  the  court  in  North 
Carolina,  and  exhibited  with  its  answer  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  all  the  proceedings  in  the  said  action 
up  to  that  time.  The  circuit  court  thereupon 
without  entering  a  formal  order  to  that  effect, 
directed  that  the  garnishment  should  await 
the  result  of  the  suit  in  North  Carolina. 

At  the  May  term.  1895,  of  the  superior  court 
of  Lenoir  county.  North  Carolina,  it  presented 
to  the  court  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceedings 
in  the  attachment  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of 
the  city  of  Richmond,  and  claimed  that  the 
court  should  not,  and  moved  that  it  do  not, 
proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  action  of  Turnage 
agaiust  the  company  until  the  attachment  suit 
was  determined  The  court,  however,  over- 
ruled the  motion,  and  on  May  17,  1895.  gave 
judgment  against  the  company  for  the  entire 
amount  of  the  debt.  Execution  was  issued  on 
the  judgment  on  May  22.  1895,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Lenoir  county,  whereby  the  com- 
pany was  obliged  to  pay,  and  did  pay,  the 
same  on  October  12,  1895. 

On  November  22.  1895,  the  garnishee  filed 
an  amended  and  supplemental  answer  to  the 
garnishment  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  city 
of  Richmond,  in  which  it  set  forth  that  the 
court  in  North  Carolina  had  overruled  its  pica 
of  the  pendency  of  the  attachment  suit  and 
garnishment  against  it  on  the  ground  that  the 
suit  In  North  Carolina  was  instituted  prior  to 
the  attachment  suit,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
court  in  that  state  acquired  priority  of  juris- 
diction of  the  subiect- matter  of  the  litigation; 
and  that  the  court  had  given  judgment  against 
it  for  the  full  amount  of  the  debt;  that  execu- 
tion was  at  once  issued  on  the  judgment;  and 
that,  having  moneys  In  the  hands  of  its  afl:ents. 
in  that  state  liable  to  the  execution,  it  badlieen 
compelled  to  pay  the  same.  It  exhibited  with 
its  amended  answer  a  certified  copy  of  the  rec- 
ord of  the  suit  in  the  court  in  North  Carolina, 
containing  all  the  proceedings  had  therein  sub- 
sequent to  the  proceedings  contained  in  the 
copy  of  the  record  filed  with  its  former  an- 
swer, the  two  making  a  complete  record  of 
the  suit,  and  prayed  a  dismissal  of  the  garnish- 
ment against  it.  This  the  circuit  court  refused 
to  do,  and  gave  judgment  against  the  garnishee 
for  the  amount  of  the  debt  of  the  attaching 
creditor,  the  defendant  in  error.  If  this  judg- 
ment be  sustained,  then  the  garnishee  will,  to- 
that  extent,  have  to  pay  its  debt  over  again. 

It  is  a  settled  rule,  founded  on  obvious  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  that  a  garnishee  can- 
not be  lawfully  compelled  to  pay  the  same  in- 
debtedness twice.  Nothing  can  be  more 
clearly  just  than  that  a  person  who  has  been 
compelled  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
to  pay  a  debt  should  not  be  compelled  to  pay 
it  over  again.  Consequently,  when  he  is  in 
such  a  situation  that,  if  charged  as  garnishee, 
this  would  be  the  result,  he  will  not  be  charged, 
unless  his  situation  is  due  to  his  own  fault  or 
neglect 

The  garnishee  in  this  case  was  guiltless  of 
any  fraud  or  collusion.  It  took  all  necessary 
steps  to  prevent  a  recovery  in  the  suit  in  the 
state  of  North  Carolina  of  the  debt  against  it. 
It  made  a  full  disclosure  to  the  court  of  the 
facts  of  its  situation.  It  duly  pleaded  the 
pendency  of  the  attachment  suit  and  the  gar- 
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nishment  against  it.  It  endeavored  to  obtain 
a  suBpeDsion  of  all  proceedings  In  the  suit  until 
the  determination  of  the  garnishment  against 
It,  but  the  court,  holding  that  it  had  priority  of 
jurisdiction,  refused  to  stay  the  suit,  and  gave 
judgment,  upon  which  it  idlowed  execution  to 
be  issued. 

The  garnishee  is  a  corporation  created  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  with  its  home 
office  in  the  city  of  Richmond,  and  was  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  insuring  propertv 
against  loss  by  fire  in  this  and  other  states.  It 
had  complied*with  the  laws  of  North  Carolina, 
by  which  foreign  corporations  were  authorized 
to  do  business  in  that  state,  and  under  its  laws, 
for  the  purposes  of  suit,  was  deemed  a  resident 
of  that  state,  and  amenable  to  a  personal  judg- 
ment. It  had  moneys  in  the  hands  of  Its 
agents  in  that  state,  and  execution  having  be^n 
issued  on  the  judgment.  It  could  not  escape  its 
payment. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  circuit  court 
should  not  have  given  judgment  against  the 
garnishee.  It  hadbeen  compelled,  after  a  full 
disclosure,  to  pay  the  debt  once  under  the 
judgment  of  a  tribunal  having  legal  jurisdic- 
tion to  decide  and  adequate  power  to  enforce 
its  decision,  and  had  therefore  an  indisputable 
claim  to  the  protection  against  the  second  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  Garity  v.  Qigie,  180  Mass. 
184;  Eddy  v.  (fRara,  132  Mass.  SO;  Lanca- 
shire  Ins.  Co.  v.  C<yrbtU$,  165  111.  692,  86  L.  R. 
A.  640. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  muat  be  reversed,  and  the  garnish- 
ment against  the  plaintiff  in  euor  be  dismissed. 


W.   D.   CAHDWELL,   Receiver  of  the  Vir- 
ginia Steel,  Iron,  &  Slate  Company,  Appt., 
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1.  Stockholders  cannot  set  up  the  II- 
legj^ality  of  the  scheme  of  the  corporation, 
wbicb  did  not  appear  on  the  faoeof  the  contract 
of  BUbscription  or  the  prospectus  therein  referred 
to.  Id  order  to  escape  liability  to  creditors  whose 
debts  had  been  contracted  upon  the  faith  of  the 
subflcriptlODB  to  the  stock. 

2.  A  subscriber  is  estopped,  ^  asrainst 
creditors,  to  set  up  the  invalidity  of  a  subscrip- 
tion to  capital  stock, as  to  wbicb, if  invalid,  be  was 
in  pari  delicto, 

(January  27, 1898.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  City  of 
Richmond  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  a  stock  subscription.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Card  well  &  Car  dwell,  Leake 
A  Carter,  and  Christian  ft  Christian, 
for  plaintiff  in  error: 

In  partitions  of  land  under  the  law,  the  usual 
and  proper  method  of  assigning  the  parcels  to 


NOTB.— For  fraud  or  misrepresentation  to  Justify 
rescission   of  subscription  for  stock,  see  note  to 
Fear  v.  Bartlett  (Md.)  38  L.  H.  A.  m. 
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the  different  part  owners  is  by  allotment,  and 
this  method  is  always  practised  unless  there  is 
a  strong  reason  against  it. 

See  2  Minor,  Inst.  p.  428;  Oox  v.  MeMutUn, 
UGratt.  91. 

The  distribution  by  lot,  then,  is  in  no  way 
inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  it  was  contem- 
plated that  the  lots  should  be  of  substantially 
equal  value;  and  if  that  is  the  case  it  is  ad- 
mitted on  all  sides  the  distribution  would  not 
constitute  a  lottery. 

The  only  extrinsic  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  a  lottery  or  unequal  distribution  was  con- 
templated or  intended  is  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant  who  states  that  the  agent  of  the 
company  who  took  his  subscription  told  him 
that  one  of  the  lots  drawn  by  him  might  be 
equal  to  his  whole  subscription. 

Such  oral  statements,  unless  constituting 
fraudulent  representation  inducing  the  su£ 
scription,  cannot  be  relied  upon  by  a  subscriber 
in  defense  of  an  action  to  recover  his  subscrip- 
tion. 

2  Thomp.  Corp.  §  1811. 

Nemo  aUegans  turpiludinem  suatn  eit  artdi- 
endus. 

Where  one  of  the  parties  to  an  agreement, 
invalid  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  can  make  out 
his  case  without  proving  the  fraud,  it  is 
established  that  the  defendant  will  be  estopped 
from  alleging  his  own  fraud  in  defense. 

ColHns  V.  Blantern,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  pt. 
2,  p.  750;  Martin  v.  South  Salem  Land  Co.  2 
Ya.  Law  Reg.  748;  Bolman  v.  Johnson,  1 
Cowp.  848;  Starke  v.  UUUpage,  4  Rand.  (Va.) 
372;  Montefiori  v.  MonUflori,  1  W.  Bl.  884; 
Doe,  Roberts,  v.  Roberts,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  868; 
Hendriekson  v.  Etans,  26  Pa.  444;  Pettit  v. 
Jennings,  2  Rob.  (Va.)  676;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst. 
§  197;  Biglow,  Estoppel,  pp.  484  etseq.;  Brog- 
den  V.  Metroplitan  B,  Co,  L.  R.  2  App.  Cas. 
666, 6  English  Ruline  Cases,  108;  Thompson, 
Liability  of  Stockholders,  §§  8683,  3684;  Casey 
V.  Oalli,  94  U.  S.  680,  24  U  ed.  170. 

Equitable  estoppel  or  estoppels  by  conduct, 
are  created  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  Justice 
and  to  repress  fraud  upon  third  persons;  and 
such  estoppels,  where  the  requisites  therefor 
exist,  are  not  disfavored  by  the  courts,  for 
fraud  is  prevented  and  Justice  is  attained  by 
means  of  them. 

See  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  802,  and  note;  Horn 
V.  Cole,  51 N.  H.  287,  12  Am.  Rep.  HI. 

If  the  circumstances  were  such  that  the  party 
against  whom  the  estoppel  is  sought  to  be 
raised  so  conducts  himself  that  a  reasonable 
person  would  infer  that  a  certain  state  of 
things  existed  and  acts  upon  that  inference,  he 
shall  afterwards  be  estopped  from  denyingju 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  g§  805.  811;  2  Best,  Ev. 
§  643;  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  p.  541;  Brogden  v. 
Metropolitan  R  Co.  L.  R.  2  App.  Cas.  666,  6 
English  Rulin&r  Cases,  103. 

Messrs.  Pollard  &  Sands*  for  appellee: 

Contracts  partaking  of  the  characteristics 
here  admitted  to  exist  are  incapable  of  enforce- 
ment between  the  parties  or  their  privies. 

EieeU  V.  Baggs,  108  U.  S.  143,  27  L.  ed.  682; 
Bolmanv.  Johnson,  1  Cowp.  841;  1  Parsons, 
Contr.  882;  Middleton  v.  Arnolds,  18  Gratt  489. 

The  term  "lottery"  includes,  not  only  a 
scheme  for  the  distribution  of  prizes  bv  chance, 
but  the  distribution  itself 
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2  Whart.  Crim.  Law,  §g  1490,  1491;  United 
fitaUSY.  Oiney,  Deadv,  4tfl;  13  Am.  &  EDg. 
Enc,  Law.  p.  1187;  Aiden bender  v.  Charles,  4 
Setfr,  &  R.  151.  8  Am.  Dec.  682;  Ridgeioay  t. 
Undmrood,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  129:  Den,  Wooden, 
V.  ShotweU,  23  N.  J.  L  465:  United  States  v. 
Olney.  1  Abb.  (TJ.  8.)  275;  United  States 
V.  Zei^er,  30  Fed.  Rep.  501;  Z>t/ii»  v.  People, 
40  HI.  469;  rA^m/ij  v.  People,  59  HI.  160;  Lynch 
V.  Rosenthal,  144  Ind.  86,  81  L.  R  A.  885. 

Where  a  pecuniary  consideration  is  paid, 
and  it  is  determined  by  lot  or  chance,  accord- 
ing to  some  scheme  held  out  to  the  public, 
what  and  how  much  he  who  pays  the  money 
is  to  have  for  it,  that  is  a  lottery. 

Bull  V.  Buggies,  56  N.  Y.  425.  See  also 
Horner  v.  United  States,  147  U.  8.  449.  87  L. 
ed.  287;  Phalen  v.  Com,  1  Rob.  (Va.)718;  Wat- 
son y.  Fletcher,  7  Gratt.  1:  Embrey  v.  Jemison, 
181  C.  8.  336,  83  L.  ed.  172;  1  Parsons,  Conlr. 
380-38-3.  and  note  Bon  p.  382;  Bank  of  United 
States  Y.  Otoens,  27  D.  8.  2  Pet.  527.  7  L.  ed. 
508;  Niemeyer  v.  Wnght,  75  Va.  289,  40  Am. 
Rep.  720;  YeUow  Stone  Kit  v.  State,  88  Ala. 
198,  7  L.  R.  A.  599. 

Contracts,  void  as  this  one  ia,  between  the 
parties  cannot  be  enforced  for  the  benetit  of 
the  creditors  of  one  of  the  parties. 

Bank  oj  United  States  v.  Owens,  27  U.  8.  2 
Pet.  r,27,  7  L.  ed.  508. 

yihilum  ex  nihilo  oriatur  is  as  true  in  law 
as  in  philosophy. 

Williams  v.  Oibbes,  58  XL  8.  17  How.  265, 
15  L.  ed.  144;  Woodson  v.  Barrett,  2  Hen.  & 
M.  88,  3  Am.  Dec.  612;  McBlair  v.  Oihbes,  58 
U  8.  17  How.  232,  15  L.  ed.  132;  Armstrong 
V.  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank,  138  U.  S.  469. 
33  L.  ed.  760:  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of 
Kansas  City,  136  U.  8.  286.  34  L.  ed.  846. 

That  the  receiver  takes  property  subject  to 
all  subsisting  liens  and  vested  rights,  carries 
with  it  the  correlative  proposition  that  he  is 
in  no  sense  what  is  called  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser for  value. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  §  6917;  Lincoln  v.  Fitch,  42 
Me.  456;  DatU  v.  Brown,  94  U.  8.  425,  24  L. 
ed.  205;  Cook,  8tock  &  Stockholders,  §  151. 

But  here  we  would  have  the  court  bear  in 
mind  that  the  contract  is  void  and  no  action 
can  rest  upon  it. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  478. 

The  fio  called  maxim.  Nemo  allegans  suam 
iurpitudinem  est  audiendus  has  no  sort  of 
application  to  cases  where  the  contract  is  void 
ab  initio, 

Rosebrough  v.  Ansley,  35  Ohio  St  113;  Trib- 
bU  V.  Anderson,  63  Ga.  31;  Harris  v.  Harris, 
23  Gratt.  737;  Hanauer  v.  Doane.  79  U.  S.  12 
Wall.  842,  20  L.  ed.  439;  Starke  v.  Littlepage, 
4  Rand.  (Va.)  868;  James  v.  Bird,  8  Leigh, 
510,  ol  Am.  Dec.  688;  Terrell  v.  Imboden,  10 
Ldgh.  821,  and  Owen  v.  Sharp^  12  Leigh,  429. 

'fhe  defendant  in  error  cannot  have  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  urged  against  him,  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error  did  not  show,  nor  attempt  to 
show,  that  there  was  any  misrepresentation  or 
concealment  of  a  material  fact,  made  with 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  to  one  who  was  ignor- 
ant of  the  truth,  with  the  intention  that  he 
ahould  act  upon  it,  and  leading  him  to  act 
upon  if.    This  is  essential. 

Stebbtnn  v.  Bruce,  80  Va.  889;  Pickard  ▼. 
Sears,  6  Ad.  &  El.  469;  Bower  v.  McCormick, 


28  Gratt.  821;  Janes  ▼.  Sassser,  18  N.  C.  (1  Dev. 
&  B.  L.)  464. 

The  m  axim.  Nemo  allegans  suam  iurpitudinem 
est  audiendus  does  not  reach  to  the  height 
of  being  a  definitive  rule  of  decision,  but. 
when  properlv  understood  and  applied,  it  is 
addressed  to  tbe  credibility  of  the  testimony  of 
a  party  alleging  his  own  wrong. 

United  States  v.  Leffler,  86  U.  8.  11  Pet.  94, 
9  L.  ed.  645;  Davis  y.  Brown,  94  U.  8.  428,  24 
L.  ed.  204;  Jordaine  v.  Lashbroijke,  7  T.  R.  601. 

A  voidable  act  will  have  all  its  proper  legal 
effects  unless  and  until  it  is  disputed  and  pro- 
nounced invalid.  And  it  can  be  disputed  ool^ 
by  certain  persons  and  under  certain  condi- 
tions. 

Pollock,  Contr.  p.  8;  Armstrong  v.  Toler,  24 
U.  8.  11  Wheat.  272,  6  L.  ed.  472. 

If  any  part  of  the  consideration  for  a  prom- 
ise or  set  of  promises  is  unlawful,  the  whole 
agreement  is  void. 

Pollock.  Contr.  p.  318;  Story,  Contr.  g  700; 
Whart.  Contr.  §  868;  Miller  v.  Amman,  145  U. 
8.  421-427,  86  L.  ed.  759-762;  BartUtt  v. 
Vinor,  Carth.  252;  Holman  v.  Johnson,  1 
Cowp.  848;  Hunt  v.  Knickerbacker,  5  Johns. 
327. 

Contracts  founded  on  an  act  prohibited  by  a 
statute  under  a  penalty  are  void,  although  not 
expressly  declared  so  to  be. 

Wilson  V.  Spenar,  1  Rand.  (Va.)  76, 10  Am. 
Dec.  491;  O'DonneU  v.  Sweeney,  5  Ala.  467,  39 
Am.  Dec.  886;  Lemon  v.  Oros^kopf,  22  Wis. 
447,  99  Am.  Dec.  58.  and  note;  Gravier  v. 
Carraby.  17  La.  118.  86  Am.  Dec.  608;  Deven- 
dorfY.  Beardiley,  28  3arb.  656. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

An  English  judge 'has  said:  "All  author- 
ities, from  first  to  last,  concur  in  one  thing — 
viz. ,  that  the  doctrine  on  this  subject  is  founded 
on  'public  policy;*  andlcannot  but  regard  the 
jarring  opinions  as  exemplifying  the  well- 
known  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Burrough  in 
Richardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  229,  that  public 
policy  'is  a  verv  unruly  horse,  and  when  once 
you  get  astride  it  vou  never  know  where  it 
will  carry  you.'  Public  policy  does  not  admit 
of  definition,  and  is  not  easily  explained.  .  .  . 
Egerton  v.  Earl  Brownlow,  4  H.  L.  Cas.  1, 
.  .  .'Public  policy  is  a  variable  quantity; ...  it 
must  vary  and  does  vary  with  the  habits, 
capacities,  and  opportunities  of  the  public;  .  .  . 
it  cannot  have  been  the  same  when  Chief 
Justice  Tindal  decided  Homer  v.  Orates,  7 
Bing^  735,  in  1881,  as  it  was  when  Chief  Jus- 
tice Parker  decided  MitcheU  v.  Reynolds,  1  P. 
Wms.  181,  in  1711; .  .  .  it  must  have  changed, 
and  did  change,  between  1831  and  1869  when 
Vice  Chancellor  James  decided  Leather 
Cloth  Co.  V.  Lorsont,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  845;  and 
if  there  had  not  been  a  further  chanj^e  be- 
fore Lord  Justice  Fry  decided  RousiUon  y. 
Rousillon,  L.  R  14  Ch.  Div.  851,  in  1880,  it 
must  have  occurred  ere  now." 

Daties  v.  Davies,  L.  R.  86  Ch.  Div.  864. 

Ko  case  can  be  found  where  an  action  has 
been  sustained,  which  goes  in  affirmance  of  an 
illegal  contract;  and  where  the  object  of  it  is  to 
enforce  the  performance  of  an  engagement  pro- 
hibited by  law.  Wherever  an  action  has  been 
sustained"  against  a  party,  to  prevent  him  from 
retaining  the  benefit  derived  from  an  unlawful 
act,  the  action  proceeds  in  disafl^rmance  of  the 
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contract;  and,  instead  of  endeavoring  to  en- 
force it,  presumes  it  to  be  void. 

Bunty.  Knickerbocker,  5  Johns.  827;  Wilson 
V.  Spencer,  1  Rand.  (Va.)7e.  10  Am.  Dec.  491; 
Jones  V.  Comer,  5  Leigh,  853;  Didier  v.  Patter- 
son,  98  Va.  686;  Qratier  v.  Carraby,  17  La. 
118.  36  Am.  Dec.  608;  DetendorfY,  Beardsley, 
23  Barb.  656;  Bower  v.  McCormick,  28  Gratt. 
821;  Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Ad.  &  El.  469. 

The  court  errs  when  it  brlDgs  forward  the 
maxim,  Nemo  allegans  suam  turpitudinem 
est  audtcndua,  as  furnishing  a  positive  rule  of 
law  essential  to  create  an  estoppel. 

United  States  v.  Lefflcr,  36  U.  S.  11  Pet.  94. 
9L.  ed.  645;  followed  in  Davis  v.  Brown,  94  U. 
S.  423, 24  L.  ed.  204;  has  approved  of  Jordaine 
V.  LasJibrooke,  7  T.  R.  601. 

Riely»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  sole  question  for  decision  is  whether  a 
subscriber  to  the  stock  of  a  corporation,  who 
was  allured  to  make  the  subscription  by  the 
chance  of  being  allotted  a  lot  or  lots  in  a 
drawing  for  distribution  of  lots  of  unequal 
value,  can  by  reason  thereof  escape  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money  due  on  his  subscription, 
not  to  the  corporation,  but  to  its  creditors, 
whose  debts  were  contracted  upon  the  faith  of 
his  and  other  subscriptions. 

It  is  a  fact  conceded  in  the  record  that  the 
corporation,  the  Virginia  Steel,  Iron,  &  Slate 
Company,  is  insolvent,  and  that  its  creditors 
cannot  be  paid  their  debts  unless  the  assess- 
ment of  45  per  cent  made  by  the  chancery 
court  of  the  city  of  Richmond  on  its  stock- 
holders is  collected. 

In  conformity  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state, 
the  buying,  selling,  or  transferring  of  tickets 
or  chances  in  any  lottery  is  prohibited  by 
statute,  and  a  penalty  therefor  prescribed. 
Const,  art.  6.  §  18;  Code,  §§  8825,  8826. 
Whether  the  sclieme  out  of  which  this  con- 
troversy has  arisen  is  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  statute,  we  express  no  opinion,  as,  in  the 
view  we  take  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
decide  that  question. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  as  stated  by  an  able  law 
writer,  that  a  contract  or  an  agreement  cannot 
be  made  the  subject  of  an  action  if  it  can  be 
impeached  on  the  ground  of  dishonesty,  or  as 
being  opposed  to  public  policy,— if  it  be  either 
contra  bonos  mores,  or  forbidden  by  tne  law. 
Broom,  Legal  Maxims,  706. 

A  defendant,  against  whom  it  is  sought  to 
enforce  such  a  contract,  may  show  its  illegality, 
and  a  court  of  Justice  will  decline  to  lend  its 
aid  to  enforce  a  contract  thus  wrongfully  en- 
tered into.  Where,  however,  the  parties  are 
in  pari  delicto,  but  the  plaintiff  can  make  out 
his  case  without  disclosing  the  unlawful  nature 
of  tile  contract,  it  is  not  a  universal  rule  that 
the  defendant  will  be  allowed  to  show  its  ille- 
gality for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  action. 

Contracts  which  are  founded  upon  an  ille- 
gal consideration,  as  being  immoral  or  con- 
trary to  public  good,  or  which  are  forbidden 
by  law,  are  void ;  and  in  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Wilmot  in  OoUinsv,  Blantern,!  Smith, 
Lead.  Cas.  646,  *'the  reason  why  the  common 
law  says  such  contracts  are  void,  is  for  the 
public  good."  They  are  injurious  to  the  com- 
munity,and  violative  of  the  policy  of  the  law; 
40  L.  R  A. 


and  BO  the  courts,  having  in  view  the  good  of 
the  public,  and  the  policy  of  the  law,  will  not 
lend  their  aid  to  enforce  sucli  a  contract  unless 
tbcy  can  see  that  to  do  so  will  defeat  the  object 
of  &e  illegal  transaction,  and  promote  the  in- 
terests of  society  and  the  f>olicy  of  the  law. 
But  where,  in  the  particular  case,  it  appeara 
that  this  will  be  the  result  of  the  enforcement 
of  such  contract,  the  maxim,  Nemo  aUegans 
turpitudinem  suam  audiendus,  Is  rigorously  ap- 
plied, and  the  defendant  will  not  oe  allow^ 
to  plead  and  prove  his  own  wrong. 

In  Starke  v.  LiUlepage,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  368. 
Judge  Green,  in  commenting  on  the  maxim, 
Inpari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  defendentis,  snid : 
"But  this  rule  operates  only  in  cases,  where 
the  refusal  of  the  courts  to  aid  either  party 
frustrates  the  object  of  the  transaction,  and 
lakes  away  the  temptation  to  engage  in  con- 
tracts contra  bonos  mores,  or  violating  the  policy 
of  the  laws.  If  it  be  necessary,  in  order  to 
discountenance  Buch  transactions,  to  enforce 
such  a  contract  at  law,  or  to  relieve  against  it 
in  equity,  it  will  be  done,  though  both  tho 
parties  are  in  pari  delicto.  The  party  is  not  al- 
lowed to  allege  his  own  turpitude  in  such  cases^ 
when  defendant  at  law,  or  prevented  from 
alleging  it  when  plaintiff  in  equity,  whenever 
the  refusal  to  execute  the  contract  at  law,  or 
the  refusal  to  relieve  against  it  in  equity, 
would  give  effect  to  the  original  purpose,  and 
encourage  the  parties  engaging  in  such  trans- 
actions." 

In  a  case  of  the  nature  of  that  at  bar,  the 
court  will  be  governed  In  some  degree,  at  least, 
by  Its  particular  circumstances.  It  will  con- 
sider whether  the  good  of  the  public  and  the 
policy  of  the  law  will  be  subserved,  and  the 
making  of  such  contracts  be  discouraged,  by 
enforcing  the  contract  in  the  case  before  it,  or 
by  refusing  to  do  so,  and  will  do  the  one  or  the 
other  as  will  advance  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic and  the  policy  of  the  law. 

It  is  apparent  that  to  enforce  the  contract  in 
this  case  will  defeat  the  illegal  purpose  of  the 
parties  to  it,  and  tend  to  deter  other  persons 
from  entering  into  similar  contracts,  thereby 
upholding  the  policy  of  the  law  and  promot- 
ing the  public  gooti.  To  refuse  to  enforce  it 
would  encourage  the  making  of  such  contracts; 
for,  if  the  venture  succeeded,  the  parties  would 
reap  the  profits,  and,  if  it  failed,  would  suffer 
no  loss. 

If  the  corporation  was  seeking  to  recover 
the  subscription,  and  was  solvent,  then,  inas- 
much as  its  payment  would  enable  the  unlaw- 
ful design  of  a  lottery  to  be  carried  out.  it 
would  be  proper  to  allow  the  defendant  to 
show  the  unlawful  purpose.  In  order  to  defeat 
the  transaction  and  prevent  similar  ones  In  the 
future;  but  to  allow  him  to  do  so  after  it  has 
become  ibsolvent  would  confer  immunity 
from  liability  on  the  guilty,  and  not  restrain, 
but  encourage,  such  illegal  schemes. 

Moreover,  the  refusal  to  enforce  pavment  of 
the  subscription  after  insolvency  of  the  cor- 
poration would  not  only  fail  to  advance  the 
interests  of  the  public,  and  contravene  the  pol- 
icy of  the  law,  but  would  result  in  great  in- 
justice to  innocent  creditors.  This  Is  not  an 
action  by  the  corporation,  one  of  the  guilty 
parties,  seeking  to  enforce  payment  of  the  ille- 
gal subscription,  but  an  action  by  the  receivis 
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of  the  court,  appointed  at  the  instance  of  credit- 
ors of  the  corporation,  to  collect  the  suhecrip- 
tions  due  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  its 
debts. 

It  was  asserted  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  MonU- 
fori  V.  Montefiori,  1  W.  fil.  864,  and  repeated 
by  Broom  in  his  work  on  Legal  Maxims,  that 
"it  is  an  indispuiable  proposition  that,  as 
against  an  innocent  parly  no  man  shall  set  up 
hb  own  iniauity  as  a  defense,  any  more  than 
as  a  cause  oi  action." 

In  PeUit  V.  Jennings^  2  Rob.  (Va.)  676,  we 
have  a  forcible  illustration  of  the  application 
of  this  principle  in  the  case  of  an  illegal  and 
void  contract.  In  that  case  the  attempt  was 
made  to  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of  a 
bond  that  was  alleged  to  have  been  given 
for  a  gaming  consideration,  as  against  the 
assignee  thereof,  who  had  been  induced  to 
purchase  the  bond  by  the  assurance  of  the 
obligor  that  there  was  no  objection  to  its  pay- 
ment, and  ihAt  it  would  be  paid.  The  court 
denied  relief  to  the  obligor,  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  estopped  by  his  conduct  from 
showing  the  unlawful  consideration  of  the 
bond.  Judge  Baldwin,  who  delivered  the 
prevailing  opinion  in  the  case,  said,  after  ad- 
verting to  the  doctrine  of  estoppel:  **I  can 
perceive  no  good  reason  why  a  gaming  secur- 
ity should  form  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule  on  this  subject,  which  rests  upon  prin- 
ciples of  justice  equally  applicable,  whether 
the  debt  be  void  in  its  inception,  or  be  avoided 
by  payment  or  release,  or  by  any  other  matter 
ex  post  facto.  It  is  true  that  a  contract  or  se- 
curity which  is  void,  either  by  positive  law  or 
upon  principles  of  public  policy,  is  deemed 
incapable  of  confirmation ;  but  the  doctrine  we 
are  considering  is  not  based  upon  the  idea  of 
confirmation,  which  excludes  the  supposition 
of  fraud,  but  upon  the  fact  of  fraud  in  the 
orinnal  representation  or  subsequent  denial, 
which,  to  prevent  iniquity,  is  made  to  operate 
as  an  estoppel.  Admissions  which  have  been 
acted  upon  by  others  are  conclusive  upon  the 
party  making  them,  in  all  cases  between  him 
and  the  person  whose  conduct  he  has  thus  in- 
fluenced; and  the  party  is  estopped,  on  grounds 
of  public  policy  and  good  faith,  from  repudiat- 
ing his  own  representations." 

The  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is  its 
basis  of  credit.  It  is  to  this  that  persons  deal- 
ing with  the  corporation  look,  and  upon  which 
they  rely  as  security  for  the  payment  of  its 
obligations.  They  have  the  right  to  assume, 
in  the  absence  of  knowledge  to  the  conlrarv, 
that  it  exists  in  fact;  that  it  has  beeu  fully 
paid,  or  is  vouched  by  valid  subscriptions. 
The  defendant  in  error  and  his  fellow  sub- 
scribers by  their  subscriptions,  enabled  the 
Virginia  Steel,  Iron.  &  Slate  Company  to 
organize  and  engage  in  the  business  for 
which  it  was  incorporated,  and  in  the  pros- 
ecution whereof  it  contracted  debts  to  insol- 
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vency.  Those  who  dealt  with  It,  having 
no  knowledge  of  any  vice  in  the  subscrip- 
tions, were  entitled  to  rely  upon  its  capital 
stock  as  having  been  lawfully  created.  The 
subscribers  to  its  stock,  having  by  their  con- 
duct enabled  the  company  to  hold  out  to  the 
public  that  it  had  a  validly  subscribed  capital 
stock,  are  estopped  to  deny  the  reality  of  what 
they  made  to  appear  to  exist,  and  upon  which 
others  were  led  to  rely.  The  law  in  such  a 
case  makes  the  apparent  real,  as  to  those  who 
have  been  thus  misled  to  their  injury. 

In  MarUn  ▼.  South  8aUm  Land  CJo,  94  Ya. 
—  (a  case  that  was  most  carefully  considered), 
subscribers  to  the  stock  of  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany, who  asserted  that  they  had  been  de- 
frauded in  making  their  subscriptions,  were 
held  to  be  estopp^,  though  innocent,  from 
settine  up  the  fraud  as  a  defense,  because  they 
had  failed  to  repudiate  their  subscriptions 
until  after  the  company  had  become^  Insolvent. 
The  estoppel  was  raised  in  that  case  in  favor 
of  the  creditors  of  the  company,  against  in- 
nocent subscribers,  merely  because  they  had 
delayed  too  long  in  repudiating  their  subscrip- 
tions. There  mere  delay  was  the  ground  of 
the  estoppel.  How  much  greater  reason  is 
there  for  holding  that  subscribers  to  the  capital 
stock  of  a  company  are  estopped,  as  against 
creditors,  from  setting  up  the  invalidity  of 
their  subscriptions,  as  to  which,  if  invalid,  the 
su  bscribers  were  in  pari  delicto/  By  th ei r  con- 
duct in  making  the  subscriptions  they  enabled 
the  company  to  obtain  credit  on  the  faith 
thereof,  and  to  allow  them  now  to  repudiate 
their  subscriptions  would  operate  as  a  fraud 
on  the  creditors. 

Neither  the  contract  of  subscription,  nor  the 
prospectus  which  was  referred  to  and  made  a 
part  of  it,  was  unlawful  on  its  face.  Their 
introduction  in  evidence  was  all  that  was 
necessary  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  could  make  out  his  case  with- 
out disclosing  anything  unlawful  in  the  trans- 
action. Its  unlawfulness  had  to  be  shown  by 
the  defendant  This  he  could  only  do  by 
pleading  and  introducing  proof  of  his  own 
unlawful  conduct.  And  this  he  was  estopped 
from  doing  as  against  creditors  whom  his  un* 
lawful  conduct  had  contributed  to  mislead, 
and  whom  the  plaintiff  represents. 

The  circuit  court  erred  in  the  admission  of 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  prove 
the  illegality  of  the  contract  of  subscription, 
and  its  Instruction  to  the  jury.  Its  judgment 
must  therefore  be  revereed,  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  awarded,  to  be 
had  in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  in 
this  opinion. 

Cardwell,  J.,  absenW 

Rehearing  denied. 
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*1  •  It  l0»  on  the  trial  of  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  after  showing  the 
loss  or  destruction  thereoft  competent 
to  prove  by  parol  that  a  paper  attached  as  an 
exhibit  to  the  plalntiff^s  declaration  is  a  true  and 
oorreot  copy  of  the  lost  original.  In  the  pres- 
ent case  the  court  properly  allowed  proof  of 
the  contents  of  the  instrument  declared  upon, 
over  objection  that  the  same  was  not,  and  bad 
never  been,  **an  office  paper,**  and  that  the  al- 

.  leaed  copy  thereof  showed  *'only  one  credit  of 
f0O,  whll^tbe  allegations  in  the  declaration  ad- 
mitted and  allowed  four  credits  amounting  to 
$lia*« 

8*  The  indorsee  of  a  negfotiable  prom- 
issory note  has  a  ri^ht*  as  the  legal  holder 
thereof,  to  institute  a  suit  thereon  In  his  own 
name,  notwithstandinfr  the  fact  that,  before 
bringing  his  action,  he  had,  by  a  written  assign- 
ment, not  indorsed  on  the  note  Itself,  but  on  a 
separate  pafier,  transferred  the  note  to  another 
as  collateral  security,  who  subsequently  surren- 
dered the  note  to  him  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
oolleotlon;  and,  nothing  more  appearing,  the 
plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover. 

8«  A  ne^tiable  promissory  note«  paya- 
ble at  bank,  does  not  become  due  until  the  last 
day  of  grace;  and  one  to  whom  such  an  instru- 
ment to  indorsed  and  transferred  on  the  second 
day  of  grace  takes  the  same  before  maturity,  and 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  a  bona  fide  pur- 
ehaser  for  value. 

4.  Even  where  sneh  a  note  is,  befbre 
maturity,  actually  paid  by  the  maker  to 
the  payee,  and  by  the  former  affaln  put  in  circula- 
tion, as  against  one  signing  apparently  as  a  Joint 
principal,  but  who  Is  In  fact  a  surety  only,  such  a 
purchaser  will,  nevertheless,  be  protected. 

6.   In  Tiew  of  the  evidence  submitted  on 

the  trial  of  the  present  case,  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  the  only  legal  result  which  i  could 
have  been  reached,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in 
directing  the  Jury  to  tind  in  his  favor. 

(July  10, 1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Baldwin 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  a  promissory  note.     Ajfirfned, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Daniel  B.  Sandford,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

Whitfield,  maker  of  the  note,  paid  the  same 
in  full  on  the  21st  of  January,  1892,  and  had 
it  transferred  to  bis  firm,  Whitfield  &  Allen, 
when  Uaug  was  not  present  This  was  the 
payment  of  the  note  by  the  proper  party  to 
the  proper  payee;  and  no  transfer  or  assign- 
ment of  the  same  to  another  person  could  be 

Beadnotes  by  Lumpkin,  P.  J. 


Note.— For  recovery  on  lost  negotiable  instru- 
ment, see  also  Butler  v.  Joyce  (D.  C.)  16  L.  K.  A. 
SOS«  and   note:  see  also  Kirkwood  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Neb.)  24  L.  B.  A.  444. 
40L.a  A. 


valid  and  binding  on  Haug,  without  his  knowl- 
edge and  consent  expressly  given. 

Story,  Prom.  Notes.  §§  180.  873;  MickO^ 
berry  v.  Shannon,  25  Ga.  287;  Ga.  Ckxie  lb92, 
§S  3158.  2154;  Georgia  Southern  B.  Co.  v. 
lieenee,  64  Ga.  496;  HaU  v.  Capital  Bank,  71 
Ga.  715;  Tanner  v.  Qude  (Ga.)  27  8.  E.  988. 

The  court  erred  in  establishing  a  copy  of 
the  note  sued  on,  as  it  was  not  an  office  paper 
and  varied  materially  with  the  allei^ations  in 
the  declaration.  The  facts  on  this  point  take 
the  case  out  of  the  rule  in  Jernigan  v.  Carter, 
60  Ga.  181. 

The  court  erred  in  directing  the  jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  against  Robert 
Whitfield,  principal,  and  P.  Haug.  security, 
for  the  amount  sued  for,  notwithstanding  the 
contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  by  his  pleas 
and  the  evidence  in  support  thereof  made  is- 
sues for  the  jury  to  pass  on. 

CoUier  v.  Barnes,  64  Ga.  485. 

The  note  was  payable  to  a  chartered  bank, 
or  its  order,  and  if  the  same  was  not  paid  by 
the  maker,  Whitfield,  at  maturity,  then  the 
note  was  subject  to  protest,  and  F.  Haug,  as 
security,  was  entitled  to  notice  of  nonpayment 
and  of'  the  protest  of  same  within  a  reason, 
able  time. 

Ga.  Code  1892.  g  2781. 

The  bank  being  the  original  payee  could 
not  deprive  the  security  of  this  statutory  right 
b^  a  transfer  of  the  note,  and  the  same  was 
still  subject  to  protest,  and  the  security  enti- 
tled to  notice  thereof. 

Bandolph  v.  Fleming,  59  Ga.  776;  Pntchard 
▼.  Smith,  77  Ga.  468. 

Messrs.  Roberts  A  Pottle  and  J.  D. 
Howard,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  copy  of  the  note  sued  on  was  tendered 
in  evidence  as  secondary  evidence  under  Code, 
8767.  There  was  a  complete  showing  as  to 
diligence.  When  a  bond  for  title,  counted  on 
as  a  part  of  the  abstract  of  title,  was  lost,  and 
diligence  shown,  a  copy  was  admissible. 

Whether  secondary  evidence  will  be  ad- 
milted  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Code,  883^;  Jernigan  v.  Carter,  60  Ga.  181. 

The  assignment  was  before  the  grace  on  the 
note  expired,  and  this,  under  our  law,  was  be- 
fore its  maturity. 

Balton  City  Co.  ▼.  Haddock,  54  Ga.  584. 

Even  admitting  that  Haug  was  surety  only, 
he  is  manifestly  liable  if  the  principal  is  liable. 

Camp  V.  Simmons,  62  Ga.  78. 

The  note  showing  on  its  face  that  he  is  joint 
maker,  he  cannot  set  up,  as  against  an  inno- 
cent holder  that  be  is  surety. 
I     Ferst  V.  Larkin,  68  Ga.  298:  Meadory.  Dol- 
*  lar  Sav.  Bank,  56  Ga.  605;  TaUs  ▼.  Donald- 
I  son,  5  Md.  8i^9,  61  Am.   Dec.  288;   Stubbs  v. 
Goodall,  4  Ga.  106;  MLaren  v.  Marine  Bank, 
'52Ga.  181;  Code,  2151. 

Lumpkin,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Suit  was  brought  in  the  court  below  against 
Robert  Whitfield  and  F.  Haug  upon  a  prom- 
issory note  signed  by  them  as  joint  makers. 
The  court  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  Haug  brings  the  cose  here  for 
review.    As  his  codefendant  filed  no  defeniM 
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to  the  action,  and  is  DOt  a  party  to  the  present 
writ  of  error,  we  shall,  for  coDvenience,  deal 
with  the  case  as  though  the  plaintiff  in  error 
was  the  only  party  defendant  in  the  lower 
court. 

1.  Complaint  is  made  that  the  court,  over 
the  defendant's  objection,  allowed  the  plain- 
tiff "to  establish  a  copy  of  the  note  sued,  in 
lieu  of  the  alleged  lost  original,  by  oral  testi- 
mony, .  .  .  said  original  note  not  being,  or 
having  ever  been,  an  office  paper,  and  the  note 
so  allowed  to  be  established  showing  only  one 
credit  of  $60,  while  the  allegations  in  the  dec- 
laration admitted  and  allowed  four  credits, 
amounting  to  $140."  As  to  the  first  ground  of 
objection  urged,  the  law  in  this  state  is  well 
settled.  ''A  party  is  not  obliged  to  establish 
a  lost  paper  under  the  judiciary  act,  but  may, 
by  showing  its  loss  or  destruction,  as  in  this 
case,  give  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents, and,  upon  sufficient  proof,  recover  on  it 
as  a  lost  or  destroyed  paper."  Lindsay  v. 
Kendriek,  80  Ga.  546,  citing  iZoM  v.  Wright,  12 
Ga.  509.  "A  lost  note  may  be  sued  upon 
without  taking  steps  to  establish  a  copy; 
Code.  §  3986  [Civ.  Code.  §  4750],  being  per- 
missive or  cumulative,  not  mandatory  or  ex- 
clusive. Wallace  v.  Tumlin,  42  Ga.  462.  The 
loss  of  the  note  while  suit  upon  it  was  pend- 
ing did  not  render  the  establishment  of  a  copy 
indispensable  in  order  for  the  suit  to  proceed." 
Jemigan  v.  Carter,  60  Ga.  183.  **  The  gen- 
uineness of  the  original,  and  the  correctness" 
of  a  copy  thereof  attached  as  an  exhibit  to 
the  plaintiff's  petition,  "  may  be  established 
by  parol  evidence."  60  Ga.  131.  And  **on 
proof  of  loss  of  the  original  agreement,  and 
the  correctness  of  a  copy,  the  copy  may  go 
to  the  Jury  as  evidence."  Goodman  v .  Render- 
son,  68  Ga.  567.  Nor  is  there  any  merit  in 
the  obiection  that  the  ptper  which  the  plaintiff 
was  allowed  to  introduce  in  evidence,  upon 
proof  that  it  was  a  correct  copy  of  the  lost 
original,  showed  only  one  credit,  whereas, 
"the  allegations  in  the  declaration  admitted 
and  allowed  four  credits."  A  plaintiff  may 
very  properly  admit  more  payments  than  are 
actually  entered  upon  the  instrument  on  which 
he  brings  his  action.  This,  apparently,  is 
what  was  done  in  the  present  case;  for,  al- 
though the  exhibit  attached  to  the  plaintiff's 
petition  showed  only  one  credit,  it  was  never- 
theless, according  to  the  undisputed  evidence, 
a  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  lost  original. 
This  copy  was  simply  ufted  as  evidence  to 
show  the  basis  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  the  amount  claimed  and  recovered 
was  not  that  which  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment purported  to  be  due,  but  only  that 
which  was  sued  for. 

2.  As  originally  brought,  this  was  a  suit 
instituted  by  M.  W.  Hall,  to  whom  the  origi 
nal  note  in  question  had  been  transferred  by 
proper  indorsement.  He  having  died  before 
the  trial,  the  case  was  prosecuted  by  his  ad- 
ministrator. It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that,  prior  to  bringing  his  action.  Hall  had 
assigned  this  note  to  Mrs.  Brake,  as  collateral 
security,  the  assignment  being  written  on  "a 
paper  other  than  the  note"  itself;  and  that, 
subsequently,  the  no*e  had  been  returned  to 
him,  be  executing  and  delivering  to  Mrs. 
Brake  a  receipt  in  the  following  words:  ' '  Ke- 
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ceived  of  M.  L.  Brake  note  signed  by  F. 
Haug  and  Robert  Whitfield,  for  collection, 
said  note  being  transferred  by  myself  to  said 
M.  L.  Brake  to  secure  my  note  given  said 
Brake  for  $820,  and  due  May  Ist,  1892." 

A  motion  was  made  in  the  court  below  to 
dismiss  the  plaintiff's  action,  on  the  ground 
"that  the  legal  title  to  the  alleged  lost  original 
note  was  iir'  Mrs.  Brake  "when  said  action 
was  brought  and  filed;'*  and  the  overruling 
of  this  motion  is  here  assigned  as  error.  As  a 
matter  of  course,  if  it  be  true  that  the  legal 
title  to  the  note  was  not  in  Hall  at  the  time  he 
instituted  his  action,  this  would  constitute  an 
insuperable  obstacle  to  the  prosecution  of  his 
suit,  and  the  defendant's  motion  should  have 
been  sustained;  forone  who  is  a  mere  stranger 
to  the  legal  title,  albeit  he  may  have  possession 
of  the  instrument  upon  which  suit  is  brought, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  thereon  against  the 
maker.  DaUon  City  Oo,  ▼.  Johnaon,  57  Ga. 
398.  In  the  present  case,  however,  it  un- 
equivocally appeared  that  the  instrument 
sued  on  was  expressly  made  payable  "  to  or- 
der," and  was  regularly  indorsed  to  Hall;  so, 
he  certainly  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  stranger 
to  the  note.  On  the  contrary,  so  far  as  the 
instrument  itself  furnishes  evidence  as  to  its 
ownership,  title  thereto  passed  into  Hall,  and 
remained  in  him  as  the  last  indorsee,  no  in- 
dorsement by  him  to  Mrs.  Brake  or  to  anyone 
else  appearing  either  upon  the  back  or  upon 
the  face  of  the  note.  It  is  claimed,  never- 
theless, that  Mrs.  Brake  became  the  holder  of 
the  l^gal  title  b^  reason  of  the  assignment  to 
her  a^ve  mentioned.  Tested  by  the  familiar 
and  universally  recognized  rules  of  the  law 
merchant,  this  contention  is  not  well  founded. 
The  note  being  payable  "  to  order,"  mere  de- 
livery of  it  to  Mrs.  Brake  certainly  would  not 
pass  the  legal  title.  Nor  would  a  mere  assign* 
ment  thereof,  evidenced  by  another  and  en- 
tirely distinct  instrument  in  writing,  have  that 
effect;  for,  "where  a  bill  or  note  payable  'to 
order*  is  transferred  without  indorsement, 
the  transferee  does  not  acquire  the  legal,  but 
only  the  equitable,  title."  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.. 
§  741.  Indorsement  is  the  only  method  by 
which  the  legal  title  to  such  an  instrument 
can  be  transferred.  Id.  g  664a.  True,  it 
may  be  transferred  without  indorsement; 
"but  in  such  case  the  assignment  is  not  in 
the  usual  course  of  business,  in  accordance 
with  mercantile  custom,  only  the  equitable 
title  passing  to  the  assignee."  Id.  §729. 
And,  to  the  same  effect,  see  4  Am.  &  Eag. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  255,  257,  citing  nu- 
merous cases,  both  English  and  American: 
Norton,  Bills  &  Notes,  94,  155.  "The  in- 
dorsement must  be  written  on  the  instrument 
transferred," — '*must  be  somewhere  on  the 
instrument."  See  authorities  last  cited.  Of 
course,  if  necessary  or  convenient,  another 
slip  of  paper,  "generally  called  the  French 
name  * aKon ge,' **  mhy  be  annexed  to  the  in- 
strument, on  which  subsequent  indorsements 
may  be  written,  which  will  have  the  same 
effect  as  if  written  upon  the  instrument  it- 
self, such  paper  being  deemed  a  part  thereof. 
Ibid.;  Wood's  Byles,  Bills,  152.  But  a  written 
transfer  upon  another  and  entirely  distinct 
iuBtrument  is  not  permissible,  and  will  not 
have  the  effect  of  passing  the  legal  title  to 
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a  note  or  bill  expressly  made  payable  "to  or- 
der." Freru^  v.  Turner,  16  ind.  69;  DoUy. 
ffoOenbeck,  19  Neb.  689,  641.  The  fact  that 
the  maker  expressly  stipulates  that  he  shall  be 
called  upon  to  pa;^  none  other  than  one  to  whom 
the  instrument  is  transferred  by  r^ular  in- 
dorsement should  answer  as  furnishing  a  suf- 
ficient reason  upon  which  this  rule  may  rest. 
Norton, Bills  &  Notes,  156.  Another  and  equally 
important  reason  may,  however,  be  given. 
It  is  indispensably  necessary,  if  such  instru- 
ments are  to  fulfil  the  object  for  which  they 
were  designed,  that  they  should  carry  with 
them  the  indicia  by  which  their  ownership  is 
to  be  determined;  otherwise,  their  value  as  a 
circulating  medium  would  be  largely  cur- 
tailed, if  not  entirely  destroyed.  Adding  an 
€tttongevf hen  necessary  or  convenient  is  per- 
missible only  because  furthering  the  object 
of  their  creation,  vii.,  free  and  unrestrained 
negotiability.  This  is  and  can  be  the  only 
exception  to  the  rule  that  the  indorsement 
to  pass  the  legal  title  must  be  entered  upon 
the  instrument  itself.  If  this  rule  were  so 
relaxed  as  to  admit  of  transfer  evidenced  by 
an  independent  slip  of  paper,  unattached  to 
and  forming  no  part  of  the  instrument,  the 
sole  purpose  it  was  intended  to  subserve 
would  be  defeated;  for  it  would  necessarily 
lose  one  of  the  most  essential  characteristics 
of  "  negotiable"  paper,  in  the  ordinary  and 
technicfS  sense  of  that  term,  and  would 
stand  upon  practically  no  better  footing,  as 
a  circulating  medium,  than  strictly  "non-nego- 
liable"  choses  in  action. 

We  believe  the  rule  which  obtains  in  this 
state  is  strictly  in  accord  with  what  is  imme- 
diately above  announced.  The  only  embar- 
rassment with  which  we  have  met  in  arriving 
at  our  conclusion  in  the  present  case  is  some 
of  the  reasoning  employed  by  Mr.  Justice 
Speer  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court 
in  AdafM  v.  BMnson,  69  Ga.  627.  The  facu 
of  that  case  were,  in  brief,  as  follows:  The 
instrument  sued  on  was  a  draft,  payable  **to 
the  order  of  B.  H.  Robinson,"  drawn  upon 
D.  C.  Adams  by  F.  E.  Grist,  agent,  and  duly 
accepted.  This  draft  was,  for  value  and  be- 
fore due,  transferred  to  Jones  &  Single- 
terry,  "by  an  assignment  in  writing  in  a  sepa- 
rate paper,"  but  was  not  indorsed  to  them. 
The  suit  proceeded  in  the  name  of  Robinson 
for  their  use.  The  defendant  sought  to  set 
up  the  defense  that  the  draft  was  delivered  to 
Robinson,  through  his  agent,  under  an  express 
agreement  in  writing  that  it  was  to  be  deemed 
void,  and  was  to  be  returned,  upon  a  certain 
contingency,  which  had  subsequently  hap- 
pened. To  this  defense  the  plaintiff  inter- 
posed the  objection  that  the  instrument  was 
on  its  face  negotiable,  and  had  been  regularly 
transferred  to  his  usees,  Jones  &  Singleterry, 
before  maturity  and  for  value,  who  took  the 
paper  without  notice  of  the  stipulation  upon 
which  the  defendant  relied  as  a  defense. 
Dealing  with  the  question  thus  presented, 
this  court  held  (1)  ILnat  the  instrument  was 
negotiable;  (2)  that "  while  the  ordinary  mode 
of  transferrins  a  negotiable  instrument,  pay- 
able to  order,  is  for  the  payee  to  indorse  it, an 
assignment  thereof  by  the  payee  on  a  separate 
paper  is  good,  and  passes  title  to  the  assignee 
for  value,  before  due,  and  without  notice  of 
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any  eoultles  between  the  parties,  free  from 
hem;'^  and  (8)  that  "such  assignees  could 
ue  on  the  paper  in  their  own  names,  but,  if 
they  saw  fit  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  payee 
for  their  use,  it  did  not  render  them  subject 
to  the  equities  between  the  payee  and  maker.** 
In  view  of  our  conclusion,  the  reasons  for 
which  we  shall  presently  state,  that  this  de- 
cision is  not  unauthoritative  upon  our  present 
question,  we  feel  at  liberty  to  comment  upon 
it  somewhat  freely,  and  to  point  out  wherein 
we  think  it  cannot  stand  the  test  of  close  scru- 
tiny. 

In  the  first  place,  if  the  second  proposition 
announced  therein  be  sound,  that  which  fol- 
lows would  seem  to  be  a  palpable  non  ieqvitur, 
in  so  far  as  it  is  susceptible  of  the  construc- 
tion being  placed  upon  it  (as  we  think  was  in- 
tended^, that  notwithstanding  the  legal  title 
to  the  instrument  was  in  the  parties  named 
as  usees,  and  had  passed  completely  out  of 
the  plaintiff,  he  could  nevertheless  maintain 
his  action.  It  would,  indeed,  lead  to  a  most 
remarkable  state  of  affairs  if  one  who  had 
entirely  parted  with  all  interest,  legal  and 
equitable,  in  a  chose  in  action  were  allowed 
to  subsequently  come  into  court,  in  the  role 
of  an  intermeddler  and  volunteer,  and  main- 
tain an  action,  in  his  own  name  and  based 
uf>on  his  own  right,  for  the  use  of  the  holder 
of  the  legal  title.  But  we  cannot  assent  to  the 
soundness  of  the  court's  second  proposition 
in  the Robinwn  Case,  The  only  authority  re- 
lied upon  in  support  of  the  holding  that  the 
assignment  then  under  consideration  passed 
the  legal  title  was  %  2244  of  the  Code  of  1882 
(§  8077  of  the  new  Civil  Code),  declaring  that 
"alt  choses  in  action  arising  upon  contract 
may  be  assigned  so  as  to  vest  the  title  in  the 
assignee,  but  he  takes  it,  except  negotiable 
securities,  subject  to  the  equities  existing  be- 
tween the  assignor  and  debtor  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment,  and  until  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment is  given  to  the  person  liable."  The  ob- 
ject and  meaning  of  this  section  can  readily 
and  clearly  be  ascertained  by  applying  the  old 
and  well-known  rule  of  construction  laid 
down  in  §  9  of  the  Political  Code,  viz.:  "In  all 
interpretations,  the  courts  shall  look  diligently 
for  the  intention  of  the  general  assembly, 
keeping  in  view  at  all  times  the  old  law.  the 
evil,  and  the  remedy."  What,  then,  was  "the 
old  law"  when  the  section  to  be  construed 
was,  by  legislative  sanction  and  direction,  in- 
corporated into  the  first  Code  of  this  state? 
The  answer  is,  that  which  we  had  borrowed 
from  England,  familiarly  known  as  the  "law 
merchant."  Nothing  is  better  settled  than 
that,  "under  the  common  law,  choses  in  ac- 
tion, except  negotiable  securities,  could  not  be 
assigned  so  as  to  carry  the  legal  title;  and,  in  a 
court  of  law,  any  rights  in  them  acquired  by 
other  persons  than  the  owner  could  be  en- 
forced only  in  his  name."  Weatem  Nat  Bank 
V.  Maverick  Nat.  Bank,  90  Ga,  342,  348.  This 
was  the  evil  to  be  corrected.  As  is  clearly  in- 
dicated by  the  language  employed,  the  "rem- 
edy" adopted  was  to  declare  that  an  assign- 
ment of  a  chose  in  action  should  operate  to 
"vest  the  title  in  the  assignee."  in  order  simply 
that  he  might  accordingly  have  the  right  to 
sue  in  his  own  name,  it  being  further  distinctly 
provided  that  "he  takes  it,  except  negotiable 
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securitfes,  subject  to  the  equities  existing  be- 
tween the  assignor  and  deotor,"  etc.  Obvi- 
ously, the  only  reason  for  mentioning  '*nego- 
tiable  securities"  at  all  was  to  negative  any 
possible  inference  which  might  be  drawn  from 
the  uRe  of  tlic  general  words  "all  choses  in  ac- 
tion arising  upon  contract/*  that  the  section 
was  intended  in  any  manner  to  affect  the  status 
of  such  securities.  The  correctness  of  this 
▼iew  is  made  apparent  by  what  is  said  bv  the 
supreme  court  of  Nebraska  in  DoU  v.  HoUen- 
beck,  19  Neb.  639,  641,  when  construing  a  sim- 
ilar section  of  the  Code  of  that  state,  in  sum- 
ming up,  Cobb,  J.,  says:  "The  object  of  the 
enactment  of  the  29th  and  80th  sections  of  the 
Code  was  to  do  away  with  the  necessity  of 
uses  and  trusts,  in  the  matter  of  bringing  and 
prosecuting  actions  at  law;  and  the  object  of 
the  31st  section  [providing  that,  4n  the  case  of 
an  assignment  of  a  thing  in  action,  the  action 
by  the  assignee  shall  be  without  prejudice  to 
«ny  set-off  or  other  defense  now  allowed,  but 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  negotiable  bonds, 
promissory  notes,  or  bills  of  exchange,  trans- 
ferred in  good  faith  and  upon  good  considera- 
tion, before  due']  was  to  prevent  such  change 
in  the  practice  anecting  injuriously  the  rights 
of  defendants.  But,  as  the  rule  which  was 
thus  being  changed  never  had  any  applicabil- 
ity to  negotiable  paper,  the  latter  clause  of 
said  section  was  added  ex  majari  eautela,  lest 
the  language  of  the  first  clalise  might  be  con- 
strued to  change  the  existing  law  applicable  to 
such  securities." 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  the  section 
of  our  Code  with  which  we  are  now  dealing 
does  not  undertake  to  prescribe  the  manner  in 
which  choses  in  action  "may  be  assigned  so  as 
to  vest  the  title,"  its  object,  as  has  just  been 
seen,  being  merely  to  declare  generally,  by 
way  of  correcting  the  evil  in  "the  old  law,^' 
that  they  could  be  legally  so  assigned.  The 
term  "assigned,"  in  this  connection.  Is  used  in 
the  sense  of  •'transferred."  Indeed,  in  its  or- 
dinary acceptation,  the  word  "assign"  means 
"to  transfer  to  another."  It  is  the  appropriate 
word  for  a  transfer  of  personal  property,  and 
particularly  for  a  transfer  of  rights  in  action. 
1  Abbott,  Law  Diet.  95.  In  othei^words,  this 
section  leaves  the  method  of  transfer  to  be  de 
termined  according  to  the  law  governing  this 
matter  theretofore  existing,  ^tion  8681  of 
the  Civil  Code  (the  provisions  of  which  were 
incorporated  into  the  first  Code  simultaneously 
with  those  of  the  section  now  under  review, 
and  are  therefore  to  be  read  in  pari  materia 
with  the  latter  section)  distinctly  provides  that 
the  manner  of  transferring  the'tegal  title  to  a 
negotiable  instrument  not  payable  to  bearer  is 
by  indorsement.  "As  the  derivation  of  the 
word  would  indicate,  an  indorsement  is  prop- 
erly written  upon  the  back  of  an  instrument, 
and  this  is  the  ordinary  mode  in  which  an  in- 
dorsement is  made;"  yet  it  is  now  well  settled 
that  it  "may  be  made  on  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument with  the  same  effect  as  if  made  upon 
the  back,  if  such  is  the  intent  of  the  indorser." 
The  rule  is  imperative,  however,  that  "the  in- 
dorsement must  be  written  on  the  instrument 
transferred."  See  4  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  p.  259.  This  was  the  law  when  the 
legislature,  upon  its  adoption  of  the  first  Code, 
undertook  to  effect  a  change  in  the  law  regard- 
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ing  the  assignability  of  non-negotiable  choses 
in  action,  but  to  leave  negotiable  securities 
upon  the  same  footing  as  that  upon  which 
they  had  always  stood. 

In  order  to  bring  about  the  desired  change 
in  "the  old  law,"  the  general  assembly  might 
have  provided  in  general  terms  that  "the  real 
party  at  interest"  should  have  a  right  to  main- 
tain an  action  in  his  own  name,  regardless  of 
the  question  whether  the  legal  title  was  or  was 
not  in  him.  But  this  was  not  the  "remedy" 
adopted.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  doubtless 
thought  advisable  not  to  disturb  the  time  hon- 
ored rule  that  none  save  the  holder  of  the  legal 
title  could  prosecute  his  action;  and,  to  that 
end,  it  was  in  effect  provided  that  a  regular 
assignment,  in  conformity  to  established  cus- 
tom, should  operate  to  pass  the  legal  title,  and 
thus  enable  the  assignee  to  maintain  a  suit  in 
his  own  name.  That  this  is  true  is  evidenced 
by  numerous  decisions  of  this  court  giving  ef- 
fect to  the  legislative  intent  in  adopting  the 
section  under  discussion.  Thus,  in  the  recent 
case  of  Hartford  F.  In$,  Oo.  v.  AmM,  98  Ga. 
584,  which  cites  previous  decisions  made  bv 
this  court,  it  was  said:  "If  the  assignment  Is 
not  in  writing,  the  assignee  cannot  bring  an 
action  thereon  in  his  own  name,  but  must  nec- 
essarily use  the  name  of  the  assignor,  as  suing 
for  his  use  "  To  the  same  enect,  see  also 
Fofiter  V.  McOuire,  96  Qfi.  447.  This  was  the 
rule  applied  in  Cochran  v.  Strong,  44  Ga.  686, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  where  a  non- negoti- 
able "instrument  is  assigned  to  A,  who,  in 
turn,  assigns  it  to  B,  and,  by  some  means  it 
again  comes  into  the  hands  of  A,  he  cannot 
sue  on  it  in  his  own  name  for  use  of  last  as- 
signee." On  the  other  hand,  it  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  title 
that  he  has  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  suit. 
Ilouser  V.  Uotiser, 43  Ga.  415;  Oreer  v.  Woolfolk, 
60  Ga.  623.  The  question  of  title  is  to  be  de- 
termined "according  to  the  words  of  .the  in- 
strument or  some  indorsement  or  assignment 
thereof,"  and  a  mere  "stranger  to  a  contract 
which  is  not  payable  to  bearer,  and  not  in- 
dorsed or  assigned,  .  .  .  [cannot]  enforce 
it  in  his  own  name  by  reason  of  mere  posses- 
sion of  the  writing."  Dalton  Oily  Co,  v.  John- 
fion,  57  Ga.  898.  "Where  a  note,  draft,  or 
check  is  made  payable  to  order,  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  payee  is  necessary  to  transfer  the 
legal  title  to  another  "  Farris  v.  WelU,  68  Ga. 
604.  There  the  plaintiff  brought  suit  upon 
two  bank  checks,  drawn  by  the  defendant  on 
a  named  bank, '  'payable  to  his  own  order,  but 
not  indorsed."  The  case  was  dismissed  on  de- 
murrer in  the  court  below,  and,  in  afllrming 
the  judgment,  this  court  said:  "We  know  of 
no  exception  to  the  rule  that  where  an  instru- 
ment is  made  payable  to  order  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  payee  is  necessary  to  transfer  the 
legal  title  to  another  " 

All  of  the  cases  last  above  cited  were  decided 
prior  to  that  of  Adams  v.  Robimon;  and  as  the 
decision  in  the  latter  case  would  seem  to  be 
in  the  very  teeth  of  the  law  as  previously  an- 
nounced, if  any  regard  is  to  be  paid  to  the 
principle  upon  which  all  of  these  lormer  cases 
rest,  there  is,  at  least,  strong  reason  for  doubt- 
ing whether  Adams  v.  Bobinson  is  to  be  consid- 
ered authoritative.  Certainly,  the  doctrine  it 
lays  down  has  not  been  followed,  so  far.  at 
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least,  as  it  disregards  the  rule  of  law  that  none 
other  than  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  can 
bring  his  action.  Thus,  in  Benson  y.  Abbott, 
96  Ga.  69,  it  was  held  that  where  a  promissory 
note,  payable  to  order,  was  transferred  by  de 
livery  to  another,  *'but,  by.  mistake  or  inad- 
vertence, the  note  was  not  indorsed  or  other- 
wise transferred  in  writing,"  the  transferee 
took  only  an  equitable  title;  and  suit  could  be 
brought  only  in  the  name  of  the  pa^ree,  in  his 
right,  and  subject  to  all  defenses  which  could 
be  urged  against  him  by  the  maker.  In  Na- 
tional BafM  V.  Leonard,  91  Ga.  805,  it  ap- 
peared that,  "at  the  time  a  promissory  note 
was  indorsed  in  blank,  another  between  the 
same  parties  was  folded  in  it,"  and  both  de- 
livered to  the  bank,  which,  upon  nonpayment 
of  the  notes,  brought  suit  thereon  in  its  own 
name.  It  was  accordingly  held  that  the  in- 
dorsement written  upon  the  note  first  above 
mentioned  *'did  not  operate  as  an  indorsement 
or  to  more  than  an  equitable  assignment  of 
the"  other  note,  "although  such  may  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties,"  and  that, 
consequently,  the  bank  * 'could  not  maintain  a 
suit  upon  the  latter  in  .  .  .  [itsl  own  name 
without  equitable  pleadings  setting  up  the 
requisite  facts." 

As  the  law.  In  positive  and  unequivocal 
terms,  declares  indorsement  to  be  the  method 
by  which  a  transfer  of  the  legal  title  to  a 
promissory  note  payable  "to  order"  shall  be 
evidenced,  it  would  seem  that  nothing  short  of 
strict  compliance  with  this  plain  mandate  can 
operate  to  efFect  such  a  result.  Were  realty 
sought  to  be  transferred  by  a  mere  scratch  of 
the  pen.  or  in  any  less  formal  manner  than  the 
law  prescribes,  it  would  not  for  a  moment  be 
doubted  that  the  legal  title  could  not  be 
deemed  to  have  passed,  no  matter  what  may 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties;  the  test 
beinff,  not  what  the  parties  intended  to  do,  but 
whether  they  have  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law.  Is  there  any  good  reason 
for  assuming  that,  although  the  law  is  impera- 
tive in  regard  to  the  mode  of  transferring  title 
to  real  property,  it  does  not  mean  what  it  says 
when  it  in  no  less  positive  and  unequivocal 
terms  declares  what  shall  be  the  manner  in 
which  the  legal  title  to  a  particular  kind  of 
personal  property  may  be  transferred?  Al- 
though the  reasoning  employed  in  Adams  v. 
Eobineon  seems  anything  but  satisfactory,  and 
conflicts  with  the  views  herein  expressed,  the 
decision  in  that  case  mav,  nevertheless,  stand 
with  what  is  now  decided.  It  is  not  authority 
for  the  proposition  that  a  regular  indorsee  of 
a  negotiable  promissory  note  payable  to  order, 
who  is  apparently  the  holder  of  the  legal  title, 
cannot  recover  in  a  suit  thereon  if  it  appears  in 
evidence  at  the  trial  that  he  had,  prior  to 
bringing  his  action,  made  a  written  assignment 
of  the  note  to  another,  evidenced  by  an  inde- 
pendent slip  of  paper.  On  the  contrary,  al- 
though it  was  held  that  Robinson,  the  plaintiff 
in  that  case,  was  not  the  holder  of  the  legal 
title  when  suit  was  brought,  this  court,  never- 
theless sustained  a  recovery  in  his  favor.  In- 
deed, we  might  in  the  present  case  waive  the 
question  whether  or  not  title  passed  out  of 
Hall  and  into  Mrs.  Brake  by  reason  of  his 
written  as'iignment  to  her.  and,  conceding  that 
it  did,  cite  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Bobinson  as  a 
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precedent  for  holding  that,  notwithstanding 
this  fact.  Hall  was  entitled  to  institute  ana 
maintain  his  action.  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  defendant  in  this  case,  while  contending 
that  the  legal  title  was  in  Mrs.  Brake,  and  not 
in  Hall,  did  not  undertake  to  urge,  or  even 
suggest,  any  defense  against  the  former.  This 
being  so,  and  Hall,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  instrument  and  the  formal  entries  thereon, 
being  the  ostensible  holder,  his  title  to  the 
note  could  not  be  inquired  into.  Civ.  Code,. 
§  3698;  Atkins  v.  Cobb,  56  Ga.  88;  Oreer  v. 
Wooffolk,  60  Ga.  623;  Davis  v.  Baker,  71  Ga. 
33,' 34.  This  rule  evidently  proceeds  upon 
the  theory  that  the  instrument  itself  is  to  be 
looked  to  in  determining  the  question  of  own- 
ership; that  the  maker  will  be  fully  protected 
in  treating  the  holder  and  ostensible  owner  as 
the  parly  to  whom  payment  is  due  (if  at  all), 
and  therefore  is  not  concerned  with  the  ques- 
tion as  to  who  may  be  equitably  entitled  to  the 
proceeds,  as  between  such  holder  and  third 
persons,  unless  some  defense  be  shown  which 
would  be  good  as  against  the  real  party  at  in- 
terest. 

8.  It  appears  that  this  note  was  transferred 
to  Hall  after  the  day  therein  appointed  for 
payment,  but  on  the  second  of  the  three 
days  of  grace  allowed  by  law  on  such 
instruments,  it  being  one  payable  at  bank. 
The  question  therefore  arises  whether  he  is  to 
be  regarded  as  having  taken  the  note  before 
maturity.  Mr.  Parsons  says  in  his  work  on 
Notes  &  Bills  (vol.  1,  p.  416):  "A  note  may 
be  negotiated  on  the  second  day  of  grace,  and 
the  holder  will  then  be  protected ;  but  if  nego- 
tiated on  the  third,  there  is  a  conflict  of  au- 
thority on  the  question  whether  the  note  is^ 
dishonored."  He  adds  that  he  considers  the 
correct  rule  to  be  that  a  note  is  negotiable 
even  on  the  last  day  of  grace;  and  such  is  the 
view  entertained  by  Mr.  Daniel,  also.  1  Dan. 
Neg.  Inst.  §  787a.  See  further,  2  Randolph, 
Com.  Paper,  §  1037.  This  rule  obtains  in. 
New  York,  Illinois,  New  Hampshire,  Maine^ 
and  Iowa.  See  Coniinential  Not.  Bank  v. 
Toumsend,  87  N.  Y.  8,  Walter  v.  Kirk,  14  111. 
55;  Crosby  V,  Grant,  86  N.  H.  273;  Farrellv. 
Lorett,  68  )Ie.  330,  28  Am.  Rep.  59;  Bosch  v. 
Kassing,  64  Iowa,  312.  A  contrary  rule  is  of 
force  in  Massachusetts.  Pine  v.  Smith,  11 
Gray,  88.  That  case  does  not,  however,  go 
further  than  to  rule  that  a  transfer  on  the 
last  day  of  grace  is  not  to  be  considered  as  be- 
fore maturity,  it  being  conceded  that  a  trans- 
fer on  the  first  or  second  day  of  grace  would 
clearly  be  before  dishonor.  In  Fox  v.  Kansas 
City  Bank,  30  Ean.  441,  it  was  held  that  a 
negotiable  bill  or  note  indorsed  and  transrer- 
red  on  the  first  day  of  grace  was  negotiated 
before  maturity.  And  see  Savings  Bank  v. 
Bates,  8  Conn.  505,  in  which  it  appeared  that 
the  transfer  was  made  on  the  second  day  of 
grace.  In  the  latter  case,  Bissell,  J.,  said 
(p.  511),  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
"It  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  dispute, 
that  in  regard  to  negotiable  notes,  the  days  of 
grace  maKe  a  part  of  the  original  contract. 
Such  a  note,  payable  by  the  terms  of  it  in 
sixty  days,  is  in  law  a  note  payable  in  sixty- 
three  days.  Before  the  expiration  of  that 
time,  no  demand  of  payment  can  be  made;, 
and.  If  negotiated  on  the  sixty  first  or  sixty- 
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second  day,  it  is  not  negotiated  oyerdae.** 
Thus,  it  IV i]]  be  ^een  tbat.  while  there  is  not 
unanimity  of  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  or  not  a  bill  or  note  on  which  grace 
is  allowable  negotiated  on  the  last  day  of 
grace  is  taken  subject  to  existing  equities,  etc., 
me  entire  current  of  authority  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  time  for  payment  expressed  on  the 
face  of  such  an  instrument  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  fixing  the  day  upon  which  the  same 
will  become  due,  but  that  days  of  grace  are 
to  be  computed  in  determining  the  date  of  its 
maturity.  Were  this  otherwise,  however,  we 
think  our  statute  on  the  subject  (A.cts  1875, 
p.  92)  would  be  conclusive,  and  should  con- 
trol our  decision;  for  it  was  therein  provided 
that  '*the  last  day  of  grace  shall  be  deemed 
the  date  of  maturity  of  any  bill  of  exchange; 
check,  or  promissory  note  entitled  to  the  three 
days  known  as  'days  of  grace/  for  all  the 
purposes  of  this  act. ''^  Civil  Code,  §  3679.  Ac- 
cordingly we  hold  that  one  to  whom  a  ne- 
gotiable promissory  note  is  transferred  on  the 
second  day  of  grace  takes  the  same  before 
maturity,  and  therefore  he  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value. 
Whether  the  same  would  be  true  as  regards 
a  transfer  made  on  the  last  day  of  grace,  we 
are  not  now  called  upon  to  decide. 

4.  Although,  apparently,  a  loint  principal, 
the  defendant  Haug  filed  a  plea  in  which  he 
set  up  the  defense  that  his  true  relation  to  the 
note  was  that  of  a  surety  only,  and  that  he 
had  been  discharged  from  all  liabilitjr  thereon 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  his  principal  had, 
prior  to  its  transfer  to  Hall,  and  with  full 
notice  to  the  latter  of  all  the  facts,  paid  off  the 
note  in  full.  In  support  of  this  defense,  suf- 
ficient evidence  was  introduced  at  the  trial  to 
establish  the  following  facts:  Haug  really 
signed  the  note  as  suretv,  and  merely  for 
the  accommodation  of  his  principal,  Whit- 
field, receiving  none  of  the  money,  and  deriv- 
ing no  benefit  therefrom.  On  January  21,  the 
second  day  of  grace,  Whitfield  went  to  the 
Milledgeville  Banking  Company,  the  payee, 
named  in  the  note,  paid  it  in  full,  and  had  it 
indorsed  by  the  bank  to  his  firm,  Whitfield  & 
Allen.  Subsequently,  on  thesHmeday.thc  note 
was  indorsed  and  transferred  by  Whitfield  & 
Allen  to  M.  W.  Hall,  or  order.  This  was  all 
done  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
Haug.  No  proof  whatever  whs  offered  as  to  the 
circumstances  connected  with  the  transfer  of 
the  note  to  Hall,  nor  was  there  any  evidence 
showing  that  he  had  any  knowledge  or  even 
an  intimation  that  the  note  had  been  paid,  or 
had  any  reason  to  suspect  that  Whitfield  & 
Allen  were  not  at  liberty  to  negotiate  it. 
Plainly,  then,  the  defense  set  up  by  Haug 
was  not  made  out;  for  in  the  absence  of  proof 
showing  that  Hall  had  notice  of  the  defend- 
ant's true  relation  to  the  paper,  and  of  the 
fact  tbat,  notwithstanding  it  had  been  paid  off 
in  full,  it  bad,  without  his  consent  or  author- 
ity, again  been  put  into  circulation,  his  plea 
could  avail  him  nothing.  Although  Wbitflchi 
&  Allen  may  not  have  occupied  the  position  of 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  yet,  if  Hall  pur 
chased  the  note  from  them  in  perfect  good 
faith,  he  would  be  fully  protected  against  the 
40L.R.A. 


defense  interposed  by  Haug.  It  cannot  be 
questioned  that  "one  may  be  a  bona  fide 
holder,  despite  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  his 
indorser."  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed. 
890."  Nor  would  the  mere  fact  that  Whitfield 
was  a  member  of  the  firm  having  possession 
of  the  paper  be  notice  to  Hail  that  it  had  been 
paid.  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  that,  even 
though  the  maker  himself  may  be  in  posses- 
sion of  a  note  before  it  has  fallen  due,  this 
fact  will  not  charge  a  purchaser  with  notice 
that  it  has  been  paid  off  and  discharged. 
Mishler  v.  Resd,  76  Pa.  76.  And  in  that  case, 
although  it  appeared  that  the  note  had  been 
discounted  at  the  instance  of  the  maker  him- 
self, and  its  proceeds  placed  to  his  credit,  the 
plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  recover  in  a  suit 
against  one  signing  as  indorser,  notwithstand- 
ing the  latter's  agreement  with  the  maker 
was  that  the  proceeds  should  be  placed  ia 
bank  to  the  credit  of  himself  as  indorser.  As 
a  general  rule,  "payment  before  maturity  is  at 
the  risk  of  the  party  making  it,  and  consti- 
tutes no  defense  against  a  subsequent  bona 
fide  holder  for  value  before  maturity."  S 
Randolph.  Com.  Paper,  §  1470.  "Payment 
can  only  be  made  before  maturity  by  consent 
of  both  debtor  and  creditor.  And  it  can  only 
be  made  with  perrect  safety  at  or  after  the 
maturity  of  the  instrument,  unless  the  payor 
receives  it  in  his  hands  and  cancels  it;  for  a 
payment  before  maturity  is  not  in  the  usual 
course  of  business;  and  should  the  bill  or 
note  afterwards,  and  before  maturity,  reach 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value, 
without  notice,  such  holder  could  enforce  a 
second  payment."  2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1238. 
And,  to  the  same  effect,  see  Paris  v.  Sfoe,  60- 
Qa.  90.  Thus,  it  will  be  seen  how  strictly  are 
the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  guarded; 
and  rightly  so,  for  otherwise  commercial 
paper  could  not  possibly  serve  the  great  bene- 
ficial purpose  for  which  it  is  intended. 

If,  as  we  are  bound  to  assume  from  the* 
record  before  us.  Hall  purchased  in  entire 
good  faith,  Haug  would  have  no  right — le^, 
equitable,  or  moral — to  claim  that  he  was  dis- 
charged from  liability  simply  because  hia 
principal,  before  maturity,  got  possession  of 
the  note  by  paying  the  original  payee,  and 
without  express  authority  from  Haug  and 
without  his  knowledge,  again  put  the  paper 
in  circulation.  Haug,  in  the  first  instance, 
allowed  this  paper,  a  negotiable  promissory 
note,  to  be  floated  into  the  channels  of  trade, 
representing  to  the  world  that  he  was  a  joint 
principal  with  Whitfield,  bound  to  make  pay- 
ment at  maturity,  without  reference  to  how 
many  times,  or  through  whom,  the  note 
might  in  the  meantime  iSd  negotiated.  There- 
fore, as  against  an  innocent  holder  of  the 
paper,  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  urge  his 
secret  relation  thereto,  and  set  up  a  defense 
which  he  could  not  assert  in  the  capacity  in 
which  he  executed  the  payer,  and  in  which 
he  held  himself  out  as  being  bound. 

6.  Under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  evi- 
dence, a  finding  for  the  plaintiff  was  inevita- 
ble. Accordingly,  it  was  proper  to  direct  a. 
verdict  in  his  favor. 

Judgment  qfflrmed. 
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^1*  As  a  s^eneral  rule*  a  bank  may  as- 
flmne  that  a  trustee  will  apply  money 

deposited  by  him  to  Its  proper  purposes  under  the 
trust,  and  Is  not  accounuble  for  any  misappro- 
priation of  trust  funds  in  which  it  does  not  par- 
ticipate; but  a  bank  cannot,  without  incurring 
liability  to  the  true  owner,  knowing'ly  appropri- 
ate to  the  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  to  It  by  an- 
other trust  funds  deposited  with  it  by  him  after 
the  creation  of  such  debt. 

8.  Where*  in  this  manner*  a  hank  im- 
properly appropriates  a  portion  of  a 
Aind  to  Its  own  use.  It  Is  liable  for  Interest 
thereon  from  the  time  of  demand  by  the  true 
owner  and  its  refusal  to  pay,  and  is  also  liable 
for  Interest  computed  from  the  same  time  upon  a 
balance  of  the  identical  fund  not  so  appropriated^ 
but  payment  of  which  was  then  demanded  and 
refused. 

8*  A  bank  in  this  state  will  not  be  pro- 
tected in  payiner  a  check  of  a  person  who 
had  been  lawfully  adjudged  to  be  Insane,  and 
who  was  in  fact  insane  when  the  check  was 
drawn.  This  is  true  thouRh  the  fact  of  insanity 
was  unknown  to  the  bank  at  the  time  of  payment, 
and  thouffh  the  adjudication  of  insanity  was 
made  in  another  state. 

4.  The  g^rounds  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  based  on  allegred  error  in  admitting 
evidence  did  not  disclose  what.  If  any,  objections 
to  the  same,  were  made  at  the  trial.  There  was 
no  error  In  the  charges  complained  of.  The 
charge  as  a  whole  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury 
the  issues  involved.  The  evidence  warranted  the 
verdict,  and  there  was  no  error  in  denying  a  new 
triaL 

(August  7, 1807.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  reach  funds 
which  plaintiff's  intestate  bad  deposited  with 
the  defendant  bank.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mes^s.  Ellis  A  Gray*  for  plaintiffs  in 
error: 

An  administrator  is  a  public  officer  created 
by  law,  required  to  give  bond  for  the  faithful 
discharge  of  his  duties,  and  charged  with  the 
sole  responsibility  of  administering  his  estate 
in  a  proper  and  lawful  manner. 

Code,  §  2605. 

Nobody  has  the  right  to  question  his  acts,  or 
bis  manner  of  conducting  business,  unless  there 
is  a  manifest  misappropriation  of  the  assets. 
The  law  imposes  upon  him  the  duty  of  making 
periodical  reports  of  his  actings  and  doings, 
and  so  long  as  he  is  prudently  and  honestly 
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managing  the  estate  not  even  the  beneficiaries 
under  his  trust  can  call  his  methods  in  ques- 
tion. 

Garter  v.  MaJiufaeturers'  Nat,  Bank,  71  Me. 
448. 86  Am.  Rep.  338;  1  Wms.  Exrs.  6th  ed. 

f.  709;  2  Wms.  Exrs.  p.  998;  1  Perry,  Tr. 
236. 

Third  parties  dealing  with  him  are  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  presumption  that  his  acts 
are  proper  unless  a  corrupt  motive  is  mani- 
fested. 

Woo^s  Appeal,  92  Pa.  879,  87  Am.  Rep.  696; 
Munnerlyn  v.  Augusta,  88  Ga.  836. 

The  bank  had  the  right  to  deal  with  him  as 
with  any  other  individual,  presuming  that  in 
his  capacity  as  administrator  his  duty  would 
be  performed. 

Garter  v.  Manufaetaren^  NaL  Bank,  71  Me. 
448,  36  Am.  Rep.  842;  Field  ▼.  SehUffelin,  7 
Johns.  Ch.  150,  11  Am.  Dec.  441;  Wood's  Ap- 
peal, 92  Pa.  379,  87  Am.  Rep.  694. 

If  the  check  was  payable  to  Cooper  as  ad- 
ministrator, a  proper  indorsement  by  him  as 
administrator  was  all  the  bank  could  require; 
and  if,  under  his  direction,  the  deposit  was 
made  to  his  individual  credit,  it  was  exactly 
the  same  as  if  he  had  drawn  the  actual  cur- 
rency and  afterwards  deposited  this  to  his  in- 
dividual credit. 

Gate  Gity  Bldg.  d  Loan  Asao.  v.  National 
BankofGommeree,  126  Mo.  82.  27  L.  R.  A. 
401;  Benton  V.  OermanAmeriean  Nat.  Bank, 
122  Mo.  882;  2  M6rse,  Banks  &  Banking, 
§457. 

The  administrator  clearly  had  the  right  to 
sell  the  exchange,  the  bank  had  the  right  to 
buy,  and  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  paper 
carried  no  notice  of  misappropriation  or  in- 
tended misappropriation. 

Munnerlyn  v.  A  ugusta  Sav.  Bank,  88  Qa. 
333,  94  Ga.  356;  Gity  Bank  v.  Kent.  57  Ga. 
283;  Gate  City  Bldg.  dt  Loan  Asso.  v.  National 
Bank  of  Commerce,  126  Mo.  82.  27  L.  R.  A. 
401 ;  Kaiser  v.  United  States  Nat.  Bank,  99  Ga. 
258. 

Keeping  a  deposit  of  trust  funds  by  the 
trustee,  in  bank  to  his  individual  credit, 
is  not  a  conversion.  There  must  be  a  misap- 
propriation of  such  funds,  and  a  failure  to  ac- 
count for  them. 

Munnerlyn  v.  Aiigusta  Sat.  Bank,  88  Ga. 
833. 

If  the  money  was  properly  deposited,  and 
the  bank  had  no  notice  that  the  administrator 
was  misapplying  the  funds,  or  intended  to 
misapply  them,  then,  as  to  such  funds,  the 
only  relation  that  existed  between  the  bank 
and  Cooper  wa<*  that  of  debtor  and  creditor. 

Williams  v.  Williams,  55  Wis.  300,  42  Am. 
Rep.  708;  jEtna  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank.  40  N.  Y.  82,  7  Am.  Rep.  814;  Case  v. 
Henderson.  23  La.  Ann.  49,  8  Am.  Rep.  590; 
Garr  v.  National  Security  Bank,  107  Mass.  45, 
9  Am.  Rep.  6. 

If  Cooper,  by  depositing  the  money  of  his 
trust  estate  to  his  individual  credit,  became  a 


Note.— As  to  the  validity  of  a  deed  made  by  an  |  there  are  a  few  cases  In  a  note  to  Howard  v.  How- 


Insane  person,  see  Riley  v.  Carter  (Md.;  19  L.  R.  A. 
489,  and  note. 

As  to  the  civil  liability  of  an  insane  person  for 
torts  or  nejrllgrence,  see  Williams  v.  Hays  (N.  Y.)  26 
L.  R.  A.  153,  and  note. 

As  to  contracts  of  Insane  persons  irenerallT, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


ard  (Ky.)   1  L.  R.  A.  610;  and  see  also  AtweU  v. 
Jenkins  (Mass.)  28  L.  R.  A.  69i. 

As  to  renewal  of  oblifpatlons  by  incompetent  per- 
sons, see  Memphis  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neely  (Tenn.)  84  L. 
R.  A.  274,  and  naU, 
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creditor  only  of  tbe  bank,  and  the  bank  by  re- 
eeiyiog  such  deposit  in  ignorance  of  any  mis- 
application or  intention  to  misappropriate  tbe 
fiame,  only  became  his  debtor,  then  such 
funds  were  entirely  subject  to  Cooper's  check, 
and  likewise  subject  to  all  other  rights  which 
the  creditor  would  have  against  the  bank,  such 
as  refusal  to  pay  checks,  etc.,  and  also  subject 
to  all  other  rights  which  the  debtor  bank 
would  have  against  its  creditor,  such  as  charg- 
ing up  indebtedness,  etc. 

Mount  Sterling  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greene,  99  Ky. 
262,  82  L.  R.  A.  568;  Bank  of  Marysville  v. 
Windueh  Muhlhauser  Brewing  Co.  50  Ohio  St. 
151:  Be  Franklin  Bank,  1  Paige,  249,  19  Am. 
Dec.  413,  and  note;  OriMom  v.  Commercial 
Nat.  Bank,  87  Tenn.  350,  3  L.  R.  A.  278,  10 
Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  and  note. 

If  funds  so  deposited  were  subject  to  Coop- 
er's check,  they  were  likewise  subject  to  any- 
thing else  equivalent  to  a  check,  and  to  the 
rights  of  the  banker  as  to  obligations  due  the 
bank. 

Marsh  y.  Oneida  Central  Bank,  84  Barb.  298; 
KetcJium  v.  Stecens,  6  Duer,  463. 

A  promissory  note  payable  at  bank  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  check  or  draft  of  the  maker  upon 
any  funds  standing  to  his  credit  in  the  bank. 

8  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  1441;  1  Dan. 
Neg.  Inst.  §  326  (a),  note  3,  p.  802;  2  Morse. 
Banks  &  Banking,  §  557;  Bolles.  Banks.  §  453; 
MandeciUe  v.  Union  Bank,  9  Cranch,  9,  8  L. 
ed.  689;  QHffin  v.  Rice,  1  Hilt.  184. 

The  bank  is  bound  to  apply  all  available 
means  to  the  payment  of  a  note  which  by  its 
terms  is  payable  in  bank. 

Georgia  Sted  Co,  v.  Talmadge,  96  Ga.  254; 
German  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foreman,  138  Pa.  474; 
Commercial  Nat.  Batik  v.  Henninger,  105  Pa, 
496;  Bedford  Bank  v.  Acoam,  125  Ind.  584,  9 
L.  R.  A.  560. 

Where  a  note  is  by  its  terms  made  payable 
at  a  bank,  upon  which  there  is  an  indorser, 
and  at  the  time  of  maturity  there  are  sufficient 
funds  to  the  credit  of  the  maker  to  meet  such 
note,  and  such  funds  have  not  been  otherwise 
appropriated  by  the  maker,  the  bank  is  bound 
to  pay  such  note  by  charging  the  same  up 
against  such  deposit,  and  its  failure  to  do  so 
operates  as  a  release  of  the  indorser. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Peltz,  176  Pa.  613,  86  L. 
R.  A.  832;  German  Nat.  Bank  v.  foreman,  138 
Pa.  474;  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Henninger, 
105  Pa.  496;  Bedford  Bank  v.  Acoam,  125  Ind. 
584.  9  L.  R.  A.  560;  Mechaniaf  A  T.  Bank  v. 
Seitz  Bros.  150  Pa.  632. 

It  is  immaterial  that  the  notes  were  for  pre- 
existing debts.  Taking  funds  in  payment  of 
such  debts  is  taking  for  value. 

Brooklyn  City  dt  N.  B.  Co.  v.  National  Bank 
of  the  Rtpvhlic,  102  U.  S.  14.  26  L.  ed.  61; 
Atlantic  Cotton  Mills  v.  Indian  Orcfiard  Mills, 
147  Mass.  268-278;  Kaiser  v.  United  States  Sav. 
Bank,^Qifi.  258;  Colebrooke,  Collateral  Securi- 
ties, §  18;  1  Morse,  Banks  &  Banking,  g  600; 
Gibson  v.  Conner,  3  Ga.  47. 

The  presumption  is  that  every  person  who 

is  capable  of  carrying  on  a  business  is  sane, 

and  third  parties  have  the  right  to  act  upon 

•  this  presumption,  unless  there  is  some  notice 

of  some  insanity. 

11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  155,  and  note 
1,  p.  159,  and  note  1;  Carter  v.  State,  12  Tex. 
40L.R.  A. 


500,  62  Am.  Dec.  539:  Eovey  v.  Cfiase,  52  Me. 
304.  88  Am.  Dec.  614. 

Even  an  insane  person  may  pay  his  debts, 
and  where  there  was  no  fraud  exercised,  and 
tbe  check  was  given  for  a  U'<>itiQiate  purpose, 
such  a  check  would  be  valid. 

iMncaster  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Moore,  78 
Pa.  407,  21  Am.  Rep.  24;  Behrens  v.  McKenzie, 
23  Iowa,  888,  92  Am.  Dec.  428;  Young  v. 
Stevens,  48  N.  H.  183,  97  Am.  Dec.  592. 

If  the  bank  had  no  knowledge  of  Cooper's 
insanity,  it  was  bound  to  pay  his  cbecks. 

Rusk  V.  FenUm,  14  Bush,  490,  29  Am.  Rep. 
413;  Wallace  v.  Jones,  98  Ga.  420. 

Messrs.  Clay  ft  Blair,  Arnold  &  Ar- 
nold* W.  R.  Power,  and  Kin^  &  Ander- 
son for  defendant  in  error. 

Cobb,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
Boone,  as  administrator  of  B.  F.  Cooper, 
brought  suit  against  the  American  Trust  & 
Banking  Company.  The  case  made  by  the 
evidence  was  as  follows:  B.  P.  Cooper"  died 
on  November  2,  1893,  and  J.  H.  Cooper,  a 
resident  of  Atlanta,  Georgia,  was  appointed  ad- 
ministrator of  his  estate  by  the  county  court  of 
Orange  county,  Florida.  Among  the  assets 
of  the  estate  was  a  policy  of  life  insurance  for 
the  sum  of  $5,000.  A  check  for  this  amount, 
payable  to  J.  H.  Cooper,  as  administrator  of 
B.  F.  Cooper,  was  received  by  such  adminis- 
trator on  December  21,  1893.  It  was  indorsed 
by  him  as  administrator,  and  deposited  to  his 
individual  credit  in  the  defendant  bank.  He 
stated  to  the  bank's  officer  that  he  was  the  sole 
heir  of  the  estate.  Having  been  in  business, 
and  having  an  account  with  the  bank,  he  had 
become  indebted  to  it  in  the  sum  of  $1,910.74, 
evidenced  by  promissory  notes.  The  bank, 
claiming  to  act  under  instruetions  from  him, 
charged  against  his  account  the  amount  of  the 
notes.  After  the  payment  of  sundry  checks 
drawn  by  him,  there  remained  to  his  credit  the 
sum  of  $1,810.53.  About  December  26.  1893, 
he  became  insane;  and  on  the  80th  day  of 
December,  1893,  he  was  adjudged  a  lunatic  by 
the  circuit  court  of  Orange  county,  Florida. 
The  fact  that  he  was  insane,  and  had  been  so 
adjudged,  was  unknown  to  the  bank  when  it 
paid  checks  drawn  subsequent  to  the  judg- 
ment. He  died  shortly  afterwards.  The 
plaintiff  was  appointed  administrator  de  bonis 
rum  of  B.  P.  Cooper  on  April  19. 1894.  B.  F. 
Cooper  left  a  number  of  heirs,  and  no  settle- 
ment of  the  estate  was  ever  made  by  J.  H. 
Cooper,  as  administiator.  The  plaintiff  con- 
tended that  the  bank  received  the  check  of 
$5,000  knowing  that  it  was  an  asset  of  the  es- 
tate of  B.  F.  Cooper,  and  that  the  crediting  of 
the  amount  to  the  individual  account  of  J.  H. 
Cooper  was  such  a  misappropriation  of  the 
fund  as  to  render  it  liable  to  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  B.  F.  Cooper.  Tlie  bank  denied 
any  notice'  or  knowledge  that  J.  H.  Cooper 
contemplated  misappropriating  the  money,  or 
that  the  money  did  not  in  fact  belong  to  him, 
and  claimed  to  have  received  the  deposit  in 
the  regular  course  of  business,  and  to  have 
paid  upon  his  checks  all  of  the  sum  so  de- 
posited, except  $1,810.53,  which  amount  it 
has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to 
the  person  entitled  thereto.  It  further  claimed 
that  the  deposit  being  general,  without  agree- 
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ment  to  pay  Interest,  it  was  not  liable  to  pay 
interest  thereon.  The  Jury  returned  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $3«860.27,  principal,  be- 
sides interest  This  amount  was  made  up  of 
the  following  items:  Balance  admitted,  as 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  estate.  $1,810.53; 
amount  of  notes  due  the  bank,  charged  to  the 
account  of  J.  H.  Cooper,  $1,910.74;  checis 
paid  on  January  2,  1804,  drawn  by  J.  H. 
Cooper  after  be  bad  been  adjudged  insane  by 
the  courU  of  Florida,  $139.  The  defendant 
made  a  motion  for  anew  trial,  which  the  court 
overruled,  and  it  excepted. 

1.  Eveiy  person  is  presumed  to  have  the  in- 
tention of  discharging  whatever  duty  the  law 
may  cast  upon  him.  It  is  therefore  presumed 
that  a  trustee  will  faithfully  administer  the 
trust,  and  will  not  misappropriate  the  funds 
of  the  estate  which  are  committed  to  his  care. 
When  a  trustee  deposits  money  in  a  bank,  the 
bank  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  money  so 
deposited  will  be  applied  by  the  trtistee  to  the 
proper  purposes  under  the  trust;  and,  acting 
under  this  assumption,  it  may  lawfully  pay 
the  checks  drawn  by  the  person  depositing  the 
money,  whether  signed  in  his  representative 
capacity  or  noi.  But  while  this  is  true,  if  it 
actively  aids  the  trustee  in  misappropriating 
the  fund,  and  especially  if  it  participates  in 
the  misappropriation,  and  receives  the  fruits 
of  such  misappropriation  by  obtaining  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  due  it  bv  the  trustee  in  nis  in- 
dividual capacity,  the  bank  would  be  liable 
to  the  true  owners  of  the  lund  for  the  amount 
thus  wrongfully  appropriated  by  it  to  its  own 
uses.  Munnerlyn  v.  Augusta  Sav.  Bank,  88 
Ga.  888;  Morse,  Banks  &  Banking, 8d  ed.  §  817. 
Where  a  debt  thus  paid  was  created  before  the 
trust  funds  were  deposited,  and  the  fact  that 
such  funds  were  impressed  with  the  trust  was 
known  to  the  bank  by  entries  upon  the  check 
which  was  delivered  to  it,  the  fact  that  the 
depositor  made  statements  to  the  bank  that  he 
waa  the  real  owner  of  the  fund,  and  the  bank 
acted  upon  such  statements,  would  not  relieve 
the  bank  from  its  liability  to  the  true  owner 
of  the  fund  when  it  appeared  that  such  state- 
ments were  not  true. 

2.  Where  It  appeared  in  such  a  ease  that  a 
demand  was  made  upon  the  bank  by  the  true 
owner  for  the  amount  which  had  been  misap- 
propriated, as  well  as  for  the  amount  which 
was  admitted  to  be  due,  and  the  bank  refused 
payment  under  such  demand,  it  becams  liable 
for  interest  upon  the  whole  amount  from  the 
date  of  such  refusal. 

8.  On  January  2,  1894,  when  the  bank  paid 
the  check  for  $180  drawn  by  J.  H.  Co  ^per, 
he  had  been  adjudged  to  be  insane  by  a  court 
ih  Florida  having  jurisdiction  of  such  matters, 
and  there  was  also  other  evidence  that  he  was 
at  that  time,  and  subsequent  thereto,  in  fact 
insane.  This  being  true,  was  the  bank,  which 
had  no  notice  of  the  fact  of  insanity,  or  that 
J.  H.  Cooper,  by  a  judgment  of  a  court,  had 
been  adjudged  to  be  insane,  protected  on  ac- 
count of  such  ignorance  in  the  payment  of  the 
check?  The  law  of  this  state  upon  such  gues 
tion  is  to  be  found  embraced  in  §  8652  of  the 
Civil  Code.  It  is  there  provided  that  an  in- 
sane person  cannot  contract  prior  to  commis- 
sion sued  out  and  guardianship  appointed; 
that  a  lunatic  may  contract  during  lucid  in- 
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tervals;  after  guardianship,  he  cannot.  By 
the  terms  of  this  section  it  is  declared  that  an 
insane  person,  using  this  expression  in  the 
sense  of  a  person  non  compos  mentis,  whether 
idiot,  lunatic,  or  imbecile,  has  no  power  to  en- 
ter into  a  contract  after  such  insanity  takes 
place.  While  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  authori- 
ties as  to  the  effect  to  be  given  to  a  contract 
made  by  insane  persons,  "it  may  now  be  re- 
garded as  a  general  rule  of  universal  law,  that 
the  contracts  of  a  lunatic,  idiot,  or  other  per- 
son non  compos  mentis,  from  age  or  other  in- 
firmity, are  utterly  void."  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst, 
4th  ed.  §  209;  Eogern  v.  B^ackweU,  49  Mich.  192; 
Dexter  v.  JiaU,  15  Wall.  9, 21 L.  ed.  73;  Setiver  v. 
Phelps,  11  Pick.  304,  22  Am.  Dec.  872;  Amh^ 
Califarnian  Bank  v.  Ames,  27  Fed.  Rep.  727. 
Judge  Story.lnhistreatiseonBillsof  Exchange,, 
discussing  the  question  of  the  disability  of  in> 
sane  persons  to  bind  themselves  as  drawers, 
indorsers,  or  acceptors  of  such  papers,  says: 
"This  disability  flows  from  the  most  obvious 
principles  of  natural  justice.  Every  contract 
presupposes,  that  it  is  founded  in  the  free  and 
voluntarv  consent  of  each  of  the  parties,  upon 
a  valuable  consideration,  and  after  a  deliberate 
knowledge  of  its  character  and  obligation. 
Neither  of  these  predicaments  can  properly 
belong  to  a  lunatic,  an  idiot,  or  other  person^ 
non  compos  mentis,  from  age,  or  imbecility,  or 
personal  infirmity.  Hence,  it  is  a  rule,  not 
merely  of  municipal  law,  but  of  universal 
law,  that  the  contrarts  of  all  such  persons  ar» 
utterly  void.  The  Roman  law,  in  expressive 
terms,  adopted  this  doctrine:  Furiosus  niU- 
lum  negoiium  gerere  potest,  quia  non  intelligit, 
quodagit."  Story,  Bills  of  Exchange,  §  106. 
The  authorities  above  cited  establish  the 
doctrine  that  a  contract  by  ar  insane  person, 
whether  executory  or  executed,  is  utterly  void; 
and  this,  too,  when  there  has  been  no  judicial 
determination  of  the  fact  of  insanity  except  in 
the  trial  of  the  issue  where  the  question  is 
raised  to  defeat  the  contract  which  is  sought  to 
be  enforced  or  set  aside.  Where  there  has 
been  a  judicial  determination  of  the  fact  of 
insanity  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  in- 
quire into  and  determine  the  mental  condition 
of  the  individual  concerned,  it  would  seem  that 
this  would  be  simply  evidence  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  the  fact  of  insanity, 
and  evidence  of  a  high  character,  but  only 
cumulative  of  other  competent  evidence  on  the 
subject.  That  an  adjudication  by  a  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  is 
prima  facie  evidence  everywhere  of  the  fact  of 
insanity  is  well  established  by  authority.  & 
Black.  Judgm.  §  802;  Buswell,  Insanity. 
§§  197-199;  Woerner,  American  Law  of 
Guardianship,  §  128.  Under  the  law  of  this 
state  above  quoted,  after  the  fact  of  insanity 
has  been  established  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  in  this  state,  and  the  affairs  of 
such  person  vested  in  a  guardian,  the  power 
of  such  person  to  contract  is  entirely  gone, 
and  such  contracts  are  absolutely  void.  This 
part  of  the  section  is  consonant  with  the  ad- 

iudications  on  the  same  subject  in  other  states, 
n  the  case  of  Pearly.  M'DotreU,  8  J.  J.  Marsh. 
659.  20  Am.  Dec.  199.  it  was  held  that,  after 
office  found,  the  contracts  of  idiots  or  lunatics 
were  void.  Judge  Buckner  quotes  in  his 
opinion  to  sustain  this  decision  the  following 
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extract  from  Bacon's  Abridgment:  "Tet  it 
seems  that  even  at  law,  toe  contracts  of 
idiots  and  lunatics,  after  office  found,  and  the 
party  legally  committed,  are  void,  and  it  must 
be  at  the  peril  of  him,  who  deals  with  such  a 
one."  8  Bacon.  Abr.  689.  The  same  princi- 
ple is  recoi^nized  in  the  case  of  Wait  v.  Maa- 
wU,  6  Pick.  217,  16  Am.  Dec.  891.  It  is  true 
that,  in  the  cases  cited,  the  adjudication  of 
lunacy  was  had  in  the  same  jurisdiction  in 
which  it  was  pleaded;  but  this  would  not  al- 
ter the  application  of  the  doctrine  so  far  as 
the  adjudication  of  lunacy  is  to  be  used  as  evi- 
dence of  the  fact.  While  it  may  be  that,  in 
the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  person  is  declared 
to  be  insane,  the  judgment  would  be  conclu- 
sive, still  the  judgment  on  this  subject  law- 
fully rendered  in  an^  other  jurisdiction  would 
be  at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact  of 
lunacy;  and,  in  any  case  where  it  is  shown 
either  by  a  judgment  of  a  court  or  other  com- 
petent evidence  that  the  person  making  the 
contract  was  at  the  time  of  its  execution  nan 
^eampos  mentis,  such  contract  is  void.  And 
*'the  mere  circumstance  that,  for  the  time  be- 
ing, he  so  deported  himself  as  to  conceal  his 
lunacy  or  imbecility,  cannot  alter  his  right  to 
be  protected  against  his  own  misfortune.  And, 
though  honest  persons  may  be  ignorant  of 
his  condition,  that  is  their  misfortune,  and 
they  should  not  be  allowed  to  throw  it  upon 
one  already  helpless."  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst 
^210.  'The  right  of  avoiding  a  contract  ex- 
ists, notwithstanding  the  person  with  whom 
the  insane  man  contracted  was  not  apprised 
of  and  had  no  reason  to  suspect  the  existence 
of  such  insanity,  and  did  not  overreach  him 
by  any  fraud  or  deception."  ffotfey  ▼.  Eobsan, 
«8  Me.  451,  458,  89  Am.  Dec.  705. 

There  being  evidence  that  at  the  time  the 
check  in  question  was  drawn  by  Cooper,  and 
at  the  time  it  was  paid  by  the  bank.  Cooper 
had  not  only  been  adjudged  insane  by  a  court 
in  another  slate,  but  was  in  fact  insane,  shown 
by  other  evidence  than  the  judgment,  the 
•check  was  absolutely  void,  and  the  bank  paid 
it  at  its  peril,  and  must  bear  the  loss.  The 
Judgment  of  the  court  in  Florida  adjudicating 
the  question  of  J.  H.  Cooper's  insanity,  if  not 
absolutely  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the 
question  of  his  mental  condition,  on  account 
of  his  not  having  been  domiciled  in  the  state  of 
Florida  at  the  time  the  court  passed  upon  the 
question,  would  still  be  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  would  be  prima  facie  proof  of  the  fact 
that  the  judgment  sets  up.  Cooper,  though  a 
citizen  of  Georgia,  having  submitted  himself 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  in  Florida  by 
accepting  an  appointment  as  administrator  of 
B.  F.  Cooper's  estate,  gave  to  the  courts  of 
that  state  the  rieht  to  inquire  into  his  mental 
condition  in  order  to  determine  whether  be 
was  still  able  to  discharge  the  duties  he  had  as- 
sumed under  the  Florida  Uw;  and,  having 
jurisdiction  for  this  purpose,  the  judgment  of 
the  courts  of  that  state  would  be  prima  facie 
evidence  in  the  courts  of  this  state. 

4.  The  record  discloses  no  error  which 
would  require  the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  and 
the  motion  was  properly  overruled. 

Judgment  afflrmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
Plff.   in  Err,, 

9. 

Sherman  COVENIA 
(••■••-•-Oaa...  •••••) 

*1.  Althooi^h  the  declaration  stated 
facts  showlDflr  the  tortious  klllinff  of  the  plain- 
UITb  child  by  the  defendant,  and  allexed  that  the 
ohild  **vras  a  b07  well  formed,  precocious,  and  of 
stronfir  and  robust  physical  powers  for  a  child  of 
his  a^e;  that  he  was  physically  sound  in  every 
respect,  and  was  capable  of  renderioff,  and  did 
render,  to  the  plaintiff  valuable  services,  by  ko- 
Inff  upon  errands  to  neighbors  resldinsr  near  to 
plain tUTs  residence,  picking  up  and  brlnffln?  in 
ooal  and  chips  to  make  and  keep  buminR  flres  in 
the  boose,  bringing  the  broom  and  other  articles 
used  In  house  deanlngr  to  his  mother,  picking  up 
and  oarrjriog  ou  t  of  the  house  trash  and  11  tter  which 
tended  to  render  untidy  in  appearance  plalntifl^s 
home,  watohing*  and  amusing  plalntUTs  younger 
child  while  his  wife  was  engaged  in  cooking  and 
attending  to  her  household  duties;  and  that  these 
services  were  worth  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
ffii  per  montb,*^— no  cause  of  action  entitling  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  for  the  chlld^  services  was 
set  forth,  it  being  also  alleged  in  the  declaration 
that  the  child  was  only  one  year,  eight  months, 
and  ten  days  old.  The  allegations  of  the  declara- 
tion should  be  construed  all  together,  and  the 
courts  will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  fact 
that  an  Infant  of  this  age  is  Incapable  of  render- 
ing valuable  services. 

8.  In  such  a  ease  the  fltther  of  the  child 
killed  Is  entitled  to  recover  the  expenses 
necessarily  and  reasonably  incurred  in  the  burial 
of  the  child.  Including  compensation  for  the  loss 
of  such  time  on  the  father's  part  as  was  needed 
for  this  purpose. 

(Atkinson,  X,  dfsnenCs.) 

(December  17,  1800.) 

ERROR  to  the  City  Court  of  Brunswick 
to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  alleged  wrongful  killing  of  plaintiff's  minor 
child.     Afflrmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mewn,  Goodyear  &  Kay*  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

An  action  is  not  maintainable  where  the 
child  injured  was  of  such  tender  years  as  to  be 
then  unable  to  render  any  services  capable  of 
being  estimated  as  a  monied  value. 

6  Bacon,  Abr.  ed.  1866,  p.  551;  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  2d  ed.  §  778;  Hall  v.  Hollander,  7  Dowl. 
&  R.  188;  Nederlandeeh-Amerikaaneche  Stoom- 
Dart  Maateehappiz  v.  Hollander,  20  U.  8.  App. 
225,  69  Fed.  Rep.  419,  8  C.  C.  A.  169:  LitiU 
Bock  dsFt.  8.  R.  Co,  v.  Barker.  89  Ark.  491. 

The  English  rule  is  of  force  in  Georgia  by 
the  adoption  of  the  common  law,  and  localise 
of  no  statutory  change. 

Shields  Y,  Yonge,  15  Ga.  849;  Allen  y,  At- 
lanta Street  B.  Co.  54  Ga.  608;  Ellison  v. 
Georgia  B.  Co.  87  Ga.  710. 

One   of   the   facts   pleaded  was   that   the 

*Head  notes  by  Simmons,  Ch.  J. 
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Covenia  d^ild  was  twenty  months  and  ten  days 
old.  and  this  allegation,  judged  by  human  ex< 
perience,  shows  that  it  was  a  physical  impossi- 
bility for  a  child  at  that  age  to  render  any 
services  capable  of  a  monled  value. 

The  court  should  take  judicial  knowledge 
of  the  absurdity  of  a  twenty-months  old  child 
being  capable  of  performing  services  for  the 
loss  of  which  a  recovery  could  be  had. 

Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  81  Ga.  416. 

No  recovery  for  any  expense  can  be  had. 

Sec  Nederlandsch-  Amerikaansche  Stoomvart 
Maatwhappiz  v.  Hollander,  20  U.  8.  App.  226, 
59  Fed.  Rep.  417,  8  C.  C.  A.  169:  Bchouler, 
Dom.  Rel.  §  259;  Carey  v.  Berkshire  R.  Go, 
(Mass  )  48  Am.  Dec.  note  commencing  p.  619; 
Wood.  iMast.  &  S.  §i^  227,  228. 

Messrs.  Symmes  &  Bennet  and  Johnson 
&  Krauss,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  allegations  of  expenses  of  the  funeral 
would,  in  any  event,  sustain  the  court's  ruling. 

Ohio  iSb  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Tindall,  13  Ind.  366,  74 
Am.  Dec.  260;  Cary  v.  Berkshire  R,  Co.  (Mass.) 
48  Am.  Dec.  623,  notes;  Field,  Damages, 
p.  507. 

We  know  of  no  law  that  authorizes  this 
court  to  judicially  determine  that  a  child  of 
any  given  age,  and  especially  of  an  age  at 
which  it  would  be  ordinarily  capable  of  loco- 
motion, and  under  the  allegation  was  capable 
of  such  locomotion,  and  capable  of  ordinary 
conception  and  understanding,  would  be  in- 
capable of  rendering  services  of  any  value 
whatever  under  any  circumstances,  to  its  pa- 
rents, in  spite  of  the  admission  of  truth  that 
must  be  conceded  in  considering  the  demurrer. 

Code,  §  2960;  Central  R.  db  Bkg,  Co.  v. 
Ryke,  87  Ga.  491,  13  L.  R.  A.  684;  CenlTral  R. 
&  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Golden,  93  Ga.  510;  Savannah, 
F,  &  W,  /?.  Co.  V.  Smith,  93  Ga.  743;  Suyar- 
man  v.  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R,  Co,  94  Ga. 
604. 

In  an  action  for  causing  the  death  of  a  child 
about  three  years  old,  proof  of  special  pecu- 
niary damages  is  not  necessary  to  maintain  the 
action  etc. 

lhl\.  Forty- Second  Street  db  O.  Street  Ferry 
R,  Co,  47  N.  Y.  317,  7  Am.  Rep.  450;  Bliss  v. 
South  Radley,  145  Mass.  91;  Schouler,  Dom. 
Rel.  g  258,  p.  405;  Nederlandsch-Amerikaansche 
Stoomvart  Maatschappiz  v.  Hollander,  20  U.  S. 
App.  225,  59  Fed.  Rep.  417,  8  C.  C.  A.  169. 

The  services  of  the  child,  no  more  than  those 
of  the  wife,  are  to  be  estimated  by  the  merely 
physical  and  gross  standard. 

Cooley,  Torts,  228,  note;  Bdrtfield  v.  Roper 
21  Wend.  615,  84  Am.  Dec.  274;  Carey  v. 
Berkshire  R,  Co,  (Mass.)  48  Am.  Dec.  622,  623, 
notes. 

Simmons,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Whatever  may  be  the  rule  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions, it  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that  the  gist 
of  an  action  by  a  parent  to  recover  damages 
for  the  death  or  injury  of  a  minor  child  is  the 
loss  of  services.  Shie'ds  v.  Tonge,  15  Ga.  349; 
Allen  V.  Atlanta  Street  R.  Co,  54  Ga.  603.  The 
bss  of  service  being  the  cause  of  action,  it 
ollows  that  when  the  infant  is  incapable  of 
rendering  service  at  the  time  of  its  death  or  in- 
jury the  parent  cannot  recover.  This  prin- 
ciple was  recognized  by  the  counsel  of  the 
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plaintiff  in  the  court  below,  for  he  alleged  in 
the  declaration  that  the  child  was  capable  of 
rendering  service,  and  also  specified  what  acts 
of  service  it  did  render,  and  the  value  thereof 
per  month;  but  in  the  same  declaration  it  was 
alleged  that  the  child  was  but  one  vear,  eight 
months,  and  ten  days  of  age.  One  of  the 
grounds  of  the  demurrer  was  that  the  plaintiff 
shows  by  his  allegations  in  his  petition  that  the 
child  "was  of  such  tender  years  as  to  be  un- 
able  to  have  any  earning  capaciiv,  and  hence 
the  defendant  could  not  be  held  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  the  killing  of  said  child,  even  if  neg- 
ligentlv  done."  The  question  is,  therefore, 
squarely  made  whether  the  court,  on  demurrer, 
can  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  a 
a  child  of  this  tender  age  is  incapable  of  ren- 
dering such  service  as  would  authorize  the 
parent  to  recover,  or  whether,  in  such  a  case, 
the  court  is  bound  to  submit  the  matter  to  the 
nry.  In  the  case  of  Minnesota  v.  Barber,  186 
J.  S.  821.  84  L.  ed.  457.  Mr.  Justice  Harlan 
said:  *'If  a  fact  alleged  to  exist,  and  upon 
which  the  rights  of  parties  depend,  is  within 
common  experience  and  knowledge,  it  is  one 
of  which  the  courts  will  take  judicial  notice. *'^ 
In  Ho  Ah  Koto  v.  Nunan,  5  Sawy.  560,  Mr. 
Justice  Field  said:  •*We  connot  shut  our  eyea 
to  matters  of  public  notorieiy  and  general 
cognizance.  When  we  take  our  seats  on  the 
bench,  we  are  not  struck  with  blindness,  and 
forbidden  to  know  as  judges  what  we  see  aa 
men."  In  the  case  of  King  v.  Qallun,  109  U. 
8.  99,  27  L.  ed.  870,  it  was  held  that  "the  court 
will  take  judicial  notice  of  matters  of  common 
knowledge,  and  of  things  in  common  use.'* 
"Courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  facts  gen- 
erally known  as  of  uniform  occurrence,  or  the 
invariable  action  of  natural  laws."  12  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  196.  The  fact  that  a  child 
of  less  than  two  years  of  age  cannot  perform 
any  services  of  value  to  its  parent  is  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge  to  all  men.  It  is  as 
well  known  to  the  judge  as  it  is  to  the  jury. 
It  being  so  known  to  the  judge,  why  should 
he  not  act  upon  it,  when  be  is  called  upon  to 
do  so  by  proper  pleading?  Why  is  he  less 
qualified  than  the  jury  to  declare  a  well  known 
fact?  Why  should  he  submit  such  a  question 
to  a  jury,  when,  if  they  found  contrary  to  this 
well  known  fact,  he  would  be  compelled  to 
set  aside  their  verdict?  Why  should  he  go 
through  the  farce  of  a  trial,  at  the  expense  of 
the  country  in  time  and  money,  in  order  to 
have  a  jury  decide  a  fact  which  is  already  well 
known  to  everyone?  There  is  no  necessity 
for  a  jury  trial  when  there  is  no  issue  of  fact. 
In  our  opinion,  there  can  be  no  issue  of  factaa 
to  the  ability  of  a  child  two  years  old  to  per- 
form valuable  services.  Even  if  the  parent 
should  testify  that  a  child  of  that  age  could 
render  services  of  the  value  of  $2  per  month, 
it  would  be  so  inconsistent  with  every  person'* 
knowledge  of  the  incapacity  of  children  of  that 
age  to  render  service  that  such  testimony  would 
be  unworthy  of  credit.  In  the  case  of  Halt 
V.  Hollander,  4  Bam.  &  C.  680.  Bay  ley,  J.,  in 
discussing  an  injury  to  a  child  two  and  a  half 
years  old,  said:  '*It  is  manifest  that  the  child 
was  incapable  of  performing  any  service."  All 
courts  of  any  respectability,  so  far  as  I  know, 
decide  as  a  matter  of  law  that  children  of 
tender  years  cannot  be  guilty  of  conlrilnjtory 
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negligence.  Upon  what  reason  are  these  de- 
cisions made?  Upon  what  theory  do  the 
courts  bold  this  as  a  matter  of  law?  The  an- 
swer is  apparent  Because  reason,  experience, 
and  common  sense  teach  that  a  child  of  that 
age  has  not  the  sense  or  the  capacity  to  con- 
tribute to  any  injury  to  itself.  It  cannot 
at  that  age  be  guilty  of  any  negligence.  If 
the  courts  can  decide  this  as  a  matter  of  law, 
why  can  they  not  decide  also,  as  matter  of 
law,  that  such  a  child  has  no  earning  capacity? 
We  see  no  reason  why  it  cannot  be  done. 

But  it  is  contended  by  the  demurrer  in  the 
court  below  that  it  was  admitted  that  the  child 
was  capable  of  rendering  service,  and  that 
therefore  the  court  was  right  in  overruling  the 
demurrer.  The  declaration  enumerated  cer- 
tain services  of  the  child,  which  is  alleged  were 
worth  $2  per  month.  In  passing  upon  a  de- 
murrer to  a  declaration,  the  court  considers  all 
the  allegations  therein.  The  demurrer  admits 
all  the  facts  well  pleaded.  If  all  the  facts, 
taken  together,  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover,  the  court  should  sustain  the 
demurrer,  although  some  of  the  facts  alleged 
would  show  the  measure  and  amount  of  the 
damages.  If  the  major  premise  in  the  declara- 
tion shows  no  cause  of  action,  the  minor  premise 
will  not  aid  in  sustaining  it.  The  controlling 
fact  alleged  in  this  declaration  was  the  age  of 
the  child  and  consequently  its  incapacity  to 
render  service.  We  have  shown  that  by  rea- 
son of  its  tender  age  it  could  not  perform 
service  for  the  parent.  Conceding,  for  the 
sake  of  the  argument,  that  the  fact  alleged  in 
the  declaration  that  the  child  picked  up  chips, 
amused  the  baby,  etc.,  was  admitted  by  the 
demurrer,  there  was  still  no  admission  that 
these  simple  acts  were  of  any  value.  The  al- 
legation in  the  declaration  that  they  were  valu- 
able to  the  amount  of  $3  per  month  was  an 
opinion  or  conclusion  of  the  pleader.  It  was 
necessarily  an  opinion  or  conclusion,  because 
there  was  no  standard  by  which  services  of 
this  sort  could  be  valued.  We  know,  as  mat- 
ter of  fact,  that  children  of  this  age  are  not 
hired  or  employed.  There  can,  therefore,  be 
no  criterion  by  which  the  value  of  such  services 
could  be  estimated  but  that  of  an  opinion.  It 
is  well  settled  that  a  demurrer  does  not  adroit 
opinions  or  conclusions  of  the  pleader.  If  a 
man,  in  his  action  for  personal  injuries,  alleges 
that  he  was  damaged  $10,000,  and  there  is  a 
demurrer  to  the  declaration,  the  demurrer  does 
not  admit  the  amount  of  damages  claimed. 
Moreover,  a  demurrer  does  not  admit  facts 
which  are  in  their  nature  improbable  or  im- 
possible. In  the  case  of  Cole  v.  Maunder,  2 
Kolle,  Abr.  548,  one  person  sued  another  for 
damages  for  throwing  at  and  striking  him  with 
a  stone.  Defendant  pleaded  that  he  threw 
stones  at  him  **molliter  et  molli  manu,**  and 
that  they  fell  upon  him  **moUiter^'*  and  it  was 
40  L.ILA. 


held  not  a  good  justification;  the  judges  saving 
that  one  cannot  throw  stones  **moUitef  al- 
though it  were  confessed  bv  demurrer.  Sup- 
pose this  child  had  been  only  six  months  old, 
and  these  allegations  as  to  service  and  value 
had  been  made;  it  could  not  be  held  that  a 
demurrer  to  the  declaration  admitted  that  a 
child  six  months  old  could  render  service. 
The  allegation  would  have  been  improbable 
and  impossible.  Suppose  a  boy  five  years  old 
were  indicted  for  the  crime  of  rape,  all  the 
necessary  allegations  being  made,  certainly  a 
demurred  to  such  an  indictment  would  not 
admit  that  the  boy  did  or  could  commit  the 
offense  charged.  Suppose,  again,  that  one 
female  should  sue  another  for  the  offense  of 
seduction,  and  the  declaration  contain  all  the 
necessary  allegations,  would  it  be  held  that 
a  demurrer  by  the  defendant  would  admit  that 
she  did  commit  the  act  necessary  to  constitute 
the  crime?  These  illustrations  are  given  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  demurrer  to  a 
declaration  cannot  be  held  to  admit  impossible 
or  improbable  allegations  of  fact,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  court  from  passing  upon  the  allega- 
tions which  in  their  nature  are  contrary  to 
common  experience  and  common  knowledge 
as  matter  of  law;  and  to  compel  him  to  submit 
them  to  a  jury.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the 
court  should  have  sustained  the  demurrer  in 
so  far  as  to  bold  that  the  parent  could  not  re- 
cover damages  for  the  death  of  the  child  on  ac- 
count of  loss  of  its  services. 

2.  It  is  well  settled  that,  although  a  parent 
cannot  recover  damages  for  the  death  or  in- 
jury of  his  child  unless  the  child  was  capable 
of  rendering  service,  he  can  recover,  in  an  ac- 
tion against  the  person  who  inflicted  the  injury, 
for  bis  trouble  and  expense  in  caring  for  the 
child,  and,  if  it  dies  from  the  injuries  inflicted 
he  can  recover  his  necessary  and  reasonable 
expenses  in  the  burial,  including  compensation 
for  the  loss  of  such  time  on  the  parent's  part  as 
was  needed  for  this  purpose.  See  Dennis  v. 
Clark,  2  Cush.  347,  48  Am.  Dec.  671,  where 
this  subject  is  elaborately  discussed  by  Met- 
calf,  J.  We  therefore  hold  that,  while  the 
father  in  this  case  cannot  recover  for  the  death 
of  his  child,  he  can  recover  for  the  expenses 
he  incurred  and  the  loss  he  sustained  rendered 
necessary  by  the  conduct  of  the  servants  of  the 
railroad  company;  and  on  this  latter  ground 
we  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  court  t>elow. 
If  it  is  necessary,  let  this  part  of  the  declara- 
tion stand,  in  order  to  try  the  amount  of  ex- 
penses necessarily  incurred  .by  the  father. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  direction. 

Atkinson.  J.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent  from  the  iudgment  as  rendered. 
There  should  be  an  affirmance  without  quali- 
fication. 


Iluhoib  Bdfbbiib  Coubt. 
ILUNOIB  SUPREME  COURT. 
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Charles  ORCHARDSON,  AppU, 
A.inelia  T.  COFIELD  et  al. 

an  m.  14.) 

1.  A  geaerBl  verdiet  of  invalidity  of  a 
will  fa  not  incoDBlstent  with  a  special  verdict 
findiDg  capacity  to  transact  freneral  business, 
and  to  understand  the  business  in  which  testa- 
trix was  ensaged  when  making  the  will,  but  also 
finding  undue  influence  over  her  at  the  time. 

tB«  A  will  prompted  by  the  testatrix's 
delusion  induced  by  her  belief  in 
spiritnalism  that  the  chief  beneficiary,  wbo 
was  not  the  natural  object  of  her  bounty,  was 
gifted  with  supernatural  powers,  is  invalid  for 
want  of  testamentary  capacity  of  the  testatrix, 
although  a  mere  belief  in  spiritualism  is  not 
proof  of  insanity. 

Sm  a  w ill  is  void  if  procured  by  a  stranger  to  be 
executed  in  his  own  favor  by  an  aged  and  feeble 
woman  laboring  under  the  influences  of  an  Insane 
delusion  brought  upon  her  through  bis  machi- 
nations. 

A»  A  morbid  delusion  relatin£^  to  the 
▼ery  matter  of  tlie  testamentary  dis- 
position of  one's  property  deprives  her  of  tes- 
tamentary capacity,  notwithstanding  she  has 
capacity  to  transact  ordinary  business  and  knows 
and  understands  the  business  in  which  she  is  en- 
gaged at  the  time  of  making  the  will. 

5.  A  maniafl^  is  absolately  void  where 
one  of  the  parties  was  Insane  at  the  time,  and 
may  be  annulled  by  her  heirs  after  her  death 
where  she  was  never  in  a  condition  to  ratify  the 
same. 

^*  A  woman  ei^hty-siz  years  old*  suf- 
fering fk*om  an  incurable  disease  and 
having  an  insane  delusion  respecting  the 
superhuman  powers  of  a  man  much  younger 
than  herself,  and  whose  character  for  morality 
is  notoriously  the  very  opposite  of  her  own,  is 
Incapable  of  contracting  a  valid  marriage  with 
him,— especially  where  her  object  was  merely  to 
enable  him  to  obtain  her  money  for  the  ac- 
complishment of  the  great  plans  for  mankind 
which  he  claimed  to  have  conceived,  and  the 
marriage  is  brought  about  in  pursuance  of  bis 
fraudulent  scheme  to  obtain  her  money. 

(December  22,  1807.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Adams  County  in 
favor  of  complainaDts  in  a  suit  brought  to  set 
aside  a  pretended  marriage  and  annul  the  al- 
leged will  of  Minerva  Merrick,  deceased.  Af- 
finned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  John  H.  Williams  and  Jesse  B* 
Barton,  for  appellant: 

Decedent  was  not  an  insane  person  in  the 
purview  of  the  statutes  at  the  tiine  of  her  mar- 
riage with  appellant,  and  was  therefore  not 
incapable  of  contracting  a  marriage. 


NoTB.— For  belief  in  spiritualism  as  alTectlDg 
testamentary  capacity,  see  note  to  Lewis  v.  Ar- 
buckle  (Iowa)  16  L.  EL  A.  077. 

For  such  belief  as  an  insane  delusion,  see  also  note 
to  Kimberly*s  Appeal  (Cono.)  87  L.  EL  A.  26L 
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WhippU  V.  Eddy.  161  HI.  114;  Burt  ▼.  ^i- 
senherry,  182  III.  885;  Taylor  v.  Pegram,  151 
111.  106;  Be  Balhert  15  Misc.  808;  9mWCs  WiU, 

52  Wis.  548,  88  Am.  Rep.  756;  Brown  v.  Ward, 

53  Md.  876,  86  Am.  Rep.  422;  Qmld  y.  Warne, 
149  III.  105. 

A  marriage  voidable  only  cannot  be  avoided 
afier  the  death  of  either  party. 

Bonham  v.  Badgley,  7  III.  622;  Schouler, 
Dom.  Rel.  p.  24. 

Undue  influence  to  avoid  an  act  or  nullify  a 
will  must  be  a  wrongful  influence,  and  must 
have  the  effect  of  completely  subjugating  the 
mind  of  the  actor  or  testator,  so  that  he  or  she 
was  incapable  of  withstanding  it  or  of  acting 
independently  of  it 

Be  Williams,  2  Gonnoly.  579;  1  Bishop, 
Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  ^§  595-601;  Kern  v.  Kern, 
61  N.  J.  Eq.  574;  Massey  v.  Huntington,  118 
111.  80;  HiU  V.  Bahrns,  158  III.  814:  Bevelot  v. 
r^irade,  153  III.  625;  Wilbur  v.  WiUur,  129 
III.  393.  188  111.  446;  Guild  v.  Hull,  127  III. 
528;  Butherford  v.  Morns,  77  111,  412;  Pooler 
V.  Crisiman,  145  III.  405;  Sturtevant  v.  Sturte- 
rant,  116  III,  840;  Dickie  v.  CarUr,  42111  879; 
Toey,  McCord,  74  111.  44;  Kimball  ▼.  Cuddy, 
117  III.  21^;  Mitchell  y,  Mitchell,  43  Minn.  73; 
Be  Snelling,  186  N.  Y.  515;  Mackall  v.  Mack- 
all,  135  U.  8.  f67.  34  L.ed.  84;  Norton  v.  Pax- 
ton,  10  Mo.  456;  Knox  v.  Knox.  95  Ala.  495; 
Berberet  v.  Berberet,  181  Mo.  «99;  Delgado  v. 
OonzalesiTex.  Civ.  Anp.)  28  S.  W.  469;  Salts- 
buryy,  AldHeh,  118  Hi.  99;  Brown  v.  Mitchell, 
75  Tex.  9;  Be  Storey,  20  111.  App.  183;  Car- 
penter V.  Bailey,  94  Cal.  406;  Re  Sheldon,  40 
N.  Y.  8.  R.  889;  Schmidt y.  Schmidt,  4!7}\\xiu. 
451. 

Influence  acquired  through  affection  or  by 
honest  argument  or  persuasion  is  not  undue, 
and  will  not  invalidate  a  will. 

Betitlot  V.  Lestrade,  153  III.  626;  Sturtetant 
y.  Sturtevant,  116111.  340;  Dickie  v.  CarUr,  42 
111.  879;  Toe  v.  McCord,  74  III.  44:  Kimball  v. 
Cuddy.  117  III.  213;  Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  43 
Minn.  73;  Be  Snelling,  136  N.  Y.  515;  Mackall 
y.  Mackall.  185  U.  8.  167,  84  L.  ed.  84;  Nor- 
ton V.  Paxton,  110  Mo.  456;  Knnx  v.  Knox,  95 
Ala.  496;  Be  Halhert,  15  Misc.  808. 

Nor  do  close  relaiionships,  or  the  charge 
and  control  of  decedent's  business  affairs,  or 
the  presence  of  the  chief  beneficiary  when  the 
will  was  executed,  raise  a  presumpiion  of  un- 
due influence. 

Berberet  v.  Berberet,  181  Mo.  899;  Delgadoy. 
Oomnles  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  28  8.  W.  459; 
Mackall  v.  Mackall,  136  U.  8.  167,  84  L.  ed. 
84. 

Nor  does  the  fact  that  a  testator  discrim- 
inates against  relatives  and  in  favor  of  a 
stranger  to  the  blood  raise  a  presumption  of 
undue  influence. 

Salisbury  y.  Aldrich,  118  111.  199;  Mitchell 
y,  Mitchell,  43  Minn.  73;  Be  Snelling's  Will, 
136  N.  Y.  615. 

Nor  will  the  probate  of  a  will  be  set  aside  on 
proof  of  facts  which  at  most  do  no  more  than 
show  that  opportunity  to  exercise  undue  in- 
fluence may  have  existed,  or  raise  a  bare  sus- 
picion that  such  influence  may  have  been  used. 

Brovm  v.  if *7c/i^^,  75  Tex.  9;  Kuoxy.  Knox, 
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Obchasdson  v.  CoFIEIiD. 


an 


95  Ala.   495:    Berberei  T.   Berberet,  131  Mo. 
399. 
Muars.  James  N.  Sprigs  and  Oovert  A 

Pape,  for  appellees; 

A  void  marriage  is  good  for  do  legal  pur- 
pofle,  and  its  invalidity  may  be  shown  in  any 
court,  between  any  parties,  either  in  the  life- 
time of  the  parties  thereto,  or  after  their  death. 

Carttcright  v.  A/cGown,  121  111.  893;  Gath- 
inffi  V.  Williams,  27 1).  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  487,  44 
Am.  Dec.  54;  Unitp  v.  Belgrade,  76  Me.  419; 
BeU  V.  Bennett,  73  Ga.  784;  PouoeU  v.  BnoeU, 
18  Ean.  371,  20  Am.  Rep.  774;  14  Am.  &  Eog. 
£nc.  Law,  p.  487;  Eawdon  v.  Bawdon,  28  Ala. 
^65;  F<)»ter  ▼  Means^  Speers,  £q.  569,  42  Am. 
Dec.  382;  Crump  r.  Morgan,  88  N.  C.  (3  Ired. 
£q.)  91,  40  Am.  Dec.  447;  Browning  y.  Beans, 
2  Fhillim.  EccL  Rep.  69;  Parker  v.  Parker,  2 
Lee,  Eccl.  Rep.  882;  JKb  parte  Turing,  1  Ves. 
A  B.  140;  Waymire  v.  Jeimore,  23  Ohio  St.  271; 
Harrod  v.  Harrody  1  Kay  &  J.  4;  Clement  v. 
Mattiion,  3  Rich.  L.  98:  Jaques  v.  PuUic  Ad- 
ministrator,  1  Bradf.  499;  \nghiman  v.  Wight- 
man,  4  Johns.  Ch.  343;  Middleharough  v.  Boch- 
€*ier,  12  Mass«.  863;  Jen  kins  y,  c/e/iArti2«,  2  Dana, 
102.  26  Am.  Dec.  487;  4  Bl.  Com.  Wendell's 
ed.  458;  Ward  y.  Dvlaney,  23  WsB.  4W;  Reyes 
Y.  Keyes,  22  N.  H.  558;  Christy  v.  Clarke,  45 
Barb.  529;  1  Scribner,  Dower,  2d  ed.  §§  18, 
19.  pp.  123,  124;  1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep. 
§§  258,  548,  600,  622,  645. 

One  not  competent  to  carry*  on  ordinary 
transactions  of  life  is  not  competent  to  contract 
marriage. 

3  Wait,  Act.  &  Def.  629;  WardY.  Dulaney, 
28  Miss.  410;  Cole  y.  Cole,  5  Sneed,  57,  70  Am. 
Dec.  275;  Bmedoh  v.  Baiedon,  28  Ala.  565;  Be 
dpeneer,  96  Gal.  448. 

A  simple  marriage  ceremony  will  not  make 
a  man  and  woman  husband  and  wife.  Capac- 
ity and  consent  are  absolutely  essential,  but 
celebration  only  contingently  so. 

Cartright  v.  MeGown,  121  III.  897;  1  Bishop, 
Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  §^  827,  588,  645. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  essentials,  capacity  and 
-consent  by  Mrs.  Merrick  are  absent. 

Cohabitation  itself,  if  inferred,  which  appel- 
lant knew  to  be  contrary  to  law,  could  not  be 
an  element  of  marriage  available  in  his  behalf. 

Jenkins  y.  Jenkins,  2  Dana,  102,  26  Am. 
Dec.  437;  PoweU  ?.  PoweU,  18  Ean.  871,  26 
Am.  Rep.  774. 

Monomania,  or  partial  insanity,  made  the 
pretended  marriage  and  relation  between  ap- 
pellant, Charles  Orchardson,  and  Minerva 
Merrick  and  the  pretended  will,  void. 

American  Bible  Soe.  v.  Pn'ee,  115  111.643; 
Lucas  V.  Parwns,  24  Ga.  640.  71  Am.  Dec. 
147;  Connor  v.  Stanley,  72  Cal.  556;  Banks  v. 
Go^tllow,  22  L.  T.  N.  8.813;  Taylor  v.  Trich, 
165  Pa.  586;  Thomas  v.  Carter,  170  Pa.  272; 
Houghton  y.  Knight,  L.  R.  8  Prob.  <&  Div.  64; 
Bobinson  v.  Adams,  62  Me.  369.  16  Am. 
Rep.  473;  Smith's  Will,  52  Wis.  548.  88  Am. 
Rep.  756;  Woodbury  v.  Obear,  7  Gray,  467; 
American  Seaman's  Friend  Soe.  v.  Hopper,  S3 
N.  Y.  624;  Lathrop  v.  American  Bd.  of  For- 
-eign  Missions,  67  Barb.  590;  Be  White,  121  N. 
Y.  406;  Stanton  v.  Wet/ierwax,  16  Barb.  259; 
14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  483. 

This  monomania  was  present  with  and  op- 
erative upon  Minerva  Merrick  at  the  time  of 
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the  pretended  marriage,  and  cooiinuously 
thereafter  until  her  death,  and  was  itself  the 
present  and  continuous  occasion  of  the  entire 
relation  between  Minerva  Merrick  and  Charles 
Orchardson,  including  both  the  pE;etended  mar- 
riage and  will. 

A  mere  belief  in  spiritualism,  or  other  relig- 
ious opinions,  does  not  constitute  monomania. 
But  when  from  such  or  any  other  cause  the 
mind  assumes  a  chronic  condition  of  delusion, 
which  controls  and  dictates  conduct,  and  sub- 
verts and  sets  aside  individual  judgment,  will, 
and  conscience,  then  the  victim  of  such  condi- 
tion is  a  monomaniac,  and  unable  to  marry  or 
make  a  will. 

Rice,  American  Probate  Law  &  Practice, 
pp.  224-227;  Boyd  y.  Eby,  8  Watts,  66;  Bal- 
lantine  v.  Proudfoot,  62  Wis.  217;  BeDorman, 
5  Dem.  112;  McClary  v.  Stull,  44  Neb.  175; 
Cassoday,  Wills,  47^;  Beach,  Wills,  g  102; 
SpraU  V.  Spratt,  76  Mich.  384;  Fraser  v.  Jen^ 
nison,  42  Mich.  206;  liiceY.  Bice,  50  Mich.  448; 
Smith  V.  James,  72  Iowa,  515;  Lee  v.  Seudder, 
81  N.  J.  Eq.  633i  Middlediteh  v.  WiUiams,  45 
N.  J.  Eq.  726,  4  L.  R  A,  788;  Potter  v. 
Jones,  20  Or.  239,  12  L.  R.  A.  161;  1  Redf. 
Wills,  p.  90:  laylor  v.  Trieh,  165  Pa.  586;  1 
Wharton  &  Stille.  Med.  Jur.  p.  65;  Smith  v. 
Tebbitt,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div.  398.  decided  in 
1867by  Sir  J.  P.  Wilde  cited  in  Wharton  & 
Stille,  Med.  Jur.  §  45;  Taylor,  Med.  Jur. 
p.  688;  1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  ed.  1891, 
g§  591,  592. 

Where  there  is  insane  delusion  in  regard  to 
one  who  is  an  object  of  the  testator's  bounty, 
which  causes  hiro  to  make  a  will  which  he 
would  not  have  made  but  for  that  delusion, 
such  will  cannot  be  sustained. 

1  Redf.  Wills,  8d  ed.  72,  14etseq.  and  notes; 
1  Jarman.  Wills.  5th  ed.  38  et  seq.  and  notes; 
Buswell.  Insanity,  §§  13.  881;  American  Bible 
Soe.  V.  Price,  115  HI.  638. 

The  marriage  in  question  was  also  void,  not 
only  because  of  monomania,  but  because  not 
consummated  and  on  account  of  wilful  fraud 
and  deception. 

Lyndon  v.  Lyndon,  69  Dl.  43;  2  Rent.  Com. 
9th  ed.  p.  41;  1  Scribner,  Dower,  §§  22.  25, 
p.  125;  Reeve,  Dom.  Rel.  206,  207;  Cartwright 
V.  McQown,  121  111.  897;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  464; 
1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  A;  Sep.  ^  548. 

There  were  undue  influence  and  fraud  by 
appellant  through  his  entire  relation  with  de- 
ceased; all  with  one  continuing;  purpose  to  ob- 
tain her  property,  and  the  verdict  and  decree 
were  fully  warranted  by  the  evidence. 

Thompson  v.  Hawks,  14  Fed.  Rep.  902; 
Primmer  v.  Primmer,  75  Iowa,  415;  Uiigenin 
V.  Baseley,  14  Ves.  Jr.  299;  Cassoday.  Wills. 
g§  484,  506. 

Where  one  person  is  in  relation  of  mas- 
tery of  another  as  to  property,  support,  or  as 
religious  adviser  or  counsel,  and  writes  a  will 
in  his  own  favor,  causing  the  dependent  to 
sign  it,  it  is  presumed  fraudulent. 

Tfiompson  v.  Hawks.  14  Fed.  Rep.  902;  Ijyon 
Y.  Home,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  655;  1  Redf.  Wills,  g§  12. 
13.  p.  415;  Marx  v.  McGlynn,  88  N.  Y.  357; 
St.  Leger^s  Appeal,  84  Conn.  450.  91  Am.  Dec. 
735;  Middldon  v.  Sfierburne,  4  Younge  Ss  C. 
Exch.  358;  27  Am.  &  En<r.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  508 
et  seq.;  Drakes  Appeal,  45  Conn.  9. 
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Mr.  WiUi&m  L«  VandeTenter,  also  for 
appellees: 

There  is  a  form  of  iDsanlty  known  as  mono- 
mania,  which  is  characterized  by  a  perversion 
of  the  understanding  in  regard  to  a  single  ob- 
ject or  series  of  objects.  It  Is  especially  a  sy  mp- 
tom  of  monomania  to  imbibe  delusions  which 
exercise  a  governing  influence  over  the  mind 
of  the  affected  individual  and  force  him  to  the 
commission  of  acts  which  in  a  state  of  sanity 
he  would  not  perpetrate. 

1  Wharton  &  8till6,  Med.  Jur.  p.  66. 

A  true  monomaniac  cannot  be  convinced  of 
his  error,  and  he  thinks  that  his  acts  are  con- 
sistent with  reason  and  the  general  conduct  of 
mankind. 

Smith  ▼.  TObitts,  L.  R.  Prob.  &  Div.  898; 
referred  to  in  Wharton  &  Stille.  Med.  Jur. 
§  45;  Taylor,  Med.  Jur.  p.  638. 

It  is  immaterial  what  is  the  form  of  the  de- 
fect of  reason,  or  by  what  distinctive  name — 
such  as  idiocy,  lunacy,  mental  weakness,  or 
the  like — it  is  known.  For  those  who  have 
not  sufficient  understanding  to  deal  with  a  par- 
ticular affair  of  life,  whether  from  derange- 
ment of  the  intellect  or  from  its  equivalent  in 
feebleness,  cannot  bind  themselves  by  a  con- 
tract relating  to  such  affairs. 

1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  ed.  1891. 
P§  691,  592;  Redf.  Wills,  128,  124;  CampbeU 
V,  Campbell.  180  111.  481,  6  L.  R.  A.  167; 
Orfene  v.  Greene,  146  HI.  265;  Den,  Stevens,  v. 
Vancleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262;  Harriiton  v. 
Rowan,  8  Wash.  C.  C.  580;  Craig  v.  Southard, 
148  111.  37. 

The  question  does  not  depend  upon  the 
soundness  of  the  views  entertained  by  the  tes- 
tatrix, but.  Was  she  "guided  by  insane  delu- 
sions which  so  impressed  her  mind  as  to  con- 
trol her  judgment  in  the  disposition  of  her 
property,  so  as  to  prevent  her  from  appreciat- 
ing the  duty  she  owned  to  her  family  ?  *' 

Taylor  v.  THcK  165  Pa.  686;  Woodbury  v. 
Obear,  7  Gray,  467. 

The  widest  possible  range  of  evidence  is 
permitted  to  show  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

Schouler,  Wills,  §§  240,  242;  1  Redf.  Wills. 
§  61.  p.  536;  Davis  v.  Caltert,  5  Gill  &  J. 
269,  26  Am.  Dec.  294;  Jackson,  Coe,  v.  Knif- 
fen,  2  Johns.  31,  8  Am.  Dec.  890;  Reynolds  v. 
Adams,  90  III.  134,  82  Am.  Rep.  16;  Beaubien 
T.  Ctcotte,  12  Mich.  459. 

Where  there  are  unreasonable  changes  of 
disposition,  especially  in  superseding  the  nat- 
ural objects  of  bounty  in  favor  of  others  who 
give  casual  attention,  where  no  relative  Is  at 
hand,  and  mental  incapacity  is  shown,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  undue  influence  is  exerted 
or  not,  the  will  is  sufficiently  vitiated. 

Van  Kleeck  v.  Phipps,  4  Redf.  99;  Schouler, 
Wills,  p.  247.  note  9. 

Undue  influence  has  always  something  sinis- 
ter, corrupt,  and  selfish  about  it,  when  prop- 
erly viewed,  however  sly  and  secret  in  its 
workings,  or  varnished  over  with  hypocrisy, 
and  hence  dirficult  to  be  traced  except  in  the 
effect  it  has  produced. 

Schouler,  Wills,  S  226;  Bollwagen  v.  Roll- 
tcagen,  63  N.  Y.  504. 

The  declarations  of  the  alleged  testatrix, 
Mrs.  Merrick,  made  before  and  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will,  are  proper  to  be  proved,  so 
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far  as  they  tend  to  show  her  mental  conditioi^ 
at  the  time  the  will  was  executed. 

1  Redf.  Wills,  p.  542;  Schouler,  Wills. 
§  243;  ^assey  v.  Uuntington,  118  111.  80;  Rey 
nolds  V.  Adams,  90  IlL  134,  32  Am.  Hep.  15: 
Moore  V.  Gubbins,  54  111.  App.  164;  HiU  v. 
Bahrns,  158  III.  315;  Betelot  v.  Lestrade,  153 
III.  623;  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  11  N.  Y.  157. 
62  Am.  Dec.  71;  Craig  v.  Southard,  148  111. 
37;  Terry  v.  Buffington,  11  Ga  337,  56  Am. 
Dec.  428;  Davis  v.  Calvert,  5  Gill  &  J.  269,. 
25  Am.  Dec  282. 

Where  the  testator  is  not  claimed  to  havt 
been  generally  insane,  but  controlled  by  insane 
notions,  the  question  to  be  determined  is 
whether  be  was  the  victim  of  such  delusiona 
as  controlled  his  action  and  rendered  him  in- 
sensible to  the  ties  of  blood  and  kindred. 

MeClary  v.  StuU,  44  Neb.  176;  Cassoday,. 
Wills,  478;  Beach,  Wills,  §  102;  Spratt  ▼. 
Spratt,  76  Mich.  384;  Fraser  v.  Jenntson,  42 
Mich.  206;  Rice  ▼.  Rice,  50  Mich.  448;  Smith 
V.  James,  72  Iowa,  516;  Lee  v.  Seudder,  81  N. 
J.  Eg.  638;  Middlediteh  v  Williams.  46  K.  J. 
Eq.  726,  4  L.  R  A.  788;  Potter  v.  Jones,  20^ 
Or.  289,  12  L.  R.  A.  161;  1  Redf.  Wills,  p.  90; 
Taylor  v.  Trieh,  166  Pa.  686;  Foster  v.  Means, 
Speers,  Eq.  569,  42  Am.  Dec.  382;  CampbeU  y, 
CampbeU,  130  111.  476,  6  L.  R.  A.  167;  Converse 
V.  Converse,  21  Vt.  168,  62  Am.  Dec.  58;  Amer- 
ican Bible  Soe.  ▼.  Price,  115  111.  688;  BrownfiM 
V.  BrownHeld,  48111. 147;  RutherfordY.  Morris, 
77  III.  397;  Guild  v.  BuU,  127  111.  628;  Toe  v. 
MeCord.  74  111.  38;  Pooler  v.  Cristman,  146  111. 
405;  WiU>urY.  Wilbur.  188111.446;  Taylor  y. 
Pegram,  151  Rl.  106;  Roe  v.  Taylor,  46  RL 
485;  Rs  Storey,  20  111.  App.  183. 

In  the  absence  of  any  affirmance  on  return 
of  mental  capacity,  the  marriage  of  an  insane 
person  is  in  such  sense  void  that  its  invalidity 
may  be  relied  upon  in  avoidance  of  it,  not  only 
in  a  suit  between  the  parties  to  set  it  aside^ 
but  in  any  cause  between  the  same  parties,  or 
any  other,  wherein,  either  during  the  life  of 
the  married  persons,  or  afterward,  it  is  judi- 
cially called  in  question. 

1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  §  622;  14 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  487;  Ratedon 
V.  Rawdon.  28  Ala.  565;  Foster  v.  Means, 
Speers,  Eq.  669,  42  Am.  Dec.  832;  PoweU  ▼. 
PoweU ,  18  Kan.  371.  26  Am.  Rep.  774;  Cole 
V.  Cole,  6  Ga.  57,  70  Am.  Dec.  275;  Crump  v. 
Morgan,  88  N.  0.  (8  Ired.  Eq.)  91,  40  Am. 
Dec.  447;  Browning  v.  Reane,  2  FhWWm,  Ecd. 
Rep.  69;  Parker  v.  Parker,  2  Lee,  Eccl.  Rep. 
882;  Ex  parte  Turing,  1  Ves.  &  B.  140;  Unity 
V.  Belgrade,  76  Me.  419;  Waymire  v.  Jetmore, 
22  Ohio  St.  271;  Harrod  v.  Barrod,  1  B[ay  & 
J.  4;  Clement  v.  Mattison,  8  Rich.  L.  98; 
Jaques  v.  Public  Administrator,  1  Bradf.  499: 
'Nightman  v.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  843; 
Middleborough  v.  Rochester,  12  Mass.  363;  Jen- 
kins V.  Jenkins,  2  Dana,  102,  26  Am.  Dec.  437; 
4  Bl.  Com.  Wendell's  ed.  488:  Ward  v.  Dula- 
ney,  28  Miss.  410;  Keyes  v.  Keyes,  22  N.  H. 
65*3;  Chnsty  v.  Clarke,  45  Barb.  529;  1  Scrib- 
ner.  Dower.  2d  ed.  §§  18,  19,  pp.  123,  124; 
Cartwright  v.  MeOown,  121  III  896. 

The  influences  to  avoid  a  will  must  be  sucb 
as  destroy  the  free  agency  of  the  testator's 
will,  and  thus  render  his  act  obviously  more- 
the  offspring  of  the  will  of  others  than  his  own*. 
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This  is  far  from  "completely  subjugating" 
the  mind  of  the  testator. 

Mauey  v.  Huntington,  118  111.  80;  Ruther- 
ford V.  Morris,  77  111.  418;  SturUtunt  v.  Stur- 
tenant,  116  ni.  854;  Yoe  v.  McGord,  74  111.  44; 
American  Bible  8oe,  ▼.  Price,  116  111.  638. 

Wilkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

To  the  October  term,  1894,  of  the  circuit 
court  of  Adams  county,  appellees,  two  of  the 
heirs  of  Minerva  Orcbardson  (or,  as  appellees 
insist,  Minerva  Merrick),  deceased,  filed  their 
bill  in  chancery  against  appellant  and  others  to 
contest  the  validity  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  said  Mioerva  upon  thefrround  of  men- 
tal incapacity,  and  that  its  execution  was  pro- 
cured by  the  said  Chnrles  Orcbardson  through 
fraud  and  undue  influence,  and  also  to  set 
aside  and  have  declared  null  and  void  a  mar- 
riage which  appellant,  Orcbardson,  claimed 
existed  between  himself  and  the  said  Minerva 
at  the  date  of  her  death,  on  the  ground  of  her 
mental  incapacity  to  enter  into  a  marriage  con- 
tract at  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriage,  and 
the  fraud  of  said  Orcbardson.  The  defend- 
ants, except  Orcbardson  and  one  William  H. 
Boyer,  were  also  heirs  of  the  testatrix.  Orcb- 
ardson alone  answered  the  bill,  and  be  denied 
each  of  its  material  allegations.  Replication 
being  duly  filed,  the  trial  and  hearing  below 
were  upon  the  issue  thus  formed.  On  that 
branch  of  tlie  case  involving  the  validity  of 
the  will  an  issue  at  law  was  made  up  whether 
the  writing  produced  was  the  will  of  the  testa- 
trix or  not,  and  tried  by  ft  jpi'J.  resulting  in  a 
verdict  that  it  was  not.  The  court  also  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  certain  interrogatories  for 
special  findings,  which  it  returned  with  a  gen- 
eral verdici,  as  follows:  * 'First.  Did  Minerva 
Merrick  Orcbardson,  at  the  time  said  will  pur- 
ports to  have  been  signed,  possess  sufficient 
mental  capacity  to  transact  ordinary  business? 
— Tes.  Second.  Did  said  Minerva  Merrick 
Orcbardson,  at  the  time  said  will  was  signed 
by  her  (if  it  was  so  signed),  have  sufficient 
mental  capacity  to  know  and  understand  the 
business  in  which  she  was  then  engaged? — 
Yes.  Third.  Was  there  any  undue  mnuence 
exercised  over  Minerva  Merrick  Orcbardson, 
connected  with  or  operating  upon  her  at  the 
time  she  executed  the  will  in  question  (if  she 
did  execute  it)? — Tes."  A  motion  for  new 
trial  was  overruled,  and  a  decree  entered  upon 
the  general  verdict,  setting  aside  the  will  and 
probate  thereof.  By  agreement  of  the  parties 
the  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage  was 
submitted  to  the  chancellor  on  the  same  evi- 
dence produced  before  the  jury,  with  such  ad- 
ditional testimony  as  either  party  saw  fit  to 
introduce,  and  that  issue  was  also  found  for 
the  complainants,  and  a  decree  entered  that  the 
"alleged  marriage  of  Minerva  Merrick  to  the 
said  Charles  Orcbardson,  of  date  April  9, 1898, 
was  and  remained,  at  and  from  the  time 
thereof,  and  is.  null  and  void."  From  boih 
these  decrees  Orcbardson  has  prosecuted  this 
appeal.  Several  errors  are  assigned  upon  the 
record,  but  the  only  grounds  of  reversal  in- 
sisted upon  are  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient 
to  authorize  either  decree,  and  that  on  the  is- 
sue as  to  the  will  the  special  findings  of  the 
jury  are  conclusive. 
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The  facts  found  bv  the  chancellor,  material 
to  a  consideration  of  the  first  position,  are  as 
follows: 

'*That  Minerva  Merrick,  at  the  time  of  her 
alleged  marriage  with  Charles  Orcbardson,  of 
date  April  12,  1898,  was  of  age  about  eighty- 
three  years;  that  she  bad  been  for  several  years 
afflicted  with  cancer,  and  her  physical  health 
had  become  poor;  that  her  mind  and  memorv 
had  become  greatly  weakened  and  impaired; 
that  she  bad  been  a  widow  since  the  year  1876, 
and  lived  in  her  own  home,  with  her  servants, 
in  Quincy,  Illinois.  That  she  was  possessed 
of  a  considerable  fortune.  That  from  a  time 
shortly  after  her  husband's  death,  in  1876,  she 
had  believed  in  what  was  commonly  known 
as  spiritualism,  and  her  views  concerning 
spiritualism  had  grown  upon  her  of  later  years, 
and  she  had  been  for  some  time  last  preceding 
her  alleged  marriage  to  Charles  Orcbardson, 
and  was  at  the  time  of  such  alleged  marriage, 
and  remained  continuously  thereafter  until  her 
death,  on  June  11, 1894,  a  monomaniac  on  the 
subject  of  spiritualism,  and  insane  upon  all 
matters  into  which  the  subject  of  spiritualism 
entered,  or  which  were  connected  therewith, 
and  was  and  remained  during  all  that  time 
wholly  dominated  and  controlled  by  insane 
delusions:  among  other  things  believing  she 
could  receive  and  did  receive,  through  the  in- 
tervention of  other  persons  as  mediums,— not 
claiming  to  be  in  any  sense  a  medium  herself, 
— communications,  advice,  and  directions  con- 
cerning the  conduct  of  her  affairs  and  business 
from  disembodied  spirits  generally,  and  par- 
ticularly from  the  spirit  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band, Dr.  Marcus  Merrick;  and  was  and  re- 
mained so  controlled  thereby,  and  by  such 
communications,  advice,  and  directions,  and 
insanely  believed  it  to  be  her  religious  and 
conscientious  duty  to  obey  such  directions, 
without  heeding  the  advice  of  her  formerly 
trusted  friends  or  her  counsel,  and  without 
consulting  or  relying  upon  her  own  mind  and 
win  she  followed,  obe>  cd,  and  acted  upon  such 
supposed  spirit  communications,  advice,  and 
directions  concerning  anv  matter  or  matters, 
and  in  all  matters  requiring  her  attention  and 
action  during  that  time  she  first  submitted, 
and  considered  it  her  duty  to  submit,  to  the 
same,  through  medium  or  mediums,  for  ad- 
vice and  direction  of  such  supposed  spirits,  as 
to  what  her  actions  should  be,  as  to  such  sup- 
posed advice  which  liad  been  received  by  her. 
That  preceding  said  alleged  marriage,  and  dur- 
ing the  month  of  October,  1892,  the  said 
Cbnrles  Orcbardson,  then  about  the  age  of 
fifty-seven  years,  a  person  substantially  with 
out  means  or  property,  and  a  stranger  to  Mrs. 
Merrick  and  to  the  community  in  which  she 
lived  in  Qutncy,  appeared  in  Quincy,  and 
within  a  few  days  of  his  arrival  inquired  for 
Mrs  Merrick's  place  of  residence,  and  evinced 
a  knowledge  that  she  was  a  spiritualist,  and 
the  wealthy  widow  of  Dr.  Marcus  Merrick, 
deceased.  That  the  said  Orchardson  was  then 
a  married  man,  having  a  wife  living  in  the 
state  of  Michigan,  and  who,  some  two  months 
thereafter,  procured  a  divorce  from  the  said 
Charles  Orcbardson  on  account  of  cruelty. 
That  the  said  Minerva  Merrick  was  informed 
of  these  f  ucts  concerning  said  Charles  Orcbard- 
son, and  also  informed  that  such  application 
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bad  been  made  also  upon  the  charge  that  said 
Orchardson  bad  consorted  with  a  woman  no- 
toriously lewd,  which  woman  came  wiih  said 
Orchardson  to  Qulncy,  Illinois,  and  that  said 
information  came  to  said  Minerva  Merrick 
some  time  preceding  her  alleged  marriage  to 
him;  and  at  said  time  she  was  also  informed 
that  he  had  consorted  in  a  lewd  manner  with 
women  after  coming  to  Qnincv,  and  during 
the  time  as  hereafter  mentioned,  in  which  he 
was  engaged  in  writing  a  book  at  said  Mrs. 
Merrick's  bouse;  and  said  Minerva  Merrick 
admitted  and  believed  said  information  to  be 
true.  That,  begioning  within  a  few  davs  after 
he,  said  Orchanison,  so  first  came  to  Quincy, 
he  made  the  acquaintance  of  said  Minerva 
Merrick,  and  from  that  time  until  the  alleged 
marriage  spent  much  of  his  time  at  her  house. 
That  he  had  with  him,  and  said  Minerva  Mer- 
rick read,  a  number  of  what  he  falsely  and 
fraudulently  alleged  to  be  the  writings  from 
the  spirits  or  persons  distinguished  in  history, 
and  long  since  dead,  which  writings  he  falsely 
and  fraudulently  professed  to  have  seen  writ- 
ten in  a  miraculous  manner  without  human 
hands.  That  in  these  supposed  communica- 
tions the  said  Orchardson  professed  to  be  di- 
rectly addressed  by  the  spirits  as  '  The  Son  of 
Wisdom.'  and  by  other  laudatory  titles.  That 
they  purported  to  speak  at  considerable  length 
in  exalted  terms  of  the  powers  of  the  person 
addressed,  defining  them  as  like  unto  those  of 
Jesus  Christ;  referring  to  said  Orchardson  as 
destined  to  be  the  savior  of  the  human  race, 
and  as  commissioned  by  the  spirits  to  reform 
and  regenerate  mankind.  That  they  also  in- 
dicated that  these  communications  and  other 
phenomena,  supposed  to  be  in  the  possession 
of  said  Orchardson,  of  like  character,  should 
be  prepared  and  published  as  a  book,  the  sales 
of  which  should  net  a  very  large  sum  of 
money.  That  some  of  them  referred  to  the 
want  of  means  on  the  part  of  said  Orchardson 
to  carry  out  the  supposed  commission,  and  in- 
timated that  this  want  should  be  supplied,  and 
that  he  should  persevere.  That  said  Orchard- 
son  also  referred  in  credulous  terms  to  his 
confidence  in  the  statement  that  he  had  been 
on  the  planet  some  centuries  prior  to  his  pres- 
ent nativity,  to  the  fact  that  many  most  im- 
portant communications  from  the  spirit  world 
had  come  to  him  directly  without  the  inter 
vention  of  any  other  mecjium,  and  under  con- 
ditions which  he  stated  as,  from  his  personal 
knowledge,  they  could  not  possibly  be  un- 
true or  unreal.  That  within  a  few  days  after 
the  said  Orchardson  commenced  to  visit  at 
said  Mrs.  Merrick's  house,  he  commenced 
to  write  said  book,  wrote  the  same  at  her 
house,  spending  most  of  his  time  there,  and 
finished  the  book,  and  had  it  printed  and 
issued  from  the  bindery,  at  Mrs.  Mer- 
rick's expense,  a  few  days  before  the  alleged 
marriage,  the  book  being  entitled  'The  Light  of 
the  Ages  and  Deathblow  to  Poverty.'  That  it 
was  by  dedication  addressed  to  Mrs.  Merrick, 
contamed  numerous  flattering  references  to 
her,  represented  that  his  opinion  and  hers  on 
tiie  subject  treated  were  in  accord,  also  repre- 
sented that  Mrs.  Merrick  had  become  the  finan- 
cial support  of  the  book  and  of  Orchardson  in 
carrying  out  the  commis-sion  referred  to  in  the 
spirit  writing.  That  a  considerable  part  of 
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the  book  was  occupied  with  a  reproduction  of 
the  said  supposed  spirit  communications,  and 
a  recital  of  extravagant  spirit  phenomena,  sup- 
posed to  have  come  within  said  Orchardson's 
personal  observations  and  experience.  That 
the  said  Minerva  Merrick  was  informed  of  the 
contents  of  said  book  and  the  matters  referred 
to,  and  by  reason  of  her  said  weakness  and 
delusion  of  mind  and  monomania,  and  the 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  said 
Charles  Orchardson,  believed  the  same  im- 
plicitly to  be  true,  and  believed  the  said  Orch- 
ardson to  possess  the  attributes,  and  to  be 
charged  with  the  commissions,  referred  in  the 
alle^  spirit  writings;  and  that  in  so  believ< 
ing  she  refused  to  consider  the  advice  and 
caution  of  her  formerly  trusted  friends  and 
counsel,  or  to  be  influenced  by  her  own  mind 
and  will,  and  was  in  that  respect  controlled 
wholly  by  her  said  weakness  and  insane  delu^ 
sions  of  mind,  and  was  not  possessed  of  suf- 
ficient mental  capacity  to  free  her  mind  from 
that  belief  and  delusion.  That  the  said  pre- 
tenses and  representations  of  the  said  Charles 
Orchardson  were  made  by  him  falsely,  and 
with  a  design  and  purpose  by  fraud  and  false- 
hood to  obtain  the  confidence  of  the  said 
Minerva  Merrick,  to  obtain  control  of  her  per- 
son, and  bring  about  the  alleged  marriage,  and 
with  a  fraudulent  scheme  and  purpose  of  ob- 
taining her  property.  That  a  short  time  prior 
to  the  time  when'said  alleged  marriage  oc- 
curred the  said  Charles  Orchardson,  together 
with  one  William  H.  Boyer.  who  also  claimed 
to  be  a  spirit  medium,  knowing  of  the  afore- 
said weakness  and  insane  delusion  of  mind  of 
the  said  Minerva  Merrick,  and  by  further 
fraud,  artifice,  and  deceit,  and  in  furtheranre 
of  said  scheme  and  the  design  of  the  said 
Charles  Orchardson,  and  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud and  entrap  the  said  Minerva  Merrick 
into  the  relation  and  state  of  marriage  with 
the  said  Charles  Orchardson,  falsely  and  fraud- 
ulently caused  the  said  Minerva  Merrick  to  be- 
lieve, through  the  medium  of  the  said  Will- 
iam H.  Boyer,  that  he  (said  Boyer)  was  in  com- 
munication with  the  spirit  of  her  said  deceased 
husband,  Dr.  Marcus  Merrick,  and  it  was  the 
will  and  direction  of  her  said  deceased  hus- 
band, who  was  represented  to  be  then  and 
there  present,  and  addressing  her,  that  she 
should  mnrry  said  Charles  Orchardson.  That 
the  said  Minerva  Merrick  then  insanely  be- 
lievinfi:  such  communications  and  directions  to 
come  from  her  said  deceased  husband,  and  that 
he  was  then  so  present  as  represented,  and  that 
it  was  her  duty  to  obey  his  said  supposed  direc- 
tions, and  then  laboring  under  her  aforesaid 
weakness  and  insane  delusion  of  mind,  and 
without  the  intervention  and  exercise  of  her 
own  mind  and  will,  and  without  having  suf- 
ficient mental  capacity  to  disenthrall  herself 
from  said  belief  and  delusion,  and  by  mesns 
aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise,  shortly  thereafter 
was  procured  by  the  said  Charles  Orchardson, 
and  through  his  said  falsehood  and  fraud,  to 
submit  with  him  to  a  ceremony  of  marriage, 
and  did  submit  to  such  form  and  ceremony  of 
marriage.  That  the  said  alleged  marria^  cer- 
emony was  procured  and  brought  about  wholly 
by  the  fraud,  artifice,  imposition,  and  deceit 
of  the  said  Charles  Orchardson,  acting  in  per- 
son and  through  others,  practised  upon  her 
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while  she  was  in  the  coBdition  of  miDd  afore- 
said. That  the  said  Minerya  Merrick,  at  the 
time  of  said  marriage,  was,  and  from  the  time 
of  said  marriage  down  to  her  death,  enthralled, 
dominated,  and  controlled  by  the  said  weak 
ness  and  insane  delusions  on  her  part,  and 
by  her  belief  in  said  pretended  spiritualistic 
communications  and  directions,  and  represen- 
tations, and  by  the  fraud  of  the  said  Charles 
Orchardson.  and  by  her  said  belief  and  insane 
delusions  that  it  was  and  continued  the  wish 
and  direction  of  her  said  deceased  husband 
that  she  should  become  and  remain  the  wife 
of  the  said  Charles  Orchardson,  and  that  it  was 
her  duty  so  to  do.  That  there  was  no  time  at 
or  after  said  marriage  when  she  was  released 
from  said  insane  delusions  and  weakness  of 
mind,  or  was  able  to  exercise  her  own  mind, 
will,  or  judgment  in  regard  to  said  marriage. 
or  knew  or  realized  in  her  own  mind  the  fraud 
00  practised  upon  her,  or  when  she  was  pos- 
sessed of  the  mental  capacity  to  ratify  or  con- 
sent to  said  alleged  marriage,  or  to  consider  in 
and  by  the  exercise  of  her  own  mind  and  will 
the  situation  in  which  she  had  been  placed,  or 
which  she  occupied,  by  reason  of  the  said  pre- 
tended marriage,  and  the  aforesaid  fraudulent 
representations  and  conduct  of  the  said  Charies 
Orchardson.  That  said  alleged  marriage  was 
never  consummated  by  coition  between  the 
parties  thereto  as  husband  and  wife,  and  that 
u  was  never  consented  to  or  ratified  by  the  free 
will  and  consent  of  the  said  Minerva  Merrick. 
That  DO  issue  was  bom  of  said  alleged  mar- 
riage. That  said  Minerva  Merrick  did  not,  at 
the  time  of  said  marriage,  or  thereafter  dis- 
cover said  fraud  so  practised  upon  her  by  said 
Orchardson  or  said  Boyer,  and  did  not,  at  any 
time  after  said  marriage,  possess  sufficient 
mental  capacity  to  ratify  or  disafl9rm  the  said 
marriafse,  or  to  assume  relation  of  wife  to  the 
said  Charles  Orchardson. 

"Concerning  the  mental  condition  of  the 
said  Minerva  Merrick,  the  court  found  from  the 
evidence  that  for  a  number  of  years  last  pre- 
ceding her  said  alleged  marriage  to  Charles  Or- 
chardson she  bad  in  numerous  instances  in- 
vested large  sums  of  money  unprofitably, 
wastefuUy,  and  irrationally,  wholly  at  the 
dictation  of  what  she  supposed  to  be  disem- 
bodied spirits,  deeming  it  to  be  her  duty  to  do 
so,  and  without  the  exercise  of  her  own  mind 
and  will  in  so  doing.  That  she  had  also  at 
times,  under  the  advice  of  the  so-called  spir- 
its, been  greatly  suspicious  and  troubled  con- 
cerning her  business  matters  where  no  ground 
of  suspicion  existed,  and  where  to  a  rational 
mind  the  security  of  her  business,  in  the  mat- 
ters about  which  she  was  so  suspicious,  would 
have  been  readily  perceived,  and  in  such  mat- 
ters she  was  incapable  of  receiving  rational 
advice  and  acting  thereon;  and  her  suspicion 
could  only  be  allayed  by  following  the  course 
mapped  out  by  the  spirits,  and  then  at  a  wholly 
unnecessary  cost  and  waste  of  her  property, 
to  which  cost  and  waste  she  readily  yielded, 
and  without  suflScient  mind  to  realize  the  impo- 
sition to  which  she  had  been  subjected.  That 
she  had,  during  all  her  life,  been  a  woman  of 
chaste  and  pure  thought  and  morals,  but,  ow- 
ing  to  the  domination  and  influence  of  her  said 
mental  delusions  and  her  infatuation  there- 
with, she  had,  at  the  time  of  said  alleged  mar- 
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riage,  become  an  apolo^t  for  the  debauchery 
of  others,  and  insensible  to  the  immoral  con- 
tamination surrounding  her;  and  from  that  time 
to  her  death  she  so  acted  as  to  belie  the  purity 
and  womanhood  of  her  former  life.  That  dur- 
ing the  many  years  of  her  widowhood,  and 
down  to  a  very  short  time  preceding  said  al- 
leged marriage,  she  Often  expressed  her  aver- 
sion to  a  second  marriage,  and  had  steadily 
adhered  thereto  until  tbe  pretended  message 
from  her  departed  husband  came,  as  she  l^- 
lieved,  when,  under  the  irresistible  influences 
of  her  insane  delusions,  and  particularly  under 
the  belief  and  delusion  that  her  husband  had 
so  directed,  and  that  it  was  her  duty  to  obey 
such  directions,  and  to  disregard  her  own  in- 
clination, will,  and  judgment,  and  under  the, 
delusion  that  alleged  spirits  had  commissioned 
the  said  Charles  Orchardson  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  he  was  possessed  of  the  powers  and  func- 
tions aforesaid,  by  and  through  such  spirits, 
and  that  she  was  assisting  him  therein,  she 
was  taken  possession  of,  dominated  and  con- 
trolled by  said  delusions  and  beliefs,  and 
wholly  unable  to  exercise  her  own  judgment, 
and  took  part  in  and  became  party  to  said 
alleged  marriage,  and  in  doing  so  believed  and 
felt  concerning  said  Charles  Orchardson  that 
she  had  found  one  who  espoused  the  doctTines 
so  near  to  her  heart  and  who  would  revolu- 
tionize the  world,  and  eliminate  the  misery 
and  sorrows  from  the  conditions  of  men. 
That  the  said  Minerva  Merrick  was  at  the  time 
of  said  alleged  marriage,  and  from  that  time 
continuously  down  to  the  time  of  her  death 
remained,  insane  upon  the  subject  of  spiritual- 
ism, and  that  insane  delusions  arising  from 
her  monomania  were  and  continued  during  all 
that  time  oflScious,  operative,  controlling,  and 
influential  in  producing  an  Insane  consent  to 
the  said  alleged  marriage,  and  that,  but  for 
such  insane  delusions,  she  would  never  have 
married  the  defendant  Orchardson,  or  have 
continued  thereafter  during  her  life  to  be 
known  as  his  wife;  and  that  by  reason  of  such 
insane  delusions  she  was  not  at  or  at  any  time 
after  said  marriage  of  sufficiently  sound  mind 
to  consent  to  become  or  be  the  wife  of  the 
said  Charles  Orchardson,  and  that  the  alleged 
marriage  of  Minerva  Merrick  and  said  Charles 
Orchardson  was,  and  remained  until  the  death 
of  the  said  Minerva  Merrick,  null  and  void." 
The  will  was  executed  February  8,  1894, 
about  ten  months  after  the  marriage.  It  gives 
to  the  defendant  George  H.  Turner,  $3,000, 
and  to  Minerva  Merrick  Sales,  a  grandniece, 
another  'of  the  defendants,  $2  000.  All  the 
remainder  of  her  estate,  real  and  personal, 
she  willed  to  Charles  Orchardson.  and  ap- 
pointed him  executor  of  the  will,  without 
bond.  She  died  June  11.  1894.  The  conten- 
tion that  the  special  verdic'sof  the  jury  on  the 
issues  submitted  to  it  should  be  held  conclusive 
as  to  I  he  validity  of  the  will  could  only  be  sus- 
tained upon  the  ground  that  they  are  so  in- 
consistent with  the  general  verdict  that  the  lat- 
ter cannot  stand.  The  testatrix  may  have 
"possessed  sufficient  mental  capacity  to  trans- 
act ordinary  business,"  and  at  the  time  that 
she  signed  the  will  "had  sufficient  mental 
capacity  to  know  and  understand  the  business 
in  which  she  was  engaged,"  and  still  undei 
the  issues  in  this  case,  have  been  wholly  inca- 
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pable  of  making  a  will.  ComplaiDants  do  not 
allege  io  their  bilI,^Dor  is  it  the  theory  of  their 
case,  that  she  was  iDsane  or  of  unsound  mind 
generally,  but  that  she  was  the  victim  of  an 
insane  delusion,  under  which  she  labored  at 
the  time  she  made  the  will.  Capacity  to  trans- 
act ordinary  business,  and  to  know  and  un- 
Btand  the  business  in  which  one  is  engaged  at 
the  time  of  making  a  will,  are  evidence  of  tes- 
tamentary capacity,  unless  the  testator  was  at 
the  time  affected  with  some  morbid  delusions 
which  influenced  his  action.  American  BibU 
Soc.  V.  Price,  115  111.  623,  and  authorities  there 
cited.  The  question  here  is,  **Was  her  natu- 
ral 'mental  capacity'  exercised  in  the  making 
of  her  will,  or  was  she  at  the  time  influenced 
and  controlled  by  the  alleged  insane  delusion?" 
The  special  flndings  of  the  jury  were  not,  there- 
fore, irreconcilable  with  the  general  verdict. 
The  question  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  then,  is: 
*'Does  the  evidence  sustain  the  general  ver- 
dict of  the  jury?  And,  flrst,  was  the  testatrix 
the  victim  of  an  insane  delusion  to  the  extent 
of  destroying  her  testamentary  capacity  when 
influenctd  or  controlled  by  that  delusion  ?  And, 
second,  was  she  so  influenced  in  making  this 
will?"  We  said,  in  American  Bible  Sac.  v. 
Price,  115  III.  638:  "Beyond  all  question  it  is 
within  the  previous  rulings  of  this  court,  and 
abundantly  sustained  by  the  rulings  of  other 
courts  of  the  highest  respectability,  that  where 
there  is  insane  delusion  in  regard  to  one  who 
is  an  object  of  testator's  bounty,  which  causes 
him  to  make  a  will  which  he  would  not  have 
made  but  for  that  delusion,  such  will  cannot 
be  sustained,  and  so  also,  where  there  is  in- 
sane delusion  in  regard  to  the  duty  or  moral 
obligation  of  a  party  to  make  a  will  in  favor 
of  a  particular  individual,  corporation,  or 
society  and  a  will  is  made  as  the  result  of  that 
insane  delusion,  it  cannot  be  sustained.  1  Redf . 
Wills,  3d  ed. 72-74  ct  seq.,  and  notes;  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  5th  ed.  Z^etaeq,,  and  notes;  Buswell, 
Insanity,  g§  13,  881."  The  testimony  in  the 
record  Is  so  voluminous  as  to  forbid  an  attempt 
to  review  it  here.  Much  of  it  on  either  side  is 
of  very  little  or  no  relevancy  to  the  issues  in  the 
case.  Our  examination  of  it,  taken  as  a  whole, 
has  led  us  to  the  conclusion  that  it  sustains,  in 
substance,  theflndings  of  the  chancellor  as  re- 
cited in  the  decree. 

It  thus  appears  that  Orchardson  represented 
to  Mrs.  Merrick  that  he  had  in  certain  com- 
munications from  spirits  been  addressed  as 
"The  Son  of  Wisdom."  speaking  of  his  powers 
as  like  unto  those  of  Jesus  Christ,  referring  to 
him  as  destined  to  be  the  savior  of  the  human 
race,  and  as  commissioned  by  the  spirits  to  re- 
form and  regenerate  mankind:  that  it  was  in- 
dicated that  these  communications  should  be 
published  in  a  book,  the  sales  of  which  would 
yield  large  sums  of  money,  etc. ;  that  Orchard- 
son  shortly  thereafter  commenced  to  write  such 
a  book  at  her  house,  where  he  completed  the 
same,  and  had  it  printed  at  her  expense  a  few 
days  before  the  marriage,  and  dedicated  to  her; 
that  the  book  contained  numerous  flattering 
references  to  her,  representing  that  her  opin- 
ions on  the  subject  treated  were  in  accord  with 
those  of  Orchardson;  that  she  had  become  the 
financial  support  of  the  book  and  of  Orchard- 
son  in  carrying  out  the  commission  referred  to 
in  the  spirit  writings,  a  considerable  part  of 
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the  book  being  occupied  with  a  reproduction  of 
the  supposed  spirit  communications,  claimed 
to  have  been  made  to  him.  And  the  court 
found  from  the  evidence  that  she  was  informed 
of  the  contents  of  said  book  and  the  matters 
referred  to,  "and  by  reason  of  her  SHid  weak- 
ness and  delusion  of  mind  and  monomania, 
and  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of 
said  Charles  Orchardson,  believed  the  same 
implicitly  to  be  true,  and  believed  the.  said 
Charles  Orchardson  to  possess  the  attributes 
and  to  be  charged  with  the  commission  referred 
to  in  the  alleged  spirit  writings."  From  these 
recitals  of  facta,  as  well  as  from  a  careful  read- 
ing of  the  testimony,  we  are  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion that  from  a  time  prior  to  the  marriage 
to  the  making  of  the  will,  and  until  her  death, 
Mrs.  Merrick  was  the  victim  of  a  morbid  and 
insane  delusion  as  to  the  character,  powers,  and 
mission  of  Orchardson,  believing  him  to  be 
possessed  with  superhuman  attributes  and 
powers,  and  charged  with  a  commission  beyond 
that  committed  to  ordinary  men;  and  that  in 
making  him  the  principal  recipient  of  her 
bounty  she  was  influenced  by  that  delusion. 
There' is  not  in  this  voluminous  record,  a  par- 
ticle of  proof  that  she  entertained  for  him  the 
remotest  sentiment  of  affection,  gratitude,  or 
admiration  except  as  she  was  controlled  by  the 
delusion  that  he  was  more  than  a  mere  man, 
and  that  he  was,  under  the  influence  of  spirits, 
commissioned  to  do  and  perform  superhuman 
acts.  He  was  in  no  rational  sense  the  object 
of  her  bounty,  nor  can  we  believe  from  this 
evidence  that  she  was  influenced  to  so  treat 
him,  except  through  the  delusion  referred  to. 
The  gifts  to  him  were  not  prompted  by  a  desire 
or  sense  of  duty  to  provide  for  him  as  a  man, 
but  because  she  had  been,  by  reason  of  her 
diseased  mind,  and  through  the  influence  and 
desire  of  Orchardson,  made  to  believe  that  he 
was  more  than  a  man, — gifted  with  superhu- 
man faculties.  She  believe<l  it  her  dutv  to 
bestow  her  property  upon  him  because  of  her 
morbid  insane  delusion  as  to  him;  and  we  re- 
peat, as  said  in  the  Price  Case,  it  appearing  that 
such  insane  delusion  in  regard  to  her  duty  or 
obligation  to  make  the  will  in  his  favor  was 
the  result  of  that  insane  delusion,  the  will  can- 
not be  sustained.  On  this  ground  the  general 
verdict  was  warranted  by  the  testimony.  In 
reaching  this  conclusion  we  do  not  hold  that 
a  mere  belief  in  spiritualism  is  proof  of  insanity. 
A  charge  of  general  insanity  is  not  supported 
by  proof  of  mere  belief  on  questions  of  opinion, 
however  absurd;  but  when,  as  here  shown,  an 
act  was  done  under  the  promptings  of  an  in- 
sane delusion,  and  the  proof  shows  that  it  was 
the  result  of  belief  in  facts  the  existence  of 
which  no  rational  person  would  believe,  insan- 
ity is  proved.  Belief  in  spiritualism,  though 
not  proof  of  insanity,  if  through  that  belief  one 
is  led  into  a  delusion  that  another  is  a  God,  a 
Christ,  or  gifted  with  powers  and  faculties  be- 
longing only  to  supernatural  persons,  the 
believer  of  the  delusion  is  insane  on  that  sub- 
ject; and,  if  he  is  prompted  to  make  a  will  by 
that  delusion,  his  will  cannot  be  sustained. 

Counsel  for  appellant  cite  and  rely  upon 
Whipple  V.  Ekldy,  161  111.  114,  as  an  authority 
sustaining  the  validity  of  this  will  The  con- 
testant in  that  case  was  the  adopted  daughter 
and  sole  legatee  of  the  intestate.    She  sought 
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to  have  the  will  set  adde,  so  that  she  might 
come  into  immediate  possession  of  the  estate, 
instead  of  being  prevented  from  doing  so  until 
«he  reached  a  certain  age,  as  provided  by  the 
will.  There  was  nothing  in  the  bill  or  proof 
in  that  case  to  the  effect  that  the  testator  was 
influenced  in  makingi  his  wiil  by  a  belief  in 
spiriiualism.or  an^  other  delusion.  The  charge 
was  that  he  was  insane,  and  it  was  shown  he 
had  been  a  believer  in  spiritualism,  and  had 
been  influenced  by  that  belief  to  do  many  irra- 
tional things.  But  there  was  an  absolute  ab- 
sence of  testimony  to  the  effect,  or  even  tend- 
ing in  the  slightest  degree  to  show,  that  he  was 
prompted  to  mal^e  his  will  by  his  belief  in  spir- 
itualism. What  we  there  said  as  to  the  effect  of 
belief  in  spiritual  influences,  etc.,  was  thought 
to  be  applicable  to  ihe  issues  and  facts  of  that 
<»8e;  but  the  statement  in  the  opinion,  "The 
record  is  barren  of  proof  even  tending  to  show 
that  the  subject  of  spiritusllsmever  entered  his 
mind  in  connection  with  his  will/'  sufflciently 
distinguishes  that  case  from  this. 

We  also  think  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is 
abundantly  sustained  on  the  ground  of  undue 
Influence.  The  third  special  interrogatory 
propounded  to  the  jury  was  answered  in  the 
afllrmative;  that  is,  that  there  was  undue  in- 
fluence exercised  over  the  testatrix,  con- 
nected with  or  operatingupon  her  at  the  time 
she  executed  the  will.  That  appellant  sought 
out  Mrs.  Merrick  at  her  home  m  Quincy,  and 
took  advantage  of  her  extreme  views  on  the 
subject  of  spiritualism, with  the  design  and  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  her  property,  is  mor- 
ally certain.  That  he  obtained  complete 
mastery  over  her  will  is  e(;[ually  certain.  He 
procured  the  will  to  be  written;  and,  while  it 
is  claimed  he  acted  under  her  directions,  we  are 
satisfied  that  the  directions  were  of  his  own 
procurement.  There  is  every  reason  for  believ- 
ing from  the  evidence  that  he  brought  about  its 
«zecution  in  privacy,  himself  selecting  and 
procuring  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  whom 
he  could  confide.  He  it  was  who  prompted 
her,  when  the  witnesses  and  parties  selected 
to  be  present  had  assembled  in  her  room,  to  de- 
clare that  the  paper  was  her  will.  While  there 
was  not  little  skill  and  ingenuity  displayed  by 
him  in  concealing  the  fact,  we  cannot  doubt 
that  he  was  the  real,  active  moving  agency  in 
having  the  will  executed,  and  that  she  was  in- 
duced to  make  it  through  his  influence  and 
procurement.  Certainly,  there  was  sufScient 
evidence  of  that  fact  to  justify  the  special  find- 
ing of  the  jury  that  there  was  undue  influence. 
We  do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  it  is  not  every 
influence  exercised  over  a  testator  or  testatrix  by 
the  beneficiary  under  a  will  which  wiil  justify 
a  decree  seting  it  aside;  but,  when  the  relative 
positions  of  these  parties  are  considered,  she 
being  an  aged  and  feeble  woman,  laboring  un- 
der the  infiuences  of  an  insane  delusion 
brought  upon  her  through  his  mncbinations, 
the  rule  can  hnve  no  proper  application.  The 
verdict  of  the  jury  that  the  alleged  will  was 
not  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  testatrix 
was.  we  think,  fully  authorized  by  the  testi- 
mony on  both  grounds  alleged. 

On  the  issue  as  to  whether  the  marriage  be- 
tween Mrs  Merrick  and  Charles  Orcbardson 
was  void  because  of  her  want  of  mental  capaci- 
ty to  enter  into  the  marital  relation,  we  think 
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the  court  below  decided  correctly.  Section  2, 
chap.  89,  of  our  statute  provides:  "No  insane 
person  or  idiot  shall  be  capable  of  contracting 
marriage."  Section  1,  cl.  6,  chap.  181,  says: 
'*The  words  'insane  person'  and  'lunatic'  shall 
include  everv  idiot,  non  compos,  lunatic,  insane 
or  distracted  person."  These  provisions  are 
declaratory  of  the  common  law.  1  Bishop, 
Mar.  &  Dlv.  §  136;  1  Kent,  Com,  76;  Jenkina 
V.  JenkinB,  2  Dana,  102,  26  Am.  Dec.  4B7; 
Crump  V.  Morgan,  88  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  Eq.)91,  40 
Am.  Dea  447.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  said: 
"We  have  no  doubt  that  by  the  common  law 
of  England,  .  .  .  as  far  as  can  be  traced 
for  four  of  five  centuries,  a  marriage  of  a 
lunatic  is  void,  and  must  be  so  pronounced  by 
every  court  to  each  and  every  form  in  which 
the  subject  can  be  presented.  And  we  said  in 
Cartuynght  v.  McGown,  121  111.  388:  "A  void 
marriage  is  good  for  no  legal  purpose,  and  its 
invalidity  may  be  shown  in  any  court,  between 
any  parties,  either  in  the  Hfet  m '  of  the  parties 
thereto,  or  after  their  death."  Also:  "A 
simple  marriage  ceremony  will  not  make  a 
man  and  woman  husband  and  wife.  Capacity 
and  consent  are  absolutely  essential,  but  cele- 
bration only  contingently  so."  It  is  clear  from 
ail  the  evidence  that  the  mental  condition  of 
Mrs.  Merrick  did  not  materially  change  after 
the  marriage, — certainly  not  for  the  better, — 
and  therefore,  if  void  when  entered  into,  the 
marriage  continued  so  to  her  death,  and  her 
heirs  may  have  it  annulled.  The  controlling 
question,  therefore,  now  is,  ''Was  she  mentally 
capable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  relation 
on  April  12, 1898,  the  date  of  the  marriage?" 
It  is  impossible  to  prescribe  a  definite  rule  by 
which  the  mental  condition  as  to  sanitv  or  in- 
sanity can  in  every  case  be  tested.  That  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Bishop  in  his  work  on  Marriage, 
Divorce,  and  Separation  (vol.  1,  §  600)  is  gen- 
erally approved.  After  referring  to  the  de- 
cisions of  the  different  courts  on  the  subject, 
he  says  (^  599):  "Marriage  is  the  legal  band 
around  atTections  assumed  to  be  already  united, 
and  the  blending  in  law  of  two  lives  into  one. 
And  while  it  is  in  some  degree  of  the  head,  it  is 
primarily  and  chiefiy  of  the  heart.  Hence, 
in  reason,  the  test  question  should  be,  whether 
or  not  the  parties  have  the  capability  of  mind 
required  for  duly  comprehending  luis  union." 
He  then  states  in  the  following  section  (600) 
the  "true  doctrine"  as  follows:  "Assuming 
this  to  be  the  correct  idea  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  contract;  none  of  the  foregoing 
enunciations  from  the  bench  are  precisely  ac- 
curate; but  the  true  view,  in  principle,  is  as 
follows:  The  mental  incapacity  which  dis- 
qualifies one  for  crime  is  such  as  renders  it 
impossible  he  should  entertain  the  criminal 
intent.  The  disqualifying  incapacity  for  mak- 
ing a  deed,  a  will,  or  a  bill  of  sale  of  personal 
property,  is  such  as  puts  It  out  of  the  power 
of  the  person  to  exercise  a  disposing  mind  in 
respect  of  the  particular  thing.  The  question 
is  not  altogether  of  brain  quantitv,  or  of  brain 
quality,  in  the  abstract:  but  it  is  whether  or 
not  the  mind  could  and  did  act  rationally  re- 
garding Ihe  precise  thing  in  contemplation. — 
[marriage].  In  a  marriage  case  it  is  whether 
the  alleged  insane  person  acted  rationally  re- 
garding marriagp,  and  the  particular  one  in 
dispute,  not,  indeed,  whether  his  conduct  was 
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wise,  but  whether  it  proceeded  from  a  mind 
sane  as  respects  the  thine  done/'  etc.  It 
would  be  hard  to  couceive  of  a  more  irrational 
act  than  that  of  Mrs.  Merrick  io  becoming 
the  wife  of  Charles  Orchardson.  She  had 
reached  an  extreme  old  age;  was  afflicted  with 
an  incurable  disease;  was  possessed  of  a  com- 
fortable home,  and  an  abundance  of  money 
and  property  with  which  to  satisfy  her  every 
want  and  taste.  She  had  many  aiteniive  and 
devoted  friends  and  neighbors,  with  whom 
she  had  been  associated  for  years.  Her  tastes 
were  refined  and  her  moral  sense  unperverted, 
disapproving  of  immorality,  intemperance,  and 
other  like  sms.  She  held  in  the  highest  es- 
teem the  memory  of  her  husband,  who  had 
been  a  man  of  superior  character  and  intelli- 
gence. The  uncontradicted  evidence  produced 
upon  the  trial  before  the  jury,  and  upon 
which  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  YOiding  the 
marriage  was  based,  shows  that  as  to  each  of 
these  ennobling  characteristics  and  virtues  in 
Mrs.  Merrick,  Charles  Orchardson  was  as 
completely  her  antithesis  as  it  is  possible  for 
one  person  to  be  unlike  another.  Especially 
must  his  debaucheries  and  associations  with 
lewd  women  have  shocked  her  sense  of  virtue 
and  morality,  and  repelled  her  from  coming 
in  contact  with  him,  bad  she  been  in  the  exer- 
cise of  her  normal  faculties.  It  is  true  that 
many  strange  and  unnatural  marriages  are 
contracted,  and  the  sanitv  of  the  parties  not 
questioned.  But  it  is  also  true  that,  when 
the  question^  is  raised,  it  not  infrequently  ap- 
pears that  some  insane  delusion  prompted  one 
or  the  other  of  the  parties  in  contracting  such 
unnatural  marriages.  Certainly,  in  so  extreme 
a  case  as  this,  the  mind  naturally  attributes 
the  act  to  some  unusual  motive  or  influence; 
and  we  think  it  is  found  here  both  in  Mrs. 
Merrick's  belief  in  the  superhuman  powers 
and  attributes  of  Orchardson  and  the  insane 
delusion  that  the  spirit  of  her  dead  husband 
dictated  and  approved  of  the  marriage.  All 
the  evidence  shows  that  she  never  conceived 
the  idea  of  assuming  the  relation  and  the  duty 
of  a  wife  by  tbe  marriage  as  ordinarily  under- 
stood. Whether  ;she  should  marry  the  man, 
or  adopt  him  as  her  son.  was  a  matter  of  in- 
difference, her  sole  object  and  purpose  being 
to  place  herself  and  her  property  in  such  re- 
lation to  him  that  they  might  be  used  by  him 
through  his  extraordinary  powers  in  the  ac- 
complishment of  his  wonderful  mission. 

Counsel  for  appellant  reiterate  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  fact  that  a  person  believes  in 
spiritualism,  ghosts,  dreams,  etc.,  is  not  proof 
of  his  or  her  insanity,  and  cases  are  cited  hold- 
ing, where  general  insanity  ischarged,and  with- 
out proof  that  the  belief  led  the  believer  into 
Bome  insane  delusion  which  prompted  the  act 
Bought  to  be  set  aside,  the  act  was  valid,  how- 
ever extreme  or  unreasonable  the  belief  in 
apiritualism  or  other  like  beliefs.  We  have  no 
criticisms  to  make  upon  those  authorities. 
They  are  not  in  conflict  with  that  other  class 
of  cases  which  hold,  that  if  a  person  labors 
under  a  mental  delusion  on  a  subject  at  the 
time  of  making  a  will  or  entering  into  a  con- 
tract, and  the  will  or  agreement  Is  the  result 
of  such  delusion,  then  the  will  or  contract  is 
void,  Dotwnnstanding  the  person  may  have 
been  sane  on  all  other  subjects.  In  American 
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BibU  8oe.  v.  Price,  115  Dl.  632.  the  circul 
court  instructed  the  jury:  "If  the  jury  be- 
lieve, from  tbe  evidence,  that  although  Isaac 
Foreman  had  sufficient  capacity  to  attend  to 
the  ordinary  business  affairs  of  life,  yet  that 
with  legard  to  subjects  connected  with  the 
testamentary  disposition  and  distribution  of 
his  property  ana  the  natural  objects  of  his 
bounty  he  was  insane,  and  that  wbile  labor- 
ing under  such  insanity,  he  made  the  will  in 
question,  and  that  in  making  it  he  was  so  far 
influenced  or  controlled  by  such  insanity  as  to 
be  unable  rationally  to  comprehend  the  nature 
and  effect  of  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and 
was  thereby  led  to  make  the  will  as  he  did, 
then  the  jury  must  find  the  will  not  to  be  the 
will  of  the  said  Isaac  Foreman.  An  insane 
delusion  is  a  fixed  and  settled  l)elief  in  facts 
not  existing,  which  no  rational  person  would 
believe.  Such  delusion  may  sometimes  exist 
as  to  one  or  more  subjects  and  if  the  jury  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that 
Isaac  Foreman  was  laboring  under  such  in- 
sane delusions  upon  subjects  connected  with 
the  testamentary  disposition  of  his  property 
and  the  natural  objects  of  his  bounty  when  he 
made  the  will  in  question,  and  was  thereby 
rendered  incompetent  to  comprehend,  ration- 
ally, the  nature  and  effect  of  the  act,  and  that, 
but  for  such  delusions  he  would  not  have  made 
the  will  as  he  did,  then  the  jury  should  find 
against  the  validity  of  the  will."  And  it  waft 
insisted  upon  appeal  to  ibis  court  that  the  giv- 
ing of  that  instruction  was  error,  but  we  held 
otherwise,  and  sustained  the  ruling  of  the  court 
below  upon  the  ground  that  it  announced  the 
correct  rule  of  law.  It  was  also  held  in  that  case 
that  the  belief  of  the  testator.  Foreman,  that  by 
placing  his  property  in  religious  institutiona 
for  charitable  purposes  it  Swould  continue  to 
increase  until  tbe  day  of  judgment,  to  work 
for  him,  was  evidence  of  a  morbid  delusion 
sufficient  to  sustain  tbe  verdict  of  the  jury 
holding  his  will  to  be  invalid.  It  cannot  faie 
said  that  the  law  is  different  as  to  marriage 
or  other  contracts.  Judge  Bonney,  who  heard 
the  case  below,  in  his  able  and  elaborate  writ- 
ten opinion  filed  with  his  decision,  on  this 
branch  of  the  case,  after  summing  up  the  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  Mrs.  Merrick  waa 
the  victim  of  an  insane  delusion  growing  out 
of  and  resulting  from  her  belief  in  spiritual- 
ism, said:  * 'Numerous  witnesses  who  knew 
her  well,  who  were  her  immediate  neighbors,, 
and  who  saw  her  frequently,  declare  her  in- 
sane upon  the  subject  of  spiritualism;  and  to 
four  pbysicians  were  put  hypothetical  ques- 
tions, every  element  of  which  was  abundantly 
proved  by  the  testimony  in  the  case,  wbo  gave 
the  opinion,  as  experts,  that  she  was  insane. 
Sbe  built  Merrick  Hall  at  a  place  which  ren- 
dered the  construction  of  the  butldiog  unus- 
ally  expensive,  because  she  was  under  the  de- 
lusion that  the  spirit  of  her  dead  husband  di- 
rected her  to  build  it,  and  to  build  it  at  that 
particular  place.  Sbe  sent  to  Washington,  and 
brought  hither  an  attorney  to  collect  a  claim 
against  an  estate  perfectly  solvent.and  paid  him 
the  sum  of  $500  therefor,  because  she  had  been 
advised  by  the  spirits,  and  was  under  the  in- 
sane delusion  that  she  was  about  to  lose  her 
money  or  some  of  it,  and  it  must  be  the  Buck- 
ley money;  and  this,  too,  when  she  had  an  at- 
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torney  here  who  had  attended  to  her  business 
affairs  for  several  years,  and  whom  she  had 
known  much  longer,  and  against  whose  hon- 
esty and  integriiy  the  finger  of  suspicion  had 
never  tiirned.  t^o  strong  was  the  delusion 
that  she  offered  him  $500  to  collect  the  same 
moneys  and  when  he  assured  her  that  the  claim 
was  safe,  and  refused  her  exorbitant  offering, 
instead  of  listening  to  his  advice  and  the  voice 
of  reason,  she  blindly  followed  the  behests  of 
her  delusion  In  the  manner  so  characteristic 
with  persons  afflicted  with  this  form  of  insan- 
ity, and  brought  the  Washington  lawyer  to 
her  aid.  The  surrender  of  the  mortgage  to 
Clara  Robinson,  her  dealings  with  Hainer, — 
both  of  whom  were  mediums,— evince  her  de- 
ranged condition  whenever  the  circumstances 
offered  an  opportunity  for  her  belief  in  spirit- 
ualism to  become  influential.  Though  highly 
moral,  and  absolutely  pure  in  every  thought 
and  deed  that  sprang  from  her  long  life, 
through  the  influence  of  epirituaiism  she  be- 
came an  apologist  for  the  debauchery  of 
others,  and  so  acted  as  to  belie  every  element 
of  her  purity  and  womanhood.  A  radical 
change  takes  place  in  the  very  essentials  of 
her  character.  She  had  frequently  expressed 
her  aversion  to  a  second  marriage,  and  stead- 
fastly adhered  to  her  resolution  until  the  pre- 
tended message  from  her  husband  came:  and 
then  under  the  irresistible  influence  of  her  in- 
sane delusion,  she  assented,  believing  she  had 
found  one  who  espoused  the  doctrine  so  near 
to  her  heart,  and  who  could  revolution iase  the 
world,  eliminate  misery  and  sorrow  from  the 
conditions  of  men,  and,  as  it  were,  make  earth 
a  paradise."  It  is  also  to  be  kept  in  mind 
that  in  the  view  we  have  already  expressed, 
the  marriage  in  question  was  brought  about 
and  procured  by  Charles  Orchardson  in  the 
accomplishment  of  his  scheme  and  purpose  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  property  of  Mrs.  Mer- 
rick, and  this  fraud  is  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  connection  with  the  evidence  of 
the  mental  incapacity  of  Mrs.  Merrick  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  marriage.  Bishop,  in  his 
work  on  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  Separation 
(vol.  1,  §  811),  says:  "The  intellect  may  be 
very  weak,  not  absolutely  free  from  derange- 
ment, while  yet  not  to  an  extent  disqualifying 
the  person  to  contract  matrimony;  for  the  dis- 
order or  feebleness,  to  have  this  effect,  must 
have  reached  a  standard  magnitude."  And 
he  adds,  in  g  612:  "The  cases  oftenest  occur- 
ring are  where  partial  insanity  or  great  weak- 
ness of  intellect,  is  circumvented  by  fraud. 
Such  a  case  was  the  Earl  of  Portsmouth's 
who,  being  of  weak  and  somewhat  disordered 
mind,  was  led  by  the  artifice  of  his  trustee 
and  solicitor,  whose  influence  over  \k\m  was 
ffreat,  into  a  marriage  with  the  latter's  own 
daughter.  The  marriage  was  declared  void. 
And  in  another  case  of  the  like  nature,  a  man 
of  forty  contrived  to  bring  about  between 
himself  and  a  woman  of  seventy — a  drunkard 
with  considerable  property,  which  he  sought 
to  secure — a  marriage,  without  a  settlement, 
or  the  knowledge  of  her  friends.  It  also  was 
adjudged  void.^  And  again  in  §  613:  "The 
two  ingredients  of  fraud  and  insanity,  thus 
blending,  often,  in  matrimonial  causes,  pro- 
duce by  their  united  action  a  nullity  which 
neither  could  alone  effect."  Lyndon  v.  Lyn- 
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don,  69  111.  43,  is  in  harmony  with  this  prin- 
ciple. In  the  case  of  the  man  of  forty  inter- 
marrying with  the  woman  of  seventy,  refer- 
red to  above,  which  is  the  case  of  drowning 
V.  Reane,  2  Phillim.  Eccl.  Rep.  69,  1  Eng. 
Eccl.  Rep.  190,  the  evidence  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  woman  was  not  only  addicted  to  the 
excessive  use  of  intoxicating  liquors,  but  that 
she  had  been  from  childhood  of  very  weak 
intellect.  But  the  court  does  attach  impor- 
tance to  the  fact  that  the  evidence  disclosed 
that  the  marriage  was  procured  by  the  man 
for  the  purpose  of  obtainiDg  the  estate  of  the 
woman,  and  in  speaking  of  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  the  alleged  fact  of  marnaffe  it  is 
said:  From  "merely  pleading  the  fact  of 
marriage,  the  court  could  not  expect  much 
that  was  satisfactory.  If  the  marriage  was 
brought  about  by  a  fraudulent  confederacy, 
there  would  be  two  descriptions  of  persons 
present  at  it,— the  parties  confederating  and 
those  whose  presence  was  necessary,  and  who 
might  be  deceived  and  imposed  upon."  This 
language  we  think,  is  pecularily  applicable  to 
the  facts  in  this  case  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  empty  ceremony  of  marriage  was 
pretended  to  be  celebrated.  In  Foittet  v. 
Means,  Speers,  £q.  569,  42  Am.  Dec.  882,  a 
marriage  was  held  null  and  void  between  a 
man  and  a  woman  on  the  ground  of  t)ie 
mental  incapacity  of  the  man,  and  fraudulent 
procurement  of  the  woman.  In  that  case,  as 
in  the  Browning  Cote,  2  Phillim.  Eccl.  Rep. 
69, 1  Eng.  Eccl.  Rep.  190,  the  mental  defect 
was  from  child hooa;  and,  while  there  was 
some  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  man  was 
capable  of  reasoning  to  a  limited  extent,  and 
comprehending  some  of  the  ordinary  matters 
of  life,  the  judgment  avoiding  the  marriage 
was  based  upon  the  mental  weakness  together 
with  the  undue  influence  exercised  by  the 
woman  in  the  procurement  of  the  marriage. 
In  rendering  the  opinion  the  court  says,  after 
speaking  of  the  mental  infirmity:  **I  have  no 
doubt  but  that  the  complainant  availed  herself 
of  this  imbecility  of  mind  and  the  natural  in- 
stincts which  might  prompt  him  to  marry, 
either  to  induce  him  to  propose  marriage,  or 
to  propose  It  herself,  with  the  expectation  of 
securing  his  property  to  herself.  There  could 
have  been  no  other  motive  on  her  part  to  en- 
ter into  such  a  contract  with  such  a  man." 
So  here  it  appears  beyond  cavil  that  Charles 
Orchardson  entertained  for  this  deluded  old 
ladv  no  single  sentiment  of  affection  or  esteem, 
which  must  prompt  every  honorable  mar- 
riage; and  that  he  married  her  for  her  money 
and  nothiog  else.  "There  could  have  been 
no  other  motive  on  his  part  to  enter  into  such 
a  contract  with  such  a  woman."  Still  less 
could  Mrs.  Merrick  have  entered  into  such  a 
contract  with  such  a  man.  had  not  her  reason 
been  dethroned.  Ko  one  will  suffer  by  the 
decree  below,  unless  it  be  the  wrongdoer  him- 
self. No  right  or  interest  of  society  demands 
that  such  a  marriage  should  be  upheld. 

We  think  ihe  chancellor  rendered  his  de- 
cree in  accordance  with  the  law  and  the  evi- 
dence upon  both  branches  of  the  case,  and  it 
will  accordingly  be  affirmed. 

Carter,  J. ,  took  no  part. 

Rehearing  denied  February  4,  1898. 
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*1.  A  conveyaAce  of  a  mining  rl^ht  in 
lands  was  made  as  follows:  *'Do  hereby  ?rant, 
bargain,  sell,  and  convey  to  the  said  Michael  I. 
Beaver,  his  heirs  and  assierns,  forever,  all  the 
coal  of  every  variety,  and  all  the  Iron  ore,  flre 
clay,  and  other  valuable  minerals,  in,  on,  or  un- 
der the  following  described  premises:  ...  to- 
gether with  the  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  said 
Michael  L.  Deaver,  or  his  assigns,  of  mining  and 
removing  such  coal,  ore,  or  other  minerals:  and 
the  said  Michael  L.  Deaver,  or  his  assigns,  shall 
also  have  the  right  to  the  use  of  so  much  of  the 
surface  of  the  land  as  may  be  necessary  for  pits, 
shafts,  platforms,  drains,  railroads,  switches, 
sidetracks,  etc.,  to  facilitate  the  mining  and  re- 
moval of  such  coal,  ore,  or  other  minerals,  and  no 
more."  Hield,  that  such  deed  did  not  convey  title 
to  the  petroleum  oil  and  natural  gas  in  the  lands 
described  in  the  deed. 

2.  A  person  in  peaceable  possession  of 
real  estate,  under  a  defective  deed,  may  have  his 
title  quieted  by  action,  as  against  a  stranger  who 
makes  claim  to  such  real  estate,  but  has  no  right 
or  title  thereto. 

3*  A  written  instmment  was  duly  eze- 
coted  as  follows:  *'I)o  hereby  grant  unto  sec- 
ond party,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  sole  right 
to  produce  petroleum  and  natural  gas  from  the 
following  named  tract  of  land:  .  .  •  specifically 
granting  to  said  second  party,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  ninety  (9U)  days  from  this  date,  and  as 
much  longer  as  oil  or  gas  is  found,  operated,  and 
produced  in  paying  quantities,  with  the  exclusive 
Tight  to  drill  and  operate  oil  and  gas  welis/^ 
Held.,  that  such  written  instrument  is  not  a  lease 
of  the  lands,  but  only  a  grant  of  the  sole  right  to 
produce  petroleum  and  natural  gas  for.the  term 
mentioned;  that  the  grant  expired  by  its  own 
limitation  at  the  end  of  ninety  days,  unless 
within  that  time  at  least  one  well  was  drilled 
which  produced  oil  or  gas  in  paying  quantities; 
and  that,  upon  failure  to  drill  one  paying  well 
witbin  ninety  days,  there  was  no  right  to  drill 
thereafter. 

4.  The'  term  of  the  fc>*ant  in  snch  in- 
stmment havinj^  expired,  and  the  gran- 
tees  still  claiming  a  right  to  drill  under  such 
grant,  the  grantor  has  a  right  to  have  his  title 
quieted  as  against  such  claim,  on  the  ground  that 
the  term  of  the  grant  has  expired,  without  re- 
sorting to  the  law  of  forfeitures. 

IS.  Under  such  an  instrument,  the  sum 
paid  as  a  consideration  lor  the  grant  need  not  be 
returned  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  to  quiet 
title. 

6.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  grantees 
in  drilling  wells  on  the  lands  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  grant,  and  after  notice  not  to  drill 
such  wells,  cannot  be  recovered  from  the 
grantor. 

7.  Such  ffrant  being:  made  to  four  per- 
sons jointly,  a  notice  addressed  to  all  of  them, 
to  the  effect  that  the  grant  has  expired,  and  to 

*Headnotes  by  the  Cottbt. 


Note.— As  to  forfeiture  of  oil  and  gas  lease,  see 
fiot«  to  Evans  v.  Gonsumers*  Qas  Trust  Co.  (Ind.)  81 
L.  B.  A.  673. 
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keep  off  the  premises,  and  served  on  one  of  them, 
is  sufficient.  In  such  case  notice  to  one  ia  notice 
to  all. 

(February  1, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Peny 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  quiet  title  to 
certain  real  estate.    A  firmed. 

Statement  by  Burket,  Ch.  J. : 

The  action  in  the  courts  below  was  brought 
by  Upton  Holland,  defendant  in  error,  against 
William  E.Detlor  and  others,  plaintiffs  in  error, 
seeking  to  quiet  title  to  80  acres  of  land,  the 
possession  of  which  was  in  the  plaintiff  below, 
and  the  defendants  below  claimed  some  inter- 
est therein  under  two  several  oil  and  gas  leases. 
The  validity  of  one  of  the  leases  depends  upon 
the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  a  convey- 
ance of  a  mining  right  in  the  same  lands.  Is- 
sues were  joined  involving  the  questions  dis- 
posed of  in  the  opinion.  The  material  facts  of 
the  case,  as  shown  by  the  record,  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Francis  Q.  Deaver  made  a  conveyance  of 
a  mining  right  in  said  lands  to  Michael  L. 
Deaver,  as  follows:   "Do  hereby  grant,  bar- 

fain,  sell,  and  convey  to  the  said  Michael  L. 
leaver,  bis  heirs  and  assigns,  forever,  all  the 
coal  of  every  variety,  and  all  the  iron  ore,  fire 
clay,  and  other  valuable  minerals  in,  on,  or 
under  the  following  described  premises:  .  .  . 
together  with  the  right  in  perpetuity  to  the 
said  Michael  L.  Deaver,  or  his  assigns,  of  min- 
ing and  removing  such  coal,  ore,  or  other  min- 
erals; and  the  said  Michael  L.  Deaver,  or  his 
assigns,  shall  also  have  the  right  to  the  use  of 
so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  as  may  be 
necessary  for  pits,  shafts,  platforms,  drains, 
railioads,  switches,  side  tracks,  etc.,  to  facili- 
tate the  mining  and  removing  of  such  coal, 
ore,  or  other  minerals,  and  no  more."  After- 
wards Michael  L.  Deaver  made  and  delivered 
an  oil  and  gas  lease  of  these  lands  to  one 
James  W.  Taylor,  claiming  that  he  had  title  to 
the  oil  by  virtue  of  the  said  mining  right. 
James  W.  Taylor  assigned  this  oil  and  gas 
lease  to  one  of  the  defendants  below,  and  said 
lease  had  not  expired  by  limitation  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action.  After  granting  said 
mining  right,  Francis  G.  Deaver  died,  leaving 
two  sons,  one  of  full  age  and  the  other  a 
minor,  for  whom  a  guardian  was  appointed  in 
the  state  of  Wisconsin,  where  tbey  both  re- 
sided. After  the  death  of  the  father,  the  two 
sons,  by  separate  deeds,  conveyed  the  lands  to 
Upton  Holland,  the  plaintiff  below.  The 
deed  from  the  son,  who  was  a  minor,  is  signed 
by  himself  and  his  guardian,  but  there  is 
nothing  to  show  any  proceedings  in  any  court 
authorizing  the  making  of  the  deed,  but  Mr. 
Holland  went  into  possession  of  the  lands  un- 
der said  deeds,  and  has  held  the  same  ever 
since.  The  said  conveyances  and  lease  were  all 
properly  recorded.  On  the  26th  day  of  MiV, 
1898,  Upton  Holland  and  wife,  and  William  £. 
Detlor  and  his  associates,  executed  and  entered 
into  a  written  instrument  as  follows:  *'This  said 
lease,  made  and  entered  into  this  26th  day  of 
May,  A.  D.  1893,  by  and  between  Upton  Hoi- 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  540. 
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•land,  party  of  the  first  part,  and  W.  E.  Detlor, 
James  P.  LaDg,  Henry  Rosier,  and  William 
Rosier,  parties  of  the  second  part,  witnessetb 
Ibat,  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  herein 
contained  and  by  said  second  parties  to  be 
performed,  do  hereby  grant  unto  second  party, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  sole  right  to  pro- 
duce petroleum  and  natural  gas  from  the  fol- 
lowing named  tract  of  land  situate  in  Monroe 
township,  Perry  county,  Ohio,  to  wit:  The 
northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of 
-section  twenty-seven  (27),  township  twelve  (12.», 
range  fourteen  (14),  in  said  county,  containing 
about  forty  acres  (40),  reserving  five  acres  (5) 
around  the  buildings  to  be  located  by  f  rst 
party,  and  whereon  there  shall  be  no  wells 
drilled  by  either  party;  specifically  granting 
to  said  second  party,  for  and  during  the  term 
of  ninety  (90)  days  from  this  date,  and  as 
much  longer  as  oil  or  gas  is  found,  operated, 
and  produced  in  paying  quantities,  with  the 
exclusive  right  to  drill  and  operate  oil  and  gas 
wells,  to  lay  and  operate  pipe  line,  the  neces- 
sary rights  of  way  over  premises,  the  use  of 
enough  land  on  which  to  preserve  the  products 
of  such  wells,  to  erect  such  buildings  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  on  such  work,  the  right 
of  sufficient  gna  and  water  from  the  premises 
to  run  the  necessary  engine,  reserving  to  first 
parly  all  wells  now  on  said  premises,  the  right 
to  remove  all  macbicery,  buildings,  and  fix- 
tures l>eloneing  to  them,  and  the  full  rights  to 
relejiae  nnd  subdivide  said  piemises.  In  con 
aidriii  '.  'ii  for  which  the  second  party  covenants 
and  agrees  as  follows:  To  use  and  occupy  only 
so  much  of  said  lands  as  may  be  actually  neces- 
aary  for  the  purpose  herein  granted.  (2)  To 
complete  one  well  in  addition  to  the  one  al- 
ready on  the  said  premises  in  ninety  (90)  days 
from  said  date,  unavoidable  caaualties  ex- 
cepted, and  to  continue  to  complete  one  well 
each  succeeding  ninety  (90)  days  thereafter,  un- 
til four  (4)  wells  have  been  completed  on  said 
premises,  provided  that  oil  is  found  in  paying 
quantities  in  such  succeeding  wells.  (3)  To 
pay  said  party  of  the  first  part  one  hundred 
dollars  ($100)  upon  the  delivery  of  this  lease, 
and  to  pay  said  first  party  his  attorney  fees 
herein.  (4)  To  pay  all  increase  taxes  by  rea- 
son of  such  oil  operations,  and  all  damages  to 
fences  and  growing  crops.  (5)  To  deliver  to 
first  party  in  pipe  lines,  free  of  charge,  the 
one-eighth  part  of  all  the  oil  they  may  pro- 
duce and  save  from  said  premises.  (6)  To  pay 
first  party  for  each  well  from  which  gas  is 
obtained  and  marketed  the  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars  ($200)  per  year,  tirst  payment  to 
be  made  at  Corning,  Ohio,  thirty  (30)  days  aft- 
er the  sale  of  said  gas:  and  thereafter  yearly  in 
advance  at  the  same  place,  so  long  as  sale  of  gas 
continues.  Provided  that,  if  second  party  shall 
violate  any  of  the  conditions  of  this  lease  on 
their  part  to  be  kept  and  performed,  then  this 
lease  shall  cease,  terminate,  and  be  void  at  the 
option  of  the  first  party,  and  all  moneys  paid 
hereon  be  forfeited  to  the  parly  of  the  first  part. 
It  is  understood  by  the  second  party  hereto  that 
one  M.  L.  Deaver,  claiming  the  oil  and  gas  un- 
der premises  piior  to  this  date,  leased  the  oil 
and  gas  to  one  J.  W.  Taylor.  Said  second 
party  accepts  this  lease  knowing  said  fact,  and 
a^ees  to  operate  this  land,  and  not  to  recog- 
nize said  Deaver  claim,  and  to  pay  all  royalty 
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I  to  said  first  party  as  herein  stipulated,  and  to 
protect  said  first  parly  against  any  loss  by 
reason  of  any  litigation  upon  the  part  of  said 
Deaver.  In  witness  whereof  we,  the  first  and 
second  parties,  have  hereunto  set  our  handa 
the  day  and  year  above  written."  Said  instru- 
ment was  signed  by  all  the  parties,  and  was 
duly  attested,  and  was  acknowledged  by  the 
grantors,  but  was  never  recorded. 

After  the  expiration  of  ninety  days,  and  aft- 
er Mr.  Holland  bad  notified  the  grantees  that 
the  term  of  the  grant  had  expired,  they  drilled 
one  well  on  said  lands,  and  thereafter  drilled 
another  well,  but  always  refused  to  pay  plain- 
tiff below  any  royalty  for  oil  producea,  and 
denied  his  right  to  royalty,  and  claimed  all  the 
oil  themselves  under  the  James  W.  Taylor 
lease.  All  the  wells  were  drilled  without  the 
consent  of  plaintiff  below,  and  against  his  pro- 
test, both  in  writing  and  verbally.  The  gran- 
tees paid  the  $100  at  the  time  the  grant  was 
delivered,  and  did  not  comply  with  any  other 
condition  of  the  lease.  At  the  time  said  min- 
ing right  was  granted  petroleum  oil  was  pro- 
doced  in  small  quantities  within  10  or  20  miles 
of  these  lands.  The  cause  was  tried  in  the 
circuit  court  on  appeal,  and  the  court  stated 
its  findings  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law 
separately,  and  rendered  a  decree  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  below,  quieting  his  title  to  the 
lands  as  against  the  defendants  below,  andsus* 
taining  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  below  to  the 
oil  and  gas  in  said  lands.  A  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  made  and  overruled,  and  exceptions 
taken,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  containing  all 
the  evidence  was  also  allowed  and  made  part 
of  the  record.  Thereupon  the  defendants  be- 
low filed  their  petition  in  this  court,  seeking 
the  reversal  of  the  judgmeut  of  the  circuit 
court. 

3fef8rg.  Elwood  Newberr^f  L.  Tuss- 
iiiff,  and  W.  B.  Loomls  for  plamtiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  T.  M.  Potter  and  Donahue, 
Spencer,  A  Donahue,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

A  tenant  is  not  permitted  to  dispute  the  title 
of  his  landlord,  and  when  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant  is  once  established  by  an  ex- 
press act  of  the  parties,  the  only  objection  that 
a  tenant  can  make  to  his  landlord's  title  is 
that  it  expired  since  the  making  of  the  lease, 
or  had  been  transferred  by  sale  on  execution, 
or  by  operation  of  law. 

Demcht  V.  Newsam^  8  Ohio,  59;  Moore  v, 
Beanley,  8  Ohio,  295;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Pameroy  Flour  Co,  41  Ohio  St.  553;  Ensel 
V.  Lety,  46  Ohio  St.  255;  Penn^ylwnia  Co.  v. 
Piatt,  47  Ohij)  St.  366;  Brown  v.  D/zsiuger,  1 
Rawle,  408;  Jackson,  Brown,  v.  Ai/ers,  14 
Johns.  224;  Bertra^n  v.  Cook,  82  Mich.  518; 
Hughes  v.  Watt,  28  Ark,  158;  Cook  v.  Cres- 
well,  44  Md.  581;  Ilardj/  v.  Akeflt/,  57  Barb. 
14*!^;  Bedford  v.  K^lly,  61  Pa.  491;  Bigler  v 
Fur  man,  58  Barb.  545. 

If  a  person  having  a  mere  naked  possession 
accepts  a  lease  from  one  claiming  ownership 
in  order  to  save  litigation,  he  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  the  title  of  his  lessor. 

Bowdish  V.  Dubuque,  38  Iowa.  341;  Lucas  v. 
Brooks,  18  Wall.  436.21  L.  ed.  779. 

Plaintiffs  in  error  expressly  agreed  to  protect 
Holland  against  Deaver's  claim. 
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This  provision  of  the  contract,  even  if  the 
general  law  upon  the  subject  did  not  apply, 
would  forever. e8top  plaintiffs  Id  error  from 
making  any  claim  under  Deaver's  lease,  or  in 
any  way  object  to  Holland's  title,  unless  they 
could  show  that  his  title  had  expired  after  the 
making  of  the  lease,  or  had  been  transferred 
by  sale  on  execution  or  operation  of  law. 

8altu8  V.  Belford  Co.  188  N.  Y.  499;  Hyatt 
y.  Ingalls,  124  N.  Y.  98. 

A  reservation  by  the  grantors  of  a  deed  of 
"all  minerals"  does  not  include  petroleum  oil. 

Dunham  v.  Kirhpatriek,  101  Pa,  86,  47  Am. 
Rep.  696;  Schuylkill  Navigation  Co.  v.  Moore, 
2  Whart.  477;  Gibson  v.  Tyfon,  5  Watts,  34; 
Armstrong  v.  Lake  Champlain  Granite  Co.  147 
N.  Y.  495. 

If  the  plaintiffs  in  error  failed  to  perform 
their  covenants  within  a  certain  time,  the  de- 
fendant in  error  had  a  right  at  his  option  to 
end  the  term  and  determine  their  rights  under 
It. 

WilU  v.  Manufaeturert^  Natural  Ooa  Co.  180 
Pa.  282,  6  L.  R.  A.  608;  Woodland  Oil  Co,  v. 
Crawford,  55  Ohio  St.  161,  84  L.  R.  A.  62; 
Edmonds  v.  Mounsey,  15  Ind.  App.  899. 

The  $100  was  paid  for  the  privilege  of  drill- 
ing, which  was  granted  them  for  ninety  days 
from  date  of  the  instrument.  If  they  did  not 
drill  then  they  were  required  to  perform  other 
conditions  for  such  extra  time,  and  they  could 
not  expect  or  require  Holland  to  return  the 
$100. 

Phillips  ▼.  Coast,  180  Pa.  672;  Ewalt  v. 
Qrap,  6  Watte,  427;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  g  779; 
2  Kent,  Com.  884-338;  Green  v.  Biddle,  8 
Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  547;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
g§  592,  745,  758,  762. 

Burkety  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

If  the  title  to  the  oil  in  the  land  in  dispute 
passed  to  Michael  L.  Deaver  under  the  con- 
veyance of  the  mining  right  from  Francis  G. 
Deaver,  it  is  clear  that  plaintiffs  in  error 
acquired  a  right  to  the  oil  under  the  James 
W.  Taylor  lease,  but.  if  the  title  to  the  oil  did 
not  vest  in  Michael  L.  Deaver  under  that  con- 
veyance, the  James  W.  Taylor  oil  lease  vested 
no  right  to  the  oil  in  plaintiffs  in  error,  and 
thev  would  be  driven  to  some  other  defense. 

The  conveyance  in  question  is  what  is  usu- 
ally known  as  a  mining  right,  and  grants  and 
conveys  all  the  coal  of  every  variety,  and  all 
the  iron  ore,  fire  clay,  and  other  valuable  min- 
erals in,  on.  or  under  the  said  lands.  Do  the 
words  "other  valuable  minerals"  include  pe- 
troleum oil?  The  deed  of  the  mining  right 
was  made  in  February.  1890,  and  it  must  be 
construed  in  the  light  of  the  oil  flevelopments 
as  they  then  existed  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
lands.  Francis  G.  Deaver,  the  grantor  in  the 
mining  right,  resided  in  Wisconsin,  and  there 
is  nothing  to  show  that  he  had  any  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  oil  in  or  near  these  lands. 
Oil  was  then  produced  in  small  quantities 
within  from  10  to  20  miles  of  the  lands, 
but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  parties  to 
the  conveyance  had  any  knowledge  thereof. 
Said  mining  right  grants  in  perpetuity  the 
right  "of  mining  and  removing  such  coal,  ore 
or  other  minerals,  .  .  .  with  the  right  to 
the  use  of  so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land 
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as  may  be  necessary  for  pits,  shafts,  platforms, 
drains,  railroads,  switches,  sidetracks,  etc.,  to 
facilitate  the  mining  and  removal  of  such  coal» 
ore,  or  other  minerals,  and  no  more."  The  in- 
cidents here  granted  are  all  such  as  peculiarly 
applicable  to  the  mining  of  minerals  in  place* 
and  not  to  such  as  are  in  their  nature  of  a  mi- 
gratory character,  such  as  oil  or  gas.  Nothing 
is  said  about  derricks,  pipe  lines,  tanks,  the 
use  of  water  for  drilling,  or  the  removal  of 
machinery  used  in  drilling  or  operating  oil  or 
gas  wells. 

A  rule  of  construction  in  such  cases,  which 
seems  correct,  is  found  in  the  following  from 
the  Law  of  Mines  and  Mining  in  the  United 
States,  b^  Barringerand  Adams  (p.  181):  "In 
determining  what  is  included  in  a  lease,  the 
familiar  rules  of  construction  are  applied. 
The  grant  is  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  grantor.  The  whole  contract  must  be  con- 
sidered in  arriving  at  the  meaning  of  any  of 
its  parts.  Terms  are  to  be  understood  in  their 
plain,  ordinary,  and  popular  sense,  unless  they 
have  acquired  a  particular  technical  sense  by 
the  known  usage  of  the  trade.  They  are  to 
be  construed  with  reference  to  their  commer- 
cial and  their  scientific  import  This  rule  is 
of  special  importance  when  the  question  arises 
whether  a  specific  mineral  is  included  in  a 
general  designation."  The  words  "other  min- 
erals," or  ''other  valuable  minerals,"  taken  in 
their  broadest  sense,  would  include  petroleum 
oil:  but  the  question  here  is.  Did  the  parties 
intend  to  include  such  oil  in  the  mining  right? 
Taking  all  the  terms  of  the  conveyance  in  the 
light  of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and 
in  view  of  the  above  rule  of  construction,  and 
upon  author! tv  of  the  case  of  Dunham  v. 
Kirkpairick,  101  Pa.  86,  47  Am.  Rep.  696, 
we  conclude  that  the  title  to  the  oil  did 
not  pass  under  said  conveyance,  but  remained 
in  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and  upon  his  death 
passed  to  his  heirs.  -There  is  nothing  to  show 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that 
oil  should  be  included  in  the  word  ''miner- 
als," and  the  easements  granted,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  mining  right,  are  not  applica- 
ble to  producing  oil,  and  show  that  oil  was 
not  intended  to  be  included  in  the  conveyance. 
If  it  had  been,  apt  words  would  have  been 
used  to  express  such  intention. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  urged  by  plaintiffs  in 
error  that  the  deed  from  the  minor  son  and 
his  guardian  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  title  to 
one  half  of  the  land  to  defendant  in  error, 
and  that  therefore  he  is  not  the  owner  of  that 
half,  and  has  no  right  to  have  his  title  quieted 
thereto.  This  might  possibly  be  so  as  between 
the  minor  son  and  the  defendant  in  error, 
but,  as  between  defendant  in  error  and  a 
stranger,  such  title,  when  strengthened  with 
possession,  is  sufficient  to  support  an  action 
for  the  quieting  of  the  title  he  has,  even 
though  such  title  should  be  only  possessory. 
In  nn  action  to  quiet  title,  if  the  plaintiff 
shows  peaceable  possession  under  a  convey- 
ance, even  though  defective,  and  the  defend- 
ant shows  no  title  or  right,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  his  title  quieted  as  against  such 
defendant  and  those  claiming  under  him.  It 
is  also  urged  that  the  remedy  sought  by  plain- 
tiff below  was  by  way  of  forfeiture  of  the 
rights   of  the  defendants   below   under  the 
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mitten  instrament,  and  that  a  forfeiture 
flhould  be  first  established  b^  action  at  law, 
«nd  not  by  an  equitable  action  to  quiet  title. 
The  contract  between  the  parties  in  this  case 
was  not  a  lease  of  the  lands,  but  only  a  grant 
of  the  sole  right  to  produce  petroleum  and 
natural  gas  for  and  durine  the  term  of  ninety 
days  from  that  date,  and  as  much  longer  as 
oil  or  gas  should  be  found,  operated,  and  pro- 
duced in  paying  quantities;  and  the  parties  to 
whom  the  grant  was  made  coYenanted  to 
complete  one  well,  in  addition  to  the  one 
already  on  said  premises,  in  ninety  days  from 
said  date,  unavoidable  casualties  excepted. 
There  were  no  casualties;  hence  the  covenant 
was  to  complete  one  additional  well  in  ninety 
•days,  the  term  of  the  grant.  No  additional 
well  was  drilled,  or  attempted  to  be  drilled, 
within  ninety  days,  and  therefore,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  that  time,  the  grant  terminated  by 
its  own  limitation.  If  one  payiog  well  had 
been  completed  within  the  ninetv  days,  the 
intmt  would  have  been  extended  **as  much 
loD^r  as  oil  or  fta  is  found,  operated,  and 
produced  in  paying  quantities."  But,  where 
no  well  is  drilled  within  the  time  limited  by 
the  grant,  the  period  of  the  grant  is  not  ez- 
tenoed  by  the  words,  "and  as  much  longer  as 
oil  or  gas  is  found,  operated,  and  produced  in 
paying  quantities,"  and  in  such  cases  all  rights 
to  drill  ceafle  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  lim- 
ited in  the  grant,  in  this  case  at  the  expiration 
of  ninety  days.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  hav- 
ing acquired  no  right  to  the  oil  under  the 
James  W.  Taylor  lease,  and  the  grant  to  them 
for  the  production  of  oil  having  expired  by  its 
own  limitation  at  the  end  of  ninety  days,  they 
had  no  right  whatever,  us  against  the  defend- 
ant in  error;  and,  as  they  claimed  some  right, 
be  was  entitled  to  have  his  title  quieted  as 
against  such  unfounded  claim,  not  by  way  of 
forfeiting  the  grant,  but  by  reason  of  the  ex- 
piration thereof  by  its  own  limitation.  With 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  petition  is  broad 
enough  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  below  to  have 


hiw  title  quieted  without  a  resort  to  the  law  of 
forfeiture,  although  it  would  f.eem  that,  un- 
der the  terms  of  the  instrument,  all  the  rights 
of  the  plaintifiEs  in  error  were  forfeited  by 
reason  of  the  nonperformance  of  the  cov- 
enants and  conditions  contained  in  the  instru- 
ment. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  plaintiff  below 
should  pay  back  the  $100  paid  to  him  when 
the  grant  or  lease  was  delivered.  This  sum 
was  paid  for  the  grant  for  the  term  of  ninety 
days,  and  the  grantees  enjoyed  the  term  with- 
out interruption,  and  the  grantor  has  the  right 
to  retain  and  enjoy  the  price  he  received  there- 
for. It  is  not  a  case  of  rescission  or  forfei- 
ture, but  of  expiration  of  the  term  of  the  grant 

Again,  it  is  urged  that  the  plaintiff  below 
should  be  compelled  to  pay  to  the  defendants 
below  the  amounts  expended  by  them  in 
drilling  wells  on  the  land  after  the  expiration 
of  the  grant,  and  after  notice  to  them  not  to 
drill  any  wells  on  the  land.  The  defendants 
below  drilled  the  wells  on  the  lands  of  the 
plaintiff  against  his  will,  and  after  full  notice 
from  him  not  to  drill,  and  in  such  case  they 
drilled  at  their  peril,  and  at  their  own  expense, 
and  are  not  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  by  the 
owner  of  the  land. 

Some  objection  is  made  to  the  form  of  the 
notice  and  its  service.  The  notice  was  ad- 
dressed to  all  the  defendants  below,  and  was 
served  by  delivery  to  one  of  them  on  the 
premises  at  the  well  which  had  been  drilled  at 
the  time  the  grant  was  made,  and  informed 
them  that  the  lease  expired  that  day,  and  no- 
tified them  to  keep  off  the  premises.  This  was 
sufficient,  and  showed  that  he  relied  upon  ex- 
piration of  term,  and  not  upon  forfeiture. 
The  grant  was  to  all  four  of  the  defendants 
below  jointly,  and  a  notice  to  one  joint  con- 
tractor is  binding  upon  all.  Baker  v.  KeUimg, 
29  Ohio  St  663. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the 
judgment  ihauld  therefore  be  affirmed. 


CALIFORNIA   SUPREME  COURT  (In  Banc). 


PEOPLE  oftheSute  of  California,  jB^«77«., 

Joseph  J.  EBANKS,  AppL 

art  Ool.  682.) 

1.  The  mere  fiftet  that  the  order  holding 
the  accased  to  answer  for  a  erlme  was 


dated  October  4,  whetk  the  arrest  was  made  8ep> 
tember  17,  does  not  show  that  the  committing 
masristrate  had  lost  jurisdiotioo  of  the  case  by  de- 
lay, for  the  examination  may  have  been  pro- 
ceeded with  Immediately  after  the  arrest  and 
continued  until.tbe  urder  was  made. 

8.  Failure  to  show  that  a  desifl^nated 
person  was  reg^arly  appointed  sbort- 


liOTB.— if vpnotism. 

L  Nature  of  anOiieet. 
II.  Bejinilions, 
m.  lin  eriKtetice  and  effect  generaUu. 
IV.  Its  we  in  procuring  t?ie  commieHon  of  crime. 
y .  lie  use  in  proeuring  nLbmiseicm  to  criminal  acU 

or  attacks, 
VI.  Its  ui»e  an  an  UujuiM-itvr^  la     • ' 
VH.  Ite  curative  ueee-^iropr  ety  o '  ra^rainL 

L  Nature  ottuijett. 

Hypnotism  and  its  effeot  Id  law,  though  a  ques-  ' 
tioD  which  has  been  much  discuK  ed.  <s  one  whioh 
has  been  but  slightly  considered  b>  th  •  courts,  it 
having  found  its  way  Into  the  lepo.  s  of  cutre«  in  I 
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the  hitrher  oourta,  so  far  as  has  been  ascertained.  In 
but  two  instances,  one  of  which  was  the  principal 
case  and  the  other  the  case  of  People  v.  Worthing- 
toD,  106  Oal.  lee,  set  forth  infra^  at  the  end  pf  IV. 
In  this  condition  of  affairs,  therefore.  It  has  been 
deemed  permissible  to  look  to  the  expressions  of 
opinion  by  jurists,  physicians,  and  scientists  who 
have  spoken  on  the  subject  to  ascertain  its  legal 
effect,  and,  so  far  as  may  be,  to  supply  the  defi- 
ciency of  judicial  opinion  thereon. 

n.  De^nttfofis. 

Hypnotism  la  defined  to  be  artificial  catalepsr* 

induced  somnambulism;  a  method  of  artiflcally  in- 

ducing  sleep;  artificial  somnambulism.    Bouvler*i 

Law  Dictionary,  Bawle*s  edition,  title,  Byv'noiitm, 
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hand  reporter  to  take  the  testimoDy  of  an  ao- 
cueed  before  a  commlttlnir  magrtstrate  will  not 
support  an  assiirnment  of  error  if  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  be  acted  or  reported  the  testimony  or 
oertiOed  to  It. 

8.  Addition  of  the  state  to  the  name  of  the 
district  at  tor  DOF  wbosigns  an'in  formation  charg- 
ing one  wlih  crime  is  not  necessary. 

4.  California,  eourta  will  take  Judicial 
notice  that  the  county  of  San  Diego  is  In  that 
state. 

6.  Filing  the  sheriirs  aUtdavit  that  be  was 
biased,  talten  upon  a  challenge  to  a  special  venire 
summoned  by  him  embodying  facts  brought  out 
while  the  jury  were  excluded  from  the  room,  is 
not  reversible  error. 


6.  Separation  of  the  Jurors  dnringf  the 
trial  of  a  murder  eaae  may  be  permitted  by 
the  trial  court  in  its  discretion. 

?•  An  elisor  may  be  appointed  to  take 
charge  of  the  Jury  when  the  sheriff  and  hi» 
deputies  are  disiqualffled,  and  the  coroner  is  dis- 
abled by  sickness  from  performing  the  duty. 

8.  Evidence  is  admissible  in  a  prosecu* 
tion  for  murder  that  two  days  before- 
the  murder  the  accused  was  found  un- 
der the  bed  in  astranger^s  house  having  with  him 
a  bag  which  was  afterwards  found  near  the  place- 
of  the  crime,  and  which  he  had  denied  ever  hav- 
ing in  his  possession,  as  tending  to  throw  light 
upon  his  actions,  appearance,  and  belongings  at 
a  period  not  remote  from  the  day  of  the  crime. 


Hypnotism  IsdeHoed  by  W.  XavierSudduth,  A.M. 
If.  D..  of  Chicago  in  an  article  on  ** Hypnotism  and 
Crime,"  in  18  Medico- Legal  Journal.  239,  to  be  m  its 
simpler  manifestatlooB  a  modified  form  of  natural 
sleep  artificially  induced,  but  in  its  more  complex 
form  it  compares  with  the  abnormal  condition  of 
natural  sleep  known  as  somnambuiiRm. 

And  in  the  Case  of  Czynskl  reported  In  14  Medico- 
LegalJoumal.l50,Profes8or  Dr.  Orashey  of  Munich, 
called  as  an  expert  witness,  said  tbat  a  person  can 
be  suggested  to  go  to  sleep,  and  that  such  a  sleep 
induced  by  suggestion  is  called  "hypnosis,**  and  the 
inducement  of  hypnosis  is  called  ^'hypnotism,"  and 
the  person  who  hypnotizes  another  is  called  a 
'•hypnotlzer." 

In  61  Alb.  L  J.  87.  H.  M.  Bannister,  M.  D.,  of 
Chicago,  in  an  article  on  **Hypnotio  Influence  in 
Criminal  Cases."  said  that  ^^condltions  distantly  re- 
lated to  or  approaching  it  [hypnoslsl,  but  within 
physiological  limits  that  may  be  manifested  by 
anyone,  ought  not  to  be  called  hypnotism,  or  at 
least  for  legal  purposes  should  be  dearly  distin- 
guished from  it." 

IIL  lU  exittenee  and  effect  generalli/. 

In  Bouvier*s  Xaw  Dictionary,  Rawle^s  Reylsion, 
title,  Hvpnoiiitm,  it  was  said  that  there  is  a  very  de- 
cided dilference  of  opinion  among  American  scien- 
tific men  who  have  given  special  attention  to  the 
subject  as  to  the  effect  of  hypnotism,  and  the  same 
difference  appears  to  exist  in  a  marked  degree  In 
European  thought,  and  that  it  Is  impossible  as  yet 
tostateany  satisfactory  conclusion  from  this  di- 
versity of  opinion;  and  that  there  has  as  yet  been 
DO  recognition  of  the  subject  of  hypnotism  by  the 
courts  notwithstanding  the  amount  of  discussion 
ooncoming  it  in  the  press. 

And  in  the  Case  of  Czynski,  reported  In  14  Med- 
ico-LegalJournal,  150,Dootor  Fuchsof  Donn,  called 
as  an  expert  witness,  totally  denied  the  power  of 
hypnotism,  and  said  that  he  did  not  consider  it  an 
instrument  by  which  the  human  will  could  be  con- 
trolled In  a  permanent  or  irresistible  way. 

And  in  8  American  Lawyer,  534,  H.  Oerald 
Chapin,  LL.  B.,  In  an  article  on  **Tbe  Forensio  As- 
pect of  Hypnotism"  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
hypnotism  has  no  place  in  civil  or  criminal  law, 
and  tbat  it  should  not  be  made  use  of  for  the  pur- 
pose of  eliciting  testimony,  and  that  laws  need  not 
be  passed  to  restrain  its  exercise. 

And  he  expressed  the  further  opinion  in  the  same 
article,  that  in  cases  in  which  documents  have  been 
set  aside  by  the  courts  where  hypnotism  has  been 
alleged  to  have  been  employed,  it  is  thou^rht  that 
the  case  In  each  instance  was  decided  upon  a  the- 
ory of  a  wholly  different  character:  and  said  that 
the  case  brought  before  the  civil  tribunal  of  Lyons* 
France,  in  June.  1898,  in  whlcb  a  widow  died  leav- 
ing a  will  In  favor  of  a  profewional  magnet  let, 
who  together  wit  b  his  wife  had  been  hart)ored  by 
her  at  her  home  for  some  time.  In  which  it  was 
40  L.  R  A. 


cUimed  that  they  magnetized  her,  and  in  which  it 
was  reported  that  it  wa^  evident  that  the  magneu 
let  had  complete  control  over  her  mind,  and  that 
he  was  able  to  suggest  to  her  to  make  a  will  In  hf» 
favor,  there  was  nothing  which  would  not  permit 
the  decision  setting  aside  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion to  be  placed  upon  the  theory  of  undue  influ- 
enoe. 

In  2  Witthaus  &  Becker.  Med.  Jur.  4Be.  however^ 
It  issaid  that  like  other  theories  and  Investigations 
received  at  first  with  ridicule,  hypnotism  has  been 
placed  on  a  sure  scientific  basis,  thanks  to  the  labors- 
of  Charcot  and  his  suooessors;  and  tbat  the  great 
French  experts  in  legal  medicine,  so  far  as  known 
without  an  exception.  Tardieu,  Devergie,  Brou- 
ardel,  Vibert,  Tourdes,  and  Tourette  recognixe- 
the  possibility  that  the  will  may  be  entirely  abol- 
ished under  hypnotic  influence;  and  that  hypno- 
tism had  found  a  place  in  French,  Austrian,  and 
Hungarian  Uw,  and  must  sooner  or  later  creep 
into  the  Anglo-Saxon. 

So,  the  committee  of  the  British  Medical  Associa- 
tion on  hypnotism  at  the  Birmingham  meeting, 
1890,  reportedjn  11  Medical  LegalJournal.  781,  Btate<l 
that  they  had  satisfied  themselves  of  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  hypnotic  state,  but  that  no  phenomena 
which  bad  come  under  the  observation  gave  sup- 
port to  the  theory  of  animal  magoeiism. 

And  in  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  212,  the  writer  ex- 
presses the  opinion  that  all  impressional  individu- 
als can  be  hypnotized,  but  says  tbat  hypnotism  for 
the  present  is  of  greater  theoretical  than  practical 
Importance  both  from  a  medical  and  a  forensio 
point  of  view. 

And  in  the  Case  of  Ckynski,  reported  In  14  Medico* 
Legal  Journal,  160.  Professor  Grasbey  of  Munich, 
called  as  an  expert,  said  tbat  ''hypnosis  has  the- 
peculiarity  that  it  can  be  produced  easier  and 
easier  as  the  operation  is  repeated,  and  that  the 
subject  frequently  hypnotized  remains  more  sug- 
gestible in  the  intervening  time,  and  it  thus  fol- 
lows  that  thoughts  may  be  suggested  during^hla- 
waked  condition  which  he  would  never  have  ac- 
cepted before  the  hypnotic  operations  had  begun« 
and  the  control  of  the  subject^s  will  may  be  under- 
taken therefore  in  a  waked  condition,  and  can  be 
heightened  by  suggestions  during  the  period  of 
wakefulness,  and  thus  the  hypnntizer  may  attain 
finally  such  power  over  his  subject  that  a  single 
word  or  a  single  look  may  put  him  to  sleep. 

So,  In  3  American  Lawyer,  5,  a  case  in  the  United 
States  court  at  Tacoma,  tried  in  July,  1894.  was  re- 
ported in  which  the  plaintiff  caused  an  important 
witness  for  the  defendant  to  become  confused  in 
manner  and  in  testimony,  hesitating  and  uncertalo 
in  statement,  by  hypnotically  making  passes  with 
his  bands  In  the  direction  of  the  wituera.  which  in- 
fluence was  destroyed  by  placing  a  person  between 
the  operator  and  the  subject. 

And  in  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  85,  it  was  said- 
that  in  a  hypnotic  condition,  or  one  of  exaggerated, 
receptivity,  an  Individual  ia  very  apt  to  make  llla> 
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9*  WhenoTor  proof  of  one  crime  tends 
to  prove  a  fket  mstertBl  In  the  trial  of  an- 
other Buch  proof  la  admlaslble,  and  the  faot  that 
It  may  tend  to  prejudice  defendant  in  the  eyes  of 
the  Jury  te  Immaterial. 

10.  There  will  be  no  reversal  fbr  cross- 
ezajBlnation  as  to  matters  not  testided  to  in 
chief  if  the  examination  in  chief  Is  not  in  the 
record,  so  that  it  does  not  appear  whether  the 
cross-examination  was  Improper  or  not. 

1 1.  Hypnotism  of  a  person  aeensed  of 
erlme  will  not  render  evidence  of  statements 
made  by  him  while  under  the  influeooe  admissi- 
ble in  his  fayor  at  his  trial. 

12.  A  member  of  a  errand  jury  impan- 
eled before  ttie  trial  of  a  murder  case,  but 


which  had  adjourned  to  meet  In  the  future,  is  not 
incompetent  to  act  as  a  Juror  in  the  trial  which 
is  upon  an  information  and  has  never  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  ffraod  Jury. 
18.  A  separate  appeal  must  be  taken  from 
a  death  warrant  signed  after  Judgment,  to  brlnir 
the  question  of  iu  reffularlty  before  the  appel- 
late court. 

14.  Refusal  of  Instmotions  the  meaning 
of  which  is  involved  in  doubt,  or  which 
are  uncalled-for  in  the  case,  is  not  reversible  er- 
ror if  the  instructions  iriven  upon  tbat  branch  of 
the  case  are  as  favorable  to  the  complaining 
party  as  the  facts  and  the  law  would  warrant. 
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■tonal  mistakes  in  identity,  which  would  be  out  of 
the  question  under  other  droumstances. 

IV.  Its  use  ffi  procuring  the  eommteion  of  crime. 

There  Is  the  same  conflict  of  opinion  In  the  ques- 
tion whether  hypnotism  can  be  used  as  an  agent  in 
procnrlng  the  commission  of  crime— in  other 
words,  whether  one  can  be  compelled  to  commit  a 
criminal  act  by  hypnotic  influence  without  crim- 
inal responsibility  on  his  part. 

Thus,  hi  1  Kansas  City  Bar  Monthly,  80,  in  a  paper 
read  before  the  Kansas  City  Bar  Association  by  J. 
C  Bossenberger,  October  12.  1W>,  entitled  ''Has 
Hypnotism  a  Place  In  the  Law,"  it  was  said  that  if 
a  condition  in  which  one  can  be  driven  by  irresist- 
ible suggestions  of  another  to  the  commission  of 
an  act  which  if  he  were  in  his  normal  condition  he 
would  not  do  can  be  produced  by  hypnotic  sugges- 
tion, hypnoiism  Is  destined  to  become  a  full  de- 
fense for  crime,  otherwise  It  has  no  place  at  all  in 
criminal  Jurisprudence  except  as  a  faot  of  extenu- 
ation, or  a  mere  mlcigatiog  circumstance  accord- 
ing to  the  degrree  of  dominion  exercised  over  the 
■nbjeot;  but  that  the  medical  profession  is  badly 
divided  upon  the  question  whether  one  can  be 
driven  by  the  irresistible  suggestion  of  an  other  to 
the  commission  of  acts  which  If  he  were  in  his  nor- 
mal state  he  would  not  do. 

In  the  Csse  of  Czynski  reported  in  14  Medlco- 
li^Kal  Journal,  ISO,  Profef>8or  Grashey  of  Munich, 
called  as  an  expert  witnera.  said:  "The  potential- 
ity of  putting  a  man  so  promptly  and  so  rapidly  to 
sleep  Is  not  reconcilable  with  the  assumption  of 
free-will  power,  and  rather  presupposes  a  condition 
of  unf  reedom  of  will.** 

And  in  Albany  Law  Journal  of  October  0, 1894,  it 
was  said  editorially  that  ''from  the  legal  standpoint 
It  Is  certain  tbat  in  the  minds  of  jurors,  at  least,  » 
practical  demonstration  of  the  power  of  hypnotism 
will  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  such  as  would  entitle 
the  defendant  to  an  acquittal  at  the  hands  of  the 
Jury." 

So,  In  51  Alb.  L.  J.  87.  H.  M.  Bannister,  M.  D.,  Chi- 
eago.  said  in  an  article  upon  "Hypnotic  Influence 
in  Criminal  Oases**  that  It  may  perhaps  be  admitted 
as  a  possibility  that  crimes  may  be  provoked  in  the 
hypnotic  subject  in  the  actual  condition  of  traooe, 
though  in  many  cases  and  probably  In  the  vast  ma- 
jority this  would  he  impossible,  and  that  immoral 
or  improper  acts  might  also  be  done  under  sugges- 
tion by  those  who  would  refuse  to  commit  actual 
crime,  and  that  any  strong  natural  propensity 
might  be  stimulated  so  that  improper  acts  growing 
out  of  such  propensity  would  be  more  likely  to  be 
committed  or  submitted  to. 

And  in  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  812,  It  was  said 
tbat  suggestions  made  with  evil  intent  during  the 
waking  state  are  still  of  far  greater  importance 
than  those  inued  to  a  hypnotized  indiriduaU 

8o,  In  Clevinger,  Medical  Jurisprudence  of 
Insanity,  107,  it  is  said  that  In  1805  Hayward  was 
banged  in  St.  Paol,  Minnesota,  accused  of  having 
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induced  Blitz  by  hypnotic  suggestions  to  murder 
Miss  Ging.  mitz  was  sent  to  the  penitentiary  for 
life. 

And  in  the  Case  of  Cfeynskl.  reported  and  com- 
mented upon  in  14  Medico- Legal  Journal,  160, 
Czynski  was  tried  in  the  higher  courts  of  Munich, 
Bavaria,  on  the  charge  of  having  had  recourse  to 
hypnotic  suggestions  in  order  to  win  the  affections 
of  a  woman  of  high  social  position,  and  obtain  her 
consent  to  live  with  him  in  criminal  intimacy,  and 
subsequently  to  marry  him,  after  he  bad  subjected 
her  to  his  will  imposed  upon  her  by  his  power  of 
hypnotism,  and  was  convicted  upon  the  charge, 
and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  after  a  protracted 
trial. 

And  in  the  Bompard-Bjrraud  Case,  tried  in  France 
and  reported  In  H.  Gerald  Cbapin*s  article  on 
"The  Forensic  Aspect  of  Hypnotism,**  8  American 
Lawyer,  53S,  Eyraud  was  murdered  in  apartments 
hired  for  the  purposes  by  one  M.  Gouffe,  the 
woman  (Jabrlelle  Bompard.  his  mistress,  acting  as 
the  decoy.  The  woman  alleged  that  she  was  hyp- 
notized to  do  the  act  by  M.  Gouffe,  but  was  con- 
victed and  sentenced  to  twenty  years*  imprison- 
ment. 

But  in  18  Crim.  L.  Msg.  100,  it  was  said  editorially 
that  there  are  few  cases  in  which  the  hypnotized 
subject  will  not  refuse  to  do  a  wrong  act  or  to  sub- 
mit to  a  wrong,  no  matter  if  it  be  suggested,  and 
that  scoundrelism  cannot  flourish  on  hypnotism, 
and  the  case  of  the  murder  of  Miss  Ging,  and  the 
confession  of  Havward.  and  the  statements  of 
Blitz  that  he  was  hypnotized  by  Hayward  to  kill 
Miss  Ging'has  been  Investisated,  and  found  to  be 
mostly  false,  and  that  while  It  is  not  safe  to  assert 
that  crime  never  was  or  can  be  committed  with 
the  aid  of  hypnotism,  experience  has  taught  that 
such  a  case  is  highly  improbable. 

And  in  18  Medico-Legal  Journal.  64.  It  was  said  by 
Clark  Bell,  Esq.,  of  New  York,  in  an  article  on 
"Hypnotism  and  the  Law.'*  with  reference  to  the 
case  of  the  murder  of  Catharine  Ging,  that  'it 
would  be  quite  outside  of  any  legal  experience  to 
accept,  as  ent  It  led  to  any  credit,  the  waking  story  of 
murder  committed  by  the  accused  while  under 
hypnotic  influence.  Such  sutements  should  be  en- 
titled to  nO  credit,  and  I  know  of  no  authority 
which  would  justify  the  position  that  the  subject, 
on  awakening  from  a  hypnotic  trance,  could  re- 
member all  or  relate  anything  done  while  under 
hypnotic  influence,  and  it  would  be  a  very  unsafe 
propoFiiion  of  law  in  regard  to  testimony  to  place 
a  witness  in  a  hypnotic  trance,  and  to  accept  aa 
truth  the  statements  of  events  that  he  in  that  state 
described  as  having  occurred  at  a  previous  time.** 

And  the  same  statement  was  made  by  the  sama 
person  in  18  Crim.  L.  Mag.  1. 

And  in  13  Medico-Legal  Journal,  Ml,  It  was  said, 
in  an  article  on  "Hypnotism  and  Crime,**  by  W. 
Xavier  Sudduth,  M.  D.,of  Chicago,  who  attended 
the  Hayward-Blitz-Ging  trial  In  order  to  make  a 
psychological  study  of  the  principal  in  tl 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  San  Diego  County 
convicting  him  of  murder.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  J.  S.  Callen  for  appellant. 
JdeMTi.  W,F.  Fitziererald,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  Henry  E.  Carter  for  respondent. 

Searls,  C,  filed  the  follow ingopin ion: 
The  defendant,  Joseph  Japhet  Ebanks,  was 
charged  by  information  with  the  murder  of 
Harriet  Stiles  at  the  county  of  San  Diego,  state 
of  California,  on  the  10th  day  of  September, 
1895,  and  upon  a  trial  had  under  said  informa- 
tion was  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 


gree, and  sentenced  to  death.  Defendant  ap- 
peals from  the  judgment,  and  from  an  order 
denying  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Defendant  moved  to  set  aside  the  informa- 
tion upon  the  grounds:  (1)  That  before  the 
filing  thereof  the  defendant  had  not  been  le- 
gally committed  by  a  magistrate.  (2)  That  it 
was  not  subscribed  by  the  district  attorney  of 
the  county  of  San  Diego,  state  of  California. 

The  record  shows  that  a  complaint  was  filed 
with  the  justice,  a  warrant  issued,  the  defend- 
ant arrested,  and  committed  for  examination 
on  the  17th  day  of  September,  1895.  The  or- 
der holding  the  defendant  to  answer  for  the 
crime  of  murder  \a  dated  October  4,  1896.  The 


that  Hayward  undoubtedly  poflsessed  a  stronflr  in* 
fluenoe  over  BUtz,  but  the  latter  never  claimed  It 
was  bypDotic,  and  that  plea  never  was  made  in  de- 
feose.  That  Hayward  hired  Blitz  to  do  the  deed 
for  $3,500.  and  when  he  found  that  his  oouraffe  was 
faiUnsr  druffffed  him  with  whisky  in  order  to  nerve 
him  up  to  doing  the  deed. 

But  In  18  Crim.  L.  Mag.  1,  Clark  Bell,  Esq.,  In  an 
article  on  hypnotism  in  the  criminal  courts  said 
with  reference  to  the  Bompard  Case  that  the  writer 
was  of  tbe  opinion  that  the  general  impression  of 
scientists  agreed  that  hypnotic  suggestion  entered 
largely  Into  the  crime  itself. 

So.  in  1  Kansas  City  Bar  Monthly,  20,  In  a  paper 
read  before  the  Kansas  City  Bar  Association  by  J. 
C.  Rosseoberger,  October  12.  1806,  entitled  "Has 
Hypnotism  a  Place  in  the  Law."  it  was  said  that  the 
only  kind  of  hypnotism  which  could  at  all  affect 
the  question  of  criminal  responsibility  is  that  by 
which  ihe  Individual  Is  deprived  of  intelligent  con- 
sciousness, and  can  be  driven  by  the  irresistible 
suggestions  of  another  to  the  commission  of  the 
act  which  if  be  were  In  his  normal  state  he  would 
not  do. 

And  in  61  Alb.  L.  J.  87,  H.  M.  Bannister.  M.  D., 
Chicago,  said  In  an  article  upon  **Hypnotic  Influ- 
ence in  Criminal  Cases**  that  hypnotism  as  a  plea 
in  criminal  cases  should  be  especially  distrusted 
and  the  beneflt  of  any  reasonable  doubt  ought  to 
be  given  to  the  party  accused  of  instigating  the 
crime,  and  that  the  greatest  danger  of  the  plea  of 
hypnotism  in  criminal  cases,  if  it  is  to  become  a 
popular 'or  frequent  one,  is  that  of  false  accusa- 
tion, and  the  escape  of  an  occasional  criminal  is  an 
unimportant  miscarriage  of  Justice  when  com- 
pared with  that  of  the  conviction  of  an  innocent 
individual. 

And  in  8  American  Lawyer,  46,  it  was  said  edi- 
torially that  **judge8  should  remember  that  when 
they  admit  testimony  of  hypnotic  control  they  are 
entering  upon  a  path  the  end  of  which  cannot  at 
this  day  be  seen.  We  do  not  think  tbe  courts  will 
And  It  difficult  with  no  Increase  of  legislation  to 
place  legal  responsibility  where  it  belongs.  We  are 
glad  that  hypnotism  as  a  legal  defense,  or,  as  the 
sole  moving  cause  of  offense,  has  as  yet  received 
no  recognized  standing  in  our  jurisprudence.** 

So  in  ClevlQger,  Medical  Jurisprudence  of 
Insanity,  106.  it  was  said  that  it  has  not  yet  been 
proved  that  an  innocent  person  could  be  influ- 
enced by  hypnotic  suggestion  of  another  to 
commit  crime,  and  the  presumption  remains  that 
anyone  who  commits  a  crime  through  hypnotism 
or  other  suggestions  is  fully  capatile  of  po  doing, 
and  without  such  prompting,  and  that  the  act  is 
one  consistent  with  bis  disposition,  and  that  the 
suggestion  would  have  been  resisted  bad  the  per- 
son been  disinclined  to  the  offense  naturally,  and 
the  question  is  open  as  to  whether  such  a  hypno- 
tized criminal  is  not  a  principal,  or  at  least  a  par- 
tieepn  erimtnia. 

And  in  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  212,  it  was  said 
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that  no  serious  crime  has  ever  been  oommitted  in 
obedience  to  hypnotic  suggestion,  and  efforts  to 
prove  hypnotic  influences  in  recent  French  trials 
have  utterly  failed,  and  that  there  is  every  proba- 
bility that  the  instigator  to  such  a  crime  could  be 
easily  detected  of  the  subject  when  re-hypnotized  by 
a  competent  person,  as  in  tbe  hypnotio  state  infor- 
mation  or  hints  would  be  given  which  would  lead 
to  discovery,  though  in  the  interval  between  such 
states  the  subject  would  be  ifirnorant  of  everything 
that  had  occurred. 

And  in  1  Kansas  City  Bar  Monthly,  20,  In  a  paper 
read  before  the  Kansas  City  Bar  Association  by  J. 
C.  Uosenberger,  October  12,  1896,  entitled  **Has 
Hypnotism  a  Place  in  the  Law*'  It  was  said  that 
when  we  consider  tbe  difficulty  of  proving  the  de- 
fense of  hypnotism  by  direct  evidence  and  the 
fact  that  no  one  can  be  hypnotized  against  his  will, 
added  to  the  natural  prejudice  against  innovation, 
it  may  safely  be  said  that  the  time  is  far  off  when 
an  ordinary  Jury  can  be  convinced  that  an  accused 
malefactor  was  the  unwilling  agent  of  the  evil  en- 
terprise of  another. ' 

So,  in  18  Crlm.  L.  Mag.  I,  Clark  Bell,  Esq.,  In  an 
article  on  hypnotism  in  the  criminal  oourts,  said: 
^'Whatever  may  tie  the  facts  of  tbe  case  it  is  be- 
yond all  doubt  that  tbe  phenomena  of  tbe  bypnoUc 
trance,  and  of  so-called  hypnotic  suggestions,  are 
not  recognized  as  an  existing  fact  by  the  great 
majority  of  lawyers  at  all,  and  probably  not  by 
tbe  majority  of  the  Judges. 

And  Hon.  C.  D.  0*Brlen  of  St.  Paul  is  quoted  la 
'^Hypnotism  and  Crime,**  18  Medloo-LegalJournal, 
239,  as  saying  that  the  law  does  not  recognize  the 
existence  of  the  hypnotic  condition,  and  that  he 
does  not  think  it  ever  will  recognize  it  as  a  defense 
to  a  criminal  act. 

And  Judge  Seagrave  Smith  of  Minneapolis,  who 
presided  at  the  Hayward  trial,  is  quoted  In  that 
article  as  saying  that  he  does  not  consider  hypno. 
tism  as  a  proper  or  fitting  defense  in  a  criminal  ao 
tion. 

And  Thomas  J.  Hudson,  Esq.,  of  the  Washington 
bar,  author  of  tbe  **Psycblc  Phenomena,'*  is  quoted 
therein  as  saying  '*that  hypnotism  has  no  legiti- 
mate place  in  criminal  Jurisprudence,  and  that 
while  a  criminal  hypnotized  in  control  of  a  crim- 
inal subject  could  undoubtedly  procure  the  com- 
mission of  a  crime  under  exceptionally  favorable 
circumstances,  it  would  not  be  a  legal  defense  on 
the  grounds:  (a)  Because  in  the  nature  of  thlnas  a 
hypnotized  subject  can  have  no  standing  in  a 
court  of  Justice  as  a  witness;  (b)  the  cross-exam- 
ination of  a  subject  as  to  tbe  niiture  and  extent  of 
the  suggestions  made  to  him  by  the  hypnotizer 
would  be  quite  impossible  and  absurd." 

And  in  3  American  Lawyer,  635,  it  was  said  by  H. 
Gerald  Chapin.  LL.  B.,ln  an  article  on  *^be  Foren- 
sic Aspect  of  Hypnotism,*'  that  as  it  is  almost  im- 
possible tbat  anything  said  or  done  while  In  the 
hypnotic  sute  should  be  remembered  in  the  post- 
hypnotic state,  the  very  fact  that  the  defense  of 
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contention  is  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
^fendant  was  given  an  examination  until  said 
last  mentioned  date,  and  hence  that  the  justice 
lost  Jurisdiction  of  the  case.  The  record  shows 
that  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion  to  set  aside 
the  information,  among  other  thiogs,  the  dep- 
ositions of  the  witnesses  taken  upon  the  pre- 
liminary examination  of  the  defendant  were  in 
evidence,  but  they  are  not  set  out  in  the  record, 
and  when  they  were  taken  does  not  appear; 
non  eomtat,  but  that  the  justice  may  have  en- 
tered upon  the  examination  immediately  after 
the  17th  day  of  September,  and  continued  to 
conduct  the  same  until  October  4,  the  date  of 
Che  commitment    It  is  further  objected  that 


there  is  no  evidenoe  that  any  shorthand  reporter 
was  appointed  to  take  the  evidence  at  the 
preliminary  examination,  except  the  certificate 
of  the  reporter  himself. 

I  find  no  such  certificate  in  the  record,  and 
no  evidence  that  a  shorthand  reporter  was  ap- 
pointed or  acted,  except  that  in  the  Judgment 
roll,  under  the  head  of  ''Proceedings  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  November  21,  1895,"  the 
following  entry:  "The  following  appears  by 
the  transcript  thereof  filed  in  the  superior 
court,  to  wit:  .  .  .  Fred  H.  Robinson  ia 
appointed  to  act  as  short  hand  reporter."  Coun- 
sel refers  to  folio  dlO  of  the  record  in  support 
of  his  contention,  but  folio  210  in  the  transcript 


bypDotism  is  interposed  constitatesevldeDoe  of  Its 
falsity;  and  that  subjecrs  of  hypnotism  usually 
try  to  find  reasooB  for  the  most  foolish  suffsreeted 
acts,  and  that  hypnotism  would  be  tbe  last  reason 
wlilch  tbe  subject  would  assign  as  the  defense 
therefor,  beoause  in  case  it  had  been  suggested  to 
him  that  the  deceased  had  attempted  to  murder 
him  be  would  under  all  prokwbUlty  insist  upon  the 
existence  of  that  fact  and  not  that  he  bad  been 
hypnotized,  and  had  he  simply  been  ordered  to  do 
the  act  some  reason  other  than  that  of  hypnotism 
would  have  been  given  by  blm,  so  that  the  very 
fact  that  be  set  up  birpnotlsm  as  a  defense  shows 
that  the  crime  was  committed  entirely  of  his  own 
▼oUtioo. 

<8o.  Id  IB  Medico-Legal  Journal,  S64,  Oarl  Sextus, 
in  an  article  on  ^*Dlfferent  Forms  of  Hypnotisms,^ 
read  before  tbe  psychological  section  of  tbe  Med- 
ico-Legal Society,  November  18,  1887,  said  '*that 
.  .  [a,hypnotized  person]  cannot  be  made  to 
do  that  which  is  against  his  character  or  ethics,  or 
anything  that  it  was  impossible  to  make  blm  do 
under  general  dally  conditions,  without  the  aid  of 
suggestion  or  magnetism.  Because  if  that  wblch 
ho  \9  ^^iggested  to  do  should  be  something  that  his 
wboic  uatuie  and  soul  revolt  against,  tbe  experU 
ment  will  fail  and  the  influence  of  tbe  experimen- 
talist will  be  at  an  end.*' 

In  **The  Arena,"  vol.18,  pp.  54S.549,Marlon  L.Daw. 
son,  B.  Ifa,  in  an  article  on  **Hypnotl8m  in  its  Scien- 
tific and  Forensic  Aspects** expressed  the  opinion 
that  hypnotism  cannot  be  Induced  without  the 
knowledge  and  against  the  will  of  tbe  mdivldual, 
and  asserts  that  the  power  of  hypnotic  suggestion 
for  immoral  or  criminal  purposes,  broadly  speak- 
ing, depends  upon  the  moral  tendency  of  tbe  hyp- 
notized subject. 

A  hypnotized  person  will  obey  when  act*  com- 
manded do  not  antagonize  the  moral  standard 
he  has  set  up  for  himself;  but  criminal  or  Im- 
moral suggestions  meet  tbe  autosuggestion  aris- 
ing from  bis  own  conscience,  and  confusion  results. 
W.  Zavler  Suddutb,  A.  M.  M.  D.,  of  Chicago,  in 
'^Hypnotism  and  G^lme,**lS  Med|co-Legal  Journal, 
288. 

So,  in  8  American  Lawyer.  635,  It  was  said  by  H. 
Oerald  Ghaplo.  LL.  B.,  in  an  article  on  "Tbe  Foren- 
sic Aspect  of  Hypnotism.**  that  tbere  is  no  doubt 
concerning  tbe  power  of  auto-suggestion  to  suo- 
-ceasfuUy  resist  the  command  of  a  stranger,  and 
that  subjects  with  a  strong  abhorrence  of  the  ridic- 
ulous will  refuse  to  commit  an  undignified  act  al- 
though it  be  suggested  in  tbe  most  forcible  man- 
nen  and  that  many  attempts  have  been  made  to 
obtain  from  members  of  an  order  or  society  se- 
crets relating  tbereto,  and  not  in  a  single  instance 
have  they  succeedetl;  and  that  it  is  a  well  known 
fact  that  persons  opposed  to  the  use  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  cannot  be  compelled  to  drink  a  glass  of 
brandy  while  In  a  state  of  hypnosis. 

And  in  tbe  case  of  Ozynski  reported  In  14  Medico- 
Legal  Journal,  150,  Dr,  Fuchs  of  Donn,  called  as  an 


40  L.  R.  A. 


expert  therein,  said  that  hypnotism  could  not  suc- 
ceed with  any  person  wbo  had  a  feeling  of  serious 
responsibility,  and  that  no  one  would  succeed  in 
inducing  one  wbo  simulated  disease  to  relinquish 
such  simulation. 

And  In  51  Alb.  L.  J.  157  H.  M.  Bannister,  M.  D.« 
Chicago,  in  an  article  upon  **Hypnotio  Influence 
in  Criminal  Gases,**  It  was  said  that  in  a  vast  ma- 
jority of  cases,  if  not  in  all,  the  efficiency  of  post- 
hypnotic suggestion  depends  entirely  upon  tbe  be- 
lief of  tbe  subject  in  some  mysterious  power  exer- 
cised over  blm  by  tbe  operator,  and  that  if  moral 
impulses  are  strong  there  is  very  little  probability 
of  its  being  effective  for  evU.  It  is.  at  best,  not 
equal  to  the  profounder  sentiments  of  our  nature. 

And  in  3  American  Lawyer,  635,  it  was  said  by  H. 
Oerald  Cbapln,  LL.  B.,  in  an  article  on  'Tbe  Foren- 
sic Aspect  of  Hypnotism,**  that  in  numberless  cases 
the  hypnotized  subject  who  performs  acts  at  the 
command  of  the  hypnotlzer  has  admitted  that  he 
knew  at  the  time  of  performing  them  that  the  sug- 
gestion was  false,  but  obeyed  with  the  imagined 
object  of  pleasing  the  hypnotlzer. 

So,  in  27  Chicago  Legal  News.  65,  it  was  said  edi- 
torially tbat  the  main  test  of  moral  responsibility 
In  oases  of  hypnotism  would  lie  In  tbe  inquiry 
whether  tbe  person  hypnotized  realized,  when 
himself,  that  in  submitting  to  hypnotism  he  be- 
came tbe  passive  tool  of  another  person,  and  that 
if  such  knowledge  existed,  in  voluntarily  surren- 
dering his  own  reason  and  will  he  should  be  held 
to  tbe  same  accountability  as  If  be  had  voluntarily 
abdicated  his  normal  mentality  and  made  him- 
self a  prey  of  frenzied  passion  through  intem- 
perate indulgence  in  drink;  and  that  it.  would 
be  legitimate  to  charge  a  jury,  where  hypnotism 
was  alleged  as  a  defense,  that  although  they 
found  tbat  the  defendant  was  actually /uncon- 
scious of  his  act  at  tbe  time  of  its  commission, 
yet  if  they  found  that  he  had  actual  knowl- 
edge  or  reasonable  grounds  to  infer  that  a  hyp- 
notist contemplated  the  commission  of  a  crime, 
and  nevertheless  submitted  himself  to  bis  domin- 
ion, he  would  be  legally  responsible  as  an  accom- 
plice. 

And  In  8  American  Lawyer,  535.  it  was  said  by 
H.  Gterald  Ghapin,  LL.  B.,  in  an  article  on  **The  For- 
ensic Aspect  of  Hypnotism.**  tbat  hypnotism  is  not 
something  that  can  be  forced  upon  a  person,  and 
therefore,  one,  who,  knowing  that  while  in  estate 
of  hypnosis  he  may  be  compelled  to  commit  crime, 
voluntarily  suffers  himself  to  be  placed  in  tbat  con- 
dition, may  be  supposed  to  have  anticipated  all 
consequences  of  his  act,  and  agreed  to  become  re- 
sponsible for  them,  and  this  would  apply  to  a  case 
In  which  It  was  suggested  by  tbe  hypnotist  tbat  a 
false  state  of  facts  existed  which  would,  if  true, 
justify  the  commission  of  tbe  offense. 

So,  in  "Tbe  Arena,**  vol.  18,  p.  654,  it  was  said  by 
Marion  L.  Dawson,  B.  L.»  in  an  article  on  **Hyp- 
notism  in  Its  Scientific  and  Forensic  Aspects.** 
tbat  If  the  subject  voluntarily  permits  himself  to 
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is  a  blank.  If,  however,  it  be  true  that  Rob- 
inson vitLS  not  appointed  reporter  in  the  justice 
court,  we  fail,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  he 
acted  or  reported  the  testimony,  or  certified 
thereto,  to  see  how  error  can  be  predicated 
thereon.  The  further  objection  that  the  in- 
formation was  not  properly  signed  by  the  dis- 
trict attorney  is  without  merit.  The  informa- 
tion is  entitled,  "In  the  superior  court  of  the 
county  of  San  Die^o,  state  of  California."  In 
the  body  of  the  information  it  is  charged  that 
the  defendant  ''at  the  said  county  of  San  Diego, 
in  the  said  state  of  California,  etc.,  and  it  is 
signed  by  '*A.  H.  Sweet,  District  Attorney  of 
the  said  county  of  San  Dieeo."  The  objection 
is  that  the  officer  omitted  the  words  "the  state 
of  California"  after  the  words  "county  of  San 
Diego."  Section  809  of  the  Penal  Code  re- 
quires that  the  information  shall  be  ''subscribed 

be  placed  Id  a  state  of  mental  irresponsiljUtty  the 
well-settled  prfnolple  of  law  that  a  person  canno 
take  advantage  of  his  own  misconduct  would  gov- 
ern in  case  of  his  violation  of  the  law  while  In 
that  condition. 

But  In  27  Chicago  Legal  New8.65,1t  was  said  editori- 
ally that  **evldenoeof  any  knowledge  the  patient 
may  have  acquired,  when  in  her  normal  condition, 
of  general  or  particular  criminal  purposes,  on  the 
part  of  her  hypnotlzer  would  be  material  [In  a 
prosecution  in  which  hypnotism  is  claimed  in  de- 
fense an],  it  might  be  too  harsh  to  apply  the  anal- 
ogy from  drunkenness  to  the  case  of  a  person  who 
was  without  any  ground  for  suspicion  of  criminal 
motives— one,  for  instance,  who  submitted  to  a 
hypnotist  in  a  Jesting  spirit,  or  out  of  curiosity,  or 
for  supposed  medical  treatment.** 

8o,  merely  showing  that  a  woman  who  committed 
a  homicide  was  told  to  kill  the  deceased  by  her 
husband,  and  that  she  subsequently  did  it,  does  not 
prove  hypnotism,  or,  at  least,  does  not  tend  to 
establish  a  defense  to  a  charge  of  murder.  People 
T.  Worthington,  106  Cal.  166. 

And  testimony  as  to  the  effect  of  hypnotism  upon 
those  subject  to  such  influence  Is  not  admissible  in 
a  criminal  prosecution  in  which  the  crime  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  under  the  influence 
of  hypnotic  suggestion,  where  there  was  no  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  sub- 
ject to  the  disease  if  It  be  such.  People  v.  Worih- 
ington;  106  Cal.  166. 

V.  Its  use  in  procuring  submission  to  criminal  acts 
or  attacks. 

In  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  541,  542,  it  was  said  that 
hypnosis  might  be  used  as  a  means  to  prevent  re- 
sistence  to  sexual  approach:  but  all  cases  in  which 
accusations  are  made  upon  this  basis  should 
he  scrutinized  with  the  greatest  caution.  In  such 
a  case  it  may  not  be  dlificult  to  prove  whether  or 
not  the  female  was  amenable  to  hypnosis  or  to  de- 
tect malingering,  but  it  may  be  Impossible  to  show 
that  she  was  In  an  hypnotic  state  at  the  time  of 
the  alleged  sexual  assault:  and  testimony  given  by 
the  subject  should  be  corroborated  by  more  ob- 
jective evidence  than  alleged  perceptions  of  events 
during  such  an  abnormal  state  of  oonsciousnoss. 

So,  in  2  Wltthaus  &  Becker.  Med.  Jur.  434,  435.  a 
case  is  cited  as  given  by  Bellanger  in  which  the 
sexual  relations  of  a  doctor  and  his  patient  were 
kept  up  only  during  the  hypnotic  state,  and 
knowledge  of  the  conditions  of  affairs  was  finally 
revealed  to  the  patient's  mother  in  one  of  tbe 
seanoes.  And  It  was  said  tbatlethargy  and  caia- 
iepsy  are  favorable  to  criminal  purposes,  since  the 
girl  is  absolutely  withotft  power  to  resist,  and  au 
tention  was  called  to  the  oases  reported  by  Auban 
and  Rowx  In  1865,  in  which  rape  was  repeated  in 
40  L.  R.  A. 


by  the  district  attorney,"  but  does  not  require 
him  to  add  to  his  signature  the  name  of  the 
county  or  of  the  state.  In  People  v.  Ashnauer, 
47  Cal.  98,  the  district  attorney  signed  an  in- 
dictment "Henry  Starr.  District  Attorney/' 
without  adding  tbe  name  of  the  county,  and  il 
was  held  sufficient.  The  courts  will  take  Ju- 
dicial notice  that  the  county  of  San  Diego  ia 
in  the  state  of  California.  Mumboldt  County  v. 
Dinsmore,  75  Cal.  604.  The  motion  to  set 
aside  the  information  and  the  demurrer  thereto, 
for  like  and  other  causes,  were  both  properly 
overruled. 

At  the  trial  the  regular  panel  of  jurors  drawn 
having  been  exhausted  without  securing  a 
sufficient  number  of  competent  jurors,  a  spec- 
ial venire  issued  to  the  sheriff,  commanding 
him  to  summon  additional  persons  to  act  ns 
jurors.    Counsel    frr  d«^f^nfl*int  in^^rnoyil    p 

succeeding  states,  and  to  uhmh  ooiitMWd  dv  lou- 
rette  in  Le  Vail  dans  Hypnotlsme,  Ann.  J*  Hyg. 
1886,  in  which  several  of  the  victims  were  vlrglna 
whose  defloration  was  followed  by  the  usual  palA 
and  bleeding,  and  in  two  oases  pregnancy  re- 
sulted. 

And  in  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  83,  it  was  saM 
that  it  is  possible  to  induce  various  hallucina- 
tions by  hypnotic  suggestion,  and  in  women  they 
not  unrarely  ha\'e  a  sexual  relation. 

So,  in  2  Wltthaus  &  Becker,  Med.  Jur.  454,  a  case 
Is  reported  in  which  a  girl,  after  visiting  a  ther- 
apeutic hypnotiser  daily  for  some  time  found  her- 
self pregnant,  and  on  examination  her  pregnancy 
dated  from  the  time  of  her  visits.  But  no  mentioD 
was  made  of  the  fact  that  impregnatloif  might  have 
been  the  result  of  intercourse  between  the  visits* 
citing  Devergle  in  Gaz.  Med.  de  Paris  &  Edin. 
Monthly  Journal,  I860,  vol.  2.  p.  661. 

And  in  ''The  Arena,**  vol.  18,  p.  640,  in  an  article 
by  Marion  L.  Dawson,  R  L.,  on  "Hypnotism  in  Ita 
Scientific  and  Forensic  Aspects,"  the  Castillian  case 
reported  by  Prosper  Despine  is  referred  to  in  which 
hypnotic  influence  was  supposed  to  have  been  ex- 
erted over  a  female  subject  for  an  immoral  pur- 
pose, and  in  which  the  defendant  was  convicted 
and  sentenced  to  oonflneroent  in  the  penitentiary. 

And  in  the  case  of  the  dentist  Levy,  in  the  RoueD 
Assizes  (1878),  the  dentist  was  convicted  of  rape  on 
a  young  woman  in  the  dentist^s  chair  upon  her  tes- 
timony as  to  her  subsequent  condition,  and  that 
of  the  dentist  that  the  Intercourse  took  place  with 
her  consent,  and  the  report  of  the  medieval  exam- 
iners that  the  state  of  nervous  sleep  really  exisred, 
and  that  a  girl  might  be  violated  while  her  will  is 
abolished  by  this  means.  2  Wltthaus  Sc  Becker,, 
Med.  Jur.  458. 

So.  in  a  case  reported  in  15  Medico-Legal  Journal,. 
266.  a  girl  aged  twenty  year*  claimed  to  have  been 
kidnapped,  taken  to  the  woods,  stripped  of  part  of 
her  clothing,  and  tied  to  a  tree,  where  she  wa» 
found  the  next  morning,  and  four  young  men  were 
charged  with  the  crime  and  arrested  and  convicted, 
but  a  new  trial  was  granted,  and  they  were  subse- 
quently convicted  of  sending  improper  letters  to 
her  which  determination  was  also  set  aside;  subse- 
quently she  made  a  sworn  confession  that  her  tes- 
timony was  false,  and  that  the  letters  were  writteD 
by  her  guardian  and  others  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
victing the  young  men.  but  when  this  confession 
became  known  she  was  taken  to  a  newspaper  of- 
fice by  tbe  iruardian  and  there  denied  ever  having- 
made  it,  ai  d  also  denied  the  confession  when  again 
brought  into  court,  tiiough  It  was  witnessed  by 
four  prominent  and  trustworthy  citizens,  the 
guardian  being  present  when  the  denials  were 
made.  Subsequently  she  escaped  from  the  guar- 
dian's residenoe.  and  declared  that  the  conf  esiiona 
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challenge  to  the  panel  under  this  special  venire, 
upon  the  ground  of  the  sheriff  being  disquali- 
fied by  reason  of  bias,  etc.  The  challenge 
was  traversed  by  the  district  attorney.  All 
the  jurors,  including  those  accepted  ancl  those 
summoned  under  the  special  venire,  were  ex- 
cluded from  the  court  room,  and  testimony 
*fAken;  the  sheriff  testifying  to  facts  clearly 
showing  him  to  have  been  biased,  and  to  hav- 
ing had  and  expressed  an  unqualified  opinion, 
etc. ;  whereupon  the  people  confessed  the  chal- 
lenge, and  the  court  directed  an  affidavit  to  be 
made  by  the  sheriff,  embodying  the  substance 
of  his  testimony  as  given,  which  was  verified 
and  filed,  the  challenge  sustained,  and  a  venire 
issued  to  the  coroner. 

Defendant  objected  to  filing  the  affidavit, 
moved  to  strike  it  out,  and  predicates  error  on 
the  action  of  the  court  in  refusing  so  to  do.    It 


would  seem  to  the  ordinary  mind  that,  defend- 
ant having  secured  the  onlv  object  of  his  chal- 
lenge, it  could  matter  but  little  to  him  as  to  the 
form  in  which  the  facts  appeared  of  record, 
where,  as  here,  the  jurors  were  not  present, 
and  he  could  by  no  possibility  be  injured  by 
the  testimony  or  affidavit.  Conceding,  there- 
fore, without  deciding,  that  filing  the  affidavit 
was  an  irregularity,  it  was  one  which  did  not 
injure  the  defendant,  and  affords  no  ground 
for  reversal.    Penal  Code.  §  1268. 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the  court, 
upon  the  several  adjournments  from  day  to 
day,  after  admonishing  the  jurors,  as  provided 
by  §  1122  of  the  Penal  Code,  permitted  them 
to  separate,  and  this  is  assigned  as  error.  This 
was  a  matter  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  was  not  error.     Penal  Code,  §  1121. 

The  next  error  assigned  is  as  follows:  '*The 


were  absolutely  true,  and  eaid  that  be  had  such  an 
Influence  over  her  that  she  was  helpless  to  do  oth- 
erwise than  as  be  told  her  to  do. 

Id  13  Medico- Lefnil  Journal,  864,  W.  XavIerSud- 
duth  said.  In  an  article  on  *'Hy  pnotlsmand  Crime,** 
however,  that  hypnosis  would  be  no  plea  in  defense 
of  rape,  because  a  truly  virtuous  woman  would  re- 
sent the  least  approacb  toward  familiarity  in  the 
hypnotic  state,  even  as  she  would  in  the  wakfoff 
condition*  and  if  the  immoral  sumcestlons  were 
persisted  In  it  would  awaken  her,  but  that  inter- 
course might  be  had  with  a  courtesan  in  a  hypnotic 
state,  and  that  she  might  t>e  led  to  believe  that  the 
act  waa  done  by  a  perfectly  Innocent  person,  but 
that  anyone  who  should  allege  seduction  in  a 
hypnotic  condition  would  proclaim  herself  an  im- 
moral person. 

And  In  18  Medico- Legal  Journal.  UU  Dr.  H.  A. 
Parky n  of  Cbfcago,  who  was  present  when  the 
Briggs-Plcklns  case  occurred,  is  quoted,  in  an  ar- 
ticle by  W.  Xavier  Suddotb  of  Chicago  on  **Hyp- 
ootism  and  Crime,'*  assaying  that  this  case  was 
one  of  hysteria,  or  of  original  sin.  That  when  the 
Briggs  girl  and  her  girl  companion  first  returned 
after  their  two  days'  absence  nothing  was  said 
about  hypnotism;  but  when  people  began  to  talk 
about  and  shun  them  they  found  it  necessary 
to  bunt  up  an  excuse  for  their  absence,  and  to  ac- 
count for  their  presence  in  the  place  where  they 
were  found.  That  the  Briggs  girl  knew  sometntng 
of  hypnotism,  and  was  shrewd,  sentimentaU  and 
hysterical,  and  that  she  may  have  imagined  the 
commission  of  a  crime  during  a  hysterical  moment, 
or  she  may  bave  concocted  the  story  to  screen  her 
part  In  the  case,  and  that  no  one  who  knows  any- 
thing about  the  case  now  believes  that  hypnotiaro 
had  anything  to  do  with  It. 

In  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  542,  it  was  said  that  the 
hypnotic  state  is  one  pre  eminently  hallucinatory, 
and  therefore  prone  to  oriirlnato  false  Ideas,  espe- 
cially in  the  hypnotic  subject,  and  that  for  this 
reason  there  can  be  no  excuse  for  the  induction  of 
the  hypnotic  condition  in  a  female  by  a  man  with- 
out the  presence  of  witnesses. 

VT.  its  twe  as  an  inquiaitorial  aoent. 

In  Bouvler*s  Law  Dictionary,  Kawle*s  Revision, 
title,  HytmotiiVfi,  it  was  said  that  the  use  of  hyp- 
notism as  an  inquisitorial  agent  Is  permitted  by  the 
law  In  Holland,  citing  95  Law  Times,  500. 

And  in  9  Witthaus  &  Becker,  Med.  Jur.  454,  it  was 
said  that  In  hypnotism  tbere  is  a  complete  Iosa  of 
memory  of  events  which  take  place  during  sleep, 
on  waking.  The  memory  recurs  In  succeeding 
states,  however,  so  that  the  crime  must  be  de- 
scribed while  the  subject  is  under  hypnotic  influ- 
enoe  at  some  subsequent  date. 

And  a  case  is  reported  in  15  Medico-Legal 
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Journal,  266.  taken  frum  the  American  Journal  of 
Insanity,  1848,  in  which  a  man  was  accused  by  an 
hysteric  lunatic  of  an  attempt  to  murder  her;  she 
was  hypnotized  and  her  narration  of  the  story 
during  the  hypnotic  state  varied  decidedly  from 
that  given  in  the  conscious  state,  and  the  mes- 
menzer  was  permitted  to  testify  to  such  facts. 

In  8  American  Lawyer,  535,  it  was  said  by  H. 
Gerald  Cbapin,  LL.  B.,  In  an  article  on  '*Tbe  For- 
ensic Aspect  of  Hypnotism,*'  bowever.  that  the 
condition  of  the  subject  during  hypnosis  is  almost 
identical  with  natural  sleep,  and  tbat  therefore 
the  general  rule  of  law  that  etatements  during 
sleep  are  not  receivable  in  evidence  should  apply, 
and  that  hypnotism  should  not  be  made  use  of  for 
the  purpose  of  eliciting  testimony. 

This  is  the  view  adopted  by  the  principal  case. 

And  in  51  Alb.  L.  J.  87,  H.  M.  Bannister,  M.  D.,  in 
an  article  upon  ''Hypnotic  Influence  in  Criminal 
Oases,**  said  that  when  an  individual  is  fully  in  the 
hypnotic  condition  he  can  be  made  to  say  any- 
thing, and  even  honest  questioning  may  act  as 
false  suggestion,  and  that  therefore  any  confes- 
sion or  admission  made  by  hypnotized  persons 
ought  to  be  legally  excluded:  that  susceptibility 
to  suggestion,  even  to  the  extent  of  affecting 
bodily  functions,  does  not  necessarily  imply  the 
hypnotic  condition,  though  the  difference  is  to 
some  extent  one  of  degree  only;  this  must  be  re- 
membered in  considering  or  esiimaiing  the  value 
of  testimony. 

YIL  Ti8  curative  tises— propristy  of  restraint. 

Hypnotism  may  influence  some  patients  to  anaes- 
tbaesia.  so  that  surgical  operations  can  be  per- 
formed without  pain,  but  suuh  possibilities  are 
rare,  or  it  would  come  into  more  general  use. 
Clevinger,  Medical  Jurisprudence  of  InsanTty.p.IO?. 

And  faith  healers,  CbrisilHn  Scienti«»ts,  and 
others,  who  sufficiently  impress  the  imagination, 
occasionally  effect  cures  of  minor  ailments,  but  all 
organic  troubles  are  beyond  the  reach  of  such 
means  of  cure,  as  is  also  the  loss  of  an  eye  or  an 
amputated  leg.  Clevinger,  Medical  Jurisprudence 
of  Insanity,  p.  107. 

And  in  thereport  of  the  committee  on  hypnotism 
of  the  Britigh  Medical  Association  at  the  Birming- 
ham meeting,  1890,  reported  in  11  Medico  Legal 
Journal,  78.  it  was  said  that  the  committee  was  of 
the  opinion  that  as  a  iharapeutic  agent  hypnotism 
is  frequently  effective  in  relieving  pain,  procuring 
sleep,  and  alleviating  many  functional  ailraenis, 
as  to  its  permanent  efficacy  in  the  treatment  of 
drunkenness  the  evidence  before  the  committee  is 
encourairing,  but  not  conclusive. 

So,  in  15  \red1co- Legal  Journal,  307.  Thomas  Bas- 
sett  Keyes.  M.  D.,  of  Chicago,  In  an  article  entitled 
'^Criminality  and  Degeneracy:  Its  Treatment  by 
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Jary  retire  in  charge  of  B,  P.  Hill,  elisor.  See 
folio  2"!  1'.  The  minutes  of  the  clerk  and  the 
records  fail  to  show  any  disqualification  of  the 
coroner."  Had  the  learned  counsel  turned  to 
folios  274,  275,  he  would  have  seen  that  an 
affidavit  was  filed,  showing  that  bv  reason  of 
sickness  the  coroner  was  physically  unable  to 
perform  the  duty  of  coroner,  that  the  sheriff 
and  bis  deputies  were  disqualified  therefrom, 
and  that  therefore  Benjamin  P.  Hill  was  ap- 
pointed an  elisor,  to  take  char^^  of  the  jurv, 
etc.  Under  the  circumstances  this  was  en  tirely 
proper. 

At  this  point,  and  to  the  end  that  some  of  the 
objections  taken  to  the  introduction,  and  re- 
fusal by  the  court  to  permit  the  introduction, 
of  evidence  may  be  the  better  understood,  it 
is  necessary  to  state  the  more  salient  facts  in 
the  case.  On  theBth  day  of  September,  1895, 
Leroy  R.  Stiles,  aged  sixty-five  years,  his  wife, 
Harriet  Stiles,  aged  sixty   years,  and    J.  B. 


Borden,  the  father  of  Mrs.  Stiles,  aged  eighty- 
five  years,  all  residents  of  Riverside,  went  to 
the  ocean  beach  about  15  miles  above  Ocean- 
side,  in  the  county  of  San  Diego,  for  a  week's 
recreation.  They  were  camped  in  a  tent  on 
the  beach.  On  the  morning  of  the  10th  day 
of  September,  t895,  Mr.  Siiles,  accompanied 
by  Mr.  Borden,  left  Mrs.  Stiles  at  the  teot,  and  « 
went  up  the  beach  a  distance  of  say  li 
miles,  Mr.  Stiles  flsbiog  as  he  went  along,  and 
Borden  accompanying  him.  While  fishing 
Mr.  Stiles  saw  two  men  on  the  bluff  above 
him,  who  were  going  south  down  the  coast  to- 
ward his  tent,  and  soon  after  called  the  atten- 
tion of  Borden  to  the  fact,  and  advised  the  lat- 
ter to  return  to  the  tent,  as  the  strangers  might 
frighten  or  annoy  Mrs.  Stiles.  Mr.  Bordfen 
started  for  the  tent,  which  was  not  in  sight 
from  Stiles'  position.  Some  time  later,  and 
probably  about  10:30  a.  m.,  Mr.  Stiles  started 
back  for  his  camp,  and  on  reaching  the  tent 


Sui-flrery  and  Hypnotism/*  recommended  hypno- 
tism as  a  cure  for  dipsomania  and  sexual  perver> 
sion,  supportiDflT  his  recommendatloD  with  the 
opinions  of  numerous  medical  men,  and  said  that 
**by  the  use  of  proper  hypnotic  suggestions  we 
may  train  the  mind  on  a  correct  basis  and  lead  tbe 
thoughts  1q  a  proper  channel,  while  unhealthy 
and  criminal  thoughts  may  be  softened,  deadened, 
and  obliterated,  and  thus  by  proper  hypnotic  sug- 
gestions, fearful  pRssions  may  be  ameliorated. 
The  weakness  of  character  of  the  occasional  crim- 
inal may  by  strengthened.  The  unresisting  desire 
of  the  criminal  insane  or  kleptomaniac  may  be  re- 
versed to  repulsion.  Under  hypnotism  we  may 
teach  and  even  bring  the  criminal  to  religious 
views  in  truthfulness,  honesty,  and  uprightness.** 

Hypnotic  suggestions,  however,  accomplish 
nothing  with  the  insane.  Clevlnger,  Medical  Juris- 
prudence of  Insanity,  p.  1002. 

But  there  Is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the 
harmfulness  of  hypnotism;  it  is  probable  that  it 
harms  some  and  does  not  so  affect  others:  at  any 
rate  there  Is  enough  danger  to  make  considerable 
caution  necessary,  particularly  as  to  repetitions. 
Cleringer,  Medical  Jurisprudence  of  Insanity, 
p.  107. 

Tbe  fully  developed  hypnotic  state  Implying  a 
marked  disturlMinoe  of  consciousness  and  person- 
alty is  an  abnormal  one,  and  may  have  serious 
physical  results  on  the  subject.  H.  M.  Bannister, 
M.  D.,  of  Gbioago,  In  61  Alb.  L.  J.  87. 

And  in  Bouvier*s  Law  Dictionary,  Rawle*8  Re- 
vision, title,  HyjmoiUm^  it  was  said  that  the  con- 
eensus  of  medical  opinion  would  seem  to  be  in  fa- 
vor of  regulation  of  hypnotism. 

So,  in  tbe  report  of  the  committee  on  hypnotism 
of  the  British  Medical  Association  at  the  Birmlng. 
ham  meeting,  1890.  reported  in  U.Medico- Legal 
Journal,  78,  it  was  said  that  damages  in  the  use  of 
hypnotism  may  arise  from  the  want  of  knowledge* 
carelessness,  or  intentional  abuse,  or  from  tco  con- 
tinuous repetition  of  suggestions  In  unsuitable 
oases,  and  that  in  their  opinion  when  used  for 
therapeutic  purposes  Its  empiojrment  should  be 
confined  to  qualified  medical  men:  and  they  ex- 
pressed their  strong  disapprobation  of  public  ex- 
hibitions of  hypnotic  phenomena,  and  the  hope 
that  some  legal  restrictions  will  be  placed  upon 
them. 

And  in  the  case  of  Bpurgeon  Young,  reported  In 
14  Medico- Legal  Journal.  629,  the  coroner  of  Chau. 
tauqua  county,  who  was  also  the  health  ofBcer  of 
JamestowD.New  York,  held  an  Inquest  with  a  Jury 
to  Inquire  into  the  cause  of  Young*s  death  and  how 
far  it  was  due  to  or  traceable  to  his  condition  as  af- 
fected by  repeatedly  placing  him  in  a  hypnotic 
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state  by  hypnotiasers  who  were  not  skilled.  The 
Jury,  after  hearing  the  answers  of  numerous 
medical  experts  to  hypothetical  questions  Involv- 
ing the  facts,  returned  a  verdict  of  death  from 
diabetes  and  nervous  exhaustion  caused  by  hyp- 
notic pracLices  upon  him  for  several  months  prior 
to  his  death,  his  bo6j  having  been  suspended  be- 
tween two  chairs  while  under  hypnotic  influence, 
the  back  of  his  head  resting  on  one  chair  and  his 
feet  upon  another  without  other  support,  and  that 
while  so  suspended  a  person  weighing  at  least  180 
pounds  sat  upon  him,  and  that  he  had  also  while 
under  such  influence  been  carried  through  the  va- 
rious stages  of  intoxication  and  delirium  tremens 
and  other  hypnotic  feats,  and  recommended  that 
the  state  legislature  pass  a  law  prohibiting  the 
practice  of  hypnotism. 

In  Russia  no  physician  can  hypnotize  except  in 
the  presence  of  two  others:  and  in  Prussia  public 
exhibitions  of  hypnotism  are  forbidden;  and  in 
France  the  use  of  hypnotic  suggestion  Is  limited  to 
the  medical  profession.  Marion  L.  Dawson,  B.  U« 
In  **  Hypnotism  In  Its  Scientific  and  Forensic  As- 
pects,** In  The  Arena,  vol.  18,  p.  664. 

So,  In  2  Hamilton,  Legal  Med.  2Ui,  It  was  said  that 
the  possibility  of  the  commission  of  crime  under 
hypnotic  suggestion  cannot  be  denied,  and  that 
the  practice  of  hypnotism  should  therefore  be 
limited  by  law,  and  public  exhibitions  should  be 
entirely  prohibited. 

Legislation  regulating  the  use  of  hypnotism  and 
prohibiting  its  illegitimate  exercise  has  been 
passed  in  Russia,  France,  Italy,  and  Switzerland, 
but  in  the  United  States  the  great  majority  of  the 
profession  is  Inclined  to  be  skeptical,  and  is  waiting 
for  further  proof.  J.  8.  Rosenberger,  in  1  Kansas 
City  Bar  Monthly,  17. 

In  8  American  Lawyer,  636,  however,  H.  Gerald 
Chapin,  LL.  B.,  In  an  article  on  ^The  Forensic  As- 
pect of  Hypnotism,*'  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
no  laws  need  be  passed  to  restrain  the  exercise  of 
hypnotism,  and  said  that  it  would  seem  to  be  bet- 
ter to  place  It  within  the  same  category  as  intoxi- 
cating liquors  or  explosives.  Any  person  may 
purchase  or  own  them,  he  to  only  to  be  held  ac- 
countable for  the  manner  of  their  use. 

And  in  The  Arena,  vol.  18,  p.  664.  it  was  said  by 
Marion  L.  Dawson,  B.  L.,  in  an  article  on  "Hyp- 
notism in  Its  Scientific  and  Forensic  Aspects," 
that  before  the  medical  profession  can  reasonably 
claim  any  right  to  thesole  useof  psychic  phenomena 
It  should  be  required  to  show  that  physicians  are 
better  qualified  than  other  scientists  to  use  tbe 
power  for  the  benefit  of  tbe  afflicted,  and  less  liable 
to  employ  it  for  injurious  purposes.        F.  H.  B. 
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found  Mrs.  Stiles  and  her  falher,  Borden,  both 
dead  in  the  tent.  The  death  of  Borden  was 
caused  by  two  bullet  wounds,  one  in  Ibe  head 
and  the  other  in  the  left  breast;  and  the  body 
of  Harriet  Stiles  showed  that  she  had  received 
three  wounds,  which  were  caused  by  two  bul- 
lets. An  autopsy  showed  that  one  bullet  had 
passed  through  the  body  of  Borden,  through 
a  gunny  sack  upon  which  he  was  lying,  and 
was  found  in  the  sand  under  him.  Another 
bullet  had  passed  through  a  cot  which  was  in 
the  tent.  The  wounds  and  the  bullet  found  in- 
dicated that  they  were  fired  from  a  45-caliber 
Colt's  revolver.  The  testimony  connecting  the 
defendant  with  the  murder  was  circumstantial, 
and,  as  is  frequently  the  case  where  circum- 
stantial evidence  is  relied  upon  to  convict, 
consisted  of  a  long  chain  of  circumstances. 
Defendant  made  a  statement  after  his  arrest  to 
the  officers,  and  was  also  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf.  According  to  his  own  testimony  he 
had  resided  in  San  Diego  in  the  summer  of 
1895,  and  had  become  interested  in  religious 
subjects,  and  in  July  of  that  year  he  went 
from  San  Diego,  in  part  on  foot,  in  part  by 
rail,  and  in  part  by  wagon,  in  the  vicinity  of 
Downey,  to  attend  a  camp  meeting  of  Advent- 
IstB,  Salvationists,  or  some  other  religious  sect. 
He  seems  to  have  spent  his  time  at  Downey 
and  in  that  vicinity  until  about  the  6th  of  Sep- 
tember, with  the  exception  of  a  trip  to  San 
Pedro,  where  he  worked  nearly  a  week,  and 
then  returned  to  Fullerton,  a  town  or  village  a 
few  miles  from  Downey,  Anaheim,  etc.  He 
had  made  the  acquaintance  of  an  aged  mem- 
ber of  the  society  holding  the  camp  meeting, 
by  the  name  of  Adams,  who  resided  in  Fuller- 
ton,  and  who  permitted  him  to  sleep  in  a  room 
In  his  house  when  in  town.  When  he  left 
Fullerton,  two  pistols,  which  had  been  left  in 
the  room  occupied  by  him,  one  a  large  white- 
handled  Colt's  revolver  of  45  caliber,  and  the 
other  a  smaller  one,  a  cartridge  belt  with  am- 
munition in  it.  a  dagger,  two  shirts,  all  of 
which  belonged  to  R.  F.  Qibson,  were  missing. 
The  larger  revolver  and  the  shirts  had  the  ini- 
tials of  the  owner,  R.  F.  0.,  marked  upon 
them.  A  coat  and  a  few  other  things  were 
taken  from  the  same  room  at  the  same  time. 
Defendant  testified  and  admitted  that  for  the 
last  few  nights  he  occupied  the  room  in 
Adams*  house,  also  spoken  of  as  the  Adams  & 
Baxter  house;  he  was  excessively  drunk,  and 
knew  little  or  nothing  of  what  occurred.  Ad- 
mitted that  he  had  a  faint  recollection  of  tak- 
ing and  pawning  or  selling  the  smaller  re- 
volver, and  that  a  day  or  two  later  he  found 
himself  on  his  way  toward  San  Diego  with 
the  coat,  but  denied  emphatically  the  tak- 
ing or  possession  of  the  large  white  handled 
revolver,  or  that  he  had  any  revolver,  or 
that  he  had  a  flour  sack  in  which  he  carried 
clothes  or  other  things,  but  averred  that  he 
did  have  a  bundle  in  a  white  handkerchief  or 
handkerchiefs.  The  question  as  to  the  large 
white-handled  pistol  and  the  fioursack  became 
leading  factors  in  the  case,  as  we  shall  pres 
enily  see.  Several  persons  in  Fullerton  and 
vicinity  saw  a  large  white-handled  pistol  in 
the  hands  of  defendant  at  Fullerton,  saw  him 
with  a  white  flour  sack,  and  one  person  saw 
him  place  the  pistol,  belt,  etc. ,  in  the  sack.  One 
of  the  witnesses  who  saw  the  pistol  was  famil- 
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iar  with  it,  and  asked  defendant  if  it  was  not 
"Gibson's"  gun,"  and  he  answered  "No."  One 
or  two  other  witnesses  who  were  familiar  with 
the  Qibson  pistol  saw  the  one  with  defendant, 
and  said  it  resembled  it,  and  they  thought  it  the 
same,  and  one  of  them  recognized  the  scabbard 
by  a  patch  on  it.  From  the  6th  of  September 
until  the  0th  several  witnesses  met  and  saw 
defendant  on  his  way  to  San  Diego,  with  a 
flour  sack,  and  some  hard  substance  in  it, 
which  caused  the  sack  to  protrude;  one 
thought  it  probably  a  boot  heel,  another  the 
handle  of  a  frying  pan,  etc.  On'  the  9th  of 
September  defendant  met  one  Garges  near  £1 
Toro  station,  and  they  traveled  south  together, 
walking  on  the  railroad  track.  Garges  was  a 
repairer  of  watches  and  clocks,  and  was  ply- 
ing his  vocation  about  the  country.  He  de- 
scribes defendant  as  carrying  a  white  flour 
sack,  which  he  says  "appeared  to  be  an  emptv 
flour  sack,  sometbmg  more  than  half  full."  It 
appeared  to  have  clothing  in  it  and  some  hard 
substance,  like  a  cooKiog  utensil.  They 
walked  south  that  day,  slept  in  the  open  air  at 
night,  and  on  the  morning  of  the  10th  defend- 
ants stopped  at  a  section  house  on  the  railroad 
at  San  Onofre,  procured  some  bread  from  a 
lady  named  Florence  Steele,  who  wrapped  it  in 
a  newspaper  called  the  "Ladies'  World,"  from 
which  she  had  made  a  clipping,  which  paper 
she  identified  afterwards,  as  stated  herein. 
They  followed  the  railroad  south,  saw  a  man 
fishing  (presumably  Stiles),  and  later  a  tent  on 
the  beach,  and  a  person  apparently  bathing  in 
the  surf^  who  defendant  said  was  a  woman. 
Defendant  fell  behind  at  this  point  and  was 
soon  lost  sight  of  by  Garges.  who  continued 
on  his  lourney  until  say  2  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the 
same  day.  when,  while  resting,  he  was  again 
joined  by  the  defendant,  who  said  that,  having 
Tost  Garges,  he  thought  the  latter  had  taken 
the  wagon  road,  and  that  he,  defendant, 
had  done  the  same,  etc.  They  parted  soon 
after,  Garges  leaving  the  main  line  of  the  road 
to  go  to  Fallbrook,  and  defendant  going  to 
San  Diego,  where  he  arrived  on  the  night  of 
September  11,  when  he  visited  the  room  of  an 
acquaintance,  requested  permission  to  sleep 
with  him  and  to  be  put  on  board  an  English  ship 
in  the  stream,  and  about  to  sail  in  the  morning. 
This  was  dec1ined:>nd  defendant  requested  his 
friend  to  say  nothing;  of  his  presence  there. 
He  was  arrested  a  few  days  later  some  80 
miles  in  the  interior,  where  he  said  he  had 
gone  to  hunt  work.  Over  two  months  later,  a 
white  flour  sack,  much  soiled,  and  resembling 
that  carried  by  defendant,  was  found  in  a 
thicket  of  brush  near  ||be  scene  of  the  murder, 
containing  Gibson's  revolver,  with  four  cham- 
bers of  the  cylinder  containing  empty,  and  two 
chambers  loaded,  cartridges,  with  the  belt, 
cartridges,  dagger,  one  of  Gibson's  shirtp. 
with  his  initials  on  it,  a  few  slices  of  bread 
wrapped  in  the  newspaper  identified  by  Flor- 
ence Steele,  etc.  The  other  shirt  of  Gibson 
and  the  coat  taken  from  the  same  room  were 
on  the  person  of  the  defendant  when  arrested. 
It  should  also  be  stated  that  Garges  testified 
that,  when  defendant  joined  him  on  the  after- 
noon of  the  10th  of  September,  he  did  not 
have  the  flour  sack  which  he  had  previously 
carried.  Also  that  Stiles  had  a  small  bag  of 
Durham  smoking  tobacco  in  his  tent,  wbicli 
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was  missing  after  the  murder,  and  that  defend- 
ant, who  hail  been  previously  begging  tobacco, 
had.  when  he  joined  Garges,  a  sack  of  Dur- 
ham smoking  tobacco.  There  are  other  incul- 
pating circumstances,  but  these  are  deemed 
sufficient  to  show  (1)  that  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  of  guilty;  (2)  to 
show,  by  the  character  of  the  testimony,  that 
the  objections  to  evidence,  which  must,  in  the 
aggregate,  reach  into  the  hundreds,  and  which 
cannot  be  considered  in  detail,  were  mainly  des- 
titute of  merit. 

We  here  notice  what  the  learned  counsel  for 
appellant  terms  a  flagrant  and  gross  error  on 
the  part  of  the  court  in  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence and  refusal  to  strike  out  the  same,  and 
which  he  asserts  calls  for  reversal:  The  testi- 
mony of  Mrs.  Aurelia  Price  was  to  the  effect 
that  she  resided  nearly  2  miles  south  of  Santa 
Ana,  and  some  10  miles  from  FuUerton.  That 
on  the  7th  day  of  September  defendant  came 
to  their  place,  with  the  white  flour  sack,  so 
often  described.  She  described  his  dress,  etc., 
and  identified  the  sack  presented  in  court  as 
one  like  that  carried.  On  the  next  day,  t^., 
Sunday,  September  8.  about  11  o'clock  a.  m., 
he  came  again  to  the  Price  ranch  or  house  with 
the  same  sack,  etc.  At  7  p.  h.  of  the  same 
day  Mrs.  Price  entered  her  bedroom,  and 
smelling  the  fumes  of  tobacco,  which  her  hus- 
band did  not  use,  she  lighted  a  lamp  and 
looked  under  the  bed,  where  she  found  the 
defendant,  who  rushed  out,  and  before  the 
witness  could  get  to  a  shotgun,  he  was  out  of 
the  door,  and  from  the  manner  he  carried  his 
hand  she  thought  he  was  going  to  shoot,  al- 
though she  did  not  see  a  pistol,  and  witness 
ran  out  of  doors.  Defendant  came  to  a  screen, 
and  witness  asked  him  if  his  sack  was  in  the 
house,  and  he  said  "Yes."  Witness  went  in 
the  house  after  it,  and  defendant  ran  off  the 
place.  The  husband  of  the  witness  was  at 
the  barn  when  this  occurred.  It  will  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  incident  related  is  one 
occurring  during  the  trip  of  defendant  from 
FuUerton  to  San  Diego,  and  that  it  occurred 
during  and  at  the  time  when  defendant  after- 
wards testified  that  he  was  at  least  partially 
unconscious  from  intoxication.  The  Sunday 
morning  alluded  to  is  that  mentioned  by  him 
as  succeeding  the  night  when  he  slept  in  a  box 
car  near  Santa  Ana,  and  first  found  he  had  the 
coat,  but  he  did  not  know  how  he  came  by  it, 
etc.  The  declared  object  of  the  prosecution 
was  to  show  his  conversation  in  reference  to 
the  sack,  and  to  show  that  defendant  had  a 
pistol.  In  the  latter  respect  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  only  showed  that  from  defendant's 
actions  she  thought  he  had  one,  but  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible  as  an  incident  throwing 
light  upon  the  acts  of  defendant,  his  appear- 
ance, and  his  belongings,  at  a  period  not  re- 
mote from  the  10th  day  of  September,  the  day 
of  the  alleged  murder. 

As  was^said  in  People  v.  Rolfe,  61  Cal.  541: 
"It  all  consis  ed  of  circumstances  moie  or  less 
direct,  tending  to  connect  the  defendant  with 
the  perpetration  of  the  robbery,  and  to  estab- 
lish his  guilt.  Evidence  that  be  was  seen  at 
different  places,  not  far  distant  from  the  rob- 
bery and  on  days  not  remote  from  the  day  od 
whiph  the  crime  was  committed:  that  he  was 
seen  in  company  with  Hampton,  the  accom- 
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pllce,  who  was  used  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of 
the  state;  that  tbey  were  armed,  one  with  a 
rifle  and  pistol,  and  the  other  with  a  shotgun; 
that  they  had  the  same  dog  with  them;  that 
they  stopped  at  certain  houses,  procured  meals 
there,  and  walked  off  in  certain  directions; 
that  they  made  various  inquiries,  and  other- 
wise conducted  themselves  in  a  suspicious 
manner, — were  all  circumstances  in  the  case 
which  were  properly  submitted  to  the  jury." 

Touching  the  suggestion  of  counsel  that  the 
evidence  tended  to  prove  the  attempt  of  de- 
fendant to  commit  another  offense,  and  thus 
prejudice  him  in  the  eyes  of  the  jury,  the  case 
of  People  V.  Walters,  98  Cal.  188.  is  in  point. 
In  that  case  the  court,  speaking  through 
Beatty,  Ch.  J.,  said:  "It  is  true  that,  in  trying 
a  person  charged  with  one  offense,  it  is  ordi- 
narily admissible  to  offer  proof  of  another 
and  distinct  offense,  but  this  only  because  the 
proof  of  a  distinct  offense  has  ordinarily  no 
tendency  to  establish  the  offense  charged. 
But  whenever  the  case  is  such  that  proof  of 
one  crime  tends  to  prove  any  fact  material  in 
the  trial  of  another,  such  proof  is  admissible, 
and  the  fact  that  it  may  tend  to  prejudice  the 
defendant  in  the  minds  of  the  jurors  is  no 
ground  for  its  exclusion.  These  remarks  are 
applicable  to  any  case  in  which  two  persons 
are  murdered  or  assaulted  at  the  same  time, 
nnd  as  part  of  the  same  transaction."  See  also 
People  V.  Cunningham,  66  Cal.  668;  People 
V.  Smiih,  106  Cal.  74,  82;  People  v.  Graig, 
111  Cal.  460,  468;  PeopU  v.  Bidleman,  104 
Cal.  613;  People  v.  Lane,  101  Cal.  517;  PeofHe 
V.  Walters,  98  Cal.  138;  People  v.  MeOdter, 
67  Cal.  55;  People  v.  Sandtre,  114  Cal.  216; 
Moore  v.  United  States,  150  U.  S.  57,  87  L  ed. 
996;  People  v.  Harris,  136  N.  Y.  423;  Pierson 
V.  People,  79  N.  Y.  424,  35  Am.  Rep.  524; 
Co7n.  V.  Coe,  115  Mass.  481,  501;  Com.  v.  Mc- 
Carthy, 119  Mass.  354,  355;  State  v.  Patza,  8 
La,  Ann.  513;  Kramer  v.  Com,  87  Pa.  299, 
301;  Goeraen  v.  Com.  99  Pa.  388,  399;  Swan  v. 
Com.  104  Pa.  218,  220;  Goersen  v.  Com.  106 
Pa.  477,  496,  51  Am.  Rep  434;  State  v.  Myers, 
82  Mo.  662,  52  Am.  Rep.  889. 

These  cases  are  quoted  and  cited  to  meet, 
not  only  the  foregoing  point,  but  many  other 
objections  offered  in  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
which  space  will  not  permit  us  to  discuss  at 
length;  among  which  may  be  mentioned  ob- 
jections to  evidence  of  the  death  of  Borden, 
the  bullet  and  cot  offered  in  evidence,  the  tak- 
ing of  the  pistols  and  clothing  at  FuUerton, 
etc. 

There  is  a  large  group  of  objections  made  by 
defendant  to  questions  put  to  him  on  cross- 
examination,  upon  the  ground,  so  far  as  we 
can  dett^rmine,  that  they  were  not  legitimate 
cross-examination,  or  in  explanation  of  any- 
thing he  had  testified  to  in  chief.  The  only 
reference  made  to  most  of  them  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing style:  "The  matter  elicited  over  the 
objection  of  defendant  in  folio  1608  was  clearly 
error  and  prejudice."  "The  objection  was 
well  taken  to  the  introduction  of  the  testi- 
monv  admitted."  See  folios  1661,  1662,  1664, 
1666*,  1667,  1670,  1673,  1673,  1674,  1675,  1676, 
1678,  1679,  1680.  We  shall  content  ourselves 
with  saying  that  a  careful  review  of  the  scope 
of  the  testimony  given  by  the  defendant  in  his 
examination  in  chief  leads  to  the  conclusion 
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tbat  one  and  all  of  tbe  questions  propounded 
to  him  on  crofis  examination  were  within  the 
rules  enunciated  by  this  court  in  previous  de- 
cisions, or  were  unproductive  of  injury  to  de- 
fendant. People  V,  Ru98eU.  46  Cal  128:  People 
V.  Lee  Ah  Tute,  60  Cal.  98;  People  v.  Boble9, 
29  Cal.  421:  People  v.  Murray,  86  Cal.  850; 
Sharp  V.  Hoffman,  79  Cal.  406;  Jaekeon  v. 
Feather  River  db  O,  Water  Co.  14  Cal.  24;  Neal 
y.  I^eal,  68  CaL  288;  Harper  y.  Lamping,  88 
Cal.  641. 

Defendant  was  asked  on  cross  examination 
concerning  a  trip  made  by  him  in,  say  April, 
1896,  to  Los  Angeles.  This  may  or  may  not 
have  been  proper.  The  record  does  not  con- 
tain all  of  defendant's  testimony  on  direct  ex- 
amination. It  shows  that  on  January  16, 
1896,  '* Joseph  Japhet  Ebanks  [defendant]  re- 
sumed the  stand,  and  proceeds  with  tbe  ques 
tion:  'You  spoke  about  your  parentage  yes- 
terday, Mr.  Ebanks.  What  nationality  was 
your  father?  You  said  your  parents  were  Eu- 
ropean,' "  etc.  None  of  his  testimony  of  the 
previous  day  is  in  the  record,  and  he  may  have 
testified  as  to  his  visit  to  Los  Angeles.  Error 
must  affirmatively  appear,  and  wUl  not  be  pre- 
sumed. People  V.  Winters,  29  CaL  661 ;  People 
y.  Barton,  8s  Cal.  176:  People  v.  Oibson,  106 
Cal.  458;  PeopU  v.  Reilly,  106  Cal.  648.  But, 
as  stated  above,  if  this  is  not  correct,  there 
was  nothing  in  his  answers  which  could  have 
injured  defendant. 

Defendant  called  as  a  witness  one  B.  A. 
Stephens,  and  offered  to  prove  by  him  that  he 
was  an  expert  hypnotist,  tbat  he  had  hypno- 
tized defendant,  and  tbat  when  b^potized  de- 
fendant had  made  a  statement  to  him  in  regard 
to  bis  knowledge  of  tbe  affair,  from  which 
statement  witness  is  ready  to  testify  that  the 
defendant  is  not  guilty,  and  that  defendant  de- 
nies his  guilt  while  in  that  cooditlon.  The 
court  sustained  an  objection  to  the  testi- 
mony. The  court  said:  *'Tbe  law  of  the 
United  States  docs  not  recognize  hypnotism. 
It  would  be  an  illegal  defense,  and  X  cannot 
admit  it."  The  court  then  repeated,  in  sub- 
stance, what  ii  had  said  to  the  jury,  and  told 
them  to  disregard  the  offer.  We  shall  not 
stop  to  argue  the  point,  and  only  add  the  court 
was  rit^ht. 

After  the  trial  had  been  pending  some  ten 
days,  but  before  the  prosecution  closed  its 
case,  counsel  for  tbe  defendant  interposed  a 
challenge  to  W.  A.  Begole,  one  of  the  jurors 
impaneled  to  try  said  cause,  upon  the  ground 
tbat  he  was  a  member  of  tbe  grand  jury  of  the 
county  which  bad  been  impaneled  before  the 
trial  of  this  case  came  on,  had  taken  a  recess 
to  meet  in  the  future,  and  bad  not  yet  been 
discharged,  and  that  such  facts  were  unknown 
to  tbe  defendant  or  his  counsel  at  tbe  time  said 
Begole  was  accepted  as  a  juror  in  this  case. 
The  challenge  was  denied.  The  defendant 
was  prosecuted  by  information  filed  long  be- 
fore the  grand  jury  met,  and  there  is  no  inti- 
mation tbat  it  ever  bad  anything  to  do  with 
this  case.  "Having  served  on  a  grand  jury 
which  found  the  in<lictroent,  or  on  a  coroner  s 
jury  which  inquired  into  the  death  of  a  person 
whose  death  is  tbe  subject  of  the  indictment  or 
Information,"  afford  grounds  for  challenge. 
Penal  Code,  §  1074.  But  this  case  does  not 
come  within  that  provision.     Appellant  gives 
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us  no  reason  for  holding  the  Juror  incompe* 
tent,  and  we  know  of  none.  We  find  no  er- 
ror in  tbe  rulings  of  the  court  upon  impanel- 
ing the  jury. 

It  is  urged  that  the  death  warrant  was,  on 
the  9th  day  of  April,  1806,  signed  by  tbe  su- 
perior judge,  "not  in  the  presence  of  tbe  de- 
fendant, nor  in  the  presence  of  bis  counsel,  and 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  coun- 
sel of  defendant,  or  of  tbe  defendant  himself.'' 
The  judgment  was  entered  on  April  6,  1896, 
consequently  tbe  order  referred  to  was  an  or- 
der made  after  judirment,  from  which  an  ap- 
peal will  lie  under  §  1287  of  the  Penal  Code. 
People  y.  Sprague,  64  Cal.  92;  People  v.  Me- 
Nulty,  95  Cal.  594.  Defendant  has  appealed 
from  the  judgment,  and  from  an  order  deny- 
ing his  motion  for  a  new  trial,  but  not  from 
the  order  made  after  final  judgment  of  which 
he  now  complains. 

Tbe  court  refused  to  give  two  instructions 
asked  by  tbe  defendant,  which  are  as  follows: 
'*The  Jury  are  instructed  that,  if  there  is  any 
one  single  fact  proved  to  tbe  satisfaction  of  tbe 
jury,  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  which 
IS  inconsis'ent  with  the  guilt  of  the  defendant, 
to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt,  and  tbe  jury 
should  acquit  the  defendant.  Refused.  Pierce, 
J.  You  are  instructed  that  it  is  the  settled 
policy  of  tbe  law  tbat  a  person  charged  with  a 
crime  must  be  acquitted,  unless  the  evidence 
on  the  case  establishes  his  guilt  beyond  all  rea- 
sonable doubt,  and  it  is  better  that  a  hundred 
guilty  persons  escape  punishment  than  that 
one  who  is  innocent  be  punished.  Refused. 
Pierce,  J.**  The  meaning  of  the  first  of  these 
instructions  is  involved  in  doubt,  and  the  final 
clause  of  the  second  instruction  is  uncalled  for. 
Tbe  whole  doctrine  of  reasonable  doubt  was 
fully  and  properly  laid  before  the  jury  by  the 
court  in  the  instructions  which  it  gave  appar- 
ently on  its  own  motion,  and  also  in  those 
given  on  behalf  of  defendant,  marked  1,  2,  4, 
5,  6,  8,  10,  11,  and  12.  We  quote  the  fifth, 
sixth,  and  eighth  of  those  instructions  of  the 
defendant  given  by  the  court.  They  are  as 
follows:  '*It  is  not  sutflcient  to  warrant  a  con- 
viction in  a  criminal  case  that  tbe  evidence  is 
merely  such  that  a  man  of  prudence  would  act 
upon  it  in  bis  own  affairs  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance. Men  frequently  act  in  their  own 
grave  and  important  concerns  without  a  firm 
conviction  that  a  conclusion  upon  which  they 
proceed  to  act  is  correct;  but,  having  deliber- 
ately weighed  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
know  to  them,  they  form  a  conclusion,  upon 
which  they  proceed  to  act,  although  they  may 
not  be  fully  convinced  of  its  correcmess.  But 
this  degn  e  of  certainty  is  wholly  Insufficient 
to  authorize  a  verdict  of  guilty  in  a  criminal 
case.  In  such  a  case  the  jury  should  be  fully 
convinced  of  the  correctness  of  their  conclu- 
sion that  the  defendant  is  guilty,  and  tbat  con- 
viction should  be  so  clear  and  strong  as  to  ex- 
clude from  their  minds  all  reasonable  doubt 
that  their  conclusion  is  correct.  Given. 
Pierce,  J."  (6)  **You  are  instructed  that  mere 
probabilities  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  con- 
victions; nor  is  it  sufficient  that  the  greater 
weicht  or  preponderance  of  the  evidence  sup- 
ports the  allegation  of  the  information;  nor  is 
it  sufficient  that,  upon  the  doctrineof  chances, 
it  is  more  probable  tbat  the  defendant  is  guilty 
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tban  that  he  is  innocent  To  warrant  a  con- 
viction the  defendant  must  be  proved  to  be 
l^ilty  60  clearlv  and  conclusively  that  there  is 
no  reasonable  doubt  upon  which  he  can  be  in- 
nocent, when  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  is 
considered  toget*her.  Given.  Pierce.  J."  (8) 
"Tbe  court  further  Instructs  the  jury  that  in 
this  case  the  law  does  not  require  of  the  de- 
fendant that  he  prove  himself  innocent,  but 
the  law  imposes  upon  the  prosecution  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  is  guilty  in  the  manner  and 
form  charged  in  the  mformation,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  jury  beyond  all  reasonable 
doubt;  and,  unless  this  has  been  done,  it  is 
your  duty  to  find  the  defendant  not  fi:uilty. 
Given.    Pierce.  J." 

The  instructions,  taken  as  a  whole,  are  quite 
as  favorable  to  the  defendant  as  the  facts  and 
law  will  warrant. 

The  other  alleged  errors  need  not  be  noticed. 
We  have  studied  the  printed  record  of  096 
pages  with  tbe  care  and  solicitude  which  the  im- 
portance of  the  case  and  the  grave  results  to  the 
defendant  demand  at  our  hands,  and,  as  a  re- 
sult, we  recommend  that  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  be  affirmed,  and  that  the 
court  below  be  directed  to  bring  the  defendant 


before  it,  and  then  and  there  fix  a  day  for  carry*- 
ing  the  judgment  into  execution. 

We  concur:    Belohert  C. ;  Chipm»ii«  C: 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  forei^oing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed,  and  the  court  below  is  directed  to 
bring  the  defendant  before  it,  and  then  and 
there  fix  a  day  for  carrying  the  judgment  into- 
execution. 

ncFarland,  J.: 

I  concur  in  the  judgment  and  in  the  opin- 
ion of  Mr.  Commissioner  8earls;  but  what 
is  said  in  the  opinion  on  the  subject  of 
hyponotism  must  be  taken  as  applicable  to 
the  testimony  oflfered  on  that  subject  in  this 
case,  which  was  clearly  inadmissible,  and  not 
as  covering  the  whole  subject.  It  will  not  be 
necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  a  defendant  com- 
mitted the  act  charged  while  in  a  hypnotic 
condition  is  admissible  until  a  case  involving 
that  precise  question  shall  be  presented. 

We  concur:  Heuli«w»  J.;  Van  Fleet,  J. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT  (In  Banc). 


STATE  of  Missouri,  ex  rrf.  W.  W.  GARTH 
et  ah,  Exrs.,  etc.,  of  John  C.  Conley,  De- 
ceased, 

Lewis    M.    SWITZLER,    Judge   of    Boone 
County  Probate  Court. 


STATE  of  Missouri,  exrel,  L.  R  WILFLEY, 
Exr.,  etc.,  of  Susan  E.  Spear,  Deceased, 

V. 

Leo  RASSIEUR,  Probate  Judge  of  St.  Louis. 
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1.  The  maintenance  of  a  state  univer- 
■ity  established  by  the  state  Constitution  Is  a 
public  purpose. 

8.  The  maintenance  of  fk*ee  eehoUuv 
■hlpe  in  a  state  oniTersltyv  for  tbe  sup- 
port  of  those  students  who  are  dependent  upon 
their  own  exertions  for  their  education  and 
financially  unable  to  obtain  it  otherwise,  who 
shall  pass  the  most  meritorious  examinations,  is 
tbe  use  of  funds  for  a  private  purpose,  and  a 
statute  appropriatlDR  public  moneys  therefor  is 
in  violation  of  Const,  art.  4,  I  48,  prohtbitlnflr 
grants  in  aid  of  any  Individual. 

8*  Taxes  for  the  benefit  of  private  in- 
dlTidoals  are  within  tbe  direct  prohibition  of 
Const,  art.  10, 1  & 

4.  Provisions  for  the  creation  of  a  ''fi?ee 
scholarship  fund"  in  a  statute  which  pro- 
vides for  usinflT  three  fourths  of  the  annual  in- 


come for  tbe  support  of  students  who  ffet  tbe- 
scholarshlps  cannot  be  sustained,  when  the  pro- 
vision for  such  use  of  tbe  income  is  unoonscito- 
tlonal. 

6.  The  estate  of  a  deceased  person  can- 
not be  subjected  to  a  collateral  inher- 
itance tax  by  statute  passed  after  the  death  of 
tbe  owner,  wbere  the  Constitution  prohibits  let- 
rospeotive  legislation. 

6.  A  succession  tas  is  an  excise  or  dntj* 
upon  tbe  right  of  a  person  or  corporation  to  re- 
ceive property  by  devise  or  inheritance  from  an- 
other under  tbe  regulation  of  tbe  state. 

7.  The  tax  to  be  levied  upon  the  ap- 
praised value  of  the  whole  estate  left 
by  a  deceased  persoUf  except  buch  part  as 
is  exempt  under  the  Missouri  act  of  1897,  amend- 
ing the  act  of  1895.  by  adding  I  **la."  is  a  tax  upon 
tbe  property  of  the  deceased,  and  notoipon  tbe 
devisees  and  legatees,  and  is  therefore  unconsti- 
tutional because  it  is  not  levied  in  proportion  to 
the  value  of  the  property,  as  required  by  Const, 
art.  10, 14. 

8.  A  succession  tax  which  is  levied  at^ 
different  rates  on  legacies  of  different 
amounts,  although  made  to  persons  of  the  same 
class;  is,  when  it  constitutes  a  property  tax.  in 
violation  of  the  rule  of  uniformity  prescribed  by 
Const,  art.  10,  |  a 

(March  IS.  1896.) 

BITS  OP  CERTIORARI  to  review  judg- 
ments of  probate  courts  assessing  tbe  col- 
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KOTB.— In  respect  to  tbe  constitutionality  of  a 
succession  tax  wbich  imposes  a  bigher  rate  on 
large  sums  tban  upon  small  ones,  see  the  late  de- 
cision of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the 
Illinois  case  of  Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  ft  Sav. 
Bank,  170  U.  8. 283,  42  L.  ed.  — . 

For  otber  oases  as  to  constitutionality  of  sucoes- 
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aion  taxes,  see  State,  Schwartz,  v.  Ferris  (Ohio)  80' 
L.  R.  A.  218;  State  v.  Alston  iTenn.)  28  L.  B.  A.  178; 
Mlnot  ▼.  Wintbrop  (Mass.)  28  L.  B.  A.  259;  State  y. 
Hamlin  (Me.)  26  L.  K.A.  632;  State,  Gelstborpe,  ▼.. 
Furoell  (Mont.)  30  L.  R.  A.  170;  State,  Davidson^ 
y.  Gorman  (Minn  j  2  L.  B.  A.  70L 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  446;  46  L.  R.  A.  381 ;  47  L.  R.  A.  117,  314,  525. 
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Statb,  ex  rel.  Gabth,  ▼.  Switzlbb. 
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lateral  iDheritance  taxes  upon  the  estates  of  cer- 
taiD  deceased  persons.    Froceedingt  quanhed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opiDion. 

HessTB.  Turner  ft  Hlnton,  C.  B.  Sebaa- 
tiaji*  and  W.  II.  Williams,  for  relator 
Qarth: 

John  C.  Conley  died  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  amfDdatory  acts  of  March  16  and  17, 1897. 
If«  therefore,  the  act  of  April  1, 1895,  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  Constitution,  there  was  no  law  in 
force  at  the  time  of  his  death,  imposing  a  col- 
lateral succession  tax. 

Const  art.  2,  g  15;  Re  Seaman^  147  N.  T. 
09;  Be  Embury,  20  Misc.  75;  Be  Booeetelt,  148 
N.  Y.  180,  25L.  R.  A.  695. 

The  act  of  April  1,  1895,  is  in  conflict  with 
$  28  of  art.  4  of  the  Constitution  of  this  state. 

WiUman  ▼.  Southern  B.  Co.  181  Mo.  612; 
Staie,  8Uel,  v.  Baker,  129  Mo.  482;  StaU,  Kirk- 
ieood,  ▼.  Heege,  185  Mo.  112;  Benderton  ▼.  Lon- 
don A  L,  Ive.  Co,  185  Ind.  28,  20  L.  R.  A.  827; 
Moees  ▼.  Mobile,  52  Ala.  198. 

The  tax  provided  for  bj  this  act  is  not  lev- 
ied for  a  public  purpose  within  the  meaning  of 
8  8  of  art.  10  of  the  Constitution. 

Beat  V.  Mieeieeippi  County,  107  Mo.  464,  14 
L.  R  A.  622:  Citieen^  Sav,  d  L.  Aeeo.  v.  To- 
peka,  20  Wall  655.  22  L.  ed.  455;  Cole  v.  La 
Oranffe,  118  D.  8.  1,  28  L.  ed.  896;  LoteeU  v. 
Boeton,  111  Mass.  468,  15  Am.  Rep.  89;  State, 
Orifith,  V.  Osawkee  Twp.  14  Kan.  418,  19  Am. 
Rep.  99;  Kingman  v.  Broeton,  158  Mass.  255, 
11  L.  R  A.  128;  AUen  v.  Jay,  60  Me.  124,  11 
Am.  Rep.  185:  Feldman  Y.Chaileiton,  28  8.  C. 
57,  65  Am.  Rep.  6;  Mead  v.  Acton,  189  Mass. 
841. 

The  bounty  created  by  the  act  is  to  be  paid 
to  a  favored  class,  who  are  in  no  wise  a  public 
charge,  and  are  not  treated  as  such.  It  is,  in 
efifect,  the  exaction  of  money  from  one  class  of 
persons  for  the  benefit  of  another  class. 

It  is  class  legislation  of  the  most  objection- 
able character. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  p.  221;  Burroughs, 
Taxn.  pp.  18-21:  Seieiekley  School  DiH,  v.  Oe 
home  School  Di^t.  6  Pa.  Dist.  R  211;  Philadel- 
phia Aeeo.  for  Bdief  of  Dieabled  Firemen  v. 
Wood,  89  Pa.  78;  StaU,  Grifflih,  v.  Osawkce 
Twp.  14  Kan.  418,  19  Am.  Rep.  99;  Mead  v. 
Acton,  189  Mass.  841;  Hendereon  v.  London  d 
L.  Ine.  Co.  185  Ind.  28.  20  L.  R.  A.  827;  Bite/t- 
eoek  V.  ^.  Louie,  49  Mo.  484. 

It  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  jegislature 
would  have  provided  for  the  tax  at  all,  if  it 
was  not  to  be  used  for  the  spjecial  purpose  men- 
tioned. The  various  provisions  of  the  act  are 
wholly  inseparable,  so  far  as  the  general  ob- 
ject is  concerned. 

Webb  V.  LafayetU  County,  67  Mo.  868; 
Chambe  v.  Durfee,  100  Mich.  113;  Cooley, 
Const  Lim.  g  178. 

The  tax  created  by  the  Ist  section  of  the  act 
of  April  1,  1895,  is  not  "uniform  upon  the 
same  class  of  subjects  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  authority  levying  the  tax."  It 
charges  a  higher  rate  when  the  amount  of  the 
propertv  exceeds  $10,000,  than  when  its  value 
IS  less  than  that  sum^  and  is  in  violation  of  ^  8. 
art.  10,  of  the  Constitution  of  this  state;  and 
also,  of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and,  if  regarded  as  a 
tax  upon  the  property  of  the  state,  it  is  notlev- 
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ied  in  proportion  to  value,  and  cannot  be  up- 
held under  §  4,  art.  10,  of  the  Constitution. 

State,  Sehwarte,  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  814, 
80  L.  R  A.  218;  State,  Davidson,  v.  0'>rman, 
40  Minn.  2H2,  2  L.  R  A.  701;  Cany  v.  Spencer, 
61  N".  H.  624,  60  Aul  Rep.  887;  State,  Hander- 
eon,  V.  Mann,  76  Wis.  469;  t'tate  v.  Hamlin, 
86  Me.  504.  25  L.  R.  A.  682:  St.  Louis  v. 
Spiegel,  75  Mo.  145;  aate  v.  Julov>,  129  Mo. 
168,  29  L.  R.  A.  257;  Be  Westurn,  152  N.  Y. 
98;  San  Mateo  County  v.  Southern  P.  B.  Co. 
18  Fed.  Rep.  722. 

A  succession  tax  would  necessarily  be  im- 
posed upon  the  respective  parties  succeeding  to 
the  residue  of  the  estate,  after  payment  of 
debts. 

State,  Sanderson,  v.  Mann,  76  Wis.  469;  Ma- 
son V.  Sargent,  104  U.  S.  689,  26  L.  ed.  894. 

Under  the  construction  of  the  probate  court, 
this  tax  was  assessed  upon  the  estate  as  a 
whole,  and  the  executors  directed  to  pay  it  at 
any  other  charge  upon  said  estate. 

The  act  overlooks  the  fundamental  principle 
upon  which  a  succession  tax  is  based. 

Be  Westurn,  152  N.  Y.  98. 

If  the  act  is  unconstitutional,  because  it  fails 
to  provide  for  notice  and  a  hearing,  it  cannot 
subsequently  be  validated  by  the  appearance 
of  the  parties  interested  before  the  probate 
Judge. 

Stuart  V.  Picamer,  74  N.  Y.  188. 80  Am.  Rep. 
289;  Dos  Passes.  Inheritance  Tax  Law,  2d  ed. 
§^  22;  Evans  yr.  Fall  Bioer  County  (8.  D.)  68  N. 
W.  195;  Bieswaenger  v.  Werner,  5  Mo.  App. 
682. 

Where  an  act.  or  portion  of  an  act,  is 
amended  so  as  to  read  in  a  prescribed  way  the 
section  amended,  it  is  entirely  repealed  and  ob- 
literated thereby. 

Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  §  196,    # 
p.  265;  State,  Kemper,  Y.St. Louis,  K.  C.  A  N. 
B.  Co.  9  Mo.  App.  532;  Be  Prime,  186  N.  Y. 
847.  18  L.  R  A.  718;  Knox  v.  Baldwin,  80  N. 
Y.  610. 

The  order  of  the  probate  court,  levying  a  tax 
in  excess  of  5  per  cent,  was  beyond  its  juris- 
diction and  without  authority  or  law. 

Knox  V.  Baldwin,  80  N.  Y.  610. 

Messrs.  M.  F.  Watts*  Silas  B.  Jones* 
Frank  M.  Estes»  and  L.  F.  Parker  for 
relator  Wilfley. 

Messrs.  William  J.  Stone*  O.  S»  Hoss, 
and  D.  C.  Reeves*  for  respondents: 

The  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  acts  of 
1897  on  the  probate  courts  to  fix  the  valuation 
of  estates,  directing  the  payment  of  the  taxes, 
etc.,  applies  to  estates  in  process  of  administra- 
tion prior  to  the  passage  of  those  acts,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  tax  imposed  by  the  act  of  1895. 

State,  Bosenblatt,  v.  Kerr,  8  Mo.  App.  125; 
State,  Kemper,  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  d  If.  B.  Co. 
9  Mo.  App.  532;  Sl  Joseph  d  L  B.  Co.  v.  Cud- 
more,  108  Mo.  684;  Van  Bheeden  v.  Bush,  44 
Mo.  App.  388;  Lovell  v.  Davis,  52  Mo.  App. 
842:  Kick  v.  Doerste,  45  Mo.  App.  184;  State, 
Police  Comrn.,  v.  St.  Louie  County  Ct.  84  Mo. 
548;  Wellshear  v.  Kelley.  69  Mo  354;  Porter  v. 
Mariner,  50  Mo.  867;  State  v.  Johnson,  81  Mo. 
60;  StaU,  Cramer,  v.  Uager,  91  Mo.  456;  Von 
Hoffman  v.  Quincy^  4  Wall.  585,  18  L.  ed. 
403;  Wood  v.  Westborough,  140  Mass.  403; 
Logan  v.  Logan,  77  Ind.  558;  Ooffman  v.  Bank 
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of  Kentucky,  40  Miss.  29,  90  Am.  Dec.  818; 
Cook  V.  Gray,  2  Houst.  (Del.)  455. 81  Am.  Dec. 
188;  Seobeyy.  Gibson,  17  lod.  572, 79  Am.  Dec. 
490;  Johnson  ▼.  WeUs  County  Comrs.  107  Ind. 
25;  Sparks  v.  Clapper,  80  Ind.  208;  Ex  parte 
BvckUy,  53  Ala.  43;  FLinn  v.  Parsons,  (M)  lod. 
574;  Bronson  v.  Kinzie,  1  How.  811,  315, 11  L. 
ed.  143,  144;  Quild  v.  Rogers,  SBsiTb.  502;  Jones 
V.  Crittenden,  4  N.  C.  (1  Taylor's  Law  Repos. 
385),  55, 6  Am.  Dec.  581 ;  Wood ▼.  Wood,  14  Rich. 
L.  148;  RathJbone  v.  Bradford,  1  Ala.  812;  Ex 
parte  Pollard,  40  Ala.  77;  Starkweather  ▼. 
Bawes,  10  Wis.  126;  Maynes  v.  Moore,  16  Ind. 
116;  Hopkins  7.  ,/<>«<».  22  Ind.  810;  Webb  v. 
i/cwrtf,  25  Ind.  4;  -Sm«A  v.  Bryan,  84  111.  864; 
Templeion  v.  ^<?rwtf.  82  111.  491;  Frost  v.  /&?6y, 
54  Me.  345;  Coosa  River  8.  B,  Co.  v.  Barclay, 
30  Ala.  120;  PhiUmek  v.  Philbrick,  89  N.  H. 
468;  Zi^t/*  V.  Oreen  Bay,  84  Wis.  628;  Leathers 
V.  miphuilders*  Bank,  40  Me.  886;  ^i^tf/e^w  7. 
Priiehard,  21  Pick.  169;  DarUeyy.  State  Bank, 
15  Ark.  16;  Bvckingham  v.  J/ew«,  40  Conn.  461; 
Dobbins  y.  First  Nat,  Bank,  112  111.  558;  Wins- 
low  V.  Pdop/«,  Walrath,  117  111.  152;  5to<«  v. 
Shreves,  81  Iowa,  615;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
p.  287. 

If  a  state  legislature  shall  pass  a  law  within 
the  general  scope  of  its  constitutional  powers, 
the  courts  cannot  pronounce  it  void  because  iu 
tbeir  judgment  it  may  be  unwise  as  a  matter 
of  public  policy  or  contrary  to  the  principles 
of  natural  justice. 

Calder  v.  Bull,  8  Dall.  386, 1  L.  ed.  648;  Sat- 
terlee  v.  Matthewnon,  2  Pet.  380,  7  L.  ed.  458; 
Norris  v.  Clymer,  2  Pa.  285. 

The  tax  levied  by  $  1  of  the  act  of  April 
1,  1895.  is  not  a  tax  on  property,  but  is 
a  tax,  excise,  or  bonus  imposed  on  the  privi- 
lege of  succeeding  to  property  of  decedents  by 
gift  or  inheritance. 

Strode  v.  Com,  52  Pa.  182;  Etjre  v.  Jacob,  14 
Gratt.  422,  73  Am.  Dec.  867;  United  States  v. 
Perkins,  163  U.  S.  625.  41  L.  ed.  287;  WaUace 
y.  Myers.  88  Fed.  Rep.  184, 4  L.  R.  A.  171;  ife 
Vanderbilt,  2  Connoly,  819;  State  v.  Ahton,  94 
Tenn.  680. 28  L.  R.  A.  178;  Atinot  v.  Winihrop, 
162  Mass.  123,  26  L.  R.  A.  259;  State  v.  Ham- 
lin, 86  Me.  504.  25  L.  R.  A.  632;  Pvllen  v. 
Wake  County  Comrs.  66  N.  C.  86 i;  Kochersper- 
ger  v.  Drake,  167  111.  122;  Dos  Passos,  Inherit- 
ance  Tax  Law,  2d  ed.  §  2,  p.  5. 

A  provision  in  the  statute  making  the  tax  a 
lien  on  property  affected  by  it  does  not  make 
it  a  tax  on  property,  or  in  any  wise  change  the 
nature  of  the  tax. 

State,  Schwartz,  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  826, 
80  L.  R.  A.  218. 

The  taxes  imposed  by  ^§  2  and  8  of  the 
act  in  question  are  taxes  levied  on  privileges, 
and  not  on  property. 

Strode  v.  Com,  52  Pa.  182;  Etfre  v.  Jacob,  14 
Gratt.  422,  73  Am.  Dec.  867;  United  States  v. 
Perkins,  163  U.  8  625,  41  L.  ed.  2S7;  Re  Mc- 
Phen^on,  104  N.  Y.  820,  58  Am.  Rep.  503;  Re 
Vanderbilt,  2  Connoly,  319;  State  v.  Alston,  94 
Tenn.  680, 28  L.  R.  A.  178;  Minot  v.  Winthrop, 
162  Mass.  123,  26  L.  R.  A.  259;  i^tate  v.  Ham- 
lin, 86  Me.  504,  25  L.  R.  A.  632;  PmZ^m  v.  Wake 
County  Comrs,  66  N.  C.  363;  Wallace  v.  Myers, 
38  Fed.  Rep.  184,  4  L.  R.  A.  171. 

The  act  in  question  does  not  conflict  with 
<^  3.  art.  10,  of  the  Constitution. 

1.  The  section  of  the  Constitution  referred 
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to  does  not  apply  to  special  taxes  on  privi- 
leges. 

St.  Louis  V.  Oreer^,  7  Mo.  App.  468;  Glamovt 
y,  Rowse,  48  Mo.  480;  American  Union  Exp, 
Co.  y,  St,  Joseph,  66  Mo.  675,  27  Am.  Rep. 
882;  Garrett  ▼.  St.  LouU,  25  Mo.  510,  69  Am. 
Dec.  475;  Farrar  v.  St,  Louis,  80  Mo.  886; 
Egyptian  Levee  Co,  v.  Hardin,  27  Mo.  495.  72 
Am.  Dec.  276;  St,  Joseph  v.  Anthony,  80  Mo. 
537;  Adams  y,  Lindell,  72  Mo.  198;  St,  Jofteph, 
Gibson,  y.Owen,  110  Mo.  456;  Neioton  y.  Atchi- 
son, 81  Ean.  151,  47  Am.  Rep.  486;  Ex  parU 
Robinson,  12  Neb.  269.  28  Am.  Rep.  794. 

2.  If  that  section  does  apply  to  the  taxes  in 
question,  then  the  statute  is  not  in  conflict 
with  that  section  of  the  Constitution  requiring 
uniformity.  All  the  taxes  imposed  by  the 
statute  are  uniform  upon  the  same  class  of 
subjects. 

Kochersperger  v.  Drake,  167  III.  122;  New 
Orleans  v.  Kaufman,  29  La.  Ann.  283, 29  Am. 
Rep.  328;  East  St.  Louis  v.  Wehruno,  46  111. 
394;  Sacramento  v.  Crocker,  16  Cal.  120;  State 
Bd.  of  Assessors  v.  Central  R.  Co.  48  N.  J.  L. 
146;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  123,  26  L. 
R.  A.  259;  Com.  v.  Moore,  25  Gratt.  956. 

Before  the  courts  will  declare  a  tax  void 
there  must  be  an  absence  of  all  possible  public 
interest  in  the  purposes  for  which  the  tax  is 
levied;  and  in  passing  upon  the  question  the 
courts  i^ve  great  weight  to  the  legislative  as- 
sertion. 

Booth  y,  Woodbury,  82  Conn.  128;  Brodhead 
y,  Milwaukee,  19  Wis.  625,  88  Am.  Dec.  711; 
State  y.  Nelson  County,  1  N.  D.  88,  8  L.  R.  A. 
283;  Speer  v.  Blairstille  School  Directors,  50 
Pa.  152;  SchenUy  v.  Alleglieny,  25  Pa.  180; 
People,  Detroit  dh  H.  R.  Co.,y.  Salem  Twp. 
Bojrd,  20  Mich.  475. 4  Am.  Rep.  400;  Guilford 
V.  Chenango  County  Supers.  13  N.  Y.  143. 

If  there  be  the  least  possibility  that  making 
the  gift  will  be  promotive  in  any  degree  of  the 
public  welfare,  it  becomes  a  question  of  policy 
and  not  of  natural  justice,  and  the  determina- 
tion of  the  legislature  is  conclusive. 

Sharpless  v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  174.  59 
Am.  Dec.  759;  Booth  v.  Woodbury,  32  Conn. 
128;  Citizenf^  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Topeka,  20 
Wall.  655,  22  L.  ed.  455;  PeopU,  Board  of 
Water  Comrs.,  v.  East  Saginaw,  33  Mich.  164; 
Tide-  Water  Co.  v.  Caster,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  51fc«,  90 
Am.  Dec.  034;  Chicago,  D.  A  V.  R,  Co.  v. 
Smith,  62  111.  268.  14  Am.  Rep.  99;  People, 
Stickney,*y.  Marshall,  6  III.  672;  People,  Har- 
less,  V.  Hatch,  33  III.  130;  Ex  parU  M'Collum, 
1  Cow.  554;  Thomas  v.  Le'and,  24  Wend.  65; 
Darlington  v.  New  York,  81  N.  Y.  164,  88  Am. 
Dec.  248;  Briggs  v.  Whipple,  6  Vt.  95;  Ejrempt 
Firemen* s  Benev.  Fund  v.  Roome,  9:5  N.  Y.  818; 
People,  McGullough,  v.  Pachecs,  27  Cal.  175; 
New  Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  8.  654,  24  L.  ed. 
522;  Mount  v.  State,  Richey,  90  Ind.  31.  46 
Am.  Rep.  192;  Long  v.  Ric/imond  County 
Comrs.  76  N.  C.  280. 

There  is  no  necessity  for  notice  to  interested 
parties  when  the  property  is  valued  and  the 
tax  is  levied  by  the  probate  court,  as  the  par- 
tics  have  their  day  in  court  before  the  tax  can 
be  collected. 

St.  lA>uis  y,  Richeson,  76  Mo.  470;  Kansas 
y.  Haling,  87  Mo.  203;  Saxton  Nat.  Bank  v. 
CarsweU,  126  Mo.  436;  Davidson  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 96  U.  S.  97,  24  L.  ed.  616;  Hagar  v.  Bee- 
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4amaHon  Dist.  Ifo.  108,  111  U.  S.  701,  28  L. 
•ed.  569;  Kentucky  Railroad  Tax  Cases,  115  U. 
8.  821,  ^9  L.  ed.  414;  State  y.  HanUin,  86  Me. 
^504.  25  L.  R.  A.  682. 

Personal  property  of  a  resident  decedent, 
whether  situated  within  or  without  the  state, 
is  subject  to  the  collateral  inheritance  tax  law. 

Be  Swift,  187  N.  Y.  77, 18  L.  K.  A.  709.  See 
«lso  Re  Merriam,  141 N.  Y.  479;  Strode  y.  Com, 
52  Pa.  181;  Be  Knoedter,  140  N.  Y.  377;  Miller 
y.  Com.  Ill  Pa.  821;  WiUiameon'e  BetaU,  158 
Pa.  508. 

A  law  may  stand  so  far  as  it  is  constitutional, 
although  it  has  in  it  certain  proyisions  which 
«re  not  yalid. 

8laU  y.  Clarice,  54  Mo.  86;  8t.  Louie  y.  8t. 
Louie  B  Co.  89  Mo.  44,  58  Am.  Hep.  82;  State, 
AuU,  V.  Field,  119  Mo.  612;  St.  Louie  dk  8,  F. 
B  Co,  y.  Evans  db  H.  Fire  Brick  Co.  85  Mo. 
^7;  State,  Maggard.  y.  Pond,  98  Mo.  685; 
Tarkio  y.  Cook,  120  Mo.  1;  Cordon  y.  Cornes, 
47  N.  Y.  608;  AlUn  y.  Louisiana,  108  U.  8. 
^,  26  L.  ed.  818. 

By  the  term  ''clear  market  yalue"  is  meant 
the  actual  market  yalue  of  the  estate  at  the 
date  of  the  death  of  the  decedent,  after  first 
deductinf^  all  just  and  legal  demands  for  which 
the  estate  is  liable. 

Commonwealth's  Appeal,  127  Pa.  440;  Be 
MUlward,  6  Misc.  425;  Linee*s  Estate,  165  Pa. 
^78. 

Mr.  F.  N.  Jadson  also  for  respondents. 

Ckkntt,  Ch.  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  orieinal  proceeding  in  this  court 
for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  judge  of  the  pro- 
bate court  of  Boone  county,  command  ins  him 
to  send  up  the  record  of  his  proceedings  m  the 
matter  of  the  assessment  and  levy  of  a  collat- 
eral succession  tax  upon  the  estate  of  John  C. 
Oonley,  late  of  said  county,  deceased.  The 
writ  was  issued,  and  made  returnable  to  divi- 
sion No.  2  of  this  court;  but  owing  to  the  im- 
portance of  the  question  involved,  and  the  fact 
that  a  similar  writ  had  also  been  issued  upon 
the  application  of  L.  R.  Wilfley.  executor  of 
SSusan  £.  Spear,  against  Judge  Kassieur,  judge 
of  the  probate  court  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis, 
returnable  to  the  court  in  banc,  this  cause  was 
transferred  to  the  court  in  banc;  and,  the  rec- 
ords of  the  probate  court  in  each  case  having 
been  remoyed  into  this  court,  the  two  cases 
were  heard  together,  upon  a  motion  to  quash 
the  proceedings  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  said 
courts  to  assess  and  levy  said  collateral  succes- 
sion tax.  John  0.  Con  ley  died  in  Boone 
county,  Missouri,  on  the  6th  day  of  December, 
1896,  leaving  an  estate,  consisting  of  realty  in 
this  and  other  states,  and  of  bonds,  notes,  cer- 
tificates of  stock,  and  other  securities.  His 
will,  dated  February  18,  1896,  was  duly  estab- 
lished and  admitted  to  probate  by  the  prol)ate 
court  of  Boone  county,  on  the  7th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1896.  The  said  testator  was  never  mar- 
ried. He  made  a  bequest  of  $20,000  for  chari- 
table purposes,  and  gaye  the  remainder  of  his 
estate,  in  different  amounts,  to  his  collateral 
relatives.  He  gave  some  special  legacies  of  a 
certain  amount,  and,  after  the  payment  of 
yarious  special  bequests,  the  residue  of  the  es- 
tate is  given  by  his  will  to  certain  nephews  and 
nieces  named  m  the  residuary  clause.  Letters 
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testamentary  were  duly  issued  to  the  rtlatora, 
who  qualified  as  executors  of  the  will  on  the 
15th  of  December,  1896,  and  filed  their  inven- 
tory on  the  11th  of  January,  1897.  The  pro- 
bate court,  on  the  80th  of  August,  1897,  en- 
tered an  order  of  record  reciting  the  death  of 
said  John  C.  Conley,  the  probating  of  his  will, 
and  setting  out  the  terms  thereof,  the  date  of 
letters  testamentary,  and  of  the  filins  of  the  in- 
ventory, and,  over  the  protest  of  the  relators 
(who  waived  formal  notice  of  the  proc^eedings, 
but  objected  to  the  right  of  the  court  to  make 
such  assessment),  proceeded  to  fix  the  value  of 
said  estate,  for  the  purposes  of  the  collateral 
succession  tax,  under  the  act  of  April  1, 1895, 
and  the  amendatory  acts  of  1897.  The  court 
found  that  the  sum  of  $20,000  was  given  by 
the  will,  to  trustees,  for  charitable  purposes: 
$18,891.81  of  the  estate  will  be  required  to  pay 
the  debts  of  the  testator  (so  far  as  appeared  up 
to  the  date  of  that  order)  and  other  legal  de- 
mands; that  the  real  estate  in  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri was  of  the  value  of  $45,660;  and  that  the 
personal  property  of  the  estate  was  of  the  yalue 
of  $132,919.84,— making  a  total  valuation  of 
$228,579.84.  The  court  deducted  from  this 
amount  the  sum  of  $20,000,  given  for  charita- 
ble purposes,  and  $18,891.84,  rec^uired  to  pay 
debts  and  expenses  of  the  administration,  and 
held  and  determined  that  the  clear  market 
value  of  all  of  said  property  subject  to  such 
tax  was  $190,188,  and  that  said  amount  was 
subject  to  the  payment  of  a  collateral  succes- 
sion tax  of  $5  for  each  and  every  $100  of  such 
sum,  up  to  $10,000;  and  $22.50  for  every  $100 
in  value  in  excess  of  said  sum  of  $10,000. 
Kio:hty  five  shares  of  stock  in  the  Bank  of 
Hico,  Texas,  of  the  par  value  of  $8,925,  was  in- 
cluded in  the  above  valuation.  The  court 
then  levied  and  charged  said  estate  with  a  total 
tax  of  $23,023.50,  and  ordered  the  executors  to 
pay  the  same.  AH  these  facts  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  record  of  the  probate  court.  A 
similar  state  of  facts  exists  as  to  the  tax  on 
Susan  R  Spear's  estate,  in  all  materi:il  re- 
spects. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  of  Missouri  entitled  "An  Act 
Providing  for  the  Endowment  of  the  State 
Uniyersity,  and  for  the  Establishment  and  En- 
dowment of  Free  Scholarships  of  Merit  Therein 
in  Each  County,"  approved  April  1,  1895,  and 
of  an  act  of  the  general  assembly  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Amend  an  Act  Passed  bv  the  38tb  Gen- 
erui  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  Enti- 
tled '  An  Act  Providing  for  the  Endowment  of 
the  State  University,  and  for  the  Endowment 
of  Free  Scholarships  of  Merit  Therein  in  Each 
County,'  by  Adding  a  New  Section  after  §  1 
of  Said  Act,  to  be  Numbered  g  la,  which  New 
Section  Shall  Read  as  Follows,  *approvea 
March  16,  lb97,"'  is  directly  assailed  in  and  by 
these  proceedings.  The  proposition  of  relators 
is  that  both  the  act  of  April  1,  1895,  and  the 
amendatory  act  of  March  16,  1897,  are  yoid, 
because  in  conflict  with  yarious  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  and  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.  No  question  is  raised  as  to  the 
power  of  this  court  by  certiorari  to  supervise 
the  proceedings  in  the  probate  courts,  and,  if 
their  action  in  l^yying  said  taxes  is  found  in 
excess  of  their  powers,  to  quash  their  proceed- 


884 


MlBSOUBI  BUPRBMB  GOXTBT. 


Mab.^ 


logs,  and  we  have  no  doubt  of  our  power  to 
do  Bo.  At  the  risk  of  being  deemed  prolix, 
we  will  insert  so  much  of  the  acts  as  bear  di- 
rectly upon  the  questions  raised. 

The  act  was  passed  in  1895,  and  amended  by 
two  acts  passed  in  1897.  As  amended,  it  pro- 
vides, amon^  other  things,  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  That  all  property  con  veyed  by  will, 
or  by  the  death  of  an  intestate,  ...  to  any 
persons  other  than  the  father,  mother,  hus- 
band, wife  or  direct  lineal  descendant  of  the 
testator,  intestate,  .  .  .  except  property 
conveyed  for  some  educational,  charitable,  or 
religious  purpose  exclusively,  shall  be  subject 
to  the  payment  of  a  collateral  succession  tax 
of  $5  for  each  and  every  $100  of  the  clear 
market  value  of  such  property. 

"Bee.  2.  That  in  addition  to  the  fees  now 
provided  by  law,  no  corporation  shall  be  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  no 
foreign  corporation  shall  do  business  in  this 
state  unless  ihe  incorporators  shall,  upon  filing 
the  articles  of  association,  pay  to  the  state 
treasurer,  in  trust  for  the  state  of  Missouri,  to 
be  disposed  of  as  hereinafter  provided  in  this 
act,  the  sum  of  twentv-five  bnndreths  of  a  dol- 
lar for  every  91,000  of  the  capital  stock  of  such 
corporal  ion  as  a  franchise  fee;  and  a  like  fran- 
chise fee  shall  be  paid  in  the  same  manner  on 
every  $1,000  of  the  increase  of  the  capital 
stock  of  any  corporation. 

"Sec.  8.  That  every  manufacturer  of  patent 
medicines  shall  annually  pay  a  license  tax  of 
$25. 

**Sec.  4.  That  all  moneys,  which  may  here- 
after escheat  to  the  state,  shall  be  distributed 
in  the  manner  provided  by  this  act. 

"Sec.  5.  That  all  taxes,  fees,  or  moneys  re- 
ceived under  this  act  by  any  county  official, 
shall  be  paid  during  the  first  week  of  the  fol- 
lowing month  to  the  county  treasurer,  who 
shall  credit  three  fourths  to  a  fund  hereby 
created,  to  be  known  as  '  the  state  university 
scholarship  fund,'  and  remit  the  remaining  one 
fourth  to  the  state  treasurer;  and  from  all 
money  received  directlv  by  the  state  treasurer 
under  this  act,  he  shall  monthly  reserve  one 
fourth,  and  remit  the  remaining  three  fourths 
to  all  the  county  treasurers  of  the  state,  to  be 
credited  to  *the  state  university  scholarship 
fund '  of  such  counties. 

"Sec.  6.  That  all  moneys  received  by  the 
state  treasurer  to  be  retained  by  him  under 
this  act  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  treasury 
to  the  credit  of  the  '  seminary  fund '  as  pro- 
vided by  law. 

**8ec.  7.  That  all  moneys  received  by  the 
county  treasurer  of  each  county  to  be  credited 
to  *  the  state  university  scholarship  fund 'shall 
be  forever  kept  and  preserved  as  a  sacred  per- 
manent fund;  and  shall  be  invested  and  loaned 
in  the  manner  provided  in  this  act." 

Sections  8,  9,  and  10  of  the  act  are  in  the 
following  words: 

"Sec.  8.  The  income  of  the  moneys  in  '  the 
state  university  scholarship  fund  *  shall  be 
collected  annually,  and  one  fourth  of  the  same 
added  to  the  principal,  and  the  remaining 
three  fourths  shall  be  faithfully  appropriated 
for  establishing  and  maintaioiDg  free  scholar- 
ships in  the  state  universitv,  the  amounts  and 
terms  of  which  shall  be  dzed  and  changed 
from  time  to  time,  as  may  be  necessary,  on 
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the  written  order  and  resolution  of  the  board 
of  curators  of  the  state  university. 

"Sec.  9.  On  the  first  week  of  August  of 
each  year,  beginning  with  the  first  Monday 
after  due  notice  thereof,  as  prescribed  by  the 
county  court,  in  two  newspapers  in  eacb 
county,  representing  different  political  partic* 
where  such  newspapers  exist,  there  shall  be 
held  at  the  court-house,  in  the  county  seat,  an 
examination  of  all  applicants  qualified  under 
the  law  to  be  students  of  the  university.  Such 
applicants  shall  be  actual  residents  of  the 
county,  and  such  examinations  shall  be  con- 
ducted by  three  examiners,  one  of  whom  shall 
first  be  appointed  by  written  notice  to  the 
county  clerk  by  the  president  of  the  board  of 
curators  of  the  university  during  the  month 
of  July,  and  one  selected  thereafter  by  the 
county  court,  of  another  political  faith,  and 
the  third  selected  by  the  agreement  of  the  two 
so  chosen,  with  power  in  the  county  court,  or 
the  presiding  judge  thereof  in  vacation,  to  fill 
all  vacancies  in  the  position  of  examiner;  and 
such  examination  shall  be  written,  and  shall 
meet  the  requirements  for  entrance  in  the 
academic  department  of  the  university;  pro- 
vided, that  the  duties  imposed  on  county 
courts  or  the  judges  thereof,  by  this  section, 
shall  be  discharged  in  the  city  of  St.  Liouis  by 
the  mayor. 

"Sec.  10.  Those  applicants  passing  the  best 
and  most  meritorious  examinations,  to  the 
number  of  scholarships  established  in  each  re- 
spective county,  shall  be  awarded  such  scholar- 
ships, and  be  entitled  thereon  to  enter  free  of 
matriculation  fees  any  department,  school,  or 
college  of  the  university,  and  have  paid  to 
them  in  equal  monthly  instalments  while  at- 
tending the  university,  the  sum  provided  by 
the  scholarship  so  awarded,  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  such  attendance;  provided,  that 
no  applicant  shall  be  qualified  to  receive  such 
scholarship  unless  such  examiners  shall  be 
satisfied  that  the  applicant  is  dependent  upoa 
his  own  exertions  for  his  education,  and  finan- 
cially unable  to  otherwise  obtain  the  same." 

By  comparison  of  the  act  thus  revised  and 
amended  in  1897  with  the  original  act  of  1895. 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  progressive  feature  of 
the  original  act,  to  wit,  the  increase  of  7i  per 
cent  on  -amounts  of  over  $10,000,  is  repealed, 
and  specific  provision  is  added  for  valuation 
of  inheritances  and  enforcing  the  collection  of 
the  tax.  Amendments  are  also  made  to  §§  ^ 
and  8  in  matters  not  material  in  the  present 
proceeding;  while  in  §  5,  the  basis  of  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  funds  collected  by  the  stale 
treasurer  in  trust  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  is  arranged  so  that  it  is  made  in  the  differ- 
ent counties  on  the  basis  of  representation  in 
the  general  assembly. 

Lying  at  the  threshold  of  this  discussion  ia 
the  objection  which  goes  to  the  very  substance 
of  this  enactment.  It  is  insisted  that  the  tax 
provided  in  the  act  is  not  levied  for  a  public 
purpose,  within  the  meaning  of  §  3  of  an.  10 
of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri,  which  ordains 
that  "taxes  may  be  levied  and  collected  for 
public  purposes  only."  This  provision  of  our 
Constitution  accords  with  the  definition  of  a. 
"tax,"  as  expounded  by  the  courts  and  law 
writers  of  this  country.  Judge  Oooley,  in  hia 
work  on   Constitutional    Limitations,    laytt 
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"^  Taxes  are  buideas  or  charges  imposed  by 
the  legislature  upon  persons  or  property  to 
raise  money  for  public  purposes/'  Judge 
{k>ulter,  in  NortJiern  Libtrlies  v.  St  John's 
Church,  18  Pa.  104,  said:  "I  think  the  com- 
mon mind  has  everywhere  taken  in  the  under- 
atanding  that  taxes  are  a  public  imposition, 
levied  by  authority  of  the  government,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  government  in 
^1  its  utacbinery  and  operations;  that  they 
are  imposed  for  a  public  purpose."  The  Su 
preme  Court  of  the  United  Slates,  in  atizentf 
JSat,  A  L.  A990.  V.  Tapeka,  20  Wall.  055,  22 
L.  ed.  455,  in  a  lumioous  opinion  by  Judge 
Miller,  after  a  review  of  the  authorities  and  a 
'discussion  of  the  power  to  tax,  laid  it  down  as 
an  established  principle  that  ''beyond  cavil 
there  can  be  no  lawful  lax  which  is  not  laid 
for  a  public  purpose."  In  Ri  New  York,  11 
Johns.  80,  the  court  said:  *'The  word  'taxes' 
means  burdens,  charges  of  impositions,  put  or 
set  upon  persons  or  property  for  public  uses, 
and  this  is  the  definition  which  Lord  Coke 
gives  to  the  word  'talliage'  (2  Co.  Inst.  532); 
and  Lord  Holi,  in  Carth.488  [Brewsterv.  Kid- 
^feU]^  gives  the  same  definition,  in  substance, 
of  the  word  Max.'  "  Chief  Justice  Apple  ton, 
in  AUen  v.  Jay,  60  Me.  124,  II  Am.  Rep.  185, 
aays:  *'A  tax  is  a  sum  of  money  assessed  un- 
der the  authority  of  the  state  on  the  person  or 
property  of  an  individual,  for  the  use  of  the 
atate.  '  Taxation,'  by  the  very  meaning  of  the 
term,  implies  the  raising  of  money  for  public 
uses,  and  excludes  the  raising  if  for  private 
<»bjecis  and  purposes."  Judge  Jere  Black,  in 
Sfiarpfe*»  v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  167,  59  Am. 
Rep.  759,  says:  '*I  have  conceded  that  a  law 
authorizing  taxation  for  any  other  than  public 
purposes  is  void." 

We  construe  §  3  of  art.  10  of  our  Constitu- 
tion as  a  direct  inhibition  upon  the  general 
assembly  to  levy  a  tax  for  a  private  purpose, 
or  for  the  benefit  of  any  private  individual. 
The  language  used  is  not  susceptible  of  any 
other  construction.  We  shall  assume  without 
further  comment  that,  if  the  act  under  review 
authorizes  the  levy  of  a  tax,  that  tax  must  be 
for  a  public  purpose;  otherwise,  it  is  a  direct 
▼iolation  of  the  Constitution  of  this  state. 
Does  it  authorize  a  tax?  The  learned  counsel 
for  the  probate  judges  argues  that  it  is  not 
strictly  a  tax.  He  says:  "Although  called  a 
'  tax,'  it  is  not  properly  so.  but  a  bonus  or 
price  exacted  from  the  collateral  kindred  and 
atrangers  to  the  blood,  as  the  condition  upon 
which  they  take  the  estate  whose  owner  is 
dead."  But.  even  if  such  a  distinction  can  be 
maintained,  the  contention  does  not  reach  the 
"Vital  point  upon  which  the  relators  insist, 
namely,  that,  by  whatever  name  this  burden 
or  excise,  tax,  bonus,  or  exaction  from  the 
citizen  may  be  called,  still  it  falls  within  the 
purview  of  the  word  "taxes,"  as  used  in 
the  8d  section  of  aiticle  10  of  our  Constitution. 
The  word  in  that  section  is  used  in  its  generic 
sense,  as  expounded  by  lexicographers,  judges, 
and  lawyers  long  before  its  use  in  our  organic 
law.  In  the  sense  that  taxes  can  only  be  levied 
for  a  public  purpose,  that  word  includes  every 
•character  and  kind  of  tax,  general  or  special. 
The  power  of  the  state  to  demand  such  a 
bonus  is  referable,  and  referable  only,  to  the 
taxing  power;  so  that,  whether  this  ''collateral 
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succession  tax,"  as  it  is  denominated  by  the 
legislature,  be  termed  a  tax  or  a  bonus,  an 
excise,  a  price  imposed  for  the  privilege  of 
taking  an  estate  by  will  or  inheritauce,  it  must 
be  levied  or  exacted  for  a  public  purpose  only 
under  our  Constitution,  and  under  those  limi- 
tations on  the  taxing  power  which  exist  in  the 
very  nature  of  our  free  institutions.  Miller, 
Const.  U.  S.  p.  242.  Outside  of  express  con- 
stitutional inhibitions,  there  are  limitations 
upon  the  powers  of  every  branch  of  our 
governments,  state  and  Federal  Every  branch 
has  its  limitations  short  of  absolute  power. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  ex- 
pressed it  in  these  words:  "No  court  .  .  . 
would  hesitate  to  declare  void  a  stat- 
ute which  enacted  that  A  and  B,  who 
were  husband  and  wife  to  each  other, 
should  be  so  no  longer,  but  that  A  should 
thereafter  be  the  husband  of  C,  and  B  the 
wife  of  D,  or  which  should  enact  that  the 
homestead  now  owned  by  A  should  no  longer 
be  his,  but  should  henceforth  be  the  property 
of  B."  And  in  the  same  case  the  court  fur- 
ther said :  "  To  lay  with  one  hand  the  power 
of  the  government  on  the  property  of  the  citi- 
zen, and  with  the  other  to  bestow  it  upon  fa- 
vored individuals,  to  aid  private  enterprises 
and  build  up  private  fortunes,  is  none  the  less 
a  robbery  because  it  is  done  under  the  forms 
of  law.  and  is  called  '  taxation.'  This  is  not 
legislation.  It  is  a  decree  under  legislative 
forms."  [20  Wall.  668,  664,  22  L.  ed.  461]. 
That  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  public  purposes, 
may  assess  and  levy  taxes  upon  the  succession  or 
devolution  of  property  under  our  inheritance 
laws  or  statute  of  wills,  subject  only  to  the 
prohibitions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state  and 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  we  have 
no  doubt  whatever.  The  constitutionality  of 
such  a  tax  has  been  too  long  aflnrmed  by  the 
courts  of  last  resort  to  admii  of  doubt;  but  we 
have  not  found  nor  have  counsel  pointed  to 
any  statute  which  has  received  the  sanction  of 
the  courts  which  levied  such  a  tax  for  other 
than  a  plainly  public  purpose.  Is  the  purpose 
for  which  the  act  in  question  authorizes  this 
collateral  succession  tax  a  public  one?  Per- 
haps few  branches  of  the  law  have  been  more 
carefully  considered  than  that  which  this  in- 
quiry suggests.  The  duty  and  power  of  im- 
posing taxes  is  a  legislative  one,  and  the  pre- 
sumption is,  and  must  be,  that  the  legislature 
will  only  levy  a  tax  for  a  public  purpose;  and 
the  courts  are  only  justified  in  interposing 
when  it  clearly  appears  that  the  Constitution, 
which  is  the  supreme  law  governing  both  the 
legislature  and  the  courts,  has  been  or  will  be 
violated  by  the  enforcement  of  the  legislative 
purpose.  What  is  and  what  is  not  a  public 
purpose  is  not  always  easily  determined. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Citizens^  l<av.  &  L,  As90.  v.  Topfka,  20  Wall. 
655,  22  L.  ed.  455.  states  the  rule  to  be  that 
**  in  deciding  whether,  in  the  given  case,  the 
object  for  which  the  tsxes  are  ass^essed  falls 
upon  the  one  side  or  thcotber  of  this  line,  they 
[the  courts]  must  be  governed  mainly  by  the 
course  and  usage  of  the  government,  the  ob- 
jects for  which  taxes  have  been  customarily 
and  by  long  course  of  legislation  levied,  what 
objects  or  purposes  have  been  considered  neces- 
sary to  the  support  and  for  the  proper  use  of 


S86 


MI880UBI  BUFREICB  COUBT. 


Mab., 


the  government,  whether  state  or  municipal. 
Whatever  lawfully  pertains  to  this,  and  is 
sanctioned  hy  time  and  acquiescence  of  the 

rple  may  well  he  held  to  bielong  to  the  pub- 
use,  and  proper  for  the  maintenance  of 
good  government,  though  this  may  not  be  the 
only  criterion  of  rightful  taxation."  The  su- 
preme court  of  Michigan,  in  People,  Detroit  <fc 
H.  R.  Co.,  V.  Salem  Twp.  Boafd,  20  Mich.  452, 
4  Am.  Rep.  400,  with  signal  ability  and  thor- 
oughuess,  discussed  this  quesion,  and  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  *"  the  term  '  public  pur- 
pose,' as  employed  to  denote  the  objects  for 
which  taxes  may  be  levied,  has  no  relation  to 
the  urgency  of  the  public  need,  or  to  the  extent 
of  the  public  benefit  which  is  to  follow.  It  is, 
on  the  other  hand,  merely  a  term  of  classifi- 
cation, to  distinguish  objects  for  which  accord- 
ing to  settled  usage  the  government  is  to  pro- 
vide, from  those  which,  by  the  like  usage,  are 
left  to  private  inclination,  interest,  or  liberal- 
ity." How  these  general  principles  have  been 
applied,  reference^  to  the  judgments  of  the 
courts  will  best  determine. 

In  Oitizens^  Sav,  &  Loan  Ano.  ▼.  Topeka,  20 
Wall.  655,  22  L.  ed.  455,  a  statute  of  the  stale 
of  Kansas  which  authorized  a  town  to  issue  its 
bonds  in  aid  of  the  manufacturing  enterprise 
of  private  individuals  came  before  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States;  and  it  was  held 
void,  because  the  taxes  necessary  to  pay  the 
bonds  would,  if  collected,  be  a  transfer  of  the 
property  of  individuals  to  aid  in  the  projects 
of  gain  and  profits  of  others,  and  not  for  a  pub- 
lic use,  in  the  proper  sense  of  these  words. 

In  AlUn  V.  Jay,  60  Me.  124,  11  Am.  Rep. 
185,  a  town,  at  a  meeting  legallv  called,  voted 
to  loan  its  credit  to  a  firm  to  the  amount  of 
910,000,  and  issue  its  bonds  for  that  sum.  pro- 
vided the  firm  would  invest  $12,000  to  $18,000 
in  a  steam  sawmill,  with  a  run  of  stone  to 
grind  meal,  and  maintain  it  for  ten  years;  and 
the  legislature  afterwards  passed  an  enabling 
act  authorizing  said  loan,  but  the  supreme 
Judicial  court  held  the  act  unconstitutional 
and  void,  because  not  for  a  public  use. 

All  the  buildings  on  a  very  large  portion  of 
the  city  of  Charleston,  South  Carolina,  having 
been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  city  council  passed 
an  ordinance  providing  for  the  issue  of  bonds 
by  the  citv  to  be  loaned  the  owners,  to  build 
and  rebuild  the  waste  places  and  burnt  dis- 
tricts. The  legislature  afterwards,  by  an  act 
reciting  the  ordinance,  fully  confirmed  and 
authorized  the  issue  of  said  bonds,  known  as 
**Fire  Loan  Bonds,"  and  certain  persons 
bought  them.  Afterwards  suit  was  brought 
against  the  city  to  collect  them,  but  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  state  held  said  bonds  were 
issued  for  a  private  purpose,  and  void.  That 
the  taxing  power  could  only  be  exercised  for 
some  public  purpose.  Fieldman  v.  GharUston, 
28  8.  C.  57,  55  Am.  Rep.  6. 

In  ^November,  1872,  a  great  conflagration 
swept  over  a  large  portion  of  the  city  of  Bos- 
ton. The  legislature  of  Massachusetts  passed 
an  act  authorizing  the  city  of  Boston  to  issue 
bonds,  and  loan  the  proceeds  on  mortgage  to 
the  owners  of  the  land,  to  enable  them  to  re- 
build their  houses.  The  supreme  court  held 
the  act  void;  that  it  was  not  for  a  public  ob- 
ject, in  a  legal  sense.  Louoell  v.  Boston,  111 
Mass.  454. 15  Am.  Rep.  39. 
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In  Curtis  v.  Whipple,  24  Wis.  850.  1  Am. 
Rep.  187,  the  legislature  empowered  the  town 
of  Jefferson  to  raise  a  sum  by  taxation  to  be 
paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Jefferson  Liberal 
Institute,  a  private  educational  institution,  but 
the  supreme  court  held  the  act  void,  the  tax 
being  for  a  private  purpose;  and  a  like  con- 
clusion was  reached  in  Jenkins  v.  Andover, 
108  Mass.  94. 

This  court  in  Deal  v.  Mississippi  County.  107 
Mo.  464.  14  L.  R.  A.  622,  held  §  5697,  Rev. 
Stat.  1879,  void,  because  it  gave  a  bounty 
to  private  individuals  for  growing  forest  treea 
upon  their  own  lands. 

In  each  and  all  of  these  cases  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  the  public  might  be  inci- 
dentally benefited  by  rebuilding  a  burnt  citv,. 
the  establishment  of  manufactories  and  schools^ 
would  not  sustain  the  tax.  Every  factory, 
every  private  school  or  academy,  every  indus- 
trial enterprise  which  furnishes  opportunity 
for  labor  and  the  earning  of  wa^es.  benefits  a 
community  in  one  sense;  but  the  mdirect  good 
which  inures  in  this  way  furnishes  no  basia 
for  taxation  of  other  business  to  build  up  such 
occupations.  Learned  counsel  for  the  re- 
spondents do  not  seriously  controvert  this  gen- 
eral proposition,  but  meet  it  with  the  assertion 
that  the  state  university  is  a  state  institution^ 
established  and  maintained  for  a  public  pur- 
pose. This  is  at  once  conceded  by  the  relat- 
ors, because  the  people  of  Missouri,  in  their 
sovereign  capacity,  have  recognized  and  de- 
clared in  their  organic  law  that  a  general  dif- 
fusion of  knowledge  and  intelligence  is  essen- 
tial to  the  preservation  of  the  rights  and 
liberties  of  the  people,  and  imposed  upon  the 
legislature  the  duty  of  establishing  and  main- 
taming  free  public  schools  for  the  gratuitous 
instruction  of  all  persons  in  this  state  between 
the  ages  of  six  and  twenty  years.  Mo.  Const. 
1875,  art.  11,  §  1.  Moreover,  by  §  5  of  art.  11 
of  the  Constitution,  the  general  assembly  is 
enjoined,  whenever  the  public  school  fund 
will  permit  and  the  actual  necessity  of  the 
same  may  require,  to  aid  and  maintain  the  state 
university,  now  established,  with  its  present 
departments.  By  g  6  of  the  same  article  of 
the  Constitution,  a  fund  is  provided,  the  an- 
nual income  of  which,  together  with  so  much 
of  the  ordinary  revenue  of  the  state  as  may  by 
law  be  set  apart  for  that  purpose,  shall  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  maintenance  of  the  free 
public  schools  and  the  state  university.  If, 
then,  this  collateral  succession  tax  is  levied  to 
support  the  state  university,  unquestionably  it 
is  for  a  public  purpose. 

At  this  point,  however,  the  real  contention 
in  this  case  arises.  Relators  insisit  that  the 
fund  sought  to  be  accumulated  by  this  tax  ia 
rot  a  provision  for  the  support  of  the  univer- 
sity, but  is  a  tax  to  raise  a  fund,  the  proceeds 
of  which  must  be  paid  to  certain  favored  indi- 
viduals, to  enable  them  to  buy  food  and 
clothing  for  their  own  use  while  pursuing 
their  studies  at  the  university.  The  contro- 
versy must  be  determined  by  the  act  itself. 
By  reference  to  the  summary  of  its  various 
sections  as  hereinbefore  set  out.  it  will  be  ob- 
served that  three  fourths  of  all  the  moneys 
raised  by  this  tax  was  intended  to  create  the 
"Stale  University  Scholarship  Fund"  of  the 
several  counties  of  this  state,  to  be  kept  as  a 
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permanent  fund,  to  be  invested  so  as  to  bear 
interest.  This  interest  is  to  be  collected  an- 
nually, and  one  fourth  of  it  added  to  the 
fund,  and  the  remaining  three  fourths  to  be 
appropriated  for  establishing  and  maintaining 
free  scholarships  in  the  university.the  amounts 
and  terms  of  which  are  to  be  fixed  by  the  cu- 
rators of  the  university.  By  ^  9  provision  is 
made  for  competitive  written  examinations  on 
the  first  week  of  August  in  each  year  of  actual 
residents  of  each  county,  which  shall  meet 
the  requirements  for  entrance  in  the  academic 
department  of  the  university,  provided,  how- 
ever, that  no  applicant  shall  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive such  free  scholarship,  unless  the  exam- 
iners "shall  be  satisfied  that  the  [said]  appli- 
cant is  dependent  upon  his  own  exertions  for 
his  education,  and  financially  unable  to  other- 
wise obtain  the  same."  Having  thus  deter- 
mined who  may  be  the  beneficiaries  of  this 
tax,  and  segregated  them  from  the  great  mass 
of  citizenship,  and  awarded  them  these  free 
scholarships,  §  10  of  the  act  provides 
that  they  shall  "  be  entitled  thereon  to  enter 
free  of  matriculation  fees  any  department, 
school,  or  college  of  the  university,  and  have 
paid  to  them  in  equal  monthly  instalments 
while  attending  the  university,  the  sum  pro- 
vided by  the  scholarship  so  awarded,  for 
defraying  the  expenses  of  such  attendance." 

Deferring  for  the  present  any  discussion  of 
the  proposition  that  one  fourth  of  the  tax 
may  be  sustained  because  it  is  directed  to  be 
paid  into  the  state  treasury  for  the  benefit  of 
the  "Seminary  Fund,"— -an  admitted  public 
use, — we  direct  our  attention  to  the  arguments 
for  and  against  the  "Free  Scholarship  Fund." 
It  is  perfectly  evident,  we  think,  that  no  dis- 
tinction can  be  maintained  between  the  fund 
and  its  annual  increment  It  cannot  be  true 
that  this  fund  is  a  state  or  public  fund,  under 
this  act,  while  the  whole  beneficial  use  and 
interest  arising  therefrom  is  private.  Such 
a  distinction  is  illogical  and  unsound.  The 
fund  is  created  for  the  sole  purpose  of  pro- 
ducing the  interest  to  be  derived  from  it,  and 
it  is  incredible  to  believe  that  the  legislature 
would  have  provided  the  tax  at  all  if  it  was 
not  to  obtain  the  interest  to  be  used  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  scholars.  The  fund  and 
the  interest  are  inseparable. 

Counsel  for  the  curators  urge  that  this  stat- 
ute can  only  be  properly  construed  by  keep- 
ing in  view  ''the  hisioricnl  setting"  of  the  uni- 
versity, and  "its  historical  genesis."  They 
assert  that  university  education  is  a  proper, 
indeed,  one  of  the  primary,  objects  for 
which  public  taxation  may  be  levied,  and 
that  the  extent  of  such  taxation  in  aid  of 
higher  education  is  for  the  legislature  alone 
to  determine;  that,  the  Constilution  having 
established  free  public  schools  and  the  univer- 
sity, the  legislature  can  go  further,  and  fur- 
nish free  support  of  the  children  while  attend- 
ing these  schools  and  the  university.  It  is 
true  that  the  learned  counsel  for  the  curators 
are  not  altogether  in  harmony  on  this  propo- 
sition. !:iome  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
curators  boldly  argue  that,  if  the  legislature 
can  furnish  free  schools  and  free  teachers, 
why  can  it  not  go  further,  and  furnish  a  free 
support  to  the  children  who  attend  these 
schools,  if  that  is  deemed  necessary  to  make 
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the  system  a  success;  whereas  their  colleague 
draws  the  line  at  the  free  support  of  the  stu- 
dents of  the  university,  and  denies  the  right  to 
furnish  free  living  to  the  children  attending 
the  common  schools,  "because  the  law  recog- 
nizes and  enforces  the  parental  obligation  of 
support  during  the  period  of  elementary  edu- 
cation." Some  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
curators  admit  that  such  a  support  of  the  stu- 
dents is  paternalism  in  its  most  pronounced 
form,  but  say  it  is  "not  a  hurtful  or  danger- 
ous kind;  that  it  is  only  paternalism  of  the 
state,  not  of  the  Federal  government."  Pa- 
ternalism, whether  slate  or  Federal,  as  the 
derivation  of  the  term  applies,  is  an  assump- 
tion by  the  government  of  a  quasi  fatherly  re- 
lation to  the  citizen  and  his  family,  involving 
excessive  governmental  regulation  of  the  pri- 
vate affairs  and  business  methods  and  interests 
of  the  people,  upon  the  theory  that  the  people 
are  incapable  of  managing  their  own  affairs, 
and  is  pernicious  in  its  tendencies.  In  a  word, 
it  minimizes  the  citizen,  and  maximizes  the 
government.  Our  Federal  and  state  govern- 
ments are  founded  upon  a  principle  wholly 
antagonistic  to  such  a  doctrine.  Our  fathers 
believed  the  people  of  these  free  and  indepen- 
dent states  were  capable  of  self-government, — 
a  system  in  which  the  people  are  the  sover- 
eigns, and  the  government  their  creature,  to 
carry  out  their  commands.  Such  a  govern- 
ment is  founded  on  the  willingness  and  the 
ri?ht  of  the  people  to  take  care  of  their  own 
affairs,  and  an  indisposition  on  their  part  ta 
look  to  the  government  for  everything.  The 
citizen  is  the  unit.  It  is  his  province  to  sup- 
port the  government,  and  not  the  government 
to  support  him.  Under  self  government,  we 
have  advanced  in  all  the  elements  of  a  great 
people  more  rapidly  than  any  nation  that  haa 
ever  existed  upon  the  earth,  and  there  is 
greater  need  now  than  ever  before  in  our  his* 
tory  of  adhering  to  it.  Paternalism  is  a  plant 
that  should  receive  no  nourishment  upon  the 
soil  of  Missouri.  While  the  exigencies  of  this 
case  may  require  the  operation  of  such  a 
principle,  we  are  sure  its  germ  is  not  to  be 
found  in  the  Constitution  of  this  state,  nor  in 
the  spirit  of  its  people.  Whatever  other  fault 
the  Constitution  of  1875  may  have,  it  is  cer- 
tain that  its  framers  sought  most  sedulously  ta 
curb  the  power  of  those  clothed  with  authority 
to  legislate  in  behalf  of  favored  classes,  and 
to  leave  the  people  the  largest  possible  control 
over  their  own  affairs.  Especially  has  the 
power  of  taxation  been  jealously  hedged  about 
and  limited.  The  same  authority  is  found  in 
the  Constitution  to  levy  taxes  to  clothe  and 
feed  the  children  who  may  desire  to  attend 
the  free  public  schools,  as  there  is  to  raise 
money  by  taxation  to  hand  over  to  young  men 
and  young  women  to  support  them  while  they 
acquire  what  is  termed  "the  higher  or  univer- 
siiy  education;"  but  we  find  no  warrant  for 
either  in  the  organic  law  of  this  state  or  in  the 
character  of  our  government.  It  is  one  thing 
to  provide  for  the  establishment  and  mainten- 
ance of  a  state  university  and  a  system  of  free 
public  schools,— the  state,  through  its  own 
officers,  agencies,  and  municipalities,  con- 
structing and  owning  the  buildings  and  ap- 
paratus, and  employing  the  teachers  as  public 
functionaries,  responsible  under  her  own  lawa 
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for  the  discharge  of  their  duties, — and  a 
wholly  different  thing  to  support  private  in 
diyiduals  who  attend  the  university  and  public 
schools,  by  public  taxation.  But  it  is  said 
that  nothing  is  more  common  than  the  endow- 
ment of  free  scholarships  as  a  part  of  the  en- 
dowment of  a  universihr.  This  may  be  true 
of  the  universities  of  Europe,  and  individual 
instances  are  to  be  found  in  this  country 
where  some  great  benefactor  of  the  race  has, 
out  of  his  own  bounty,  provided  such  scholar- 
ships; but  these  examples  furnish  no  guide  to 
the  free  states  of  this  Union,  clearly  not  to 
the  legislature  of  Missouri  under  its  organic 
law. 

The  act  under  consideration  endows  the 
scholar,  not  the  university.  It  provides  in 
unmistalcable  terms  that  a  fund  shall  be  raised 
by  taxation  and  paid  over  to  students  attend- 
ing the  university,  for  their  support  while  so 
engaged.  It  is  a  pure  and  simple  ^ift  of  pub- 
lic money  by  the  state  to  private  individuals, 
for  their  own  private  use,  in  plain  violation  of 
§  46  of  art.  4  of  the  Constitution,  which  pro- 
hibits the  legislature  from  grRUting  public 
monev  to  any  individual,  association  of  Indi- 
vid uaJs,  or  other  corporation  whatsoever.  We 
bold  that,  when  the  Constitution  provided  for 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  the 
university,  it  conferred  authority  to  support 
an  institution  belonging  to  the  state;  and  this 
grant  is  not  to  bo  extended  to  the  unlimited 
support  of  the  pupils  who  may  attend  or  de- 
sire to  attend  that  school.  In  obedience  to 
the  mandate  of  the  Constitution,  the  legislat- 
ure has  made  generous  provision  for  the  uni- 
versity and  public  schools,  and  the  opportuni- 
ties for  education  are  commensurate  with  the 
greatness  of  the  commonwealth  and  the  needs 
of  the  people.  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  a 
sound  public  policy  demands  that  the  state 
should  indirectly  stifle  all  motive  for  individual 
effort  and  laudable  mention.  Free  common 
schools  adorn  every  school  district  in  the 
state.  Splendid  normal  schools  are  distrib- 
uted to  its  different  sections,  and  the  doors  of 
the  university  are  practically  opened  to  every 
thrifty,  energetic  young  man  and  woman  in 
the  state.  1  he  state  has  not  been  niggardly 
with  its  children.  Every  proper  stimulus  is 
set  before  them.  But  here  she  stops,  and 
says  to  the  citizen,  **The  right  to  lay  further 
burdens  for  your  private  benefit  is  exhausted. 
Under  equal  and  Just  laws,  by  your  own 
self-reliance  and  energy,  you  must  win  the  re- 
wards of  labor  and  the  honors  of  the  state." 

It  is  only  oecessary  to  add  that  counsel  for 
the  curators  do  not  attempt  to  maintain  this 
tax  on  the  theory  that  the  youDg  men  and 
women  who  would  obtain  these  scholarships 
are  paupers,  in  the  meaning  of  the  law.  Even 
without  this  admission,  it  is  perfectly  ap- 
parent that  the  act,  by  its  terms,  does  not  con- 
fine this  pension  to  the  children  of  poor  per- 
sons who  may,  in  a  lef^al  sense,  be  denomi- 
nated "paupers."  The  class  of  ambitious 
young  men  and  women  who  could  avail 
themselves  of  the  benefits  of  this  act  would 
resent  such  a  designation,  and  scorn  this 
proffered  aid  if,  to  obtain  it,  they  must  first 
be  classed  as  paupers.  It  is  perfectlv  clear 
that  the  tax  is  not  levied  upon  any  such  prin- 
ciple. If  it  were,  it  would  collide  with  an- 
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Qiher  fundamental  principle.  It  would  be 
class  legislation.  &ays  Judge  Cooley,  in  his 
work  on  Taxation,  2d  ed.  (p.  121):  "To  justi- 
fy taxation  for  the  purpose  of  education,  the 
rules  under  which  the  people  shall  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  privileges  given  must  not  be  in- 
vidious and  partial,  but  must  place  all  parties 
upon  a  plane  of  practical  equality.  The  rule 
is  substantially  the  same  here  that  applies  in 
the  apportionment  of  taxation.  Equality 
must  be  the  aim  of  the  law,  and  it  must  lie 
assumed  that  the  state  has  no  special  favors 
to  bestow  upon  privileged  classes.  ...  It  will 
not  be  competent  to  single  out  some  one  class 
of  the  community,  and  exclude  them  from 
the  benefits  of  the  public  schools  on  arbitrair 
grounds."  Our  conclusion  is  that  this  tax  is 
levied  for  a  purely  private  purpose,  and  for 
that  reason  it  is  in  contravention  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  Missouri. 

This  tax  is  assailed  in  another  vital  point 
Relators  assert  it  is  void  for  want  of  uniform- 
ity. John  C.  Conley  one  of  the  testators,  died 
on  the  6th  day  of  December,  1896.  His  will  was 
probated  February  18, 1896.  Susan  E.  Spears, 
the  other  testator,  died  June  10,  1896.  It 
is  essential  that  we  determine  whether  the  act  of 
1895  or  that  of  1897  governs.  Is  the  tax  to 
be  levied  under  the  act  of  1895  if  valid,  or  the 
act  of  1897,  which  was  enacted  long  after  the 
death  of  both  of  these  testators?  There  is 
nothing  in  the  act  of  1897  which  gives  it  a  re- 
trospective operation,  and.  if  there  was,  it 
would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Missouri,  which  prohibits  retrospective 
legislation.  We  think  it  must  be  plain  that 
the  act  of  1895,  adopted  prior  to  the  death  of 
these  testators,  if  valid,  must  control,  and  not 
the  act  of  1897,  enacted  after  their  deaths. 
This,  we  take  it,  is  the  usual  construction. 
By  the  terms  of  each,  the  devolution  of  the 
property  and  the  right  of  the  state  to  tax 
accrues  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the 
testators.  Re  Seaman,  147  N.  Y.  69:  Be  Km- 
Intry,  20  Misc.  75;  Be  Roosevelt,  143  N.  Y.  120, 
25  L  R.  A.  695;  Mo.  Const,  art.  2,  %  15; 
Leete  v.  State  Bank  (Mo.)  42  S.  W.  1074. 

Looking  to  the  act  of  April  1,  1895  (Laws 
Mo.  1895.  p.  278)  for  authority  for  this  tax, 
we  are  met  with  the  objection  that  this  tax  is 
also  void,  because  the  said  act  is  in  violation 
of  §  8  of  art.  10  of  the  Constitution  of  Mis- 
souri, and  of  the  14tb  Amendment  of  the 
United  States,  and  §  4  of  art.  10  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Missouri.  Of  these  In  their  inverse 
order.  As  already  remarked,  no  doubt  longer 
exists  that  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
levy  a  tax  upon  the  succession  of  estates.  It 
is  quite  universally  held  that  such  a  tax  is  not 
a  tax  upon  property,  in  the  ordinary  sense, 
but  is  in  the  nature  of  an  excise  or  bonus,  ex- 
acted by  the  state  upon  the  privilege  or  right 
to  inherit  or  succeed  to  an  estate.  It  is  not 
necessary  at  this  time  to  enter  upon  an  exam- 
ination of  the  extent  of  this  right  on  the  part 
of  the  state,  nor;to  approve  or  disapprove  the 
extreme  views  expressed  by  some  of  the  courts. 
While  conceding  the  right  to  tax,  our  duty 
now  is  to  ascertain,  if  we  can,  what  was  the 
purpose  of  the  legislature  in  enacting  this  law. 
A  primary  and  safe  rule  of  interpretation  of  a 
statute  is  to  endeavor  to  gather  the  legislative 
intent  from  the  words  they  used.     Gardner  v. 
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CoUin$,  2  Pet.  08,  7  L.  ed.   850;    Brewer  ▼. 
Biougher,   14  Pet.  178,   10  L.  cd.  408.    The 
general  assembly  has  declared  that  it  inteDded 
to  levy  "a  collateral  succession  tax,"  and  we 
all  agree  that,  by  whatever  name  this  exaction 
may  be  called,   it  is  referable  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  stale.    The  controlling  question 
18,  Upon  what  did  it  authorize  that  tax  to  be 
levieii, — upon  the  property  or  estate  of  the 
deceased  person,  or  upon  ihe  right  or  privi- 
lege of  his  beneficiaries  to  receive  his  estate  b^ 
inheritance  or  devise?    If  upon  the  latter,  it  is 
settled  by  the  great  weight  of  authority  that 
it  does  not  fall  within  the  regular  ordinary 
taxation  upon  property  which  our  Constitution 
requires  sball  be  in  proportion  to  its  value. 
Becurring.  then,  to  the  language  of  the  act, 
we  tind  >bat  the  ordinary  machinery,  so  to 
speak,  was  not  prepared  for  enforcing  the  act 
of  1805.   as  for  enforcing  other   delinquent 
taxes.     It  ordained  that  a  tax  of  $5  for  each 
smd  every  $100  of  the  clear  market  value  of 
auch  property  where  the  mooey  or  property 
exceeds  $10,000  or  less  in  value,  ana,  where 
the  money  or  property  affected  exceeds  $10,- 
OOO  in  value,  the  same  shall  be  subiect  to  a 
tax  of  95  for  each  and  every  9 100  of  the 
olear    market   value  thereof  up  to  and  in- 
cluding 910,000  in  value,  and  a  tax  of  97.50  in 
addition  for  every  such  91OO  in  value  in  excess 
of  910.000,   and  gave  a  first  lien  upon  the 
property  aiTected.  but  provided  no  method  of 
-valuation.       The   mode   of    procedure    was 
amended  in  1807.  by  providing  a  means  of  as- 
certaining the  value  of  such  estates,  which  had 
been  overlooked  in  the  act  of  1895,  and  a  new 
flection,  to  be  known  as  '*§  la,"  which  pro- 
Tides  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Judge  of 
the  probate  court  in  this  state,  whenever  the 
inventory  and  appraisement  of   any  estate  is 
filed,  which  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  a  col- 
lateral   succession    tax,  to  immediately  levy 
upon  and  charge  such  estate  with  the  amount 
of  such  collateral  succession  tax,  and  require 
the  executor,  administrator,  or  beneficiary  to 
pay  the  same,  etc.    A  '^succession  tax,"  as  the 
words  indicate  and  the  history  of  such  taxes 
clearly  establishes,  is  an  excise  or  duty  upon 
the  right  of  a  person  or  corporation  to  receive 
property  by  devise  or  inheritance  from  another 
tinder  the  regulation  of  the  state.     Wherever 
properly  laid,  this  is  its  distinguishing  feature, 
in  contradistinction  from  a  property  tax.     The 
language  of  these  two  acts  of  1805  and  1807  is 
Tery  much  involved,  and  more  or  less  doubt 
tDust  be  felt  in  interpreting  the  meaning  of  the 
legislature,  and  this  is  true   of  other  acts  in 
other  states.     When  it  is  clear  that  the  tax  is 
upon  the  succession,  it  is  computed,  not  on  the 
aggregate  valuation  of  the  whole  estate  of  the 
decedent  considered  as  the  unit  for  taxation, 
but  on  the  value  of  the  separate  interest  into 
which  it  is  divided  by  the  wilt  or  by  the  statute 
laws  of  the  state,  and  is  a  charge  sgainst  each 
share  or  interest,  according  to   its  value,  and 
Against  the  person    entitled  thereto;  that  is  to 
say,  it  is  a  burden  on  each   person  claiming 
succession,  measured  by  the  value  of  his  in- 
terest, and  collectible  out  of  his  interest  only. 
Accordingly,  in  New  York,  after  whose  stat- 
ute the  act  in  question  seems  to  have  been  in 
several  respects  patterned,  great  difficulty  was 
experienced  in  construing  the  law;  but  having 
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sustained  the  act  as  levying  a  succession  tax, 
it  was  ruled  in  Re  Eojfman,  148  K. Y.  827,  that, 
when  the  will  created  contingent  estates,  the 
executors  could  not  pay  the  tax  until  the  ex- 
pectancies became  fixed  and  actual;  in  other 
words,  being  a  tax  upon  the  person  receiving 
the  share  of  the  estate,  it  did  not  accrue  untu 
that  person  was  finally  ascertained,  and  that 
the  state  could  only  get  its  taxes  when  the 
legatees  or  devisees  obtained  their  property. 
And  in  Be  Roosevelt,  143  N.  Y.  120, 25  L.  R.  A. 
695,  in  answer  to  the  contention  of  counsel 
for  the  state  that,  while  it  might  be  consid- 
ered a  hardship  to  compel  anntntants  to  pay  a 
tax  upon  an  interest  that  they  might  never  re« 
ceive,  it  was  the  fault  of  the  statute,  and  the 
tax  could  only  be  postponed  by  giving  bond, 
the  court  of  appeals  answered:  '*This  conten- 
tion admits  away  the  entire  case  of  the  state. 
It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  compel  the  citizens  to  pav  a  tax  upon 
an  interest  he  may  never  receive.  Until  the 
vesting  of  the  estate,  "the  power  to  tax  does 
not  exist."  It  is  obvious  that  the  tax  is  upon 
the  transfer,  by  will  or  devolution,  by  inherit- 
ance; and,  in  the  absence  of  a  transfer  and  a 
transferee,  there  is  no  basis  for  a  succession  tax 
in  its  true  sense,  as  it  comes  to  us  in  the  history 
of  jurisprudence  and  of  nations. 

With  these  essential  characteristics  in  view, 
can  the  acts  of  1805  and  1807  be  said  to  have 
levied  a  succession  tax?  Section  la  requires 
the  tax  to  be  levied  upon  the  appraised  value 
of  the  whole  estate  left  by  the  deceased.  The 
tax  is  at  once  levied  upon  that  estate,  and  the 
personal  representatives  of  the  deceased,  not 
the  devisees  and  legatees,  are  required  to  pay 
the  tax.  How  such  a  tax  differs  from  general 
taxes  upon  the  property  of  the  deceased,  under 
our  system,  we  are  not  able  to  state.  The 
mere  calling  of  such  a  tax  a  ^'succession  tax" 
does  not  make  it  different  from  an  ordinary 
tax  upon  property,  when  the  effect  and  operar 
tioo  are  identical  with  an  ordinary  property 
tax.  This  tax  is  collectible  out  of  all  property 
devised  by  will  or  descending  to  any  person 
other  than  the  father,  mother,  husband,  wife, 
or  direct  lineal  descendant,  whether  the  estate 
of  the  ancestor,  devisor,  or  grantor  is  solvent 
or  insolvent.  If  insolvent,  there  is  nothing  to 
which  the  heir  or  devisee  or  legatee  can  suc- 
ceed; and  yet  upon  the  theory  of  a  succession, 
an  onerous  tax  is  added  to  the  charges  against 
an  estate,  and  payable  in  advance  of  other 
claims.  The  language  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Wisconsin,  in  State,  Sanderean,  v.  Mann,  76 
Wis.  460,  seems  exceedingly  appropriate  upon 
this  point:  "A  succession  tax  would  necessarily 
be  imposed  upon  the  respective  parties  thus 
succeeding  to  such  residue.  .  .  .  But  the 
tax  in  question  is  not  upon  such  succes- 
sion, but  upon  the  whole  estate  at  its  appraised 
valuation,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  solvent  or 
insolvent.  In  case  of  an  insolvent  estate  noth- 
ing would  be  left  after  the  payment  of  debts 
for  transmission;  and  in  most  estates  there  are 
likely  to  be  sufficient  debts  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  such  transmission  far  below  the 
amount  of  such  valuation.  Besides,  the  amount 
of  such^tax  is  graduated  by  the  amount  of  such 
appraisal,  and  is  to  be  paid  by  the  executors  or 
administrators  before  or  at  the  time  of  filing 
puch  appraisal,  notwithstanding  they  may  only 
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be  interested  as  such  ofBcials,  and  never  suc- 
ceed to  any  of  such  estate.  Manifestly  the 
burden  imposed  is  not  a  succession  tax,  but  a 
tax  upon  the  whole  estate  regardless  of  whether 
it  is  solvent  or  insolvent." 

The  New  York  act  (Laws  1896,  chap.  908, 
§  225)  provides  for  a  refunding  of  a  proportion- 
ate part  of  the  tax  in  case  debts  are  allowed 
after  its  payment;  and  it  was  owing  largely  to 
this  provision  that  that  act  was  sustained, but  no 
such  provision  is  found  in  our  acts  of  1895  and 
1897.  Bs  Westurn,  162  K.  Y.  93.  We  think 
the  language  of  this  act,  whatever  conjecture 
we  may  indulge  as  to  the  intention  of  its  au- 
thor, imposes  a  tax  directly  upon  the  property 
of  the  decedent,  and  not  upon  those  who  may 
succeed  to  his  estate;  and  it  must  be  conceded 
that,if  it  is  a  property  tax,itis  unconstitutiooal, 
because  it  subjects  this  estate  to  an  additional 
property  tax  to  that  levied  upon  all  other  like 
property  in  the  state  for  the  same  year,  and  is 
not  levied  in  proportion  to  its  value.  But  in  no 
event  can  the  act  of  1895,  which  governs  these 
two  cases,  be  upheld,  because  the  tax  author- 
ized by  it  is  not  uniform  upon  the  same  class 
of  subjects  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
authority  levying  the  tax.  Mo.  Const,  art.  10, 
g  8.  The  class  of  subjects  to  be  taxed  under 
this  act  is  the  succession  or  inheritance  of  prop- 
erty by  collateral  kindred  or  devisees  other  than 
those  named  in  the  statute  as  exempt  from  its 
imposition.  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine 
what  would  or  would  not  be  proper  classifica- 
tion under  this  act  in  all  cases;  but  it  is  per- 
fectly clear  that,  when  the  tax  is  levied  upon  the 
property  as  under  this  act,  uniformity  is  only 
attainable  by  levying  the  same  per  cent 
upon  all  property  belonging  to  persons  bearing 
the  same  relation  to  the  decedent.  A  law 
which  levies  6  per  cent  upon  one  cousin  or  uncle 
whose  legacy  is  $10,000  and  5  per  cent  upon 
the  first  $10,000  of  a  legacy  of  $20,000,  be- 
queathed to  another  cousin  of  the  same  degree, 
and  12i  per  cent  upon  the  remaining  $10,000 
thereof,  violates  the  constitutional  principle  of 
uniformity.  It  is  an  arbitrary  classification, 
without  rhyme  or  reason.  Such  was  the  de- 
cision of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio  in  State, 
Schwartz,  v.  Ferrii,  53  Ohio  St.  814,  80  L. 
R.  A-  218,  upon  a  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  that  state  substantially  like  g  8 
of  art.  10  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  It  is 
a  significant  fact  that  in  New  York,  Maine, 
Maryland,  Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  and  Mas- 
sachusetts, in  which  inheritance  taxes  are  sus 
tained,  the  statutes  only  authorize  a  uniform 
rate  of  taxation.  The  constitutional  guaranty 
of  uniformitv  upon  the  same  class  of  subjects 
would  avail  but  little  if  the  legislature  can  ar- 
bitrarily vary  the  classes  as  often  as  the  amount 
of  property  devised  or  transmitted  by  inherit- 
ance shall  differ.  If  such  a  rule  obtain,  the 
classes  will  be  innumerable,  and  the  constitu- 
tion a  dead  letter.  Where  the  amount  of  prop- 
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erty  received  is  made  the  basis  of  the  tax,  uni- 
formity can  only  be  attained  by  levying  the 
same  per  cent  upon  the  property  of  each  bene- 
ficiarv  under  the  will  or  by  inheritance.  While 
the  legislature  might  perhaps  distribute  the 
collaterals  according  to  the  different  degreea 
of  kinship  to  the  decedent  or  testator  or  gran- 
tor, and  levy  a  different  rate  upon  the  differ- 
ent degrees,  yet  when  it  ignores  all  such  natural 
classification,  and  makes  the  amount  of  money 
received  by  each  the  test  of  classitication,  it 
runs  counter  to  another  principle  that  is  well- 
nigh  universally  accepted, — that  a  uniforn» 
rate  of  taxation  upon  every  man's  property 
secures  equality  of  burden.  To  levy  a  different 
rate  simply  l)ecause  the  amount  of  each  man's 
holdings  is  different  would  produce  favoritism 
and  destroy  that  principle  of  equality  before 
the  law  which  is  the  boast  of  free  govern- 
ment. If  it  be  so  urged  that  the  one  receiving 
the  larger  bounty  enjoys  a  greater  privilege, 
still  the  principle  of  uniformity  answers  that 
the  value  of  his  right  to  receive  is  in  direct 
proportion  to  the  value  of  the  property  to 
which  he  succeeds,  and  must,  if  taxation  is  to 
be  uniform,  be  taxed  in  that  proportion  or  ac- 
cording to  one  common  rate.  In  State  v.  Ham- 
lin, 86  Mc.  495,  25  L.  R.  A.*632,  the  supreme 
court  of  Maine,  in  upholding  a  tax  consisting  of 
a  uniform  per  cent,  said:  The  constitutional 
requirement  of  uniformity  is  satisfied  by  a  tax 
on  the  transmission  of  property  by  will  or  de- 
scent to  strangers  and  collaterals  wnen  it  is  uni- 
form as  to  the  entire  class  affected,  although 
other  classes  of  persons  are  exempted  from  the 
tax.  See  also  Railroad  Tax  Cases,  18  Fed.  Rep. 
722. 

Other  grave  objections  are  made  to  the  act, 
—one  challenging  its  title  as  containing  two 
distinct  subjects;  another,  that  the  various 
subject-matters  found  in  the  body  of  the  act 
are  not  indicated  at  all  in  the  title.  These  ob 
jections  have  been  presented  with  the  greatest 
ability,  and  have  been  duly  considered;  but,, 
inasmuch  as  the  propositions  already  decided 
go  to  the  very  substance  of  the  act,  we  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  pass  upon  the  point  as  to  the 
title  of  the  act.  To  respond  to  the  very  thor- 
ough discussion  of  the  point  by  counsel  would 
extend  this  opinion  unnecessarily  to  too  great 
length.  The  act  of  18U5  must  be  held  void, 
and  it  follows  that  the  probate  courts  of  Boone 
county  and  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis  were  wholly 
without  iurisdiction  to  levy  the  taxes  upon  the 
estates  of  John  C.  Conley  and  Susan  E.  Spear, 
and  their  proceedings  in  that  behalf  must  be 
gvashed;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Sherwood*  Burgess*  Robinson,  and 
Brace,  JJ.,  concur. 

Williams  and  Marshall,  JJ.,  havine 
been  of  counsel,  take  no  part  in  the  decision  or 
the  case. 
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JSEW  YORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Mary  G.  ATHERTON.  BespL, 

Peter  Lee  ATHERTON,  Appt. 
(156N.Y.1».) 

!•   The  matrimonial  domieil  of  a  wife 

who  to  Justified  Id  leavlofir  ber  husband  for  cruelty 
may  be  changed  by  removal  to  another  state  so 
■8  to  prevent  Jurisdiction  over  ber  on  construct- 
ive eervioe  in  a  dlvorcesult  in  the  state  where  the 
husband  resides. 
2.  An  agfoement  to  provide  for  the  beat 
interests  of  a  child,  made  hy  parents 
who  had  separated  and  were  to  live  in  dif- 
ferent jurisdictions,  by  which  the  husband  agrrees 
to  pay  certain  sums  for  the  maintenance  of  tbe 
child  and  a  certain  allowance  of  alimony  to  the 
wife,  with  a  provision  that  a  divorce  or  second 
marrlafre  of  either  party  shall  terminate  the 
airreement,  to  terminated  and  mutually  aban- 
doned when  the  husband  obtains  judgment  for 
absolute  divorce  in  one  state,  and  the  wife  ob- 
tains a  limited  divorce  in  another  state. 

(March  1, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
tbe  General  term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Fourth  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  of 
a  special  term  for  Oneida  County  granting 
plaintiff  a  separation  from  her  husband,  tbe 
cniatody  of  their  child,  and  money  for  its  sup- 
port.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meurs.  Alexander  P.  Humphrey  and 
Simon  W.  Roeendale,  for  appellant: 

The  Kentucky  judgment  is  a  bar  to  this  ac* 
tioD  pursuant  to  tbe  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  that  full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  judi- 
cial proceedings  of  every  other  state. 

U.  8.  Const  art.  4,  §  4. 

Also,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
statutes  that  authenticated  judicial  proceed 
ings  shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  given 
them  in  every  court  within  the  Uoiied  btates 
as  they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of 
tbe  state  from  which  they  are  taken. 

U.  8.  Rev.  Slat,  fc^  905. 

The  plaintifF  in  the  Kentucky  action,  Peter 
Lee  Atherton,  was  all  his  life  a  resident  of  that 
state — and  the  courts  of  that  state  bad  juris 
diction  in  that  action  to  fix  the  status  of  plain- 
tiff; this  would  be  so  even  if  there  was  no  ju 
rlsdiction  over  tbe  defendant. 

Ptnnoyer  v.  iWjT,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed. 
665;  Arndt  v.  Qrigg^,  134  U.  S.  316,  33  L 
ed.  918,  approved  in  Lynch  v.  Murphy,  161  U. 
8.  247,  40  L.  ed,  688;  Nelson.  Divorce,  §  28. 

The  marital  domieil  of  the  parties  was  in  the 
state  of  Kentucky. 

A  citizen  of  one  state  and  a  citizen  of  an 
other  state  contracting  with  each  other,  mav 
agree  between  themselves  which  laws  will  con- 
trol the  agreement,  and  may  agree  upon  either 
state  in  good  faith. 


2  Kent,  Com.  460;  Seudder  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  91  U.  S.  406,  23  L.  ed.  245;  Literpoold 
Q.  W.  Steam  Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins,  Go.  129  D.  8. 
897.  82  L.  ed.  788;  PHtcfiard  v.  Norton,  106  U. 
8.  124,  27  L.  ed.  104. 

The  divorce  in  the  Kentucky  suit  was  valid, 
so  far  as  it  affects  the  marital  status  of  the 
parties  there,  assuming  even  that  the  dwelling 
place  of  Mrs.  Atherton  was  in  the  state  of  New 
York. 

Rigney  v.  Rigney,  127  N.  Y.  408;  Laing  v. 
Rigney,  160  U.  8.  581,  40  L.  ed.  625. 

The  union  of  husband  and  wife  legally  in- 
volves unity  of  domieil,  and  the  residence  and 
intention  of  the  husband  necessarily  fixes  the 
domieil  of  the  wife  as  well  as  her  own. 

Diinon  V.  Ditson^  4  R.  I.  87.  10  Abb.  N.  C. 
883.  note;  Maynard  v.  HiU,  125  U.  S.  190,  81 
L.  ed.  654. 

The  provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
would  be  a  nuUitv  if  tbe  court  of  tbe  state  of 
New  York  should,  after  conceding  jurisdic- 
tion to  a  sister  state,  assume  to  decide  that  some 
of  its  findings  (incidentally  only  involving  ju- 
risdiction), were  erroneous,  and  assume  there- 
fore to  ignore  its  decree. 

Einnier  v.  Kinnier,  45  N.  Y.  535,  6  Am. 
Rep.  132.  cited  in  160  U.  S.  543.  40  L.  ed.  529. 

The  divorce  proceedings  in  Kentucky  were 
in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in  rem.,  i,  e.,  in 
its  application  to  the  status  of  tbe  parties. 

Rigney  v.  Rigney,  127  N.  Y.  408;  WiUiame  v. 
Williams,  130  N.  Y.  193,  14  L.  R.  A.  320; 
Rinnier  v.  Einnier.  46  N.  Y.  535,  6  Am.  Rep. 
132;  Davie  v.  Dam,  2  Misc   549. 

One's  residence  may  be  in  one  place  and 
domieil  in  another. 

Campbell  v.  Campbell,  90  Hun,  235,  citing 
Re  Thompson,  1  Wend.  46;  Re  Roberts,  8  Paige, 
524;  220  Deiiick,  92  Hun,  161. 

Although  not  personally  served,  still  if  her 
domieil,  either  actual  or  constructive,  were  in 
Kentucky,  the  judgment  would  be  binding  on 
her. 

2  Black,  Judgm.  §  926;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  72  N. 
Y.  217. 28  Am.  Kep.  129;  Einnier  v.  Einnier,  45 
N.  Y.  535.  6  Am.  Rep.  132;  De  Meli  v.  De 
Meli.  120  N.  Y.  485;  Rigney  v.  Rigney,  127  N. 
Y.  408;  Pennoyer  v.  IS'eff,  95  U.  8.  714,  24  L. 
ed.  565;  Nelson,  Divorce,  §  28;  Maynard  v. 
Hill,  125  U.  8.  190.  81  L.  ed.  654. 

Assuming  jurisdiction  as  to  the  marital 
staius,  by  tbe  courts  of  Kentucky,  and  that 
tbe  Slate  of  New  York  and  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky had  equal  jurisdiction,  the  decree  in  the 
state  which  first  assumes  jurisdiction  should  be 
permitted  to  control. 

Ober  V.  Gallagher,  98  U.  8.  199,  23  L.  ed. 
829. 

Tbe  judgment  appealed  from  is  contrary  to 
the  law  as  laid  down  by  text-writers  of  repute 
and  courts  of  authority,  and  is  not  supported  by 
I  be  decision  of  this  cuurt. 

1  Freeman,  Judg.  §  814;  Rhyms  v.  Rhyms,  7 
Bush,  316;  Hawkins  v.  RagsdaU,  80  Ky.  358, 
44  Am.   Rep.  483;  2  Black.  Judgm.   g  926; 


NOT«.— As  to  domieil  of  wife  for  purpose  of  dl-  |  v.  Wood  (Ark.)  28  L.  R,  A.  167;  McCreery  v.  Davis 
vorce  suit,  see  Loker  v.  Gerald  (Mass.)  16  L:  R.  A.    (S.  C.)  28  L.  R.  A.  665;  Glutton  v.  Glutton  (Mich.)  81 
487.  and  noU;  also  Ellis's  Appeal  (Minn.)  23  C^.  B.    L.  R.  A  160. 
A.88r;HUIerv.Mlller(Fla.)24L.  R.  A.  137;  Wood  > 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Seo  also  43  L.  R.  A.  618;  47  L.  R.   A.  o-tC*. 
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2  Bishop.  Mar.  &  Div.  §  153;  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff,  96  U.  S.  714, 24  L.  ed.  565;  Oreely  v.  Clay- 
ton, 110  U.  8.  701.  28  L.  td.  298;  ffUton  v. 
Ouyoi.  159  U.  8  118, 40  L.  ed.  95;  Hoss  v.  Boas, 
129  Mass.  248,  87  Am.  Rep.  821. 

Wben  an  inhabitant  of  this  state  goes  into 
another  state  or  country  to  obtain  a  divorce  for 
any  cause  occurring  here  and  while  the  pariies 
resided  here,  or  for  any  cause  which  would  not 
authorize  a  divorce  bv  the  laws  of  this  state,  a 
divorce  so  obtained  shall  be  of  no  force  or  ef- 
fect in  this  state.  In  all  other  cases  a  divorce 
decreed  in  any  other  state  or  country,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  thereof,  by  a  court  having  ju- 
ribdiction  of  the  jcause  and  both  the  parties, 
shall  be  valid  and  effectual  in  this  state. 

In  the  Williams  Case,  the  separation  occurred 
while  the  parties  were  domiciled  in  New  York, 
the  husband  fioing  to  Minnesota,  refusing  to 
allow  his  wife  to  follow  hiita,  and  there  ob- 
taining his  divorce. 

In  the  Rigney  Case,  the  only  doubt  was  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  jud^ent  so  far  its  it  was 
for  alimony  and  costs,  in  personam. 

In  the  De  Meli  Case,  while  both  parties  were 
domiciled  in  New  York,  the  husband  sued  in 
Germany. 

In  the  Jones  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
New  York,  and  the  wife  went  to  Texas  and 
there  sued. 

In  the  Cross  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
New  York,  and  the  husband  went  to  Illinois 
to  sue. 

In  the  O^Dea  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
New  York,  and  the  husband  went  to  Ohio  to 
sue. 

In  the  Baker  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
New  York,  and  the  wife  went  to  Ohio  to  sue. 

In  the  Evnt  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
Louisiana;  the  husband  stayed  at  home;  the 
wife  came  to  New  York;  and  yet  a  Judgment 
in  favor  of  the  husband,  on  constructive  proc- 
ess in  Louisiana,  was  held  valid. 

In  the  Hoffman  Case,  the  parties  separated 
in  New  York,  and  the  husband  went  to  In- 
diana to  sue. 

In  the  Kerr  Case,  the  parties  separated  in 
New  York,  and  again  the  husband  went  to  In- 
diana to  sue.  Indeed,  in  both  of  these  cases 
(the  Hoffman  and  the  Kerr  Cases),  it  was  found 
that  at  the  time  the  husband  obtained  his 
divorce  in  Indiana  he  was  a  citizen  of  New 
York. 

We  are  not  making  a  distinction  which  is 
novel  to  the  administration  of  the  law  in  these 
cases. 

Be  Aforrisson,  52  Hun,  102;  Be  Morrison,  117 
N.  Y.  688;  Be  Degaramo,  86  Hun.  890;  Camp- 
heU  V.  Campbell,  90  Hun,  288;  Be  Denick,  92 
Hun.  161;  Bell  v.  BeU^  4  App.  Div.  528;  Me- 
Ooum  V.  MeOoton,  19  App.  Div.  868. 

When  a  wife  separates  herself  from  her  hus- 
band there  is  no  law  by  which  he  can  restrain 
her  movements. 

Queen  v.  Jackson  [1891]  1  Q.  B.  671. 

The  plaintiff  was  only  temporarily  in  the 
state  of  New  York.  The  place  of  residence 
or  dwelling  place  is  the  permanent  abode,  and 
the  word  is  synonymous  with  inhabitancy  or 
domicil,  as  distinguished  from  temporary  resi- 
dence. 

DeMeli  v.  DeMeli,  120  N.  Y,  485;  Nelson, 
Divorce,  g  40, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Length  of  residence  will  not  alone  effect  the 
chance:  intention  alone  will  not  do  it;  but  the 
two  taken  together  do  constitute  the  change  of 
domicil. 

DePuy  V.  Wurtz,  53  N.  Y.  656,  Approved 
in  Hart  v.  Kip,  148  N.  Y.  806;  DeMeli  v.  De- 
Meli,  i:0  N.  Y.  485. 

Courts  should,  and  do,  discountenance  ef- 
forts at  attempted  residential  change  for  pur- 
poses of  divorce. 

Story,  Confl.  L.  §  744;  Wharton.  Confl.  L. 
§  490;  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  2  Clark  &  P. 
488;  Dolphin  v.  Bobins,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  890. 

Messrs.  William  Kernan  and  A.  II. 
Mills,  for  respondent: 

It  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  interposition 
of  the  court  to  grant  a  separation,  thai  there 
be  ilUreatment  and  personal  injury,  or  a  rea- 
sonable apprehension  of  personal  injury. 

Whispell  V.  Whispell,  4  Barb.  217;  Daties  v. 
Dames,  55  Barb.  180;  Biliin  v.  Bihin,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  20;  mimann  v.  Uhlmann,  17  Abb.  N.  C. 
236;  Lute  v.  Lute,  81  N.  Y.  S.  R.  718;  Straus 
V.  Straus,  67  Hun,  491;  Waltermire  v.  Walter- 
mire,  110  N.  Y.  188;  DeMeli  v.  DeMdi,  6  N. 
Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  806;  Evans  v.  Koans,  1 
Hagg.  Consist.  Rep.  85;  Mason  v.  Mason,  1 
Edw.  Ch.  278. 

The  decree  of  divorce  in  Kentucky  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  is  no  bar  to  this  action. 

The  court  of  another  state  cannot  divorce  a 
citizen  of  this  state,  domiciled  and  actually  re- 
siding here  at  the  commencement  of  and  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  the  judicial  proceedings 
in  that  state,  without  personal  service  of  pro6- 
ess  upon  the  defendant  in  such  proceedings  in 
that  state,  or  a  voluntary  appearance  by  the 
defendant  in  such  prqceedincrs. 

Beckwith  V.  Beckwith,  24  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
5;  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Hoffman  v. 
Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30,  7  Am.  Rep.  299;  People 
V.  Baker,  76  N.  Y.  7d,  82  Am.  Rep.  274;  (TDea 
V.  (TDea,  101  N.  Y.  28;  Jones  v.  Jones.  108  N. 
Y.  415:  Cross  v.  Cross,  22  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
809,  Affirmed  108  N.  Y.  628;  DeMeli  v.  De- 
Meli, 120  N.  Y.  485;  Bigney  v.  Bigney,  127  N. 
Y.  408;  Williams  v.  WiUiams,  180  N.  Y.  193, 
14  L.  R.  A.  220;  Be  Degaramo,  86  Hun,  890: 
People  V.  Karlsioe,  1  App.  Div.  571;  Bell  v. 
Bell,  4  App.  Div.  527;  Kilburn  v.  Woodworth, 
5  Johns.  37,  4  Am.  i>ec.  821;  Ward  v.  Boyce, 
152  N.  Y.  191,  86  L.  R.  A.  549. 

A  wife  may  acquire  a  residence  and  domicil 
separate  from  that  of  her  husband,  whenever 
it  is  necessary  and  proper  for  her  to  do  so. 
Certainly  it  was  eminently  necessary  and 
proper  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  to  do  so. 

2  Bishop.  Mar.  &  Div.  g  125;  Cheever  v. 
Wilson,  9  Wall.  108,  19  L.  ed.  604;  Hunt  v. 
Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Rep.  129:  Bundle 
V.  Vanlnv>egan,  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  828; 
Mellen  v.  Mellen,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  329,  and  note. 

The  evidence  and  the  attending  circum- 
stances clearlv  show  that  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  and  did  abandon  her  residence  and  domicil 
in  Kentucky,  and  came  to  her  mother's  at  Clin- 
ton, New  ^  ork,  with  the  intention  of  makine 
that  her  home,  and  has  since  resided  there  and 
made  it  her  home;  and  that  she  became  and 
was  from  the  time  of  coming  to  Clinton  a  citi- 
zen and  resident  of  this  state,  actually  residing 
in  this  state. 

The  question  was  one  of  fact,  to  be  decided 
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upoD  all  the  eyidence  and  circumatances,  and 
^aa  correctly  decided,  and  is  conclusive  upon 
this  court. 

DulhLy  ▼.  Wurtz,  58  N.  Y.  556:  Prentiu  v. 
Butter.  87  N.  Y.  S.  R  605;  Basseti  v.  Wheeler, 
64  N.  Y.  486:  JDeMeli  ▼.  DeMeli,  120  N.  Y. 
486;  Pfielpt  v.  New  Tark,  H.  E.  db  H.  R.  Co.  17 
App.  Div.  892. 

The  a^eement  between  the  father  and 
mother  is  not  binding  upon  the  child,  or  upon 
the  court  as  to  the  cusiody  of  the  child.  The 
court  has  the  power,  and  it  is  its  duty,  to  pro- 
▼ide  for  the  best  interests  and  welfare  of  the 
child,  aside  from  any  agreement  between  the 
parents. 

People,  Barry,  ▼.  Mereein,  8  Hill,  400,  88 
Am.  Dec.  644;  People,  Barry,  v.  Mereein,  8 
Paige,  47;  Mereein  ▼.  People,  Barry,  25  Wend. 
64,  86  Am.  Dec.  658;  Re  Hartman,  28  N.  Y. 
Week.  Dig.  128;  People,  Brush,  v.  Brown,  85 
Hun,  824;  Allen  ▼.  Affleck,  64  How.  Pr.  580. 

The  court  had  the  power,  and  It  properly 
exercised  it  in  giving  the  care  and  custody  of 
the  child  to  the  mother. 

N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1766;  Re  Waldron, 
13  Johns.  418;  Re  Maurer,  18  N.  Y.  Week. 
Dig.  568;  Re  Hartman,  23  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
128:  People,  Olmtead,  ▼.  0/msto/id,27  Baib.  9; 
Mereein  v.  People,  Barry,  26  W^end.  64,  35 
Am.  Dec.  658;  Re  Welch,  74  N.  Y.  299;  PeopU, 
Allen,  V.  Allen,  105  N.  Y.  628;  People,  Pruyne, 
T.  Walti,  122  N.  Y.  23a 

Bartlett*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  seeks  on  this  appeal  the  re- 
▼ersal  of  a  judgment  for  limited  divorce  re- 
covered against  him  by  his  wife.  The  judg- 
ment rests  upon  the  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  the  defendant  had  treated  the  plaintiff  in 
such  a  cruel  and  inhuman  manner  that  it  ren- 
dered it  unsafe  and  improper'  for  her  to  cohabit 
with  him,  and  justified  her  in  seeking  a  sepa- 
rate residence.  It  gives  her  alimony,  and  the 
custody  of  the  only  child  of  the  marriage. 
The  plaintiff,  a  young  lady  of  refinement  and 
excellent  social  position,  was  married,  when 
twenty- two  years  old,  to  the  defendant,  at  her 
fathers  house  in  Clinton.  New  York,  on  the 
17th  day  of  October,  1888.  The  defendant 
is  a  young  man  of  good  family,  a  native  of 
Kentucky,  and  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  re- 
sided with  his  parents  at  the  city  of  I.ouisviIle. 
After  the  wedding  trip,  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant took  up  their  residence  at  the  house  of 
defendabt's  parents.  On  the  8th  of  January, 
1890.  a  daughter  was  bom,  and  is  the  only  issue' 
of  the  marriage.  On  the  8d  of  October,  1891, 
the  plaintiff  left  her  husband's  home  perma- 
nently, taking  the  child  with  her.  On  the  10th 
day  of  October,  1^91,  and  before  her  departure 
for  the  state  of  New  York,  the  plaintiff,  her 
trustee,  and  the  defendant,  with  the  advice  of 
counsel,  entered  Into  a  certain  agreement  that 
will  be  referred  to  later.  Immediately  there- 
after the  plaintiff  departed  from  the  common- 
wealth of  Kentucky,  and  came  to  the  state  of 
New  York,  with  the  intention,  as  the  trial 
court  finds,  of  changing  her  residence  and 
domicil  from  Kentucky  to  New  York.  In  the 
month  of  December,  1892,  the  defendant  com- 
menced an  action  against  plaintiff  in  Kentucky 
for  an  absolute  divorce,  alleging  that  she  had 
40L.a  A. 


abandoned  him  in  the  month  of  October,  1891, 
without  fault  on  his  part,  and  such  abandon- 
ment had  continued  uninterruptedly  for  the 
period  of  more  than  one  year.  Under  the  stat- 
utes of  Kentucky  the  proof  of  this  state  of  facts 
entitles  a  plaintiff  to  a  decree  dissolving  the 
bonds  of  matrimony.  The  defendant  was  not 
served  with  process  in  Kentucky,  nor  did  she 
appear  in  the  action.  The  decree  of  divorce 
was  obtained  upon  the  assumption  that  the  de- 
fendant was  a  resident  of  Kentucky,  who  had 
been  abaent  therefrom  for  four  months,  and 
could,  therefore,  receive  notice  of  commence- 
ment and  pendency  of  the  action  by  a  desi^ 
nated  constructive  process.  The  plaintiff 
made  his  formal  proofs,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
the  defendant,  the  Kentucky  decree  was  en- 
tered about  March  14,  1898.  The  wife  began 
the  present  action  for  a  limited  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  in 
January.  1893,  and  the  trial  court  rendered 
judgment  in  her  favor  in  June,  1898.  The 
husband  appeared  in  this  case,  was  represented 
by  able  Kentucky  and  New  York  counsel,  and 
the  issues  were  thoroughly  tried. 

The  principal  question  presented  by  this  ap- 
peal is  whether  the  Kentucky  decree  is  a  bar  to 
this  action,  the  defendant  having  set  it  up  in 
his  answer.  The  plaintiff  attacked  this  decree 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  entered  by  a  court 
having  no  jurisdiction  of  her  person,  she  being 
at  the  time  the  Kentucky  action  was  begun 
and  the  decree  therein  entered,  a  resident  of 
the  state  of  New  York.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  defendant  insisted  that  his  wife  was,  at  the 
time  referred  to,  a  resident  of  Kentuckv,  and, 
consequently,  bound  by  the  decree.  This  was 
one  of  the  issues  tried  and  decided  in  favor  of 
the  wife.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant from  Kentucky  argued  with  great  earnest- 
ness and  ability  that  the  matrimonial  domicil 
of  the  wife  is  that  of  her  husband,  and  conse- 
quently we  are  compelled  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  to  give  full  faith  and  credit 
to  the  decree  in  her  husband's  favor.  Article 
4,  §  1.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  a 
finding  fixing  the  wife's  domicil  in  this  state, 
we  are  of  opmion  the  Kentucky  decree  is  void 
as  to  her  under  the  law  as  well  settled  in  this 
jurisdiction.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the 
matrimonial  domicil  of  the  wife  is  that  of  her 
husband,  but  this  general  rule  has  its  excep- 
tions. In  this  case  we  have  the  finding  that 
the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  leaving  her  hus- 
band, and  that  her  sole  reason  for  so  doing  was 
his  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment.  This  court 
said  in  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217.  28  Am. 
Rep.  129,  in  speaking  of  the  general  rule  as  to 
the  wife's  domicil  (at  page  242):  **There  are, 
however,  exceptions  to  the  rule.oneof  which  is 
invoked  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  so  that  in 
certain  cases  a  married  woman  may  h^ve  a 
domicil  in  another  jurisdiction  than  that  of  her 
husband.  This  is  so,  when  they  are  living 
apart  under  a  judicial  decree  of  separation, 
or  when  the  conduct  of  the>  husband  has  been 
such  as  to  entitle  the  wife  to  an  absolute  or 
limited  divorce.  8be  may  acquire  a  separate 
domicil  whenever  il  is  necessary  for  her  to  do 
so.  But  the  right  to  do  so  springs  from  the 
necessity  for  its  exercise."  In  the  case  at 
bar  we  have  the  undoubted  right  of  the  plain- 
fl  to  change  her  domicil  tmder  this  rule,  f  ol- 
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lowed  up  by  the  flndiDS  that  she  didso  chans^e 
it  to  the  state  of  New  York.  It  has  been  held 
in  many  cases  that  the  jurlsdiciion  of  ihe  court 
of  another  slate  in  which  judgment  has  been 
rendered  is  always  open  to  inquiry  in  the 
courts  of  this  sate,  and,  if  that  court  has  ex- 
ceeded i  s  jurisdiction  or  has  not  obtained  juris- 
diction of  the  parlies,  the  proceedings  are 
Toid.  Kerr  v.  KerT,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Hoffman 
T.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  80,  7  Am.  Rep.  299; 
JHunt  V.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Rep.  129; 
People  V.  B(iker,  76  N.  Y.  78, 82  Am.  Rep.  274; 
CDea  ▼.  (/Dea,  101  N.  Y.  28;  Jones  v.  Jone$, 
108  N.  Y.  415;  DeMdi  ▼.  DeMeli,  120  N.  Y. 
485;  Rigney  7.  Rigney,  127  N.  Y.  408;  Williams 
V.  WiUiama,  180  N.  Y.  193, 14  L.  R.  A.  220. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence, 
and  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  find- 
ings of  the  trial  court  as  to  the  issues  of  doml- 
cil  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment  by  defendant  of  his  wife  are  not 
without  evidence  to  support  them,  and  because 
of  their  afiSrmance  by  the  general  term  they  are 
binding  upon  this  court.  It  therefore  follows, 
upon  the  facts  and  the  law,  that  the  Kentucky 
judgment  is  not  a  bar  to  this  action. 

It  remains  for  us  to  consider  the  appellant's 
points  based  on  .the  alleged  effect  of  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  by  the  plaintiff,  her  trustee, 
and  the  defendant  just  prior  to  plaintiff's  final 
departure  from  Kentucky.  This  agreement 
bears  date  October  10,  1891.  We  do  not  re- 
gard this  instrument  as  technically  articles  of 
separation  between  husband  and  wife,  but 
rather  an  agreement  to  provide  for  the  best 
interests  of  the  child,  made  in  contemplation 
of  the  fact  that  the  parents  had  separated,  and 
were  to  live  in  different  jurisdictions.  The 
opening  recitation  of  the  agreement  refers  to 
the  parties  as  "having  ceased  to  live  together 
as  man  and  wife,  without  in  any  way  acknowl- 
edging upon  whom  is  the  fault,  or  condoning 
the  conduct  of  the  one  or  the  other  which  has 
led  to  the  existing  state  of  affairs,  or  prevent- 
ing any  consequences  which  may  follow,  or 
right  which  may  arise  to  either  party,  if  such 
status  shall  continue."  This  language  makes 
it  clear  that,  while  the  separation  was  recog- 
nized as  a  fact,  the  agreement  was  not  to  prej- 


udice or  affect  existing  righla  of  either  party 
growing  out  of  that  situation.  The  recitation 
clause  further  states  that  the  parties  desire  to 
provide  for  the  best  interest  of  the  child,  and 
with  this  view  they  have  entered  into  an 
agreement  It  provides  for  the  alternating 
custody  of  the  child  by  her  mother  and  the 
mother  of  the  defendant  The  defendant 
obligates  himself  to  pay  f  500  for  maintenance 
of  the  child  during  that  portion  of  the  year  in 
which  she  is  with  ner  mother.  The  wife  is  to 
receive  alimony  at  the  rate  of  $125  a  monlh, 
the  divorce  or  second  marriage  of  either  party 
to  terminate  the  agreement  The  agreement 
was  to  continue  as  to  the  child  until  she  was 
fourteen  years  of  age,  and  as  to  her  mother 
until  January  8, 1904.  If  divorce  was  granted, 
the  provisions  as  to  plaintiff  were  to  be  carried 
into  the  decree.  There  are  other  details  not 
necessary  to  mention.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  suit  for  absolute  divorce  brought  by  the 
husband  in  Kentucky  in  December,  1892,  and 
the  action  for  limited  divorce  instituted  by  the 
wife  in  this  state  in  January.  1893,  both  bay- 
ing proceeded  to  judgment,  may  be  regarded 
as  a  mutual  abandonment  and  lermination  of 
the  aigreement  under  its  terms,  and  left  the 
court  below  free  to  act  as  it  deemed  proper  re- 
specting the  alimony  of  the  wife  and  the  cus- 
tody and  maintenance  of  the  child.  The 
provision  of  the  agreement  for  the  wife's  ali- 
mony was  not  carried  into  the  Kentucky  de- 
cree, but  the  judgment  in  this  action  provides 
for  the  same  amount  of  alimony  per  month  of 
$125.  Ii  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  consider  any 
of  the  questions  which  are  argued  in  the  briefs, 
resting  on  the  assumption  that  the  agreement 
was  in  full  forceandeffectat  the  time  the  judg- 
ment was  entered  herein  at  trial  term.  The 
husband  and  wife  had  sought  relief  in  the 
courts,  and  the  interests  of  the  child  were  safe, 
with  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  guarding 
her  rights. 

The  judgment  of  the  General  Term  s/tould  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Gray*  J.,    absent,  and 
Martin,  J.,  not  sitting. 
Reversed  in  181  U.  S.  155,  46  L.  ed.  794. 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Adam  WELHELM,  Plff,  in  Err., 
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•A,  monietpal  corporatioa,  haying,  in 
the  proper  mode,  proyided  for  the 
construction  of  a  sidewalk  and  ootiflcd 
the  owner  of  aduttlnir  land,  may  require  of  him 
■  the  construction  of  a  sufflolent  walk  in  front  of 
•  bis  premises,  and,  upon  his  default,  may  itself 
constract  such  walk  and  assess  the  cost  thereof 
upon  his  land;  but  it  oannct  recover  from  him 
indemnity  on  account  of  a  Judgment  recovered 

*Headnote  by  the  CouBX. 


NOTB.— See  also  the  similar  case  of  Rochester  v. 
Campbell  (N.  T.)  10  L.  E.  A.  801 
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affalnst  it  for  injuries  occasioned  by  such  own- 
er*s  negligent  construction  of  the  walk. 

(March  1, 188B.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Defiance 
County  to  review  a  judgtneDt  reversing  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
which  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  peiition  in 
an  action  brought  to  hold  defendant  linble  for 
the  amount  of  a  judgment  which  the  city  bad 
been  compelled  to  pay  because  of  a  defect  in  a 
walk  in  front  of  defendant's  property.  Re- 
tereed. 

Statement  by  Shauck,  J. : 

The  city  of  Defiance  filed  its  petition  against 
Wilhelm  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  alleg- 
ing in  substance  that  he  was  the  owner  of  lot 
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1  abattin^  on  ClintOD  street  In  said  city;  that 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  required  him  to  con- 
stnict  and  maintain  in  front  thereof  good  and 
sufficient  sidewalks;  when  constructed  of  wood 
to  be  6  feet  in  width  and  laid  with  good  sound 
pine-board  planks  not  less  than  o  nor  more 
than  12  inches  wide  and  1^  inches  thick,  and 
free  from  sap  and  unsound  knots,  on  white  or 
burr  oak  striogers.  etc.;  that  on  November  7, 
1889,  the  council  of  said  city  adopted  a  resolu- 
doD  declaring  it  to  be  necessary  to  improve 
the  walk  in  front  of  Wilhelm's  lot  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  f^eneral  ordi- 
nance relatinfl;  to  wooden  sidewalks,  and  that 
notice  thereof  was  personally  served  upon  Wil- 
helm;  that  Wilhelm  thereupon  took  upon  him- 
self the  work  of  constructing  and  repairing 
said  walk,  but  constructed  it  in  a  neglij^eot 
manner  and  of  unfit  and  defective  materials, 
and  left  it  in  an  unsafe  and  dangerous  condi- 
tion, in  consequence  whereof  one  Martha  L. 
Sam  mis,  while  lawfully  passing  along  said 
walk,  without  fault  on  her  part  sustained  se- 
vere injuries  for  which  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  a  judgment  had  been  awarded  her 
against  the  city  for  $1,500.  and  $108.53.  the 
costs  of  suit;  that  before  the  trial  of  her  said 
action  against  the  city,  Wilhelm  was  notified 
of  the  pendency  of  said  action,  and  that  the 
city  would  require  him  to  indemnify  it  for  all 
damages  which  it  might  be  adjudged  to  pay 
her;  aud  that  it  paid  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment so  recovered  by  her,  and  demanded  of 
Wilhelm  that  he  reimburse  it,  which  he  failed 
to  do.  The  prayer  of  the  petitioner  was  for 
judgment  for  the  amount  which  the  city  so 
paid  to  Mrs.  Sammis. 

In  the  court  of  common  pleas  a  final  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  Wilhelm  on  his 
demurrer  to  the  petition. 

On  a  petition  in  error  by  the  city,  the  circuit 
court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  common 
pleas. 

Me$9r8.  Henry  Newbe^a  and  Edward 
H.  Newbecrin,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

No  liability  was  cast  upon  Wilhelm  for  the 
Injury  on  account  of  the  detective  sidewalk. 
The  sidewalk  was  a  pan  of  the  public  street, 
under  the  entire  control  of  the  city,  and,  in 
regard  to  it,  Wilhelm  owed  no  duty  to  the 
publir,  whatever. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §1  1008,  1012;  iftf  B^ir- 
meisler,  76  N.  Y.  174;  Pomfrey  v.  Saratoga 
Springt,  104  N.  Y.  459;  Taber  v.  Grafmiller, 
109  Ind.  206. 

For  mere  negli^nce  in  permitting  a  side- 
walk to  be  out  of  repair,  when  he  has  actually 
done  nothing  to  obstruct  it,  or  the  defect  is 
not  in  some  particular  part  of  it  which  he  has 
constructed  for  his  own  private  use  and  not 
for  the  common  and  general  use  of  the  pub- 
lic, the  abutting  lotowner  is  not  responsible. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  1012;  Vandyke  v.  Cineiiu 
nati,  1  Disney  (Ohio)  532;  Noonan  y.  Sidl- 
foaUr.  88  Minn.  198,  53  Am.  Rep.  28;  Taylor 
V.  fjike  Shore  <ft  M.  S.  B.  Co.  45  Mich.  74.  40 
Am.  Rep.  457;  Heeney  v.  Sprague,  11  R.  I. 
456,  23  Am.  Rep.  502;  Flynn  v.  Canton  Co.  40 
Md.  312,  17  Am.  Rep.  608;  Kirhy  v.  Boylston 
Market  Ano.  14  Gray,  249,  74  Am.  Dec.  682; 
Betz  y.  Limtngi,  46  La.  Ann.  1113;  Keokuk  v. 
Independent  Diet.  5?  Iowa,  352,  86  Am.  Rep. 
40  L.  R  A. 


226;  Hartford  v.  Talcott,  48  Conn.  636,  40 
Am.  Rep.  189;  BoehMter  y.  CampbeU,  128  N. 
Y.  405,  10  L.  R.  A.  898;  Tiedeman,  Mun. 
Corp.  ^  848;  9  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  895, 
T  10,  note  8. 

To  have  this  right  of  action  over  against 
Wilhelm,  the  city  must  have  been  without 
fault  itself.  The  city  was  negligent  of  its 
duty  to  keep  the  sidewalk  in  repair  under 
§  2640,  Ohio  Rev.  Stat. 

Cardington  y.  Fredericks,  46  Ohio  St.  442; 
Cleveland  y.  King,  182  U.  8.  295,  88  L.'ed. 
884. 

There  can  be  no  recovery  oyer  by  the  city 
against  Wilhelm  for  the  reason  that  one  of 
two  joint  wrongdoers  cannot  have  contribu- 
tion from  the  other. 

Chicago  y.  RMine,  2  Black,  418.  17  L.  ed. 
298;  2  Addison.  Torts,  Wood's  ed.  last  par. 
§  1394,  note  1. 

Wilhelm  was  not  liable  to  Mrs.  Sammis. 

Sammis  y.  Wilhelm,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  565. 

If  not  liable  directly  to  the  injured  person 
he  could  not  be  held  liable  indirectly  to  the 
city  for  damages  suffered  by  the  injured  per- 
son through  its  fault. 

Tobin  V.  Portland  8,  db  P.  R,  Oo,  69  Me. 
188.  8  Am.  Rep.  415;  Urqukart  y.  Ogdens- 
burgh,  97  N.  Y.  288;  St.  Louis  v.  Connecticut 
Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  107  Mo.  92;  Keokuk  v.  Inde- 
pendent Ditt.  58  Iowa,  852,  86  Am.  Rep.  226; 
LoweU  V.  Oliddon,  159  Mass.  817;  2  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §  1012;  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp. 
§§  346,  348. 

Mr,  Edwin  A.  Latty*  for  defendant  in 
error: 

One  who  negligently  creates  or  maintains 
an  obstruction  or  nuisance  in  a  public  street 
Ir,  irrespective  of  authority  or  license,  liable  to 
persdns  injured  thereby. 

Clark  y.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  859,  72  Am.  Dec. 
590;  Southern  Ohio  R.  Co.  v.  Morey,  47  Ohio 
St.  207.  7  L.  R.  A.  701;  ffawter  y.  WJtalen.  49 
Ohio  St.  69,  14  L.  R.  A.  828;  Setton  v.  Zett, 
44  N.  Y.  430;  Bliss  v.  Sehaub,  48  Barb.  889; 
Steitermann  y.  White,  16  Jones  &  S.  528; 
Dixon  y.  Brooklyn  City  A  N.  R.  Co.  100  N. 
Y.  170;  Mairs  v.  Man/iattan  RealEataU  Asso. 
89  N.  Y.  498;  Rohbins  y.  Chicago,  4  Wall.  667, 
18  L.  ed.  427;  Mulcairns  y.  Janesville,  67  Wis. 
24;  Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  108  Ind.  580, 
58  Am.  Rep.  65. 

In  case  the  defect  was  caused  by  a  licensee, 
the  right  of  recovery  depends  on  his  contract, 
express  or  implied,  to  perform  the  act  per- 
mitted in  such  a  manner  as  to  protect  the 
public  from  danger  and  the  municipality  from 
liability. 

Port  Jertis  y.  First  Nat,  Bank,  96  N.  Y. 
550;  Rroohlyn  y.  Brooklyn  City  R,  Co,  47  N. 
Y.  475.  7  Am.  Rep  469;  Congreve  y.  Morgan^ 
18  N.  Y.  84,  72  Am.  Dec.  495;  Troy  v.  Troy  db 
L.  R.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  657. 

Where  a  municipal  crrporation  has  been 
compelled  to  pay  a  judgment  rendered  against 
it,  for  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
wrongful  acts  of  a  third  person,  rendering  a 
street  unsafe,  it  has  a  remedy  over  against 
such  person. 

MUford  V.  Holbrook,  9  Allen,  17.  85  Am.  Dec. 
735;  Uitell  v.  Short,  4  Cush.  275;  Boston  y. 
Worthington,  10  Gray,  496;  Lowells,  Boston  ii 
L.  B.  Corp.  23  Pick.   24,  84  Am.   Dec.   88; 
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Wbodi  y.  Qroton,  111  Mass.  867;  WestfUld  ▼. 
Mayo,  122  Mass.  100,  28  Am.  Rep.  293; 
Brooklyn  v.  Brooklyn  City  R  Co.  47  N.  Y. 
476,  7  Am.  Rep.  469;  Bachester  v.  Montgomery, 
72  N.  Y.  67;  New  York  v.  Dimick,  20  Abb. 
N.  C.  16;  Seneca  Falls  ▼.  Zalinaki,  8  Hun, 
671,  Troy  ▼.  Troy  di  L.  R,  Co.  49  N.  Y.  657; 
Portland  y.  Bic/iardaon,  64  Me.  46,  89  Am. 
Dec.  720;  Port  Jertis  v.  First  Nat,  Bank,  96 
N.  Y.  550;  Boe/tester  v.  Campbell,  128  N.  Y. 
412,  10  L.  R.  A.  898:  CaUerlin  v.  Frankf<yrt, 
79  Ind.  647,  41  Am.  Rep.  627;  Morgans,  Mul- 
doon,  82  iDd.  847;  Becer  v.  North,  107  Ind. 
644;  BMins  y.  Chicago,  4  Wall.  657.  18  L.  ed. 
437;  WcHtern  d  A.  R  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  74  Ga. 
774;  Aberdeen  y.  Blackmar,  6  Hill,  824;  El- 
liott, Roads  &  Streets,  p.  657;  Elkhart  y.  Wick- 
wire,  87  Ind.  77;  McNaughton  y.  JWchart,  85 
Ind.  884;  BrookviUe  y.  ^r<Aur«,  162  Pa.  884; 
Portland  y.  Atlantic  d  8t.  L,  R.  Co.  66  Me. 
485;  Brooklyn  y.  Brooklyn  City  B.  Co.  8  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.  856;  New  York  y.  ^ady,  81  Hun, 
440;  Reading  City  y.  Reiner,  167  Pa.  41; 
Wabasha  v.  iSwMi^^M,  54  Minn.  79;  Canan- 
daigua  y.  Foster,  81  Hun.  147. 

When  a  remedy  exists  the  corporation  may 
notify  such  wrongdoer  of  the  pendency  of  the 
action  against  it,  and  request  him  to  come  in 
and  defend;  he  will  then  be  concluded  by  any 
judgment  as  to  the  existence  of  the  defect, 
the  liability  of  the  city,  and  amount  of  dam- 
ages. 

Boston  y.  Worthington,  10  Gray.  496;  Port- 
land y.  Bichardson,  64  Me.  46,  89  Am.  Dec. 
720;  Seneca  Falls  y.  Zaiinski,  8  Hun,  671; 
Troy  V.  Troy  A  L.  R,  Co.  49  N.Y.  657;  Boch- 
ester  y.  Montgomery,  72  N.  Y.  65;  Morgan  y. 
Muldoon,  82  Ind.  847;  Bever  y.  North,  107 
Ind.  644;  WesUm  db  A.  R.  Co.  y.  Atlanta^  74 
Ga.  774;  RoMns  y.  Chicago,  4  Wall.  667,  18 
L.  ed.  427:  Port  Jervis  y.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
96  N.  Y.  660;  Binsse  y.  Wood.  87  N.  Y.  630; 
Aberdeen  y.  Blackmar,  6  Hill,  324;  Elliott, 
Roads  and  Streets,  p.  65^. 

If,  after  notice  and  request  to  defend,  the 
wrongdoer  fails  to  make  any  defense  in  the 
action  against  the  city,  and  the  city  defends  it 
for  him,  it  may,  if  guilty  of  no  misfeasance 
itself,  recoyer  from  such  wrongdoer,  not  only 
the  amount  of  the  Judgment  recovered  against 
it,  but  also  all  reasonable  and  necessary  ex- 
penses incurred  in  defending  the  action,  in- 
cluding reasonable  attorney's  fees. 

Wesifield  y.  Mayo,  122  Mass.  100,  28  Am. 
Rep.  292;  Veazie  y.  Penobscot  B.  Co.  49  Me. 
119;  Chesapeake  db  0.  Canal  Co.  y.  Allegany 
County  Comrs.  67  Md.  201,  40  Am.  Rep.  480; 
Baxendale  y.  London,  C.  A  D.  R.  Co.  L.  R  10 
Exch.  86;  Elliott.  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  657; 
Aslin  y.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  665;  Marlatt  y. 
Clary,  20  Ark.  251;  French  y.  Parish.  14  N. 
H.  496;  Levitzkyv.  Canning,  33Cal.  299. 

The  rule  tbat  no  contribuiion  exists  between 
wrongdoers  is  always  confined  to  esses  where 
the  party  seeking  fed  res/  knew,  or  must  be 

?»resumed  to  have  known,  the  act  was  unlaw- 
ul;  and  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the 
party  seeking  contribuiion  was  a  tortfeasor 
only  by  an  inference  of  law. 

Adamson  y.  Jarvi",  4  Bing.  72;  Wooley  y. 
Batte,  3  Car.  &  P.  417:  Pearson  v.  Skelton,  1 
Mces.  A  W.  604;  Jacobs  v.  PoUard,  10  Cush. 
287,  67  Am.  Dec  105;  Bailey  y.  Bussing,  28 
40  L.  R  A. 


Conn.  455;  Moore  v.  Appleton,  26  Ala.  638; 
Goldsborough  y.  Darst,  9111.  App.  205;  SJierner 
y.  Spear,  92  N.  C.  148;  llorbach  v.  Elder,  la 
Pa.  88;  Armstrong  County  v.  Clarion  County, 
66  Pa.  218,  5  Am.  Rep.  888;  Acheson  y.  Miller, 
2  Ohio  St.  208,  59  Am.  Dec.  663;  Grund  y. 
Van  Vleck,  69  Dl.  479;  Ices  y.  Jones,  25  N.  0. 
(8  Ired.  L.)  588,  40  Am.  Dec.  421. 

In  the  following  similar  cases,  where  re^ 
covery  over  was  sought,  the  rule  of  no  con- 
tiibution  between  tortfeasors  was  expressly 
held  not  to  apply. 

Lotoell  V.  Boston  db  L.  R.  Corp.  28  Pick.  24, 
84  Am.  Dec.  88;  Campbell  y.  Somerville,  114 
Mass.  884;  Qridley  y.  Bloomington,  68  111.  47; 
Minneapolis  Mill  Co.  y.  Wheeler,  81  Minn.  121; 
Churchill  v.  Holt,  127  Mass.  165,  84  Am.  Rep. 
855;  Horbaeh  v.  Elder,  18  Pa.  88;  Bailey  y. 
Bussing,  28  Conn.  456;  Wooley  v.  Batte,  9 
Car.  &  P.  417;  Gray  y.  Boston  Gaslight  Co. 
114  Mass.  149,  19  Am.  Rep.  824;  West  Boyl- 
ston  y.  Mason,  102  Mass.  841. 

Shaack»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  Morris  v.  Woodburn,  67  Ohio  St.  880,  we 
held  that  if  the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  upon 
a  street  of  a  municipality,  for  the  use  of  hi» 
property,  constructs  a  vault  under  the  side- 
walk over  which  he  negligently  places  and 
maintains  a  defective  covering,  he  is  liable  di- 
rectly to  a  footman  injured  thereby,  notwith- 
standing the  omission  by  the  municipality  of 
the  duty  imposed  upon  it  by  statute  to  keep 
the  street  in  repair.  And  since  the  decisions 
in  Chicago  v.  Bobbins,  2  Black,  418. 17  L.  ed. 
298,  and  4  Wall.  657,  18  L.  ed.  427,  it  seem* 
to  be  the  settled  law  that  if  a  municipal  cor- 
poration is  held  in  damages  for  its  failure  to> 
keep  a  sidewalk  in  repair  by  removing  the 
source  of  danger  so  created  by  an  abutting 
owner  for  his  own  personal  ends,  it  may,  hav- 
ing given  him  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
suit  against  it,  recover  from  him  the  amount 
which  it  is  adjudged  to  pay  because  of  his^ 
torts. 

But  it  is  not  assumed  that  the  grounds  upon 
which  recoveries  were  sustained  m  those  cases- 
are  available  here.  The  opinion  of  the  circuit 
court  in  the  present  case  (12  Ohio  C.  C.  846), 
shows  that  it  was  mindful  of  the  fact  that  the 
statute  imposes  upon  the  municipality,  and  not 
upon  the  abutting  owner,  the  duty  of  keeping 
the  streets  and  sidewalks  in  repair  and  free 
from  nuisance.  It  is  conceded  that  the  law^ 
imposes  upon  such  owner  no  duty  with  re- 
spect to  the  walk  whose  mere  omission  could* 
be  asserted  as  the  foundation  of  an  action 
against  him.  According  to  the  view  there 
taken,  Wllbelm,  having  assumed  the  duty  of 
constructing  and  maintaining  the  walk,  thereby 
became  bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  the  selec* 
tion  of  materials  and  reasonable  skill  in  con- 
structing and  repairing  the  walk,  and  by  his 
failure  in  respect  thereto,  he  actually  created 
the  dangerous  place  and  negligently  left  it  un- 
guarded, whereby  he  became  directly  liable  to 
the  person  injured,  or  to  the  city  in  the  present 
action,  it  having  been  compelled  to  respond 
first  because  of  its  failure  to  perform  the  duty 
imposed  upon  it  by  the  statute.  No  authority 
is  cited  by  the  circuit  court  in  support  of  it* 
view,  and  most  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  dtx 
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solicitor  in  support  of  the  Judjrment  relate  to 
the  points  decided  in  MorrU  v.  Woadburn^  and 
Chicago  ▼.  Bobbins. 

The  right  of  the  municipality  to  recover 
from  the  wrongdoer  was  upheld  in  Ghieago  v. 
Bobbins,  and  in  the  cases  following  it  upon  the 
ground  that  the  recourse  of  the  person  injured 
»  primarily  against  him;  and  the  munici- 
pality, having  relieved  him  of  that  liability, 
Is  subrogated  to  the  right  of  the  person 
injured.  In  Boehesier  v.  Campbell,  123  N. 
Y.  405,  10  L.  R  A.  893,  it  was  oorrecUy 
said  of  those  cases:  **These  were  all  cases 
where  the  dangerous  conditions  of  the  street 
were  created  by  the  defendants,  and  they  were 
held  liable  for  the  consequences  of  their  un- 
lawful acts,  under  their  common-law  obliga- 
tions as  the  creators  of  nuisances,  and  not  by 
reason  of  any  duty  enjoined  upon  them  by 
statute  or  otherwise."  Section  2640,  Revised 
Statutes,  provides:  "The  council  shall  have 
the  care,  supervision,  and  control  of  all  public 
highways,  streets,  avenues,  alleys,  sidewalks, 
public  grounds,  and  bridges,  within  the  cor- 
poration, and  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  kept 
open  and  in  repair,  and  free  from  nuisance." 

This,  it  has  been  repeatedly  held,  is  not 
merely  a  grant  of  power  to  the  municipality, 
hut  the  imposition  of  a  duty  upon  it.  Cog- 
nate provisions  of  the  statute  authorize  the 
municipality  to  require,  in  the  mode  specified, 
the  abutting  owner  to  construct  or  repair  the 
walk  in  front  of  his  premises.  The  effect  of 
hts  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirement  is 
also  defined  by  the  statute;  that  upon  his  fail- 
ure the  municipality  may  construct  or  repair 
the  walk  and  assess* the  cost  thereof  upon  bis 
property.  But  the  right  of  the  city  to  be  in- 
demnified in  this  manner  is  expressly  limited 
to  one  fourth  the  amount  at  which  the  prop- 
erty is  valued  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 
The  consequence  thus  indicated  bv  the  statute 
is  exclusive.  In  considering  the  effect  of  simi- 
lar statutory  provisions  in  Keokuk  v.  Independ- 
€iU  Disi,  53  Iowa,  862,  86  Am.  Rep.  226,  it  was 


said:  "The  city  has  sole  authority  over  its 
streets,  is  charged  with  their  improvement  and 
repair,  and  vested  with  the  power  to  tax  for 
that  purpose.  Where  the  lotowner  is  required 
by  the  city  to  construct  or  repair  sidewalks  it 
is  simply  a  method  of  exercising  such  power 
of  taxation  by  which  he  is  made  the  agent  of 
the  city  to  expend  the  amount  of  the  tax,  and 
the  responsibility  for  the  performance  of  the 
work  remains  where  the  authority  to  control 
it  is  found. 

In  well-considered  cases  it  has  been  held  that 
the  liability  which  the  statute  imposes  upon 
the  abutting  owner  is  exclusive,  and  not  recon- 
cilable with  an  unlimited  liability  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  the  defective  condition  of  the 
streets  and  sidewalks  which  are  constructed 
and  maintained  under  the  authority  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, where  the  condition  results  from 
negligence  merely.  Mynn  v.  Canton  Co.  40 
Md.  812,  17  Am.  Rep.  608:  Hartford  v.  Tah 
colt,  48  Conn.  525,  40  Am.  Rep.  189;  St,  Louis 
V.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co,  107  Mo.  92. 
That  conclusion  is  in  harmony  with  the  view 
of  the  subject  taken  in  BocJiester  v.  Campbell, 
where  it  is  said  that  to  hold  the  abutting  prop- 
erty liable  in  an  action  for  indemnity  "would 
tend  to  relax  the  vigilance  of  municipal  cor- 
porations in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
with  respect  to  the  repair  of  streets  and  high- 
ways, and  impose  that  duty  upon  those  who 
might  be  utterly  unable  to  discbarge  it." 

The  policy  of  the  statute,  as  indicated  by  its 
provisions,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
cases  cited  and  the  numerous  cases  which  they 
re?iew,  seems  to  require  the  conclusion  that 
when  a  municipality  accepts  a  sidewalk  con- 
structed by  the  owner  of  abutting  property 
pursuant  to  its  notice,  as  a  compliance  there- 
with, all  liability  for  mere  negligence  in  con- 
struction and  maintenance  must  rest  and  re- 
main upon  it. 

Judgment  of  tJie  Circuit  Court  reversed,  snd 
that  of  Common  Pleas  affirmed. 


WASHINGTON    SUPREME  COURT, 


George  F.  VIETOR  et  at.,  Appts., 

V. 

James  M.  GLOVER  et  ah,  BespU. 
(17  Wash.  87.) 

1.  The  only  fl^roand  on  which  nnpre- 
ferred  ereditorsof  a  partnership  can 
complain  of  a  deed  of  trust  made  by  it  for 
benefit  ot  creditors  ia  that  the  ciaima  of  preferred 
creditors  is  not  bona  flde  and  real. 

8.  Partnership  propertyrmay  be  eon- 
Teyed  to  pay  notes  signed  by  the  individual 
partners,  and  not  in  the  firm  name. 

8.  Subseqaentcreditors  of  an  insolvent 
firm  cannot  complain  that  a  note  was  viven  by 
the  oontfnuiair  partners  to  a  wlthdrawincr  mem- 
ber for  bis  aileged  share  in  the  assets  of  the  firm. 


NOTB.--AS  to  the  assumption  by  a  partnership  of 
the  individual  debts  of  the  partners,  see  noU  to  Re 
Edwards  (MoJ  28  L.  B.  A  sai. 

ioua  A. 


4.  A  conTeyanoe  for  the  security  of  sot- 
eral  claims  some  of  which  are  fraudulent 
will  be  sustained  in  favor  of  those  which  are 
valid. 

6.  Creditors  who  act  in  i^ood  fSaith  In 
takini;  a  conveyance  of  their  debtor's  property* 
in  satisfaction  of  their  claims,  and  who  surrender 
notes  to.a  larirer  amount  than  are  covered  by  the 
assets  assigned,  may  retain  what  they  receive 
although  the  grantors  may  act  In  bad  faith. 

(April  28, 1B87.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Spokane  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  In  an  action  brought  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
as  in  fraud  of  plaintiffs'  rights.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Samuel  R«  Stem*  Cyras 
Happy*  and  W.  W.  Tolman*  for  appel- 
lants: 

Where  successive  firms  are  formed,  or  where 
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cbaDges  Id  partnerships  occur,  as  by  a  partner 
selling  an  interest  to  another,  the  property  of 
the  old  firm  is  converted  into  that  of  the  new, 
and  the  partners  in  the  new  firm  have  an 
equitable  lien  to  have  It  applied  in  paymentof 
the  creditors  of  the  latter  firm,  which  lien  the 
court  will  use  in  favor  of  such  creditors  until 
they  are  paid  in  full,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
creditors  of  the  former  firm. 

1  Bates,  Partn.  §  655. 

A  partner  who  retires,  suffering  the  continu- 
ing partners  to  go  on  with  the  old  assets  as  a 
new  firm,  has  lost  bis  equity  to  compel  their 
application  to  the  debts  of  the  original  firm. 

1  Bates,  Partn.  g  556. 

Then  Julius  Loewenberg  had  no  lien  upon 
these  assets  (even  conceding  that  they  were  the 
asseto  of  the  old  firm)  for  the  $81,000  note 
given  him  as  representing  his  share. 

A  firm  must  be  solvent  in  order  to  dispose  of 
the  partnership  property  or  preferentially  pre- 
fer an  individual  or  old  debt. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  116;  1  Bates, 
Partn.  §  556;  Burhans  v.  EfUv,  17  N.  Y.  B.  R 
552;  Menagh  v.  WhittDeU,  52  N.  Y.  146, 11  Am. 
Rep.  683;  Charleson  v.  MeQraw,  8  Wash.  Terr. 
344. 

Where  one  member  of  the  partnership  re- 
tires, and  no  one  is  taken  in  his  place,  the 
property  of  the  old  firm  will  be  first  devoted 
to  the  debts  of  the  firm  succeedinflr  it  If  such 
firm  property  thus  disposed  of  has  not  gone 
into  the  hamKs  of  a  bona  fide  holder,  such  a 
transfer  is  a  gift,  and  is  void  as  to  all  existing 
firm  creditors  who  are  prejudiced  thereby. 

17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  979,  984. 

If  a  firm  is  insolvent,  the  withdrawal  of  a 
large  amount  of  funds,  or  of  his  original  capi- 
tal, by  one  partner,  or  otherwise  drawing  from 
^he  joint  fund  an  amount  in  excess  of  what  he 
IS  entitled  to,  knowing  that  the  joint  creditors 
will  not  have  sufilcient,  whether  this  is  by 
gratuituous  permission  of  his  copartners  or  un- 
der a  right  to  do  so  given  by  the  articles  of 
partnership,  is,  as  a  matter  of  course,  a  con- 
veyance in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  partnership 
creditors,  and  doubtless  also  of  the  separate 
creditors  of  the  other  partners,  for  it  is  in  ef- 
fect a  gift;  and  if  the  court  can  get  possession 
of  the  fund  before  the  retiring  partner  has  col 
lected  it,  they  will  treat  it  as  partnership  assets. 

1  Bates,  Partn.  ^  564. 

A  partnership  has  no  greater  right  to  make 
voluntary  conveyances  of  its  property,  or,  what 
is  the  same  thing,  use  its  property  to  pay  or  se- 
c\]re  debts  not  its  own,  when  it  is  insolvent,  or 
when  such  payment  will  leave  it  insolvent,  or 
hinder  or  delay  existing  creditors,  than  an  in- 
dividual of  bis  separate  property. 

1  Bates,  Partn.  §§  565,  566,  568;  Phelps  v. 
AfeNeely\  66  Mo.  554.  27  Am.  Rep.  378;  Re 
Cook,  3  Biss.  122;  Qoodhar  v.  Gary,  16  Fed. 
Rep.  816,  4  Woods,  663;  Beineman  v.  Hart, 
55  Mich.  64;  Kirby  v.  Sehoonmaker,  3  Barb. 
Ch.  46.  49  Am.  Rep.  160:  Keith  v.  Armstrong, 
65  Wis.  225;  Dereau  v.  Fowler,  2  Paige.  401; 
Patterson  v.  Beaton,  70  Iowa,  689;  Still  v. 
Foeke,  66  Tex.  715. 

Partnership  effects  cannot  be  taken  by  at- 
tachment or  sold  on  execution  to  satisfy  a 
creditor  of  one  of  the  partners,  except  it  be  the 
interest  of  such  separate  partner  in  the  effects 
after  settlement  of  all  the  accounts. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


3  Kent,  Com.  ed.  1889,  98;  Qoodhar  v.  Cary^ 
16  Fed.  Rep.  819;  Menagh  v.  WhitwU,  52  N. 
Y.  146,  11  Am.  Rep.  688;  Patterson  v.  Seaton, 
70  Iowa,  689;  Ferson  v.  Monroe.  21  N.  H.  462; 
Wilson  V.  Robertson,  21  N.  Y.  587;  Ransom  v. 
Van  Devenfer,  41  Barb.  807;  Heineman  v. 
ffart,  55  Mich.  64;  Taylor  v.  Missouri  Glass 
Go.  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  837;  Schuster  v.  Rader, 
18  Colo.  329;  Johnston  v.  Standard  Shoe  Co, 
5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  898;  Baify  v.  Hornthal,  89 
Hun,  514;  Ames  v.  Am^,  87  Fed.  Rep.  86. 

A  parallel  case  with  the  one  at  bar  will  be 
found  in  Bannister  v.  MiUer,  54 N.  J.  Eq.  121. 

See  Van  Doren  v.  Stickle,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  831, 
Affirmed  27  N.  J.  Eq.  498. 

The  creditors  were  privy  to  the  fraud,  and 
are  not  therefore  bona  fide  purchasers  without 
notice. 

McDonald  v.  Oavni^  30  Kan.  693;  QcUober 
V.  Martin,  33  Kan.  252;  Bump,  Fraud.  Conv. 
8d  ed.  22-28.  See  also  Williams  v.  Ecaus,  6 
Neb.  216;  Hunter  v.  Ferguson,  3  Colo.  App. 
287;  Lloyd  v.  Fulton,  91  U.  S.  485,  23  L.  ed. 
865;  Humes  v.  Scruggs,  94  U.  S.  22,  24  L.  ed. 
51;  Burt  v.  Agassiz,  6  Wash.  242. 

The  transfer  in  this  case  was,  in  effect,  a 
general  assignment. 

Sabiehi  v.  Chase,  108  Cal.  81;  Strong  v.  Ealk, 
91  Wis.  29;  Stout  v.  Watson,  19  Or.  251; 
TrnUt  Bros.  v.  Caldwell,  3  Minn.  864;  Page  v. 
Smith,  24  Wis.  b68;  Murphy  v.  CafdiPell,  50 
Ala.  461;  Burrill,  Assignm.  6th  ed.^  4;  Joues, 
Chat.  Mort.  §  352;  Smith  v.  SipperUy,  9  Utah, 
267. 

This  transfer  being  a  preferential  transfer, 
and  not  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  was 
contrary  to  law. 

1  Hill's  Code.  §  274,  and  as  amended  by 
chap.  100,  Laws  1898. 

The  conveyance  in  this  case  was  made  in 
trust  for  the  use  of  the  persons  making  the 
same,  and  was  therefore  fraudulent. 

1  Uiirs  Code,  g  1452;  Burrill.  Assignm. 
§  167;  Laicson  v.  Funk,  108  111.  502. 

If  the  consideration  failed  in  part  because  of 
fraud  the  entire  transaction  was  fraudulent. 

Bispham,  Equiiv.  p.  260;  Mead  v.  Combs.  19 
N.  J.  Eq.  112;  1  Beach,  Mod.  Eq.  Jur.  §  73; 
Sioinford  v.  Rogers,  23  Cal.  234;  cases  cited  in 
Collins  V.  Blant*:rn,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  Am. 
Law  Series  ed.  p.  659;  Wait  v.  Jones,  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  665. 

Although  founded  on  sufficient  considera- 
tion, if  the  intent  was  fraudulent  the  sale  was 
a  fraud. 

Bussard  v.  Bullitt.  95  Iowa,  736;  Billings  v. 
Russell,  101  N.  Y.  228;  Knapp  v.  Day,  4  Colo. 
App.  21;  ColcY.  TJiornburg,  4  Colo.  App.  95; 
Mead  v.  Combs,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  112;  Kellogg  v. 
Root,  23  Fed.  Rep.  525;  Checalier  v.  Commins, 
106  Cal.  580;  Lairson  v.  Funk.  108  III.  502. 

Messrs.  L.  B.  Nash,  Lucius  6.  Nash* 
Dolph*  Malloy*  ft  Simon*  and  John  M. 
Gearin,  for  respondentP: 

A  debtor  in  failing  circumstances  may  not 
only  dispose  of  his  property  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors,  generally,  but  by  such  convey- 
ance prefer  one  creditor  to  another,  or  one 
cla««  of  creditors  to  another  class. 

Clarke  v.  White,  12  Pet.  178,  9  L.  ed.  1046; 
Tompkins  v.  Wheeler,  16  Pet.  106, 10  L.  ed. 
903. 

If  the  debtor's  property  is  not  encumbered 
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by  liens,  be  may  prefer  creditors  by  paying  a 
debt  in  full  or  in  part. 

The  secret  motives  of  the  debtor  or  his  in- 
tent to  defeat  execution  are  immaterial,  if  the 
transfer  is  solely  to  prefer  one  creditor  over 
another. 

Bump,  Fraud.  Cony.  8d  ed.  p.  190;  5  Am. 
A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  184. 

This  right  of  the  debtor  to  alienate  his 
property  is  restricted  only  by  the  principle 
that  he  shall  not  alienate  it  for  the  purpose  of 
hindering.delaying^or  defrauding  his  creditors. 

Furth  V.  SneU,  6  Wash.  546;  Turner  v.  /<wa 
NaU  Bank,  2  Wash.  192;  Ephraim  Y.  KelUher, 

4  Wash.  248, 18  L.  R.  A.  604;  Benham  v.  Ham, 

5  Wash.  128;  Samuel  7.  Kittenger,  6  Wash.  261. 
Each  partner  has   an    ultimate  interest  in 

the  results  of  the  partnership,  i.e.,  if  it  has 
made  profits,  to  his  interest  therein,  and  on 
dissolution,  to  his  capital  invested,  therefore,  he 
has  an  equity  in  haying  the  partnership  property 
applied  to  the  discharge  of  the  partnership  ob- 
ligations, and  to  prevent  their  being  diverted 
from  this  central  purpose  and  converted  by 
the  oiher  members  into  their  individual  prop- 
erly, or  applied  to  the  discharge  of  their  in- 
dividual obligations. 

This  interest  the  partner  may  dispose  of ,  and 
the  equity  referred  to  the  partner  may  waive, 
and  Ibis  equity  of  the  creditor  subsists  so 
long  as  that  of  the  partner,  through  whom  it  is 
derived,  remains. 

FUzpatriek  v.  Fkinnagan,  106  U.  S.  654,  27 
L.  ed.  213. 

The  partnership  has  the  same  jus  disponendi 
of  partnership  property  as  an  individual  of 
individual  property,  so  that, when  the  partners 
have  united  to  sell  the  partnership  propeitv,  or 
to  divide  it,  or  appropriate  it  to  pay  a  single 
firm  or  a  single  individual  creditor,  upon 
what  equitable  or  legal  principle  can  an  inter- 
ference with  their  Jus  dieponendi  be  based. 

8  Kent,  Com.  p.  65;  Barkhy  v.  Tapp,  87 
Ind.  25;  Story,  Partn.  §858;  Lewis  y.  Har- 
rison, 81  Ind.  278;  Lindley,  Partn.  pp.  674, 
681;  Story,  Partn.  g  ft7;  Purple' y.  Farrington, 
119  Ind.  164,  4  L.  R.  A.  535;  National  Bank 
of  the  Metropolis  v.  Sprague,  20  ^N.  J.  Eq.  p.  13; 
Kirby  v.  Schoonmaker,  3  Barb.  Ch.  46,  49  Am. 
Dec.  160;  Kennedy  v.  National  Union  Bank, 
23  Hun,  494;  Jones.  Chat.  Mortg.  %4A\  Be 
Kahley,  2  Biss.  883;  Winslow  v.  Wallace,  116 
Ind.  817. 1  L  R.  A.  179;  FUher  v.  Spfers,  109 
Ind.  514;  Dunham  v.  Hanna,  18  Ind.  270;  Case 
▼.  Beauregard,  99  U.  S.  119,  25  L.  ed.  870; 
Ooudy  V.  Werbe,  117  Ind.  154.  3  L.  R.  A.  114; 
Louden  v.  Ball,  93  Ind.  232;  McFadden  v. 
Fritz,  90  Ind.  690;  McFadden  v.  Hopkins,  81 
Ind.  459;  Morris  v.  Stern,  80  Ind.  227;  Schaef- 
fer  V.  Fithian,  17  ln^,A&Z\  Kistner  y.  Bind- 
linger.  33  Ind.  114;  McGormick*s  Appeal,  57 
Pa.  54,  98  Am.  Dec.  191;  Wilson  v.  Saper,  13 
B.  Mon.  411,  56  Am.  Dec.  573;  2  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  pp.  1237-1267;  FitzpatHck 
V.  Flannagan,  106  U.  S.  648-654,  27  L.  ed. 
211-218;  Huiskamp  v.  Molina  Wagon  Co.  121 
D.  S.  810,  80  L.  ed.  971;  Rogers  v.  Bitehelor, 
12  Pet.  221,  9  L.  ed.  1063:  Nail  v.  Mclntyre, 
81  Ala.  532;  Jackson  v.  Holloway,  14  B.  Mon. 
133;  Sauntry  v.  Dunlap,  12  Wis.  364;  Buck  v. 
Mosley,  24  Miss.  170,  and  cases  cited;  Wait, 
Act.  &  Def.  p.  131;  Williams  v.  Barnett,  10 
Kan.  455. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


A  partner  may  pay  a  firm  debt  out  of  indi- 
vidual property  at  the  expense  of  individual 
creditors. 

Gallagher's  Appeal,  114  Pa.  858,  60  Am, 
Rep.  350;  2  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  p. 
1268;  Hanoter  Nat,  Bank  v.  Klein,  64  Miss. 
141,  60  Am.  Rep.  47:  Saunders  v.  ReiUy,  105 
N.  Y.  12,  59  Am.  Rep.  472;  Scfimidlapp  v. 
Currie  (Miss.)  30  Am.  Rep.  530,  with  very 
learned  and  valuable  note  by  the  reporter; 
Carver  Oun  db  Mach.  Co.  v.  Bannon,  85  Tenn. 
712;  Bapgood  v.  OomweU,  48  111  64,  95  Am. 
Dec.  616;  Arnold  v.  Edgerman,  45  N.  J.  Eq. 
186. 

Where  all  the  debtor's  property  was  trans- 
ferred to  satisfy  preferred  creditors,  there  is 
no  assignment,  out  the  reverse. 

Puget  Sound  Nat.  Bank  v.  Levy,  10  Wash. 
499;  Furth  v.  Snell,  6  Wash.  542. 

A  creditor  who  accepts  goods  in  the  pay- 
ment of  a  pre-existing  debt  is  a  purchaser  lor  a 
valuable  consideration  within  the  meaning  of 
the  rule  that  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  per- 
sonal property  for  value  without  notice,  from 
a  vendee  who  obtained  it  by  means  of  fraud- 
ulent represention,  takes  a  good  title.as  against 
the  original  vendor. 

BuVers  v.  Haughtoout,  42  HI.  18,  89  Am. 
Dec.  401:  Hanold  v.  Kays,  64  Mich.  439;  Oas- 
sen  V.  Hendriek,  74  Cal.  444;  Robinson  v. 
Levi,  81  Ala.  184;  Le  Grand  v.  Eufaula  Nat. 
Bank,  81  Ala.  128,  60  Am.  Rep.  140;  Law- 
rence V.  Owens,  89  Mo.  App.  818;  Babcock  v. 
Jt^rdan,  24  Ind.  14;  Sovle  v.  Shottoell,  52  Miss. 
236,  cited  in  note  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §749;  Hor- 
ton  V.  Williams,  21  Minn.  193;  Oberdorfer  v. 
Meyer,  88  Va.  884;  WoolridgsY.  T/Me.  65  Ark. 
45. 

A  new  consideration,  besides  the  discharge 
of  the  pre-existing  indebtedness,  which  some 
authorities  require,  was  exchanged  between 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  these 
goods  to  respondents,  and  it  was  a  present 
passing  consideration. 

Pratt  V.  Coman,  37  N.  Y.  441;  Phcenix  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Church,  81  N.  Y.  222,  87  Am.  Rep. 
494;  Youngs  v.  Lee,  12  N.  Y.  555;  Fostm-  v. 
Ambler,  24  Fla.  519;  Henderson  v.  Oibbs,  89 
Kan.  679;  PhUbrick  v.  DdUett,  43  How.  Pr. 
425,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  425;  Purchase  v.  Mat- 
tison,  3  Bosw.  312. 

If  a  contract  is  good  in  part  and  bad  in 
part,  the  good  part  will  be  enforced  if  sepa- 
rable. 

Jackson  v.  8/iawl,  29  Cal.  267;  Beard  ▼. 
Beard,  65  Cal.  854;  Granger  v.  Original  Em- 
pire Mill  <ft  Min.  Co.  59  Cal.  679. 

There  is  nothing  in  our  statute  to  prevent, 
nor  was  it  ever  intended  to  prevent,  an  in- 
solvent debtor  from  transferring  his  property 
directly  to  his  creditors,  either  absolutely  in 
payment  of  his  debts  or  as  security  by  way  of 
mortgage. 

Turner  v.  Iowa  Nat.  Bank,  2  Wash.  192; 
Ephraim  v.  Kelleher,  4  Wash.  259,  18  L.  R.  A. 
604;  Samuels  v.  Kittenger,  6  Wash.  269;  Furth 
V.  Snell,  6  Wash.  542;  Benham  v.  Ham,  5 
Wash.  128;  Dana  v.  Stanford,  10  Cal.  275. 

A  sale  of  a  stock  of  goods  at  a  fair  price  by 
a  failing  debtor  cannot  be  impeached  as 
fraudulent  by  creditors  of  the  vendor. 

Bedell  v.  Chase,  84  N.  Y.  886;  Ruhl  v.  Phil- 
lips, 48  N.  Y.  125,  8  Am.  Rep.  622;  Basis  v. 
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keep  property  traDsferred  to  them  by  the 
LoeweDbergs,  which  the  latter  did  not  them- 
•elves  own,  if  aoy  such  was  received  by  them; 
aod  therefore  nothicg  we  have  said  in  this 
opinioD  will  in  aoy  way  affect  whatever  rights 
the  plaintiff  in  the  case  of  Woonsoeket  Rubber 
Co.  V.  Loewenberg  (just  decided)  17  Wash.  29, 
maj  have  to  the  specific  merchandise  therein 
claimed  by  it. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed, 

Scott*  Gh.  J.,  and  Gordon*  J.,  concur. 


J.  H.  DENNIS,  AppU, 
L  E.MOSES,    Bmp^' 
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1.  Sales  on  mortf^so  foredosnres  are 

within  the  proviBioosof  Laws  1897,  p.  98,  respect- 
ing  apprateement  before  sale. 

&•  A  mortg^aiToe  or  lienor  may  have  a 
■ale  for  the  amount  of  bis  debt,  uoder  Laws 
1897,  p.  70,  §  10,  even  if  that  is  iees  than  80  per  cent 
of  the  property  or  portion  of  the  property  sold. 

8*  Not  more  than  the  amount  of  the  debt 
of  a  mortgagee  or  lienor  need  be  bid  upon  all  the 
parcels  of  property  when  several  are  Included  in 
tbe  security,  under  Laws  1897,  p.  70,  and  he  may 
segregate  his  debt  and  bid  a  part  on  each  parcel 
sold. 

4.  The  appraisement  required  before 
sale  on  foreelosore  by  Laws  1897,  p.  70,  can- 
not be  waived  in  the  mortgage  itself,  although  it 
may  be  waived  after  default. 

6.  A  statute  limitini^  the  riirht  to  enforce 
a  debt  secured  by  mortgage  to  the  property 
mortgaged,  whether  realty  or  chattels,  is  an  un- 
due restraint  upon  the  liberty  of  a  cidzen  to  con- 
tract with  respect  to  his  property  rights. 

e.^A  statute  limiting  the  rights  of  a  eiti- 
■en  to  contract  with  reference  to  his  property 
must  tend  to  promote  the  public  good  in  some 
way,  or  It  is  an  unwarranted  Interference  there- 
with. 

7.  Waiver  of  the  ri^ht  of  a  mortg^afpor 
to  remain  in  possession  of  property  dur- 
ing the  period  of  redemption  given  by  Laws  1897, 
p.  21^,  cannot  be  made  in  the  instrument  iiself, 
although  it  may  be  made  after  default. 

8.  The  rififht  to  contract  for  payment  in 
§^ld  coin  of  the  United  States  cannot  be 
taken  away  byra  state  statute  which  attempts  to 
make  any  debt  payable  In  any  kind  of  lawful 
money. 

9*  The  regr^ation  of  attorney's  fees  by 
Laws  1895,  p.  81,  limiting  stipulations  of  the  par- 
ties in  that  respect,  is  a  valid  measure  of  public 
policy. 

{Duv:bar  and  Recu^,  JJ,^  diasenU 

(February  15,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by   plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
ihe  Superior  Court  for  King   County  in 


favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage.     Reversed. 

The  facts  arc  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Messrs,  John  P«  Hoyt  and  Hasting^  St 
Stedman,  for  appellant: 

All  tbe  statute  in  question  does  is  to  give  the 
mortgagor  or  judgment  debtor  the  right  to 
have  his  property  appraised  before  it  is  sold, 
and  to  remain  in  possession  thereof  until  the 
time  for  redemption  has  expired.  There  it 
nothing  therein,  either  in  express  language  or 
general  scope,  which  in  any  respect  prohibits 
the  interested  party  from  contracting  away  or 
waiving  such  right.  On  the  contrary,  it  clearly 
appears  from  the  act,  taken  as  a  whole,  that 
the  rights  are  conferred  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
individual,  and  may  be  waived  by  him. 

The  public  is  no  more  interested  in  the  re- 
tention by  the  individual  of  his  rights  under 
this  statute  than  they  are  in  the  retention  of 
any  other  right  or  property  which  he  may 
possess.  Hence  no  consideration  of  public 
policy  can  influence  the  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion under  consideration. 

Stockmeyer  v.  Tobin,  189  U.  8.  176,  86  L. 
ed.  123;  Nero  Orleans  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bngley, 
19  La.  Ann.  89;  Desplate  v.  St.  Martin,  17  La. 
Ann.  91;  Stoclnoell  v.  Byrne,  22  Ind.  6;  Wray 
V.  Miller,  20  Pa.  115;  MUehell  v.  Freedley,  10 
Pa.  209;  Dean  v.  Morrison,  10  Ind.  867;  Baker 
V.  Roberts,  14  Ind.  562;  BroadveU  v.  Rodrigues, 
18  La.  Ann.  68;  Herman.  Executions,  ^§  197. 
257;  2  Freeman,  Executions,  2d  ed.  g  284,  and 
notes;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bell  Silver  db  Cop- 
per Min.  Co.  8  Mont.  82,  156  U.  8.  470.  89  L. 
ed.  497. 

When  parties  to  a  contract  include  in  it  s 
legal  remedy  by  which  it  is  to  be  enforced 
such  remedy  cannot  be  chaneed,  and  parties 
may  by  express  contract  stipulate  that  neither 
existing  nor  anticipated  legislation  shall  in  any 
wise  affect  or  control  their  agreement. 

Taylor  v.  Suarns,  18  Gratt.  284;  White  y, 
Crawford,  84  Pa.  436. 

Under  the  legislation  in  Iowa  it  was  held 
that  the  mortgagor  was  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion during  the  redemption  period,  yet  not- 
withstanding  this  holding  the  courts  .of  that 
state  did  not  hesitate  to  enforce  provisions  in 
mortgages  which  deprived  mortgagors  of  this 
possession. 

See  Barrett  v.  Blackmar,  47  Iowa,  565;  My- 
ton  V.  Davenport,  51  Iowa,  683;  Hill  v.  Hewitt^ 
85  Iowa,  562;  White  v.  Griggs,  54  Iowa,  650. 

But  even  if  the  statute  mu.(tt  be  construed  to 
prohibit  the  waiver  of  these  rights  it  is  without 
force  to  affect  them,  for  the  reason  that  thus 
construed  it  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  right  to  contract  as  to  property  rights 
is  as  much  property  as  the  right  itseif.  It  is 
also  a  part  of  the  liberty  of  the  individual 
Both  are  protected  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  this  state. 

Shaver  v.  Pennsylmnia  Co.  71  Fed.  Rep. 
981;  Lots  V.  Rees  Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  127,  24 
L.  R.  A.  702;  Com.  v.  Ferry,  155  Mass.  117, 
14  L.  R.  A.  825;  State  v.  Goodwill,  88  W.  Va. 
179.  6  L.  R.  A.  621;  Millett  v.  People,  117  DL 


Note.— For  a  general  view  of  the  constitutional- 1 
Ity  of  Ptatutea  restrlctlnsr  the  rifrbt  of  contract,! 
see  note  to  State  v.  Loomis  (Mo.) 21  L.  R.  A.  789.        I 

As  to  contracts  for  payment  in  ffold  or  silver,  see  ' 
40  L.R  A. 


note  to  Sktnner  v.  Santa  Rosa  (Gal.)  29  L.  R.  A.  512^ 
also  Paokwood  v.  Kittitas  (Wash.)  83  L.  B.  A.  078; 
Burnett  y,  Maloney  (Tenn.)  84  L.  R.  A.  641;  and 
Murphy  v.  San  Luis  Obispo  (Cal.)  89  L.  B.  A.  444. 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  GGC:  42  L.  II.   A.  'Mil;  40  L.  R.  A.  800. 


laoa 


DsHinB  y.  M0SB8. 


SOB 


S94,  67  Am.  Rep.  800;  Leep  ▼.  8L  Louis,  L  M. 
di8,  K  Co.  68  Ark.  407,  28  L.  R.  A.  264; 
Slaughter  House  Cases,  83  U.  S.  16  Wall.  86. 21 
L.  ed.  Z9i:  Be  Jacobs.  98  N.  Y.  106,  60  Am. 
Eep.  686;  Ex  parte  Kuback,  85  Cal.  274,  9  L. 
R  A.  482;  Palmer  ▼.  TingU,  55  Obio  St.  428; 
John  Spry  Lumber  Co,  v.  Sault  Sav,  Bank 
Loan  St,  Co.  77  Mich.  199.  6  L.  R.  A.  261; 
Taplor  V.  Murphy.  148  Pa.  837;  Be  Eight 
Hours  Bin,  21  Colo.  29;  Be  House  Bill  No.  £0S, 
21  Colo.  27;  ikhroeder  v.  Galland,  184  Pa.  277, 
7  L.  R  A.  711. 

Rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  may  be 
mortgaged  and  the  mortgage  foreclosed  and 
the  property  sold. 

Chase  v.  Ball,  79  Ind.  811. 

If  rents  and  profits  may  be  mortgaged  surely 
the  possession  of  the  property  from  which  the 
rents  and  profits  are  derived  may  be  waived  in 
a  mortgage  covering  the  property. 

Stormy.  Ermantrout,  89 Ind.  214:  Buchanan 
T.  Berkshire  L,  Ins.  Co.  96  Ind.  510;  Hursh  v. 
Bursh,  99  Ind.  500;  Treat  v.  Dorman,  100  Cal. 
623;  Montgomery  v.  Merrill,  65  Cal.  482; 
aHara  v.  MobiU  db  0.  B.  Co.  75  Fed.  Rep. 
130. 

The  act  of  March  11, 1897,  Laws  1897.  p.  98. 
is  clearly  unconstitutional.  It  interferes  with 
the  right  to  contract.  It  also  deprives  the 
court  of  the  power  to  enforce  a  contract  fairly 
made.  It  prohibits  the  taking  of  security  for 
a  debt  without  waiving  the  right  to  collect  the 
debt  in  full  though  the  debtor  is  abundantly 
able  to  pay. 

Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A. 
853:  Harding  v.  PeopU,  160  III.  459.  82  L.  R 
A.  445;  Braeerville  Coal  Co  v.  People,  147  111. 
66.  22  L.  R  A.  840:  People  v.  OiUson,  109  N. 
Y.  889;  People  v.  Marx,  99  N.  Y.  877,  62  Am. 
Rep.  34;  Frorer  v.  People,  141  III.  171.  16  L. 
R.  A.  492. 

Upon  like  grounds  it  must  be  held  that  the 
act  of  March  11,  1897,  Laws  1897,  p.  91.  is 
unconstitutional.  It  is  also  in  contravention 
of  ^  10  of  art.  1  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  that  reason  void  and 
without  effect. 

Woodruff  7.  Mississippi,  162  U.  S.  291, 40  L. 
ed.  973.  43  Cent.  L.  J.  155,  237,  288;  Trdfil- 
cock  V.  Wilson,  12  Wall.  687,  20  L.  ed. 
460;  Bronson  y.  Bodes,  7  Wall.  229,  19  L. 
ed.  141;  Gregory  v.  Morris,  96  U.  S.  624, 
24  L.  ed.  741;  Frank  v.  Colhoun,  59  Pa.  886; 
Dvtton  V.  Pailaret,  62  Pa.  109,  91  Am.  Dec 
185;  Independent  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thomas.  104  Mass. 
192;  Chrysler  y.  Benois,  43  N.  Y.  209;  Hittson 
▼.  Davenport,  4  Colo.  169;  Myers  v.  Kaufman^ 
87  Ga.  600,  95  Am.  Dec.  367;  Cliesapeake  Bank 
▼.  Swain,  29  Md.  506. 

Messrs.  John  £•  Humphries*  W.  E* 
Humphrey*  and  £•  P.  Easen^  for  respond- 
ent: 

This  act  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  and 
cannot  be  waived.  The  contract  in  mortgage 
to  waiye  appraisement  is  void. 

Leoicks  v.  Walker,  15  La.  Ann.  245,  77  Am. 
Dec.  187;  Tealy.  Wnlker,  111  U.  S.  242,  28  L. 
ed.  415;  20  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  109;  28 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  675;  Hardin  v. 
Wolf,  29  La.  Ann.  338;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  827,  note  2;  Cullen  v.  Minnesota  Loan 
dbT.Co.^  Minn.  6;  1  Freem.  Executions, 
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2d  ed.  g  216;  Kneetl-e  v.  Newcomb,  22  N.  T. 
249,  78  Am.  Dec.  186, 190,  note. 

Even  a  trust  deed  giving  right  to  possession 
on  default  without  foreclosure  will  not  author- 
ize grantee  to  take  rents  and  profits  without 
foreclosure. 

Teal  V.  Walker,  111  U.  8.  242.  28  L.  ed.  415. 

The  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  in  this 
state  cannot  be  mortgaged  so  as  to  give  the 
mortgagee  right  to  possession  of  same  until 
after  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  and  the  expira- 
tion of  year  of  sale  or  redemption. 

Cullen  y.  Minnesota  Loan  <£  T.  C^.  60  Minn. 
6. 

The  contract  of  waiver  is  yoid  as  against 
public  policy. 

State  V.  Considine,  16  Wash.  858;  BarniU 
y.  Beverly.  163  U.  8.  118,  41  L.  ed.  93;  Sudn- 
burns  v.  MilU,  17  Wash.  611. 

Scott*  Ch.  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  real- 
estate  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  note  for 
$1,500,  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per 
cent  per  annum.  The  mortgage  contained 
stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  waiv- 
ing all  benefits  under  the  provisions  of  g§  3  to 
10  inclusive,  of  the  act  relating  to  sales  of 
property  under  execution  (Laws  1897,  p.  70), 
and  provided  that  in  case  of  foreclosure  the 
land  might  be  sold  forthwith,  as  lands  are  sold 
on  execution,  to  the  highest  bidder,  without 
appraisement,  and  without  waiting  one  year^ 
as  provided  by  statute;  also  waiving  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deficiency  judgment  act  (Laws 
1897,  p.  98),and  providing  that  in  case  of  non- 
payment of  the  note  there  might  be  a  decree  of 
foreclosure  against  the  mortgaged  land,  and  » 
personal  judgment  upon  the  note,  and,  in  case 
the  land  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  it,  that  an 
execution  might  issue  and  be  levied  on  other 
property  of  the  mortgagor.  It  was  further 
stipulated  in  the  note  and  mortgage  that  the 
debt  should  be  payable  only  in  gold  coin  of  the 
United  8tates  of  the  present  standard  value, 
and  that  the  decree  and  judgment  thereon 
should  so  provide,  in  contravention  of  the  act 
relating  to  payment  of  obligations  (Laws  1897, 
p.  91):  also,  that  the  purchaser  at  the  foreclo- 
sure sale,  or  his  successor  in  interest,  should 
have  possession  of  the  mortgaged  land  during 
the  time  allowed  for  redemption,  but  should 
apply  the  rents  and  profits  upon  the  debt  in 
case  it  was  redeemed,  the  mortga^r  waiving 
all  right  to  the  possession  as  provided  by  the 
act  granting  judgment  debtors  right  of  posses- 
sion during  the  period  of  redemption  (Lawa 
1897,  p.  227).  The  mortgage  also  provided,  in 
case  of  suit,  that  an  attornev's  fee  of  20  per  cent 
upon  the  amount  due  should  be  included  in  the 
judgment,  and  in  case  of  a  settlement  of  the 
suit  before  judgment  an  attorney's  fee  of  $800 
should  be  payable,  which  calls  m  question  the 
provisions  of  the  act  regulating  attorney's  feea 
(Laws  1895,  p.  81).  The  mortgage  recited  that 
the  loan  was  obtained  at  a  lower  rate  of  inter- 
est than  would  have  been  fixed  were  it  not  for 
the  stipulations  and  the  waivers  above  stated. 
The  lower  court  found  that  they  were  all 
agreed  to,  but  held  that  they  were  all  invalid, 
and  that  there  must  be  an  appraisement,  that 
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the  land  could  not  be  sold  for  less  than  80  per 
cent  of  the  appraised  value,  that  the-  remed  v 
must  be  couflued  to  the  property  mortji^aged, 
that  it  could  uot  be  sold  before  the  expiration 
of  one  year  provided  by  statute,  that  the  mort- 
gagor should  have  possession  meanwhile,  that 
the  debt  could  be  satisfied  in  any  kind  of  law- 
ful money,  and  allowed  an  attorney's  fee  of  10 
percent,  instead  of  the  ooe  stipulated;  where- 
upon the  plaintiff  appealed. 

That  some  of  the  questions  raised  are  of  par- 
amount importHDce  is  apparent.  The  general 
situation  heretofore  and  now  prevailing  is  well 
known,  and  it  is  permissible  to  consider  it  for 
the  purpose  of  arriving  at  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  in  enacting  some  of  the  laws  in 
<}ue8tion.  Incident  to  the  development  of  a 
new  state,  it  had  been  necessary  for  people  to 
hire  money,  and  this  was  done  largely  upon 
real  estate  security,  such  debts  being  in  the 
main  unsatisfied  when  said  laws  were  passed, 
and  the  nK)rtgages  ^iven  to  secure  the  same 
could  not  be  affected  thereby.  If  these  laws 
are  valid,  and  must  receive  the  construction 
contended  for  in  some  of  the  briefs,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  a  large  number  of  citizens  will  be 
prevented  from  negotiatini^  loans,  and  from  ob- 
taining a  generally  prevailing  lower  rate  of  in- 
terest than  that  previously  existing,  with  which 
to  satisfy  present  debts,  or,  perhaps,  to  obtain 
binding  stipulated  extensions  of  time  upon 
such  debts,  or  for  the  purpose  of  contracting 
new  loans  for  building  houses  or  constructing 
improvements.  Homes  might  be  lost  thereby, 
and  the  development  of  the  state  seriously  re- 
tarded. They  were  helpless,  so  far  as  existing 
mortgages  are  concerned,  for  such  laws  could 
not  affect  them  Injuriously,  under  both  the 
state  and  national  Constitutions.  There  is  no 
way  of  compelling  new  loans  or  extensions  of 
«itQer  foreign  or  local  capital.  Realizing  the 
great  public  interest  centered  in  the  decision  of 
these  questions,  and  desiring  to  be  as  fully  en- 
lightened as  might  be,  the  court  followed  a 
practice,  sometimes  adopted,  of  inviting  other 
•competent  attorneys  to  express  their  views  to 
the  court  on  said  matters;  they  not  being  in- 
terested in  the  case.  These  gentlemen  have 
courteously  and  ably  responded,  and  while 
in  important  particulars  they  have  dis- 
agreed, and  while  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  consider  the  argument  presented  upon 
flome  lines,  it  has  been  much  to  the  court's  as- 
flistance.  The  most  important  questions  are 
those  arising  under  the  act  relating  to  sales  of 
property  under  execution,  especially  the  matter 
of  the  appraisement,  and  the  deficiency  judg- 
ment act,  as  these  are  the  most  serious  ob- 
stacles in  the  way  of  obtaining  loans  and  re- 
newals. 

Arguments  have  been  presented  in  several 
of  the  briefs  to  the  end  that  the  provisions  of 
the  act  relating  to  sales  of  property  under  ex- 
ecution, as  to  the  appraisement  of  land,  do  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  mortgage  foreclosures.  In 
the  case  of  Swinburne  v.  Mills,  17  Wash.  611, 
without  entering  upon  an  extended  discussion 
of  that  point,  the  court  expressed  the  opinion 
that,  owing  to  the  use  of  the  word  "decree," 
etc.,  in  the  title  of  the  act,  and  the  direct  ref- 
erence to  mortgages  in  §  10,  mortgages 
were  included  in  the  act,  and  that  there  must 
bean  appraisement  as  to  subsequent  mortgages. 
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There  are  other  expressions  of  like  import,  such 
as  sales  *'upon  execution  or  by  order  of  the 
court,"  in  §  2,  and  *'upon  the  return  of  any  sale 
of  real  estate  or  execution,"  in  §  14.  Also,  the 
evident  intent  of  the  act  as  a  whole  to  deal  with 
all  sales  of  real  estate  at  the  suit  of  the  private 
or  individual  creditors  strengthens  that  conclu- 
sion, and  we  follow  it  here.  In  the  discussion 
of  the  Swinburne  Que,  the  court,  after  hold- 
ing that  the  provisions  of  the  act  relating  to 
an  appraisement  applied  to  mortgage  decrees 
as  well  as  to  ordinary  judgments,  held  that  it 
was  an  impairment  of  the  obligations  of  exist- 
ing contracts,  and  could  not  affect  prior  mort- 
gages, following  a  long,  unbroken  line  of  state 
and  Federal  decisions,  it  being  a  prior  mort- 
gage there  in  controversy.  No  attempt  was 
made  to  interpret  or  construe  the  act  further 
in  that  case,  as  it  was  not  necessary  to  do  so. 
But  the  substance  of  the  entire  act  is  largely 
involved  in  this  case,  for  a  construction  of  the 
particular  parts  questioned  renders  necessary  a 
consideration  of  nearly  all  of  it  to  some  extent, 
in  order  to  harmonize  and  give  effect  to  the 
whole.  It  is  a  wholesome,  well-established 
rule  that  an  act  should  be  interpreted  or  con- 
strued to  give  effect  to  each  of  Its  express  pro- 
visions, if  practicable.  In  case  of  connict, 
those  susceptible  of  but  one  meaning  will  con- 
trol those  susceptible  of  two,  if  the  act  can 
thereby  be  rendered  harmonious.  The  general 
purpose  or  spirit  of  the  act  must  always  be 
held  in  view,  and  absurd  or  oppressive  conse- 
quences avoided,  as  far  as  possible.  State, 
Cliamberlin,  v.  Danid,  17  Wash.  Ill;  PleopU 
V.  Jaehne,  108  N.  Y.  183.  Observing  these 
rules  we  enter  upon  the  further  consideration 
of  this  act. 

First,  going  back  to  the  necessity  of  an  ap- 
praisement, we  desire  to  call  attention  to  S  16 
of  the  act,  which  seems  to  have  been  unnoticed 
from  the  briefs.  This  section  clearly  recog- 
nizes that  there  are  cases  where  no  appraisement 
is  required.  To  what  sales  does  it  applv? 
Section  8  speaks  of  an  estimated  value  to  be 
furnished  by  the  judgment  creditor;  §  4 
provides  that  if  the  diebtor  is  not  satisfied 
therewith,  he  may  except,  and  give  his  estimate, 
etc.;  and  §  5,  provides  that  the  creditor  may 
demand  an  appraisement,  if  he  is  not  satisfied 
with  the  debtor's  estimate.  But,  evidently, 
§  16  did  not  intend  to  except  those  cases 
where  no  other  appraisement  than  the  first 
estimate,  or  estimates,  was  demanded,  because 
if  the  debtor  should  except  to  the  creditor's 
estimate,  and  thus  bring  about  the  further  ap- 
praisement provided  for  at  the  instance  of  the 
creditor,  and  §  16  means  the  appraisement 
provided  for  in  $  6,  the  debtor  will  be  pun- 
ished for  excepting  to  the  creditor's  estimate  by 
cutting  off  one  year  of  his  period  of  redemp- 
tion; for,  if  this  is  the  appraisement  that  is 
meant,  and  none  is  had,  the  deed  would  not  issue 
until  one  year  after  confirmation,  and,  if  an 
appraisement  is  had,  the  deed  issues  immedi- 
ately after  the  confirmation.  There  would  be 
no  reason  for  providing  two  different  periods 
of  redemption  to  fit  these  cases,  and  a  cogent 
one  against  it.  If  g  680,  vol.  d.  of  the  Code 
was  not  repealed,  so  an  immediate  sale  of  mort- 

faged  lanas  could  be  had,  and  it  should  be 
eld  that  no  appraisement  was  necessary,  the 
same  difficulty  and  inconsistency  would  ra- 
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main  as  to  ordlnaiy  JudgmeDta  not  coDstitating 
a  lien  until  a  levy  is  bad,  and  if  morti^aged 
lands  must  be  appraised,  and  an  immediate 
sale  can  be  had,  under  §  880,  the  confirmation 
following  right  along,  the  period  of  rederop 
tion  would  be  less  than  one  year.  The  legis 
lature  evidently  meant  to  provide  a  uniform 
period  of  redemption  in  these  cases,  whether 
the  land  was  sold  under  an  ordinary  Judgment 
or  a  mortgage  or  lien  decree  of  foreclosure. 
There  is  no  reason  why  an  ordinary  Judgment 
creditor  should  have  such  a  preference  over  a 
mortgagee  or  mechanic  seelring  to  enforce  his 
lien.  While  the  words  * 'estimated  value"  are 
used  in  g  8,  and  I^estimatc/'  ''valuation," 
and  ''appraisement*  in  g  4,  and  "appraise 
ment"  and  "valuation"  in  g5,  they  must  mean 
the  same  thing,  because  n9  such  absurd  result 
with  referenre  to  the  period  of  redemption 
could  have  been  intended  if  the  appraisement, 
as  mentioned  in  g  18,  only  applies  to  the  fur- 
ther appraisement  provided  for  in  g  6,  and 
no  appraisement  in  g  18  has  a  reference  to  the 
estimates  in  ^gSand  4.  These  estimates  are 
appraisements. — the  appraisements  of  the  par- 
ties: and  it  may  stop  after  either  the  first  or 
the  second  estimate,  if  the  other  party  is  satis- 
fied. The  appraisement  mentioned  in  g  5  is 
the  final  appraisement,  unless  further  proceed- 
ings are  had  under  g  8,  where  the  matter  seems 
to  be  finally  and  substantially  left  with  the 
court,  under  the  power  to  compel  a  fair  ap- 
praisement, etc.  Section  18,  in  this  respect, 
evidently  has  reference  to  the  next  section  (17), 
where  it  provides  for  certain  sales  without 
Taluation.  Yaluation  must  mean  appraise- 
ment, or  it  means  nothing;  and  if  $g  18  and  17 
would  control  in  this  respect,  in  case  of  a  sale 
by  a  city  of  land  to  enforce  a  street  assessment 
proceeding,  the  same  uniform  period  of  re- 
demption of  one  year  would  be  provided. 
Whether  these  would,  or  how  far  they  would, 
control  or  repeal  prior  laws  fixing  different  peri- 
ods of  redemption,  as,  for  instance,  g41.  p.204. 
Laws  1898,  is  another  question,  not  to  be  de- 
cided here.  The  ioteniioc  is  one  thing;  the 
result  another.  The  intention  may  or  may 
not  be  accomplished. 

The  first  provision  of  g  10  of  the  act  is,  no 
property  shall  be  sold  for  a  sum  less  than  80 
per  cent  of  the  appraised  value  thereof,  except 
tbat,  when  property  is  not  capable  of  partition 
or  division,  then  the  same  may  be  sold  for  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  debt  or  demand.  The 
second  is,  when  the  property  is  capable  of  par- 
tition, then  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  sufficient 
only  shall  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  judgment. 
The  third  is,  in  case  of  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages or  other  liens,  nothing  &hall  prevent  the 
sale  of  the  entire  premises  included  within  the 
mortgage  or  lien.  The  first  clause  provides 
for  a  sale  for  less  than  80  per  cent  of  the  ap- 
praised value;  tbat  is,  if  the  debt  should  not 
amount  to  tbat  much,  and  the  property  Is  not 
capable  of  partition  or  division.  The  second 
provides  that  it  must  be  partitioned  if  it  is  ca- 
pable of  being  divided,  and  only  enough  sold 
to  satisfy  the  judgment.  The  third  makes 
an  additional  provision  as  to  mortgages  and 
other  liens.  It  provides  that  nothiug  shall 
prevent  the  sale  of  the  entire  premises  included 
within  the  mortgage  or  lien.  The  other  liens 
referred  to  are  evidently  other  special  liens, 
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such  as  mechanics,'  materiaimen  •,  and  labor 
ers,'  the  proceedings  to  enforce  which  ar« 
largely  assimilated  to  mortgage  foreclosures. 
The  provisions  of  g  10,  considered  separately, 
are  explicit,  and  are  susceptible  of  but  one 
meaning,  according  to  the  expressed  intent  It 
would  seem  that  the  first  clause  might  stand 
without  much  qualification,  considered  with 
relation  to  the  second  clause.  The  last  clause, 
if  it  means  anything,  according  to  its  specific 
provisions  extends  a  greater  benefit  to  mort- 
gagees and  other  special  lienors.  If  there  are 
several  parcels,  or  even  one  piece,  susceptible 
of  division,  included  in  the  mortgage  or  cov- 
ered bv  a  mechanic's,  laborer's,  or  o'her  such 
special  lien,  the  whole  may  be  sold  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  but  not,  necessarilv,  for 
a  lump  suuL  The  last  part  of  g  2  provides,  In 
case  of  the  sale  of  real  property  consisting  of 
several  known  lots  or  parcels,  they  shall  be 
sold  separately  when  demanded  by  the  Judg- 
ment debtor  or  subsequent  encumbrancer. 
A  subsequent  purchaser  of  a  psrt  would  doubt- 
less have  the  same  right.  This  is  a  well-estab- 
lished rule  everywhere,  under  both  the  com- 
mon law  and  general  statutes,  and  it  cannot  be 
supposed  for  a  moment  that  there  was  any  in- 
tention to  provide  otherwise  in  this  act.  The 
first  provision  of  g  10,  allowing  sales  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  must  be  accorded  the  right 
or  power  expressed,  or  It  is  meaningless.  To 
set  this  aside,  if  not  necessarily  in  direct  con- 
flict with  some  other  express  provision,  would 
be  judicial  legislation,  and  not  construction. 
If  hardships  result  thereunder,  it  is  a  matter 
for  the  legislature  to  remedy;  but  we  fail  to 
see  where  its  practical  effects  are  likely  to  be  * 
injurious.  Under  the  first  clause,  an  appraise- 
ment is  necessary.  Construed  with  reference 
to  the  second,  in  case  of  an  ordinary  judgment, 
if  a  levy  has  been  made  upon  several  distinct 
parcels,  or  if  it  is  capable  of  partition  or  divi- 
sion, it  must  be  divided,  and  each  part  ap- 
praised; but  when  that  is  done,  then,  under 
the  first  provision,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary 
judgment  levy,  doubtless,  the  tract  having 
the  smaller  value,  not  being  capable  of  further 
partition  or  division,  may  be  sold  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  although  the  debt  may  not 
equal  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised  value.  This 
construction  i^ives  effect  to  each  clause  of  the 
act,  snd  a  direct  and  salutary  effect  to  the  mat- 
ter of  the  appraisement.  Under  that,  the  sale 
must  be  the  full  amount  of  the  debt  if  the  debt 
is  less  than  80  per  cent  of  the  amount  of  the 
appraisement.  Thus  the  spirit  of  the  act  Ls  bene- 
ficial, and  tends  to  prevent  the  sacrifice  of  prop 
erty.  It  compels  the  judgment  creditor  to  bid 
up  to  the  full  amount  of  his  debt,  if  it  is  less 
than  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised  value,  but 
it  says  to  an  ordinary  judgment  creditor,  per- 
haps a  common  laborer,  who  could  not  avail 
himself  of  the  laws  giving  liens  in  some  cases, 
but  who  has  obtained  a  judgment  on  his  de- 
mand, where  the  debtor  has  but  one  piece  of 
property,  not  capable  of  being  divided  and 
largely  in  excess  of  his  demand,  that  he  may 
sell  it  for  the  amount  of  his  debt.  Of  course, 
he  is  not  required  to  bid  more  than  80  per  cent 
of  the  final  appraised  value,  if  that  is  less  than 
his  debt.  If  there  is  no  final  appraisement,  he 
must  bid  the  full  amount  of  the  preliminary 
appraisement   under    the   act,   if    his   debt 
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amounts  to  that  much.  There  is  no  hardship 
in  this  to  the  debtor  class,  surely,  for  a  man 
having  a  tract  of  large  value,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, could  raise  an  amount  sufficient  to 
discharge  a  small  obligation,  or  an  amount 
sufficient  to  redeem  his  property  withia  the  time 
provided  in  case  it  is  sold.  In  sales  under  de- 
crees of  foreclosure  of  mortgages,  or  mechanics' 
and  such  special  liens,  where  the  lien  is  given 
upon  all  the  land  included  therein,  by  the  con- 
tract or  by  the  law,  it  may  all  remain  as  security 
for  the  debt  until  it  is  satisfied.  Where  several 
parcels  are  included  in  the  mortgage,  or,  in  case 
of  a  mechanic's  lien  covering  two  buildings 
built  under  one  contract,  while  a  separate 
sale  of  each  may  be  had,  the  mortgagee  or 
lienor  is  not  required  to  bid  more  than  the 
amount  of  his  debt  upon  all;  that  is,  he  may 
segregate  his  debt,  and  bid  a  part  on  each  par- 
cel. fc[e  is  not  compelled  to  bid  more  than  80 
per  cent  of  the  final  appraised  value  in  any 
event  upon  any  or  all  of  it.  He  may  buy  for 
less,  if  his  debt  is  less  than  80  per  cent.  The 
same  rule  would  apply  as  to  the  preliminary 
estimates  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  judg- 
ment; making  the  amount  the  limit  if  the  debt 
amounts  to  that  much.  But  it  would  apply  as 
to  all  of  the  property  here.  Otherwise,  no 
meaning  could  be  given  to  the  last  clause  of 
g  10,  as  there  may  be  a  separate  sale  of  parts, 
as  we  have  seen.  But  under  this  provision 
they  are  all  subject  to  the  lien,  and  for  the 
amount  bid. 

In  the  case  of  State,  Purvea,  v,  Mayer,  VI  Wash. 
643,  decided  a  few  days  after  the  Swinburne 
Case,  it  was  held  that  the  provisions  of  the  act 
'  requiring  the  levy  of  an  execution  did  not  ap- 
ply in  case  of  mortgage  liens,  on  the  principle 
that  the  law  does  not  require  the  performance 
of  an  idle  thing,  and,  the  decree  being  a  lien 
upon  specific  property,  there  was  no  necessity 
for  a  levy.  In  view  of  this  holding,  it  has 
been  argued  in  some  of  the  briefs  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  acts  relating  to  the  postpone- 
ment of  sale  do  not  apply,  and  that  a  sale  of 
mortgaged  lands  may  be  had  forthwith,  under 
§  680.  vol.  2,  of  the  Code.  It  was  said  in  that 
case  that  the  sale  must  be  postponed,  and  we 
think  correctly.  While  §  19  of  the  act  ex- 
pressly repeals  g§  611  to  521,  vol.  2,  of  the 
Code,  relating  to  redemption,  and  does  not  by 
express  declaration  repeal  other  laws  in  conflict 
with  the  act,  and  although  repeals  by  implica- 
tion are  not  favored,  it  nevertheless  follows 
that  conflicting  prior  laws  must  yield  to  later 
ones,  and  there  would  be  a  conflict  here  as  to 
the  time  for  redemption  if  an  immediate  sale 
could  be  had,  an  appraisement  being  necessary. 
Furthermore,  it  is  objectionable  to  have  a  sale 
a  year  or  so  before  title  can  be  passed.  This 
has  been  demonstrated  under  prior  laws,  and 
these  are  to  be  considered  in  construing  reme- 
dial statutes.  Consequently,  in  case  of  mort- 
gages and  other  specific  liens,  no  levy  being 
required,  the  special  execution  or  order  of  sale 
should  not  issue  until  the  expiration  of  one 
year  from  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  de- 
cree, or,  if  issued,  the  sale  should  not  be  had 
until  a  year  has  expired,  the  same  as  in  case  of 
an  execution  upon  an  ordinary  judgment  to 
carry  out  the  spirit  and  provisions  of  the  act. 
The  stipulations  in  this  mortgage  relating  to 
immediate  possession  and  right  to  rents  and 
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profits  will  be  considered  later.  We  have  ex- 
amined all  the  authorities  cited,  and  do  not 
think  the  appraisement  can  be  waived  in  the 
instrument  itself.  After  default,  when  the  sit- 
uation becomes  fixed,  the  act  permits  the 
debtor  to  waive  a  further  appraisement  upon 
notice  given  of  the  estimation  of  value  by 
the  judgment  creditor.  This  would  militate 
against  construing  the  act  to  permit  a  waiver 
otherwise,  or  until  default.  The  form  would 
not  be  material.  The  discussion  of  the  rents 
and  profits  provision  will  have  a  bearing  upon 
this  question  also,  as  a  measure  of  public  pol- 
icy to  prevent  the  sacrifice  of  property. 

The  act,  when  considered  with  reference  to 
itself,  let  alone  other  laws,  is  incongruous  and 
difficult  to  understand.  This  is  strikingly  ap- 
parent from  the  briefs  of  those  who  have  at- 
tempted to  construe  it.  In  making  this  criti- 
cism we  do  not  desire  to  be  understood  as  do- 
ing so  in  any  captious  spirit;  for  we  appre- 
ciate the  difficulties  surrounding  the  legislature 
when  enacting  laws,  the  more  or  less  hurried 
consideration  thereof  rendered  necessary,  the 
want  of  individual  training  or  education  on 
such  lines  by  a  large  number  of  the  members, 
preconceived  notions  and  tendencies  of  some, 
and  the  practical  impossibility  of  carefully  con- 
sidering particular  acts  with  reference  to  per- 
haps numerous  other  existing  laws  bearing  on 
the  same  matters.  A  friendly  sympathy  should 
exist  between  the  different  branches  of  the 
government,  working  for  the  common  good. 
The  general  intention  to  do  right  should  be  ac- 
corded to  all.  £ach  fills  a  separate  and  useful 
field,  but  it  is  not  saying  too  much  to  say  that 
the  greater  safety  of  the  people  usually  rests 
with  the  courts.  All  courts  worthy  of  the 
name  act  deliberately,  upon  well  established 
lines,  not  swayed  by  popular  impulse,  and  usu- 
ally upon  better  information  than  legislatures 
have,  and  with  better  assistance,  for  courts  are 
called  upon  to  interpret  and  construe  laws  after 
they  have  been  tested  in  the  light  of  practical 
experience.  They  do  not  hesitate  to  correct 
their  own  mistakes,  and  they  have  a  continu- 
ing, and  not  a  stated,  periodical  opportunity 
to  do  so.  It  happens  occasionally  with  refer- 
ence to  legislative  acts,  and  it  is  particularly 
true  of  this  act,  that  the  provisions  are  com- 
plicated and  hard  to  reconcile.  If  it  were  not 
for  the  clause  authorizing  a  sale  for  the  amount 
of  the  debt,  it  might  be  a  question,  at  least, 
whether  the  act  could  stand,  where  it  might 
prevent  a  recovery  at  all  by  requiring  the  out- 
lay or  payment  of  a  larger  sum  by  the  creditor 
in  addition  to  his  debt,  in  order  to  have  a  sale 
or  enforce  collection.  In  the  cases  examined 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  have  found  none 
where  such  a  burden  has  been  imposed. 
Somewhat  similar  statutes  have  been  enacted 
in  several  stales,  but  they  vary  from  this  one 
in  essential  particulars,  and  the  decisions 
thereon  have  not  been  of  much  aid  to  us  in 
construing  it.  If  any  of  such  other  acts  have 
provisions  authorizing  a  sale  for  the  amount  of 
the  debt,  such  provisions  have  not  been  called 
to  our  attention.  We  have  not  seen  any,  but 
we  have  not  examined  particularly,  as  it  is  im- 
material, for  the  act  before  us  provides  for  it  in 
unmistakable  terms^  and  this  is  the  act  we  have 
to  construe.  In  considering  it,  we  have  called 
attention  to  some  matters"  we  have  not  at- 
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tempted  to  decide,  bat  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  there  may  be  some  effect  given 
to  each  provision,  and  that  they  have  not  been 
overlooked.  The  discussion  of  many  points, 
and  our  construction  thereof,  regarding  the 
act,  and  g  10  particularly,  are  rendered  neces- 
sary under  the  mortgage  here  in  controversy. 
The  conclusion  we  have  reached,  while  it  dif- 
fers materially  from  that  contended  for  or  sug- 
gested in  the  briefs  attempting  to  deal  with  it 
somewhat  in  detail,  seems  to  be  the  only  one 
that  will  give  a  legitimate  effect  to  each  pro- 
vision. 

We  will  next  consider  the  act  entitled  "An 
Act  Relating  to  Deficiency  Judgments"  (Laws 
1807.  p.  08).  Section  1  is  as  follows:  "That 
in  all  proceedings  for  the  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages hereafter  executed,  or  on  judgments 
rendered  upon  the  debt  thereby  secured,  the 
mortgagee  or  assignee  shall  be  limited  to  the 
property  included  in  the  mortgage."  Section 
2  repeals  all  acts  or  parU  of  acts  in  conflict 
with  it.  The  discussions  in  some  of  the  briefs 
view  the  act  as  prescribing  a  method  of  proced- 
ure. Looking  only  to  the  title  of  the  act,  and 
the  older  and  later  practice  relating  to  the  fore- 
closure of  mortgages,  this  would  in  a  measure 
be  justified.  If  it  could  be  held  to  apply  to  a 
matter  of  practice  only,  and  to  prohibit  defi- 
ciency judgments  in  actions  to  foreclose  mort- 
gages, and  the  right  remains  intact  to  enforce 
collection  of  the  deficiency  in  a  subsequent 
suit,  or  to  waive  the  security  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  bring  an  ordinary  action,  where 
there  is  a  covenant  to  pay  in  the  mortgage,  or 
a  separate  instrument  contracting  to  pay,  then 
this  question  comes  up.  What  measure  of  pub- 
lic policy  can  it  serve  to  prohibit  a  waiver? 
All  agree  that,  if  it  is  a  matter  of  public  pol- 
icy, it  cannot  be  waived  by  the  parties;  if  a 
matter  of  private  concern,  it  may  be.  It 
would  bQ  bard  to  conceive  of  any  public  in- 
terest that  would  be  promoted  in  requiring  a 
debtor  to  be  subjected  to  the  costs  of  two  ac- 
tions. The  cases  mentioned  in  2  Jones,  Mortg. 
§  1711,  as  to  some  states,  would  not  apply 
here,  as  such  distinctions  between  the  practice 
in  equitjr  and  at  law  Jiave  been  abolished  for  a 
long  period,  and  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  it 
was  intended  to  take  such  a  decisive  step  back- 
ward, and  deprive  the  court  of  such  power, 
and  compel  a  resort  to  the  old  common- law 
procedure  in  this  particular.  It  would  be  en- 
tirely foreign  to  the  whole  history  and  spirit 
of  our  jurisprudence.  Consequently,  if  the 
power  to  enforce  collection  of  a  deficiency  ex- 
ists, the  act,  as  a  method  of  procedure,  must 
be  intended  to  confer  a  private  benefit  only, 
and  lis  provisions  can  be  waived.  As  limiting 
the  method  of  procedure,  it  is  clearly  worse 
than  useless. 

But  the  act  goes  further  than  this,  and  is 
manifestly  intended  for  something  else,  and  is 
so  regarded  in  some  of  the  briefs.  Its  lan- 
guage is  plain,  and  not  suscentible  of  the  con 
struction  that  it  was  intended  to  prescribe  as  a 
matter  of  practice  only.  The  body  of  the  act 
distinctly  limits  the  right  to  enforce  judgments 
on  a  debt  for  which  mortgage  security  has 
been  given  to  the  property  mortgaged,  and 
covers  chattel  as  well  as  real  estate  mortgases. 
While  it  might  be  void  in  this  respect,  on  the 
ground  that  the  substance  is  not  embraced 
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within  the  title,  graver  constitutional  questions 
arise.  It  affects  more  particularly  local  capi- 
tal and  business,  in  relation  to  which  chattel- 
mortgage  security  is  often  taken,  as  also  small 
urban  loans  up>on  real  estate;  for  it  is  a  well- 
known  fact  that  the  greater  amount  of  capital 
invested  in  loans  in  the  state  belonging  to  par- 
ties residing  without  the  state  is  invested  in 
loans  upon  agricultural  lands,  although  loans 
have  been  made  to  some  extent  upon  town 
property,  particularly  large  loans.  It  deprives 
a  man  to  a  great  extent  of  the  benefit  of  his 
general  credit,  especially  if  he  has  but  a  small 
amount  of  property.  For  Instance,  if  he 
wanted  to  hire  $500  to  build  a  house,  or  buy 
tools  to  pursue  a  trade,  he  might  find  a  man 
who  was  willing  to  loan  it  to  him  by  taking 
mortgage  security  upon  such  property  as  he 
had  with  a  further  reliance  upon  his  individ- 
ual credit  and  ability  to  pay.  He  might  be 
capable  of  earning  good  wages,  or  have  con- 
siderable property  in  expectancy  or  prospec- 
tively. The  party  having  the  money  might 
not  be  willing  to  loan  to  him  otherwise,  but 
this  law  says  to  him  that,  if  he  takes  mort- 
gage security  at  all,  his  remedy  is  confined  to 
that  and  that  only,  regardless  of  the  amount 
of  property  the  debtor  may  thereafter  acquire; 
and  the  result  will  generally  be  that  the  loan 
cannot  be  obtained.  As  applied  to  farm  lands, 
there  would  not  be  so  great  an  objection  to 
such  a  law,  for  sufficient  security  can  be  taken 
in  the  first  instance.  The  value  is  stable,  and 
not  generally  liable  to  destruction  or  serious 
impairment.  But  in  the  case  of  improved 
town  property  it  would  be  different.  It  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  its  value  could  be  protected 
by  insurance  policies,  for  it  might  be  damaged 
in  ways  a  policy  would  not  cover.  Even  agri- 
cultural lands  might  be  damaged  by  floods  se- 
riously in  some  localities,  and  damage  in  vari- 
ous ways  might  happen  without  fault  of  either 
of  the  parties.  Furthermore,  the  title  might 
prove  defective,  and  the  debtor  have  no  inter- 
est in  the  property,  or,  in  case  of  a  chattel 
mortgage  upon  livestock,  the  stock  might  die, 
and  thus  the  remedy  be  lost  entirelv;  or,  if  it 
should  be  held  in  such  cases  that,  the  security 
having  been  lost,  the  debt  should  be  regarded 
as  one  upon  which  no  security  had  been  taken, 
then,  suppose,  in  case  of  the  real-estate  loan,  a 
small,  but  inadequate,  interest  remained  in  the 
debtor  after  the  real  estate  of  the  title  was  de- 
termined, or,  in  the  case  of  a  mortga^  upon 
several  horses,  all  but  one  should  die,  here 
there  would  be  some  security  left,  but  mayhap 
insufficient  to  satisfy  more  than  a  small  part  of 
the  demand.  Under  this  law,  the  remedy 
would  cease  when  such  property  was  ex- 
hausted. Here,  also,  a  class  seems  to  be 
singled  out  arbitrarily  with  no  apparent  rea- 
son other  than  a  matter  of  opinion,  as  the  law 
only  applies  to  mortgage  loans,  and  not  to 
other  special  liens,  such  as  mechanics'  liens, 
or  upon  debts  secured  by  a  deposit  of  col- 
laterals. A  deposit  of  warehouse  receipts 
would  create  a  lien  upon  the  grain,  but  the 
creditor  would  not  be  limited  thereto  in  case  it 
proved  to  be  inadequate  security;  while  in  case 
of  a  chattel  mortgage,  taken  on  like  property 
for  a  similar  purpose,  another  creditor  would 
be.  In  the  case  of  a  lien  of  a  materialman 
furnishing  lumber  for  the  erection  of  a  build- 
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ing,  there  would  be  no  such  limit;  but  the 

SrocerymaD  who  f  uraiahed  the  necessaries  of 
fe  and  took  mort^affe  security  would  be  so 
limited.  Under  this  law,  a  man  who  holds  a 
promissory  note  for  which  mortgage  security 
had  been  originally  taken,  but  where  such  se- 
curity has  become  lost  or  impaired,  Is  not 
given  the  same  rights  that  another  citizen  is 
who  simply  took  a  promissory  note  without 
any  security.  A  law  with  some  general  terms 
may  be  so  hedged  in  with  conditions  and  speci- 
fications as  to  limit  its  application  to  a  few 
citizens,  and  make  it  class  legislation.  Fur- 
thermore, that  the  right  to  contract  with  ref- 
erence to  one's  property  is  a  property  right  is 
well  settled,  and  any  abridgment  of  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  benefits  fiowing  from  a  contract 
not  against  public  policy  is  void. 

Id  considering  the  sweeping  consequences 
of  this  act,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  propitious 
time  for  a  recurrence  to  fundamental  prin- 
ciples. Const,  art.  1,  §  82.  Civil  liberty  is 
defined  by  Blackstone  to  be  "no  other  than 
natural  liberty  so  far  restrained  by  human 
laws  (and  no  farther)  as  is  necessary  and  ex- 
pedient for  the  general  advantage  of  the  pub- 
lic." Book  1,  p.  125.  Judge  Cooley,  in 
speaking  of  constitutional  declarations,  men- 
tions *lho8e  declaratory  of  the  fundamental 
rights  of  the  citizen,  as  that  all  men  are  by 
nature  free  and  independent,  and  have  certain 
inalienable  rights,  among  which  are  those  of 
enjoving  and  defending  life  and  liberty,  ac- 
quiring, possessing,  and  protecting  propert^r, 
and  pursuing  and  obtaining  safety  and  happi- 
ness; that  the  right  to  property  is  before  and 
higher  than  any  constitutional  sanction" 
(Cooley,  Const  Lim.  5th  ed.  p.  45);  and  that, 
"in  considering  state  Constitutions  we  must 
not  commit  the  mistake  of  supposing  that,  be- 
cause individual  rights  are  guarded  and  pro- 
tected by  them,  they  must  also  be  considered  as 
owing  their  origin  to  them.  These  instruments 
measure  the  powers  of  the  rulers,  but  they  do 
not  measure  the  rights  of  the  governed.  .  .  . 
There  never  was  a  writiten  republican  Consti- 
tution which  delejB^ated  to  functionaries  all  the 
latent  powers  which  lie  dormant  in  every  na- 
tion, and  are  boundless  in  extent  and  incapable 
of  definition"  (Id.  p.  47).  As  if  to  emphasize 
this  principle,  our  Constitution  (^  80,  art.  1) 
declares  that  'Hhe  enumeration  in  this  Consti- 
tution of  certain  rights  shall  not  be  construed 
to  deny  others  retained  by  the  people."  At 
page  198  of  his  work,  Judge  Cooley  says: 
"The  fundamental  maxims  of  a  free  govern- 
ment seem  to  require  that  the  rights  of  per- 
sonal liberty  ana  private  properly  should  be 
held  sacred."  And  at  paee  200,  quoting  ap- 
provingly from  a  Connecticut  case  (Gonfien  v. 
Stontngton,  4  Conn.  209,  10  Am.  Dec.  121), 
says:  "With  those  judges  who  assert  the  om- 
nipotence of  the  legislature  in  all  cases  where 
the  Constitution  has  not  interposed  an  explicit 
restraint,  I  cannot  agree."  But  at  page  205 
says:  "Nor  are  the  courts  at  liberty  to  declare 
an  act  void,  because  in  their  opinion  it  is  op- 
posed to  a  spirit  supposed  to  pervade  the  Con- 
stitution, but  not  expressed  in  words.  'When 
the  fundamental  law  has  not  limited,  either  in 
terms  or  by  necessary  implication,  the  general 
powers  conferred  upon  the  legislature,  we  can- 
not declare  a  limitation,  under  the  notion  of 
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having  discovered  something  in  the  apirit  of 
the  Constitution  which  is  not  even  mentioned 
in  the  instrument.'  "  And  at  page  206,  speak- 
ing of  the  national  and  state  Constitutions, 
says:  "A  legislative  act  cannot,  therefore,  be 
declared  void,  unless  its  confiict  with  one  of 
these  two  instruments  can  be  pointed  out" 
But,  while  this  is  to  be  observed,  it  is  apparent 
that  all  declarations,  guaranties  of  right,  and 
limitations  cannot  be  specific,  and,  unless  gen- 
eral ones  can  be  applied  to  such  cases  by  neces- 
sary implication,  they  would  be  valt^eless;  or, 
as  said  at  paee  432,  quoting  approvingly  from 
the  Dartmouth  College  Case  [4  Wheat  518, 
4  L.  ed.  629],  there  cited:  '*By  the  law  of 
the  land  is  most  clearly  intended  the  gen- 
eral law;  a  law  which  bears  before  it  con- 
demns; which  proceeds  upon  inquiry,  and 
renders  judgment  onlv  after  tiiaL  The  mean- 
ing is  that  every  citizen  shall  hold  his  life, 
liberty,  property,  and  immunities,  under  the 
protection  of  the  general  rules  which  govern 
society.  Everything  which  may  pass  under 
the  form  of  an  enactment  is  not,  therefore,  to 
be  considered  the  law  of  the  land."  At  page 
483,  it  is  said:  "But  a  statute  would  not  be 
constitutional  which  should  prescribe  a  class 
or  a  party  for  opinion's  sake,  or  which  should 
select  particular  individuals  from  a  class  or  lo- 
cality, and  subject  them  to  peculiar  rules,  or 
impose  upon  them  special  obligations  or  bur- 
dens, from  which  others  in  the  same  locality 
or  class  are  exempt."  At  pages  486,  487,  it  is 
said:  "The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether  a 
regulation  made  for  any  one  class  of  citizens, 
entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character,  and  restrict- 
ing their  rights,  privileges,  or  legal  capacities 
in  a  manner  before  unknown  to  the  law,  could 
be  sustained,  notwiihstandiog  its  generality. 
Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest  upon 
some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  de- 
fended,—like  the  want  of  capacity  in  infants 
and  insane  persons:  and  if  the  legislature  should 
undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following 
some  specified  lawful  trade  or  employment 
should  not  have  car  acity  to  make  contracts,  or 
to  receive  conveyam  e  s  or  to  build  such  houses 
as  others  were  allowe.i  to  erect,  or  in  any  other 
way  to  make  such  us 3  of  their  property  as  was 
permissible  to  others,  it  can  scarcely  be  doubted 
that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due  bounds 
of  legislative  power,  even  thouirh  no  express 
constitutional  provision  could  be  pointed  out 
with  which  it  would  come  in  conflict.  To  for- 
bid to  an  iDdividual  or  a  class  the  right  to  the 
acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such 
manner  as  should  be  permitted  to  the  commu- 
nity at  large  would  be  to  deprive  them  of  lib- 
erty in  particulars  of  primary  importance  to 
their  'pursuit  of  happiness;'  and  those  who 
should  claim  a  right  to  do  so  ought  to  be  able 
to  show  a  specific  authority  therefor,  instead  of 
calling  upon  others  to  show  how  and  where 
the  authority  is  negatived.  Equality  of  rights, 
privileges,  and  cwpacities  unquestionably 
should  be  the  aim  of  the  law;  and,  if  special 
privileges  are  granted,  or  special  burdens  or 
restrictions  imposed,  in  any  case,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  legislature  desisrned  to  de- 
part as  little  as  possible  from  this  fundamental 
maxim  of  government.  The  state,  it  is  to  be 
presumed,  has  no  favors  to  bestow,  and  de- 
signs to  infilct   no   arbitrary   deprivation  of 
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rlffliU.  0peclal  privileges  are  always  obnox- 
ious, and  d{«criminatioD8  against  persons  or 
classes  are  still  more  so."  As  to  class  le^sla- 
tion,  see  also  Tacoma  y.  Kreeh,  16  Wash. 
286.  84  L.  K  A.  68,  where  the  principle  was 
held  to  apply. 

To  undertake  anything  like  a  review  of  the 
numerous  decisions  on  these  constitutional 
ouestions  would  extend  this  opinion  beyond  all 
due  bounds.  Many  of  tbem  are  cited  in  the 
briefs,  and  these  can  be  resorted  to  by  those 
desiring  to  do  so.  The  rules  above  quoted  are 
sufficient  to  indicate  the  general  grounds,  and 
to  establish  that  an  act  limiting  the  rights  of  a 
citizen  to  contract  with  reference  to  his  prop 
erty  must  tend  to  promote  the  public  good  in 
some  way  or  it  is  an  unwarrantable  interfer- 
ence therewith.  Such  laws  must  be  founded 
on  a  legitimate  reason.  Where  the  reason  fails 
the  right  ceases.  Can  such  a  basis  be  found 
here?  The  act  cannot  operate  as  an  exemption 
law.  8ucb  laws  are  sustained  on  the  principle 
that  the  state  is  interested  in  the  retention  by 
each  citizen  of  enouffh  property  to  enable 
him  to  be  self  supporting,  that  he  may  be  en- 
abled to  pursue  his  trade  or  calling,  and  in  or- 
der that  he  may  not  become  a  public  charge. 
Tbese  matters  are  left  to  the  legislature,  and 
to  say  how  little  or  how  much  may  be  ex- 
empted. 8uch  laws  are  liberally  construed. 
It  clearly  cannot  serve  any  such  purpose,  for  a 
mortgagor  may  have  a  lar^e  amount  of  other 
prop^y  above  his  exemptions  aside  from  that 
mortgaged.  Why  should  a  mortgagee  who 
has  exhausted  the  mortgaged  property  not  be 
paid  therefrom?  It  has  been  heretofore  a 
well-settled  policy  of  the  .law  that  a  man's 
property  in  excess  of  his  exemptions  should  be 
snbiected  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  It 
could  not  be  supported  as  an  additional  ex- 
emption, for  it  would  operate  unequally.  One 
roan  might  have  a  Bmall  amount  of  such  prop- 
erty; another,  a  very  large  amount.  It  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  the  parties  have  contracted 
for  certain  security,  for  that  may  be  lost  or  im- 
paired without  the  mortgagee's  fault.  The 
mortga^r  has  also  contracted  to  pay  the  debt 
in  addition  to  giving  the  security,  it  does  not 
serve  the  purpose  of  an  insolvency  law  in  any 
wtty,  whereby  a  man  is  enabled  to  turn  over 
all  of  his  property  above  his  exemptions  to  all 
of  his  creditors,  and  start  again,  freed  from 
former  liabilities;  for  here  he  is  not  absolved 
from  the  payment  of  his  unsecured  debts.  If 
the  property  he  then  owns  is  not  sufficient  to 
pay  them,  payment  may  be  enforced  against 
his  future  acquired  property.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  may  have  property  largely  in  excess 
of  enough  to  pay  all  of  his  debts,  whether 
originally  secured  or  not.  It  is  not  a  marshal- 
ing of  assets,  or  like  settlement  of  estates,  as  in 
the  case  of  partnership  and  individual  debts; 
for  the  originally  secured  creditor  would  have 
no  recourse  to  the  property  left  after  unse- 
cured debts  are  paid.  It  cannot  be  sustained 
on  the  ground  that  an  undue  advantage  may 
be  taken  of  an  unwary  or  needy  debtor,  where 
the  law  sometimes  relieves  him  on  the  ground 
of  public  policy  from  his  own  stipulations. 
often  carelessly  entered  into,  and  where  he 
might  be  overreached  otherwise,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  stipulation  in  an  insurance  policy  that  the 
agent  ahall  be  deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the 
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insured,  for  an  instance.  He  has  received 
the  amount  of  the  loan,  if  it  is  a  case  of  hiring, 
and  he  has  agreed  to  return  it.  If  the  mort- 
gage is  given  to  secure  payment  for  the  neces- 
saries of  life  or  tools  of  trade  which  he  has 
f>urchased.  he  has  agreed  to  pay  for  them,  and 
t  is  a  direct  primary  part  of  his  contract  It 
does  not  tend  to  prevent  the  sacrifice  of  real 
estate,  for  the  sale  must  be  for  the  amount  of 
the  debt,  or  for  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised 
value  if  it  is  less.  No  one  would  contend  that 
it  in  any  way  involves  the  police  ]>ower  of  the 
state.  It  rests  on  none  of  these  grounds.  We 
know  of  no  similar  law  anywhere,  and  may 
safely  say  that  none  like  it  has  ever  been  sus- 
tained in  any  state  of  the  Union.  The  results 
of  a  turbulent,  restless,  temporary  impulse  on 
the  part  of  the  people  or  majorities  in  any  state 
or  community  mav  sometimes  be  reflected  in 
contemporaneous  legislation,  which  disregards 
the  rights  of  individual  citizens  or  classes.  In 
such  cases,  the  people  need  protection  from 
their  own  hasty  acts.  State  Constitutions  are 
designed  to  serve  as  a  check  thereon.  If  they 
do  not  do  this,  thev  are  but  a  delusion  and  a 
snare.  When  constitutional  rights  are  in  issue, 
a  great  responsibility  rests  upon  the  courts.  If 
they  are  unconnitutional,  it  is  a  duty  to  hold 
them  so,— one  not  to  be  avoided.  It  is  not  a 
matter  of  choice  to  act  or  not,  but  a  duty  is  im- 
posed which  must  be  discharged.  It  would 
seem  that,  if  any  law  could  bean  unwarranted 
interference  with  a  citizen's  right  to  con- 
tract, this  is  one.  If  this  law  could  be  sus- 
tained, a  law  absolutely  prohibidng  all 
mortgages,  debts,  or  even  the  sale  of  proper- 
ty could  as  well  be.  We  believe  the  opinion 
that  such  laws  would  be  constitutional  is  not 
generally  prevalent  In  support  of  the  propo- 
sition, favored  by  a  few,  that  legislatures  are 
practically  omnipotent,  and  can  interfere  with 
the  rights  of  the  citizen  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, imaginary  cases  are  sometimes  presented, 
such  as  if  the  legislature  should  pass  bills  re- 
pealing all  laws  providing  remedies  and  sub- 
stitute no  others.  Although  the  courts  could 
not  supply  them  as  to  future  contracts,  if  they 
ox>uld  hold  former  ones  in  force  as  to  prior 
contracts,  and,  while  the  Constitution  would 
afford  but  little  protection  in  such  cases,  it  is 
true,  there  is  yet  something  inherent  in  the 
social  organization  itself  which  prevents  tbem, 
resting  in  the  settled  good  sense  of  the  people. 
That  any  such  thing,  so  destructive  of  so- 
ciety, would  be  done,  is  not  to  be  thought  of. 
Supposed  cases,  practically  impossible  because 
of  their  palpable  outrageousness,  can  always 
be  pursued  to  absurd  ends  in  any  direction. 
Our  conclusion  is  that  this  law  is  void  as  being 
an  undue  restraint  upon  the  liberty  of  the 
citizen,  affecting  his  property  rights. 

We  will  next  consider  the  act  granting  Judg- 
ment debtors  the  right  to  the  possession  of 
property  during  the  period  of  redemption 
(Laws  1897,  p.  227),  together  with  the  follow- 
ing clauses  contained  near  the  end  of  the 
mortgage  here  in  controversy:  **That  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  mortgage  foreclosure  sale,  or  bis 
successors  in  interest,  shall  have  full  and  com- 
plete possession  uf  the  mortgaged  property 
during  the  time  allowed  for  redemption,  and 
that  the  party  .of  the  first  part  and  his  succea- 
sora  in  interest  shall  and  do  hereby  waive  all 
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right  or  claim,  allowed  by  statute,  to  posses- 
sion duriog  the  period  of  redemption,  whether 
such  period  elapse  before  or  after  sale,  but 
that  whenever  the  property  is  redeemed  the 
rents  and  profits  shall  be  accounted  for  to  the 
judgment  debtor,  and  credited  as  payment  in 
part  or  in  whole  of  the  judgment;  that  from 
the  time  of  the  levy  upon  the  real  estate  men- 
tioned in  the  mortgage,  and  the  decree  ren- 
dered in  the  foreclosure  procpedings  thereon, 
the  judgment  creditor,  being  the  party  of  the 
second  part  or  his  successors  in  interest,  shall 
have  full  and  complete  possession  of  tbe  mort- 
gaged premises,  and  be  entitled  to  all  rents 
and  profits  of  the  same,  but  that  in  case  of  re- 
demption such  rents  and  profits  shall  be  cred- 
ited upon  tbe  judgment."  It  is  contended 
that  these  provisions  constitute  a  mortgage  on 
the  rents  and  profits  which  is  binding.  A 
mortgage  may  undoubtedly  be  given  on  rents 
and  profits  (1  Jones,  Mortg.  5th  ed.  g  140; 
Chase  v.  Ball,  79  Ind.  811),  and,  if  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  agreement,  necessary  for 
the  security  of  the  mortgagor,  should  be  en- 
forced. A  mortgage  in  the  form  of  a  deed, 
with  a  separate  defeasance,  the  deed  giving 
immediate  possession  and  the  right  to  the 
rents  and  profits,  can  doubtless  be  given;  and 
it  could  be  made  to  take  effect  upon  a  default 
and  foreclosure.  But  it  does  cot  follow  that 
such  latter  stipulations  must  be  enforced  in  all 
cases.  Courts  of  equity  have  always  exercised 
a  control  over  sales  of  property,  even  to  the 
extent  of  disregarding  the  stipulations  of  the 
parties.  Rents  and  profits  might  be  applied 
towards  the  satisfaction  of  a  mortgage  debt  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  stipulation,  as  is  some- 
times done  where  a  receiver  is  appointed  be- 
fore or  after  default.  Nor  do  we  say  that  it 
would  be  necessary  that  a  receiver  should  be 
appointed  therefor  in  all  cases.  These  are 
matters  over  which  the  court  has  control,  and 
may  or  may  not  enforce,  as  the  justice  of  the 
particular  case  seems  to  demand.  The  stipu- 
lations therefor  may  be  in  the  nature  of  for- 
feitures, which  are  not  favored.  On  a  similar 
principle,  stipulations  regarding  the  time  of 
payment,  where  it  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  and  as  to  damages,  will  not  always 
be  enforced.  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  2d  ed.  §§  455, 
456;  1  Sutherland,  Damages,  2d  ed.  ^%^  288, 
284.  This  is  a  familiar  doctrine.  The  stipu- 
lations in  this  mortgage  as  to  rents  and  profits 
add  little,  if  anything,  to  the  stipulation  giv- 
ing immediate  possession  after  the  rendering 
of  the  decree.  The  right  to  possession  would 
take  the  rents,  and  the  law  now  would  compel 
the  application  of  the  profits  to  the  debt  in  case 
of  redemption.  It  may  have  been  but  an  at- 
tempt in  this  instance  to  evade  the  law  relating 
to  possession  during  the  redemption  period, 
not  at  all  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
mortgagee,  nor  a  substantial  part  of  the  con- 
tract. If  so,  the  mortgagor  could  not  waive 
the  right  in  the  instrument  creating  the  debt, 
or  before  default  generally,  when  the  situation 
becomes  fixed,  and  he  is  directly  confronted 
with  its  effects.  There  was  no  showing  in 
this  case  that  the  land  was  inadequate  security 
for  the  debt.  After  default,  the  law  would 
permit  a  waiver.  A  debtor  might  waive  his 
exemptions  by  failing  to  claim  tne  same  after 
levy.  This  law  declares  a  public  policy  and 
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establishes.a  salutary  rule.  While  it  operates 
for  the  benefit  of  debtors,  it  also  benefits  the 
public  by  benefiting  a  large  number  of  citi- 
zens. It  is  of  the  same  class  as  those  laws 
preventing  waivers  in  insurance  policies  relat- 
ing 10  agents  and  otherwise,  which  are  well 
koown,  and  also  declaring  after  what  per- 
formance life  insurance  policies  shall  be  non- 
forfeitable, regardless  of  stipulations.  The 
law  permits  a  mortgage  of  a  homestead,  and  it 
might  be  a  matter  of  public  policy  that  the 
owner  should  not  be  turned  out  of  possession 
immediately  upon  foreclosure.  He  might  sur- 
render possession  after  default  and  sale,  bat 
not  be  allowed  to  stipulate  therefor  in  the  in- 
strument creating  the  debt.  Green  hood.  Pub. 
Pol.  pp.  496  etseti;  Kneeitle  v.  Newcomb,  22  N. 
Y.  249,  78  Am.  Dec.  186;  Pengh  v.  Dati%,  98 
U.  8.  837,  24  L.  ed.  776;  Uuck%  v.  WalJc^, 
15  La.  Ann.  345,  77  Am.  Dec.  187;  Mill*  v. 
Bennett,  94  Tenn.  651;  Waier%  v.  Randall, 
6  Met.  479;  Queen  Inf^.  Co.  v.  /A8lie,  47  Ohio 
St.  409,  9  L.  R.  A.  45;  Cleg/t&rn  v.  Greeson, 
77  Ga.  848.  These  matters  must  be  left  with 
the  court,  and  there  is  nothing  presented  in 
this  case  to  warrant  our  disturbing  the  finding 
of  the  court  in  that  particular.  This  also  dis- 
poses of  the  stipulation  for  an  immediate  sale 
after  decree,  as  the  law  fixes  tbe  time,  as  here- 
tofore stated. 

Regarding  the  act  relating  to  the  payment  of 
obligations  (Laws  1897,  p.  91),  I  desire  merely 
to  announce  tbe  conclusion  reached  by  the 
i  other  members  of  the  court,  as  I  understand 
it,  vie.,  that  it  is  a  subject  upon  wbich  a  state 
cannot  legislate,  but  belongs  exclusively  to  the 
general  government.  In  its  practical  effects  it 
IS  of  no  consequence,  although  the  principle  is 
an  important  one.  The  precise  point  as  to 
whether  a  state  can  provide  that  no  contract 
shall  be  enforced  as  payable  in  any  particular 
money,  but  may  be  discharged  in  any  kind  of 
lawful  money,  regardless  of  the  stipulations  of 
the  parties,  in  the  absence  of  national  legisla- 
lation  permitting  such  contracts,  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  decided  elsewhere.  Per- 
sonally, from  the  limited  examination  I  have 
given  it,  in  view  of  its  present  at  least  incon- 
sequential effect  and  the  opinion  of  the  major- 
ity, I  can  see  no  objection  to  sustaining  such  a 
law.  But  it  follows,  from  the  holding  of  the 
other  members  of  the  court,  that  this  contract 
must  be  enforced  according  to  its  terms,  and 
that  the  act  is  inoperative. 

We  are  all  of  the  opinion  that  the  act  in  re- 
lation to  attorney's  fees  (Laws  1895.  p.  81) 
must  stand.  This  prescribes  a  measure  of  pub- 
lic policy.  In  the  absence  of  any  statute  upon 
the  subject,  it  would  be  a  matter  over  which  the 
courts  would  have  control,  at  least  to  the  ex- 
tent of  refusing  to  allow  unconscionable  fees. 
It  is  also  well  settled  that  where  no  attorney 
has  been  employed  there  can  be  no  recovery 
of  an  attorney's  fee  in  the  case,  and  it  would 
follow  therefrom  that  only  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation sbould  be  allowed  where  one  is  em- 
ployed. It  is  intended  as  a  matter  of  costs,  to 
cover  the  expenses  of  suit  The  practice  of 
allowing  the  parties  to  fix  the  amount  of  such 
fees,  under  the  former  statute,  was  abused 
more  or  less.  Excessive  fees  were  sometimes 
fixed,  and  it  is  contended  in  tbe  briefs  that 
mortgages  under  arrangements  made  with  at- 
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toraeys  were  occarioDally  foreclosed  for  a 
mnch  less  sum,  the  mortgagee  retaining  the 
balance.  This,  certainly,  was  a  reprehensible 
practice,  and  one  not  to  be  tolerated.  The 
finding  of  the  lower  court  in  this  respect  is 
•ustaioed. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  in  accordance 
herewith. 

Anders  and  Gordon*  JJ.,  concur. 

Dunbar,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  reluctantly  compelled  to  dissent  in  part, 
at  least,  from  the  majority  opinion  in  this 
case.  So  far  as  the  proposition  of  appraise- 
ment is  concerned,  I  am  forced  to  the  opinion 
that  the  law  should  be  held  to  be  of  no  force 
or  effect,  by  reason  of  its  incoDgruities  and 
contradictory  provisions.  Section  10  pro- 
vides that  no  property  shall  be  sold  for  a  sum 
less  than  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised  value 
thereof,  except  that,  when  property  is  not 
capable  of  partition  or  division,  then  the  same 
may  be  sold  for  the  amount  of  the  Judgment 
debt  or  demand.  The  same  section  further 
provides  that,  when  the  property  is  capable  of 
partition,  then  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
sutticient  only  shall  be  sold  as  will  satisfy  the 
judgment;  and  the  further  provision  of  the 
same  section  is,  in  case  of  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages or  other  liens,  nothing  shall  prevent  the 
sale  of  the  entire  premises  included  within  the 
mortgage  or  lien.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that 
the  second  and  third  provisions  of  the  section 
are  irreconcilably  conflicting,  for  one  provides 
that  80  much  only  of  the  property  as  may  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  judgment  shall  be  sold, 
while  the  next  sentence  as  clearly  declares 
that  nothing  shall  prevent  the  sale  of  the  en- 
tire premises  included  within  the  mortgage  or 
lien.  I  heartily  concur  in  all  that  is  said  in 
the  majority  opinion  concerning  the  relations 
«xisting  between  courts  and  legislatures;  but 
when  the  legislature  enacts  a  law  the  provi- 
sions of  which  are  absolutely  conflicting  within 
themselves,  then  I  think  it  becomes  as  much 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  hold  the  law  ineffect- 
ual for  any  purpose  as  it  does  to  hold  the  law 
unconstitutional  when  it  plainly  violates  a 
constitutional  provision.  The  section  which  I 
have  quoted  is  only  one  example  of  the  con- 
flicting provisions  of  this  law,  if  we  hold  tbat 
it  applies  to  mortgages  and  not  to  execution 
sales  alone;  and  an  attempt  to  exempt  mort- 
gages from  the  operation  of  the  bill  is  ren- 
dered as  unsuccessful  by  reason  of  the  provi- 
sions of  succeeding  and  preceding  sections. 
There  are  no  rules  of  statutory  construction  or 
of  logic  which  can  be  brought  to  bear  in  con- 
struing a  statute  of  this  kind.  It  simply  be- 
comes a  question  of  guessing  as  to  what  was 
the  intention  of  the  legisla'ure.  if,  indeed,  it 
does  not  go  further,  and  compel  judicial  legis- 
lation, which  is  always  to  be  avoided.  This 
is  shown  by  the  majority  opinion,  which  was 
announced  after  many  weeks  of  painstaking 
labor,  coupled  with  an  earnest  endeavor  to 
bring  order  out  of  confusion,  and  to  give 
some  effect  to  the  legislative  act.  But  I  think 
the  effort,  devoted  and  praiseworthy  as  it  was, 
bas  failed,  and  that  the  announcement  is  really 
the  best  judgment  of  the  majority  of  what  the 
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law  ought  to  be,— a  result  which,  in  my  opin- 
ion, could  not  be  avoided  under  an  attempt 
to  sustain  this  law;  and  I  think,  as  a  matter 
of  public  policy,  it  is  far  better  that  the  laws 
enacted  by  former  legislators,  who  were  the 
proper  lawmaking  powers,  should  be  held  to 
be  the  laws  governing  transactions  of  this 
kind,  than  a  law  whicn  is  the  result  of  ju- 
dicial judgment  and  announcement.  I  have 
read  with  interest  the  masterly  presentation 
made  by  the  majority  of  the  deficiency  judg- 
ment law,  but  am  still  constrained  to  believe 
that  on  that  subject  the  legislature  had  a 
right  to  act,  and  that  it  did  act  within  the 
scope  of  its  constitutional  powers;  and,  be- 
lieving tbat  it  is  a  provision  which  cannot  be 
waived,  I  think  the  law  should  be  sustained. 
I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  statute  in  re- 
lation to  possession  cannot  be  abrogated  or 
modified  by  the  courts.  Neither  do  I  think 
it  is  a  provision  that  can  be  waived.  The  ma- 
jority opinion  expresses  my  views  on  the 
money  proposition. 

BeaTis*  J.,  dissenting: 

I  cannot  assent  to  several  conclusions  an- 
nounced by  the  majority  of  the  court  in  this 
case,  and  the  importance  of  the  questions  in- 
volved requires  further  discussion.  The 
question  whether  an  appraisement  of  real  es- 
tate provided  for  in  the  act  of  March  10.  1897 
(Laws  1897,  p.  70),  relating  to  the  sale  of 
property  under  execution,  is  applicable  to 
mortgages  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Swin- 
burne V.  Mills,  17  Wash.  611;  and  moilgages 
were  there  held  to  be  included  within  the 
terms  of  the  act  Upon  complete  considera- 
tion we  are  all  agreed  that  the  conclusion 
heretofore  reached  was  correct.  This  litiga- 
tion arises  in  the  construction  of  the  mortgage 
in  suit,  which  contains,  among  its  stipula- 
tions upon  the  part  of  the  mortgagor,  an  ex- 
press waiver  of  the  law  relating  to  appraise- 
ment and  time  of  sale;  also,  the  act  of  March 
16,  1897  (Laws  1897,  p.  227),  declaring  the 
mortgagor  entitled  to  the  possession,  and  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  of  real  property  sold  under 
foreclosure,  during  the  full  period  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  same;  also,  the  act  of  March 
11,  1897  (Laws  1897,  p.  98),  prohibiting  a 
deficiency  judgment  in  mortgage  foreclosures; 
also,  the  act  relating  to  the  construction  of 
contracts  between  parties  for  attorney's  fees; 
and  also  the  act  of  March  11, 1897.  relating  to 
payment  of  obligations,  and  declaring  that 
the  same  may  be  fully  satisfied  with  any  kind 
of  lawful  money  or  currency  of  the  united 
States.  I  understand  the  conclusion  of  the 
majority  is  that  the  waivers  contained  in  the 
stipulations  of  the  mortgage  are  void,  and 
cannot  be  enforced;  but,  as  there  is  some  in- 
timation that  a  different  state  of  facts  from 
those  found  in  the  present  cause  might  vest  in 
the  court  the  consideration  of  the  enforceabil- 
ity of  some  of  the  waivers,  I  desire  to  make 
some  observations  upon  this  question. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contend 
that  the  provisions  relating  to  appraisement, 
and  to  ]>os3ession,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits,  in  the  legislation  of  1897.  do  not,  in 
terms  prohibit  the  waiver;  that,  being  solely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  he  may  lawfully 
waive  the  same;  that  such  contract  of  waiver 
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ievv,  the  apprafsement  must  be  made  by  the 
juagment  creditor.  It  is  a  part  of  the  process 
as  necessary  as  the  notice  of  sale.  But,  if  it 
were  desirable  to  derive  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  from  surrounding  circumstances 
and  conditions  then  existing,  it  is  also  easy  to 
deduce  the  rule  of  public  policy.  For  a  few 
years  preceding  the  legislative  session  of  1897, 
it  was  a  matter  of  universal  knowledge  in  this 
state  that  real  property  exposed  to  sale  under 
execution  was  sacrificed.  A  severe  financial 
stringency  and  absolute  dearth  of  money  in 
general  circulation  destroyed  the  value  of  real 
property,  and  at  such  sales  geof^rally  the  only 
bidder  was  the  judgment  creditor,  who,  in  ef- 
fect, could,  and  did ,  bid  so  much  as  he  chose 
for  property,  and  thus  the  mortgage  which, 
when  executed,  was  deemed  secured  by  prop- 
erly of  thrice  its  value,  frequently  was  pur- 
chased by  the  mortgagee  for  a  small  portion  of 
the  amount  secured,  and  a  deficiency  judg- 
ment left  standing  against  the  mortgagor  for 
the  balance— of  ten  the  larger  portion— of  the 
claim.  It  is  plain  to  my  judgment  that  the 
legislature  intended  by  these  statutes  to  prevent 
the  undue  sacrifice  of  property.  Whether  the 
statute  is  the  best  that  could  be  framed  for  that 
purpose,  or  whether  it  is  a  wise  legislation,  are 
matters  which  the  courts  cannot  control.  The 
question  at  the  outstart  ought  to  be,  Is  the  stat- 
ute constitutional?  I  understand  the  court 
is  agreed  that  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
enact  such  laws.  I  have  examined  the  numer- 
ous cases  cited  by  counsel  upon  the  question  of 
the  constitutionality  of  this  statute,  and  my 
conclusion  is  that,  with  the  exception  of  the 
mechanic's  lien  and  slaughter  house  cases,  all 
the  cases  cited  are  those  involving  class  legisla- 
tion, and  as  such  would  probably  be  held  void 
under  article  1,  *§  12,  of  our  Constitution. 
These  cases  hold  the  acts  under  consideration 
void  for  the  reason  that  they  limit  the  right  to 
contract  to  certain  classes,  to  wit:  Sharer  v. 
Pennsylvania  Co.  71  Fed.  Rep.  931  (railroad 
employees);  Law  v.  Rees  Printing  Go.  41  Neb. 
127,  24  L.  R  A.  702  (all  laborers  except  on 
farms);  Com.  v.  Perry,  155  Mass.  117,  14  L.  R. 
A.  825  (weavers);  State  v.  Goodwill,  88  W.  Va. 
179.  6L.  R.  A.  621  (laborers  in  mines  and  fac- 
tories); MiUett  V.  People,  117  IlL  294,  57  Am. 
Rep.  869  (coal  miners);  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  T. 
M.dS.  R  Co.  58  Ark.  407.  23  L.  R.  A.  264 
{railroad  employees);  Re  Jacobs,  96  N.  Y.  106, 
50  Am.  Rep.  636  (cigarmakers  in  tenement 
houses);  Ex  parte  Eitback,So  Cal.  274,  9  L.R.  A. 
482  (employees  on  public  contracts);  Be  Eight 
Hours  Bill  (laborers  in  mines,  factories,  and 
smelters);  Be  House  BiU  No.  203,  21  Colo.  27 
(coal  miners).  The  statutes  here  in  question 
embrace  all  those  entering  into  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor,  which  is  not  only  a  rela- 
tionship based  upon  its  own  peculiar  charac- 
istics,  but  is  one  recognized  from  the  earliest 
times  and  under  all  forms  of  Constitutions  as 
subject  to  legislative  control,  without  the 
suspicion  of  being  answerable  to  the  charge  of 
class  legislation.  The  objection  to  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  provisions  relating  to  ap- 
praisement being  untenable,  the  important 
duty  of  the  court  is  their  construction. 

2.  And  here  I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the 
construction  of  the  majority  of  the  court.  I 
concede  that  §  10  of  the  appraisement 
40  L.  R.  A. 


act  is  inartificially  framed,  and  there  is  much 
diflficulty  in  the  harmooious  construction  of  the 
several  provisions  included  in  the  section.  Sec- 
tion 2  provides,  when  the  sale  is  of  real  prop- 
erty and  consisting  of  several  known  lots  or 
parcels,  they  shall  be  sold  separately  when  de- 
manded by  the  judgment  debtor  or  a  subse 
quent  encumbrancer.  This  is  merely  declara- 
tory of  an  ancient  equitable  rule  in  mortgage 
foreclosures.  The  act  is  clear  in  the  proced- 
ure on  the  appraisement.  It  is  simple  and  di- 
rect. If  the  judgment  creditor's  appraisement 
is  satisfactory,  notice  of  sale  is  given;  if  not 
satisfactory  to  the  judgment  debtor,  then  the 
appraisers  are  appointed  ij  the  derk  of  the 
court,  and  they  shall  appraise  the  real  value  of 
the  property  or  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor 
therein.  Section  8  seems  to  commit  finally 
the  fairness  of  the  appraisement  and  the  pro- 
rtety  of  another  valuation  of  the  property  to 
the  court.  The  difficulty  in  construction  is 
found  in  §  10.  I  think  this  section  may  be 
fairly  read  as  follows:  *'No  property  shall  be 
sold  for  a  sum  less  than  80  per  cent  of  the 
value  thereof."  All  that  follows  in  g  10  are 
exceptions  or  provisos.  The  well  recognized 
canon  of  statutory  interpretation,  that  in  the 
event  of  absolute  repugnancy  between  a  pro- 
viso and  the  body  of  the  section  and  intention 
of  the  whole  act,  the  proviso  must  yield,  ought 
to  be  applied  here,  and  the  exceptions  or  pro- 
visos, taken  together,  would  qualify  the  sec- 
tion that  the  property  cannot  be  sold  for  less 
then  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised  value;  the 
whole  thereof  may  be  sold,  if  necessary  to  pay 
the  debt,  at  80  per  cent  of  the  appraised  value; 
but  if  a  portion  of  the  property,  appraised  at 
80  per  cent,  will  pay  the  debt,  no  more  can  be 
sold.  State,  Gf*amberlin,  v.  Daniel,  17  Wash. 
111.  As  I  view  the  construction  given  to  g  10 
by  the  court,  the  whole  appraisement  is  so 
emasculated  that  nothing  of  value  is  left  of  it 
The  plain  intention  of  all  the  preceding  sec- 
tions of  the  act  is  the  appraisement  of  real 
property  so  as  to  avoid  its  sacrifice  at  the  sale, 
and,  while  such  legislation  relating  to  execu- 
tion sales  is  novel  in  this  state,  it  is  by  no  means 
new  in  the  general  legislation  of  our  sister 
states.  Very  similar  provisions  relative  to  ap- 
praisement, as  we  have  seen  heretofore,  existed 
in  a  number  of  the  states,  and  one  uniform  in- 
tention pervaded  all  of  them.  There  is  noth- 
ing specially  different  in  the  results  to  the  judg- 
ment creditor  in  our  statutes  from  those  found 
in  the  statutes  of  the  other  states.  In  fact,  we 
have  in  our  probate  procedure  long  recognized 
a  control  over  sales  of  property  for  the  satis- 
faction of  debts.  An  appraisement  is  manda- 
tory in  all  administration  sales,  and  the  court 
is  by  statute  authorized  to  set  aside  any  sales 
if  in  its  judgment,  upon  a  hearing,  a  larger 
amount  can  be  obtained  for  the  properly;  and, 
without  any  statutory  provisions,  the  courts, 
in  the  exercise  of  their  equitable  powers,  con- 
tinually, in , receiverships,  fix  limits  upon  the 
bids  which  shall  be  received  for  property  of- 
fered at  sale.  This  cotirt  has  approved  such 
an  order  when  made  by  a  superior  court  of 
property  under  mortgage  foreclosure  in  the 
custody  of  its  receiver.  All  the  arguments 
used  against  the  fairness  of  the  statute  are 
equally  applicable  to  probate  sales  and  to  re- 
ceivers' sales.    As  seen,  §  8  of  the  statute  re- 
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poses  in  the  superior  court  the  float  determioa- 
tioo  of  the  fairness  of  the  appraisement.  Im 
aginahle  cases  may  be  sus^gested  where  the  ap- 
praisement might  incidentally  postpone  the 
^e;  but  I  think  the  general  presumption  of  fair- 
ness in  judicial  procedure,  and  that  judicial  of- 
ficers will  perform  their  duty,  will  relieve  the 
statute  of  any  impuiaiion  of  an  intention  to 
postpone  collect  ions  on  execution,  or  to  require 
anything  but  a  fair  sale  of  property. 

i.  I'he  act  relating  to  deficiency  judgments 
<(Laws  1897,  p.  08)  is  clear  and  mandatory  in 
its  provisions,  and  therefore  not  the  subject  of 
construction,  and  the  only  question  litigated 
^ere  is  its  constitutionality.  As  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  procedure  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  it 
•ought  to  be  controlling.  By  legislative  au- 
thority only  in  this  state  has  the  power  to  en- 
ter a  deficiency  judgment  in  a  foreclosure  of 
«  mortgage  been  found.  Without  such  statutes 
tor  authority  to  enter  a  deficiency  judgment  in 
the  same  proceeding,  or  where  large  discre- 
tion is  given  by  equity  rules,  I  think  no 
court  has  entered  such  a  judcrment.  But 
the  broader  question  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  statute  'which  limits  the  recovery 
of  the  debt  to  the  mortgage  security  has 
been  fully  discussed  by  counsel  and  by  the 
court.  It  is  objected  that  the  statute  is  obnox- 
ious—First,  to  art.  6,  $5  1,  and  art.  14,  §  1,  of  the 
amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
Slates,  and  art.  1,  §  3.  of  the  Constitution  of 
Washington  (in  substance  as  follows:  "No  per- 
son shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law");  and.  second,  to 
srt.  14,  §  1,  of  the  amendments  of  the  Federal 
Constitution  ("No  state  shall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  that  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  ibe  United  States"). 
•Section  10,  art.  1,  of  the  Federal  Constitution, 
that  no  Slate  shall  pass  any  law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  has  been  cited.  The 
latter  citation  is  so  manifestly  not  in  point 
here  that  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  Ito  refer 
to  it  again.  The  first  prevision  does  not  say 
that  the  slate  may  not  deprive  a  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  and  stop  there,  but  de- 
clares that  it  shalf  not  be  done  "without  due 
process  of  law."  The  state  is  continually  de- 
priving persons  of  life,  lit>eriy,  and  property, 
but  it  must  be  done  according  to  due  process 
of  law.  'Due  process  of  law  does  not  mean 
a  statute  passed  for  the  purpose  of  working  a 
wrong."  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.dst  ed.)  p.  863. 
These  words  are  held  to  be  svnonymons  with 
the  words  "law  of  the  land"  (Id.  p.  852).  and 
this  means  "general  public  law.  binding  upon 
all  the  members  of  the  community  under  all 
circumstances,  and  not  partial  or  private  laws 
affecting  the  rights  of  private  individuals  or 
classes  of  individtials  "  MWett  v.  People,  117 
111.  297,  67  Am.  Rep.  969.  And  it  is  also  that 
law  which  hears  and  condemns  only  according 
to  recognized  judicial  usages.  The  second 
eoDStitutional  inhibition,  against  making  or 
enforcing  any  law  which  will  abridge  the  priv 
ilegcs  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  has  been  frequently  con.sidered  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  In  Bxitch- 
€nf  Union  8.  H.  A  h.  .<?.  L,  Go  v.  Cr&teeni  City 
L,  8.  U  d  8.  n.  (Jo.  Ill  U.  8.  746.  28  L  ed. 
1S>85,  Mr.  Justice  Bradlev  observes:  "1  hold 
that  the  liberty  of  pursuit — the  right  to  follow 
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any  of  the  ordinary  callings  of  life— is  one  of 
the  privileges  of  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States."  And  the  application  of  this  article 
of  the  Federal  Constitution  has  generally  been 
directed  against  some  discrimination  by  thestata 
in  favor  of  its  own  citizens  and  against  other 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  The  protection 
of  life,  liberty,  and  property,  and  the  enforce- 
ment of  private  rights,  has  been  uniformly 
held  by  the  Federal  Supreme  Court  to  devolve 
upon  the  state.  The  state  unquestionably  may 
regulate  contracts  between  its  citizens  and  con- 
trol them  as  best  accords  with  its  own  views 
of  public  policy,  and  it  has  always  done  this; 
and  this  policy  may  be  changed  at  the  will  of 
the  state,  so  long  as  it  does  not  impair  the  ob- 
ligations of  prior  contracts.  The  questions 
relating  to  its  policy  have  been,  in  all  our  state 
Constitutions,  committed  to  the  legislative  de- 
partment of  the  government.  In  fact,  I  be- 
lieve, almost  without  exception,  the  English- 
speaking  race  has  entirely  placed  these  ques- 
tions within  the  domain  of  legislation.  They 
belong  to  the  field  of  political  economy,  mor- 
als, and  the  general  "science  of  government, 
and  people  differ  materially  in  their  views 
upon  them.  At  one  time  the  legislature  mi^ht 
deem  it  sound  policy  to  encourage  speculative 
loans  of  capital  in  the  state.  It  might  deem 
any  exemption  laws  unwise.  It  might,  as  has 
heretofore  been  the  rule,  by  legislative  enact- 
ment in  this  state,  provide  that  the  possession 
of  real  property  should  go  to  the  mortgagee 
before  the  period  for  redemption  expired, 
without  such  mortgagee's  accounting  for  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  when  redemption  was  made. 
It  might,  as  was  the  law  for  some  time  in  this 
state,  abolish  the  equity  of  redemption  in 
mortgages,  and  in  redemption  of  real  estate 
sold  at  execution.  And  the  court  has  uni- 
formly sustained  such  enactments  as  being  pe- 
culiarly within  the  power  of  the  legislature. 
The  state  may  also  appropriately,  through  the 
legislative  department,  change  such  rules.  It 
may  deem  speculative  loans  objectionable.  It 
may  deem  exemption  laws  wise.  It  may  de- 
termine that  the  equitv  of  redemption  in  mort- 
gage foreclosures  shall  be  preserved  in  the  fu- 
ture. It  may  provide  for  a  redemption  of 
property  sola  on  execution,  or  it  may  provide 
that  contracts  may  be  made  between  the  bor- 
rower and  lender  of  money  at  such  rates  as  they 
choose.  But.  if  it  should  adopt  other  views. 
It  may  appropriately,  through  its  legislative 
department,  limit  the  right  to  borrow  money 
to  a  certain  rate  of  interest,  and  may,  in  my 
judgment  regulate  and  control  the  contract  or 
mortgage,  and  limit  the  amount  and  value  in 
security  embraced  in  a  mortgage,  and  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  thereon.  It  has  been 
held  thnt  a  state  might  forbid  the  assignment 
out  of  the  state  of  claims  against  the  recovery 
of  which  the  exemption  laws  of  the  state  of 
the  residence  of  the  parties  would  be  a  pro- 
tection (Sweeny  v.  Hunter,  145  Pa.  368,  14  L. 
R.  A.  594);  declare  after  what  performance 
contracts  of  insurance  shall  be  nonforfeitable 
{Equitable  L,  Assur.  Soe.  v.  Pettui,  140  U.  S. 
226.  85  L.  ed.  497):  regulate  the  weight  and 
price  of  bread  (Mobile  v.  Tuille,  8  Ala.  140.  86 
Am.  Dec.  441);  restrict  the  removal  and  sale 
of  cotton  in  seed  (State  v.  Moore,  104  N.  C. 
714);  declare  that  railroad  and  telegraph  com- 
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panies  cs&DOt.  by  priyate  agreement,  deyeat 
themselves  of  liability  for  acts  as  such  ( Liter- 
pool  d  0.  W.  Steam  Co.  r.  Phenix  In:  Co,  129 
TJ.  8.  897,  82  L.  ed.  788). 

But  many  illustrations  might  be  offered  of 
the  principle  that  the  regulation  and  control 
of  contracts,  and  the  procedure  for  their  en- 
forcement, are  not  inhibiced  by  either  of  the 
two  provisions  of  the  Federal  Coostitution 
heretofore  mentioned.  I  apprehend  the  true 
rule  can  be  formulated  thus:  If  a  public  pol- 
icy is  obvious  from  the  statute,  and  it  is  not 
arbitrary  or  partial,  its  validity  is  assured.  The 
public  policy  must  be  such  as  to  induce  the 
legislature  to  act,  and  its  motives  must  not  be 
merely  whimsical  and  arbitrary,  and  the  law 
cannot  be  merely  partial,  but  must  affect  all 
alike.  Whether  the  policy  inducing  legisla- 
tive action  is  wise  does  not  come  within  the 
province  of  judicial  inquiry.  When  the  stat- 
ute fairly  discloses  such  a  policy,  the  act  is 
Talid,  unless  contravening  some  other  coniiti- 
tutional  provision.  I  think  the  policy  of  the 
act  prohibiting  a  deficiency  judgment  in  mort- 
gage foreclosures  is  fairly  deducible  from  the 
evident  Intention  of  the  several  acts  which 
have  been  under  discussion  here  and  all  enacted 
by  the  same  legislature.  We  have  seen  the 
legislature  repeal  the  law  giving  to  the  mor^ 
gageeor  judgment  creditor  the  immediate  pos- 
session after  sales  of  real  property,  without 
any  liability  to  account,  in  the  appraisement 
law  to  secure  fairer  sales  of  real  property  on 
execution,  and  to  limit  the  recovery  of  a  debt 
iecured  by  mortgage  to  the  property  included 
In  the  mortgage.  The  conditions  existing  in 
the  state  were  before  the  legislature.  Large 
numbers  of  its  citizens,  many  of  them  active 
and  energetic  business  men,  were  retired  from 
business,~or  from  any  productive  occupations, 
because  of  existinii^  deficiency  judgments 
against  them  after  the  mortgage  foreclosures. 
The  same  considerations,  from  this  point  of 
view,  might  affect  the  legislative  mind  that 
could  be  adopted  in  the  enactment  of  a  state 
insolvency  law;  and  the  unbroken  current  of 
Judicial  authority  in  this  country  now  sustains 
the  validity  of  such  insolvency  laws  enacted 
by  the  states,  when  they  do  not  impair  prior 
contracts.  The  state  is  interested  in  the  activ- 
ity and  capacity  of  its  citizens,  and  if  any  con- 
siderable class  of  them  be  deprived  of  their 
capacity  to  engage  in  productive  occupations 
or  business,  there  is  so  much  loss  to  the  public* 
Something  here  of  the  same  principle  as  un- 
derlies the  exemption  laws  is  found.  A  just 
motive  existing  in  the  legislative  intent  re- 
lieves the  act  of  any  objection  that  it  Is  arbi- 
trary. 

The  next  objection  that  is  suggested  to  this 
law  is  that  it  is  class  legislation,  but  no  au- 
thority has  been  called  to  our  attention  which 
would  suggest  such  an  objection.  Mortgages 
have  been  the  subject  of  legislative  control, 
both  in  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  in  the 
procedure  enforcing  the  mortgage  contract, 
throughout  our  history.  It  is  a  general  and 
natural  division  of  the  subject  of  legislation. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  fix  the  rate  of  interest  on  money. 
That  is  a  matter  exclusively  within  its  policy. 
This  rate  may  be  made  so  low  as  to  largely  in- 
terfere with  the  power  to  borrow  money.  In 
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a  number  of  the  states  the  power  to  mortgage 
a  homestead  is  forbidden,  and  in  the  state  of 
Texas,  notably,  the  real-estate  homestead  Is 
so  large  that,  as  has  been  observed  by  some 
jurists,  it  is  a  practical  inhibition  upon  the 
mortgage  generally  of  real  property  io  that 
state.  let,  though  the  constitutionality  of 
this  law  has  been  challenged,  it  has  uniformly, 
so  far  as  my  examinations  have  extended.  bcMeo 
sustained.  I  understand,  without  legislative 
sanction,  the  right  to  mortgage  chattels  with- 
out taking  possession  is  denied  in  many  Juris- 
dictions. The  rule  in  the  state  of  Cali- 
fornia seems  to  be  that  only  such  chattels  as 
are  specified  in  the  various  legislative  acts  are 
subject  to  mortgage  unless  the  possession  be 
delivered  to  the  mortgagee.  In  the  case  of 
Bronson  v.  Kineie,  1  How.  811.  11  L.  ed. 
148,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
had  under  consideration  a  law,  passed  in  the 
state  of  Illinois,  which  provided  that  the  equi- 
table estate  of  the  mortgagor  should  not  be 
extinguished  for  twelve  months  after  sale  on 
decree,  and  which  prevented  any  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property  unless  two  thirds  of  the 
amount  at  which  the  property  had  been  valued 
by  appraisers  should  be  bid  therefor.  The 
question  before  the  court  was  as  to  the  Impair- 
ment of  existing  contracts  by  the  retroactive 
provisions  of  the  statute.  The  court,  by  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Taney,  declared:  "Mortgages 
made  since  the  passage  of  these  laws  must  un- 
doubtedly be  governed  by  them;  foreverr 
state  has  the  p  iwer  to  prescribe  the  legal  and 
equitable  obligations  of  a  contract  to  be  made 
and  executed  within  its  Jurisdiction.  It  may 
exempt  any  property  it  thinks  proper  from 
sale  for  the  payment  of  a  debt:  and  may  im- 
pose such  conditions  and  restrictions  upon  the 
creditor  as  its  ludgment  and  policy  may  dic- 
tate. And  all  future  contracts  would  be  sub- 
ject to  such  provisions;  and  they  would  be 
obligatory  upon  the  parties  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  in  tboee  of  the  state." 
This  I  understand  to  be  the  established  rule 
enforced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States. 

4.  The  effect  of  the  statute  making  the  con- 
tract for  apedfic  money  soluble  in  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States,  involves  a  Federal 
question,  and  seems  to  have  been  determined 
by  the  controlling  authority, — the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  The  power  of  the 
state  to  declare  a  legal  tender  is  limited  to  gold 
and  silver  coin.  All  "lawful  money"  of  the 
United  States  is  not  a  legal  tender  for 
private  obligations  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States:  but,  unner  the  grant  of  power 
to  coin  money  and  regulate  the  value  thereof, 
the  Federal  Supreme  Court  has,  I  think,  de- 
cided that  the  question  relating  to  final  pay- 
ment in  private  contracts  is  one  exclusively  of 
Federal  Jurisdiction,  and  vested  in  Congress. 
The  legal  tender  and  gold  contract  decisions, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  recent  case  of 
Woodruff  V.  Mimmppi,  102  U.  B.  291,  40  L. 
ed .  978,  are  controlling  here.  The  Jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  Court  would  not,  in  this  case, 
have  been  sustained  on  any  other  principle 
than  complete  Federal  control  of  such  con- 
tracts. This  conclusion,  I  think,  Is  manifestly 
apparent  from  both  the  majority  and  minority 
opinions  given  in  the  case.    A  different  que»- 
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tfcm  would  be  presented  in  contracts  made  by 
tbe  slate,  or  manicipal  corporations  controlled 
by  ibe  stale. 

My  conclusions  are  tbat,  witb  tbe  exception 
of  tbe  solution  of  tbe  contract  in  suit  in  law- 
ful money  of  tbe  United  States,  tbe  Judgment 
of  tbe  superior  court  is  correct 

STAT£  of  Wasbin^ton.  exrel.  F.  J.  BARN- 
ARD, Appt, 

BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  of  SeatUe  School 

District  No.  1,  Bapti. 

( Wash ) 

1.  Prohibition  may  be^  iMoed  to  pre- 
vent a  board  of  school  directors  from 
tryioff  obargres  against  a  sobool  superinten- 
dent when  one  of  the  direotora  Is  dlsquallHed  by 
enmity  and  prejadfrment  of  the  case,  while  there 
Is  no  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  board. 

2.  An  order  of  supersedeas  to  preeerre 
the  statos  quo  of  the  parties  pendingr  tbe 
determination  of  the  appeal  upon  its  merits  is 
witbfn  the  Inherent  powers  of  an  appellate  tri- 
bunal which  Is  authorized  to  Issue  all  writs 
necessary  and  proper  to  the  complete  ezeroise  of 
its  appellate  and  revisory  Jurisdiction. 

3-  A  school  director  is  disqualiBed  to 
sit  as  a  member  of  the  board  to  try 
cbarires  of  misconduct  of  a  school  superintend- 
ent, when  he  has  a  personal  enmity  toward  him 
and  was  a  prime  mover  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
charges,  and  declared  tbat  be  should  vote  for  his 
conviction,  while  there  is  no  appeal  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  board. 

(February  28,  18B8.) 

APPEAL  bj*  relator  from  an  order  of  tbe 
Superior  Court  for  King  County  denying 
a  writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  defendants 
from  proceeding  to  try  relator  upon  charges 
of  misfeasance  and  malfeasance  in  office.  2d> 
eerMcf. 
.   The  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Meesrs.  Osbom,  Steele*  A  Aust  and 
Donworth  A  Howe,  for  appellant: 

Under  tbe  admitted  facts  was  Mr.  Wells  dis- 
qualified to  sit  as  a  member  of  tbe  board 
proceeding  in  a  judicial  capacity,  to  try  and 
determine  tbe  charges  against  relator? 

Tbe  common  conscience  of  all  mankind  wbo 
live  under  government  intuitively  responds 
witb  an  affirmative  answer. 

Moset  V.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52.  84  Am.  Dec. 
118:  Barnett  v.  Anhmore,  5  Wash.  164. 

Even  an  act  of  Parliament  cannot  make  one 
judge  and  partv. 

London  v.  Wood,  2  Mod.  688;  WiUiams  v. 
Bohinion,  6  Cusb.  B88;  Oakley  y.  AepinwaU, 
8  N.  Y.  548. 

Tbe  rigbt  of  recusation  against  members  of 
s  tribunal  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  limited 
by  tbe  line  of  vitality.  That  is.  tbe  rigbt  ex- 
iats  until  to  further  proceed  would  destroy  tbe 
power  of  tbe  tribunal;  upon  tbe  tbeory  that 
when  a  tribunal  is  invested  witb  exclusive  ju 
risdiction  to  bear  and  determine  a  cause,  it  is 
better  tbat  it  should  be  determined  by  a  par- 


Nora.— As  to  tbe  disquaUicatton  of  a  judge  by 
prior  connection  with  the  case  see  State,  Amblert 
V.  Hooker  (F)a. )  25  L.  R.  A.  114,  and  note. 

As  to  disqualifloation  of  member  of  board,  see 
Bute,  Getohel,  v.  Bradlsh  (Wis.)  87  L.  B.  A.  289. 
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tial  court  tban  tbat  it  sbould  not  be  beard. 

People,  Pond,  v.  Saratoffa  Springs,  4  App. 
Div.  899. 

Tbe  participation  of  a  disqualified  member 
of  a  tribunal  in  tbe  judgment  vitiates  tbe 
wbole  proceeding. 

Oakley  V.  AepintcaU,  8  N.  Y.  547;  State, 
Pi>nd,  V.  Saratoga  Springs,  4  App.  Div.  899. 

Altbougb  a  judgment  against  tbe  appellant 
will  be.vitiated  by  bis  participation  therein,  yet 
appellant  must  be  subjected  to  a  void  and  cor- 
rupt adjudication  of  bis  rigbls,  to  a  wrongful 
deprivation  of  bis  reputation  and  emplovment, 
and  then  seek  a  remedy,  if  any  be  bas,  tbrougb 
certiorari  or  quo  warranto. 

Tbese  independent  proceedings  afford  no 
adequate  remedy. 

North  Bloomfteld  Gravel  Min.  Co.  y.  Keyser, 
68  Cal.  826. 

Messrs,  James  F.  McElroy  and  John  B. 
H»i*t»  for  respondents: 

At  common  law  tbe  only  disqualificatioa  of 
a  judge  was  bis  financial  interest. 

12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  41. 

The  common  law  as  to  wbat  is  a  disqualifi- 
cation of  a  judge  prevails  in  tbia  state  unless 
changed  by  statutory  enactment.  Prejudice 
and  bias,  in  tbe  absence  of  a  statutory  provi- 
sion, are  not  a  legal  cause  of  disqualification. 

12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  62;  MeCauley  y. 
WeUer,  12  Cal.  600;  PeopU  v.  Williams,  21  Cal. 
81;  AOen  v.  BeiUy,  15  Ney.  462;  People  v. 
Mahoney,  18  Cal.  180;  Pearson  y.  Hopkins,  2 
N.  J.  L.  186;  Pierce  v.  DeUmater,  1  N.  Y.  17; 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Oo.  r.  Cook,  6  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  678. 

Even  though  tbe  board  of  education  bad 
proceeded  and  had  removed  tbe  superintendent 
of  schools  under  tbe  power  given  them  by  the 
law  of  1897.  still  if  that  removal  was  illegal,  it 
could  be  inquired  into  by  the  court  either  by 
quo  warranto  proceedings  {State  v.  Van  Brock- 
lin,  8  Wash.  557),  or  by  a  writ  of  review  or 
certiorari  under  tbe  law  of  1896,  p.  114. 
Haying  tbese  legal  remedies  still  left  to  bim, 
it  is  extemely  doubtful  whether  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition will  lie  at  all. 

19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  266. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  appellant  would  be 
removed  temporarily  and  unjustly  as  claimed 
by  him  from  office  would  not  warrant  the 
court  in  making  an  order  which  would  pre- 
vent the  board  of  education  from  proceeding 
further  in  their  investigation. 

State^  Nooksaek  Biter  Room  Oo,  y.  What- 
com County  Super.  Ct.  2  Wash.  16;  Fatocettr. 
Pierce  County  Super.  Ct,  15  Wash.  842. 

The  discretion  of  tbe  lower  court  will  not 
be  interfered  with  or  inquired  into  by  this  court 

State,  Gardner,  y.  Yakima  County  Super, 
a,  9  Wash.  807;  Slate,  Cline,  y,  CampbeU,  6 
Wash.  517. 

No  discretion  is  in  any  court  to  stay  pro- 
ceeding of  this  kind. 

19  Am.  &  Eog.  Enc.  Law,  p.  264;  People, 
Adams,  v.  Westbrook,  89  N.  Y.  152;  Faweett 
y.  Pierce  County  Super,  Ct  16  Wash.  846; 
Gibbs  v.  Louisville,  96  Ky.  471. 

Danbar»  J.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

The  appellant,  F.  J.  Barnard,  is  superintend- 
ent of  the  public  schools  of  the  city  of  Seattle. 
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Charges  were  filed  with  the  respoDdents,  as  the 
board  of  directors  of  said  school  district,  charg- 
ing the  said  Barnard  with  misfeasance  and 
malfeasance  in  office,  with  conduct  unbecoming 
a  superiniendent  of  schools,  and  with  disobey- 
ing the  rules  of  conduct  established  by  the 
board  of  directors.  Citation  was  issued  to  the 
appellant,  citing  him  to  appear  before  the  board 
of  directors  to  answer  to  the  charges.  The  ap- 
pellant objected  to  A.  J.  Wells,  one  of  the 
board  of  directors,  sitting  as  a  member  of  the 
tribunal  to  hear  and  determine  the  charges,  on 
the  ground  that  said  Wells  was  disqualified 
by  reason  of  bias,  prejudice,  and  personal  en- 
mity towards  the  appellant.  On  the  17th  d^ 
of  December,  1897.  on  the  application  and  affi- 
davit of  the  appellant.  Barnard,  the  superior 
court  of  Kings  county,  Washington,  issued  its 
writ  of  prohibition  in  the  alternative  to  the  re- 
spondents, staying  proceedings  until  the  fur- 
ther order  of  the  court.  On  the  return  of  said 
writ  the  superior  court  sustained  a  demurrer 
thereto  quashing  the  writ,  and  enterini;  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  defendants  for  their  costs. 
The  demurrer  was  sustained  upon  the  ground 
that  no  facts  were  stated  sufilcient  to  authorize 
the  Issuance  of  a  writ.  The  appellant  forth- 
with gave  notice  of  appeal,  and  asked  the  court 
to  fix  the  amount  of  the  supersedeas  bond. 
The  court  fixed  the  amount  of  the  bond  to 
operate  as  a  supersedeas,  but  announced  to  the 
council  for  respondents  in  open  court  that  the 
bond  would  operate  only  to  stay  execution  for 
costs,  because  the  judgment  appealed  from  was 
not  such  a  judgment  as  could  be  superseded. 
The  appellant  forthwith  filed  his  bond  on  ap- 
peal in  the  amount  fixed  by  the  court,  and  con- 
ditioned as  a  supersedeas  bond.  The  board  of 
education,  and  Mr.  Wells,  sitting  as  a  member 
thereof,  proceeded  with  the  hearing  of  the 
charges  against  the  appellant.  The  appellant 
then  applied  to  this  court  for  an  order  of  su- 
persedeas, on  which  an  alternative  writ  was 
granted,  and  the  case  la  here  now  for  final  de- 
termination. 

We  are  inclined  to  think  that  the  bond  upon 
appeal  conditioned  as  supersedeas  under  our 
statutes  did  not  operate  to  suspend  and  super- 
sede the  judgment  quashing  the  alternative 
writ  But  we  think  that  this  court,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  discretion,  by  virtue  of  its  inherent 
powers  as  an  appellate  tribunal,  can  issue  an 
order  of  supersedeas  to  preserve  the  sfatxts  quo 
of  the  parties,  pending  the  determination  of 
the  appeal  upon  its  merits.  Section  4  of  article 
4  of  the  Constitution  of  Washington,  after  re- 
citing the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court,  says  further:  "The  supreme  court 
shall  also  have  power  to  issue  writs  of  manda- 
mus, review,  prohibition,  habeas  corpus,  cer- 
tiorari, and  all  other  writs  necessary  and  proper 
to!the  complete  exercise  of  its  appellate  and  re- 
visory iurisdiction."  It  is  conceded  that  an 
appeal  lies  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
quashing  the  writ,  and.  under  the  provision 
just  read,  for  the  purpose  of  making  that  ap- 
peal effective,  and  to  insure  the  complete  ex- 
ercise of  this  court  over  that  appeal,  it  becomes 
necessary  and  proper  to  supersede  the  jud?- 
ment,  otherwise  the  right  to  appeal  which  the 
statute  has  given  would  be  of  no  avail  to  the 
appellant,  for  if  the  board  of  directors  in 
the  meantime  were  to  proceed  to  remore  him, 
40  L.R..A. 


when  the  case  finally  reached  this  court  on  ap- 
peal  it  would  have  to  be  dismissed  for  want  of 
merit,  because  the  trial  on  merit  would  already^ 
have  terminated.  People,  OouUi,  v.  Commig- 
sionen  of  Excise,  61  How.  Pr.  514.  We  think 
this  is  exactly  the  kind  of  a  case  which  is  con- 
templated by  the  Constitution,  and  that  th& 
onlyw&y  that  this  court  could  maintain  the  com- 
plete exercise  of  its  appellate  jurisdiction  would 
be  by  issuing  the  writ  prayed  for.  There 
would  be  no  meaning  to  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution,  and  no  necessiry  for  it.  if  it  could 
only  be  held  to  apply  to  cases  where  super- 
sedeas was  provided  for  by  the  law.  In  Home 
F.  Int.  Co.  v.  Butcher,  48  !Neb.  755,  it  was  held 
that  in  cases  where  the  statute  makes  no  pro- 
vision for  the  supersedeas,  as  a  matter  of  right, 
the  court  may  in  its  discretion,  allow  a  super- 
sedeas upon  conditions  which  it  may  affix  for 
the  protection  of  the  parties,  and  that  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  court,  in  its  discretion, 
after  obtaining  jurisdiction  of  a  case  by  appeal, 
to  allow  a  supersedeas  in  cases  not  provided  for 
by  statute,  and  upon  terms  which  the  court 
may  prescribe.  To  the  same  effect  is  Janes- 
mile  V.  JanesHlle  Water  Co.  89  Wis.  159.  lo. 
that  case  the  court  said:  '  'Within  the  limitation 
that  the  appeal  is  taken  and  prosecuted  in  good 
faith,  and  that  the  party  asking  it  gives  the- 
reasonable  security  required  for  that  purpose, 
a  stay  of  proceedings  during  the  pendency  of 
an  appeal  is  quite  of  course,  and  really  a  mat- 
ter of  right,  withoilt  which  an  appeal  allowed 
by  law  would  often  prove  fruitless,  and  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  court  be  found 
inadequate  to  the  ends  of  justice  and  the  proper 
protection  of  the  rights  of  parties  during  the- 
pendency  of  the  appeal."  In  Hill  v.  Finni 
gan.  54  Cal.  493,  the  court  said:  "We  have 
no  doubt  but  this  court  has  an  inherent  power 
to  secure  to  the  appellant  the  fruits  of  a  suc- 
cessful appeal,  if  it  can  be  done  without  de- 
priving the  respondent  of  a  substanial  right." 
And  the  qualiflcation  mentioned  by  the  court 
in  that  case  is  not  in  point  here,  for  there  is- 
nothing  to  prevent  the  board  proceeding  with 
the  trial  of  the  cause  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  member  objected  to.  In  Tjevy  v.  Gold- 
berg, 40  Wis.  808,  it  was  held  that  the  power 
of  the  court  to  stay  proceedings  in  any  matter 
appealed  to  it  did  not  altogether  depend  upon 
statutory  enactment,  but  was  inherent  in  the 
court.  The  same  announcement  was  made  in 
Nortliweetern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  r.  Park  Hotel 
Co.  37  Wis.  125. 

The  substance  of  the  afildavit  for  the  writ  is 
to  the  effect  that  A.  J.  Wells  was  a  personal 
enemy  of  the  relator,  that  he  was  a  prime 
mover  in  having  the  charges  preferred  and 
prosecuted,  that  he  was  biased  and  prejudiced 
against  relator,  that  he  had  no  personal  knowl- 
edge of  any  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  charges, 
that  he  had  publicly  announced  his  intention  to 
vote  to  find  relator  guilty,  and  that  he  proposed 
to  vote  to  remove  him  from  his  office  no  matter 
what  the  evidence  might  be,  and  that  his  mind 
was  made  up  and  his  determination  fixed. 

The  case  of  Fawcett  v.  Fierce  County  Super, 
Gt.  15  Wash.  842,  is  relied  upon  by  the  re- 
spondent to  maintain  his  contention  that  the 
board  of  education  cannot  be  restrained  from 
proceeding.  That  was  a  quo  warranto  pro- 
ceeding to  try  the  right  to  an  office.    The  Judg- 
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ment  of  oaster  had  been  proDounced  against 
Fawcett,  and  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  the 
judgment  was  self  ezecutiDer.  and  that  with- 
out the  aid  of  process  or  further  action  of  the 
court  it  accomplisbed  the  object  sought  to  be 
attained,  so  that  there  was  nothiog  upon  which 
the  bond  could  operate  except  for  costs.  But 
iL-'l  is  altogether  different  from  the  case  at 
bar.  It  was  the  object  of  the  appellant  in  this 
case  to  prevent  himself  from  being  placed  in 
the  position  in  which  Fawcett  was  placed  by 
the  judgment  of  ouster.  Were  he  to  stand  by, 
and  allow  the  board  to  proceed  and  remove 
him  from  his  office,  then  he  would  be  as  help- 
leas  as  Fawcett  was  in  the  case  cited;  but  it  is 
for  the  very  purpose  of  maintaining  his  rights 
and  preventing  his  being  overtaken  by  that 
condition  that  this  stay  is  sought. 

It  is  stoutly  contended  by  the  respondents 
that  this  case  does  not  fall  uader  any  of  the 
disqualifications  of  the  judge  provided  in  sub- 
div.  4  of  §  168  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and 
that,  outside  of  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  a 
judge  is  only  disqualified  by  having  a  financial 
interest  in  the  result  of  the  suit.  We  have  ex- 
amined with  care  all  the  authorities  cited  by 
Uie  respondents  to  sustain  this  contention,  but 
are  of  the  opinion  that  they  fail  to  do  so. 
Most  of  the  cases  either  fall  within  the  doctrine 
of  necessity,  which  is  announced  by  some  of 
the  courts,  where  to  challenge  the  Judge  suc- 
cessfully would  prevent  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  as  in  cases  where  there  was  no  other 
tribunal  to  try  the  case,  or  where  the  judge  was 
sitting  merely  to  declare  the  law  and  the  case 
was  tried  by  jury,  and  in  all  the  cases  we  think 
an  appeal  would  lie.  It  may  be  said  here  that 
no  appeal  lies  from  the  decision  of  the  board  of 
directors,  and  the  judges  acting  in  the  capacity 
of  jurors;  and,  while  some  courts  have  decided 
that  the  tests  of  the  respective  qualifications  of 
Judges  and  jurors  are  not  the  same,  yet  in  a 
case  of  this  kind,  where  the  Judges  pass  upon 
the  facts,  and  it  is  a  pure  question  of  fact 
which  is  presented  for  their  consideration  and 
for  their  determination,  we  see  no  good  reason 
why  the  test  of  qualification  should  be  differ- 
ent; for  the  judge  in  this  case  is  in  reality  a 
juror  passing  upon  questions  of  fact.  It  is 
true  that  on  page  52  of  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law.  the  proposition  is  anoounced  that,  "in 
the  absence  of  statutory  provision?,  prejudice 
not  based  on  property  interest  in  the  judge  is 
not  assignable  as  a  legal  cause  of  disqualifica- 
tion." But  this  broad  assertion  of  the  text  is 
not  borne  out  by  the  cases  cited  to  sustain  it, 
many  of  which  are  cited  by  the  respondents  In 
this  case.  For  instance,  in  McCauley  v.  WeUfr, 
12  Cal.  500,  it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court 
of  California,  through  Terry.  Ch.  J,,  that  ''the 
exhibition  by  a  judge  of  partisan  feeling,  of 
the  unnecessary  expression  of  an  opinion  upon 
the  justice  or  merits  of  a  controversy,  though 
exceedingly  undecorous,  improper,  and  repre- 
hensible, as  calculated  to  throw  suspicion  upon 
the  judgments  of  the  court,  and  bring  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice  into  contempt,  are  not, 
under  our  statute,  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
change  of  venue  on  the  irround  that  the  judge 
is  disqualified  from  sitting."  But,  even  ad- 
mitting the  correctness  of  that  decision,— 
which  we  are  not  inclined  to  do,— the  court 
evidently  would  have  come  to  a  different  de- 
40L.a  A. 


cision  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  for  they  based  the 
decision  on  the  ground  that  the  province  of  the 
judge  was  to  decide  questions  of  law  alone, 
and  that  his  decisions  upon  these  points  were 
not  final,  but,  if  erroneous,  the  party  had  his 
remedy  by  appeal.  People  v.  Mahoney,  18  Cal. 
181,  is  substantially  the  same  holding,  the  ar- 
gument being  that,  if  the  judge  acted  illegally 
on  the  trial,  or  denied  the  prisoner  his  legal 
rights,  it  could  be  remedied  on  appe&l.  In 
People  V.  WiUiams,  24  Cal.  31,  the  court  quotes 
approvingly  §  2945  of  Whart.  Crim.  L.  where 
that  author  says:  '*The  practice  among  the 
civilians  extends  the  right  of  challenges  for 
cause  to  the  judges  as  well  as  the  jurors;  and 
the  great  inclination  of  authority  is,  that  the 
same  causes  which  disqualify  one  disqualify 
the  other.  Where  the  jud^e,  like  a  chancellor, 
sits  to  try  both  facts  and  Jaw,  as  in  the  case 
with  the  civilians,  there  is  peculiar  reason  for 
the  application  to  him  of  a  jealous  test."  But 
in  this  case  the  judges  were  simply  sitting  as 
judges  to  pass  upon  the  questions  of  law,  and 
the  court  discriminated  that  case  from  such  a 
case  as  the  one  in  hand. 

Chapman  v.  8Umeman,^Ci\.  490,  does  not 
seem  to  us  to  be  in  point.  It  was  simply  held 
in  that  case  that  the  governor  had  authority 
and  jurisdiction  to  investigate  questions  of  mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  the  state  board  of  prison 
directors.  There  is  no  intimation  in  the  case 
anywhere  of  any  charge  of  bias  or  prejudice 
on  the  part  of  the  governor.  Allen  v.  Eeilly, 
15  Nev.  452,  cited  on  page  8  of  respondents^ 
brief,  is  evidently  a  miscitatioo,  as  the  cabe  is 
not  to  be  found  in  that  volume.  It  was  prob- 
ably taken  from  the  citations  given  by  12  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law  to  sustain  the  text  announced 
by  that  court,  which  we  commented  on  above 
but  the  author  was  mistaken  in  the  citation; 
Pearson  v.  Hopkins,  2  N.  J.  L.  181,  was  a  chal- 
lenge to  a  judge  who  had  acted  in  the  circuit 
court,  and  had  overruled  a  motion  of  the  de- 
fendant for  a  nonsuit,  and  it  was  held  that  this 
did  not  disqualify  him  from  sitting  in  the  case 
on  appeal,  the  court  rightfully  taking  the  view 
that,  if  the  expression  of  an  opinion  by  a 
judge  on  the  law  disqualified  him,  he  would 
be  disqualiOcd  from  trying  a  case  upon  the 
granting  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The 
same  was  substantially  the  holding  in  Pierce 
V.  Delamater,  1  N.  Y.  17,  and  the  same  in  sub- 
stance was  decided  in  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v. 
Cook,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  573.  We  do  not  think 
the  other  cases  cited  in  respondents'  brief,-  and 
commented  on  therein,  are  in  point.  We  will, 
however,  especially  notice  the  two  which  are 
nearest  in  point.  In  PeopHe,  Doherty,  v.  New 
York  Police  Comrs,  84  Hun,  64,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  not  error  for  a  commissioner  to  sit  on  the 
triul  of  charge  aguinst  a  policeman  after  he  had 
been  challenged  on  the  eround  that  be  had  pre- 
judged the  case,  and  did  not  intend  to  give  the 
policeman  a  fair  trial,  it  not  being  claimed  that 
the  commissioner  had  any  interest  in  the  mat- 
ter, or  was  disqualified  by  any  statute.  This 
case  was  based  on  the  doctrine  of  necessity, 
and  it  was  asserted  by  tbe  court  that,  if  the 
judges  who  were  challenged  were  thereby  ren- 
dered disqualified  to  try  the  case,  the  relator 
could  secure  himself  in  office,  because  it  would 
leave  the  board  without  a  majority  of  its 
members  to  render  a  judgment  or  make  a  de- 


a20 


Wabhxhgton  Sufrsmb  Ooubt. 


Fkb., 


termiDatlon.  And  \n  People,  Burby,  ▼.  Au-l 
hum,  86  Hud,  601.  the  decision  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  one  noticed  above, 
where  the  court  quoted  approvinely  the  an- 
nouncement by  the  court  in  Re  Baere,  72  N. 
Y.  1.  28  Am.  Rep.  88,  "that  it  must  be  the 
law  from  these  cases,  that  where  the  Judicial 

Eower  has  been  confined  to  one  judge,  and  if 
e  should  fail  to  act,  there  would  be  no  means 
of  proceediDg  in  the  matter,  though  Interested, 
he  may  take  such  cognizance  of  the  case  as  is 
absolutely  necessary,  so  far  that  the  party  shall 
not  be  without  remedy."  But  the  two  last 
cases,  as  far  as  they  did  go  on  the  subject,— 
and  they  may  be  conceded  to  come  nearer  sus- 
taining respondents'  contention  than  any  other 
cases  cited, — were  overruled  in  People,  Pond, 
V.  Saratoga  Springs,  4  App.  Dlv.  809,  where 
It  was  held  that  a  village  trustee  who  prefers 
charges  against  a  village  of&cer  is  disqualified 
to  sit  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  trustees  on 
heariue  of  the  charges,  as  otherwise  he  would 
act  as  both  accuser  and  Judge;  especially  dis- 
approving People,  Burby,  v.  Auburn,  85*Hun, 
601,  and  further  holding  that  the  removal  of  a 
yilia^e  ofiScer  by  the  board  of  trustees  is  illegal 
where  the  charges  were  preferred  by  one  of  the 
trustees  who  sat  on  the  hearing,  and  without 
whom  a  quorum  of  the  board  would  not  have 
been  present.  And,  noticing  the  doctrine  of 
necessity  above  spoken  of,  it  was  held  that  the 
exception  to  the  rule  that  judicial  oflacers  shall 
not  act  Id  a  matter  in  which  they  are  interested, 
in  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  does 
not  apply  so  as  to  permit  a  disqualified  mem- 
ber of  a  board,  the  powers  of  which  may  be 
exercised  by  a  majority  of  its  members,  to  rake 
part  in  a  judicial  proceeding  by  the  board. 
This  case  seems  to  us  to  be  a  parallel  case  with 
the  one  at  bar,  so  far  as  this  question  is  con- 
cerned. The  court  makes  the  announcement 
that  one  of  the  rights  secured  to  an  accused 
person  by  the  law  of  the  land  is  that  his  ac- 
cuser shall  not  be  at  the  same  time  his  judge. 
**Cases  are  to  be  found,"  says  the  court  in  this 
case,  "where  Judicial  ofHcers.  or  oflScials  act- 
ing in  a  Judicial  capacity,  have  been  permitted 
to  act  notwithstanding  the  disqualification  of 
interest;  but  I  think,  without  exception,  they 
have  all  been  cases  where,  unless  such  officer 
was  permitted  to  act,  there  would  have  been 
a  failure  of  Justice,  for  the  reason  that  there 
was  no  other  person  who  could  act.  They 
have  been  confined  to  cases  where  the  judicial 
tribunal  or  body  to  act  consisted  of  but  a  siogle 
person,  and  there  was  no  other  tribunal  or  of- 
ficer before  whom  the  proceedings  could  be 
taken,  and  the  officer  was  permitted  to  act  from 
necessity."  It  is  conceded  by  the  counsel  for 
the  respondents  that  this  case  overrules  the 
former  cases  reported  in  the  New  York  Sup- 
plement, but  tbev  insist  that  the  reasoning  of 
the  former  cases  is  better,  and  that  the  derisions 
are  more  in  consonance  with  the  adjudicated 
cases.  But  we  cannot  agree  with  them  on  this 
proposition.  The  principles  of  impartiality, 
disinterestedness,  and  fairness  on  the  part  of  the 
Judge  is  as  old  as  the  history  of  courts;  in  fact, 
the  administration  of  justice  through  the  medi- 
ation of  courts  is  based  upon  this  principle.  It  is 
a  fundamental  idea,  running  through  and  per- 
vading the  whole  system  of  judicature,  and  it 
Is  the  popular  acknowledgment  of  the  inviola- 
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bility  of  this  principle  which  {fives  credit,  or 
even  toleration. to  decrees  of  judicial  tribunals. 
Actions  of  courts  which  disregard  this  safe- 
guard to  litigants  would  more  appropriately  be 
termed  the  administration  of  injustice,  and 
their  proceedings  would  be  as  shocking  to  our 
private  sense  of  Justice  as  they  would  be  in- 
jurious to  the  public  interest.  The  learned 
and  observant  Lord  Bacon  well  said  that  the 
virtue  of  a  judge  is  seen  in  making  inequality 
equal,  that  he  may  plant  his  Judgment  as  upon 
even  ground.  Cessar  demanded  that  his  wife 
should  not  only  be  virtuous,  but  beyond  sus- 
picion; and  the  slate  should  not  be  any  less 
exacting  with  its  Judicial  officers,  in  whoso 
keeping  are  placed  not  only  the  financial  in- 
terests, but  the  honor,  the  liberty,  and  the  lives 
of  its  citizens,  and  it  should  see  to  it  that  the 
scales  in  which  the  rights  of  the  citizen  are 
weighed  should  be  nicely  balanced,  for,  as  was 
well  said  by  Judge  Bronson  in  People,  Roe,  v. 
Suffolk  Common  Pleas,  18  Wend.  550,  "next  in 
importance  to  the  duty  of  renderiuj^  a  right- 
eous Judgment,  is  that  of  doing  it  in  such  a 
manner  as  will  beget  no  suspicion  of  the  fair- 
ness and  integrity  of  the  judge."  The  reason 
that  financial  Interest  or  near  relationship  to  a 
litigant  is  held  to  be  sufficient  to  recuse  a  judge 
Is  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  self-interest  or 
natural  affection  will  unconsciouslv  prejudice 
a  judge,  and  deprive  the  litigant  of  a  fair  trial 
This  presumption  in  certain  cases  may  or  may 
not  be  lusiified  by  the  truth,  but  so  solicitous 
is  the  law  to  maintain  inviolate  the  principle 
that  every  litigant  shall  be  secure  in  his  right 
to  a  fair  trial  that  he  is  accorded  the  benefit  of 
the  presumption.  But  what  does  a  presump- 
tion amount  to  compared  with  the  admitted 
fact  that  the  judge  will  not  accord  the  litigant 
a  fair  trial;  that  he  will  vote  to  remove  him 
from  his  office,  no  matter  what  the  evidence 
may  be?  And  this,  so  far  as  this  case  is  con- 
cerned, the  demurrer  to  the  affidavit  having 
been  sustained,  must  be  considered  the  fact. 
To  compel  a  litigant  to  submit  to  a  judge  who 
has  already  confessedly  prejudged  him.  and 
who  is  candid  enough  to  announce  his  decision 
in  advance,  and  insist  that  he  will  adhere  to  it, 
no  matter  what  the  evidence  may  be,  would  be 
so  farcical  and  manifestly  wrong  that  it  seems 
to  us  that  the  idea  must  necessarily  be  excluded 
by  the  very  expression  "administration  of  jus- 
tice." As  sustaining  Ibis  view  the  foilowiog 
cases,  cited  by  appellant,  are  found  lo  be  in 
point:  Barnett  v.  Aihmore,  6  Wa.*ih.  163; 
Moses  Y.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52.  84  Am.  Dec. 
114;  ^t^mllY  White  Lake  Twp,  Board,  23 
Mich.  341;  OaJcley  v.  Aspinwall,  8  N.  Y.  547; 
Williams  v.  Robinson,  6  Gush.  884.  A  review 
of  the  cases  cited  by  appellant  is  made  by  the 
respondents  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  facts  decided  in  them  are  not  similar  to  the 
facts  in  the  case  at  bar.  and,  while  it  is  true 
that  in  some  of  the  cases  financial  interest  was 
claimed,  yet,  as  a  rule,  the  decisions  are  not 
based  upon  that  ground,  but  upon  the  broad 
ground  that  the  citizen  is  entitled  to  a  judge 
who  is  absolutely  impartial.  The  merits  of 
the  case  are  not  now  before  us. 
The  permanent  tcrii  will  issue. 

Scott,  Ch.  J.,  and  Anders*  Gordon,  and 
Reavis,  JJ.,  concur. 
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Alice  WALSH  et  al,,  Admxn.,  etc.,  of  John 
Walsh,  Deceased, 

V. 

WiUiam  A.  PACKARD,  Appt. 
ae5  Mass.  180.) 

^lie  administrators  may  sue  upon  a 
covenaiit  to  pay  rent  to  their  inteetace 
which  i0  appended  to  a  lease  made  by  him,  al- 


though his  heira  are  the  only  persons  who  would 
suffer  subataotlal  damages  by  failure  to  pay  it. 

(January  11, 1800.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  upon  a 
covenant  of  surky ship  for  the  payment  of  rent 
AJRrmed. 
xhe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


iroTB.— Rfofct  to  rents  on  leau  cf  intettaU^M  prop- 
ertu* 
I.  GZassi)lcaf  ion  by  states. 
n.  EnglithcaMS, 

a.  F\irm  of  leoM. 

b.  Avvtn'iionmenU 

c.  Summary  of  Englitih  eaM8. 

ILL  Summary  aa  to  rents  aeerving  during  ownar^s 

life. 
lY.  Summary  as  to  rents  aeonUng  aft^r  owner*s 
death. 

a.  Rights  of  hHr. 

b.  Bttfhfs  of  administrator. 

L  Bystatwts. 
2.  Inaforeionttate. 
e.  Liability  of  administrator^ 
1.  GeneraUy, 

Z,  Forws  and  occupation* 
8.  ^eeountiniirandsursttss. 

d.  Rights  of  creditors. 

e.  Apportionment. 

This  note  is  limited  to  rents  of  intestate  property, 
for  the  reason  that  where  decedent  left  a  will  the 
•question  is  chiefly  one  of  the  construction  of  the 
terms  of  the  will. 

In  Walsh  v.  Packard  it  was  held  that  the  ad- 
cnlnistrators  could  sue  upon  a  covenant  attached 
to  a  lease  as  follows:  *'In  considemtlon  ...  I 
•do  hereby  become  surety  for  the  proBH>t  and  full 
payment  of  the  rent  and  performance  of  the  oov- 
<enants  as  spedfled  in  the  above  lease  to  be  paid  by 
.  .  .  *'  It  was  held  that  the  covenant  did  not 
run  with  the  land,  and  it  was  said  '*that  the  heirs 
;are  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  rent,  and 
therefore  are  the  only  persons  who  suffer  substan- 
tial damages  by  a  failure  to  pay  it.  We  assume 
that,  if  the  administrators  recover  substantial  dam- 
Ages,  they  will  receive  them  as  trustees  for  the 
heirs.'*  The  question  decided  on  the  facts  of  the 
•case  seems  to  be  new;  but  treating  this  covenant 
sm  a  purely  personal  contract  the  case  is  sustained 
by  analagous  cases. 

I.  Classlification  by  stales, 
JUabama. 

An  administrator  is  authorized  by  statute  to  rent 
■the  land  of  the  decedent,  and  to  collect  the  rent. 
Patapsoo  Guano  Co.  v.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710;  Vande- 
4rrift  V.  Abbott,  75  Ala.  487;  Palmer  v.  Steiner,  68 
Ala.  400;  Leatberwood  v.  Sullivan,  81  Ala.  468; 
Eubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  78;  Long  v.  McDougald.  23 
Ala.  413. 

So,  under  Ala.  Code  1878, 9  2448,  authorizing  an 
Administrator  to  rent  lands  of  the  intestate,  it  was 
held  that  the  power  to  rent  lands  rendered  the 
Administrator  liable  to  the  tenant  for  necessary  re- 
pairs, in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation.  Vandearrift 
V.Abbott,  75  Ala.  487. 

And  in  PatapscoOuanoOo.v.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710, 
An  administratrix  was  allowed  credit  for  rents  that 
ahe  collected  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  amort- 
^age  in  default  on  the  land,  where  the  land  was  not 
equal  in  value  to  the  mort^^e.  (Ala.  Code  1886, 
iSlOEB,  authorized  an  administrator  to  rent  lands.) 


And  1  Brickell  (Ala.)  Dig.  p.  937,  II  830-S38,  au- 
thorlzinfr  the  personal  representative  to  Intercept 
the  descent  of  the  heir,  to  take  rents  accruing,  and 
to  rent  or  sell  the  land  when  necessary  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  modified  the  rule  of  common  law 
that  if  the  lessor  dies  rent  that  has  accrued,  that  is 
due  and  payable,  passes  to  the  personal  represents, 
tive  and  rent  subsequently  accrumer  belonirs  to  the 
heir;  and  a  claim  against  the  intestate  by  the  lessee 
was  a  valid  set-off  in  an  action  by  the  personal  rep- 
resentative for  the  rent.  Palmer  v.  Steiner,  68  Ala. 
400. 

In  Leatberwood  v.  Sullivan,  81  Ala.  458,  it  was 
said  that  the  personal  representative  was  the 
owner  of  the  land  to  a  certain  extent,  and  that  he 
miffht  destroy  the  heirs'  riK^ts  to  the  rents  or  in- 
come and  profits  of  the  land  by  the  commencement 
and  prosecution  of  an  action  for  them  in  his  name. 

In  Eubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  78,  it  was  said  that  if 
It  was  not  for  Ala.  CTode,  I  2446,  the  administrator 
would  have  no  authority  to  rent  the  lands. 

In  Lonir  V.  McDouRald,  28  Ala.  418,  it  was  said  that 
under  Clay's  (Ala.)  Dig.  229, 1 46,  the  administrator 
had  no  title  whatever  to  the  land,  but  only  power 
to  rent,  or  power  to  sell  when  ordered  by  the  pro- 
bate court. 

Sonie  statutes  require  this  to  be  done  by  auction. 
Martin  v.  Williams,  18  Ala.  190:  Lonir  v.  McDouirald, 
23  Ala.  418;  Harkins  v.  Pope,  10  Ala.  493;  Boyuton  v. 
McEwen,  86  Ala.  848. 

So.  under  Ala.  "Dig.  190, 1 6,  providing  that  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  administrators  to  rent  at  public  out- 
cry the  real  esute  of  the  decedent  until  a  final  set- 
tlement of  the  estate  is  effected,  and  the  proceeds 
shall  be  assets,  to  entitle  the  administratrix  to  rents 
as  assets  she  should  rent  the  same  at  public  outcry. 
Martin  v.  Williams,  18  Ala.  190. 

On  the  death  of  the  intestate,  the  lands  belonfirlng 
to  him  descend  to  his  heirs,  who  hold  the  legal 
title  subject  to  certain  powers  conferred  by  the 
several  statutes  on  the  administrator,  as  the  right 
to  rent  them  at  public  outcry  if  the  estate  be  solvent 
until  the  final  settlement,  and  if  it  be  insolvent 
the  personal  representative  should  apply  to  the 
orphans'  court,  within  three  months  after  the  re- 
port of  such  insolvency,  for  leave  to  sell  the  land. 
It  was  said  the  administrator  may  recover  the  rent 
accruing  either  before  or  after  the  death  of  the  in- 
testate upon  the  demise  of  the  intestate.  Long  v. 
McDougald,  23  Ala.  413. 

Under  Clay's  (Ala.)  Dig.  199,188,  authorizing  ad- 
ministrators to  rent  at  public  outcry  the  real  estate 
of  the  decedent  until  tbe  final  settlement  of  the 
estate,  an  admiulBtrator  is  authorized  to  collect  the 
rent  under  a  lease  made  with  the  decedent.  Hark- 
ins V.  Pope,  10  Ala.  483. 

And  where  he  has  the  authority  under  the  stat- 
ute to  collect  rent,  he  will  be  bound  to  use  reason- 
able diligence.  Patapsoo  Guano  Co.  v.  Ballard,  107 
Ala.  710;  James  v.  Faulk,  64  Ala.  184;  Eubank  v. 
Clark,  78  Ala.  73. 

So,  under  Ala.  Code  1886. 1 2102,  providing  that  an 
administrator  may  rent  lands  of  tbe  estate  without 
requiring  personal  security,  as  under  the  former 
law,  an  administrator  was  only  bound  to  reasonable 
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Mr.  William  M.  Mclnnes,  for  appellant: 

Upon  ihe  death  of  John  Walsh,  intestate, 

the  leased   premises  descended  to  bis  heirs, 

suhject  only  to  be  defeated  by  a  license  of  the 


probate  court  to  sell  ^be  same  for  ibe  payment 
of  debts. 

Pub.  Stat.   chap.   125;    Boynton   r.  Peter- 
borough  db  8.  R,  Co.  4  Cash.  467;   LobdeU  v. 


dllifrence  In  maklDK  rents.  Patapsoo  Quano  Co.  y. 
Ballard,  107  Ala.  710. 

And  in  James  v.  Faulk,  64  Ala.  184,  it  was  held 
that  under  Ala.  Rev.  Code,  9  2078,  autborizin^  ad- 
ministrators to  rent  real  estate  of  the  decedent,  the 
administrator  would  be  answerable  for  loss  result- 
ing from  his  negiifrence  in  failing  to  rent  the  land. 

And  under  Ala.  Code,  §  2440,  authorizing  admin- 
istrators to  rent  the  lands  of  the  deceased  at  public 
auction  or  privately,  it  Is  the  duty  of  the  adminis- 
trator to  resort  to  renting  the  lands  whenever 
necessary  to  pay  the  debts.  Eubank  y.  Clark,  78 
Ala.  78. 

And  the  administrator  may  become  liable  for  use 
and  occupation.  Steele  v.  Knox,  10  Ala.  606:  Ben- 
ford  V.  Daniels,  13  Ala.  667;  Gerald  v.  Bunkley,  17 
Ala.  170;  Harrison  v.  Harrison, 89  Ala.  480;  Anderson 
v.  McGowan,  42  Ala.  280;  Henderson  ▼.  Simmons,  33 
Ala.  291, 70  Am.  Deo.  690:  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  81  Ala. 
207;  Coster  y.  Brack,  19  Ala.  210. 

So,  where  the  administrator  without  any  order 
of  court  kept  the  estate  together  and  worked  the 
slaves  on  the  plantation,  the  distributees  could  elect 
to  charge  him  with  the  use  of  the  property,  and,  as 
the  administrator  had  the  power  to  enter  upon  the 
land  and  rent  it  by  virtue  of  Ala.  act  of  1839,  he 
would  be  considered  as  having  entered  as  adminis- 
trator, and  therefore  liable  for  the  customary  rent. 
Steele  v.  Knox,  10  Ala.  606. 

So,  where  an  administrator  kept  the  estate  to- 
gether without  authority,  and  worked  the  slaves 
on  the  plantation,  the  distributees  could  elect 
whether  they  would  take  the  profltK  of  the  business 
or  go  against  the  administrator  for  the  reasonable 
rents  of  the  land  and  use  of  the  personal  property. 
Benf ord  v.  Daniels,  13  Ala.  667. 

Under  Clay's  (Ala.)  Dig.  198,  199,  authorizing  the 
administrator  \inder  an  order  of  court  to  cultivate 
the  land  for  a  term  of  ten  years,  where  an  adminis- 
trator used  money  of  an  estate  to  buy  other  neces- 
sary land,  and  the  distributee  charged  the  admin- 
istratrix with  the  money  paid  for  the  land  and  in- 
terest, she  should  have  t>een  allowed  a  credit  to  the 
extent  of  the  reasonable  rent  for  the  land.  Gerald 
v.  Bunkley,  17  Ala.  170. 

Where  an  administrator  kept  the  estate  together 
without  obtaining  any  order  under  Clay*s  (Ala.) 
Dig.  196,  (  19,  Code,  §  1900.  allowing  the  estate  to  be 
kept  together  during  the  year  of  the  intestate's 
death  and  longer  by  obtaining  an  order  of  court, 
thoee  entitled  to  distribution  could  ratify  or  not, 
at  their  pleasure,  such  unauthorized  use,  and  could 
either  take  the  proceeds  of  the  crops  or  recover 
P3nts.    Harrison  y.  Harrison,  89  Ala.  489. 

Under  Ala.  Code,  CS  1737,  1751,  authorizing  the 
personal  representative  to  rent  out  lands  of  the 
estate  where  the  administrator  took  possession  and 
made  an  illegal  sale,  and  the  purchaser  took  posses- 
sion under  such  sale,  the  administrator  should  he 
held  liable  for  the  value  of  the  rents  as  long  as  it 
was  held  by  his  occupant.  Anderson  y.  McGowan, 
42  Ala.  280. 

And  the  administratrix,— the  widow  haying  oc- 
cupied a  dwelling  house  during  the  greater  part  of 
the  year,— was  chargeable  with  a  reasonable  rent 
therefor.  Henderson  v.  Simmons,  83  Ala.  291,  70 
Am.  Dec.  600. 

In  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  81  Ala.  207,  the  adminis- 
trator was  allowed  6  per  cent  **com missions  on  all 
the  money  assets  of  the  estate  which  he  reduced 
to  possession,  except  for  the  rent  of  land  and  hire 
of  negroes  for  the  years  1835-37,  if  the  distributees 
elect  to  charge  him  for  them." 

In  Coster  v.  Brack,  19  Ala.  210,  it  was  said  that  if 
an  administrator  acquired  title  by  purchase  from  i 
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the  heirs  he  would  be  chargeable  with  the  rent» 
and  profits. 

But  where  the  administrator  sold  lands,  the  sale 
carried  to  the  purchaser  the  rents  accruing,  and 
with  these  the  administrator  could  not  be  charged. 
Clark  y.  Knox,  70  Ala.  607, 45  Am.  Bep.  93. 

Although  the  administrator  has  the  authority  to 
rent  the  lands,  the  heirs  may  rent  them  out  and 
collect  the  rents  If  the  administrator  does  not  act. 
Gayle  y.  Johnson,  80  Ala.  888;  Masterson  y.  Girard,. 
10  Ala.  60;  Upchurch  y.  Norsworthy,  12  Ala.  632; 
Chighieola  y.  Le  Baron,  21  Ala.  406;  Branch  Bank 
y.  Fry,  23  Ala.  770. 

So,  the  title  to  the  realty  passed  to  the  heirs  on 
the  death  of  the  person  seised  with  an  estate,  and 
also  accruing  rents  and  profits,  subject  to  the  stat- 
utory powers  of  the  personal  representative  to  sus- 
pend the  hei rs'  rights.  It  was  f  u rther  held  that  the 
personal  representative  must  have  asserted  hia 
right,  and  the  heir  was  not  responsible  for  renta 
and  proOts  received  or  collected  before  the  stat- 
utory power  was  asserted.  Gayle  y.  Johnson,  9f> 
Ala.  888. 

The  right  of  the  heir  to  rents  accruing  on  a  d^ 
mise  of  his  decedent  under  a  lease  made  by  the 
decedent  in  his  lifetime  invested  the  heir  with  the 
right  to  sue  for  the  rents  until  the  administrator 
asserted  his  right,  under  Ala.  act  1880,  day's  Dig. 
109, 1 36,  authorizing  administrators  to  rent  at  pub- 
lic outcry  the  real  estate  of  any  decedent  until  a 
final  settlement  of  said  decedent's  estate  is  effected* 
and  the  proceeds  shall  be  assets  In  the  bands  of 
such  administrator.  Masterson  y.  Girard,  10  Ala. 
00. 

In  Upchurch  y.  Norsworthy,  12  Ala.  632,  it  wa» 
said  that  the  title  to  the  land  descended  to  the  heir 
at  law  subject  to  the  entry  of  the  administrator 
for  the  purpose  of  renting  It.  It  was  also  said  that 
the  administrator  was  entitled  to,  and  might  sue 
for  and  recover,  rents  accruing  after  the  death  of 
the  intestate. 

In  Chighizola  y.  Le  Baron,  21  Ala.  406,  It  was  said 
that  the  statutes  of  Alabama,  authorizing  the  per- 
sonal representative  to  rent  lands  of  the  decedent^ 
do  not  of  themselves  intercept  the  passing  of  the 
estate  to  the  heirs,  who  may  assert  their  title  with 
all  its  incidents  until  the  personal  representative 
exerts  the  power  imposed  in  him  by  the  statute,, 
and  the  power  to  rent  must  be  strictly  pursued, 
and,  unless  leased  at  public  outcry,  do  not  affect 
the  rights  of  the  heirs. 

And  the  heir-at-law  oould  sue  and  recover  rente 
accruing  after  the  death  of  his  ancestor,  whose  es- 
tate is  insolvent,  where  the  administrators  or  cred- 
itors do  not  object,  although  the  statute  gave  the 
administrator  power  to  rent  real  estate  and  to  re- 
cover rent;  yet,  until  he  asserted  this  power  by 
notice  or  by  suit,  the  heir  could  recover  the  rent 
falling  due  after  the  death  of  his  ancestor,  and  thls- 
applied,  although  the  estate  were  insolvent,  if 
neither  the  administrator  or  creditors  objected. 
Branch  Bank  v.  Fry,  28  Ala.  770. 

But  the  administrator  could  not  collect  rent  due 
from  lands  in  another  state.  Smith  y.  Smith,  Ift 
Ala.  329;  Smith  v.  Wiley,  22  Ala.  896. 

So,  the  orphans'  court  in  Alabama  could  not  au- 
thorize an  administrator  to  receive  rent  of  landa 
situated  in  another  state,  and  if  he  did  receive  It  he 
could  not  be  required  to  account  for  it  as  adminis- 
trator.   Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Ala.  829. 

And  the  heirs  of  an  intestate  in  Alabama  were 
entitled  to  the  rent  of  Mississippi  lands  belonging 
to  the  estate,  and  such  rents  constituted  no  part  of 
the  assets.  It  was  further  held  that  the  orphana*^ 
court  of  Alabama  could  not  confer  upon  the  ad- 


i89e. 


Walsh  t.  Packard. 


Ha^/e%.  13  Gray,  286;  Kimball  ▼.  Sumner,  62 
Me.  805. 

UdUI  such  sale  is  made,  the  heirs  of  an  in- 
testate, and  not  his  administrator,  are  entitled 


to  receive  all  the  rents  and  profits  accruing 
after  bis  death. 

Wms.  Exrs.  734;  Oibaon  t.  Farley,  16  Mass. 
380;  LobdeU  v.  Hapes,  12  Gray,  236;  Brooks 


ministrator  In  Alatwma  the  authority  to  reoeive 
them.    Smith  ▼.  Wiley,  2S  Ala.  800, 68  Am.  Deo.  862. 

Under  Ala.  Code,  9 1761,  authorlxinff  the  adminis- 
trator to  rent  the  lands  of  the  deceased  at  public 
auction,  and  declaring  the  proceeds  of  the  renting 
to  be  assets  of  the  estate,  the  authority  was  not 
confined  to  solvent  estates.  It  was  aaid  that  prior 
to  the  Code  the  authority  to  rent  applied  only 
where  the  estate  was  solvent.  Boynton  v.  Mc- 
Bwen,a6Ala.348. 

And  it  the  estate  is  Insolvent  the  administrator 
should  apply  to  have  the  estate  sold  three  months 
after  the  report  of  such  insolvency.  Lonsr  v.  Mo- 
Dougald,  28  Ala.  413. 

An  heir  could  collect  the  rent  of  an  insolvent  es- 
tate if  the  administrator  did  not  object.  Branch 
Bank  v.  Fry,  23  Ala.  770. 

In  Loner  V.  McDougald,  23  Ala.  413,  it  was  said 
that  where  the  estate  is  Insolvent  the  land  is  to  be 
sold  and  not  rented. 

Alabama  act  183B,  provldlnir  that  It  shall  here- 
after be  lawful  for  executors  or  administrators  to 
rent  at  public  outcry  the  real  estate  of  any  de- 
cedent until  a  final  settlement  of  the  estate  of  said 
decedent  is  effected,  and  that  the  proceeds  shall  be 
assets  in  the  hands  of  such  executors  or  adminis- 
tratorsL  changed  the  rule,  but  the  act  did  not  have 
a  retrospective  effect,  and  did  not  apply  where 
the  decedent  died  before  the  passage  of  the  act. 
Phillips  V.  Gray,  1  Ala.  226. 

In  Terry  v.  Ferguson,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  600,  where 
the  administrator  leased  the  property  the  tenant 
could  not  object  to  want  of  title.  It  was  said:  **It 
is  clear  that  the  duties  of  an  administrator  do  not 
require,  or  even  authorize,  him,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  administration,  to  exercise  a  control 
over  the  real  estate  of  his  intestate;  yet,  if  he  as- 
sumes to  lease  it,  he  will  hold  the  rent  in  trust  for 
those  legally  entitled."  This  evidently  was  prior 
to  the  statute  authorizing  administrators  to  lease. 

Arkaasaa. 

It  seems  that  an  administrator  is  authorized  to 
rent  out  the  land,  where  it  is  shown  that  it  is 
necessary  to  pay  the  debts.  But  under  the  Consti- 
tution of  1874,  a  widow  havini?  no  other  homestead 
is  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  homestead 
of  her  husband  during  her  life.  A  foreign  admin- 
istrator is  not  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of 
land  in  this  state. 

In  Hill  V.  Mitchell,  6  Ark.  606,  it  was  said  that  the 
administrator  held  the  land  and  slaves  or  their 
rents  or  bi re  as  conditional  assets,  and  could  devest 
the  heir  of  the  possession  by  obtaining  an  order  of 
court  whenever  he  showed  that  they  were  liable 
for  the  payment  of  debts. 

Wbere  lands  had  passed  into  the  possession  of 
heirs,  and  were  not  needed  for  any  purpose  of  ad- 
ministration, the  administrator  had  no  power  to 
control  the  rents,  and  if  he  received  rents  at  the 
request  of  the  heirs  it  would  only  be  as  their  agent. 
Stewart  v.  Smiley,  46  Ark.  873. 

Where  a  mortgage  was  forfeited,  and  the  mort- 
gagee allowed  the  administrator  of  the  mortgagor 
to  have  the  rents  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs  in  or- 
der to  obtain  possession,  it  was  held:  **If  actually 
applied  towards  the  extinguishment  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  estate  so  received  the  benefit  of  It, 
the  creditors  of  Grifiln  have  no  reason  to  complain 
that  Johnson  was  allowed  by  Whitaker  to  retain  it 
for  the  heirs,  for  they  suffered  no  Injury;  but  if 
not  so  applied,  Johnson  should  be,  and  was,  rightly 
charged  with  it  in  his  account."  Reynolds  v.  Netr 
Orleans  Ganal  &  Bkg.  Co.  80  Ark.  620. 

Where  A  and  B  owned  land,  and  A  rented  the 
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same  to  a  third  party  by  a  written  contract,  and 
both  the  owners  died,  their  administrators  could 
not  maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  land  in  their  individual 
name.  It  was  said  that  the  indebtedness  was  a 
chose  in  action  which  passed  at  the  deatn  of  A  to 
his  administrator,  and  which,  in  order  to  a  recov- 
ery against  the  defendant,  should  have  been  de- 
clared upon  as  a  contract  made  with  A  in  his  life- 
time, and  that  B's  representative  had  no  legal 
interest  whatever  in  the  contract.  Fesmire  v. 
Brock,  25  Ark.  2a 

Under  Ark.  Const.  1874,  art  9,  §  6,  providing  that 
a  widow  without  children  having  no  separate  home- 
stead in  her  own  right  should  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  homestead  of  her  husband 
during  her  natural  life,  she  was  entitled  to  rents 
and  profits  of  all  the  lands  constituting  a  part  of 
the  homestead  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  al- 
though such  lands  had  been  leased  by  him  for  a 
term  of  years.    Stull  v.  Graham,  60  Ark.  471. 

A  foreign  administrator  was  not  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  his  Intestate's  land  In  Arkansas,  and 
therefore  was  not  liable  for  rents  and  profits  which 
accrued  on  account  of  the  occupancy  of  the  land 
by  another  party  who  had  no  right  to  the  same. 
Fairchlld  v.  Hagel,  54  Ark.  61. 

Callfomla. 

The  administrator  has  the  authority  to  lease  the 
real  property  of  the  decedent's  estate  during  the 
period  of  administration.  Doolan  v.  McCauley,  66 
Cal.  476;  Shepperd  v.  Tyler,  92  Cal.  552;  Re  Wood- 
worth,  31  Cai.  595 ;  JEe  Moore,  96  Cal.  522. 

But  any  lease  for  a  definite  term  would  be  sub- 
ject to  be  terminated  by  a  final  distribution  of  the 
estate  and  the  discharge  of  the  administrator. 
Doolan  v.  McCauley,  66  Cal.  476. 

Where  an  appellant  in  ejectment  executed  a  bond 
to  pay  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
property,  and  the  judgment  against  him  was  af- 
firmed,  his  administrator  was  entitled  to  the  rents 
collected  during  the  time,  as  the  contract  to  pay  the 
value  of  the  use  and  occupation  was  a  claim  against 
the  estate.    Shepperd  v.  Tyler,  92  Cal.  552. 

In  Re  Woodworth,  31  Cal.  595,  it  was  said  that  un- 
der Cal.  probate  act,  1 114,  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator has  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  real  as 
well  as  the  personal  estate,  and  may  reoeive  all 
rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  until  the  estate 
is  settled  up  and  delivered  over  to  the  heirs  or  dev- 
isees by  order  of  the  probate  court,  but  this  did 
not  change  the  title  which  vested  in  the  heirs  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  the  administrator. 

An  administrator  was  only  liable  for  the  full 
amount  of  rent  collected  by  him.  Re  Moore,  96 
Cal.  522. 

So,  an  administrator  was  not  liable  for  failure  to 
collect  rent  or  failure  to  lease  the  land,  where  such 
failure  was  not  due  to  the  lack  of  ordinary  care  and 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  administrator  in  the 
management  of  the  business  of  the  estate,  or  was 
not  due  to  lack  of  good  faith.  Re  Moore,  96  Cal. 
622. 

An  administrator  is  liable  for  rents  and  profits 
where  he  occupies  and  uses  the  land  as  his  own. 

In  California  an  administrator  is  vested  with  the 
right  to  the  possession  of  real  estate,  and  an  admin- 
istrator who  occupied  and  cultivated  land  at  a  loss 
was  required  to  account  for  its  rental  value.  It 
was  said  that  if  he  had  made  a  profit  he  would  have 
been  liable  for  that  at  the  election  of  the  parties  In 
interest.  Walls  v.  Walker,  37  Cal.  424, 99  Am.  Dec 
290. 

So,  an  administrator  was  responsible  for  rents 
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▼.  Jackson,  125  Mass.  807;  Cummings  v.  Wai- 
9on,  149  Mass.  262. 

Nor  can  the  administrator  maintaio  a  suit  to 
recover  rent,  even  as  agent  of  the  heirs,  in  the 


absence  of  an  express  contract  by  the  tenant 
^iib  the  administrator. 

Cummings  v.  WaUon,  140  Mass.  202. 

A  surety  is  a  favorite  of  the  law,  and  bis 


and  profits  of  the  decedent's  land  where  he  ooou- 
pled  and  used  It  as  his  own.  Bs  Misamore.  90  Gal. 
109. 

But  an  administrator  oooupjinir  land  would  not 
be  liable  to  the  estate  for  the  value  of  its  use  and  oo- 
oupation  after  the  sale  of  the  premises  by  the  sheriff. 
After  such  time  he  would  be  l)ound  to  account  to 
tbe  purchaser  for  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion. Walls  V.  Walker,  87  CaL  424, 99  Am.  Dea  290. 

Colora4lo« 

The  rlffht  to  the  rents  aocruluff  from  real  estate 
beloDfr  to  the  heirs,  unless  land  has  been  leased 
under  an  order  of  court. 

Colorado  Stat.  1891,  SS  4760, 4701,  Rev.  Stat.  1868,  S  96, 
p.  670,  Gen.  Laws  1877,  »  2888,  p.  964,  Gen.  Stat.  1888, 
18677,  p.  1047,  provides  that  where  the  personal 
estate  Is  insufficient  to  pay  the  Just  debts  allowed 
against  the  estate,  the  real  estate  may  be  leased  by 
tbe  administrator  upon  the  order  of  tbe  court. 

Under  Colo.  Gen.  Stat  f  2370,  chap.  72,  providing 
that  in  case  any  married  man  shall  deprive  his  wife 
of  over  one  half  of  his  property  by  will,  it  shall  be 
optional  with  such  married  woman  after  the  death 
of  her  husband  to  accept  the  conditions  of  the  will, 
or  one  half  of  the  estate.  t>oth  real  and  personal,  It 
was  held  that  one  half  of  a  lot  devised  to  one  not 
an  heir  at  law  became  the  property  of  the  widow 
on  the  renunciation  of  a  will  the  estate  beinfr  in- 
solvent. It  was  further  held  that  there  was  no 
error  in  decreeing  "that  the  deficit  in  the  widow's 
allowance  should  be  paid  out  of  tbe  rents  of  the 
real  estate,  including  said  lot,  and  that  one  half  of 
the  rents  of  said  lot,  in  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator, belonged  to  the  widow,  as  the  owner  in  fee 
of  one  half  of  said  lot**  Logan  v.  Logan,  U 
Colo.  44. 

A  person  who  purchased  the  lands  of  the  estate 
from  the  administrator,  who  was  not  authorized  to 
sell,  was  required  to  account  to  the  heirs  for  their 
share  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  dur- 
ing the  period  of  his  possession.  Filmore  v.  Beith- 
man,  6  Colo.  120. 

Connectlent. 

Conn.  Gen.  Stat  1888,  fi  677,  provides  that  **the  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  of  deceased  persons 
shall,  during  the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  such 
persons,  have  the  possession,  care,  and  control  of 
their  real  estate,  and  all  the  products  and  income 
of  such  real  estate  during  such  time  shall  vest  in 
them  as  personal  property,  unless  such  real  estate 
has  been  specifically  devised  or  directions  given  by 
will  in  regard  to  it  inconsistent  herewith."  But 
the  family  of  such  decedent  shall  be  allowed  to  re- 
main in  the  dwelling  house  occupied  by  him  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  may  occupy  such  other  lands 
as  the  court  may  consider  necessary  until  the  same 
shall  be  sold. 

In  Remington  v.  American  Bible  Soc.  44  Conn. 
612,  under  Conn.  Rev.  1876,  title  18,  chap.  11,  %  28. 
providing  substantially  as  in  Gen.  Stat.  1888, 1  677, 
where  there  wasa  lapsed  legacy,  it  was  said:  **Where 
it  is  settled  that  the  farm  belongs  to  the  heirs  at 
law,  and  in  the  supposed  case  when  it  is  known 
that  the  real  estate  is  not  needed  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  and  it  goes  to  those  whom  the  law  points 
out  as  the  owners,  there  would  go  with  it  in  each 
case,  as  its  proper  incident,  the  rent  earned  by  it 
during  the  period  of  litigation,  and  that  they  are 
to  profit  by  the  earnings  of  the  land  as  fully  as  if 
no  unfounded  claim  had  prevented  them  from 
taking  possession  upon  the  death  of  the  intestate," 
and  the  court  held  that  the  realty  descended  to  the 
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heirs  at  law  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  the  accumulated  rents. 

In  Staple8*s  Appeal,  52  Conn.  421,  it  was  said  that 
in  1856  the  legislature  for  the  first  time  provided 
that  the  executors  and  administrators  shall  have 
tbe  possession,  care,  and  control  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  decedent  in  the  same  manner  as  of  the  per- 
sonal estate. 

Where  an  estate  was  solvent  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  real  estate  belonged  to  the  heirs,  and 
the  administrator  who  collected  the  rents  was  ac- 
countable only  to  the  heirs,  and  not  to  the  probate 
court    Goodrich  v.  Thompson,  4  Day,  215. 

Where  A  leased  certain  premises  for  one  year  with 
the  privilege  of  five  years  at  the  same  rent,  allow- 
ing the  lessee  to  improve  the  premises  and  charge 
the  expenses  to  A.  and  A  died  insolvent  before  the 
expiration  of  the  year,  in  an  action  by  the  heirs  to 
recover  for  use  and  occupation  it  would  be  pre- 
sumed that  they  assented  to  the  occupancy  under 
tbe  term  of  the  original  lease,  and  the  expenses  of 
the  improvements  were  deducted.  King  v.  Wood- 
ruff, 23  Conn.  66, 60  Am.  Dec.  625. 

Where  a  parol  lease  was  made  for  a  year  by  a 
guardian  of  the  land  of  his  ward,  and  the  ward  died 
within  tbe  year,  it  was  held  that  by  tbe  death  of  the 
ward  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  the  lease 
was  determined,  and  no  rent  became  payable,  and 
the  heir  could  not  maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit 
for  the  rent  which  accrued  previously  to  the  death 
of  the  ward.  Welles  v.  Oowles,  4  Conn.  182, 10  Am. 
Dec  116. 

Delaware. 

Rents  which  come  to  the  administrator's  hands 
are  made  assets  by  statute;  but  it  was  held  that  this 
statute  did  not  render  the  sureties  on  the  adminis- 
trator's bond  liable  for  rents  where  the  adminis- 
trator had  not  been  charged  with  the  rents  in  his 
settlement 

An  administrator's  bond  did  not  extend  to  rents. 
The  court  said  that  **the  reason  was  that  the  condi- 
tion of  the  administration  bond  did  not  cover 
rents,  but  was  only  for  the  faithful  administration 
of  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  of  the 
decedent  Rents  are  not  such."  It  was  said  that 
under  Del.  Dig.  238,  a  recovery  might  be  had  in  a^ 
sumpsit.    State,  Brown,  v.  Brown,  2  Harr.  (DeL)  6. 

Under  Del.  Dig.  226,  ft  18,  providing  that  rents  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  which  shall  come  to 
tbe  administrators  are  made  assets  for  the  payment 
of  demands  against  the  deceased;  but  it  is  provided 
that  this  shall  not  extend  the  obligation  of  the  bond, 
—it  was  held  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  a  cred- 
itor would  lie  against  an  administrator  for  rents. 
Davis  V.  Rawlins,  8  Harr.  (Del.)  346. 

In  an  action  of  debt  on  an  administration  bond 
to  recover  the  balance  on  administration  accounts 
and  certain  rents  received  by  the  administratrix,  it 
was  claimed  that  prior  to  1837  the  administratrix's 
bond  did  not  cover  the  rents.  It  was  held  that  the 
administratrix  should  have  been  charged  with 
rents  by  citation  and  account  before  the  register, 
before  they  could  be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the 
bond.    State.  GUes,  v.  Waples,  6  Harr.  (Del.)  2S7. 

District  of  Columbia. 

Where  the  administratrix  of  a  husband  alleged  in 
her  bill  that  the  deceased  wished  to  make  it  appear 
that  he  was  without  property  in  order  to  avoid  be- 
ing importuned  to  become  surety  for  others,  and 
that  decedent  caused  his  real  estate  to  be  placed  in 
his  wife's  name  and  asked  for  sn  aooounting  for 
rents  by  the  widow,  it  was  held  that  rents  and 
profits  that  she  might  have  received  from  the  prop- 
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contract  of  suietyship  U  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued, and  it  not  to  be  extended  by  implica- 
tion, or  by  operation  of  law,  beyond  the  terms 
in  which  it  is  expressed. 


Taylor,  Land.  A  T.  §  424J;  Miller  ▼.  Siew- 
art,  9  Wheat.  680,  6  L.  ed.  188;  Orant  v. 
Smith,  46  N.  Y.  93;  LafayeiU  t.  Jame$,  ^ 
Ind.  240,  47  Am.  Rep.  140. 


erty  after  the  oonveyanoe  made  to  her  during  the 
life  of  her  hashand,  and  with  hia  penxi lesion  and 
oonaent,  formed  no  part  of  the  personal  estate  of 
the  deo^iaed,and  hia  administratrix  was  not  entitled 
to  claim  them,  and  waa  not  responeible  for  them 
as  personal  aaaeta,  and  where  the  rlj^hta  of  credit- 
ors were  not  prejudioed  the  personal  representa- 
tive had  no  claim  against  the  renta.  McCartney  ▼. 
Fletoher,  10  App.  D.  a  V72. 

Florida. 

In  Sanches  ▼.  Hart,  17  Fla.  flOT;  Gilchrist  ▼.  Filyau, 
JTla.  94;  Union  Bank  ▼.  Powell,  8  Fla.  176»  62  Am. 
Dec  887;  Deans  v.  Wilooxon,  25  Fia.  980;  and  Mei^ 
ritt  V.  Daffin,  24  Fia.  820,— it  was  said  that  the  ad- 
ministrator was  entitled  to  the  renta  and  profits 
after  the  death  of  the  intestate  until  the  same  has 
lieen  administered. 

In  this  state  the  administrator  has  the  authority 
to  collect  acoruinff  rents  if  needed  for  the  purpose 
of  administration.       

So,  under  Oa.  Code,  2279,  providing  that  when  the 
owner  of  real  estate  grants  to  another  the  right  to 
enjoy  the  use  of  the  same  for  a  fixed  time  or  at  the 
will  of  the  grantor  the  relation  of  landlord  and  ten- 
ant exists,  and  that  no  estate  passes  out  of  the  land- 
lord, and  the  tenant  baa  only  the  usufruct;  where 
land  was  rented  for  one  year  the  right  to  possession 
and  use  for  that  year  was  disposed  of,  and  on  the 
death  of  the  landlord  intestate  within  the  year  the 
heirs  had  no  right  as  heirs  to  rents  accruinir  for 
that  year,  but  the  right  to  collect  and  distribute 
waa  In  the  personal  repreeentatlTe.  Autrey  ▼.  Au- 
trey,  94  Ga.  679. 

And  where  an  intestate  left  land  undisposed  of 
the  heirs  were  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession 
subject  to  the  widow's  right  and  the  power  of  the 
administrator  to  administer,  and  if  there  were  no 
creditors,  and  the  administrator  rented  out  the 
landa,  the  accruing  rents  not  needed  for  adminis- 
tration belonged  to  the  heirs,  although  the  legal 
right  to  collect  was  In  the  administrator.  Autrey 
▼.  Autrey,  94  Oa.  679. 

A  conveyance  by  an  heir  to  a  purchaser  of  all  his 
Interest  in  tiie  land  of  the  intestate,  which  is  silent 
as  to  rents  and  as  to  the  time  of  giving  posses- 
sion, passed  no  title  to  rents  to  become  due  from 
tenants  who  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  occu- 
pied for  the  year  In  which  the  Intestate  died  under 
contracts  with  the  intestate;  but  if  the  land  was 
occupied  under  contracts  with  the  administrator  It 
was  otherwise,  unless  creditors  and  expenses  of  ad- 
ministration were  unsatisfied.  Autrey  v.  Autrey, 
94  Ga.  579. 

Wbere  a  wife  held  a  bond  for  title,  and  died,  and 
the  husband  made  a  crop  on  the  land  for  himself 
and  Infant  children,  there  being  ho  Administrator, 
whatever  was  made  on  the  land  by  the  crop  be- 
longed to  the  father  subject  to  the  charge  for  rent. 
Gibson  V.  Carreker,  82  Ga.  46. 

Wbere  a  mother  was  in  possession  of  a  farm,  and 
rented  it  out  for  the  year  1882,  and  disclaimed  title 
in  the  spring  of  that  year,  and  said  the  same  be- 
longed to  her  son,  and  she  died,  and  it  was  claimed 
that  the  conveyance  by  her  to  her  son  was  to  de- 
fraud her  creditors,  it  was  said  that  with  proper 
pleadings  the  rents,  as  well  as  the  land,  might  be 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  her  debts  if  she  had 
conveyed  fraudulently.  It  was  held  that  If  she  was 
entitled  to  rents  for  that  year,  it  was  not  wrong  for 
her  son  to  receive  and  take  care  of  rents  payable 
in  kind,  and  waa  not  inconsistent  with  the  interest 
•f  the  creditors  or  of  any  legal  representative  of 
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the  estate  that  might  be  thereafter  appointed. 
Johnson  y.  Johnson,  80  Ga.  200. 

Illinois. 

In  this  state  the  heirs  are  entitled  to  accruing 
rents.  The  administrator  is  liable  as  trustee  for 
rents  collected. 

In  Smith  V.  McConnell,17  111.  186, 63  Am.  Dec. 840, 
it  was  said  that  the  lands  of  one  dying  intestate  de- 
scend to  the  heir,  and  although  it  is  subject  to  the 
payment  of  debts,  and  may  afterwards  be  devested 
by  decree  and  sale  of  the  administrator,  the  heir  ia 
nevertheless  owner,  and  entitled  to  rents  and  profits 
in  the  meantime. 

So,  where  a  tenant  had  a  lease  on  the  land  for  two 
years  ending  September  1,  at  $60  a  year,  and  he 
held  over  eight  days  thereafter,  and  his  landlord 
died,  the  accruing  rents  for  that  year  descended  to 
the  landlord's  heirs  as  a  chattel  real,  and  with  it  the 
administrator  had  no  concern  any  more  than  the 
land  in  the  meantime.    Foltz  v.  Prouse,  17  111.  487. 

And  in  Dixon  v.  Nlccolls,  89  111.  872,  89  Am.  Dec 
812,  it  was  said  that  where  rent  accrued  on  land  in 
kind  upon  a  lease  granted  by  the  owner  in  fee,  and 
which  did  not  mature  until  after  the  death  of  the 
lessor,  it  was  a  chattel  real,  and  would  go  to  the 
heirs,  and  not  to  the  executor  or  administrator. 

And  in  Stark  v.  Brown.  101  IlL  896.  it  was  said  that 
it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  administrator  to  pay  the 
taxes  on  the  decedent's  land,  as  It  descended  to  the 
heirs  at  law,  and  they  at  once  became  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  thereafter  maturing. 

Where  the  husband  of  one  of  the  heirs  leased  to 
two  parties  part  of  the  land  for  part  of  the  crops  as 
rent,  and  the  administrator  sold  the  land  by  an  or- 
der of  court  to  pay  debts,  the  grantee  was  entitled 
to  accruing  rents.  Foote  v.  Overman,  22  HI.  App. 
181. 

Where  a  sale  made  by  an  administrator  to  himself 
was  set  aside  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  heirs  for  that 
purpose,  it  was  held  that  the  administrator  was  a 
trustee,  and  was  entitled  to  have  an  account  stated, 
and  should  be  charged  with  the  rents  and  profits  re- 
ceived, and  credited  with  moneys  paid  out  on  the 
purchase  and  applied  to  the  discbarge  of  debts  and 
necessary  repairs  and  reasonable  improvements. 
Lagger  v.  Mutual  Union  Loan  ft  Bldg.  Aseo.  146  111. 
288;  Kruse  v.  Steffens,  47  111.  112. 

Although  the  heir  may  question  the  right  of  an 
administrator  to  collect  the  rents,  and  claim  the 
money  as  bis  own,  yet  if  he  chooses  to  treat  the 
money  received  by  the  administrator  as  in  his  hands 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  the  administrator  cannot 
complain  that  he  is  charged  therewith.  Groeppner 
▼.  Leitzelmann,  96  III.  409. 

So,  where  an  administrator  purchased  property 
for  himself  at  his  own  sale  in  the  name  of  another 
party,  and  the  sale  was  set  aside  at  the  instance  of 
the  heirSt  an  account  was  required  of  the  rents  and 
profits  from  the  time  of  the  administrator's  pur- 
chase.   Miles  V.  Wheeler.  48  Dl.  128. 

And  wbere  an  administrator  purchased  a  lease- 
hold estate  belonging  to  his  inteetate  in  his  life- 
time, and  charged  himself  with  rents  and  profits, 
and  treated  it  as  assets,  he  could  not  thereafter 
claim  it  as  his  own  property,  and  should  account 
for  it  as  assets.  It  was  said  that  if  the  leasehold 
estate  was  personal  property,  of  which  we  have  no 
doubt,  it  went  to  him  as  administrator,  and  he  had 
control  of  it,  and  was  bound  to  dispose  of  it  for 
creditors  and  distributees  of  the  estate,  and  not 
make  a  profit  out  of  it  for  himself.  Willenborg  v. 
Murphy,  H6  111.  844. 

Where  an  administrator  made  an  application  to 
sell  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  evidence  was  admiasi* 
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Such  a  coveDant  baa  been  held  to  be  a  cov- J     And  it  is  of  no  conseqiieDoe  that  the  cot- 
eDant  runniDg  with  the  land.  1  eDantor  is  a  mere  stranger,  and  not  the  person 

AUen  ▼.  Culver,  8  Denio,  284.  |  who  conveyed  the  land  to  the  corenantee. 


ble  to  sbow  that  the  administrator  bad  reoeived 
mesne  profits  from  the  occupation  of  the  land 
more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts.  Dorman  r. 
Lane,  0  lU.  148. 

TnilliMiifc, 

Ordinarily  an  administrator  has  no  rlffht  to  rents 
«ooruinir  after  the  death  of  the  intestate,  but  they 
belonir  to  the  heirs.  Under  a  statute,  however,  the 
administrator  may  beoome  entitled  to  the  rent 
provided  that  he  obtains  authority  from  the  court. 
The  administrator  is  liable  to  account  to  the  heirs 
for  rents  collected  aooruioff  after  the  death  of  the 
landlord.  It  seems  under  the  statute  there  may  be 
an  apportionment  where  the  landlord  dies  or  rent 
matures. 

So,  an  administrator  had  no  riffht  to  the  rents  ao- 
cruiDfr  after  the  death  of  the  intestate.  Kidwell  v. 
Kidwell,84Ind.22i. 

So,  rents  which  accrued  from  the  real  estate  of  an 
intestate  after  his  death  belonged  to  his  heirs,  and 
not  to  his  administrator.    Bvans  v.  Hardy,  76  Ind. 

And  in  Egbert  v.  Thomas,  1  Ind.  8B8,  it  was  said 
that  the  remedy  of  the  heir  against  the  widow  for 
rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  occupied  by  her 
was  at  law. 

And  an  administrator  was  liable  to  account  to 
the  heirs  for  rents  accruinfr  after  the  death  of  the 
landlord,  and  it  was  no  defense  that  the  rents  were 
used  to  pay  debts.  Trimble  v.  Pollock,  77  Ind.  676; 
McOlead  v.  Davis,  83  Ind.  263. 

And  under  Ind.  act  1843,  authorizioff  an  adminis- 
trator  to  lease  property  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
irivlnir  such  power  in  instances  where  adversary 
proceedinirs  were  had  to  the  extent  of  makinir 
those  interested  in  such  lands  parties,  it  was  held 
that  if  no  such  proceedings  were  had  the  lease 
would  be  no  defense  in  an  action  by  a  guardian  of 
minor  heirs  against  a  lessee  of  the  administrator 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  their  property. 
Piatt  V.  Dawes,  10  Ind.  00. 

So,  under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat  1881.  «  2369,  providing 
that  A  lease  or  mortgage  executed  by  the  executor 
or  administrator  under  the  authority  of  the  court 
shall  be  valid,  but  before  any  such  order  is  made  a 
bond  must  be  executed  as  required  previous  to 
making  an  order  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  an  ad- 
ministrator was  not  entitled  to  rents  and  profits  of 
land  which  descended  to  the  heirs  without  filing  a 
petition  and  obtaining  an  order  of  the  court  and 
giving  an  additional  bond.  State,  Homer,  v.  Bar- 
rett, 121  Ind.  fl2. 

And  under  3  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1876, 9  84,  p.  606,  re- 
quiring the  administrator  to  make  out  an  inven- 
tory of  emblements  and  Runual  crops,  whether 
severed  or  not  from  the  land,  raised  by  labor,  the 
rent  crop  planted  after  the  decedent's  death  was 
not  part  of  the  decedent's  estate,  and  the  adminis- 
trators were  not  chargeable  as  administrators  with 
those  crops.    Rodman  v.  Rodman,  54  Ind.  444. 

In  Rubottora  v.  Morrow,  24  Ind.  202,  87  Am.  Dec. 
824,  it  was  said  that  ordinarily  an  administrator 
was  not  chargeable  with  the  rents  of  real  estate 
accruing  during  bis  administration. 

Where  rents  accrued  prior  to  the  death  of  the 
decedent  they  belonged  to  bis  personal  representa- 
tive, but  it  was  necessary  to  show  tbat  rents  did 
accrue  iu  order  to  entitle  the  administrator  to  sue 
for  them.  It  was  not  enough  to  show  mere  con- 
tinued occupancy  by  one  of  the  heirs.  Humphries 
V.  Davis.  100  Ind.  369. 

So.  rents  which  accrued  previous  to  the  death  of 
the  lessor  were  collectible  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentative, and  those  which  accrued  afterwards  by 
the  heir. '  King  v.  Anderson,  20  Ind.  38&. 
40L.R.  A. 


In  Dorsett  v.  Gray,  96  Ind.  278,  it  was  said  that 
rents  which  accrued  before  the  death  of  the  lessor 
were  collectible  by  his  personal  representative,  and 
those  accruing  afterwards  were  ooUeotlble  by  his 
heirs. 

Under  a  statute  of  Indiana  an  apportionment 
may  be  made  where  rent  matures  after  the  death 
of  the  landlord. 

So,  under  Ind.  Bev.  Stat.  1881,  ft  6288,  providing 
that  when  a  tenant  for  life,  who  shall  have  demised 
any  land,  shall  die  on  or  after  the  day  when  any 
rent  becomes  due,  his  executor  or  administrator 
may  recover  from  the  under  tenant  the  whole  rent 
due;  if  he  die  before  the  day  when  any  rent  is  to 
beoome  due  they  may  recover  the  proportion  of 
rent  which  accrued  before  his  death,  and  the  re- 
mainderman shall  recover  the  residue,— where  the 
lessor,  who  was  a  life  tenant,  died  before  the  lease 
expired,  his  administrator  could  recover  the  rent 
which  accrued  prior  to  his  death.  Henry  ▼• 
Stevens,  108  Ind.  281. 

In  Watson  ▼.  Penn,  108  Ind.  21,  where  a  testator 
made  a  lease,  and  left  a  life  estate  in  the  land  to 
his  widow,  and  the  widow  died  before  any  rent  was 
due,  in  a  contest  between  the  administrator  of  the 
widow  and  the  reversion  it  was  held  that  the  ac- 
cruing rent  went  to  the  reversioner. 

It  was  further  held  in  tbat  case  that  Ind.  Rev. 
Stat.  1881,  9  6223,  did  not  apply,  as  the  lease  was  not 
made  by  the  life  tenant,  who  took  her  estate  sub- 
ject to  the  existing  lease;  and  as  the  reversion  came 
from  the  lessor,  it  gave  the  right  to  collect  all  ao- 
cruiog  rents  as  an  incident  to  the  estate. 

Iowa. 

The  heirs  are  entitled  to  rents  aoorutng  from 
the  lands  after  the  death  of  the  intestate.  Under  a 
statute  in  this  state  if  there  are  no  heirs  present  or 
competent  to  take  possession  the  administrator 
may  do  so  and  receive  the  rents.  The  administra- 
tor is  entitled  to  rents  that  accrue  before  the  death 
of  the  intestate.  If  the  administrator  improperly 
collects  rents  belonging  to  the  heirs  he  is  liable  to 
tbem  individually. 

Bo,  an  administrator  was  not  entitled  to  the  rents 
of  the  lands  of  the  intestate,  which  accrued  after 
the  death  of  the  intestate.  Crane  r.  Guthrie,  47 
Iowa,  642. 

And  in  Kinsell  v.  Billings,  86  Iowa,  154,  it  was  said 
tbat  an  administrator  had  no  right  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  accruing  after  the  death  of  the 
intestate. 

And  an  administrator  who  was  also  guardian  had 
no  right  to  Include  in  his  account  as  administrator 
moneys  received  by  bim  for  the  rent  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  decedent  after  his  death,  and  with 
which  he  should  properly  be  charged  as  guardian. 
Foteaux  v.  Lepage.  6  Iowa.  128. 

And  an  adniinistrator  had  no  right  to  the  rent  of 
the  horaesteaci  as  against  the  widow  for  use  and 
occupancy.    Huey  v.  H  uey,  26  Iowa,  625. 

In  Beezley  v.  Burgett,  16  Iowa,  192,  it  was  said 
that  at  common  law  the  administrator  succeeds  to 
the  personal  estate,  and  that  the  real  estate.  If  not 
disposed  of  by  will,  descends  to  the  heirs,  and  that 
the  administrator  has  no  right  to  recover  the  rents 
and  profits  accruing  after  the  death  of  the  intes- 
tate, and  tbat  under  the  Iowa  statute  it  is  only 
when  it  Is  necessary  to  procure  the  payment  of 
debts  that  he  can  exercise  any  control  over  the 
real  property. 

In  Kinsell  v.  Billings,  as  Iowa,  154,  it  was  said 
that  at  common  law  the  administrator  bad  no  con- 
trol over  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate, 
and  such  was  the  law  in  Iowa  except  when  the 
statute  provided  otherwise,  and  that  the  law  of 
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Pakenham's  Cau,  2  Co.  IJtt.  885;  Speneer^i 
Case,  5  Coke,  Id,  1  Smith.  Lead.  Cas.  •SS; 
Sffiarp  y.  WaUrhotue,  7  El.  &  Bl.  816. 


The  assignee  must  ha^e  the  same  estate  as 
the  origiDal  covenantee.  But  the  only  privity 
of  estate  which  is  required  is  privity  of  estate 


1886.  cfaap.  139.  Bev.  §89H,  provided  that  If  there 
were  no  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  testator  or  intes- 
tate present  or  competent  to  take  possession  of 
real  estete,  the  executor  or  administrator  may,  as 
trustee  for  the  proper  heirs  or  devisees,  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  arisinir  therefrom. 

And  under  Iowa  Rev.  Laws  1866,  chap.  189,  p.  160, 
11th  Gen.  Assem.  M  d-6,  an  administrator  could  not 
recover  the  rents  arisluflr  from  real  estate  which 
accrued  after  the  death  of  the  intestate,  unless  it 
was  shown  that  there  were  no  heirs  who  were  com* 
petent  to  take  possession  of  the  property.  Shaw- 
ham  V.  Long-,  26  Iowa,  488, 96  Am.  Dec  164. 

Where  an  administrator  showed  that  there  were 
no  heirs  present  and  competent  to  take  possession 
of  the  premises,  he  could  recover  rents  of  real  es- 
fate  which  accrued  after  the  death  of  the  intestate, 
under  Iowa  Code,  §  2402,  providinflr  that  if  there  be 
no  heirs  or  devisees  present  and  competent  to  take 
possession  of  the  real  estate  left  by  such  decedent, 
the  executor  may  take  possession  of  such  real  es- 
tate and  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and  §  2403, 
providintr  that  such  executor  and  administrator, 
under  the  order  and  direction  of  the  court,  may  ap- 
ply the  profits  of  such  real  estete  to  the  payment 
of  the  taxes,  debts,  and  claims  ag-ainst  the  estate  in 
case  the  personal  assets  are  insufllcient.  Toerriog 
V.  Lamp,  77  Iowa,  488. 

But  under  Iowa  Code,  §2403,  an  administrator 
was  not  entitled  to  rents  and  profits  where  there 
was  no  order  of  court  made  to  apply  the  rents  and 
profits  under  this  section.  Dexter  v.  Hayes,  88 
Iowa,  498. 

In  Dexter  v.  Hayes,  88  Iowa,  493,  the  case  of  Toer- 
rlnpr  v.  Lamp,  77  Iowa,  488,  was  distinguished,  as  in 
that  case  the  administrator  had  an  order  of  court. 

A  widow  and  an  assignee  of  heirs  oould  not 
maintein  an  action  against  an  administrator  for 
rents  and  profits  collected  from  the  decedent's  real 
estate,  as.  If  he  collected  the  rents,  he  was  individ- 
ually liable.  On  the  death  of  an  ancestor  the  heirs 
were  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  rents  and 
profits.  The  court  said  that  if  this  was  to  be 
treated  as  an  action  against  the  administrator  a  re- 
covery could  not  be  had  without  an  allegation  that 
the  estete  had  been  settled  and  there  was  a  sur- 
plus.   Laverty  v.  Woodward,  16  Iowa,  L 

Bents  that  accrued  before  the  death  of.  the  de- 
cedent were  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  administra- 
tor.   Crawford  v.  Ginn,  85  Iowa,  643. 


The  heirs  are  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  as 
against  the  administrator.  But  where  an  adminis- 
trator charged  himself  with  the  rents  collected  he 
was  estopped  from  denying  bis  authority. 

The  title  to  realty  descended  to  the  heirs,  and 
they  had  the  right  to  receive,  as  against  the  ad- 
ministrator, all  the  rents  and  profits.  Head  v.  Sut- 
ton, 31  Kan.  616. 

And  on  the  death  of  an  intestate  the  title  of 
lands  vested  in  the  heirs,  and  they  wore  entitled  to 
the  rente  and  profits  of  the  same;  but  where  the 
administrator  had  collected  the  rents,  and  had 
charged  himself  with  the  same  as  assete  in  his  set- 
tlement, he  would  be  estopped  to  deny  that  the 
rents  so  collected  were  assets.  Rothman  v.  Mark- 
son,  3  (  Kan.  543. 

In  Head  v.  Sutton^  81  Kan.  616,  it  was  said  that  if 
the  administrator  had  collected  the  rent,  and  had 
charged  himself  with  it  as  administrator  in  his  ac- 
counts, he  would  have  been  liable  for  the  same  on 
the  ground  of  estoppel. 

Kontnclcy* 

The  heir  is  entitled  to  accruing  rents.  The  ad- 
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ministrator  is  liable  as  trustee  for  rente  collected, 
but  this  liability  does  not  attach  to  the  official 
bond.  A  statute  provides  for  apportionment  of 
rente  on  the  death  of  the  landlord  having  an  un- 
certain interest  in  the  land. 

The  administrator  is  entitled  only  to  accrued 
rents.  O'Bannon  v.  Boberts,  2  Dana,  64;  William- 
son V.  Blchardson.  6  T.  B.  Mon.  603;  Ball  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,80Ky.50L 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Wilson 
V.  Unselt,  12  Bush,  216. 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  en- 
titled to  accruing  rent.  0*Bannon  v.  Boberts,  2 
Dana,  64;  Ball  v.  First  Nat  Bank.  80  Ky.  601;  Bastin 
V.  Hatchitt,  16  Ky.  L.  Bep.  780;  Atchison  v.  Lind- 
sey,  6  B.  Mon.  86,  48  Am.  Deo.  168;  Bank  v.  HUU  8 
Bush,  67.  I 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Slaughter 
V.  Froman,  2  T.  B.  Hon.  96;  Smith  v.  Bland,  7  B. 
Mon.  21;  Thomasson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Bep.  880. 

Under  Ky.  Gen.  Stet  1879,  chap.  89,  art.  2,  f  29, 
providing  that  if  the  tenant  for  life  of  land  let  the 
same  to  another  for  a  year,  and  die  after  the  1st 
day  of  March,  the  lessee  shall  hold  the  land  un- 
til the  last  day  of  December  following,  but  shall 
pay  a  reasonable  rent  from  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  reasonable  rent  could  be  recovered  and 
not  that  fixed  by  the  contract,  and  it  was  not  pay- 
able for  the  entire  term  fixed  by  the  contract,  but 
only  to  the  last  of  the  following  Deoember.  Nor- 
ris  V.  Cheatham,  6  Ky.  L.  Rep.  223. 

Where  an  intestete  had  made  a  deed  of  trust  for 
his  creditors  on  his  property,  and  afterwards  had 
made  a  lease  to  another  party,  who  died,  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  the  first  could  not  maintein  an  ac- 
tion for  rent,  as,  in  order  to  recover  rents  by  an 
administratrix,  one  of  two  things  should  have  ap- 
peared, that  the  rent  was  due  and  in  arrear  in  the 
lifetime  o'f  the  decedent,  or  that  the  interest  of  the 
intestete  in  the  demised  premises  was  a  chattel  in- 
terest which  was  not  claimed  by  the  intestate  but 
came  to  the  administratrix.  Williamson  v.  Blch- 
ardson, 6  T.  B.  Mon.  608. 

In  Ball  V.  First  Nat  Bank,  80  Ky.  601.  which  was 
a  suit  by  an  executor  to  obtain  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate  to  pay  debto.  It  was  held  that  rente  which 
accrued  prior  to  the  testator's  death  vested  In  the 
executor  as  assets,  and  the  legal  title  vested  in  the 
heirs  or  devisees  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
so  remained  until  It  was  devested  in  pursuance  of 
the  decree,  and  they  were  entitled  to  the  possession 
and  rents  during  that  period,  and  the  righte  of 
creditors  and  purchasers  did  not  attach  to  the 
rents  until  the  date  of  confirmation  of  the  sale. 

In  Thompson  v.  Bailey,  1  Ky.  L.  Rep.  321,  it  was 
held  that  pendinor  an  action  for  a  sale  to  pay  debte, 
the  administrator  could  collect  and  apply  to  the 
debts  the  rente  accruing  after  the  Intestate's  death. 
Ail  of  the  estate,  whether  descended  to  the  heirs 
or  technically  assete  In  the  administrator's  hands, 
could  be  so  applied.  This  case  seems  to  conflict 
with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Ball  v.  First  Nat  Bank. 

So,  for  all  the  rent  that  was  due  after  the  death 
of  the  decedent  the  right  of  action  was  exclusively 
in  the  heirs  whether  based  upon  actual  lease  or  for 
mere  use  and  occupation.  O'Bannon  v.  Roberts,  2 
Dana.  54. 

Where  an  administrator  collecte  accruing  renta 
the  sureties  on  his  official  bonds  are  not  liable,  but 
he  is  liable  individually.  Wilson  v.  Unselt,  12  Bush, 
215;  Eiistin  v.  Hatchitt,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  789;  Slaugh- 
ter V.  Froman,  2  T.  B.  Mon.  95;  Smith  v.  Bland,  7  B. 
Mon.  21;  Atehison  v.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86, 43  Am. 
Dec.  108;  Thomasson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  889. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Heeter 
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with  the  original  coveDantee,  not  with  the 
original  covenantor. 

Allen  V.  Culver,  8  Denio,  284;  Narerost  t. 
James,  140  Mass.  188. 

Messrs.  Owen  A.  Oalvin  and  James  F. 
Sweeney,  for  appellees: 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  is  dependent 


upon  a  contineency,  namely  the  nonpayment 
of  rent  by  the  lessee. 

Virden  v.  Ellsttorth,  15  Ind.  144;  Leonard 
T.  Vredenburgh,  8  Johns.  29.  5  Am.  Dec  817; 
Skelton  v.  Brewster,  8  Johns.  876. 

The  only  connection  this  has  with  the  real 
estate  is  that  the  original  indebtedness  came 


▼.  Jewell,  6  Bush.  610;  Oldham  v.  CJoIUds,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  49. 

So,  under  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  ohap.  87«  art.  2,  §9,  pro- 
Tiding  for  a  bond  by  the  admlDlstrator  to  the  effect 
that  he  will  well  and  truly  make  a  proper  distribu- 
tion of  any  surplus  money,  effects*  and  rents  which 
shall  oome  to  his  hands  by  color  of  his  office.  It  was 
held  that  this  referred  to  rent  aooruinfr  in  the  life- 
time of  the  decedent,  collected  by  the  personal  rep- 
resentative, and  his  sureties  would  not  be  liable  for 
rents  collected  by  him  on  lands  leased  by  him  as 
administrator  which  descended  to  the  heirs.  It  was 
said  that  where  the  intestate  holds  an  obliKation  for 
rent,  and  dies  before  It  falls  due,  that  if  it  is  col- 
lected by  the  administrator  it  would  be  reirarded  as 
assets  for  which  the  surety  would  be  liable.  Wil- 
son V.  Unselt,  12  Bush.  216. 

In  WUson  v.  Unselt,  12  Bush,  215,  it  was  held  that 
Ky.  Rev.  Stat,  fl  26,  p.  607,  providing  that  an  estate 
held  by  a  deceased  person  for  the  life  of  another 
shall  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased,  and  §  90,  providing  that 
when  a  person  who  has  a  freehold  or  other  uncer- 
tain estate  in  lands  shall  rent  out  the  lands  and  die 
before  the  rent  shall  become  due  the  rent  of  the 
land  shall  be  apportioned  unless  a  will  should  oth- 
erwise direct,  changed  the  common-law  rule  as  to 
what  constituted  assets  in  the  hands  of  an  admin- 
istrator, but  did  not  make  the  surety  of  the  admin- 
istrator liable  for  the  rents  that  did  not  belong  to 
the  intestate. 

In  Wilson  v.  Unselt,  12  Bush,  216,  it  was  said  that 
the  statutory  stipulation  in  the  bond  to  account  for 
rents  was  made  because  under  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  8  SO. 
p.  607,  the  personal  representative  was  Entitled  to 
all  the  rent  where  his  intestate  held  an  estate  for 
the  life  of  another,  and  to  an  apportionment  of  the 
rent  between  him  and  the  heir  or  those  entitled, 
where  the  owner  of  a  fee  or  freehold  had  rented  out 
the  land  and  died  before  the  rent  became  due. 

Rents  accruing  after  the  landlord's  death  t)elong 
to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  personal  representative, 
and  if  collected  by  the  personal  representative  his 
sureties  were  not  liable  therefor.  Eastin  v.  Hatch- 
itt,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  780. 

In  Harmon  v.  Rosa,  Mss.  Ky.  3809  (see  Wilson  v. 
Unselt,  12  Bush,  216),  it  was  said  that  an  adminis- 
trator and  his  sureties  would  be  liable  on  his  bond 
for  rents  which  came  to  bis  hands  by  color  of  his 
office.  In  Wilson  v.  Unselt,  12  Bush,  215,  the  court 
criticized  this  dictum^  and  said  that  ''the  attention 
of  the  court  was  evidently  called  more  particularly 
in  that  case  to  the  state  of  the  pleadings  than  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  on  the  administrator's 
bond.  Neither  the  sureties  nor  heirs  were  before 
the  court.  .  .  .  The  words  inserted  in  the  bond  .  .  . 
*to  make  proper  distribution  of  .  .  .  rents  which 
may  oome  to  his  hands  .  .  .  by  color  of  his  office,* 
cannot  be  held  to  embrace  an  estate  that  has  passed 
to  the  heirs." 

So.  the  succeeding  administrator  could  not  col- 
lect from  the  sureties  of  his  predecessor  rents  col- 
lected by  him,  as  the  administrator  had  no  right  to 
receive  the  rents  of  land  which  descended  to  the 
heirs  of  the  decedent.  Slaughter  v.  Froman,  2  T. 
B.  Mon.  05. 

(The  decision  in  2  T,  B.  Mon.  has  not  been  rec- 
ognized in  later  Kentucky  cases  as  authority.) 

And  an  heir  could  not  maintain  an  action  against 
the  justices  of  the  county  court  for  failure  to  prop- 
erly certify  an  administrator's  bond,  and  hold  them 
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responsible  as  security  for  rents,  as  rents  were  not 
assets  which  an  administrator  had  a  right  to  re- 
ceive. It  was  said  that  an  administrator  might  be- 
made  personally  liable  for  the  same  as  trustee. 
Smith  V.  Bland,  7  B.  Mou.  21. 

In  Heeter  v.  Jewell,  6  Bush,  610,  it  was  said  that 
before  the  passage  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  rents 
accruing  after  the  death  of  an  intestate  and  col- 
lected by  his  administrator  were  not  legal  assets^ 
and  hence  this  court  decided,  in  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  Bland,  7  B.  Mon.  21,  that  though  the  administra- 
tor might  be  made  personally  liable  for  the  same- 
as  trustee  his  sureties  could  not.  (The  court  in. 
Beeter  v.  Jewell  evidently  referred  to  the  statutory 
provision  in  reirard  to  the  administrator's  bond.) 

Where  an  administrator  in  South  Carolina  had 
collected  rents  since  the  death  of  the  intestate,  th» 
heirs  could  maintain  a  suit  in  chancery  in  Ken- 
tucky against  such  administrator  if  found  in  that 
state,  and  he  would  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  and 
amenable  to  the  heirs  in  a  court  of  equity.  Atch- 
ison V.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86,  43  Am.  Deo.  108. 

So.  an  administrator  has  no  right  to  rent  real  es-^ 
tate,  but  when  he  does  so  he  is  individually  liable. 
Thomasson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  880. 

Where  the  deceased  held  a  leasehold  estate  oi» 
which  were  furnaces  for  making  salt  that  were 
leased  after  his  death  by  the  administrator  for  rent 
payable  in  salt,  and  the  administrator  charged  him- 
self with  the  highest  cash  rent  of  the  furnaces  andr 
received  the  salt  and  therewith  paid  the  debts,  and* 
charged  the  estate  with  the  salt  at  |2  a  bushel, 
thereby  making  the  salt  exceed  the  rent  with  which 
he  was  charged,  it  was  held  to  be  a  speculation,  and 
the  estate  oould  claim  the  profits.  Kellar  v.  Bee- 
lor,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  678. 

In  Oldham  v.  Collins,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  40,  it  was  said 
that  if  the  administrator  received  rents  for  which 
he  never  accounted  he  was  individually  liable  for 
the  amount  so  received. 

In  Ball  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  80  Ky.  601,  it  was  saidt 
**Before  and  since  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  are- 
the  same  as  the  Oeneral  Statutes  on  the  subject^ 
the  common-law  rule  that  rents  accruing  after  th» 
death  of  the  owner,  in  fee  of  real  estate,  are  notaa> 
sets  which  vest  in  the  personal  representative,  haa 
been  in  force  in  this  state,  those  statutes  regulat- 
ing the  apportionment  of  rent  between  the  per- 
sonal representative  and  heir  or  devisee  being  re- 
garded as  merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law; 
hence  the  judgment  giving  to  the  heirs  and  devi- 
sees  the  rents  accruing  after  the  testator's  death 
and  before  suit  was  undoubtedly  correct." 

Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  ohap.  89,  §  90,  provides  that  **when 
a  person  who  has  a  freehold,  or  an  uncertain  inter- 
est in  land,  shall  rent  out  the  land  and  die  before  the 
rent  shall  become  due,  the  rent  of  the  land  shall  be 
apportioned  t>etween  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  deceased  and  the  person  who  shall  succeed 
to  the  land  as  heir,  personal  representative,  devisee, 
or  person  in  reversion  or  remainder,  unless  in  the 
case  of  a  devisee  the  will  shall  otherwise  direct.**' 
The  annotator  of  the  Kentucky  Statutes  says  that 
in  Ball  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  **the  court  seems  to  have 
overlooked  the  fact  that,  in  the  General  Statutes 
the  word  *an*  is  substituted  for  the  word  'other.*^ 
As,  according  to  the  common  law,  a  ^freehold'  may 
be  either  an  estate  in  fee  simple  or  an  estate  for 
life,  as  an  estate  for  life  is  an  uncertain  interest,  it 
was,  perhaps  reasonably,  held  that  a  provision  con- 
cerning 'a  freehold  or  other  uncertain  intereat  l» 
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Walsh  v.  Packard. 


on  ftocoant  of  occupancy  of  real  estate,  and  if 
a  suit  is  to  be  brought  upon  this  contract  of 
suretyship  after  the  death  of  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate. It  can  be  brought  by  no  one  but  the  ad- 
ministratrix. 

Kline  v.  Gvthart.  2  Penr.  A  W.  491;  Flatehen 
T.   Fiiwn,  4  Hill,  67. 


Holmest  J.,  delivered  the  opiolon  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  covenant  appended 
to  a  lease,  brought  by  the  administratrices  of 
Walsh,  the  lessor  and  covenantee.  The  only 
objection  urged  to  the  plaintiff's  recovery  i» 
that,  if  the  obligation  of  the  covenant  did  not 


land,'  was  not  Intended  to  apply  to  estates  in  fee 
simple.  Bat  it  .  .  .  [may  he  reasonably  sup- 
posed] that  the  framers  of  the  General  Statutes 
otasDired  the  provision  so  as  to  make  it  read,  'a  free- 
hold or  an  uncertain  interest  in  land,'  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  maklnir  It  apply  to  certain  as  well 
as  uncertain  interests;  to  esUtes  in  fee  as  well  as 
estates  for  Ufa." 

Under  Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  art.  8,  ohap.  89,  §  80,  where 
wheat>as  furnished  by  the  life  tenant  for  sowing, 
and  be  died  before  the  crop  was  matured,  the  value 
of  the  whest  furnished  by  him  was  deducted  and 
the  balance  was  apportioned  between  the  remain- 
derman and  the  representatives  of  the  life  tenant. 
Bedmon  v.  Bedford,  80  Ky.  18. 

Under  the  common  law  rents  of  land  aooruinir 
after  the  death  of  the  decedent  were  not  assets  in 
the  bands  of  the  administrator,  and  this  was  not 
ohanffed  by  Ky.  Bey.  Stat,  art  S,  chap.  87.  fl  80,  1 
Stanton,  608,  providinsr  that  when  a  person  who 
has  a  freehold  or  uncertain  interest  in  land  shall 
rent  out  the  land  or  die  before  the  rent  shall  be- 
come due  the  rent  of  the  land  shall  be  apportioned 
between  the  personal  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased and  the  person  who  shall  succeed  to  the  land 
as  heir,  the  personal  representative,  devisee,  or  per- 
son in  reversion  or  remainder,  unless  the  will  shall 
otherwise  direct,  which  was  nothing  more  than  a 
re-enactment  of  2  Stat.  Laws,  668,  act  1797,  §  48. 
Bank  v.  HiU,  8  Bush,  67. 

In  White  V.  Clarke,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  641,  the  widow 
was  changeable  with  rent  of  land  which  was  not  a 
part  of  the  mansion  house  and  plantation,  allow- 
ing a  suitable  deduction  for  clearing  the  land  and 
keeping  the  same  in  repair. 
IioiiisUuuu 

In  this  state  it  seems  that  an  administrator  is  au- 
thorised to  rent  out  the  plantation  of  the  deceased, 
and  is  liable  for  failure  to  exereise  due  diligence  in 
securing  a  tenant. 

Where  an  administrator  made  no  effort  to  rent 
the  plantation  under  his  administration,  he  was 
liable  for  the  rental  value  of  the  same  during  the 
time  he  cultivated  them  for  his  own  account  under 
the  law.    Sparrow's  Succession,  89  La.  Ann.  696. 

In  Sparrow's  Succession,  89  Lb,  Ann.  696,  it  was 
said  that  the  case  of  Myrlok's  Succession,  88  La. 
Ann.  611,  involved  the  right  of  the  heirs  to  claim  of 
the  administrator  the  value  of  the  animals  that  he 
should  have  sold  and  not  allowed  to  die  on  the  plan- 
tation, and  to  enforce  the  liability  of  the  adminis- 
trator for  five  years'  rent,  and  the  court  exoner- 
ated the  administrator  on  the  ground  that  he  could 
not  have  sold  the  animals  separate  from  the  plan- 
tation, and  that  he  tried  without  success  to  lease 
the  plantation,  and  therefore  the  administrator  was 
legally  justified  to  cultivate  it  so  as  to  save  it  from 
waste:  and  the  administrator  in  that  case  did  not 
seek  to  bind  the  succession  for  debts  incurred  in 
his  planting  operations. 

An  administrator  was  not  liable  for  rents  where 
he  had  made  proper  efforts  but  had  been  unable  to 
lease  the  plantation,  and  was  compelled  to  work 
the  place  on  account  of  the  succession,  although 
loss  resulted.  Myriok*s  Succession,  88  La.  Ann. 
611. 

And  where  the  property  could  not  be  rented  the 
administrator  could  allow  some  one  to  use  the  same 
under  an  obligation  to  keep  it  In  repair.  Triche's 
Succession,  89  La.  Ann.  289. 

An  administrator  was  liable  for  the  value  of 
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rents,  and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  law  requir- 
ing an  administrator  of  a  succession  to  lease  its 
property  at  auction.    Richmond's  Succession,  8& 
La.  Ann.  868. 
Maine. 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  entitled 
to  the  accruing  rents.  The  administrator  is  made 
liable  by  statute  for  rents  collected  by  him. 

An  administrator  could  maintain  an  action  for 
rent  of  land  where  the  rents  accrued  previous  to 
the  Intestate's  death.  Plummer  v.  Bowie,  76  Me.486. 

Where  an  owner  of  land  executed  a  lease  for  a 
series  of  yeara,  and  died,  the  rent  accruing  after 
his  death  descended  to  his  heirs,  and  not  to  his  ad» 
ministrator.    Stinson  v.  Stinson,  88  Me.  608. 

And  in  Fuller  v.  Young,  10  Me.  866,  it  was  said 
that  it  was  a  familiar  and  established  prlneiple  of 
law  that  when  a  man  dies  seised  of  real  property  of 
an  Intestate  it  descends  to  his  heirs,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  if  there  be  a  deficiency  of 
personal  estate.  His  administrator  has  no  right  to 
enter  into  the  lands  or  take  the  profits. 

Under  Me.  Kev.  Stat  chap.  64,  S 19.  providing,  as  a 
condition  of  the  administrator's  bond,  treble  dam- 
ages for  waste  or  trespass,  and  §  64,  providing  that 
the  administrator  shall  be  chargeable  with  all  inter- 
ests, profits,  and  income  that  come  to  his  hands 
from  any  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  chap.  66,  S  ^ 
providing  that  an  administrator  may  recover 
damages  even  against  an  heir  or  devisee  for  waste 
or  trespass,  an  administrator  was  liable  to  the  heirs 
for  rents  collected  by  him.  as  the  administrator  has 
no  right  of  possession  under  these  statutes.  Kim- 
ball V,  Sumner.  62  Me.  806. 

So,  under  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  64,  §  64,  rents  and 
profits  did  not  go  to  the  administrator,  but  as  an 
account  of  the  heirs  to  whom  they  belonged.  It 
was  said  that,  by  consent  of  the  heirs,  they  might 
be  used  as  assets,  in  which  case  the  administrator 
should  account  for  them.  Section  56  provides  that 
if  the  administrator  himself  occupies  he  shall  ac- 
count for  the  rents  to  the  hein.  It  was  said  that 
there  would  not  be  any  different  liability  where  he 
collects  the  rents  of  another.  KimtMll  v.  Sumner, 
62  Me.  805. 

In  Dennett  v.  Hopkinson,  68  Me.  850,  it  was  said 
that  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  64,  §  83  provided  that 
where  from  any  cause  there  is  a  delay  in  granting 
letten  testamentary  or  of  administration,  a  special 
administrator  may  be  appointed  to  collect  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  real  estate  and  preserve  them  for 
the  executor  or  administrator,  and  8  55,  provided 
that  if  any  part  of  the  real  estate  is  used  or  occu- 
pied by  the  executor  or  administrator  he  shall  ac- 
count for  the  income  thereof  to  the  devisee  or 
heirs. 

And  under  Me.  Stat.  chap.  61,  fl  22,  it  was  held  that 
although  an  administrator  has  no  legal  right  to  en- 
ter into  possession  of  the  real  estate  of  which  his 
intestate  died  seised  because  It  descended  to  his 
heirs  at  law,  still  when  he  does  so  enter  and  im- 
prove it  he  is  accountable  to  those  heirs  for  the 
rents  and  profits.  Heald  v.  Heald,  5  Me.  387. 
BfarylaAd. 

In  Getzandalfer  v.  Gaylor,  38  Md.  280,  it  was  said 
that  rents  accruing  after  the  death  of  an  owner  of 
land  do  not  pass  Into  the  hands  of  an  executor  or 
administrator  as  a  part  of  his  personal  property, 
but  go  to  the  heirs  at  law  or  devisee. 
Maasaehusettfl. 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  entitled 
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cease  with  the  life  of  Walsh,  his  heirs,  and 
not  his  administrators,  were  the  proper  persons 
to  sue  upon  it.    The  covenant  is  as  follows: 
"In  consideration  of  the  letting  of  the  above- 


described  premises  and  one  dollar  to  me  paid, 
the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowleoged, 
I  do  hereby  become  surety  for  the  prompt  and 
full  payment  of  the  rent  and  performance  of 


to  accruing  rents.  The  statute  provides  that  If  the 
administrator  uses  or  occupies  the  same  he  must 
account  for  the  rents. 

The  heirs  are  entitled  to  aocmlng  rents.  Brlir- 
bam  v.  Hunt,  152  Mass.  267;  Gumminflrs  v.  Watson, 
149  Mass.  2eZ;  Jaques  v.  Gould,  4  Gush.  884;  Foster 
V.  Gorton.  6  Pick.  185:  Gibson  v.  Farley,  16  Mass. 
280;  Lobdell  ▼.  Hayes,  12  Gray,  288:  Alden  ▼.  Steb- 
bins,  99  Mass.  616. 

So,  where  a  demandant  conveyed  premises  in 
1887,  and  the  tenant  received  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  the  writ  of  entry  was  filed  in  June,  1888,  and 
the  demandant  died  in  July,  1888,  leavingr  heirs,  the 
administrator  could  not  prosecute  an  action  for 
mesne  profits  from  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to 
the  tenant  co  the  death  of  his  intestate,  as  heirs  or 
devisees  are  the  only  persons  who  can  maintain  and 
prosecute  a  real  action,  under  Mass.  Pub.  Btat. 
chap.  165,  91 14, 16,  chap.  173,  f  12,  and  there  was  no 
statute  authorizinflr  an  administrator  who  has  not 
been  licensed  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  his  intestate 
to  appear  and  prosecute  a  real  action.  The  oourt 
said  in  what  way  the  rents  and  profits  should  be  re- 
covered in  a  case  of  this  kind  is  a  question  not  be- 
fore us.  It  was  further  said  there  is  strong  irround 
for  contending  that  if  the  heirs  had  seasonably 
come  in  and  prosecuted  this  suit  they  might  have 
recovered  all  the  rents  and  profits  to  which  their 
ancestors  would  have  been  entitled  if  they  had  not 
died.    Brigham  v.  Hunt,  152  Mass.  257. 

And  where  a  tenancy  at  will  had  terminated  by 
the  death  of  the  owner,  and  the  tenant  continued  to 
occupy  a  part  of  the  real  estate  and  paid  to  the  ad- 
ministratrix rents  accruing  before  and  after  the 
intestate's  death,  but  made  no  further  contract,  the 
administratrix  could  not  maintain  an  action  for 
subsequent  use  and  occupation,  as  the  occupants 
would  be  liable  to  pay  rent  to  the  heirs  at  law  as 
owner,  under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat,  chap  121,  8  8,  Gen. 
Stat.  chap.  90,  I  25,  providing  that  persons  in  pos- 
session of  lands  and  tenements  as  tenants  at  suffer- 
ance shall  be  liable  to  pay  rent  therefor  for  such 
time  as  they  may  occupy  or  detain  the  same.  Cum- 
mings  V.  Watson,  149  Mass.  262. 

So,  where  rent  by  the  terms  of  the  lease  was  re- 
served generally,  and  was  not  made  payable  to  any 
particular  person,  and  it  was  expressly  agreed  to 
be  paid  quarter  yearly  during  the  whole  term  of 
three  years,  it  was  held  that  the  lease  did  not  ter- 
minate on  the  death  of  the  lessor.  It  was  further 
held  that  the  agreement  to  deliver  up  the  premises 
to  the  lessor  or  his  attorney  peaceably  and  quietly 
at  the  end  of  the  term  meant  at  the  end  of  three 
years,  and  the  heirs  were  entitled  to  the  rent  after 
the  death  of  the  intestate.  Jaques  v.  Gould,  4 
Cusb.  384. 

Until  the  executor  or  administrator  sold  the  real 
estate  according  to  license  obtained  from  the 
court,  the  heirs  rightfully  in  possession  were  enti- 
tled to  rents  and  profits,  and  rents  accruing  after 
the  decease  could  not  be  said  to  be  the  goods,  chat- 
tels, rights,  or  credits  of  the  deceased,  as  they  were 
incident  to  the  reversion.  Gibson  v.  Farley,  16 
Mass.  280. 

Mass.  Stat.  1789,  chap.  11.  S  2,  providing  that  the 
Judge  of  probate  should  appoint  referees  to  ascer- 
tain what  the  executor  or  administrator  ought  to 
credit  in  his  account  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
the  real  estate  did  not  give  executors  and  adminis- 
trators the  right  to  have  the  rents  of  the  real  estate 
for  the  use  of  creditors,  but  was  a  provision  for  a 
case  where  they  might  happen  themselves  to  be  oc- 
cupants, by  providing  a  mode  in  which  they  ought 
to  account  for  the  use  of  those  to  whom  the  same 
might  belong,  and  where  the  estate  was  insolvent 
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the  heirs  were  entitled  to  rents  until  the  estate  was 
sold  for  the  payment  of  debts  or  entered  by  the 
mortgagee.    Gibson  v.  Farley,  16  Mass.  280. 

In  Drinkwater  v.  Drlnkwater,  4  Mass.  853,  it  was 
said  that  **at  law  the  lands  descend  to  the  heir  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  debts,  if  there  be  a  defi- 
ciency of  persona]  assets.  The  administrator  fre- 
quently enters  on  the  land,  and  accounts  for  the 
rents  and  profits  in  the  probate  court;  and  this 
practice  may  not  be  Inconvenient  to  the  heirs. 
For  the  profits  become  a  part  of  the  fund,  if 
wanted,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts;  and,  if  not 
wanted,  they  form  a  part  of  the  distributive  shares 
of  the  personal  estate.  But  in  law  the  adminlstra^ 
tor  lias  no  right  to  enter  into  the  lands,  or  to  take 
the  profits.  He  has  no  interest  in  them,  but  a 
naked  authority  to  sell  them  on  license  to  pay  the 
debts,  when  the  personal  estate  is  insuflUcient." 

In  Lobdell  v.  Hayes,  12  Gray,  296,  it  was  said  that 
**uiK>n  the  decease  of  the  owner  of  real  estate,  it 
descends  to  and  vests  in  his  heirs  at  law.  unless 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  his  will.  It  vests  in  his 
heirs,  however,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
But  until  a  sale  is  lawfully  made  for  that  purpose 
the  heirs  may  enter  upon  the  estate  and  receive  the 
rents  and  profits." 

Where  the  widow  of  an  intestate  before  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  administrator  leased  land  and  ani- 
mals belonging  to  the  intestate's  estate,  it  was  held 
that  the  widow  had  no  right  to  lease  the  estate  of  the 
intestate  and  the  lease  was  void  and  the  tenants 
acquired  no  rights  under  it,  and  the  administrator 
could  recover  the  increase  of  chattels,  and  the 
heirs  could  recover  the  share  of  the  products  in 
trover  as  against  the  attaching  oredltors  of  the 
tenant.    Foster  v.  Gorton,  6  Pick.  185. 

In  Cummings  v.  Watson.  149  Mass.  262.  it  was  said 
that  whether  the  administrator  could  sue  as  such 
if,  while  in  possession  of  the  realty,  she  had  let  the 
premises  to  the  defendant  and  they  had  promised 
to  pay  rent  to  her,  need  not  be  decided. 

An  administrator  who  collects  accruing  rents  ii 
liable  to  the  heirs  for  the  same.  Lobdell  v.  Hayes, 
12  Gray,  236. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Drink- 
water  V.  Drinkwater,  4  Mass.  353. 

An  administrator  is  liable  to  account  in  the  pro- 
bate court  for  accruing  rents  collected  by  him. 
Brooks  V.  Jackson,  125  Mass.  307;  Stearns  v.  Steams, 
1  Pick.  157. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Palmer 
V.  Palmer,  13  Gray,  326. 

Upon  the  decease  of  the  owner  of  real  estate  un- 
til a  sale  was  lawfully  made  to  pay  his  debts,  the 
heirs  could  enter  upon  the  estate  and  receive  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  their  interest  was  determined 
only  by  the  sale.  In  this  case  as  shown  by  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts  the  administrator  col- 
lected the  rents  and  managed  the  estate  as  agent 
for  the  parties  in  interest  Lobdell  v.  Hayes,  12 
Gray,  236. 

In  Brooks  v.  Jackson,  125  Mass.  307,  it  was  said 
that,  under  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  98,  8  8,  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  67, 8  6.  Stat.  1789,  chap.  11,  •  2,  providing  that 
if  the  executor  or  administrator  uses  or  occupies 
any  part  of  the  real  estate  he  shall  account  for  the 
income  thereof  as  ordered  by  the  probate  court, 
with  his  assent  and  the  assent  of  such  other  parties 
interested  as  are  present  at  the  rendering  of  the 
account:  '^Thls  provision  has  always  been  con- 
strued as  applying  as  well  to  rents  received  by  the 
executor  or  administrator  as  to  the  use  of  real  es- 
tate occupied  by  him  in  person;  and  we  can  have  no 
doubt  that  It  extends  to  his  occupation  or  receipt 
of  rents  from  the  time  of  the  death  to  which  his 
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the  covenants  as  specified  in  the  above  lease  to 
be  paid  by  Ida  B.  Small  to  John  Walsh.  Wit- 
aess  my  band  and  seal,  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  November,  a.  d.  1892. 

"Wm.  A.  Packard.  [Seal.]" 


The  contract  raises  a  question  of  construc- 
tion as  well  as  a  question  of  law  when  the 
construction  is  settled.  It  does  not  mention 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
and  courts  are  a  little  slower  to  enlarge  by 


appointment  relates.  It  reqnires  him  to  aooount 
for  rents  and  profits  received  or  enjoyed  by  him  to 
none  but  those  to  whom  they  belong;  and  if  he  Is 
himself  the  heir  or  devisee  he  is  not  obliflred  to  ao- 
oount  for  them  at  alL  When  he  is  not  himself  heir 
<or  devisee,  he  is  required  by  the  statute  to  account 
for  them  in  the  probate  court,  but  to  the  heirs  or 
devisees  only,  unless  they,  either  expressly,  or  by 
Implication  from  assentinir  to  his  accounts  in 
which  he  charsred  himself  with  rents  as  part  of  the 
general  assets,  have  agreed  that  they  shall  be  ap- 
plied to  the  pajrment  of  debts,  leeraoiea,  and  ex- 
penses of  administration.  In  which  case  he  is 
chargreable  accordlngrly." 

Where  an  administrator  gave  bond,  made  an  in- 
ventory and  Included  real  estate  in  his  inventory, 
filed  an  account  showlngr  personal  assets  and  real 
estate,  and  sold  the  real  estate  and  received  $50  for 
rents  before  the  time  of  sale,  and  a  creditor  brought 
auit,  it  was  held  that  the  $50  received  for  rent  after 
two  years  had  expired  from  givinir  his  bond  did  not 
appear  to  be  assets,  but  belonged  to  the  heir.  Al- 
den  V.  Stebblns,  99  Mass.  616. 

In  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  18  Gray,  826,  it  was  said  that 
strictly  an  administrator  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  real  estate  of  his  Intestateexoept  to  execute  the 
power  to  sell  it  for  the  payment  of  debts  when 
necessary  and  he  has  obtained  the  authority,  but 
•ometlmes  by  an  arrangement  with  heirs  he  takes 
the  profits  of  the  whole  for  the  benefit  of  the  es- 
tate, and  if  so  he  must  account  for  what  he  may  re- 
ceive as  assets.  But  it  was  held  that  If  one  of  the 
heirs  has  been  in  possession  the  fact  that  he  is  also 
one  of  the  administrators  will  not  impose  upon 
him  the  obligation  to  account  for  profits  which  any 
of  the  heirs  may  rightfully  take  and  retain  so  long 
as  their  title  is  not  devested  by  the  sale. 

(Mass.  Stat.  1836,  chap.  67,  fl  6,  provides  that  if  any 
part  of  the  real  estate  shall  be  used  or  occupied  by 
the  executor  or  administrator  he  shall  account  for 
the  income  thereof.) 

And  an  administrator  could  occupy  the  real  es- 
tate of  his  intestate  with  the  consent  of  the  heirs, 
accounting  for  the  rents  as  might  be  agreed  on  by 
the  parties  or  as  should  be  determined  by  commis- 
sioners, under  Mass.  Stat.  1789,  chap.  11,  authorizing 
the  appointment  of  three  disinterested  persons  as 
commlssionerB  to  inquire  and  determine  what  was 
the  annual  value  of  the  estate,  and  the  sum  Justly 
chargeable  in  that  behalf  to  the  administrators, 
and  where  administrators  had  voluntarily  credited 
rents  in  their  first  account,  and  the  administrators 
continued  to  occupy  the  lands  without  notice  to 
the  heirs  of  any  change,  the  latter  had  the  right  to 
consider  that  they  were  still  holding  on  the  same 
terms,  and  would  be  chargeable  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  before.    Steams  v.  Steams,  1  Pick.  157. 

But  an  action  could  not  be  maintained  on  an  ad- 
ministrator's bond  against  his  sureties  for  rents  of 
the  real  estate  received  by  the  administrator,  under 
Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  144,  •  5,  providing  that  ''if 
the  real  estate  has  t>een  used  or  occupied  by  an 
«xecutor  or  administrator,  he  shall  account  for  the 
Income  thereof  as  ordered  by  the  probate  court 
with  the  assent  of  the  executor  or  administrator 
and  of  such  other  parties  interested  as  are  present 
«t  the  rendering  of  the  account.'*  It  was  held  that 
the  administrator  was  tx>  account  for  the  rents  to 
the  heirs  only,  unless  they,  either  expressly,  or  by 
implication  from  assenting  to  his  accounts  in  which 
he  has  charged  himself  with  rents  as  assets,  have 
agreed  that  they  shall  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
iegacitfs  and  expenses  of  administration,  in  which 
•case  he  is  to  be  charged  accordingly;  and  that  as 
40L.  R.  A. 


the  administrator  might  have  received  these  rents 
with  the  consent  of  the  heirs,  a  decree  was  neces- 
sary to  determine  whether  he  was  to  account  for 
them  to  the  heirs  only,  as  weU  as  to  determine  their 
rights,  and  until  this  was  done  the  suit  would  not 
lie  on  the  bond.    Choate  v.  Jacobs,  136  Mass.  297. 

And  where  an  administrator  before  the  death  of 
his  intestate  purchased  property  by  title  bond,  and 
took  possession  and  occupied  the  same,  and  ac- 
counted in  bis  Inventory  for  the  agreed  price  and 
interest,  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  him 
by  the  heirs  at  law  for  any  portion  of  the  rents  and 
profits.    Chenery  v.  Davis,  16  Gray,  89. 

Under  Mass.  Gk»n.  Stat.  chap.  96,  §  8,  providing 
that  if  the  real  estate  has  been  used  or  occupied  by 
the  executor  or  administrator  he  shall  account  for 
the  income  thereof  as  ordered  by  the  probate  court 
with  the  assent  of  the  executor  or  administrator 
and  of  such  other  parties  interested  as  are  present 
at  the  rendering  of  the  account,  where  a  widow 
who  was  also  one  of  the  administrators  occupied 
the  homestead  since  the  death  of  her  husband 
jointly  with  two  minor  heirs  of  whom  she  was  the 
guardian,  and  one  adult  heir,  and  a  part  of  the  time 
with  two  others  of  seven  heirs,  the  administrators 
were  not  required  to  account  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion.   Almy  V.  Crapo,  100  Mass.  218. 

Where  a  decedent  owned  a  lease  for  99  years,  it 
was  held  to  be  a  chattel  which  an  administrator 
could  dispose  of  in  the  same  manner  as  the  personal 
property  of  the  intestate.  Gay's  Petition,  5  Mass. 
419. 
Michigan. 

Under  a  statute  the  administrator  was  entitled  to 
the  accruing  rents,  If  he  asserted  his  right  against 
the  heirs.  This  statute  was  repealed  in  1871  but  was 
substantially  re-enacted  in  lb81. 

So,  under  Mich  Comp.  Laws,  8  2904,  providing  that 
the  executor  or  administrator  shall  have  a  right  to 
the  possession  of  all  the  real  estate,  and  may  re- 
ceive the  rent  until  the  estate  shall  have  been  set- 
tled or  delivered  over  by  order  of  the  probate  court 
to  the  heirs  or  devisees,  the  administrator  had  no 
power  to  sell  the  land,  but  he  was  authorized  to  re- 
ceive the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  for  which  he  was 
required  to  account,  and  he  may  let  the  real  estate, 
or,  if  it  was  let  by  the  decedent,  he  may  receive  the 
rents,  but  he  could  make  no  disposition  of  it  by  let- 
ting or  otherwise  to  interfere  with  the  settlement 
of  the  estate  or  the  sale  for  that  purpose.  Kline  v. 
Moulton,  11  Mich.  370. 

Michigan  Ck)mp.  Laws,  8  2904,  merely  permitted 
the  representatives  to  Claim  possession  if  they  saw 
fit  to  demand  it,  and  did  not  deprive  the  heirs  of  the 
right.  It  was  said  that  previous  to  the  lievision  of 
1846,  the  personal  representative  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  real  estate  except  to  sell  it  under  an  order 
of  the  probate  court,  and  that  the  real  estate  de- 
scended to  the  heir,  who  alone  was  entitled  to  sub- 
sequent rents  and  profits.  Streeter  v.  Paton,  7 
Mich.  d4L 

In  Baxter  v.  Robinson,  11  Mich.  620,  It  was  said 
that  in  Streeter  v.  Paton,  7  Mich.  341,  it  was  said  by 
Manning,  J.,  that  the  heir  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session unless  possession  was  taken  or  claimed  by 
the  administrator  under  a  statute  giving  him  the 
right  of  possession  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  un- 
til the  estate  was  settled. 

Mich.  Comp.  Laws  1857,  ft  2904,  did  not  deprive 
the  heirs  of  their  right  to  the  possession  of  real  es- 
tate, and  to  the  rents  and  profits.  They  were  en- 
titled to  the  same  until  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor took  possession  or  claimed  the  right  thereto 
under  the  statute,  and  until  such  action  would  not 
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implication  the  undertaking  of  a  sorcty  or 
guarantor  than  they  are  to  enlarge  that  of 
the  principal  party.  But  perhaps  the  word 
"surety."    although    seemingly    iDartificially 


used,  coupled  with  the  nature  and  object  of 
the  contract,  makes  the  coUateval  undertaking 
as  large  as  the  principal  one.  We  will  assume 
that  it  is  to  be  read  in  the  broader  sense.    We 


be  accountable  to  any  person  for  the  rente  and 
profits.    Howard  v.  Patrick,  38  Miob.  TVS. 

In  Oampau  v.  Campau,  19  Mich.  116,  it  was  said 
that  an  administrator  was  only  ffiven  the  rlirht  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  while  the  estate  was  In 
process  of  settlement,  under  Mich.  Oomp.  Laws* 
§  2:904,  Rev.  1846.  chap.  71,  8  7. 

Under  Mich.  Comp.  Laws  1857,  §  2004.  the  admin- 
istrator had  the  riifht  to  the  possession  of  the  real 
estate  and  rents  and  profits  until  the  estate  should 
be  settled  or  delivered  over  by  order  of  the  probate 
court  to  the  hdrs  or  devisees,  but  this  was  repealed 
by  act  of  March  29, 1871,  Sees.  Laws  1871,  p.  80.  It  was 
held  that  the  lefrislature  could  take  away  from  the 
administrator  the  power  of  taking  and  boldincr  the 
possession  of  rents  and  profits,  and  that  this  could 
be  done  as  well  after  as  before  they  had  taken  pos- 
session.   Campau  v.  Oampau,  25  Mich.  127. 

Mich.  Sess.  Laws  1871,  p.  278,  authorizing  execu- 
tors or  administrators  to  take  possession  of  the 
realty  of  deceased  persons,  to  lease  from  year  to 
year  and  cancel  or  modify  any  leases  sriven  by  the 
decedent  durlnfr  his  lifetlnne,  and  to  keep  prop- 
erty in  repair,  and  to  receive  rents  and  proceeds 
until  the  estate  is  settled,  chanired  the  rule,  as  be- 
fore this  statute  the  personal  representative  had  no 
control  over  the  realty  except  as  power  may  be 
irranted  in  certain  cases,  and  the  rents  belonged 
absolutely  and  completely  to  the  heirs  or  devisees, 
and  this  statute  did  not  take  away  vested  rlffhts 
that  accrued  before  its  passage.  Vau  Fleet  v.  Van 
Fleet,  49  Mich.  610. 

So,  where  an  heir  was  in  possession  under  a  lease 
made  by  his  father,  which  was  to  terminate  at  his 
father's  death,  and  the  administrator  allowed  the 
heir  to  remain  in  possession  pending  probate  pro- 
ceedings of  a  will,  upon  his  executing  an  agree- 
ment authorizing  the  administrator  to  withhold 
from  his  share  the  rent,  on  the  failure  of  the  heir 
to  pay  the  rent  the  administrator  was  entitled  to 
summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession,  if  the 
share  of  the  assets  in  case  the  will  was  probated 
would  be  insulficlent,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  ad- 
ministrator to  exercise  the  right  which  the  statute 
gave  him  to  obtain  possession  and  to  collect  rents 
and  profits  for  the  executor  or  for  the  distribution 
of  the  estate  in  case  there  was  no  executor.  Wil- 
marth  v.  Keed.  83  Mich.  44. 

Where  the  widow  remained  in  possession  of  the 
real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  it  was  held  that 
on  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  she  could  not  be  required 
to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits.  Kitoheil  v. 
Mudgett,  87  Mich.  87.  * 

Minnesota* 

Under  the  statutes  of  this  state  the  administrator 
fs  entitled  to  the  accruing  rents,  as  against  the 
heirs,  during  administration. 

In  Miller  v.  Hoberg.22  Minn.  249,  it  was  said  that 
under  Minn.  Oen.  Stat.  chap.  62,  8  6,  giving  the  ad- 
ministrator the  right  to  the  possession,  and  to  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits,  the  heirs  have  the  right 
to  the  possession  as  against  everyone  but  the  ad 
mlnistrator  or  his  tenants,  and  the  administrator 
has  the  right  to  the  possession  as  against  the  heirs 
or  any  other  person  until  the  estate  is  settled  or 
until  delivered  over  by  order  of  the  probate  court. 

And  in  State,  Deals,  v.  Itamsey  County  Probate 
Court,  25  Minn.  22,  it  was  said  that  under  Minn 
Gen.  Stat.  chap.  62,  §  6,  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  of  real  estate  until  the  estate  was  set 
tied  or  delivered  over  by  order  of  the  probate  court 
to  the  heir,  and  under  fl  7  he  was  accountable  for 
the  Income  of  the  real  estate  while  it  remained  in 
his  possession, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


In  Smith  ▼.  Park.  81  Minn.  70.  it  was  said  that  un- 
der Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1866,  chap.  62,  §  6,  authoHzinir 
an  administrator  to  lease  land  during  the  period  of 
administration,  this  right  conferred  by  the  statute 
for  the  purpose  of  administration  was  limited  to 
that  period. 
Mimlsiaippi. 

The  accruing  rents  belong  to  the  heirs.  But  un- 
der a  statute  the  administrator  by  order  of  the  pro- 
bate court  could  lease  the  plantation  for  three 
years.  The  administrator  may  become  liable  to 
heirs  for  rent  collected  by  him  as  trustee,  or  at 
their  election  they  may  charge  him  for  net  profita 
if  he  works  the  plantation.  An  apportionment  of 
rent  is  provided  for  by  statute  If  a  tenant  for  Ufe 
dies  before  rent  matures. 

So,  where  a  creditor  obtained  a  Judgment  against 
an  administrator  the  latter  could  not  by  a  bill  in 
equity  set  off  the  judgment  by  an  account  of  renf 
due  from  the  judgment  creditor,  as  the  heirs  were 
entitled  to  the  rents,  and  the  administrator  wa» 
liable  for  the  debt,  and  there  was  no  privity.  Bul- 
lock V.  Sneed,  18  Smedes  A  M.293. 

And  under  Miss.  Rev.  Code  1871, 1 1686.  giving  a 
remedy  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  any 
person  unto  whom  any  rent  is  or  shall  be  due  and 
not  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death,  by  an  action  of 
debt,  covenant,  or  assumpsit  for  all  such  arrearagee 
of  rent,  and  also  the  remedy  of  distress,  it  was  held 
that  this  section  recognized  the  right  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  to  pursue  any  of  the  remediea 
named  to  recover  rent  due  and  not  paid  to  the  les- 
sor at  the  time  of  his  death,  but  it  had  no  applica^ 
tlon  to  rent  which  accrued  after,  and  the  rule  waa 
the  same  as  at  common  law,  that  rent  due  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  the  lessor  goes  to  his  personal 
representative,  but  rent  which  accrues  afterwards 
belongs  to  the  heira.  Bloodworth  v.  Stevens,  U 
Miss.  476. 

An  administrator  was  probably  chargeable  with 
rents  where  he  had  voluntarily  returned  the  rente 
as  charges  in  his  annual  account,  and  the  commis- 
sioners following  the  interlocutory  decree  merely 
transferred  to  the  account  stated  by  tb  -m  theitema 
in  the  administrator's  own  accounts,  u'ld  he  made 
no  objection  to  the  charge.  The  court  said  that  aft- 
er receiving  rents  for  over  ten  years,  and  profess- 
ing to  account  for  them  in  his  trustee  capacity,  it 
would  be  monstrous  now,  after  the  claim  against 
him  in  every  capacity  is  barred  by  limitation,  to 
permit  him  to  raise  the  objection  now  insisted  on* 
The  court  further  said  that  the  rents  belonged  to 
the  distributees,  and  they  had  the  right  to  advance 
them  or  any  other  money  belonging  to  them  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  so  as  to  protect  the  spedflo- 
property.    Crowder  v.  Shackelford,  86  Miss.  821. 

And  where  an  administrator  carried  on  the  plan* 
tatlon  without  authority  for  the  heirs,  he  was  lia- 
ble for  the  net  profits  or  for  the  reasonable  hire  and 
rent  at  the  election  of  the  heirs,  and  when  the  heira 
made  an  election  it  was  irrevocable.  French  v. 
Davis,  88  Miss.  167. 

In  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  40  Miss.  704,  it  was  said  that 
if  an  administrator  worked  a  plantation  with  the* 
assent  of  the  heirs  they  could  not  charge  him  as  for 
the  wrongful  act  with  rent,  in  a  petition  in  the  pro- 
bate court  on  the  ground  that  he  had  obtained  no 
order,  and  if  the  administrator  carried  on  the  busi- 
ness without  their  consent  and  without  an  order  of 
court,  he  was  not  amenable  to  the  probate  court*, 
but  was  liable,  if  at  all,  to  the  heir  to  whom  the 
land  descended   immediately  on  the  death  of  the 

I  ancestor. 
An  administrator  was  not  authorized  to  lease  or 
cultivate  wild  land,  but  was  entitled  to  lease  anA 
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faaye  no  doabt  that  it  continues  to  mn  after  I  commonwealth  that  the  instrument  would  not 
the  death  of  the  original  covenantee.  But,  work  like  a  letter  of  credit  o£Ftrrinsr  a  new  con- 
«appofling  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns  to  have  tract  to  the  successors  of  Walsb  {Satmden  v. 
been  mentioned,  it  seems  to  be  settled  in  this  I  HaunderM,  164  Mass.  887,  888;  Al>boU  v.  HUU, 


Ikiro  the  plantation  or  farm  for  three  years,  under 
Miss,  act  Nov.  22. 186S,  Pamph.  Laws  1865,  140,  Ul. 
■autfaoiiziDir  the  personal  representative  to  lease 
jmd  hire  for  a  term  not  cxoeedlnff  three  years  the 
plantation.    Murphy  v.  Thomas,  41  Miss.  429. 

In  Bloodworth  v.  Stevens,  51  Miss.  475,  it  was  said 
that  Miss.  Bev.  Ck>de  1871.81639,  providing  that  If 
the  tenant  for  life  die  before  the  day  when  any 
rent  is  to  become  due,  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor may  recover  the  proportion  of  rent  which  ao- 
-crued  before  the  time  of  his  death,  was  an  excep- 
tion to  the  common-law  rule  in  behalf  of  a  life  ten- 
4uit  who  bad  made  a  demise  and  died  and  gave  to 
his  personal  representatives  the  rent  up  to  the  time 
•of  his  death  proportionately. 
MisaourL 

The  heirs  are  entitled  to  accrulnir  rents  except  in 
•certain  cases  provided  for  by  statute.  And  the 
beirs  allowing  the  administrator  to  collect  rents 
may  be  bound  by  estoppel.  A  statute  authorizes 
the  administrator  in  certain  cases  to  lease  the  land 
for  short  terms,  and  an  administrator  collecting 
Tents  is  liable  therefor.  A  foreign  administrator 
lias  no  authority  to  collect  accruing  rents.  An  ap- 
portionment will  be  made  of  accruing  and  accrued 
rents. 

Unaccrued  rent  on  land  after  the  death  of  the 
owner  belonged  to  the  heirs  and  not  to  the  adminis- 
trator, except  in  certain  cases  provided  for  by  the 
Missouri  statute,  subjecting  real  estate  to  liabilities 
for  debts  and  the  like..  Shouse  v.  Krusor,  24  Mo. 
App.  271>. 

-In  Boff  V.  Tompkins,  t  Mo.  App.  464,  It  was  said, 
under  Wagner's  (Mo.)  Stat.  80,  •  48,  directing  that 
executors  and  administrators  under  the  direction 
■of  the  court  shall  lease  the  real  estate  for  any  terra 
not  more  than  two  years,  and  shall  receive  and  re- 
cover rents,  the  rents  so  collected  are  necessari- 
ly assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator. 

And  under  Mo.  act  January  12,  1822,  authorizing 
the  administrator  to  lease  out  the  real  estate  of  an 
Intestate  who  shall  have  died  without  leaving  any 
heirs  or  legal  representatives,  an  administrator 
could  recover  in  assumpsit  for  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  house  of  the  intestate  after  his  death. 
Beotor  v.  Ranken,  1  Mo.  871. 

And  in  Lass  v.  Eisleben,  fiO  Mo.  122.  it  was  said 
that  an  administrator  under  the  direction  of  the 
prolMite  court  or  courts  having  probate  jurisdic- 
tion could  make  short  leases  of  the  real  estate  be- 
longing to  the  decedent. 

Where  distributees  neglected  to  take  possession 
<of  land,  and  allowed  the  administrator  to  collect 
their  rents  and  disburse  them  as  administrator, 
they  oould  not  afterwards  prevent  the  payment  by 
the  administrator  of  a  claim  against  the  estate  by 
.asserting  that  the  rents  belonged  to  them.  The 
•«ourt  said,  having  allowed  their  rents  to  remain  in 
the  hands  of  the  administrator,  and  having  allowed 
him  to  collect  the  rents  and  treat  them  as  moneys 
helooglngto  the  estate,  and  disburse  them  as  such, 
they  cannot  be  allowed  now  to  recoup  themselves 
"by  laying  their  hands  upon  this  Judgment  in  pref- 
-erence  to  a  creditor  of  the  estate.  Tyler  v.  Priest, 
Zi  Mo.  App.  272. 

Under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  H  70, 129, 180, 146,  making  It 
the  duty  of  an  administrator  to  inventory  real  es- 
tate, and  providing  that  he  may  lease  it  for  short 
terms  under  the  direction  of  the  probate  court,  and 
that  whenever  the  court  shall  be  satisfied  that  any 
real  estate  need  not  be  sold  or  leased  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  the  executor  or  administrator  shall 
be  ordered  to  deliver  possession  of  the  same  to 
those  entitled  to  it,  rents  collected  by  an  adminis- 


trator  which  he  was  not  bound  to  collect  w  ere  as- 
sets when  collected,  and  if  the  administrator  leased 
the  realty  without  authority,  and  received  rents, 
these  rents  would  be  assets,  and  he  should  account 
for  them.    Lewis  v.  Carson,  16  Mo.  App.  342. 

In  Lewis  v.  Carson,  93  Mo.  687,  it  was  said  that  un- 
der Mo.  Kev.  Stat.  6f  70, 120, 180. 143,  an  administra- 
tor under  the  order  of  the  probate  court  may  lease 
the  real  estate  and  collect  the  rents.  It  was  held 
that  ^'although  the  executor  or  administrator  takes 
possession  of  real  estate  and  collects  the  rents  aris- 
ing therefrom  without  an  order  of  the  probate 
court,  he  and  his  sureties  on  bis  bond  must  account 
therefor.  This  is  no  longer  a  debatable  question 
in  this  state."  Gamble  v.  Qlbson,  60  Mo.  592;  Dlx  v. 
Morris,  66  Mo.  614." 

In  Hartnett  v.  Fegan,  8  Mo.  App.  1,  It  is  said  that 
an  administrator  as  such  had  no  Interest  In  the  real 
estate  of  bis  intestate  beyond  a  naked  power  to  sell 
or  lease  under  the  direction  of  the  probate  court 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  that  if  he  leased  the 
land  without  authority  from  the  court  the  rents  re- 
C3lved  would  be  assets  in  his  hands,  and  he  should 
account  in  a  settlement  for  rents  received,  whether 
with  or  without  the  direction  of  the  probate  court. 

In  McPike  v.  McPlke,  111  Mo.  216,  it  was  said  that 
under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  1,  art.  4,  9  09:  art  5,  fif  98, 
04:  art.  7,  f  •  129, 130:  art.  8,  f  145,  requiring  an  ad- 
ministrator to  inventory  the  real  estate,  and  au- 
thorizing him  under  an  order  of  the  probate  court 
to  lease  the  real  estate  and  collect  the  rents,  the 
receiving  of  rents  and  sale  of  realty  were  clearly 
within  the  scope  of  the  lawful  exercise  of  his  au- 
thority as  administrator  under  certain  circum- 
stances, and  if  without  ao  order  of  court  he  as- 
sumed to  take  the  rents  by  color  of  his  office,  he 
was  estopped  from  pleading  his  own  failure  to  per- 
form the  conditions  precedent,  and  the  collection 
of  rents  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  were  within  the 
scope  of  his  duties,  and  bis  sureties  were  boun<j. 

In  this  case  it  was  said  that  **at  common  lav/  '£he 
administrator  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  fiXth. 
the  real  estate  of  bis  Intestate.  It  desoended  'o  the 
heirs.  Accordingly  at  the  common  law,  and  in 
those  states  generally  where  the  common  Uw  has 
been  adopted,  and  only  modified  to  the  extent 
of  permitting  a  sale  of  the  lands  to  pay  deb^.s,  it  has 
generally  been  held  that  where  an  administrator 
came  into  the  possession  of  rents  from  t'je  realty 
or  the  proceeds  of  sale,  he  was  chargeabir  therefor 
Individually  as  a.  trustee  or  trespasser,  but  not  in 
his  character  as  administrator.'* 

Under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  9  129,  providing  for  lease  of 
lands  by  an  administrator  in  this  state,  nuch  lands 
could  not  be  leased  by  a  foreign  adn.inistrator. 
Crockett  v.  Althouse,  86  Mo.  App.  404. 

And  in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  wl^at  was  the 
law  in  Illinois  the  common  law  was  hold  to  control, 
and  under  Missouri  Revised  Statutes,  f.uthorizing 
an  administrator  under  an  order  of  tlie  probate 
court  to  lease  the  real  estate  and  collect  the  rents, 
he  was  not  liable  as  such  adminlstraror  for  rents 
collected  in  Illinois,  where  such  rents  were  re- 
ceived as  the  attorney  in  fact  or  guardian  ad  liUm 
for  the  heirs,  and  not  as  administrator.  McPike  v. 
MoPike,  111  Mo.  216. 

Rents  accruing  prior  to  the  testator's  death  be- 
longed to  the  administrator,  and  those  accruing 
after  such  death  passed  to  the  heirs,  uuless  the  pro- 
bate court  directed  the  administrator  to  take  pos- 
session, but  such  an  order  of  the  j>robate  court 
would  not  rntlfy  the  collection  wrongrully  made 
by  the  administrator  previous  tr  such  order. 
iSealey  v.  Blake,  70  Mo.  App.  229. 

And  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  9  129,  providi  4  that  no  ad* 
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168  Mass.  806),  if  tbat  would  make  any  differ- 
ence when  there  has  been  no  purchase  on  the 
faith  of  it;  and  therefore,  apart  from  other 
reasons,  the  only  ground  on  which  the  heirs 


can  be  preferred  to  the  administratrices  as  the 
proper  plaintiffs  is  that  the  covenant  runs  with 
the  land,  or.  more  accurately,  runs  with  the 
estate  of  the  covenantee,  and  that  the  heirs  are 


minlstrator  or  executor  except  an  executor  actiDgr 
under  a  will  shall  rent  or  control  tbe  real  estate  of 
the  deceased,  unless  tbe  probate  court  shall  be  sat- 
isfied tbat  it  Is  necessary  to  rent  said  estate  for  tbe 
payment  of  debts,  and  make  an  order  of  reoord  re- 
quirinflr  such  administrator  or  executor  to  take 
possession  of  and  rent  the  same  for  a  period  not 
exoeedlngr  two  years,  did  not  have  a  retrospective 
effect,  and  was  only  intended  to  affect  future  rents. 
Bealey  v.  Blake,  70  Mo.  App.  220. 

Where  a  deed  reserved  to  the  grantor  tbe  use  of 
the  land  or  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  it 
during  his  life  and  the  life  of  his  wife,  the  personal 
representative  of  the  grantor  was  entitled  to  money 
for  the  use  and  occupation  after  the  death  of  tbe 
grantor  and  before  the  death  of  his  wife.  It  was 
said  tbat  the  deed  did  not  create  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant,  as  a  rent  strictly  speaking 
must  be  certain,  and  here  there  was  no  reservation 
of  anything  certain.  The  entry  of  the  defendant 
under  the  deed  impliedly  raised  a  promise  to  pay 
for  the  use  and  occupation,  and  that  promise  to  the 
grantor  was  transmissible  to  his  personal  repre- 
sentative. Logan  v.  Caldwell,  28  Mo.  S78. . 
New  Hampflliire. 

Where  the  estate  is  solvent  the  heirs  are  entitled 
to  the  rents,  and  also  in  cases  of  insolvent  estates, 
unless  proper  proceedings  are  taken  by  the  admin- 
istrator under  tbe  statute. 

So,  where  an  estate  was  solvent  tbe  administrator 
was  accountable  to  the  heirs,  and  not  to  the  judge 
of  probate,  for  the  rents  and  profits.  Lucy  v. 
Lucy,66N.  H.9. 

And  where  an  intestate  was  solvent  and  his  real 
estate  vested  in  heirs  at  law,  the  administratrix  im- 
properly charged  herself  with  the  Income  arising 
after  the  intestate's  death.  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  68 
N.  H.  406. 

In  Lucy  v.  Lucy,  65  N.  H.  9,  it  was  said:  "It  is 
well  settled  that  in  this  state  real  estate  of  the  in- 
testate, immediately  upon  his  death,  vests  In  the 
heirs,  subject  to  be  devested  by  proper  proceed- 
ings for  tbe  payment  of  the  intestate's  debts.  If 
tbe  estate  is  insolvent  and  settled  in  the  insolvent 
course  it  is  the  duty  of  the  administrator  to  take 
possession  of  it,  take  care  of  it,  and  take  the  rents 
and  profits.  But  the  mere  fact  that  tbe  estate  is 
settled  in  the  insolvent  course  does  not  authorize 
the  administrator  to  have  possession  of  the  real 
estate." 

In  Gregg  v.  Currier,  86  N.  H.  200,  it  was  said  that 
under  N.  H.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  150, '6  10,  authorizing 
and  requiring  executors  and  administrators  to  re- 
ceive tbe  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  in  case 
the  estate  is  insolvent,  and  to  account  for  the  net 
proceeds  thereof  in  his  administration  account, 
generally  the  land  in  other  cases  descends  to  tbe 
devisees  or  heirs  with  no  right  or  duty  on  the  part 
of  the  executor  or  administrator  as  such  in  any 
way  to  intermeddle  therewith. 

In  Plumer  v.  Plumer,  80  N.  H.  658,  it  was  said  that 
under  N.  H.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  150,  •  10,  Com  p.  Stat. 
168. 1 10.  if  the  estate  was  actually  insolvent  no  pofu 
session  of  the  real  estate  could  have  been  taken  by 
the  heirs,  and  the  rents  and  profits  would  go  to  the 
administratrix. 

In  Bergin  v.  McFarland.  26  N.  H.  633.  it  was  said 
that  by  Stat  5  Geo.  II.,  Prov.  Stat  of  N.  H.  1771, 
p.  233,  lands  in  the  colonies  were  subjected  equally 
with  the  personal  estate  of  the  debtor  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  and  by  statutes  of  Massachusetts 
and  by  these  provinces  (N.  H.  Prov.  Stat.  1771,  p. 
90.  4  Geo.  I.;  Mass.  Prov.  Stat  174S,  p.  76, 8  Wm.  III..) 
power  WHS  conferred  upon  executors  and  admin- 
istrators to  sell  the  real  estate  to  pay  debts  if  deemed 
40  L.R.  A. 


necessary  by  the  proper  court,  but  until  the  estate 
was  thus  taken  from  them  the  heirs  were  entitled 
to  enter  upon  the  property  and  to  take  tbe  profits 
to  their  own  use,  but  that  a  change  was  made  by  N. 
H.  Rev.  Stat.  1820.  chap.  150.  %  10,  providing  tbat  tbe 
administrator  shall  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of 
tbe  real  estate  in  case  the  estate  is  insolvent,  and 
shall  account  for  the  net  proceeds  In  his  adminis- 
tration account 

In  Lane  v.  Thompson,  43  N.  H.  320.  It  was  said 
that  "until  the  decree  of  insolvency,  the  heirs  are 
to  be  considered  as  In  the  rightful  possession  of  the 
premises.  After  the  deOree  the  administrator  Is 
entitled  to  the  possession;  his  title  oommenoes  at 
the  date  of  the  decree." 
New  Jersey. 

Where  the  rent  did  not  beoome  due  until  three  or 
four  days  after  the  Intestate's  death.  It  could  not 
be  recovered  by  tbe  administrator,  but  belonged  to 
the  heir  at  law  and  could  not  be  apportioned.  Allen 
V.  Van  Houten,  19  N.  J.  L.  47. 

Where  a  lease  was  made  by  J.  B.  and  8.,  his  wife, 
and  the  lessee  covenanted  to  pay  to  J.  B.  and  8.,  his 
wife,  annual  rent,  and  the  said  S.  survived  her  hus- 
band and  thereafter  married  J.  Scott,  who  survived 
his  wife,  the  rents  which  accrued  under  the  lease 
after  tbe  decease  of  J.  Soott  did  not  belong  to  bis 
representatives.  Condit  v.  Neighbor,  13  N.  J.  L.  83. 

In  Search  v.  Search,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  187,  it  was  said 
that  It  will  be  presumed  until  otherwise  shown  that 
rents  taken  possession  of  by  tbe  administrator  were 
part  of  the  assets  and  received  rightfully  In  the 
due  administration  of  the  estate. 

New  Jersey  Qen.  Stat.  1805,  §  ^0,  p.  1208,  provides 
that  whereas  by  common  law  the  executors  or  ad* 
ministrators  of  tenants  in  fee  simple,  tenants  in  fee 
tail,  and  tenants  for  term  of  life,  of  rent  servicer 
rent-charge,  rent-seek  and  fee  farms,  have  no  rem- 
edy to  recover  such  arrearages  of  the  said  rents  or 
fee  farms  as  were  due  unto  their  testators  or  intes- 
tates in  their  lives,  nor  may  the  heirs  nor  any  per* 
son  having  the  reversion  distrain  for  such  arrears. 
It  Is  enacted  that  the  executors  or  administrators 
of  any  such  person  unto  whom  rent  is  due  and  un- 
paid at  the  time  of  his  death  may  have  an  action  of 
debt  for  such  arrearages,  and  may  distrain  for  the 
same. 
New  Tork. 

Under  a  statute  accrued  rent  passes  to  the  ad- 
ministrator. Bent  payable  in  advance  Is  held  to 
be  assets.  Accruing  rent  belongs  to  the  heirs.  Ap' 
portionment  of  rent  Is  provided  for  by  statute. 

Rents  which  accrued  subsequent  to  the  intes- 
tate's death  by  right  went  to  the  heirs,  and  the  ad- 
ministrator would  have  nothing  to  do  with  them. 
Kohler  v.  Knapp,  1  Bradf.  241. 

So  rent  belonged  to  the  heirs  where  a  testator 
died  intestate  as  to  realty  and  rents,  and  an  admin- 
istrator cum  testamenio  annexo  should  not  account 
in  the  surrogate's  court  for  rents.  It  was  further 
held  that  3  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat  6th  ed.  §  78  (71),  p.  182» 
empowering  tbe  surrogate  to  distribute  what  shall 
remain  of  an  estate  in  the  hands  of  an  administra- 
tor to  and  among  creditors,  legatees,  widow,  and 
next  of  kin,  did  not  give  him  authority  to  add  to 
the  classes  of  persons  whose  interest  he  was  to  su- 
pervise on  a  final  accounting,  and  to  distribute  to 
heirs.    Levy's  Estate.  Tucker  (N.  Y.)  148. 

Where  the  Intestate  made  a  contract  with  an- 
other to  work  his  farm  and  to  sell  the  milk  at  a 
cheese  factory  and  divide  the  profits,  it  was  said 
that  if  It  was  a  lease  and  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  was  created,  and  tbe  money  which  the 
Intestate  was  to  receive,  rent,  then  the  administra- 
tor was  not  entitled  to  the  money,  under  N.  Y.. 
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succes^ra  to  that  efltate.  The  covenant  is  col- 
lateral to  the  lease  {Virden  ▼.  BlUioarth,  15 
Ind.  144),  and  is  not  affected  by  Stat.  82  Hen. 
VIII.  chap,  84;  Barbeckv.  SyUater,  18  Wend, 


808.    See  Jona  ▼.  Parker,  les  Mass.  564,  568. 

In  AUen  ▼.  Culver,   8  Denio,   284,  301,   a 

similar  covenant  was  held  by  the  supreme 

court  of  New  York  to  pass  to  assigns,  but  the 


Bev.  Srat.  ohap.  6,  title  8,  art.  1,  M  «,  7,  providing 
that  rents  reserved  to  the  deceased  which  bad  ao- 
orued  at  the  time  of  bis  death  are  asseta,  and  if  not 
accrued  belonfr  to  the  heirs.  But  It  was  held  not 
to  be  a  lease.    Rt  Strickland,  10  Misc.  486. 

In  Oriffltb  v.  Beecber,  10  Barb.  432,  where  the  de- 
cedent had  a  title  bond  to  land  on  which  there  was 
some  money  due,  and  the  administrator  collected 
the  rents  for  two  years  and  sold  the  interest  of  the 
decedent  in  the  contract,and  used  part  of  the  money 
for  paying  the  debts,  it  was  held  that  the  interest 
in  the  contract,  which  was  about  $1,400  over  and 
above  the  money  due  upon  it,  was  real  estate  and 
descended  to  the  heirs.  It  was  said:  **Afrain,  the 
statute  (8  Rev.  Stat.  8S,  •  6)  points  out  explicitly 
what  are  assets,  and  land  contracts  are  not  enum- 
erated;  while  f  8  declares  that  the  rlfrht  of  the  heir 
to  any  property  not  enumerated  in  the  6th  section 
shall  not  be  impaired  by  the  general  terms  of  the 
section." 

An  administrator  had  no  authority  to  make  an 
agreement  as  to  rents  with  a  party  who  married 
the  widow,  that  in  consideration  of  the  administra- 
tor paying  him  $2S0  a  year  for  boarding  his  wife's 
children  he  would  release  all  claim  to  the  rent  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  which  he  had  in  right 
of  his  wife,  so  long  as  the  agreement  in  respect  to 
board  should  be  executed.  It  was  held  that  the 
administrator  was  deemed  to  have  acted  in  his  per- 
sonal right,  and  that  the  children  could  not  require 
the  administrator  to  account  for  rents  under  that 
agreement.    HlUman  v.  Stephens,  16  N.  Y.  278. 

Accrued  rents  should  go  to  the  administrator, 
and  rents  payable  in  advance,  which  were  due  or 
had  accrued,  under  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat  (8  Banks,  7th 
ed.  2285),  title  3,  chap.  6,  pt.  2,  §  6,  providing  that 
there  shall  be  included  among  the  property  of  a 
decedent's  estate  which  shall  be  assets  and  pass  as 
such  to  his  executors  and  administrators  as  part  of 
the  personalty,  rents  reserved  to  the  deceased 
which  had  accrued  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Miller 
V.  Crawford,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  876. 

In  Miller  v.  Crawford,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  376.  it  was 
said  it  would  seem  that  the  common- law  rule  still 
prevailed  as  to  rents  which  were  not  payable  in 
advance,  and  which  did  not  become  due  until  after 
the  Intestate's  death,  but  which  were  partly  earned 
before  his  death,  if  N.  Y.  Acts,  chap.  542,  8  1,  pro- 
viding that  all  rents  reserved  on  any  lease  granted 
after  the  passing  of  this  act  Shall  be  apportioned 
BO  that  on  the  death  of  any  person  interested  in 
such  rents  or  In  the  estate  or  fund  from  which  the 
Mune  shall  issue  or  be  derived,  or  on  the  determina- 
tion by  any  other  means  whatever  of  the  interest 
of  any  such  pereon,  he  or  she  and  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  shall  be  entitled  to  a  pro- 
portion of  such  rents,  according  to  the  time  which 
•ball  have  elapsed  from  the  commencement  or  last 
period  of  payment  thereof  respectively  (as  the  case 
may  be).  Including  the  day  of  the  death  of  such 
person,  did  not  apply. 

On  the  death  of  the  landlord  and  severance  of 
the  reversion  by  act  of  law,  by  descent  to  his  sis- 
ter and  nieces,  it  became  necessary  to  apportion 
the  rent,  and  the  heirs  could  separately  bring  an 
action  for  their  several  proportions.  Cole  v.  Pat- 
terson, 25  Wend.  456. 

New  York  Code  av.  Proc  S  2712,  amended  1888, 
provides  that  the  following  shall  be  deemed  assets 
and  go  to  executors  or  administrators  to  be  applied 
and  distributed  as  part  of  the  personal  property  of 
the  testator  or  intestate  and  be  included  In  the  in- 
▼entory:  Leases  for  years;  rents  reserved  to  the 
deceased  which  had  accrued  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  right  of  an  heir  to  any  property  not 
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enumerated  in  this  section  which  by  the  common 
law  would  descend  to  him  is  not  impaired  by  the 
general  terms  of  this  section. 

New  York  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1 2720,  amended  in  1888, 
provides  that  all  rents  reserved  on  any  lease  made 
after  June  7,  1875,  shall  be  apportioned  so  that  on 
the  death  of  any  person  interested  in  such  rents  or 
In  the  estate  In  respect  to  which  the  same  issues, 
or  on  the  determination  of  the  interest  of  any  such 
person,  he  or  bis  executors,  administrators  or  as- 
signs shall  be  entitled  to  a  proportion  of  such  rents 
accordlDg  to  the  time  which  shall  have  elapsed  from 
the  commencement  or  last  period  of  payment 
thereof  as  the  case  may  be,  including  the  day  of 
the  death  of  such  person  or  of  the  determination 
of  his  interest. 

North  Carolina* 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  entitled 
to  accruing  rents.  But  the  creditors  are  entitled 
to  the  rents  as  against  the  heirs.  The  administra- 
tor is  entitled  to  accrued  rents. 

The  administrator  could  not  enter  upon  and  make 
leases  of  land  which  have  descended,  under  N.  O. 
Code,  f  1413,  directing  the  personal  representative 
to  make  his  rentings  of  real  property  by  auction, 
as  this  referred  only  to  leasehold  estates  in  land 
which  an  Intestate  might  own.  Reeves  v.  McMil- 
lan, 101  N.  C.  479. 

And  a  collector  appointed  to  take  charge  of  an 
estate  had  no  power  to  enter  upon  and  make  leases 
of  land  which  descended  to  the  heirs-at-law,  under 
N.  C.  Battlers  Rev.  chap.  46,  f  11,  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  a  collector,  and  •  18,  giving  the  col- 
lector power  to  take  possession  and  receive  rents 
and  profits  of  real  property,  and  6  87,  providing 
that  renting  of  real  property  by  public  auction 
shall  be  secured  by  bond,  and  %  88,  providing  for 
the  time  when  sales  or  rentings  shall  be  made.  It 
was  said  that  this  statute  was  Intended  to  apply 
where  the  lessee  for  years  died  intestate  leaving  the 
term  unexpired,  or  if  a  collector  was  appointed 
pending  a  contest  as  to  who  should  be  administra- 
tor cum  tegtamenU}  annexo  or  executor  under  a  will 
which  directed  renting,  but  that  the  statute  did 
not  confer  upon  a  collector  a  greater  power  than 
that  possessed  by  an  administrator.  Lee  v.  Lee,  74 
N.  C.  70. 

Where  an  administrator  took  possession  of  the 
land  and  collected  the  rent  for  eleven  years,  he  was 
liable  for  the  same  in  an  action  by  the  heirs,  and 
he  was  held  to  be  an  agent  of  the  heirs  to  collect 
their  rent  in  order  that  he  might  apply  them  to  the 
payment  of  debts  of  bis  intestate  in  exoneration  of 
their  land,  and  that  having  failed  to  apply  this  fund 
he  should  pay  it  to  whom  it  belonged.  It  was  fur- 
ther held  that  the  statute  of  limitation  did  not  bar 
this  action  because  the  statute  did  not  run  until 
demand  and  refusal,  and  the  action  was  brought 
within  three  years  after  he  gave  up  possession. 
Shuffler  v.  Turner.  Ill  N.  C.  297. 

So,  where  the  purchaser  under  a  title  bond  died,. 
and  the  heirs  afterwards  recovered  the  property, 
the  administrator  was  entitled  to  the  rents  which 
accrued  in  the  lifetime  of  the  purchaser,  and  the 
heirs  were  entitled  to  the  rent  for  the  term  between 
their  father's  death  and  the  surrendering  of  the 
premises  to  them.  Fleming  v.  Chunn,  57  N.  C.  (4 
Jones,  £q.)  422. 

The  creditors  of  the  ancestor  were  entitled  to  all 
the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  heir  since  the 
descent  cast  It  was  said  that  if  the  heir  be  an  in- 
fant and  the  guardian  in  ignorance  of  the  insol- 
vency of  an  estate  has  expended  the  rents  and  prof* 
its  or  a  part  of  them  in  his  maintenance,  only  th» 
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point  was  decided  without  discussion  on  the  I  plaintiifs  manor),  Y.  B.  43  £dw.  m.'p.  8,  pL 
supposed  analogy  of  Pahenluim'9  Com  (a  cov-  14.  The  reference  to  this  case  showed  that 
€nant  on  the  part  of  a  convent  that  the  con-  the  court  did  not  have  in  mind  the  distinction 
yent  should  sing  every  week  in  a  chapel  in  the  I  pointed  out  hy  Lord  Coke  [Ohudleigh'i  Case] 


pert  remainlnir  unezpeod^d  would  be  liable  to  the 
^OTeditors.    Moore  v.  Shields,  68  N.  C.  827. 

So.  in  HiDton  v.  Whitehurst,  71  N.  C.  08,  it  was 
said  that  a  creditor  was  entitled  to  rents  and 
profits  actually  received  by  the  heirs  from  the  lands 
•descended. 

And  on  a  creditor's  biU  in  equity  It  was  held  that 
rents  and  profits  derived  from  lands  by  heirs  could 
be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  decedent's  debts. 
Washington  v.  Sasser,  41  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  Eq.)  396. 

In  Moore  v.  Shields,  68  N.  C.  827,  it  was  said  that 
previous  to  the  decision  in  Washington  v.  Sasser.  41 
N.  C.  (6  Ired.  Eq.)  336,  it  was  the  general  opinion  of 
the  profession,  founded  on  Harrison  v.  Wood,  21 
N.  C.  (1  Dev.  A  B.  Eq.)  437,  that  the  heir  migrht  hold 
jurainst  the  creditors  of  his  ancestors  all  the  profits 
of  the  land  which  accrued  from  the  time  of  the  de- 
scent up  to  a  sale  under  process  at  law  or  to  a 
•decree  in  equity.  The  reverse  of  this  is  established 
now  by  Washington  v.  Sasser. 

In  Harrison  v.  Wood.  21  N.  C.  a  Dev.  A  B.  Eq.) 
•487,  it  was  said  that  *'a  creditor  cannot  enter  upon 
the  lands  of  a  deceased  debtor,  and  keep  out  the 
heir  upon  any  principle  recognised  by  this  court, 
more  than  be  can  by  any  rule  of  law.  The  heir  is. 
Ml  law,  entitled  to  the  issue  and  profits  and  also  to 
the  lands  until  a  Judgment  against  him,  and  a  sale 
under  it;  and  likewise  in  equity,  until  his  liability 
has  been  ascertained  by  a  decree."  The  late  cases 
•deny  this  doctrine  and  give  the  creditors  the  rents. 

The  rents  of  land  during  the  years  in  which  the 
administrator  of  a  guardian  had  It  In  charge  were 
assets  for  which  he  was  accountable.  It  was  said 
that  when  rents  were  collected  by  the  guardian  of 
An  infant  heir  or  devisee  and  spent  in  his  mainte- 
nance they  were  not  recoverable  by  the  represen- 
tative, but  when  he  possessed  himself  of  them  they 
constituted  a  part  of  the  estate  and  were  liable  to 
the  claims  of  creditors  of  the  deoeased.  Jennings 
V.  Copeland,  90  N.  G.  679. 
Ohio. 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  entitled 
to  accruing  rents,  and  the  creditors  have  no  claim 
on  the  rents  until  after  a  sale.  It  seems  that  where 
the  administrator  collects  rents  that  he  may  be  re- 
-quired  to  account  for  the  same.  He  will  be  allowed 
for  necessary  disbursements. 

The  heir  is  entitled,  as  against  the  administrator, 
to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  possession  by  the  heir  until  the 
actual  sale  of  the  land  by  the  administrator  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  his  intestate,  and  the  filing 
of  the  petition  by  the  administrator  to  sell  land  be- 
fore the  rents  commenced  accruing,  or  the  order 
of  sale  after  they  began  to  accrue,  or  the  declaring 
of  the  estate  probably  insolvent  by  the  proper 
oourt,  had  the  effect  of  enhirging  the  rights  of  the 
administrator  in  reference  to  the  accruing  rents. 
Overturf  v.  Dusran,  28  Ohio  St  280.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  *'Tbe  heirs  were  still  legally  in  pos- 
session as  owners  of  the  land,  and  entitled  to 
the  rents;  and,  as  has  been  said,  the  lien  in 
favor  of  the  creditors  was  upon  the  land  itself,  and 
not  upon  the  rents  accruing  during  the  time  inter- 
vening between  the  death  of  the  intestate  and  the 
aale  by  the  administrator.  Rents  thus  accruing  are 
not,  and  cannot  be  said  to  be,  assets  belonging  to 
the  administrator  of  the  lntestate*s  estate,  for  they 
were  not  in  existence  at  his  death,  and  the  oredi. 
tors  of  the  intestate  cannot  cUdm  them  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  for  they  never  belonged  to 
turn." 

An  administrator  was  not  authorised  to  go  Into  a 
oourt  of  equity  to  compel  the  heirs  to  give  up  rents 
that  they  had  collected  that  belonged  to  them,  un- 
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der  Swan  A  C.  (Ohio)  Stats.  567, 572,  H  8.20.  provid-  ^ 
ing  that  an  administrator  may  be  ordered  by  the  * 
court  to  include  in  the  inventory  and  appraisement 
the  real  estate,  and  Swan  ft  a  Stats.  576. 687,  II  57, 
113,  requiring  the  administrator  to  aooount  for 
af ter-aoquired  assets.  Overturf  v.  Dugan,  20  Ohio 
St.  2230. 

In  Conger  ▼.  Atwood,  28  Ohio  St.  184, 22  Am.  Bep. 
462,  it  was  said  that  an  administrator  who  without 
authority  collected  rents  of  his  intestate's  estate 
and  used  them  as  asseto  in  paying  the  debU  was 
liable  therefor  to  the  party  entitled  to  the  rents, 
and  an  action  for  their  recovery  oould  be  main- 
tained against  blm  in  his  representative  oapadty. 

And  renta  collected  by  the  administrator  and 
used  to  pay  debts,  the  heirs  not  excepting  to  the 
items,  may  be  treated  by  the  oourt  as  assets,  and  a 
correct  accounting  of  them  compelled.  Campbell 
T.  McCormick,  1  Ohio  C.  C.  604. 

And  if  administrators  were  permitted  to  collect 
rents  they  were  entitled  to  a  credit  for  paying 
taxes,  repairs,  a  necessary  survey,  and  gathering 
crops,  as  these  are  debts  of  the  estate.  Turpln's 
Estate,  Goebll,  124. 

And  where  an  administrator,  through  a  family 
arrangement  and  by  advice  of  friends  of  an  Infant 
heir,  received  the  renta  and  applied  them  to  the 
payment  of  debto  instead  of  selling  the  Infant's 
land,  and  the  arrangement  would  have  been  bene- 
ficial to  the  heir  if  he  had  lived,  his  administrator 
oould  not  recover  such  rents  from  the  administra- 
tor of  his  ancestor,  although  by  this  arrangement 
it  worked  a  loss  to  the  infant's  mother  and  a  gain 
to  his  uncles,  where  the  mother  did  not  object. 
White  V.  Turpin,  16  Ohio  St.  870. 

An  administrator's  action  for  rent  on  a  parol 
lease  made  by  him  was  not  demurrable.  The  court 
said  that  as  there  were  several  oases  in  which  the 
administrator  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  land 
the  action  Is  possible,  and  he  need  not  set  op  the 
exceptional  matter.  Bowler  v.  Brhard,  1  Clev.  178. 
Pennsylvania. 

The  heirs,  and  not  the  administrator,  are  en- 
titled to  accruing  rents,  and  if  the  rent  matures 
after  the  decedent's  death  It  will  go  to  the  heirs. 
The  administrator  is  entitled  to  accrued  renta  If 
the  administrator  coUeoto  accruing  rent  he  la  liable 
as  trustee  to  the  heirs. 

So,  where  a  party  in  possession  took  a  lease  from 
the  administrator  after  the  death  of  the  landlord, 
the  lease  was  void  and  the  payment  of  the  rent  was 
no  defense  to  an  action  by  the  guardian  of  the 
heirs  for  the  recovery  of  rent  Haslage  v.  Krugh. 
26  Pa.  07. 

So,  an  administrator  had  no  right  to  demand  and 
recover  from  the  heirs  of  the  intestate  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  desoending  to 
them  from  their  ancestors,  which  accrued  and  was 
received  by  them  since  his  death  for  the  purposeof 
paying  the  debto  of  the  deceased  or  reimbursing 
himself  moneys  which  he  paid  out  of  his  own  funds 
in  discharge  of  the  same.  Adams  ▼.  Adams,  4 
Watts,  160. 

And  the  heir  was  entitled  to  the  lands  of  the  es- 
tate and  the  administrator  could  not  by  virtue  of 
his  office  occupy  or  lease  them,  and  the  rente  and 
proflto  maturing  from  them  after  the  death  of  the 
owner  belonged  to  the  heir,  and  the  administrator 
was  not  authorized  to  receive  them.  The  oourt 
said  that  the  powers  and  duties  of  an  administrator 
with  reference  to  the  rent  were  limited  to  an  appli- 
cation for  an  order  of  sale  and  the  proper  ezeou- 
tlon  of  that  order  when  It  was  obtained.  Merkel'a 
Estate,  181  Fa.  584. 

In  Young's  Estate,  4  Pa.  DIst  B.  44,  It  was  said: 
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<1  Coke,  120ff,  12^).  and  discussed  in  Norcrass 
T.  James,  140  Mass.  18»,  between  those  cov- 
•enaois  which  create,  or  follow  the  analogy  of, 
casements,  and  go  with  the  land  even  to*  dis- 


8eisors,and  those  pure  contrncts,  like  covenants 
for  title,  upon  which  no  one  can  sue  except 
parties  and  privies.  Pake n ham* m  Cate  was  of 
the  former  class.    The  argument  for  the  plaio- 


**Nor  has  an  admloltitratorany  such  authority.  It  to 
DO  part  of  tbelr  duty  to  intermeddle  witb  the  real 
•estate  until  necessary  for  the  payment  of  debts  or 
legacies  under  an  order  of  the  court  or  authority 
-coniained  In  the  will,  and  for  the  reason  that  the 
lands  are  vested  In  the  devisees  or  heirs,  and  they 
tieinff  the  owners,  are  entitled  to  the  rents,  and  the 
same  cannot  l>o  applied  to  the  payment  of  debts 
without  their  consent.  An  executor  or  administra- 
tor who  assumes  charge  and  control  of  the  real  es- 
tate is  liable  to  account  to  the  devisees  or  heirs 
4is  a  trustee  or  airent,  not  in  the  orphans'  court,  but 
in  another  forum.  Landis  v.  Scott,  82  Fa.  i9^ 
Myers's  Estate,  9  Phila.  810;  Haslasre  v.  Krugh,  26 
Pa.  07;  Froes's  Appeal,  10&  Pa.  258;  Merkel's  Estate, 
131  Pa.  ftSi. 

In  Urban*s  Estate,  17  Phila.  i29,  it  was  said  that 
an  heir  of  the  decedent  who  was  in  possession  of 
the  land  sold  was  not  liable  for  rent  or  for  use  and 
-occupation,  but  was  bound  to  pay  taxes  accruing 
during  his  ownership  and  Interest  on,  fixed  en- 
-cumbrances. 

In  Banic  of  Pennsylvania  t.  Wise,  8  Watts,  899,  it 
was  said  that  if  the  person  entitled  to  receive  rent 
•outlived  the  day  on  which  it  became  due,  and  then 
died,  it  belonged  to  his  executor  or  administrator 
as  a  part  of  his  personal  estate,  but  if  he  died  on 
Che  day  preceding  the  day  of  payment,  the  rent  be- 
longed  to  the  heir  as  incident  to  the  reversion  and 
4W  a  part  of  the  real  estate. 

And  a  mortgagee  had  no  claim  upon  rents  col- 
lected by  an  administrator  as  they  were  not  assets 
In  his  hands  to  pay  debts.  It  was  said  that  an  ad- 
ministrator who  collected  rents  from  the  real  estate 
of  a  decedent  was  only  the  trustee  for  the  widow 
and  heirs.    Kobb's  Appeal,  41  Pa.  46. 

An  administratrix  assuming  the  charge  of  real 
•estate  was  answerable  for  the  exercise  of  due  dili- 
irence  in  collecting  rent  for  the  heirs,  and  where 
such  was  exercised  she  would  not  be  chargeable 
with  what  she  was  unable  to  collect.  Burns  v. 
Cox,  10  Phila.  8. 

Where  an  administrator  collected  rents  and  prof- 
its of  property  which  had  been  leased  by  the  intes- 
tate in  his  lifetime  the  money  belonged  to  the 
iieira.    M  Coy  v.  Scott,  2  Rawle,  222, 19  Am.  Dec.  640. 

But  an  administrator  was  not  properly  charge- 
able with  the  rents  of  real  estate  as  they  consti- 
tuted no  part  of  his  account.  It  was  further  held 
that  the  administrator  in  taking  charge  of  realty 
and  in  receiving  the  rents  and  income  was  merely 
Che  agent  for  the  heirs,  and  It  was  of  no  importance 
that  be  assumed  to  transact  the  business  in  his  ca- 
pacity as  an  administrator,  as  he  was  in  fact  but  an 
agent.    Press's  Appeal,  W>  Pa.  268. 

And  where  an  administrator  mined  ore  on  the 
estate,  he  could  not  l>e  charged  in  his  accounts 
with  the  same,  as  the  ore  was  the  product  of  lands, 
and  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  were  not  asSets 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  administrator 
could  not  be  charged  them.  It  was  held  that  ore 
received  under  the  terms  of  the  lease  was  in  the 
nature  of  rent,  and  belonged  to  the  heirs,  and  for 
it  the  ad ministjmtor  would  be  accountable  to  them. 
Mericel's  Estate,  131  Fa.  684. 

And  the  sureties  on  an  administrator's  bond 
4riv(>n  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  could  not  be  held 
liable  on  an  account  settled  by  the  administrator  in 
which  he  charged  himself  with  the  amount  of  the 
inventory,  the  proceeds  of  real  estate,  and  the  rents 
and  profits,  but  did  not  show  any  specific  appro- 
priation of  any  part  of  the  assets  to  any  particular 
debts.  The  securities  in  this  case  were  only  bound 
to  account  for  and  pay  over  the  proceeds  of  real 
«8tate.    Com.  V.  Hllgert,  66  Pa.  286. 
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Rhode  Islaod. 

The  heirs  are  entitled  to  the  accruing  rents  and 
in  case  of  a  sale  to  pay  debts  are  entitled  to  the 
rents  until  the  estate  is  sold.  If  the  administrator 
is  allowed  by  the  heirs  to  collect  the  rents,  he  is  not 
amenable  to  the  probate  court. 

The  heirs  were  entitled  to  talce  the  rents  until  the 
estate  was  sold  to  pay  debts,  under  U.  1.  Oen.  Stat 
chap.  176,  •  10,  providing  that  no  perfK)n  shall  have 
a  right  to  demand  his  share  of  the  deceased's  per- 
sonal estate  within  three  years  unless  be  givebond« 
to  refund  his  proportion  of  the  share  of  said  estate 
if  debts  appear,  providing  that  the  heirs  at  law  or 
devisees  may  during  said  term  take  the  rents  and 
profits  of  said  real  estate  as  heretofore.  Draper  v. 
Barnes,  12  R.  1. 166. 

But  an  administrator  was  not  accountable  to  the 
probate  court  for  rents  received,  where  an  ad- 
ministrator with  the  will  annexed  did  not  have 
power  over  the  realty  given  to  an  executor  by  the 
will,  but  exercised  those  powers  with  the  assent  of 
the  cetitutB  que  trust.  Belcher  ▼.  Branch,  11 R.  I.  fSA, 

South  Carolina* 

The  heirs  are  entitled  to  accruing  rent.  The  ad- 
ministrator is  liable  as  trustee  for  accruing  rent 
collected  by  him,  but  the  sureties  on  his  bond  are 
not  liable.  An  administrator  was  allowed  to  re- 
cover rent  in  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  deed  obtained  by 
fraud  from  the  intestate.  The  administrator  is  en* 
titled  to  accrued  rents,  but  cannot  distrain. 

The  rents  and  profits  which  accrued  after  the 
lifetime  of  the  intestate  accompanied  the  inheri- 
tance.   Kirkpatrick  v.  Atkinson,  11  Rich.  Bq.  27. 

And  where  an  intestate  had  contracted  for  a  traot 
of  land  with  an  unexpired  ferry  charter  an- 
nexed, and  after  his  death  the  ferry  was  rechartered 
in  the  name  of  his  wife  who  was  his  administratrix, 
she  was  held  accountable  by  Harper,  Gh.,  for  the 
rents  and  profits.    Huson  v.  Wallace,  1  Rich.  Eq.  1. 

So,  where  an  administrator  collected  rents  from 
lands  of  his  intestate  he  was  held  liable  for  the 
rents  although  it  was  held  that  the  sureties  might 
not  be.  It  was  said  that  *'the  statute  of  12  (}eo.  11., 
chap.  6  [6  Geo.  IL,  chap.  7  (?)1  2  S.  C.  Stat.  570.  mak- 
ing real  esute  equally  liable  with  personalty,  for 
debts,  has  produced  a  very  common  interference  of 
administrators  with  the  renting  of  land: and  it  would 
be  mischievous  to  hold  that  where  they  do  inter-^ 
fere,  they  can  take  the  rents  to  themselves,  without 
responsibility."    Jewell  v.  Jewell,  11  Rich.  Eq.296. 

But  the  sureties  of  an  administrator  were  not 
liable  to  the  heirs  for  rent  of  land  belonging  to  an 
estate  of  which  their  principal  was  the  adminis- 
trator, as  the  duties  of  an  administrator  related 
only  to  the  personal  estate.  It  was  said  that  some- 
times in  this  state  the  administrator  hires  out  the 
negroes  and  rents  the  land,  and  then  the  land  rent 
is  received  by  him  in  money,  but  how  far  his  secur- 
ities would  be  responsible  for  the  money  thus  re- 
ceived would  not  be  decidcMl,  as  it  was  not  involved 
in  this  case.  It  appears  that  the  rent  in  this  case  was 
received  by  the  party  who  was  guardian  as  well  as 
administrator.    Allen  v.  Bruton,  I  McMull.  L.  249. 

As  to  whether  an  administrator  was  to  be  charged 
for  rent  of  land  and  hire  of  slaves  instead  of  keep- 
ing the  slaves  upon  the  land  and  accounting  for 
crops,  it  was  said  by  Harper,  Ch.x  "It  has  often 
beeii  decided  that  an  executor  may  keep  slaves  em- 
ployed upon  the  land,  and  I  know  of  no  decision  or 
suggestion  to  the  contrary.  In  some  cases  when 
the  executor  has  failed  to  return  an  account  of 
crops  he  has  been  charged  as  for  rent  and  hire,  but 
never  when  he  has  accounted,  and  I  think  execu- 
tors or  administrators  are  to  be  encouraged  by  this 
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tiff  in  that  case  of  most  weight  in  the  mind  of 
the  court  was  that  the  plaiotifiF  was  tenant  of 
the  land,  and  that  the  service  claimed  was  a  i 
thiog  annexed  to  the  land,  being  of  a  kind  | 


that  could  be  created  by  prescription,  or,  as  it 
was  stated  by  Fitzherbert,  everyone  who  ha» 
the  land  shall  have  ihe  covenant.  Fitzher- 
bert,  Abr.  Covenant,  pi.    17.     Those  who  are- 


course,  and  very  Indulgently  considered  when  they 
adopt  it."    Huson  v.  Wallace.  1  Rich.  Eq.  1. 

In  an  avowry  by  an  administratrix  for  rent  in 
arrears  which  set  forth  the  demise  under  which  the 
tenant  held,  made  in  her  own  name  as  adminis- 
tratrix after  the  intestate's  death,  it  was  held  that 
no  further  title  need  be  shown.  It  was  said  that 
Stat.  11  Geo.  II..  chap.  19,  6  22  (2  S.  C.  Stat.  579),  pro- 
vidinerthatan  avowant  in  replevin  is  not  bound  to 
state  anything  more  in  his  avowry  than  the  lease  or 
demise  under  which  the  tenant  held,  has  not  been 
expresslj'  made  of  force  in  this  state,  but  its  pro- 
visions have  been  so  uniformly  observed  that  it 
mierbt  be  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land. 
Moorhead  v.  Barrett,  Cheves,  L.  99. 

Where  an  administrator  obtained  a  decree  settincr 
aside  for  fraud  deeds  made  by  hts  intestate  of  real 
estate  and  slaves.  In  which  the  irrantor  reserved  to 
himself  the  use  for  life,  the  grrantee  was  required 
to  account  with  the  administrator  for  the  rent  of 
the  land  and  the  hire  of  the  slaves  from  the  date  of 
the  deeds,  where  the  grantee  had  obtained  control 
over  the  property  during  the  grantor's  life.  Klrk- 
patrick  V.  Atkinson,  4  S.  C.  N.  S.  126. 

The  rents  and  proflts  which  accrued  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  intestate  belonfred  to  his  personal 
representative,  and  not  to  his  heirs.  Kirkpatrick  v. 
Atkinson,  11  Rich.  Eq.  27. 

An  administrator  could  not  distrain  for  rentdue  at 
the  death  of  the  intestate.  It  was  said  that  at  com- 
mon law  neither  the  heirs,  executors,  nor  admin- 
istrators of  a  man  entitled  to  rents  had  any  remedy 
for  arrearages  incurred  in  the  lifetime  of  the  owner 
of  such  rent,  and  Stat.82  Hen.V  III.,  chap.37,  provid- 
ing that  the  executors  and  administrators  might 
ditftrainfor  rents  due  their  testator  or  intestate,  at 
the  time  of  the  death  upon  the  land  charged  with 
rent,  and  a  latter  Statute  of  Wm.  IV.,  extending 
this  right  of  the  representatives  of  a  deceased 
landlord,  were  not  in  force  in  this  state.  Bagwell 
V.  Jamison,  Cbevea,  L.  249. 

Tennessee* 

The  heir  is  entitled  to  the  accruing  rent,  and  the 
creditors  have  no  lien  on  the  rents.  Where  rent  is 
partly  accrued  there  should  be  an  apportionment 
between  the  heir  and  personal  representative. 

After  the  death  of  the  ancestor  the  estate  de- 
scended to  the  heir,  and  the  accruing  rents  belong 
to  the  heir  discharged  of  any  liability  for  the  debts 
of  the  ancestor.    Boyd  v.  Martin,  9  Heisk.  382. 

And  the  creditor  bad  no  right  against  the  heir 
to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  as  the 
creditor  had  no  lien  on  the  rents,  under  Tenn. 
act  1874,  chap.  11,  providing  that  execution  shall 
Issue  against  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  debtor 
in  the  hands  of  the  heir  against  whom  Judgment 
shall  have  k)een  given.  Combe  v.  Young,  4  Yerg. 
218,  26  Am.  Dec.  28K. 

And  a  creditor  has  no  lien  on  rents.  Smith  v. 
Thomas,  14  Lea,  324. 

In  Smith  V.  Thomas,  14  Lea,  324,  It  was  said  that 
under  T.&S.Ck>de,  22o«,  19  1764,  1765,  making  real 
estate  (unless  specially  exempt)  an  asset  for  the 
payment  of  debts  of  a  decedent,  the  title  subject 
to  this  liability  goes  directly  to  the  heir  or  to  the 
devisee  where  there  is  a  will.  The  court  said 
that  **lt  has  always  been  held  in  this  state  that 
while  the  heir  or  devisee  is  owner,  and  is  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits,  he  is  so  far  owner  that  if  he 
bona  fide  alien  the  land,  the  l)onaflde  purchaser  gets 
a  good  title,  and  the  creditor's  remedy  Is  against 
the  heir  or  devisee,  who  is  answerable  for  the  ances- 
tor's debts  to  the  value  of  the  land  aliened.'* 

The  heir  was  entitled  to  accruing  rents  where  a 
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sole  heir  sued  in  trespass  for  the  eviction  of  her 
mother  who  had  died,  and  for  rents.  It  was  hold  that 
as  to  the  portions  of  the  rent  which  were  due  anci 
payable  before  the  death  of  her  mother  the  plaintiff 
could  not  sue;  but  a  suit  for  such  portion  of  the 
rent  should  have  been  in  the  name  of  the  personal- 
representative,  and  not  of  the  heir.  Rowan  v. 
Riley,  6  Baxt.  67. 
Texas. 

In  Texas  by  statute  the  administrator  la  author- 
ized to  rent  out  the  property,  but  he  is  personally 
responsible  for  the  reasonable  value  of  the  hire  or 
the  rent  of  such  property  unless  he  obtains  ai» 
order  of  court. 

In  an  action  by  an  administrator  de  bonU  nnn 
against  his  predecessor  on  his  bond  for  a  devastavit^ 
it  was  held  that  where  the  administrator  rented  the- 
property  without  the  authority  of  the  protmte 
court  he  became  responsible  to  the  estate  for  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  rent,  under  Tex.  Kev.  Stat, 
art.  2053,  providing  that  when  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator hires  or  rents  property  belonging  to  an* 
estate  without  an  order  of  the  court  authorizing 
him  to  do  so,  he  shall  be  held  responsible  for  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  hire  or  rent  of  such  prop- 
erty.   Oglesby  v.  Forman,  77  Tex.  647. 

In  Reinstein  v.  Smith.  65  Tex.  247,  it  was  said  that. 
Tex.  Rev.  Stat.  I  1931,  providing  that  if  the  real  es- 
tate be  not  required  to  be  at  once  sold  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executor 
or  administrator  to  carry  ou  the  plantation,  manu- 
factory, or  business,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  done» 
or  to  rent  the  same,  as  shall  appear  to  him  to  be 
most  for  the  interest  of  the  estate,  and  providing- 
that  he  shall  not  extend  the  time  of  renting  any  of 
the  property  beyond  what  may  consist  with  the 
speedy  settlement  of  the  estate;  and  fl  1932,providing^ 
that  any  person  interested  upon  complaint  in  writ- 
ing and  notice  upon  good  cause  being  shown,  may 
obtain  an  order  of  the  court  controlling  the  actlon- 
of  such  executor  or  administrator,— confer  upoo 
executors  and  administrators  extreme  power,  and 
make  it  the  duty  of  such  persons  to  carry  on  the 
plantation,  unless  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion they  deem  it  improper  to  do  so. 

It  seems  that  by  a  statute  the  heir  is  entitled  to 
accruing  rents,  and  the  administrator  is  entitled  to 
rents  that  were  due  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
landlord.  A  creditor  has  no  lien  as  against  the 
heirs  for  rent. 

Va.  Code  1887,  6  2788  (Code  1849.  chap.  138).  pro- 
vides that  "he  to  whom  rent  or  compensation  i» 
due,  whether  he  have  the  reversion  or  not,  his  per- 
sonal representative  or  assignee  may  recover  it  as 
provided  in  the  preceding  section  [remedy  by  dis- 
tress or  action],  and  when  the  own^r  of  real  estate 
in  fee,  or  holder  of  a  term,  yielding  him  rent,  dies» 
the  rent  thereafter  due  shall  be  recoverable  by 
such  owner's  heir  or  devisee,  or  such  term  holder's 
personal  representative." 

Upon  a  bill  against  an  heir  at  law  to  subject  real 
estate  to  a  debt  of  the  ancestor,  the  heir  at  law  was 
not  accountable  for  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  es- 
tate that  accrued  before  the  decree.  Blow  v.  May- 
nard,  2  Leigh,  29. 

Where  an  administrator  failed  to  render  any  ac- 
count of  rents  and  profits,  made  by  him  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  an  estate,  evidence  of  the  net  annual 
income  was  competent  to  ascertain  the  amount  for- 
which  he  was  chargeable.  WiIlsv.Dunn,5Gratt384. 

Wisconsin* 

Under  a  statute  of  this  state  the  administrator  Is 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  real  estate,  pro- 
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curious  to  verify  the  fact  assumed  in  Paken- 
harrCs  C^M,tbat  such  services  from  a  statioDary 
ecclesiastical  corporation  might  be  due  by  pre* 
8criptk>a,  may  consult  T.  B.  22  Hen.VI.  p.  46. 


pi.  36;  Id.  21  Hen.  VII.  p.5.pl.  3;  WiUiam's  Case, 
\  5  Coke,  72*,  73a;  i<lipper  v.  Afason,  Nelson's 

Lutwyche  Rep.  48,  45  [47];  Rastell,  Entries  of 
I  Declarations,  pi.  26.     See  further  MiddUfield 


Tided  he  aaserta  his  ri^rhts  and  the  same  are  needed 
to  pay  debts. 

The  administrator  was  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the 
reai  estate  untii  the  estate  was  settled  or  turned 
over  to  the  heirs  by  order  of  the  county  court,  un- 
der Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  100,  •  7,  providingr  that  the 
executor  or  administrator  shall  have  a  riRbt  to  the 
possession  of  aJi  the  foal  estate  of  the  deceased,  and 
may  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
same  until  the  estate  shall  have  been  settled  or  de- 
livered  by  the  order  of  the  county  court  to  the 
beirs  or  devisees.    Edwards  v.  Evans,  16  Wis.  182. 

And  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat  fl  2823  (8823),  same  as 
Rev.  Stat,  cbapw  100,  9  7.  the  administrator  was  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  rents  as  a^rainst  a  mort- 
^turee,  where  the  mortfnuree  had  not  bCRun  any 
proper  proceed inir  for  foreclosure,  and  to  have  the 
rents  applied  upon  his  mortg-a^re.  Crow  v.  Day,  69 
Wis.  637. 

But  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  100,  8  7,  autboriz- 
inir  the  administrator  to  take  possession  of  the  real 
"^estate  and  rents  and  profits,  the  heir  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  real  estate  unless  the  adminis- 
trator asserted  his  rights.  Jones  v.  Blllstein,  28 
Wis.  221. 

And  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  100,  8  7,  the  ad- 
ministrator had  no  right  to  the  possession  of  real 
estate  and  rents  where  there  were  no  debts  due 
from  the  estate,  and  no  claims  against  the  estate, 
and  no  personal  property  belonging  to  it,  and 
nothing  to  administer.  Flood  v.  Pilgrim,  32  Wis. 
376. 

An  administrator  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  widow  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
land,  where  the  administrator  had  not  taken  pos- 
session and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  rent  was 
needed  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  or  that  the 
occupant  was  the  tenant  of  the  plaintiff,  under 
Wis.  Hev.  Stat.  chap.  102,1 7,  providing  that  the  ad- 
ministrator shall  be  accountable  for  the  income  of 
the  real  estate  while  it  shall  remain  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  if  he  shall  use  or  occupy  any  part  of  it  he 
shall  account  for  it  as  may  be  agreed  upon  or  ad- 
Judged  by  the  county  court.  Filbey  v.  Carrier,  46 
Wis.  409. 

II.  EnglUh  cases, 
a.  Form  of  lease. 

It  appears  that  where  rent  is  reserved  generally 
it  will  go  to  the  heir,  where  the  lessor  was  possessed 
of  a  freehold  Interest.  So,  where  the  rent  is  re- 
served during  the  term  It  will  go  to  the  heir;  but  if 
the  lessor  had  a  chattel  interest  only  it  will  go  to 
his  personal  representative,  and  the  reservation 
to  the  lessor  or  to  the  lessor  and  assigns  will  cease 
at  the  death  of  the  lessor. 

If  rent  is  reserved  generally  during  the  term 
without  saying  to  whom,  it  will  belong  to  the 
owner  of  the  reversion  after  the  lessor's  death,  to 
his  heirs  if  he  be  seised  in  fee,  and  to  his  executor 
or  administrator  if  he  have  a  chattel  Interest  only. 
Kingsmil,  J.,  21  Hen.  26,  pi.  2. 

So,  in  1  Dyer,  4rxx,  it  was  agreed  by  Shelley  A 
Coningesby  that  if  a  man  make  a  lease  for  years 
rendering  certain  rent  without  saying  to  the  lessor 
or  to  his  heirs,  yet  the  lessor  and  bis  heirs  shall 
have  this  rent  because  it  is  reserved  as  long  as  the 
estate  shall  continue. 

**]f  a  man  make  a  lease  reserving  rent  to  the 
lessor,  if  he  say  no  more,  the  rent  shall  go  but  to 
the  lessor;  but  if  it  be  reserved  generally,  and  do 
not  say  to  whom,  it  shall  go  as  well  to  the  heir 
of  the  lessor,  as  to  the  lessor  himself."  Per  Gawdy, 
Gouldesborouf  h,  148. 

^  L.  R.  A. 


In  Whitlock's  Case,  8  Coke,  70b,  it  was  said  that 
the  most  clear  and  sure  way  was  to  reserve  rent 
yearly  "during  the  term,"  and  leave  the  law  to 
make  the  distribution  without  any  express  reserva- 
tion to  any  person. 

So,  where  J.  S.  leased  lands  to  the  defendant  for 
twenty-five  years  rendering  and  paying  for  each 
year  during  said  term  to  J.  S.  and  bis  assigns  so 
much  rent,  and  J.  S.  transferred  the  lands  by  fine 
to  the  plaintiff  who  brought  suit  for  rent  in  arrear« 
and  the  declaration  did  not  allege  that  the  lessor 
was  alive,  and  it  was  objected  that  by  the  lessor^s 
death  the  rent  was  gone,  the  plaintiff  recovered. 
Whitlock,  J.,  said:  **In  this  case  the  reservation  is 
rendering  rent  annually  during  the  term:  it  i» 
plain  that  the  contract  is  that  the  rent  shall  con- 
tinue during  the  term;  and  the  intention  was  not 
that  it  should  continue  only  for  life.  But  if  tho- 
reservation  had  been  to  the  lessor  only,  it  would  be- 
otherwise.  Here  it  is  reserved  to  the  lessor  and  bis 
assigns.  14  Hen.  YI.  26,  is  an  express  authority  that 
the  heir  shall  have  the  rent."  And  Jones,  J.,  said: 
''A  number  of  various  discordant  adjudications^  ea, 
this  point,  are  to  t>e  found  in  the  books;  and  the 
line  betwixt  express  and  implied  reservations  is  not 
yet  precisely  drawn.  The  first  case  is  11  Edw.  III. 
Ass.  6, 10  Edw.  IV.  18,  per  Littleton.  If  I  lease  land 
for  years,  rendering  rent  to  me,  without  mention- 
ing my  heirs,  still  they  shall  have  it;  for  it  is  an-« 
nexed  to  the  reversion.  Mayle  denies  this,  27  Herr. 
VIII.  19,  per  Audly.  If  rent  be  reserved  on  a  lease- 
for  years  to  the  lessor,  without  saying  during  the 
term,  or  to  the  heirs;  they  shall  not  have  it;  for  the- 
reservation  is  the  source  of  the  rent;  and  it  may  be 
reserved  determinable  for  life.  1  Dyer,  45,  is  like 
this.  But  there  is  a  very  narrow  distinction,  viz,^ 
where  rent  is  reserved  generally,  it  shall  go  to  the* 
heir;  but  when  it  is  to  the  lessor,  the  heir  shall  noti 
have  it.  Yet  this  is  only  when  the  words  ^durinir 
the  term'  are  omitted."    Sury  v.  Brown,  Latch,  99. 

And  where  the  rent  was  reserved  to  the  lessor,, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  heir,  and  not  the  execu- 
tor, was  entitled  to  the  rents  after  the  death  of 
lessor  and  such  rents  were  not  assets.  8  Dyer,  862„ 
pi.  16. 

And  where  a  tenant  In  special  tail  leased  for 
years  reserving  the  rent  to  himself,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  and  the  lessor  died,  and  the  estate  de- 
scended to  a  person  who  was  not  an  heir  at  law  to- 
the  lessor,  it  was  held  that  the  rent  should  go  with- 
the  reversion  to  the  special  heir  In  tail  though  it 
was  reserved  to  the  heirs  generally,  for  the  word 
'*heir"  should  be  taken  in  that  sense  which  would 
best  answer  the  nature  of  the  contract,  which  was 
that  those  who  would  have  succeeded  to  the  estate 
if  the  lease  had  not  been  made  should  enjoy  the 
rent.    Cothcr  v.  Merrick,  Hardres,  89. 

Where  C  leased  premises  to  the,  defendant  re- 
serving rent  to  herself,  her  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns,  and  C  afterwards  by  lease  and 
release  conveyed  the  reversion  to  D  and  another, 
in  trust  for  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  the  deed 
containing  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  receive  and 
retain  their  trust  expenses  and  'the  defendant 
underlet  the  premises,  and  the  trustees  assented  to 
his  receiving  rent  in  behalf  of  his  wife,  and  D,  the 
surviving  trustee,  died,  his  widow  and  administra- 
trix was  entitled  to  recover  the  arrears  of  rent  ac- 
cruing in  the  lifetime  of  the  trustee.  Dollen  v. 
Batt,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  760. 

Where  a  tenant  for  three  lives  to  him  and  his 
heirs  assigns  over  his  whole  estate  in  the  premises 
by  lease  and  release  to  J.  S.and  his  heirs,  reserving 
a  rent  to  the  assignor,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  with  proviso  that  upon  nonpay- 
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▼.    Church  MiUa  EnitUng    Co.    160    Maas. 
267. 

The  case  at  bar,  on  the  other  band,  is  more 
analogous  to  the  covenants  for  title;  for,  al- 


though rent  savors  of  the  realty,  any  war- 
ranty of  insurance  of  rent  is  a  purely  personal 
contract,  of  which  another  than  the  original 
contractee  can  avail  himself  only  on  priociples 


ment  the  asslamor  and  big  taelra  raay  re-enter,  and 
the  assiirnee  covenants  to  pay  the  rent  to  A,  the  as- 
sifrnor,  his  executors  and  administrators,  and  the 
assizor  died,  his  executors,  and  not  his  heir,  are 
entitled  to  the  rent.  Jeniaon  ▼.  Lord  Lexinarton,  1 
P.  Wms.  666. 

But  where  a  termor  8  possessed  of  a  lease  for  a 
hundred  years,  by  Indenture  between  him  and  bis 
wife  of  the  one  part  not  siflrned  by  the  wife,  and  T 
on  the  other  part,  assiffued  all  their  estate  in  the 
lease  to  T  reddendo  et  mdvendo^  to  him  and  his  wife 
durante  terminoprcddicto  to  them  and  the  survivor 
of  them  if  they  shall  live  so  lonir«  with  a  proviso 
on  nonpayment  of  the  rent  to  him  or  his  wife,  or 
the  survivor,  that  S  and  his  wife  and  the  survivor 
and  their  aasig-ns,  and  the  assifrns  of  the  survivor, 
may  re-enter,  and  the  husband  died  and  the  wife 
demanded  the  rent,  and  the  administrator  of  the 
hu8t)and  also  demanded  the  rent,  it  was  held  that 
the  reservation  of  rent  was  void  as  to  the  wife  be- 
cause she  omitted  to  execute  the  deed,  and  that  the 
rent  will  continue  no  longer  than  the  life  of  the 
husband.  Richardson,  Jones,  and  Croke  said  ^'that 
although  the  reddendo  et  eaUvendn  durante  termino, 
if  there  had  been  no  more  said,  had  been  a  reserva- 
tion durinir  the  term,  yet  when  he  doth  not  rest 
upon  the  exposition  of  the  law,  but  it  is  "rendering 
to  him  and  his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  if 
they  live  so  lon^,*  that  is  an  express  reservation 
that  it  shall  not  be  durinir  all  the  term,  but  to  him 
and  his  wife  and  the  survivor  of  them;  and  the 
reservation  to  his  wife  is  void,  because  she  is  no 
party  in  interest  or  to  the  deed,'*  and  the  rent  en- 
dures no  longer  than  during  the  life  of  the  hus- 
tand.    Bland  v.  Inman,  Cro.  Oar.  288. 

In  Saoheverel  v.  Frogate,  Vent.  161,  2  Wms. 
Saund.  887,  Ray.  213,  2  Lev.  18,  it  was  said  by  Hale, 
€h.  J.,  that  *Mf  tenant  in  fee  makes  a  lease,  and 
reserves  the  rent  to  him  and  bis  executors,  the  rent 
oannot  go  to  them,  for  there  is  no  testamentary 
estate.  On  the  other  side,  if  lessee  for  a  hundred 
years  should  make  a  lease  for  forty  years,  reserv- 
ing rent  to  him  and  his  heirs,  that  would  be  void  to 
the  heir.*' 

In  this  case,  Hal^  Obief  Justice,  said:  *"Tis 
true,  if  the  lessor  reserves  the  rent  to  himself  *tls 
held,  it  will  neither  go  to  the  heir  or  executor. 
But  in  27  Hen.  VIII.  19,  where  the  reservation  is  to 
him  and  his  assigns,  it  is  said  that  it  will  go  to  the 
heir.** 

In  Sacheverel  v.  Frogate,yent.  161, 2  Wms.  Saund. 
867,  Ray.  218, 2  Lev.  13,  It  was  said:  **In  Wotton  & 
Edwin's  Oaae,  6  Jac.  the  words  of  reservation  were 
yielding  and  paying  to  the  lessor  and  his  assigns. 
And  resolved,  that  the  rent  determined  upon  his 
death.  In  that  case  there  wanted  the  effectual  and 
operative  clause  ^during  the  term.* " 

In  Sacheverel  v.  Frogate,yent.  161, 2  Wms.  Saund. 
867,  Ray.  218, 2  Lev.  13,  it  was  said  that  in  12  Bdw. 
III.  Fitz.  Assize*  86,  the  case  was  a  man  seised  of 
2  acres  let  one  reserving  rent  to  him,  and  let  the 
other  reserving  rent  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  re- 
aolved  that  the  first  reservation  should  determine 
with  his  life,  for  the  antithesis  in  the  reservation 
makes  a  strong  implication  that  he  intended  so. 

b.  apportionment. 

It  seems  that  the  heirs,  and  not  the  personal  rep- 
resentative,  are  entitled  to  the  rent  where  the  land- 
lord holding  the  fee  dies  before  midnight  on  the 
day  rent  is  due.  So,  if  the  tenant  in  tail  dies  before 
midnight  on  the  day  that  rent  is  due  the  heirs  shall 
have  the  rent.  In  such  a  case  if  a  tenant  for  life 
make  a  lease  under  a  power,  the  personal  represen- 
40  L.aA. 


tatlve  will  not  be  entitled  to  the  rent  But  if  the 
tenant  for  life  with  power  to  lease  makes  a  lease 
not  in  accordance  with  the  power,  the  personal 
representative  is  entitled  to  an  apportionment,  and 
the  rent  shall  cease  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life. 

The  English  statutes  now  provide  for  an  appor- 
tionment. 

By  Stat.  88  &  84  Viet  chap.  85  (enumerating  the 
evils  arising  under  11  Geo.  II.  chap.  10, 4  &  5  Wm. 
IV.  chap.  22, 6  &  7  Wm.  IV.  chap.  71,  U  ft  15  Vict, 
chap.  25, 28  &  24  Vict.  chap.  164),  provides,  1 2,  that 
all  rents  shall  be  considered  as  accruing  from  day 
to  day,  and  shal  1  be  apportionable  in  respect  of  time 
acoordlngly;  section  8,  the  apportioned  part  of 
any  such  rent  shall  be  recoverable  In  the  case  of  a 
continuing  rent,  where  the  entire  portion  of  which 
such  apportioned  part  shall  form  part  shall  become 
due  and  payable  and  not  before,  and  in  the  case  of 
rent  determined  by  re-entry,  death,  or  otherwise, 
when  the  next  entire  portion  of  the  same  would 
have  been  payable  if  the  same  had  not  so  deter- 
mined and  not  before;  section  4,  all  persons  and 
their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  and  also  the  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  of  all  persons  whose  interests  determine 
with  their  own  death,  shall  have  the  same  remedy 
for  recovering  such  apportioned  part  as  they  would 
have  had  for  recovering  such  entire  portions  if  en- 
titled thereto,  provided  that  persons  liable  to  pay 
rent  shall  not  be  resorted  to  f  orany  such  appoitloned 
part  forming  part  of  an  entire  or  continuing  rent; 
but  the  entire  rent  including  such  apportioned 
part  shall  be  recovered  by  the  heir  or  other  person, 
who  if  the  rent  had  not  been  apportioned  would 
have  been  entitled  to  such  entire  rent  and  such  ap- 
portioned part  shall  be  recovered  from  such  heir 
or  other  person  by  the  executors  or  other  parties 
entitled  under  this  act  to  the  same. 

11  Geo.  II.  chap.  19.  provided  that  after  the  24th  of 
June,  1738,  where  any  tenant  for  life  shall  happen  to 
die  before  or  on  the  day  on  which  any  r«^nt  was  re- 
served upon  any  demise  or  lease  of  any  land  which 
determined  on  the  death  of  such  tenant  for  life, 
that  the  personal  representative  of  such  tenant  for 
life  may  In  an  action  on  the  case  recover  from  the 
under  tenant  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  was 
made  payable,  the  whole,  or  if  before  such  day 
then  a  proportion  of  such  rent  according  to  the 
time  such  tenant  for  life  lived  of  the  last  year  or  a 
quarter  of  a  year,  or  other  time  in  which  the  said 
rent  was  growing  due  as  aforesaid,  making  a  Just 
allowance  or  a  proportionable  part  thereof  respeo- 
tively. 

Where  a  tenant  for  life  made  a  lease  for  fifty 
years  if  she  live  so  long  rendering  annually  during 
the  term  £200  quarterly,  at  Michaelmas,  Christmas, 
Annunciation,  and  Midsummer  by  equal  portions, 
or  within  thirteen  weeks  after  every  of  said  foasts, 
and  died  after  Michaelmas  and  within  the  thirteen 
weeks,  and  for  the  rent  due  at  Michaelmas  before 
her  death  the  action  was  brought,  it  was  held  by 
Fleming  and  Williams,  that  this  rent  was  not  due. 
'* Nothing  is  due  until  the  end  of  the  thirteen  weeks, 
but  there  is  only  an  election  given  to  the  lessee  to 
pay  it  at  the  feasts,  if  he  will,  but  until  the  end  of 
the  thirteen  weeks  he  cannot  demand  it  by  distreiss 
or  action  of  debt,  and  therefore  is  not  any  duty, 
and  if  the  ancestor  make  such  a  lease,  and  die  after 
Michaelmas,  t)efore  the  end  of  the  thirteen  weeks, 
this  rent  shall  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  ex- 
ecutor." Croke  J.,  to  the  contrary  holding  that  the 
rent  was  due  to  the  executor,  and  not  to  the  heir. 
Clun  V.  Fisher,  9  Jac,  1,  Cro.  Jac.  809. 

In  Duppa  V.  Mayo,  1  Wms.  Saund.  282,  Hale  said 
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of  contract.  The  tme  question  is  whether 
such  a  fruaranty  is  wholly  analogous  to  cov- 
enants for  title.  In  the  case  of  some  of  these, 
ai  least,  assigns  of  the  covenantee  are  treated 


as  privy  to  the  contract  and  can  sue  in  their 
own  names;  and,  when  this  is  so  heirs  also  can 
sue  in  their  own  names  for  breaches  happen- 
ing while  they  hold  the  estate  of  the  covenan- 


if  a  man  seised  In  fee  makes  a  lease  for  years  ren- 
dering rent  at  the  Feast  of  St.  John  the  Baptist, 
upon  condition  of  re-entry  for  nonpayment,  now 
the  lessor,  if  he  will  take  advantage  of  the  condi- 
tion, must  demand  it  at  sunset;  yet  if  he  dies  after 
sunset  and  before  midnight  his  heir  shall  have  this 
rent,  and  not  his  executors,  which  proves  that  the 
rent  is  not  doe  until  the  last  mhiute  of  the  natural 
day. 

In  Rockinflrham  v.  Penrioe,  1  P.  Wms.  177,  2 
Balk.  678,  the  tenant  for  Ufe  died  before  sunset  on 
Michaelmas  day,  and  it  was  held  that  the  person  in 
remainder  was  entitled  to  Ihe  rents  that  became 
due  that  day.  One  tenant  had  paid  his  rent  to  the 
tenant  for  life  In  the  mornloir,  and  It  was  held  that 
though  this  was  a  good  payment  to  discharge  the 
tenant,  the  executor  should  account  for  it  to  the 
party  in  remainder. 

Where  the  tenant  for  life  in  aooordanoe  with  a 
power  granted  several  leases  to  different  persons 
of  different  parts  of  the  estate  dated  on  Christmas, 
with  rents  reserved  quarterly  upon  Lady  day.  Mid- 
summer day*  Michaelmas  day,  and  Christmas  day 
in  every  year,  and  at  the  time  of  his  decease  on  the 
29th  of  September  at  9  o'clock  at  night  there  were 
two  quarter's  rent  due  from  the  several  tenants,  it 
was  held  **the  last  quarter  rent  from  Michaelmas 
day  to  Christmas  day  goes  without  doubt  to  the 
defendant,  W."  (W.  was  the  remainderman.) 
Norris  V.  Harrison,  3  Madd.  268. 

Where  a  tenant  for  life  made  a  lease  for  years 
reserving  the  rent  at  Lady  day  and  Michaelmas  by 
half-yearly  payments,  and  died  on  Michaelmas  day 
alK>ut  12  o'clock  at  noon,  the  rent  belomred  to  the 
executor,  and  not  to  the  remainderman.  But  it 
was  held  that  as  to  rents  made  under  a  power  of 
leasing  they  still  existed  and  continued  after  the 
death  of  the  lessor  in  the  same  manner  as  they  had 
during  hifl  life,  and  the  tenants  had  until  the  last 
instant  of  those  days  to  pay  the  rents,  and  then 
when  the  lessor  dies  before,  the  rent  goes  along 
with  the  reversion  to  those  who  are  entitled  to  it. 
Earl  Strafford  v.  Lady  Wentworth,  Free,  in  Ch.  S66. 

In  Earl  Strafford  v.  Lady  Wentworth,  Preo.  in 
Ch.  66S,  it  was  said  that  in  the  case  of  Lady  COle,  in 
King  William's  reign  it  was  held  that  where  the  less- 
or tenant  for  life  died  about  6  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing that  the  rent  was  become  completely  due  and 
belonged  to  his  executor,  else  he  himself  could  not 
give  a  proper  discharge  for  it  until  the  last  instant, 
which  most  certainly  he  may  do  at  any  time  of  the 
day  whereon  it  is  payable,  and  it  was  said  that  this 
did  not  contradict  Baskervile  v.  Mayo,  1  Wms. 
Saund.  282.    (Duppa  v.  Mayo.) 

In  Glover  v.  Archer,  4  Leon.  247,  it  was  said  that 
'*the  case  was,  tenant  for  life  made  a  lease  for 
twenty-one  years,  rendering  rent  at  Mlchaolmas 
and  the  Annunciation,  or  within  thirteen  weeks 
of  any  of  the  said  feasts;  after  Michaelmas  and  be- 
fore the  thirteen  weeks  past,  the  lessor  died;  and 
the  plaintiff,  his  executor.brought  debt  for  the  rent; 
it  was  adjudged  by  Cooke  and  the  other  Justices, 
that  the  action  did  not  lie  for  the  rent."  The  court 
said:  **For  the  rent  t>eing  to  be  paid  at  Michael- 
mas or  within  thirteen  weeks  after,  the  lessee  hath 
election  to  pay  it  at  any  of  the  days,  and  before 
the  last  day  it  is  not  due,  and  when  the  lessor 
dleth  before  that  day,  his  executors  have  not  any 
right  to  the  rent,  but  after  the  death  of  the  lessor, 
having  but  an  estate  for  life,  the  rent  is  gone.  But 
if  the  lessor  had  a  fee  simple  in  the  land,  and  had 
died  before  the  Inst  day, the  heir  should  have  had  the 
rent,  as  incident  to  the  reversion;  but  if  the  lessor 
had  survived  both  days,  the  rent  had  been  a  thing 
r«>«f  Pd  f  n  him,  and  his  executors  should  have  had  I 
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it;  but  if  the  rent  had  been  reserved  at  Michaelmas, 
and  if  it  be  behind  by  thirteen  weeks,  that  then  It 
should  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  enter;  if  the  les- 
sor survive  Michaelmas  his  executors  shall  have 
debt  for  the  rent,  for  then  the  rent  is  due,  and  the 
thirteen  weeks  are  but  a  dispensation  of  the  entry 
of  the  lessor  until  that  time,  and  in  this  case  as  well 
as  where  the  rent  is  reserved  at  two  days  in  the 
disjunctive  it  Is  sufficient  that  the  rent  be  demanded 
at  the  latter  day  without  demanding  of  it  at  the 
first  day.'* 

In  Clun's  Case,  10  Coke,  127a,  where  rent  was 
upon  lease  for  fifty  years  if  the  lessor  should  so 
long  live,  reserved  payable  at  the  four  usual  feasts 
or  within  thirteen  weeks  after,  and  after  Lady  day 
but  within  thirteen  weeks  the  leespr  died,  the  ex- 
ecutor could  not  recover  against  the  lessee  for  the 
rent  due  at  Lady  day. 

In  Barwick  v.  Foster,  Cro.  Jao.  227,  Fleming,  J.» 
said:  **If  a  lessee  for  life  make  a  lease  for  years, 
rendering  rent  at  Michaelmas  and  the  Annuncia- 
tion, or  within  ten  days  after  every  of  the  said 
feasts;  if  he  die  after  Michaelmas  before  the  ten 
days  be  expired,  it  was  resolved  that  the  rent  was 
lost:  for  it  was  not  due  until  the  tenth  day,  and  be- 
fore that  time  he  died.  Also  if  a  man  reserve  rent 
in  such  manner,  and  die  after  Michaelmas,  and  be- 
fore the  tenth  day,  this  rent  shall  go  to  the  heir, 
and  not  to  the  executor." 

Where  by  a  deed  and  fine  a  term  of  600  years  was 
created  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  for  securing 
an  annuity  of  £  600  a  year  and  all  arrears  thereof 
payable  to  C.  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death 
£  200  per  annum  and  all  arrears  payable  to  Lady  C. 
for  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  C.  the  arrears  of 
rent  due  in  his  lifetime  were  paid  and  Lady  C.  sur> 
vived  him,  and  afterwards  Lady  C.  died  on  Michael- 
mas day  at  0  o*clock  at  night,  being  the  first  day  of 
payment  after  C's  death,  and  the  plaintiff  was  her 
administrator,  it  was  held  that  the  money  was  due 
when  by  law  it  ought  to  have  been  paid,  and  since 
Lady  C.  lived  beyond  sunset,  which  was  the  time 
when  the  money  was  demandable,  the  money  was 
due  to  her  and  her  administrator  was  entitled  to 
the  same.  Southern  v.  Beliasts,  1  P.  Wms.  179,  note. 

Where  a  tenant  for  life  with  a  power  to  lease 
made  a  parol  demise  from  year  to  year  payable  half 
yearly,  and  died  between  the  times  of  payment,  it 
was  held  that  the  rent  could  be  apportioned  be- 
tween her  administrator  and  the  reversioner.  The 
court  said  before  the  statute  11  Geo.  II.  chap.  19, 
if  the  tenant  for  life  died  while  the  half  year  was 
incomplete  the  rent  was  lost,  his  representatives 
not  being  entitled  to  recover  a  part.  Ex  iMrte 
Smyth,  1  Swanst.  338. 

Where  H.  V.  was  seised  as  tenant  in  tail  male  and 
died  on  the  17th  of  March  an  infant  and  intestate* 
and  J.  V.  became  tenant  in  tail,  and  one  of  the 
guardians  of  H.  V.  had  let  some  leases  of  the  es- 
tate of  which  he  was  tenant  in  tail,  but  other  ten- 
ants who  had  no  leases  continued  as  tenants  from 
year  to  year,  and  their  renta  were  payable  half 
yearly  at  Lady  day  and  Michaelmas,  and  the  de- 
mises expired  on  the  day  of  the  death  of  H.  V., 
these  rents  having  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  re- 
ceivers, and  the  question  was  whether  the  admin- 
istratrix of  H.  v.  the  deceased  tenant  in  tail  was 
entitled  to  the  proportions  of  rents  from  Michael- 
mas to  the  17th  day  of  March  the  day  of  his 
death,  or  J.  V.,  remainderman  in  tail,  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  rents,  it  was  held  that  they 
should  be  apportioned  between  the  representative 
and  the  remainderman.  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  2  Bro. 
Ch.  660. 

In  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  2  Bro.  Ch.  660,  the  counsel 
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tee.     Laugher  v.  WiUiams,  2  Lev.  92;  Rawle, 
Covenants,  5th  ed.  ^  316. 

But  this  rigbt  thus  given  to  assigns  only 
shortened  up  the  old  process  by  which,  within 


certain  limits,  each  purchaser  looked  in  turn 
to  his  vendor  to  make  good  the  warranty  im- 
ported by  a  sale.  It  is  a  doctrine  of  tradition 
and  history  {Norerosi  v.  James,  140  Mass.  189), 


cited  the  case  of  Whitfield  v.  Pindar,  C.  P.  Hll. 
1781,  where  the  tenant  in  tail  remainder  to  others 
in  tail  made  a  lease  and  died  three  days  after  the 
rent  day.  and  It  was  ruled  that  there  should  be  an 
apportionment,  though  the  lease  was  void  as  to 
the  remainderman.  4  Evans,  Engr.  stat.  177,  n,  says 
this  is  a  decision  of  law  upon  the  express  effect  of 
11  Geo.  II.,  chap.  19,  and  stands  upon  much  t)etter 
ground  than  the  attempt  in  the  cases  before  al- 
luded to,  to  apply  the  principles  of  the  statutes  to 
oases  assumed  not  to  be  within  the  operation  of  it. 

Where  A  was  seised  of  1  acre  in  fee  and  pos- 
sessed of  another  for  twenty  years,  makes  a  lease 
of  both  for  ten  years  reservinjr  rent,  and  dies,  the 
rent  shall  be  apportioned  with  the  reversion,  and 
the  heir  and  executor  shall  have  each  his  portion. 
Dubitatur  Pasc.  U  Jac.  B.  R.  enter  Moodye  and 
Gnrnon.  Rolle,  Abr.  237.  See  S.  C.  F.  Moore,  848, 3 
Bulst.  153. 

In  Doe,  Vauffhan,  v.  Meyler,  2  Maule  &  S.  273, 
where  a  "lease  of  lands  of  which  lessor  was  seised 
In  fee,  and  other  lands  of  which  he  was  seised  for 
life  with  a  power  of  leasing,  at  one  entire  rent, 
and  the  lease  not  well  executed  accordinir  to  the 
power,— held,  that  the  lease  was  good  after  the 
death  of  lessor  for  the  lands  in  fee,  thouflrh  not  for 
the  other  lands,  for  the  rent  may  be  apportioned." 

In  Paffct  v.  Gee,  I  Ambi.  198.  where  a  tenant  in 
tail  loased,  but  not  according  to  the  statute,  and 
died  without  issue  between  the  days  of  payment, 
and  the  remainderman  received  the  whole  rent,  on 
a  bill  by  executors  of  tenant  In  tail  for  an  appor- 
tionment, it  was  held  that  under  11  Geo.  II.,  chap. 
19,  §  16,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  the  land 
should  be  apportioned.  Lord  Hardwicke  said  be- 
fore the  statute  the  rent  to  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life  was  lost,  and  the  law  would  not  suffer  his 
representative  to  brinfr  an  action  for  use  and  oc- 
cupation, much  less  could  he  If  there  was  a  lease, 
and  the  remainderman  could  not  because  the  rent 
was  not  due  in  his  time,  so  the  rent  was  lost  and 
real  injustice  arose;  and  the  court  held  that  a  ten- 
ant in  tail  aprii  possibility  of  issue  extinct  ought 
to  be  so  construed  as  tenant  for  life  within  this 
statute. 

But  where  a  father  was  tenant  for  life  remainder 
In  tail  to  the  son  the  plaintiff,  and  the  father  was 
.  indebted  by  several  Judgments,  and  his  land  ex- 
tended by  a  Judgment  creditor  Who  leased  the  same 
to  the  defendant  rendering  £160  per  annum  pay- 
able quarterly,  and  the  father  the  tenant  for  life 
died  in  the  middle  of  the  half  year,  the  rent  could 
not  be  apportioned  in  equity,  and  as  to  the  profits 
from  the  end  of  the  last  quarter  to  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  the  tenant  should  pay  nothing, 
but  for  the  profits  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life  the  tenant,  the  underlessee,  was  to  account  to 
the  plaintiff.    Jenner  v.  Morgan,  1  P.  Wma  982. 

Where  an  administrator  made  an  under  lease  of 
the  intestate's  term  rendering  rent  to  himself,  his 
executors*  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  died, 
hisexecutor,and  not  the  administrator  d«  bonis  non^ 
was  entitled  to  the  rent.  The  court  said  that  in 
this  case  where  the  executor  of  an  administrator 
recovers  the  rent  he  shall  be  chargeable  with  it  as 
assets  in  the  nature  of  an  executor  de  son  iorU  for 
the  administrator  having  power  to  dispose  of  the 
term  which  he  had  in  right  of  the  intestate,  this 
rent  which  is  reserved  to  him  and  his  executor  is  a 
continuing  Interest  in  them  in  the  same  right. 
Drue  v.  Baylie,  Freem.  C.  L.  402. 

Where  A  was  indebted  to  B  for  rent,  and  the  land- 
lord died,  and  the  tenant  A  gave  a  note  to  C,  the 
adiiiinlstrator  of  the  landlord  for  the  rent  in  ar- 
rears, and  C  died  intestate,  it  was  held  that  this  note 
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was  an  alteration  of  property,  and  the  rent  be- 
longed to  the  administrator  of  C,and  not  to  the  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  of  B.  Barker  v.  Talcot,  1 
Vern.  478. 

In  Doyle  v.  Maguire,  Jr.  L.  R.  14  C.  L.  24,  it  was 
held  that  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  was  entitled 
to  the  arrears  of  rent  where  his  predoccssor  made  a 
lease  of  premises  forming  a  part  of  the  intestate's 
estates  for  a  term  of  tweni  j'-one  years,  and  the  lease 
did  not  purport  to  be  made  in  her  representative 
capacity,  and  the  lessee  took  possession  but  never 
paid  rent. 

Where  a  widow,  an  a(}ministratrix,  had  made  an 
agreement  with  the  children  to  divide  the  farm  and 
other  personal  property,  a  lease  made  by  her  of 
land  held  by  the  intestate  under  a  lease  for  a  term 
of  years  then  unexpired  was  set  aside,  where  the 
lessee  had  notice  of  the  contract  with  the  family. 
Drohan  v.  Drohan,  1  Ball  &  B.  185. 

c.  Summary  of  English  cases. 

The  personal  representative  was  not  entitled  to 
rent  where  the  landlord  died  between  pay  days,  and 
the  lease  was  made  by  tenant  for  life.  Clun  v. 
Fisher,  Cro.  Jac.  309:  Clun's  Case,  10  Coke,  127a; 
Glover  v.  Archer,  4  Leon.  247:  Barwtck  v.  Foster, 
Cro.  Jac.  227. 

And  where  the  landlord  in  such  a  case  died  on 
pay  day  before  sunset.  Rockingham  v.  Penrice,  I 
P.  Wms.  in,  2  Salk.  678. 

The  personal  representative  was  not  entitled  to 
rent  made  under  a  power  of  lease  (continuing), 
where  landlord  died  at  12  o'clock  at  noon  on  pay 
day.  Earl  Strafford  v.  Lady  Wentworth,  Prec.  in 
Ch.  655. 

The  personal  representative  was  not  entitled  to 
rent  where  the  landlord  died  at  9  o'clock  at  night 
on  pay  day.    Norris  v.  Harrison,  2  Madd.  268. 

And  where  the  landlord  died  after  sunset  and  be- 
fore midnight.    Duppa  v.  Mayo,  1  Wms.  Saund.2B2. 

The  rent  belonged  to  the  executor  where  the 
landlord  died  at  12  o'clock  at  noon  on  pay  day. 
Barl  Strafford  v.  Lady  Wentworth,  Prec.  in  Ch.  565. 

The  personal  representative  was  entitled  to  rent 
where  it  was  payable  to  life  tenant  who  died  at  9 
o'clock  at  night  on  pay  day,  as  she  lived  beyond 
sunset.    Southern  v.  Belassis,  1  P.  Wms.  179,  note. 

Apportionment  was  made  where  life  tenant  made 
a  lease  and  died  between  the  time  of  payment. 
(Statute.)    Ex  parte  Smyth,  1  Swanst.  338. 

And  where  tenant  in  tail  made  a  lease  and  died 
between  pay  days.  (Statute.)  Vernon  v.  Vernon, 
2  Bro.  Ch.  659. 

And  where  tenant  in  tail  leased  and  died  between 
days  of  payment.  (Statute.)  Paget  v.  Gee,  1  Ambl. 
198. 

This  note  is  not  intended  to  include  cases  of  wills, 
although  a  few  cases  in  a  contest  by  an  heir  and  an 
executor  are  included  to  show  the  law  in  such  a 
case;  and  it  is  not  intended  to  include  the  right  of 
doweress  to  mesne  profits  or  damages  for  detention 
of  dower,  which  oases  affect  rentM  in  certain  cases. 
as  this  matter  is  covered  by  a  note  of  Iluan  v. 
Holmes  (Fla.)  21  L.  R.  A.  18a 

III.  Summary  as  to  rents  accrued  during  owner*t 
life. 

An  administrator  is  entitled  to  accrued  rents. 
Humphries  v.  Davis,  100  Ind.  869;  King  v.  Anderson, 
20  Ind.  3H5;  Crawford  v.  Ginn,  35  Iowa.  643;  O'Bannon 
T.  Roberts,  2  Dana,  64;  Ball  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  80 
Ky.  501;  Plummer  v.  Bowie,  76  Me.  496;  Fleming  v. 
Chunn,  67  N.  C.  (4  Jones,  £q.)  422;  Rowan  v.  Riley, 
6  Baxt.  67. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  ful- 
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«nd  caoDot  be  extended  to  new  cases  b}'  anal- 1  the  land.  Fitzberbert,  Nat.  Brev.  1450.  Lord 
ogy  without  legislation.  Tbe  old  cases,  so  far  St.  Leonards  says  tbat  "tbere  appears  to  be  no 
as  we  know,  even  tbe  most  extreme,  are  all  i  direct  authority  that  a  stranger  to  the  laod  can 
cases  of  warranties  or  covenants  by  owners  of  |  enter  into  covenants  respecting  it,  which  will 


lowing  caw^s:  Dorsett  v.  Gray,  98  Ind.  276;  Will- 
iamann  v.  Richardson,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  803;  Wilson  v. 
Unselt,  12  Bush,  215;  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Wise, 
S  Watts,  399;  Blow  v.  Maynard,  2  Leisrh.  29. 

By  statute.    Miller  v.  Crawford,  26  Abb,  N.  C.  37«. 

IV.  Summary  (u  to  renU  accruing  after  owner's 
death. 

a.  Rights  of  heir. 

The  flreneral  rule  is  tbat  heirs  are  entitled  to  ao- 
«rufnflr  rents,  in  tbe  absence  of  a  statute  to  the  con- 
trary. Foltz  V.  Prouse,  17  111.  487;  O'Bannon  v. 
Roberts,  2  Dana,  51;  Ball  v.  First  Nat.  Bank.  80  Ky. 
mi;  EastJn  v.  Hatchitt,  15  Ky.  L.  Kep.  789:  Atchison 
▼.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86,  43  Am.  Dec.  153;  Hank  v. 
Hill,  8  Bush,  67;  Fllmore  v.  Beithman,  6  Colo.  120; 
Trimble  v.  Pollock,  77  Ind.  576;  Foteaux  v.  Lepage, 
-€  Iowa,  123;  Kothman  v.  Markson,  34  Kan.542;  Shouse 
T.  Krusor,  24  Mo.  A  pp.  279;  Stlnson  v.  Stinson,  38 
Me.  593:  Alden  v.  Stebbins.  99  Mass.  616;  Bullock  v. 
Sneed,  13  Smedes  &  M.  293;  Bloodworth  v.  Stevens, 
SI  Miss.  475:  Kinir  v.  Anderson,  20  Ind.  385;  Allen  v. 
V.  Van  Hon  ton,  19  N.  J.  L.  47;  Reeves  v.  McMillan, 
101  N.  C.  479:  Lee  v.  Lee,  74  N.  C.  70;  Flemingr  v. 
■Chiinn,  54  N.  C.  (4  Jones,  Eq.)  422;  Kohler  v.  Knapp, 

I  Bradf.  241:  Overturf  v.  Du«ran,  20  Ohio  St.  230; 
Haslafire  v.  Kru^h,  25  Pa.  97;  Adams  v.  Adams,  4 
Watts,  160;  Merkel's  Estate.  131  Pa.  584;  Kirkpatrick 

-V.  Atkinson,  11  KIch.  Eq.  27. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Wise,  3 
Watts.  399;  Smith  v.  McConnell,  17  111.  135,  63  Am. 
Dec.  340;  Evans  v.  Hardy,  76  Ind.  527;  McClead  v. 
Davis,  83  Ind.  263;  Efrbert  v.  Thomas,  1  Ind.  803; 
Crane  v.  Guthrie.  47  Iowa.  542;  Kinsell  v.  Billings, 
^5  Iowa,  154:  Thomasson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Kep.  880; 
Kidwell  V.  Kidwell,  84  Ind.  224;  Slauiarhter  v.  Fro- 
cnan,  2  T.  B.  Mon.  95;  Smith  v.  Bland,  7  B.  Mon.  21; 
Beezley  v.  Burgett,  15  Iowa,  192;  Lucy  v.  Lucy,  55 
a.  H.  9;  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  68  N.  H.  405;  Dixon  v. 
Jf  iccolls,  30  111.  3?^.  89  Am.  Dec.  312;  Stark  v.  Brown. 
101  111.  305;  GetzandatTcr  v.  Caylor,  38  Md.  280;  Fuller 
V.  Young,  10  Me.  365;  Kimball  v.  Sumner.  62  Me.  305; 
Brigbam  v.  Hunt,  152  Mass.  257;  Cummings  v.  Wat- 
son, 149  Mass.  282:  Lobdell  v.  Hayes,  12  Gray,  236; 
Driok  water  v.  Drinkwater,  4  Mass.  353. 

So  where  a  statute  gave  the  accruing  rents  to  the 
lieirs  they  were  entitled  to  the  same.  Draper  t. 
Barnes.  12  R.  I.  156:  Re  Strickland,  10  Misc.  486; 
Griffith  V.  Beecher.  10  Barb.  43*^. 

And  were  entitled  to  the  same  until  the  land  was 
flold.  where  the  estate  was  insolvent.  Gibson  v. 
Farley,  16  Mass.  280. 

So.  the  heirs  were  entitled  to  accruing  rents 
where  the  administrator  did  not  assert  his  right 
under  the  statute.  Jones  v.  Blllstein,  28  Wis.  229; 
Ktreeter  v.  Paton,  7  Mich.  341;  Baxter  v.  Robinson, 

II  Mich.  520;  Howard  v.  Patrick,  38  Mich.  795;  Miller 
T.  Hoberg,  22  Minn.  249. 

And  the  hefrs  were  entitled  to  accruing  rents  if 
the  administrator  does  not  act.  Gayle  v.  Johnson, 
SO  Ala.  388;  Masterson  v.  Girard.  10  Ala.  60;  Up- 
church  V.  Norsworthy,  12  Ala.  532;  Chighizola  v.  Le 
Baron,  21  Ala.  406;  Branch  Bank  v.  Fry.  23  Ala.  770. 

The  heir  is  entitled  to  rent  when  not  needed  to 
fwy  debts.  Remington  v.  A  merlcan  Bible  Soc.  44 
•Conn.  512;  Stewart  v.  Smiley,  46  Ark.  373. 

Some  cases  hold  also  that  tbe  administrator 
•cannot  collect  aocruing  rents.  Brigbam  v.  Hunt, 
152  Mass.  257:  Kidwell  v.  Kidwell,  84  Ind.  224:  Cum- 
-miiigs  V.  WatsoD,  149  Mass.  282:  Adams  v.  Adams, 
A  Watts,  160;  Merkel's  Estate,  131  Pa.  584. 
-40  L.  R  A. 


b.  Rights  of  administrator, 
1.  Bu  staiute. 

In  some  cases  the  administrator  to  entitled  to  ac- 
cruing rents  by  statute. 

Patapsco  Guano  Co.  v.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710;  Van- 
degrift  v.  Abbott,  75  Ala.  487:  Palmer  v.  Steiner,  68 
Ala.  400;  Leatherwood  v.  Sullivan.  81  Ala.  458:  Eu- 
bank V.  Clark,  78  Ala.  73;  Long  v.  McDougald,  28 
Ala.  413;  Doolan  v.  McCauley,  66Cal.  476;  Re  Wood- 
worth,  31  Cal.  595:  Re  Moore,  96  Cal.  622;  Staples's 
Appeal,  52  Conn.  421;  Beinstein  t.  Smith,  65  Tex. 
247;  Edwards  v.  Evans,  16  Wig.  182;  Crow  v.  Day,  69 
Wis.  637:  Kline  v.  Moulton,  H  Mich.  370;  Van  Fleet 
V.  Van  Fleet,  49  Mich.  610;  Wilmarth  v.  Reed,  88 
Mich.  44. 

If  he  asserts  his  right.  Howard  ▼.  Patrick,  88 
Mich.  796. 

In  the  following  cases  it  was  said  that  under  a 
statute  the  administrator  was  entitled  to  tbe  ac- 
cruing rent:  Shepperd  v.  Tyler,  92  Cal.  552;  Jones 
V.  Billstein,28  Wis.  229;  Smith  ▼.  Park,  81  Minn.  70; 
Lass  V.  Eisleben.  50  Mo.  122. 

But  during  the  time  the  statute  was  repealed  he 
was  not  entitled  to  accruing  rents.  Campau  ▼. 
Campau,  19  Mich.  116. 

By  statute  he  could  collect  accruing  rents  for  one 
year.    Autrey  v.  Autrey.  94  Ga.  579. 

And  in  Eolf  v.  Tompkins,  2  Mo.  App.  464,  it  was 
said  that  by  statute  he  could  collect  accruing  rent 
for  two  years. 

An  administrator  was  entitled  to  rents  of  planta- 
tion for  three  years  under  a  statute,  but  not  to 
rents  of  wild  lands.  Murphy  t.  Thomas.  41  Miss. 
429. 

In  some  cases  an  administrator  to  authorized  by 
statute  to  collect  accruing  rents,  under  an  order  of 
probate  court.    Oglesby  v.  Forman,  77  Tex.  647. 

In  Hill  V.  Mitchell,  5  Ark.  6U6,  it  waa  said  that  an 
administrator  was  entitled  to  aooruing  rents  on  or- 
der of  court. 

An  administrator  authorized  by  statute  was  held 
to  be  not  entitled  to  rents  without  court  proceed- 
ings. State,  Homer,  v.  Barrett,  121  Ind.  92;  Dexter 
V.  Hayes,  88  Iowa,  498;  Bealey  v.  Blake,  70  Mo.  Api>. 
229;  Piatt  v.  Dawes,  10  Ind.  60. 

And  the  administrator  has  no  right  to  the  same 
under  thestatute  If  not  needed.  Flood  v.  Pilgrim, 
32  Wis.  376;  FUbey  v.  Carrier,  46  Wis.  469. 

Under  a  statute  an  administrator  was  entitled  to 
rents  if  no  heir  was  present.  Toerrlng  ▼.  Lamp,  77 
Iowa,  488. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Kinsell  ▼.  Billings,  35  Iowa,  154; 
Shawhnn  v.  Long,  26  Iowa,  488,  96  Am.  Dec.  164. 

And  in  the  following  cases  it  was  said  that  an  ad- 
ministrator of  an  insolvent  estate  by  statute  may 
collect  accruing  rents.  Gregg  v.  Currier,  36  N.  H. 
200;  Plumer  v.  Plumer,  30  N.  H.  568. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  after  a  de- 
cree of  insolvency  was  made.  Lane  v.  Thompson, 
43  N.  H.  320;  Lucy  v.  Lucy,  55  N.  H.  9. 

Some  statutes  provide  that  the  administrator 
should  lease  by  auction.  Martin  v.  Williams,  18 
Ala.  190;  Long  v.  McDougald,  23  Ala.  413;  Harkins 
V.  Pope,  10  Ala.  483;  Boynton  ▼.  McEwen,  S6  Ala. 
348. 

But  not  In  Louisiana.  Richmond's  Succession,  35 
La.  Ann.  858. 

The  statute  authorizing  the  administrator  to 
have  accruing  rents  to  not  retrospective.  Philips 
V.  Gray,  1  Ala.  826. 

It  was  said  that  an  administrator  is  entitled  to  ac- 
cruing rents.    Eianohes  ▼.  Hart,   17  Fla.  607;  Gil* 
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ran  witb  tbe  land  in  the  bands  of  asBigoees." 
Vol.  2,  Vend.  &  P.  14th  ed.  687.  And,  al- 
though be  seems  to  have  missed  tbe  distinction 
between  tbe  two  classes  of  covenants  to  which 
'we  have  adverted,  this  statement  we  believe 
to  be  correct  with  regard  to  covenants  for  title 
and  many  others,  if  others  there  be,  which 
are  governed  by  the  same  rules.  King  v. 
Wight,  155  Mass.  444,  447. 

We  do  not  argue  from  the  rule  that  new 
and  unusual  incidents  are  not  to  be  annexed 
to  land,  because  that  rule  seems  to  belong 


rather  to  tbe  law  of  easements  and  the  lika- 
than  to  the  class  under  discussion.  See  Nor- 
cross  y.  James,  140  Mass.  188,  193. 

It  is  true,  no  doubt,  that  the  heirs  are  tba> 
only  persons  interested  in  the  rent,  and  there- 
fore are  tbe  only  persons  who  suffer  substantial 
damages  by  a  failure  to  pay  it.  Wc  assume- 
that,  if  the  administratrices  recover  soibstan- 
tial  damages,they  will  receive  them  as  trustees 
for  tbe  heirs.  We  agree,  as  suggested  by  Lord 
Ellen  borough  in  a  different  case,  that  a  recov- 
ery  by  them  would  bar  the  heirs  from  recov- 


Christ  V.  Kilyau,  SFla.  M;  Union  Bank  v.  Powell,  8 
Fla.  175,  62  Am.  I)eo.  307:  Deans  v.  Wilcozon,  26  Fla. 
MO;  Merritt  v.  Daffin,  24  Fla.  820. 

2.  In  a  foreign  state. 

An  administrator  has  no  rlirht  to  aooruinff  rents  in 
a  state  where  he  was  not  appointed.  Smith  v. 
Smith,  13  Ala.  329;  Smith  v.  Wiley,  22  Ala.  396,  56 
Am.  Dec.  2«2;  Fairchild  v.  Hagel,  54  Ark.  61;  Crock- 
ett V.  Althouse,  85  Mo.  App.  404;  McPlke  v.  MoPike, 
HI  Mo.  216. 

o.  LiabUily  of  administraior* 

1.  Oenerally, 

An  administrator  is  liable  for  aooruinff  rents  col- 
lected by  him.    Wills  v.  Dunn,  5  Gratt.  884. 

So,  an  administrator  is  liable  to  heirs  as  trustee 
where  he  collected  accruing  rent.  Shuffler  v.  Tur- 
ner, 111  N.  C.  297;  McClead  v.  Davis,  83  Ind.  263; 
M'Coy  v.  Scott,  2  Kawle,  222, 19  Am.  Dec  640;  Fross's 
Appeal,  106  Pa.  258;  Huson  v.  Wallace,  1  Rich.  Eq. 
1;  Jewell  v.  Jewell,  11  Rich.  Eq.  296;  Lagrver  v.  Mu- 
tual Union  Loan  Sl  BIdflr.  Asso.  146  111.  283:  Kruse  v. 
Steffens,  47  111.  112:  Goeppner  v.  Leitzelmann,  98111. 
409;  Atchison  v.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86,  43  Am.  Dec. 
15:i;  Thomapson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  889;  Trim- 
ble v.  Pollock,  77  Ind.  576;  Terry  v.  Fenruson,  8 
Port.  (Ala.)  60a 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  In  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Younflr's  Estate,  4  Pa.  DIst.  R.  44;  Smith 
▼.  Bland,  7  B.  Mon.  21;  Oldham  v.  Collins,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  49;  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  40  Miss.  704. 

An  administrator  is  liable  to  heirs  where  he  col- 
lected accrulnir  rents.  KimlHill  v.  Sumner,  62  Me. 
8U6:  Heald  v.  Heald,  5  Me.  887;  Lobdell  v.  Hayes,  12 
Gray,  236;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  18  Gray,  826;  Huson  v. 
Wallace,  1  Rich.  Eq.  1:  Goodrich  v.  Thompson,  4 
Day,  215. 

An  administrator  is  liable  to  heirs  for  collection 
of  accruintr  renta,  and  must  exercise  due  dilliffence. 
Burns  v.  Cox,  10  Phila.8. 

And  an  administrator  was  liable  to  heirs  for  rents 
collected  where  he  chargred  himself  with  the  same 
in  his  account.  Head  v.  Sutton,  81  Kan.  616;  Koth- 
man  v.  Markson.  34  Kan.  542. 

Where  he  has  the  authority  he  Is  bound  to  rea- 
sonable diliflrence  in  collectinir  renta.  Patapsco 
Guano  Go.  v.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  71U;  James  v.  Faulk, 
54  Ala.  184;  Eubank  v.  Clark,  78  Ala.  78;  Be  Moore, 
96  ChI.  522. 

And  was  held  liable  only  for  tbe  amount  collected. 
Ae  Moore,  96  Cal.  582. 

2.  For  use  and  occupation. 
An  administrator  is  liable  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion. Sparrow's  Succession,  39  La.  Ann.  096;  Stearns 
V.  Stenrns,  1  Pick.  157:  Henderson  ▼.  Simmons,  33 
Ala.  291;  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  31  Ala.  207.  70  Am. 
Dec.  590;  Coster  v.  Brack,  19  Ala.  210;  Walls  v. 
Walker,  37  Cal.  424, 99  Am.  Dec.  290;  Re  Misamore, 
90  Cal.  169. 

Where  he  had  no  order  of  court.    Steele  v.  Knox, 
10  Ala.  608;  Benford  v.  Daniels,  13  Ala.  667;  Harri- 
son V.  Harrison,  80  Ala.  489. 
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And  where  he  made  an  illegal  sale.  Anderson  v.. 
McGowan,  42  Ala.  280;  Miles  v.  Wheeler,  43  III.  123. 

An  administrator  was  held  liable  for  profits  made 
by  use  and  occupation.  Kellar  v.  Beelor,  5  T.  B. 
Mon.  578;  French  v.  Davis,  38  Miss.  167. 

But  he  was  not  liable  after  sale  of  land.  Clark  v^ 
Knox,  70  Ala.  607,  45  Am.  Rep.  93;  Walls  v.  Walker^ 
87  Cal.  424,  99  Am.  Dea  290. 

An  administrator  was  not  liable  for  rents  where- 
be  could  not  lease  the  plantation.  Triche's  Succes> 
sion,  80  La.  Ann.  289;  Myrick's  Succession,  88  La> 
Ann.  6U. 

8.  AccoufUino  and  sureties. 

Generally  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  tbe  sure> 
ties  on  an  administrator's  bond  are  not  liable  for 
accrulnir  rents  collected  by  him.  Com.  v.  Hili^ert^ 
55  Pa.  236;  Jewell  v.  Jewell,  11  Rich.  Eq.  29t):  AUen 
v.  Bruton,  1  McMuU.  L.  249;  Wilson  v.  Unseir,  l:^ 
Bush,  215,  overruling  Harmon  v.  Ross,  MSS.:  Eastia 
V.  Hatchitt,  16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  780;  Slaughter  v.  Pro* 
man.  2  T.  B.  Mon.  95;  Smith  v.  Bland^  7  B.  Mon.  2U 
Atchison  V.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86,  43  Am.  Dec.  Li3^ 
Thomasson  v.  Lucas,  4  Ky.  L.  Repw  889;  State^ 
Brown,  v.  Brown,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  6. 

An  administrator's  t>ond  was  held  not  liatde  unti^ 
after  an  account  in  probate  under  a  statute  makings 
rents  assets.  State,  Giles,  v.  Waples,5  Harr.  <Del.> 
257. 

In  Ru bottom  v.  Morrow,  24  Ind.  202, 87  Am.  Doc 
324,  it  was  said  that  an  administrator  was  not. 
chargeable  for  acci  uing  rents. 

An  administrator  should  not  account  in  tbe  pro^ 
bate  court  for  rents.  Levy's  Estate,  Tucker  (N.  Y> 
148. 

An  administrator  cannot  be  required  to  account 
in  the  probate  court  for  accrued  n'Uts  collected  by 
him.  Belcher  v.  Branch,  11  R.  1. 226;  Fross's  Appeal^ 
105  Pa.  258;  Merkel's  Estate,  131  Pa.  684. 

Aud  tbe  same  was  said  to  be  tbe  rule  in  Trotter 
V.  Trotter,  40  Miss.  704. 

Where  tbe  estate  was  solvent  the  administrator 
could  not  be  required  to  account  in  the  probata 
court.  Lucy  v.  Lucy,  55  N.  H.  40;  Perkins  v.  Per- 
kins,  58  N.  H.  405;  Goodrich  v.  Thompson,  4  Day,. 
215:  Fross's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  258. 

But  In  Conger  v.  Atwood,  28  Ohio  St.  134,  22  Am. 
Rep.  462,  it  was  said  that  an  administrator  was  said, 
to  be  liable  as  administrator  for  accruing  rents  col- 
lected by  him. 

And  in  Brooks  v.  Jackson,  125  Mass.  807,  it  waa- 
said  that  an  administrator  must  account  in  the 
probate  court  for  rents  collected  by  him.  ( By  stat- 
ute.) 

An  administrator  may  be  required  to  account  in 
the  probate  court  for  accruing  rents  collected  by 
him  where  the  heirs  allow  him  to  collect  the  rem  a. 
Campbell  v.  McCormIck,  1  Ohio  C.  C.  501. 

An  administrator  is  liable  for  rents,  and  should 
account  for  the  same  as  assets.  Wiilenhorg  y. 
Murphy.  36  111.344;  Dorman  v.  Lane,  6  111.  ]4:k 

And  where  he  had  charged  bims  if  with  the 
same  in  his  account.  Crowder  v.  Shackcirord,  3^ 
Miss.  321. 

An  administrator  should  account  in  the  probare- 
oourt  for  accruing  rents  collected  where  he  wa» 
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criDg  at  all.  Bat  we  do  not  agree  to  hia  fur- 
ther auffgestloD  that  tbey  could  recover,  at 
most,  bul  Domlual  damaffee.  Kingdon  v. 
IfctiU,  1  Mftule  &  8.  855.  862.  At  the  present 
day  a  trustee  may  recover  damages  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  interest  of  his  eetttuts  que  trvst. 
Drummond  ▼.  Crane,  159  Mass.  577.  580.  28 
L.  R.  A.  707:  Lloyd's  v.  Harper,  L.  R.  16  Ch. 
Div.  290.  Executors  or  administrators  repre- 
sent the  person  of  the  deceased  "more  ac- 
tually "  than  do  the  heirs.  Co.  Litt.  209a/ 
BuVard  ▼.  Mo&r,  158  Mass.  418,  425.  Unless 
ire  are  prepared  to  hold  that  assigns  could  sue 
in  their  own  names  upon  this  contract,  we 
ought  to  adhere  to  the  general  rule,  and  to 
allow  the  ad  mi  Dial  ra  trices  to  maintain  the  ac- 
tion. For  the  reasons  which  we  have  given, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plain liffs  can 
maintain  ibis  suit.  In  Harbeck  v.  ^Iteeier,  18 
Wend.  608,  609.not  noticed  in  Allen  v.  Oulter, 


authorized  to  oolleot  by  statute.  State,  Deals,  ▼• 
Bamaey  County  Probate  Court,  25  Mian.  SB;  Hart- 
nett  V.  FeRan,  8  Mo.  A  pp.  1. 

And  an  administrator  was  held  liable  on  his  lx>nd 
UDdera  statute  authorizing  blm  tocoUeot  acoruing 
rents  where  he  rented  without  authority.  Oglesby 
▼.  FOrman,  77  Tex.  647. 

The  sureties  on  an  administrator's  bond  were 
beld  liable  for  accruinff  rents  where  the  adminis- 
trator was  authorized  by  statute  to  oollect.  Mo- 
Plke  V.  IkfcPike,  lU  Mo.  218. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Lewis  v. 
Canon,  88  Mo.  687. 

d.  Riohte  of  creditors. 

Creditors  were  entitled  to  rents  where  the  heirs 
allowed  the  administrator  to  oollect  and  disburse 
rents.    Tyler  v.  Priest,  81  Mo.  App.  272. 

And  an  administrator  was  held  liable  to  creditors 
under  a  statute.  Davis  v.  Kawllns,  3  Harr.  (DcL) 
848. 

In  some  states  a  creditor  may  subject  accruing 
rents.  Moore  v.  Shields,  68  N.  C.  337;  Washington 
▼.  Saaser,  41  N.  C.  (0  Ired.  Eq.)  388;  Jennings  v. 
Oopeland,  90  N.  C.  572. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Hinton 
T.  Whitehurst,  71  N.  C.  88. 

In  Harrison  v.  Wood,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  St  B.  Eq.) 
487,  the  contrary  was  held,  but  this  was  overruled 
by  the  sutMequent  cases. 

But  other  cases  hold  that  a  creditor  has  no  lien 
on  the  accruing  rents.  Kobb*s  Appeal,  41  Pa.  46; 
Boyd  V.  Martin,  0  Heisk.  882;  Combs  v.  Young,  4 
Terg.218, 26  Am.  Dec.  225;  Smith  v.  Thomas,  14  Lea, 
804;  Crow  v.  Day,  80  Wis.  687;  BaU  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank.  80  Ky.  501. 

Where  they  were  applied  for  their  benefit.  Rey- 
nolds V.  New  Orleans  Canal  &  Bkg.  Cu.  80  Ark.  520. 

e.  Apportionment. 

It  was  held  that  accruing  rents  go  to  the  rever- 
sioner on  the  death  of  the  life-estate  holder.  Wat- 
■on  V.  Penn,  108  Ind.  21. 

Where  a  guardian  leased  his  ward's  land  by  parol 
for  one  year,  on  the  death  of  the  ward  during  the 
jear  the  heir  could  not  recover  accrued  rents  as 
tbe  lease  was  determined.  Welles  v.  Cowles,  4 
Conn.  189. 10  Am.  Deo.  115. 

Where  the  tenant  for  life  died  the  rent  was  ap- 
portioned by  statute.  Bloodworth  v.  Stevens,  51 
M IM.  475. 

In  some  cases  an  apportionment  of  rent  is  pro- 
vided for  by  statute.  Norris  v.  Cheatham,  6  Ky.  L. 
Bep.238;  Redmond  v.  Bedford,  80  Ky.  13. 

On  death  of  life  tenant.  Henry  v.  Stevens,  108 
Ind.  281;  Miller  v.  Crawford,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  376;  Cole 
V.  Patterson.  25  Wend.  458.  I.  T. 
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an  opposite  decision  was  reached  from  that 
in  Allen  ▼.  Oulrer.    See  also,  as  to  collsteral 
covenants,    Raymond  v.    Fitch,  2  Cromp.  M. 
&  R  588.  599,  5  Tyrw.  9S5.  996. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffe. 


William  THOMPSON 

V. 

LOWELL.  LAWRENCE.  &  HAVERHILL 
STREET  RAILltOAD  COMPANY. 

1170  Mass.  577.) 

!•  That  an  independent  contractor  la  iia 
char^^  of  an  entertatnoient  at  grounds 
provided  by  a  street-car  oompaoy  for  free  enter- 
tainment of  patrons  will  not  entirely  relieve  tbe- 
compaoy  from  liability  for  injuries  to  patrons  if 
the  entertafnmeot  Is  of  suoh  a  character  that  it 
will  probably  oau8e  Injury  to  spectators  unlesa 
due  precautions  are  taken  to  guard  sgainst  them. 

8«  A  street-car  patron  attendinur  a  fl-ee 
entertainment  gpr^n  by  the  eompany 
to  Its  patrons  may  hold  the  company  liable  for  ao 
accident  which  happens  from  a  cause  which 
might  have  been  prevented  and  ought  to  have- 
been  foreseen  end  guarded  against,  if  due  care 
was  not  taken  by  the  company  with  reference  to 
poSBlble  accidents  of  the  kind. 

8.  The  arrangement  of  the  mttige  and 
target  at  which  an  exhibition  of  marks- 
manship is  given  by  an  Independent  contract- 
or to  sireet-car  patrons  upon  grounds  of  the- 
street-car  company  Is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  bo 
much  a  matter  of  detail  that  the  company  wllF 
not  be  liable  In  case  It  is  so  negligently  arrange<^ 
that  a  patron  is  la  Jured  by  a  shattered  bnllet. 

4.  The  risk  of  injury  from  careless  handling 
of  the  implements  used  by  the  performers  is  not, 
as  matter  of  law,  assumed  by  a  ftreet-car  patrox» 
who  attends  a  free  exhibition  given  by  the  com- 
pany upon  its  grounds. 

(April  1 1806^) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Essex  County  made 
during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  hav& 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligeoce  whicb 
resulted  in  a  verdict  in  plaintiffs  favor.     Ocer- 
ruled. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  J.  P.  Sweeney*  for  defendant: 
The  defendant  was  engaged  in  a  lawful 
business,  and  as  the  existence  of  negligence  is 
an  affirmative  fact  to  l>e  established  by  him 
who  alleges  it  as  a  foundation  of  his  right  to 

NOTB.-For  Degligence  in  respect  to  sateiy  of 
perttons  at  a  public  entertainment  or  exhibition, 
see  Hart  v.  Washington  Park  Club  (111.)  89  L.  U.  A. 
4fl2:  Lane  v.  Minnesota  State  Agrl.  See.  (Minn.)  29- 
L.  B.  A.  708;  and  Richmond  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Muore 
(Va.)87L.R.A.2M. 

For  exceptions  to  the  rule  asto  independent  con- 
tractors, "see  note  to  Hawver  v.  Wbalen  (Ohio)  14 
L.  K.  A.  828:  Negus  v.  Becker  (N.  T.)  25  L.  K.  A.  66?: 
Colgrove  ▼.  Smith  (Cal.)  27  L.  R.  A.  690;  Smith  v. 
Milwaukee  Builders*  &  T.  Exchange  (Wis.)  30  L.  R. 
A.  504;  Cabot  v.  Kingman  (Mass.)  38  L.  R.  A.  45; 
Sanford  v.  Pawtuoket  Street  R.  Co.  (R.  I.)  33  L.  R. 
A.  504;  and  Leavitt  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Me.)  36. 
UR.A.882. 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  277 ;  44  L.  R.  A.  482. 
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recover,  it  is  iDCumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
point  out,  by  evidence,  the  defendant's  fault. 

CosuXieh  V.  Standard  OU  Co.  122  N.  Y.  118; 
Lof^e  V.  Buchanan,  51  N.  Y.  476, 10  Am.  Rep. 
623;  K(mdaU  v.  Boston,  118  Mass.  284, 19  Am. 
Rep.  446. 

The  exhibition  of  marksmanship  was  being 
performed  under  a  contract  between  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Giorman;  the  person  who  did 
the  shootins  was  oot  an  agent  or  servant  of 
the  defendant;  all  the  instruments  and  appli 
anci'S  were  furnished  either  by  Gorman  or  by 
some  servant  or  subcontractor  under  Gorman, 
and  the  defendant  neither  had  the  right  nor  at- 
tempted to  exercise  any  control  or  supervision 
over  the  performance.  These  facts  bring  the 
case  within  the  rule  of  law  that  where  lawful 
work  is  being  done  by  an  independent  contract- 
or, who  has  general  control  of  the  work,  the 
<;ontractee  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  resulting 
from  the  negligence  of  such  contractor  or  his 
servant  in  the  doing  of  the  work. 

Billiard  v.  Richardson,  8  Grav,  849,  63  Am. 
Dec.  748;  Forsyth  v.  Hooper,  il  Allen,  419; 
Conners  v.  Hennessey,  112  Mass.  96. 

The  obligation  imposed  upon  the  defendant 
was  to  exercise  ordinary  care,  and  there  is  no 
•evidence  which  would  justify  a  jury  in  finding 
that  it  failed  to  discharge  that  obligation. 

In  this  case  there  was  nothing  concealed 
from  the  plaintiff.  He  was  invited  to  witness 
an  exhibition  of  marksmanship,  the  nature  of 
which  he  knew  before  he  came  upon  the  de- 
fendant's premises  and  the  method  of  which 
he  saw  before  the  accident,  and  he  must  be 
held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  any  misad- 
venture that  could  not  have  been  reasonably 
foreseen  or  contemplated  by  the  defendant. 

Pollock,  Torts,  Am.  ed.  p.  190. 

Messrs.  Charles  A.  De  Conrey  and 
'Walter  CouUon,  for  plaintiff: 

There  was  clearly  evidence  of  due  care  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury. 

Fox  V.  Dougherty,  2  W.  N.  C.  417:  Colvin  v. 
Peabody,  155  Mass.  104;  WhiiUn  v.  Hartin,  168 
Mass.  89. 

The  defendant  advertised  and  supplied  the 
•entertainment.  The  plaintiff  and  the  public 
generally  knew  no  one  else  in  the  affair. 
As  between  this  defendant  and  plaintiff,  it 
was  the  defendant's  entertainment;  and  the 
mnrksman,  those  who  constructed,  arranged 
and  inspected  the  paraphernalia,  and  those 
who  took  part  in  the  performance,  were  for 
the  time  being  the  servants  or  agents  of  the 
defendant.  And  these  servants  and  agents  did 
only  what  they  were  expressly  authorized  to 
•do  by  the  defendant. 

Conradt  v.  Claute,  98  Ind.  476,47  Am.  Rep. 
888;  Texas  ^  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Juneman,  80  D.  S. 
App.  541,  71  Fed.  Rep.  939,  18  C.  C.  A.  894; 
Fox  V.  Dougherty,  2  W.  N.  C.  417;  Samvefian 
V.  American  Tool  &  Mach.  Co.  163  Mass.  12. 

The  defendant  cannot  relieve  itself  from  re- 
sponsibility by  delegating  its  dutv. 

Verona  Central  Cheese  Co,  v.  tHurtaugh,  50 
N.  Y.  814:  2  Bniley,  Personal  Injuries  Relat- 
ini:  to  Master  &  Servant.  §§  2566.  2594;  Fowler 
V.  Ihlme*,  24  N.  Y.  8.  R.  299;  Carlson  v. 
Slocking.  91  Wis.  432;  Colcin  v.  Peabody,  155 
Mass.  104. 

A  person  who,  for  reward,  invites  large 
40  L.  R.  A. 


numbers  of  the  public  to  commit  their  lives 
and  the  safety  of  their  persons  to  his  custody 
owes  them  a  higher  duty  than  that  implied  by 
the  term  "ordinary  care." 

1  Thomp.  Neg,  p.  811;  Francis  v.  CockreU, 
L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  184. 

When  the  owner  of  premises  which  are 
under  his  control  employs  an  independent  con- 
tractor to  do  work  upon  them  which  from  its 
nature  is  likely  to  render  the  premises  danger- 
ous to  persons  who  may  come  upon  them  by 
the  invitation  of  the  owner,  the  owner  is  not 
relieved  by  reason  of  the  contract  from  the 
obligation  of  seeing  that  due  care  is  used  to 
protect  such  persons.  The  own^r  cannot  con- 
tinue to  hold  out  the  invitation  without  being 
bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  keeping  the 
premises  reasonably  safe  for  use  according  to 
the  invitation. 

Curtis  V.  Kiley,  153  Mass.  128;  Woodman  v. 
Metropolitan  R.  Co.  149  Mass.  885.  4  L.  R.  A« 
218;  Conradt  v.  Clavte,  98  Ind.  476.  47  Am. 
Rep.  888;  Hart  v.  Washington  Park  Club,  157 
III.  9,  29  L.  R.  A.  492;  Lane  v.  Minnesota 
State  Agri.  Soc.  62  Minn.  175.  29  L.  R.  A.  708; 
Sioeenv  v.  Old  Colony  db  iV:  R.  Go.  10  Allen, 
308,  87  Am.  Dec.  644;  Indermaur  v.  Dames, 
L.  R.  1  C.  P.  274.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  811:  2  Jag- 
gard,  Torts,  p.  889  (c);  Se^inas  v.  Vermont 
State  Agri.  Soc.  60  Vt.  249;  Richmond  cfe  M.  R, 
Co.  V.  Moore,  94  Va.  483,  87  L.  R.  A.  258. 

Allen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Statute  1805,  chap.  316,  authorizes  street- 
rail  Wiv  companies  to  acquire,  hold,  equip,  and 
mamtain  real  estate  to  be  used  for  purposes  of 
recreation  and  for  pleasure  resorts,  the  admis- 
sion being  free.  By  virtue  of  this  statute  the 
defendant  maintained  such  a  place  on  the  line 
of  its  railway  which  contained  a  large  platform 
or  stage  for  exhibitions.  The  defendant 
entered  into  a  written  contract  with  a  manager 
under  which  the  latter  furnished  and  managed 
various  entertainments  there,  and,  among 
them,  an  exhibition  of  marksmanship  by  a  man 
born  without  hands.  The  defendant  paid  for 
advertising  these  exhibitions,  and  carried  post- 
ers on  its  cars.  The  plaintiff,  having  seen  an 
advertisement,  was  a  spectator  at  an  exhibition 
of  marksmanship,  having  come  on  one  of  the 
defendant's  cars.  A  butt  was  provided  to 
receive  the  bullets.  All  the  appliances  were 
furnished  by  the  manager  or  the  performer, 
and  nobody  in  the  defendant's  employment 
exercised  any  supervision  or  control  over  the 
performance.  Immediately  after  a  shot  had 
been  fired,  something  struck  the  plaintiff  in 
the  eye.  It  is  not  made  plain  just  how  the 
accident  occurred,  but  on  the  evidence  the 
lury  might  find  that  the  plaintiff  was  struck 
m  the  eye  by  a  small  fragment  of  a  bullet  or 
other  metallic  substance  which  flew  from  the 
impact  when  the  bullet  hit  the  butt.  There 
was  no  suggestion  that  he  was  not  himself  in 
the  exercise  of  due  care,  or  that  he  was  not 
in  the  place  provided  for  spectators.  The 
defendant  asked  for  an  instruction  to  the  jurv 
that  it  *'was  not  responsible  unless  the  exhibi- 
tion was  in  its  nature  such  that  it  would 
necessarily  bring  wrongful  consequences  to 
pass,  unless  guarded  against,  and  the  defend- 
ant failed  to  exercise  due  care   to   prevent 
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liaim."  Th«  judge,  instead  (hereof,  instructed 
the  jury  that  the  "defendant  was  not  responsi- 
ble unless  the  exhibition  was  in  its  nature  such 
that  it  would  necessarily  or  probably  cause 
inJurjT  to  some  person  present  under  defend- 
ant's invitation,  unless  guarded  against,  and 
the  defendant  failed  to  exercise  due  care  to 
prevent  harm."  The  fact  that  the  exhibition 
was  provided  and  conducted  by  an  independent 
4X>n tractor  would  not  wholly  relieve  the  de- 
fendant from  responsibility,  provided  it  was 
of  such  a  kind  that  it  would  probably  cause 
injury  to  a  spectator,  unless  due  precautions 
were  taken  to  guard  against  harm.  Curtis  v. 
Kiley,  158  Mass.  128;  Richmond  <S>  M.  R.  Co. 
V.  Moore,  94  Va.  488,  87  L.  R.  A.  858;  South- 
^em  Ohio  R.  Co.  v.  Morey,  47  Ohio  St.  207,  7 
L.  R.  A.  701;  Baujuer  v.  W/talen,  49  Ohio  St. 
«9, 14  L.  R.  A.  828;  Bomer  v.  Peate,  L.  R.  1 
Q.  B.  Div.  821.  The  instruction  as  given  was 
right.  But.  even  under  this  rule,  the  defend- 
ant contends  that  there  was  no  evidence  upon 
which  the  jury  was  justified  in  finding  that 
the  plaintiff  was  injured  by  any  negligent  act 
or  omission  on  its  part;  or,  in  other  words, 
that  (here  was  no  evidence  of  any  failure  on  its 
pan  to  perform  its  duty  in  the  premises.  The 
question  is  suggested  how  far  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  go  in  supervising  the  instruments 
and  appliances  used,  and  the  other  details  of  the 
•exhibition.  Should  it  be  held  to  inspect  the 
xifle  and  the  cartridges,  to  see  if  they  were  safe? 
Without  undertaking  to  go  into  unnecessary 
detail,  it  is  apparent  that  there  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  accident  happened 
from  a  cause  which  might  have  been  prevented 
and  that  it  ought  to  have  been  foreseen  and 
guarded  against  by  somebody,  either  by  the 
•defendant  or  by  the  manager;  and  the  jury 
mi^ht  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in  the  gen- 
-era!  arrangements  for  an  exhibition  of  this 
nature  the  butt  should  be  so  placed  that  frag- 
ments which  might  fly  from  the  impact  of  the 
bullets  could  not  reach  the  spectators,  and 
that  due  rare  was  not  taken  in  the  arrangement 
of  the  stage,  with  reference  to  possible  acci- 
dents of  this  kind,  and  that  the  defendant 
itself  failed  in  its  duty  in  this  respect.  We 
-cannot  say  that  this  was  so  much  a  matter  of 
transitory  detail  that  the  manager  alone  was 
responsible  for  an  omission  to  pay  proper  at- 
lention  to  securing  the  safety  of  spectators 
from  such  a  risk.  The  case,  therefore,  was 
rightly  submitted  to  the  jury.  Nor  can  it  be 
held  that  the  plaintiff  assumed  the  risk.  He 
might  well  rely  on  those  who  provided  the 
•exhibition,  and  invited  him  to  attend,  to  take 
•due  care  to  make  it  safe  from  such  an  injury 
as  he  received. 

Etteeptions  oterruUd. 


Clemence  LORENZO 

V. 

Maria  WIRTH. 

(170  Mass.  898.) 

Ininry  by  steppinflr  when  it  was  dark 
into  a  coal  hole  about  2  feet  back  from 


the  street  line.  In  a  spaoe  paved  like  the  sidewalk 
in  front  of  a  house  wbioh  stands  8  or  4  feet  from 
the  street,  while  a  coal  waaroQ  was  standinff  by 
the  curb,  and  coal  extended  therefrom  nearly  to 
the  bouse,  and  two  employees  of  a  coal  dealer 
were  preparing:  to  put  in  the  coal,  will  act  render 
the  occupant  of  the  house  liable  to  the  injured 
person,  althoufrh  she  was  a  forelirn  woman, 
icrnorant  of  the  custom  of  delivering  coal 
through  such  boles,  and  did  not  see  the  coal  bole 
but  stepped  upon  the  coal  from  the  steps  of  the 
next  bouse,  which  came  out  to  the  street  line. 

(£noi0lton  and  Aden,  JJ.,  dissent.) 
(April  11, 1898.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  SuflTolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brou<rbt  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negiij^cnce 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  plaintiif  *s  favor. 
Sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Nason  A  Proctor  for  defendant. 

Messrs.  Richard  H.  Dana  and  Hollis 
R.  Bailey,  for  plnintiff: 

On  (he  question  of  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  it  was 
competent  to  show  that  she  was  a  foreigner 
and  had  never  seen  coal  put  in  through  a  hole 
in  the  sidewalk. 

Bet/iman  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  155  Maaa. 
852. 

On  the  question  of  invitation  and  of  the  right 
of  the  public  to  travel  upon  that  part  of  the  side- 
walk near  the  building,  it  was  competent  to 
show  fully  the  character  and  construction  of 
the  entire  sidewalk  from  the  curbstone  to  the 
building  and  also  to  show  how  long  it  had  been 
open  to  public  travel 

Swnney  v.  Old  Colony  A  N.  R.  Co.  10  Allen, 
368,  87  Am.  Dec.  644;  Murphy  v.  Boston  d  A. 
R.  Co.  133  Mass.  125;  Holmes  v.  Dreto,  151 
Mass.  578;  Plummer  v.  Dill,  156  Mass.  426; 
Banlon  v.  Thompson,  167  Mass.  190. 

These  cases  hold  that  an  invitation  to  walk 
outside  the  line  of  the  street  may  be  implied 
from  various  circumstances,  and  that  of  these 
circumstances  a  veir  important  one  is  the  con- 
struction upon  land  adjacent  to  the  street  of  a 
sidewalk  of  such  a  character  as  to  give  the 
appearance  of  a  widening  of  the  sidewalk 
piopcr. 

Valentine  v.  Boston,  23  Pick  75,  33  Am. 
Dec.  711,  holds  that  a  user  by  the  public  for 
twenty  years  of  private  land  for  purposes  of 
travel  raises  a  presumption  of  dedication  to 
public  use. 

See  also  Oliver  v.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  489, 
8  Am.  Rep.  485. 

On  the  question  of  Mrs.  Wirth's  occupation 
of  the  premises  in  question  the  written  lease 
under  which  she  was  in  possession  was  clearlv 
competent  to  show  that  she,  and  not  her  land- 
lord, had  the  whole  control  of  the  premises 
and  the  entire  responsibility  for  their  safe  con- 
dition. 

Stewart  v.  Putnam,  127  Mass.  403;  Boston 
▼.  Oray,  144  Mass.  53. 

The  fact  that  Mrs.  Wirth  employed  the  coal 


Note.— As  to  liability  for  danfrerous  oondltionof  I  Gaddis  (Miss.)  26  L.  R.  A.  686:  also  Dobbins  v.  Mia- 
premises  beside  highway,  see  noit  to  I/epolok  v.  I  souri,  K.  &  T.  B.  Ck>.  (Tex.)  38  L.  B.  A.  578. 
40  L.  R  A. 
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compADy  to  deliver  the  coal  does  DOt  free  ber 
from  liability. 

Pickard  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  N.  8.  470; 
Woodman  ▼.  JHetrcpolitan  B.  Co,  149  Mass. 
885,  4  L.  R  A.  213;  Ourtiiv.  KUey.  158Mft9S. 
128;  Blemngton  v.  Boiton,  158  Mass.  400; 
Pye  v.  Faxon,  166  Mass.  471. 


Holmes*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

Tbis  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries  suf- 
fered by  the  plaintiflF  in  consequence  of  her 
stepping  into  ao  open  coal  bole.  The  coal 
hole  was  situated  about  18  inches  in  front  of  a 
house  held  by  the  defendant  under  a  lease, 
and  upon  land  embraced  in  the  lease.  The 
house  was  set  back  from  the  street,  and  the 
coal  hole  was  2  feet  or  more  outside  the  street 
line.  But  the  paving  over  the  space  between 
the  street  line  and  the  house  was  continuous 
with  that  of  the  street,  and  there  was  nothing 
in  the  usual  conditions  to  give  notice  that  it 
was  not  part  of  the  street,  except  the  way  in 
which  it  generally  was  used  hy  tenants  for 
the  deposit  of  barrels,  etc. ,  and  the  fact  that 
the  steps  of  the  house  next  to  it  on  the  side 
from  which  the  plaintiff  was  coming  came  out 
to  the  line  of  the  street 

At  the  time  of  the  accident  a  coal  wagon 
was  backed  up  to  the  side  wall  in  front 
of  the  premises,  and  coal  which  had  been 
ordered  by  the  defendant  was  being  delivered 
from  it  by  the  servants  of  a  coal  dealer.  One 
of  thefte  had  uncovered  the  coal  hole,  and  was 
shoveling  the  last  of  the  coal  out  of  the  wagon 
upon  the  sidewalk.  The  other  stood  by  the 
hole,  doing  such  work  as  was  necessary  to 
help  the  coal  iK)ur  down  the  bole.  The  coal 
covered  the  whole  sidewalk  from  the  wagon 
to  near  the  house.  The  plaintiff,  a  Spanish 
woman,  who,  according  to  her  own  testimony, 
never  had  seen  coal  put  through  a  coal  hole 
before,  stepped  upon  the  steps  of  the  next 
building  above  mentioned,  thence  stepped 
upon  the  coal,  and  then  with  her  other  leg 
went  into  the  C'^al  bole,  which  was  80  inches 
from  the  comer  of  the  steps.  The  judge  was 
a^ked  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
which  he  refused  to  do,  and  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

The  question  in  Its  common  form  is  whether 
these  facts  show  any  evidence  of  neglii^ence 
proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  But  it  will  be 
seen  that  it  is  not  a  question  of  evidence,  in 
the  ordinary  sense.  It  is  not  whether  there  is 
anything  tending  to  prove  a  disputed  fact. 
The  acts  and  ominsions  of  the  defendant  as  to 
the  plaintiff  are  fully  known  and  undisputed. 
The  question  is  whether  those  acts  and  omis- 
sions made  the  defendant  liable  for  the  plain- 
tiff's hurt,  ^in  the  common  languageof  the  law, 
whether  they  constituted  a  breach  of  duty  to 
the  plaintiff.  It  will  be  observed,  further, 
that  the  facts  on  which  the  question  arises  are 
quite  simple  and  are  likely  to  be  repeated  with 
slight  variations,  as  lonfi;  as  coal  holes  exist; 
that  they  are  all  matters  of  eyesight,  capable 
of  being  photographed;  and  that  theory  must 
recognize  that  at  some  point  the  visible  situa- 
tion would  be  such  as  to  warrant  the  defendant 
in  assuming  that  the  public  were  sufficiently 
warned,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  defendant 
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would  have  done  her  whole  duty.  Ckenery  v. 
Fiichhurg  B.  Co,  160  Mass.  211,  214, 22  L.  R 
A.  675.  It  is  true  that  blind  men.  and  for- 
eigners unused  to  our  ways,  have  a  right  to> 
walk  in  the  streets,  and  this  fact  must  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  drawing  the  line  of  the 
defendant's  duty;  but  the  line,  when  drawn,  la 
a  physical  line,  so  to  speak.— it  is  a  visible 
situation,  in  which  all  the  arrangements  or  pre- 
cautions which  the  law  requires  of  a  defendant 
are  there,  upon  the  ground. 

In  simple  cases  of  this  sort,  courts  have  felt 
able  to  determine  what,  in  everv  case,  however 
complex,  defendants  are  bound  at  their  peril 
to  know,  and  are  presumed  to  know,  namely, 
whether  the  given  situation  is  on  one  or  the 
other  side  of  the  line.  The  examples  are 
numerous,  and  we  take  the  first  that  come  to 
our  hand.  Barron  v.  Eldredge,  100  Maw.  455, 
460,  461,  1  Am.  Rep.  126;  Finney  v.  Hail,  15^ 
Mass.  226;  Cfraftery.  MttropcUtanB.  Co.  L.  R. 
1  0.  P.  800.  We  think  that  the  case  at  bar  is 
not  beyond  our  competence  to  decide.  The 
greatest  danger  in  attempting  to  do  so  is  that 
of  being  misled  by  ready-made  generalizations, 
and  of  thinking  only  in  phrases  to  which,  aa 
lawyers,  the  judges  have  become  accustomed, 
instead  of  looking  straight  at  things,  and  re- 
garding the  facts  in  all  their  concreteness,  as 
a  jury  would  do.  Too  broadly  generalized 
conceptions  are  a  constant  source  of  fallacy. 
Thus  it  is  easy  to  saj^  that  the  continuity  of 
the  sidewalk  was  an  invitation,  and  then  to 
discuss  in  universals  the  duty  of  one  who  in- 
vites the  public  upon  his  land.  But,  invita- 
tion or  no,  the  invitation  is  not  the  same,  and 
the  responsibility  is  not  the  same,  when  the 
place  is  seemingly  in  the  middle  of  a  clear 
highway,  and  looks  safe  and  ready  for  travel 
to  one  who  is  walking  straight  along  the  open 
road,  that  it  is  where  the  place  is  in  a  snug 
corner,  and  is  capable  of  being[  reached  only 
by  going  over  steps  which  manifestly  are  not  a 
part  of  the  highway,  and  then  by  stepping 
into  a  pile  of  coal  which  surrounds  the  spot  in 
question.  Without  considering  whether  under 
such  circumstances,  the  defendant  would  be 
freed  from  all  duly  in  respect  of  the  temporary 
dangers  created  by  the  coal  dealer  while  he 
was  doing  his  worl£  (Clapp  v.  Kemp,  122  Mass. 
481),  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court 
that  she  was  not  called  on  to  stand  guard,  and 
to  tell  the  public  that  they  must  not  under* 
stand  the  continuity  of  the  pavement  under 
the  coal,  if  they  happen  to  know  of  it,  as  a 
present  assurance  that  they  might  step  blindly 
into  the  coal,  and  as  a  warranty  that  there  was 
no  coal  hole  in  the  place  where  the  coal  was 
pouring  down.  A  heap  of  coal  on  a  sidewalk 
in  Boston  is  an  indication,  according  to  com- 
mon experience,  that  there  very  possibly  may- 
be a  coal  hole  to  receive  it.  But,  without 
saying  that  it  always  is  a  sufficient  warning  to 
look  out  for  one,  we  are  of  opinion  that  as 
against  a  person  coming  from  where  the  plain- 
tiff came  from,  with  a  coal  hole  situated  as 
this  was.  the  coal  in  the  condition  shown,  and 
the  business  of  delivery  then  going  on,  in  the 
absence  of  men  with  baskets,  or  other  indica- 
tion of  a  different  means  of  making  the  deliv- 
ery, the  defendant  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
wanting  in  due  care. 

Exceptions  iustained. 
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Knowlton*  J..  diffseDtine: 

I  am  unable  to  agree  to  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  in  this  case.  The  building  occupied 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  adjoining  buildings 
for  a  considerable  distftnce  towards  the  west, 
•stood  back  from  the  line  of  the  street  about 
3  feet  and  8  inches.  The  buildings  in 
the  other  direction,  with  their  projections, 
<^me  out  to  the  line  of  the  street.  The  space 
In  front  of  the  defendant's  building,  and  of  the 
adjoining  buildings  towards  the  west,  was 
paved  with  the  same  kind  ot  material,  and  on 
the  same  level,  all  the  way  from  the  buildings 
to  the  curbstone  and  was  used  as  a  sidewalk. 
The  walk  was  not  very  wide,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  mark  the  fine  of  the  street.  In 
Holmes  y.  Drew,  151  Mass.  580,  is  this  language: 
'*The  Jury  might  have  inferred  from  the  facts 
-stated  that  the  defendant  laid  out  and  paved 
the  sidewalk  on  her  own  land  in  order  that  it 
should  be  used  bv  the  public  as  the  sidewalk 
of  the  street,  and  allowed  it  to  remain  appar- 
•ently  the  part  of  the  street  that  was  Intended 
to  be  used  by  foot  passtnssers.  This  would 
amount  to  an  invitation  to  the  public  to  enter 
upon,  and  use  as  a  public  sidewalk,  the  land 
so  prepared,  and  the  plaintiff,  so  using  it, 
would  have  gone  upon  the  defendant's  land  by 
her  implied  invitation,  and  she  would  owe  him 
the  duty  not  to  expose  him  to  a  dangerous  con- 
4lition  of  the  walk  which  reasonable  care  on 
her  part  would  have  prevented."  In  Plum-' 
merY.  Dill,  156  Mass.  426-480.  the  court  says, 
referring  to  cases  of  this  kind:  They  "stand 
•on  a  ground  peculiar  to  themstilves.  They  are 
where  the  defendant  by  his  conduct  has  in- 
'duced  the  public  to  use  a  way  in  the  lielief 
that  it  is  a  street  or  public  way  which  all  have 
a  right  to  U8e»  and  where  they  suppose  they 
will  be  safe.  The  inducement  or  implied  in- 
-vitation  in  these  cases  is  not  to  come  to  a 
place  of  business  fitted  up  by  the  defendant 
for  traffic,  to  which  those  only  are  invited  who 
-will  come  to  do  business  with  the  occupant; 
oor  is  it  to  come  by  permission  or  favor  or 
license;  but  it  is  to  come  as  one  of  the  public 
«nd  enjoy  a  public  right,  in  the  enjoyment  of 
"Which  one  may  expect  to  be  protected.  The 
liability  in  such  a  case  should  be  co-extensive 
-with  the  inducement  or  implied  invitation." 
I  think  that  the  jury  might  have  found  the 
Circumstances  under  which  the  plaintiff  was 
-walking  upon  the  sidewalk  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  to  be  such  as  entitled  her  to  protec- 
tion or  warning  against  openings  in  it.  Al 
the  time  of  the  accident  the  coal  bole  was  be- 
ing used  for  the  defendant's  benefit,  by  her  au- 
thority. If  this  use  would  ordinarily  be  attend- 
•ed  with  danger  to  the  public,  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  see  that  proper  precautions  were 
taken  for  their  safety,  even  if  the  work  was 
heing  done  by  an  independent  contractor. 
-OurtiM  V.  Kilfy,  158  Masr.  123;  WotKlman  v. 
Metropolitan  B  Co.  U9  Mass.  885.  4  L.  R.  A. 
1813;  he  ▼.  Ftueon,  156  Mass.  471-474;  Pickard 
V.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  N.  8.  470.  The  opinion  in 
€lapp  V.  Kemp,  122  Mass.  481,  does  not  pur 
port  to  state  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  such 
«ase8,  but  only  decides  that  the  instruction 
given  was  sufiSciently  favorable  to  the  defend 
ant.  Although  the  men  who  delivered  the 
coal,  and  their  employer,  might  be  liable  over 
to  the  defendant  if  she  should  be  held  liable 


on  account  of  their  negligence,  the  defendant 
is  herself  liable  as  if  they  had  been  her  own 
servants,  if,  while  using  the  coal  hole  under 
her  authority,  they  exposed  the  plaintiff  to 
danger  by  negligently  leaving  an  unguarded 
opening  in  the  sidewalk.  Curtis  v.  Eiiep,  158 
Mass.  128.  There  was  testimony  from  several 
witnesses  that  the  coal  covered  the  sidewalk 
from  the  curbstone  to  the  coal  i)ole,  and  two 
others  testified  that  it  extended  from  the  curb- 
stone to  the  line  of  the  defendant's  house.  The 
accident  occurred  at  a  little  before  6  o'clock  on 
the  evening  of  November  15,  and  there  was 
testimony  that  it  was  dark,  and  that  there  was 
no  daylight.  There  was  evidence  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  from  another  witness  who  was 
present,  that  they  saw  nobody  about  the  coal 
hole  before  the  accident.  One  of  the  two  men 
who  were  delivering  the  coal  was  in  tbe  wagon 
from  which  he  had  Just  shoveled  the  last  of  the 
coal,  and  was  busy  with  his  team,  and  he  did 
not  see  the  plaintiff  until  she  wan  being  lifted 
out  of  the  hole.  The  other  testified  that  he 
was  about  8  feet  from  the  coal  hole;  that 
he  could  not  say  what  he  was  doing;  that  he 
thought  his  head  was  turned  around,  looking 
up  Eliot  street  towards  Tremont  street,  which 
was  in  the  direction  opposite  to  that  from 
which  the  plaintiff  was  coming.  He  also  said 
in  his  testimony:  ''I  was  not  shoveling  coal 
at  that  time.  I  was  trying  to  keep  myself  on 
my  feet.  There  was  a  throng  of  people  going 
up  there,  each  way."  Apparently,  the  plain- 
tiff was  going  as  others  were,  except  that  thev 
did  not  happen  to  step  into  the  hole.  Accord- 
ing to  her  testimony,  she  had  just  come  from 
Span,  and  had  never  seen  coal  put  into  a  cellar 
through  a  coal  hole.  Eliot  street  is  traveled  by 
many  persons.  Besides  the  plaintiff,  others 
might  have  been  expected  there  who  had  never 
seen  coal  put  in  through  holes  in  sidewallcs. 
The  wagon  was  backea  up  to  the  curbstone, 
and  there  were  electric  cars  and  teams  passing 
through  the  street.  I  think  that  the  jury  well 
might  have  found  that  a  coal  hole  on  a  public 
sidewalk  where  a  throng  of  persons  was  pass- 
ing in  each  direction  was  left  open  on  a  dark 
evening,  with  coal  scattered  about  it  from  tbe 
curbstone  to  the  side  of  tbe  defendant's  build- 
ing, with  a  large  two-horse  wagon  backed  up 
against  the  curostone,  with  nothing  to  indicate 
to  pedestrians  that  there  was  an  opening  there 
ana  with  nobody  to  guard  the  hole  or  to  warn 
them  of  danger.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  was 
evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  those 
who  left  the  hole  open  and  unguarded.  What 
kind  of  conduct  is  required  under  complex 
conditions  to  reach  the  usual  standard  of  due 
care,  namely  the  ordinary  care  of  persons  of 
common  prudence,  is  a  question  of  fact,  to  be 
determined  according  to  the  observation  and 
experience  of  common  men.  Even  when  there 
is  no  conflict  of  testimony,  if  there  are  acts 
and  omissions,  of  which  some  tend  to  show 
negligence,  and  others  do  not,  the  question 
whether  there  was  negligence  or  not  is,  in  my 
judgment,  a  question  for  a  jury.  This  propo- 
sition I  deem  to  be  established  by  such  una- 
nimity of  decision  as  to  need  no  citation  of 
authorities  in  support  of  it.  I  think  the  case 
was  rightly  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Allen,  J.,  concurs  in  this  dissent. 
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1.  The  right  of  a  foreign  corporation 
to  plead  tbe  statute  of  limitations  under  act 
April  1, 1872,  depends  upon  its  compliance  with 
the  statute  In  respect  to  the  designation  of  the 
person  upon  whom  process  may  be  served. 

8.  A  complaint  giving  the  whole  his- 
tory of  a  shipment  of  goods*  deviation 
from  the  proper  route,  and  the  damage  resulting 
thereby,  te  not  insufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion as  against  a  general  demurrer,  even  if  it 
might  be  subject  to  a  demurrer  on  the  ground 
of  ambiguity  or  uncertainty. 

8«  A  carrier  which  sends  a  carload  of 
orange  trees  early  in  March  from  JKew  Or- 
leans, Louisiana,  to  Riverside,  California,  by  the 
way  of  Denver,  Oolorado.  and  Ogden,  Utah, 
without  notifying  the  consignees  or  consignor 
and  taking  directions  from  them,  is  liable  fur  the 
loss  of  the  trees  by  freezing,  although  Its  own 
route  through  Texas,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona 
was  temporarily  interrupted  by  storms  and 
washouts. 

4.  A  stipulation  against  liability  except 
for  gross  negligence  will  not  relieve  a  carrier 
from  liability  for  negligence,  although  It  may 
not  be  gross  negligence. 

6.  A  contract  fixing  the  measure  of 
damages  for  the  loss  of  goods  at  tbe  actual 
invoice  cost  at  point  of  shipment,  if  fairly  made, 
in  consideration  of  a  lower  freightage,  is  not  in- 
valid. 

On  rehearing. 

6.  IjOSS  of  fireight  by  freesing  caused 
by  its  being  sent  by  direction  of  the 
carrier  over  a  route  which  subjected  it  to  such 
peril  is  not  within  a  clause  in  the  shipping  con- 
tract exempting  the  carrier  from  liability  lor 
loss  from  any  *' cause  arising  out  of  responsi- 
bility as  master  over  its  agents  or  servants  inci- 
dent to  said  shipment.** 

7*  Absence  of  an  inToice  will  not  pre- 
vent the  operation  of  a  stipvdation  in  a 
carriage  contract  that  the  carrier^s  liability  for 
loss  shall  be  limited  to  the  invoice  price  at  the 
point  of  shipment,  but  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty atthat  point  will  be  the  measure  of  damage. 

(February  17, 1897.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  tbe  Couniy  of 
San  BernardiDO  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  tbe  de- 
struction of  orauge  trees  by  frost  while  in 
defendant's  possession  for  transportation. 
Beeersed, 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  Commissioner's 
opinion. 
Mr,  A.  B.  Hotchkiss,  for  appellant: 
The  statute  of  limitations  attaches  and  be- 
gins to  run  from  the  time  when  the  injury  (i. 
e.,  the  cause  of  loss)  was  first  inflicted,  and  not 


NOTB.— As  to  oarrier^s  liability  for  freezing  of 
goods,  see  also  Fox  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (Mass.;  1 
L.  B.  A.  70e. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


from  tbe  time  when  tbe  full  extent  of  th» 
damages  sustained  has  been  ascertained. 

Wood.  Limitations  of  Actions,  §  179;  WiU 
cox  V.  Plummer,  4  Pet.  179,  7  L.  ed.  828;  Bel- 
eher  v.  Chambers,  53  Cal.  636;  McGnsker  v. 
Walker.  77  Cal.  208;  Baynor  v.  Mintzer,  Ti 
Cal.  585;  Lattin  v.  OilletU,  95  Cal.  822;  Woo^ 
V.  Gurrey,  57  Cal.  210;  Anderwn  y.  Coleman, 
56  Cal.  124;  Filler  v.  Sout/iern  P.  B.  Co,  5^ 
Cal.  43. 

Defendant  was  tbe  agent  of  tbe  Florida 
Midland  Railway  Company,  the  first  carrier 
receiving  the  property,  and  which  alone  ex- 
ecuted the  contracts  and  bills  of  lading  de- 
clared upon,  and  which,  upon  the  uncontra- 
dicted testimony,  undertook  to  carry  the  trees- 
through  to  Riverside  from  the  place  of  ship- 
ment, and  guaranteed  the  payment  of  through 
freight. 

Offdensburg  dk  L.  C.  R  Go.  v.  Pratt,  2» 
Wall.  181,  22  L.  ed.  830;  Pereira  v.  Oentral  P. 
B.  Co.  66  Cal.  91;  Palmer  v.  Atchison,  T.  db  &. 
¥.  B.  Go.  101  Cal.  187;  Wheeler  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco d  A.  B.  Co.  81  Cal  46,  89  Am.  Dec.  147. 

Contracts  made  in  one  place  and  to  be  per- 
formed  in  another  are  to  be  governed  by  th& 
law  of  the  place  of  performance. 

Miller  v.  Tiffany,  1  Wall.  810,  17  L.  ed.  643;, 
Scudder  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  411,  2^ 
L.  ed.  248. 

It  is  a  condition  precedent  to  plaintiff's  right 
to  sue  anyone  except  the  first  carrier  in  this, 
case,  that  he  make  the  demand  and  procure 
tbe  showing  from  the  first  carrier  that  neither 
the  loss  nor  injury,  i.  e. ,  the  cause  of  loss,  oc- 
curred while  the  property  was  in  charge  of 
said  * 'first  carrier. ''^ 

Civil  Code.  §  2202;  Southern  Erp.  Co.  v. 
CaldweU,  21  Wall.  265,  22  L.  ed.  556 

It  is  not  an  implied  notice  to  the  second, 
company  of  any  instructions  given  to  tbe  first, 
that  when  it  receives  theiroods  they  are  loaded 
in  an  appropriately  marked  car  of  the  particu- 
lar line  over  which  the  shipper  ordered  them, 
to  be  forwarded. 

Patten  ▼.  Union  P.  B.  Co.  29  Fed.  Rep.  590; 
Knott  v.  Baleigh  &  O.  B.  Co.  98  N.  C.  73. 

Defendant  is  released  by  the  stipulations  of 
the  contract  sued  on.  • 

LawRon,  Carr.  §  254;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Caldwell,  21  Wall.  264,  22  L.  ed.  556. 

The  stipulation  fixing  cost  of  the  goods  at 
point  of  shipment  as  a  limitation  of  damages- 
is  just,  reasonable,  and  binding,  and  will  be- 
en forced  against  a  loss  occurring  even  through 
negligence,  although  we  do  not  concede  any 
nefifligence  is  shown  in  this  case  against  this 
defendant. 

Bart  V.  Pennsylvania  B.  Go.  112  U.  S.  881, 
28  L.  ed.  717. 

The  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  was  by 
the  *'act  of  God,"  to  wit,  by  the  freezing  of 
the  trees;  the  sole  injury  complained  of  in  tbe 
complaint  against  this  defendant  in  shipping 
the  cars  on  '•other  lines  northward"  was  not. 
tbe  proximate  cause  of  the  detriment. 

Cal.  Civ.  Code.  §  8300. 

Frost  is  an  act  of  God. 

The  Alesia,  35  Fed.  Rep.  681. 

The  maxim  Causa  proxima  non  remota  sped- 


See  also  44  L.  R.  A.  557. 
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tatur  applies  to  such  cases  as  to  other  con- 
tracts and  transaciioDS.  Ordinary  diligence  is 
all  that  is  required  of  the  carrier  to  avoid  or 
Teraedy  the  effects  of  the  overpowering  cause. 

Memphis  A  C,  B.  Co.  v.  lUevett,  10  Wall.  176. 
19  L.  ed.  909. 

Messrs.  John  S.  Chapman  and  Curtis, 
Oster,  A  Curtis,  for  respondent: 

Independently  of  a  contract  to  carry  f)ia  the 
Southern  Paciiic,  an  intermediate  carrier  in 
this  country  is  responsihle  for  the  loss  occur- 
ring through  his  negligence,  and  in  such  case 
no  privity  of  contiact  would  be  absolutely 
essential  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  2d  ed.  ^  150. 

Whether  the  action  is  in  tort  or  assumpsit, 
the  contract,  if  it  be  express,  should  be  proved. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  762. 

It  would  have  made  no  difference  if.  after 
deviatinis  from  the  course  and  taking  these 
goods  via  Ogden,  the  carload  of  trees  had 
been  destroyed  by  lightning,  for  in  that  case 
the  loss  did  not  accrue  by  the  act  of  God  alone, 
but  the  negligence  of 'the  de'endant  in  ex- 
posing the  property  to  that  force. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  190. 

The  washout  of  which  the  defendant  speaks 
did  not  require  the  goods  to  be  sent  to  Ogden, 
and,  more  than  that,  it  was  not  the  custom  of 
the  company  to  deviate  from  the  route  without 
instructions. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  179;  Armentrovt  v.  8i. 
Louts,  K  a  d:  N.  B  Co.  1  Mo.  App.  158: 
Michaels  v.  New  York  C.  B.  Co.  SON.  Y.  564. 
86  Am.  Dec.  415. 

If  the  defendant  ever  had  any  right  to 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  clause  in  the  bills  of 
lading,  as  to  the  invoice  cost  at  point  of  ship- 
ping, that  right  ceased  to  exist  when  it  de- 
▼iated  from  the  route  over  which  it  agreed  to 
carry  the  trees. 

Thomp.  Trials,  §1864;  Maghee  ▼.  Camden 
4i  A.  B.  Transp.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  514.  6  Am.  Rep. 
124;  Pavitt  v.  Uhigh  ValUyB.  Co.  153  Pa.  802. 

The  detriment  caused  by  the  breach  of  a 
carrier's  obligation  to  deliver  freight  is  deemed 
to  l)e  the  value  thereof  at  the  place  and  on 
the  day  at  which  It  should  have  been  deliv- 
ered, deducting  the  freightage  to  which  he 
would  have  been  entitled,  if  he  had  completed 
the  delivery. 

avil  Code,  §  8316. 

Freight  is  not  to  be  deducted  because  it  has 
been  paid. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §769;  Sturges  v.  Bissell, 
46  N.  Y.  462;  3  Sutherland,  Damages,  217;  2 
Am.  &  Eng  Enc.  Law,  p.  905. 
On  rehearing. 

A  stipulation  in  a  bill  of  lading  that  is  in- 
tended to  protect  a  common  carrier  from  the 
violation  of  his  contract,  and  in  disregard  of 
the  settled  rules  of  public  policy,  will  not  be 
sustained,  and  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy 
to  allow  a  common  carrier  to  stipulate  for 
immunity  for  the  consequences  of  his  own 
negligence  and  fraud,  or  that  of  its  own  em- 
plovees. 

iViOoek  V.  Pennsyhania  B,  Co  166  Pa. 
134,  27  L.  R.  A  228;  Oeorffia  B,  d  Blrg,  Co.y 
Keener,  93  Ga.  808;  Buppell  v.  Allegheny  Val 
leyR  Co.  167  Pa.  166. 

Greater  latitude  is  allowed  to  contracts  for 
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carrying  live  stock  than  is  permitted  with 
reference  to  freight  generally. 

Abrams  v.  Mihoaukee,  L.  8.  A  W.  B.  Co.  87 
Wis.  485;  Ayres  v.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  B.  O. 
71  Wis.  372;  Clarke  v.  Buchester  &  8.  B,  Co. 
14  N.  Y.  570,  67  Am.  Dec.  208. 

Searis,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
Appeal  by  defendant,  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  a  corporation,  from  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  for  $8,965.  interest  and  costs, 
and  from  an  order  denying  its  motion  for  a 
new  trial.  In  Februarv.  1891.  the  plaintiff. 
R.  W.  Pierce,  shipjsed  from  Apopka.  county 
of  Orange.  Florida,  by  the  Florida  Midland 
Railway,  two  carloads  of  orange  trees,  con- 
signed to  Gulick  Bros..  Riverside,  California. 
The  first  carload  of  trees  was  shipped  Febru- 
ary 19.  1891,  and  was  received  at  New  Orleans 
by  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  February 
25,  1891.  The  other  carload  was  shipped 
February  24,  1891.  and  was  received  by  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company  at  New  Orleans. 
March  1,  1891.  Each  carload  was  shipped  . 
under  a  bill  of  lading  signed  by  plaintiff,  R. 
W.  Pierce,  and  by  the  agenft  of  the  Florida 
Midland  Railway.  A  copy  of  the  bills  of 
lading  was  given  to  plaintiff.  They  were  upon 
printed  forms,  with  blanks,  filled  in  with  the 
names  of  the  consignors,  etc.,  in  substance  aa 
follows:  "Marked  and  consigned  to  Gulick 
Bros.,  Riverside,  California,  one  carload  of 
orange    trees,    via  Southern  Pacific,   20,000 

weight,  car  initialed,  N.  &  L.  No. ,"  etc. 

In  the  printed  form  it  was  provided  that  "the 
articles  and  packages"  (contents  unknown) 
were  in  "their  nature  perishable,  fragile,  or 
otherwise  susceptible  to  damage,"  were  shipped 
at  a  rate  "lower  than  the  regular  tariff  charges 
of  said  railway  company  and  connections," 
and  it  was  agreed  that  the  shippers  should 
'* insure  said  Florida  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany and  all  lines  over  which  said  shipment 
may  pass,  between  points  of  shipment  and 
destination,  against  claims  by  loss  or  damage 
incurred  by  reason  of  delay  in  transportation, 
or  any  other  cause  arising  out  of  responsibility 
as  master  over  its  agents  or  servants  (gross 
negligence  excepted),  incident  to  the  ship- 
ment, and  'that  the  actual  invoice  cost  at  point 
of  shipment  will  be  taken  as  measure  of  dam- 
ages to  govern  settlement  of  any  damages  for 
which  the  carriers  may  be  liable.'  and  that 
'claims  for  loss,  damage,  or  overcharge  aris- 
ing out  of  this  shipment  shall  be  presented  to 
Agents  of  delivery  lines  within  one  week  after 
arrival  of  the  property  at  its  destination.'" 
The  rate  of  freightage  on  the  trees  was  $1.97f 
per  100  pounds.  The  Southern  Pacific  had  a 
direct  through  line  of  railroad,  owned  or 
operated  by  it,  and  by  others  in  connection 
with  it,  from  New  Orleans,  across  Texas.  New 
Mexico,  and  Arizona,  via  El  Paso  and  Yuma. 
10  Colton.  California.  When  the  freight 
reached  New  Orleans  this  line  was  broken 
by  severe  storms  and  washouts  in  Arizona, 
and  was  not  likely  to  be  available  for 
(he  transportation  of  freight  for  some  time. 
Under  these  circumstances,  by  order  of  its 
general  agent,  the  trees  in  question  were  sent 
north  through  Texas  to  Denver,  Colorado, 
ihence  to  Ogden,  Utah,  thence  over  its  Centra) 
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Pacific  road,  etc.,  to  ColtOD,  California,  where 
the  cars  were  delivernd  to  the  Southern  Cali- 
fornia Kail  way,  and  by  it  hauled  to  Riverside, 
a  distance  of  some  6  or  8  miles,  arriving  at  the 
latter  point  March  12  and  March  16,  respec- 
tively. 181)1.  While  in  transit  by  the  northern 
route,  the  trees  were  entirely  destroyed  by 
freezing. 

Plaintiff  avers  in  his  complaint,  among 
■other  things.  In  substance:  (1)  That  there 
was  no  invoice  of  the  cost  of  the  trees;  that 
they  had  been  grown  by  him  in  Florida,  and 
were  shipped  to  California  for  sale.  (2)  That 
ihey  were  delivered  to  defendant  at  New 
Orleans,  to  be  shipped  to  Riverside  by  its 
<lirect  and  usual  route.  (8)  That  the  defend- 
ant violated  the  contract  by  shipping  through 
a  northern  climate,  where,  at  that  season  of 
the  year,  intensely  cold  weather  wns  common, 
and  hence  that  defendant  was  guilty  of  gross 
negligence,  etc.,  whereby  the  trees  were  frozen 
and  dfstroved.  These  allegations  are  sub- 
fitantially  denied  by  the  answer.  Defendant 
also  set  up  the  provisions  of  subdivision  1  of 
%  839  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (two 
year)  in  bar  of  4he  action. 

1.  The  contention  of  appellant  is  that  the 
•evidence  showed  without  contradiction  that 
more  than  two  years  elapsed  between  the 
negligence  complained  of  and  the  bringing  of 
the  suit,  and  hence  that  the  finding  of  the 
court  against  defendant's  plea  of  the  statute  is 
contrary  to  the  evidence.  We  think  this  con- 
tention cannot  be  maintained.  Under  our 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (g  458)  tlie  statute  of 
limitations  is  sufficiently  pleaded  by  alleging 
the  bar  and  referring  to  the  section  and  sub- 
division thereof  (if  so  divided)  relied  upon. 
But  the  section  continues:  *lf  such  allega- 
tion be  controverted,  the  party  pleading  must 
establish,  on  the  trial,  the  facts  showing  that 
the  cause  of  action  is  so  barred."  The  allega- 
tions of  the  answer  are  to  be  deemed  contro- 
verted. Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  462.  It  therefore 
devolved  upon  the  defendant  to  establish  the 
facts  necessary  to  support  the  plea.  The  com- 
plaint avers,  and  the  answer  admits  that  de- 
fendant *i8  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  and  engaged  in 
the  business  of  operating  a  railroad  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  of  freight  and  passengers  in  the 
atate  of  California  and  elsewhere,  and  was  so 
engaged  in  the  said  business  during  all  the 
time  hereinafter  mentioned."  A  statute  of 
this  state  approved  April  1, 1872.  entitled  "An 
Act  in  Relation  to  Foreign  Corporations" 
<Stat.  1871-72.  p.  826).  requires  all  corpora- 
tions created  by  the  laws  of  any  other  state  to 
designate  some  person  residing  in  the  county 
in  which  its  principal  place  of  business  in  this 
state  is,  upon  whom  process  issued  by  author- 
ity of  or  under  anv  law  of  this  state  may  be 
served,  and  must  file  such  designation  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state,  and  a  copy  of 
such  designation,  duly  certified,  shall  be  evi- 
dence of  such  appointment.  The  2d  sec- 
tion of  the  act  provides  that  a  failure  to  comply 
with  such  requirement  shall  preclude  such 
corporation  from  "the  benefit  of  the  statutes 
of  this  slate  limitipg  the  time  for  the  com- 
mencement of  civil  actions."  Section  8  of  the 
act  confers  the  right  of  corporations orsanized 
under  the  laws  of  other  states  which  haTe 
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complied  with  the  foregoing  requirement  to 
avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  our  Htatutec 
of  limitation.  It  being  admitted  thai  defend- 
ant was  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  another  state,  compliance  with  the 
foregoing  statute  became  a  necessary  fact  to 
be  proved  as  a  predicate  to  ita  right  to  avail 
itself  of  the  benefit  of  the  statute  of  limitation. 
This  it  failed  to  do,  and  hence  the  court  did 
not  err  in  its  finding  against  its  defense  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  We  may  observe  that 
the  general  rule  is  that  foreign  corporations, 
although  having  agents  and  transacting  busi- 
ness in  a  state,  come  within  the  provisions  of 
statutes  limiting  the  time  for  the  commence- 
ment of  actions  and  making  a  saving  as  against 
absent  debtors.  It  is  only  by  comity  that 
they  are  permitted  to  transact  business  in 
another  state  than  that  of  their  creation.  They 
are  citizens,  so  to  speak,  of  the  state  of  tlieir 
creation,  and  are,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
absent  from  all  other  states  than  the  one  of 
their  situs.  Wood,  (iimitations  of  Actions, 
p.  699.  The  statute,  then.  Is  not  a  limitation 
upon  the  right  of  foreign  corporHtions  to  avail 
themselves  of  our  statutes  of  limitations,  but 
it  confers  that  right,  subject  only  to  the  con- 
dition prescribed. 

8.  Appellant  contends  that  its  general  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  upon  the  ground 
"thai  said  complaint  does  not  state  facta 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  caune  of  action 
against  this  defendant"  should  have  licen  sus- 
tained. The  complaint,  as  we  thiik,  in  giv- 
ing, as  it  does,  a  history  of  the  whole  trans- 
action, including  the  contract  made  with  the 
Florida  Midland  Company  to  ship  the  orange 
trees  to  Riverside,  California,  via  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company;  the  tranHportHtinn  of  the 
trees  to  New  Orleans,  and  delivery  to  defend- 
ant under  the  contract;  its  failure  to  forward 
them  by  its  usual  route,  with  a  statement  of 
the  route  by  which  defendant  shipped  the 
goods;  the  objections  to  such  route,  and  the 
result  of  the  deviation,  etc.,  sets  out  a  cause  of 
action,  either  sufficient  to  bold  defendant  as 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  or,  failing  in 
that,  under  its  common-law  liability  as  a  com- 
mon carrier.  It  may  well  be  that  a  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  upon  the  ground  of  ambiguity 
or  uncertainty  would  have  been  good;  but  no 
such  objection  was  presented. 

8.  The  contention  of  defendant  that  it  can- 
not be  held  liable  for  the  reasons  (a)  that  the 
bill  of  lading  described  the  package^  as  "con- 
tents unknown;"  (b)  that  it  was  not  furnished 
with  the  bill  of  lading,  or  with  an  opportunity 
to  inspect  the  property,  so  as  to  inform  itself 
of  the  character  thereof,  or  its  lisbility  to  in- 
jury.— cannot  be  maintained.  It  is  true,  the 
printed  portion  of  the  bills  of  lading  uses  the 
following  expression:  '*The  following  articles 
and  packages  (contents  unknown),  marked 
and  consigned  as  below,  to  wit  [tiien  follows 
the  description  in  each  bill  of  lading  in  writ- 
ing, which  is  in  part  as  follows]:  1  car  orange 
trees."  Again,  the  evidence  shows  without 
contradiction  that  the  cars  were  marked  on 
the  outside  with  the  names  and  residence  of 
the  consignees,  and  "oranee  trees,"  marked  in 
big  plain  letters.  In  addiUon  to  this,  the  oars 
had  open  ventilators  at  each  end,  affording  an 
opportunity  to  see  and  examine  the  contenisi 
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Defendant  muBt.  Ilierefore,  be  held  to  have 
known  the  contents  of  the  car,  or,  at  least,  to 
have  bad  the  means  of  knowledge  at  hand. 
'*Il  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  transport  the 
goods  by  the  usual  direct  route;  and  for  any 
loss  which  a  departure  from  such  route  may 
occasion  to  them,  he  is  liable."  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  §  812.  It  is  said,  however,  that  where 
there  are  two  or  more  customary  routes,  and 
the  carrier  is  left  free  to  choose  between  them, 
he  may  take  his  choice  without  incurring  in- 
-creased  liability,  if  there  are  no  special  reasons 
which  make  the  route  chosen  unsafe.  United 
States  Erp.  Co,  v.  Eountze  Bros.  8  Wall.  343, 19 
L.  ed.  457;  Mngheev.  Camden  A  A.  R.  Transp. 
Go.  45  N.  Y.  614,  6  Am.  Rep.  124.  Judging 
from  the  testimony  it  can  hardly  be  said  that 
the  route  by  which  defendant  shipped  the 
goods  in  this  case  was  one  of  its  customary 
routes.  With  a  through  route  of  its  own 
through  Texas,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona,  it 
sent  the  goods  many  hundred  miles  to  the 
north,  over  roads  operated  by  other  companies, 
to  meet  its  Central  Pacific  road  at  Ogden,  in 
the  Slate  of  Utah.  Conceding,  however,  that 
the  route  was  a  usual  one,  there  were  special 
Teasons  for  not  sending  goods  which  were 
liable  to  destruction  by  frost  over  this  northern 
route  in.  winter,  where  defendant  might  rea- 
sonably have  expected  the  result  which  fol- 
lowed. When,  therefore,  defendant's  through 
route  via  Ft.  Yuma  was  obstructed  by  stress 
of  weather,  it  became  its  duty  to  hold  the 
goods  until  that  or  some  other  safe  avenue  was 
opened,  or  to  notify  the  consignees  or  con- 
signor, and  take  their  directions  in  the  prem- 
ises. The  evidence  shows  that  they  did  this 
-with  another  car  of  like  orange  trees  at  a  date 
ti  little  earlier,  and  by  direction  of  the  con- 
signees shipped  them  safely  through  by  the 
Atlantic  &  Pacific  Railroad.  Wliere  goods 
&re  marked  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate  their 
<;baracter,  or  as  to  give  notice  to  the  carrier 
that  their  safety  requires  that  they  must  be 
•carried  in  a  particular  manner,  such  marks 
must  not  be  disregarded.  Hutchinson.  Carr. 
^  810.  In  view  of  all  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant,  by 
a  failure  to  adopt  one  or  the  other  of  the  fore- 
going courses,  erred  in  judgment,  and  became 
liable  to  plaintiff  for  the  results  which  fol- 
lowed. The  evidence  fails  to  establish  a.  case 
-of  gross  or  wanton  negligence;  but  still  does, 
we  think,  show  a  want  of  that  extraordinary 
•care  imposed  upon  common  carriers  of  goods. 

4.  A  carrier  is  not  relieved  from  responsi- 
bility under  a  contract  that  he  shall  not  be 
responsible  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  negligence. 
Offdensburg  A  L.  G.  B.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  22  Wall. 
12^,  22  L.  ed.  827.  It  is  contrary  to  public 
policy  to  permit  the  carrier  to  stipulate  for 
exemption  from  the  effects  of  the  negligence 
of  himself  or  his  servants.  Hutchinson,  Carr. 
§  200,  and  cases  there  cited;  Neuo  York  C  It 
Co.  V.  Ixfckifiood,  17  Wall.  857,  21  L.  ed.  627; 
JJv^pool  &  (?.  W.  Steam  Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Go. 
129  U.  8.  Ji97.  83  L.  ed.  788. 

5.  As  to  the  measure  of  damages.     The 
•court  l)e1ow  awarded  damages  up  to  the  full 

value  of  the  goods  at  the  poiut  of  destination, 
although  the  uncontradicted  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  the  value  at  the  shipping  point 
was  about  one  half  of  that  given,  li  will  be 
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observed  that  the  contract  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  Florida  Midland  Railway  was  for 
a  through  shipment  of  the  goods  to  Riverside. 
We  repeat  that  portion  essential  to  the  matter 
in  band:  "Whereas,  said  railway  company 
has  agreed  that  the  cost  of  transport ai  ion 
.  .  .  shall  not  exceed  .  .  .  $l.97f  per 
100  lbs.,  said  rates  being  lower  than  the  regu- 
lar tariff  charges  of  said  railway  company 
and  connections.  Now,  therefore,  said  ship- 
pers, for  themselves  and  consigneef*,  do  hereby 
insure  said  Florida  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany and  all  lines  over  which  said  shipments 
may  pass  between  points  of  shipment  and 
destination.  .  .  .  It  is  further  agreed 
that  the  actual  invoice  cost  at  point  of  ship- 
ment will  be  taken  as  measure  of  damages  to 
govern  settlement  of  any  damages  for  which 
the  carriers  may  be  liable."  There  is  a  wide 
distinction  between  a  contract  for  exemption 
from  liability  in  case  of  negligence  which 
is  usually  held  in  derogation  of  public  policy 
because  tending  to  encourage  negligence, 
and  a  contract  fairly  made,  whereby,  in 
consideration  of  a  lower  freightage,  the  par- 
ties agree  upon  a  fixed  or  determinate  value 
to  be  placed  upon  the  article  to  be  shipp<'d 
in  case  of  its  loss.  Hutchinson,  at  g  850, 
after  discussing  the  question  of  total  exemp- 
tion in  case  of  negligence,  adds:  *'To  be  dis- 
tinguished from  these  cases,  however,— 
though  the  distinction  is  not  always  observed, 
— ^are  those  cases,  obviouslv  different,  in 
which,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
shipper's  liability  for  freight  and  tbe  carrier's 
responsibility  for  damages,  the  value  of  the 
property  is  agreed  upon.  When  such  is  the 
case,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
and  many  of  the  state  courts  hold,  to  use  the 
language  of  Mr.  Justice  Blatchford  in  HaH  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  112  U.  S.  881,  28  L.  ed. 
717:  *That  where  a  contract  of  the  kind, 
signed  by  the  shipper,  is  fairly  made,  agree- 
ing on  the  valuation  of  the  property  carried, 
with  the  rate  of  freight  based  on  the  condition 
that  the  carrier  assumes  liability  only  to  the 
extent  of  the  agreed  valuation,  even  in  case  of 
loss  or  damage  by  the  negligence  of  tbe  car- 
rier, the  contract  will  be  upneld  as  a  proper 
and  lawful  mode  of  securing  a  due  proportion 
between  the  amount  for  which  the  carrier 
may  be  responsible  and  tbe  freight  he  re- 
ceives, and  of  protecting  himself  against  ex- 
travagant and  fanciful  valuition."^  In  the 
same  case  the  learned  justice  further  said: 
''The  limitation  as  to  value  has  no  tendency 
to  exempt  from  liability  for  negligence.  It 
does  not  induce  want  of  care.  It  exacts  from 
the  carrier  the  measure  of  care  due  to  the 
value  agreed  on.  The  carrier  is  bound  to  re- 
spond in  that  value  for  negligence.  The 
compensation  for  carriage  is  bused  on  tha^ 
value.  The  shipper  is  estopped  from  saying 
that  the  value  is  greater.  The  articles  have 
no  greater  value,  for  the  purposes  of  the  con- 
tract of  transportation,  between  the  parties  to 
that  contract.  .  .  .  There  is  no  violation 
of  public  policy.  On  the  contrary,  it  would 
be  unjust  and  unreasonable,  and  would  be  re- 
pugnant to  tbe  soundest  principles  of  fair 
dealing  and  of  the  freedom  of  contracting, 
and  thus  in  conflict  with  public  policy,  if  a 
shipper  should  be  allowed  to  reap  the  t^nefit 
23 
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of  the  coDtract  If  there  is  no  loss,  and  to  re- 
pudiate it  in  case  of  loss."  We  understand 
full  well  that  there  are  many  cases  bold  in  fir  a 
contrary  doctrine  to  that  enunciated  in  Bart 
V.  Pennsylwima  R.  Co.  112  U.  8.  381,  28  L. 
ed.  717,  but  we  think  that  case,  which  is  cited 
as  a  leadine  one,  is  founded  upon  reason  and 
justice,  and  that  the  trend  of  judicial  opinion 
is  to  the  doctrine  there  enunciated.  See  cases 
cited  in  Hart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Go.  112  U.  8. 
at  page  842,  28  L.  ed.  721.  Respondent  ob- 
jects, and  urges  that,  as  the  trees  in*que5<tion 
were  cultivated  by  the  plaintiff,  there  was  not 
and  could  not  be  any  "invoice  price."  The 
evident  answer  is  that  by  the  term  'invoice 
price"  was  meant  the  cost  or  value  of  the 
property  at  the  shipping  point.  That  it  had 
a  fixed  value  at  that  point  was  attested  by  the 
evidence.  One  of  the  definitions  of  an  invoice 
is:  "A  writing  made  on  behalf  of  an  im- 
porter, specifying  the  merchandise  imported, 
and  its  cost  or  value."  Black,  Law  Diet. 
Plaintiff  sued  upon  his  special  contract,  and 
averred  that  defendant  received  the  goods 
thereunder.  Defendant  averred  in  its  answer 
'Hhat  it  duly  performed  its  duty  under  the 
contract  set  out  in  the  complaint."  We  think 
the  demand  for  damages  from  defendant  was 
in  due  time,  and  sufficiently  specific,  in  the 
absence  of  any  demand  by  defendant  of  an 
invoice,  to  comply  with  the  contract.  We 
think  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  objec- 
tion of  defendant  to  proof  of  the  maiket 
value  of  tbe  trees  at  Riverside,  instead  of 
confining  the  inquiry  to  the  cost  or  value  of 
the  trees  at  the  point  of  shipment  in  Florida, 
as  per  contract,  which,  with  the  freight  paid, 
was  tbe  true  measure  of  damages.  For  this 
error  we  recommend  that  tbe  juilgment  and 
order  appealed  from  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

We  concur:  Belcher,  0. ;  Britt,  0. 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
rewersed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Petitions  for  rehearing  in  banc  having  been 
filed,  tbe  following  response  was  handed 
down  on  February  23,  1898: 

Per  Curiani: 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  fully  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  department  1.  When  that  opinion 
was  filed,  both  parties  petitioned  for  a  rehear- 
ing in  bank,  the  appellant  insisting  that  it  had 
E roved  a  valid  contract  exempting  it  from  all 
ability,  and  the  respondent  contending  that 
the  rulings  of  the  lower  court  with  reference 
to  the  measure  of  damages  were  correct.  For 
the  purpose  of  further  considering  these  two 
que^^tions  a  rehearing  was  granted.  Sections 
2174  and  2175  of  the  Civil  Code  read  as  fol- 
lows: '*The  obligations  of  a  common  carrier 
c  nnot  be  limited  by  general  notice  on  his 
part,  but  may  be  limited  by  special  contract." 
Section  2174.  *'A  common  carrier  cannot  be 
exonerated,  by  any  agreement  made  in  antici- 
pation thereof,  from  liability  for  the  gross 
negligence,  fraud,  or  wilful  wrong  of  niniself 
or  his  si-rvants."  Section  2175.  In  tbe  ab- 
sence of  proof,  we  presume  that  the  law  of 
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Florida  is  the  same.  Tbe  contract  in  questiooi 
here,  which  was  executed  in  Florida,  con- 
tains the  following  stipulation:  *'Now,  tbere> 
fore,  said  shippers,  for  themselves  and  con- 
signees, do  hereby  insure  said  Florida  Midland- 
Railway  Company,  and  all  lines  over  wbicb 
said  shipments  may  pass  between  points  of 
shipment  and  destination,  against  claims  by^ 
loss  or  damage  which  may  be  incurred  by  rea- 
son of  delay  in  transportation,  or  any  other 
cause  arising  out  of  responsibility  as  master 
over  its  agents  or  servants  (gross  or  wanton 
negligence  excepted)  Incident  to  said  ship- 
ments." The  appellant  contends  that  it  was- 
empowered  by  §  2175  of  the  Civil  Code  t<y 
contract  for  an  exemption  from  all  liability 
except  for  gross  negligence,  fraud,  or  wilful 
wrong  of  itself  or  servants;  that  such  con- 
tract, based  upon  a  valid  consideration,  was- 
entered  into  in  its  behalf  with  the  respondent^ 
and  that  it  was  clearly  shown  and  conceded 
by  the  court  that  it  was  not  guilty  of  grof»^ 
negligence.  When  §  2175  of  the  Civil  Code 
was  enacted,  g  17  of  the  same  Code  read  as. 
follows:  "There  are  three  degrees  of  negli- 
gence: (1)  Slight,  which  consists  in  the  want 
of  great  care  and  diligence;  (2)  ordinary, 
which  consists  in  the  want  of  ordinary  care- 
and  diligence;  (8)  gross,  which  consists  in  the- 
want  of  slight  care  and  diligence."  In  1874 
this  section  was  repealed  outright,  and  the- 
effect  of  this  repeal  upon  the  construction  and 
operation  of  §  2175  is  one  of  the  questions, 
which  has  been  argued  on  the  rehearing.  lu 
is  not  necessary,  however,  to  decide  this  ques- 
tion; for,  conceding  that  the  distinction  be- 
tween gross  and  ordinary  negligence  still  ob- 
tains, so  far  as  stipulations  for  exemption  in^ 
contracts  of  common  carriers  are  concerned, 
we  do  not  consider  this  a  case  for  the  applica- 
tion of  the  doctrine.  Tbe  loss  and  damage 
for  which  plaintiff  sues  was  not  for  delay  in.- 
transportation,  and  the  exemption  from  lia>- 
bility  claimed  by  defendant  must  be  based 
upon  tbe  general  words  *'or  any  other  cause 
arising  out  of  responsibility  as  master  over  it& 
agents  or  servants,"  etc.  This  language, 
which  is  of  very  doubtful  and  ambiguous- 
meaning,  must  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  defendant,  and  even  under  a  lessr 
exacting  rule  could  not  be  held  to  mean  any- 
thing more  than  that  the  railroad  company 
was  not  to  be  liable  for  the  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct  of  its  servants  or  agents.  But  in  thia 
case  it  is  clearly  shown  that  the  loss  and  dam- 
age  complained  of  was  solely  due  to  com- 
pliance by  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  de- 
fendant with  an  order  emanating  from  head- 
quarters; that  is  to  say,  an  order  issued  by  the 
corporation  itself  through  its  proper  organs. 
This  order  embraced  all  freight  east  of  a  cer> 
tain  point.  Including  these  cars  loaded  with 
orange  trees,  which,  as  a  matter  of  common, 
knowledge,  are  easily  killed  by  that  degree  of 
cold  which,  as  a  matter. equally  of  common* 
knowledge,  they  would  be  likely  to  encounter 
at  the  end  of  February  cm  tbe  route  over 
which  they  were  transported.  Our  conclusion 
upon  this  point  is  that  the  stipulation  in  tbia^ 
contract,  allowing  it  to  be  valid,  does  not  ex- 
tend to  or  embrace  the  act  of  the  corpomtionN 
in  orHpHncT  these  trees  shipped  through  Utalto 
and  Nevada. 
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As  to  tbe  point  made  by  respondent  in  bis 
petition  for  a  rebearing,  we  are  satisfied  tbat 
the  conclusion  reached  by  the  department 
was  correct.  Tbe  ordinary  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  breacb  of  a  carrier^s  obligation  to  de- 
liver freight  is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the 
time  and  place  of  delivery  (Civil  Code, 
g  3316);  but  this  liability  may  be  limited  by 
special  contract  (Id.  §  2174);  and  here  there 
was  a  special  contract  signed  by  tbe  plainiiff 
making  the  invoice  price  at  the  point  of  ship 
znent  the  measure  of  damages.  It  is  true, 
there  was  nu  invoice  price  actually  made  out 
and  agreed  upon  at  the  time  the  trees  were 
ahipp^ :  but  this  clause  cannot  for  that  reason 
be  treated  as  meaningless  and  inoperative.  It 
should  receive  a  reasonable  construction,  and 
the  most  reasonable  construction  of  which  it 
is  susceptible  is  that  by  invoice  price  was 
meant  the  actual  value  of  tbe  trees  at  the 
point  of  shipment  when  loaded  and  ready 
for  transportation.  To  this,  of  course,  is  to 
be  added,  in  fixing  the  damages,  the  freight 
actually  paid,  and  interest  on  the  whole 
amount. 

Jvdgment  and  order  reverted,  and  cause  re- 
manded. 


L  W.  LEES,  SeepL, 

V, 

E.  P.  COLGAN,  State  Controller,  Appt. 
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1.  The  offer  of  a  reward  for  tlie  arrest 
of  a  murderer  by  Penal  Code,  9 1647,  does  not 
extend  to  an  arreet  by  an  offloer  whose  duty  it  Is 
to  make  it. 

8.  It  is  against  sound  publie  polley  to 
allow  an  officer  to  receive  a  reward  for  the  per- 
formaoce  or  bis  duty. 

3*  The  arrest  by  a  poliee  ollteer  of  Hmn 
FraneiscOf  without  a  warrant,  of  a  murderer 
for  a  crime  committed  in  another  county  of  the 
state,  is  made  in  tbe  exercise  of  his  duty  so  as  to 
preclude  bis  recovery  of  a  reward  for  making  it* 

iMeFarland^  J,^  disBcnta,) 

(March  U,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  tbe  City  and  County  of 
8an  Francisco  directing  tbe  issuance  of  a  writ 
of  mandamus  requiring  him  to  draw  bis  war- 
rant for  the  payment  lo  petitioner  of  a  reward 
for  the  arrest  and  conviction  of  an  alleged 
murderer.     Bevened, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Fitsfferald,  Attorney  General, 
for  appellant. 

Mr,  DaTis  Londerback  for  respondent 

Garoutte,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  tbe  su- 
perior court  directing  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of 
mandate  to  the  state  controller,  requiring  him 
to  draw  his  warrant  upon  the  state  treasury  in 
favor  of  petitioner  for  the  sum  of  $1,000.    The 

Nora- On  the  question  of  an  oflBcer*8  rlfrbtto 
accept  a  reward,  see  also  Morris  v.  Kassllng  (Tez.) 
11  L.U.  A.  888,  and  note. 

io  ju  a  A. 


application  is  based  upon  tbe  following  facts: 
Petitioner  was  a  captain  of  police  of  ibe  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco.  The  governor 
of  the  state  offered  a  reward  of  $1,00^  for  the 
arrest  and  conviction  of  the  person  or  persons 
who  murdered  one  Webber  in  the  city  of  Sac- 
ramento. Petitioner  arrested  the  murderer  of 
Webber  In  the  city  and  county  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  furnished  witnesses  and  evidence 
upon  which  a  conviction  was  subsequently 
bad.  By  right  of  these  facts  be  now  claims 
tbe  reward  of  $1,000.  There  are  other  mat- 
ters set  forth  in  the  petition  for  the  writ,  but 
we  do  not  deem  them  material  to  the  issue  be- 
fore us. 

The  governor  of  the  state  offered  this  re- 
ward by  virtue  of  the  authority  found  io 
^  1547  of  the  Penal  Code,  and  that  section  de- 
clares: '*Thc  governor  may  offer  a  reward, 
not  exceedini^  $1,000.  payable  out  of  the  gen- 
eral fund,  for  the  apprehension :  (1)  ...  (2) 
Of  any  person  who  has  committed,  or  is 
charged  with  the  commission  of  an  offense 
punishable  with  death."  It  will  be  observed 
thftt  the  power  of  tbe  governor  is  limited  to 
offering  rewards  for  the  apprehension  of  cer- 
tain criminals.  For  that  reason  we  attach  no 
importance  to  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
wherein  it  is  declared  that  petitioner  furnished 
the  evidence  upon  which  the  murderer  was 
convicted.  It  follows  from  what  has  already 
been  said  that  the  only  question  here  presented 
is:  May  a  police  officer  of  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco  who  arrests  a  murderer  for 
a  crime  committed  in  another  county  of  the 
state,  and  without  a  warrant,  recover  a  re- 
ward offered  bv  the  state  for  the  arrest  of  such 
murderer?  The  answer  to  this  question  is 
largely  dependent  upon  the  conclusion  to  be 
reached  from  two  other  propositions  of  law, 
namely:  Was  it  tbe  official  duty  of  this  cap- 
tain of  police  to  make  the  arrest  of  the  crim- 
inal? And,  if  so,  is  it  against  sound  public 
policy  to  allow  such  an  officer  to  receive  a  re- 
ward for  the  performance  of  his  duty? 

The  last  legal  proposition  stated  must  be 
declared  in  the  affirmative.  The  courts,  both 
in  this  country  and  England,  are  practically 
unanimous  in  declaring  that  a  public  officer 
working  for  a  fixed  compensation,  or  whose 
fees  are  prescribed  by  law,  cannot  demand  or 
contract  for  a  reward  for  services  rendered  in 
tbe  line  or  scope  of  his  official  duty.  In  the 
well-considered  case  Se  RuaaeU,  51  Conn. 
577,  50  Am.  Rep.  65,  it  is  said:  "And  no  case 
can  be  found — at  least,  I  have  not  been  able 
to  find  any — in  which  the  claim  of  a  public 
officer  to  recover  a  reward  for  services  ren- 
dered in  the  performance  of  his  official  duties 
has  received  the  sanction  of  a  court  of  last 
resort  in  this  country  or  in  England."  A 
deputy  sheriff  making  an  arrest  in  the  line  of 
his  duty  is  not  entitled  to  a  reward  offered  for 
such  arrest.  Stamper  v.  Temple,  6  Humph. 
113,  44  Am.  Dec.  296.  In  Morrell  v.  Quarles 
it  was  held  that  a  police  officer  making  an  ar- 
rest in  the  line  of  his  duty  was  not  entitled  to 
a  reward.  85  Ala  548.  In  Ex  parte  Oore,  57 
Miss.  251,  it  is  declared  that  a  constable  is  not 
entitled  to  a  reward  for  making  an  arrest  In 
tbe  line  of  duty,  and  in  that  case  it  was  fur- 
ther decided :  "The  reward  offered  by  §  2786 
of  tbe  Code  was  designed  to  induce  the  arrest 


See  also  44  L.  R.  A.  809. 
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of  fleeing:  bomicides  by  persoDB  not  under  an 
ofiScial  obligation  to  do  it"  A  police  officer 
in  tbe  performance  of  bis  duty  is  not  entitled 
to  a  reward  for  tbe  apprebension  of  a  crimi- 
nal. Day  V.  Putnam  Ins,  Co.  16  Minn.  408 
(Oil.  865).  A  police  officer  cannot  take  a  re- 
ward for  services  rendered  witbin  tbe  duties 
of  bis  office,  or  for  wbicb  be  receives  a  fixed 
salary.  Kick  v.  Merry,  23  Mo.  73,  66  Am. 
Dec.  658.  Tbe  same  principle  is  again  declared 
in  Thornton  v.  MiMovri  P.  R,  Co,  42  Mo.  App. 
58.  See  also  8mi(h  v.  Whitdin,  10  Pa.  39,  49 
Am.  Doc.  6Ti;Warner  v.  Orace,  14  Minn.  487 
(Gil.  864).  Counsel  for  petitioner  to  some  ex- 
tent concedes  tbe  soundness  of  tbe  doctrine 
laid  down  in  tbe  foregoing  cases  as  to  rewards 
offered  by  private  parlies,  but  claims  tbe  doc- 
trine is  not  to  be  applied  to  governmental  or 
suite  rewards.  We  fail  to  see  any  substantial 
difference  in  principle  as  to  rewards  offered  by 
private  p'lrties  and  rewards  offered  by  tbe 
state.  Tbey  stand  upon  common  ground. 
Tbe  basis  of  tbe  sound  public  policy  support- 
ing tbe  text  of  tbe  many  cases  cited  is  tbus  de- 
clared in  Kick  v.  Merry,  23  Mo.  72,  66  Am. 
Dec.  058:  "Tbe  services  rendered  were  witbin 
tbe  duties  of  bis  office.  All  bis  energies  bad 
been  devoted  to  tbe  service  of  tbe  city.  Un- 
der sucb  circumstances,  to  [>ermit  an  officer  to 
stipulate  for  extra  compensation  for  services 
to  wbicb  tbe  public  was  entitled  would  lead  to 
great  corruption  and  oppression  in  office.  It 
would  follow  tbat  wbenever  a  crime  was  com- 
mitted, instead  of  speedy  efforts  for  tbe  arrest 
of  tbe  offender,  tbere  would  be  a  bolding 
back,  in  tbebope  tbat  tbere  would  be  a  reward 
given  for  bis  apprebension.  If  once  a  babit  of 
taking  a  reward  is  introduced,  notbing  will  be 
done  unless  tbe  service  is  previously  pur- 
cbased  by  extra  pay."  Tbis  reasoning  un- 
doubtedly applies  to  rewards  offered  by  tbe 
state  as  fully  as  to  rewards  offered  by  private 
parties.  \  No  case  bas  been  cited,  and  we  know 
of  none,  wbere  an  appellate  court  baa  declared 
tbe  existence  in  principle  of  any  well-defined 
distinction  as  to  public  officers,  in  cases  wbere 
rewards  bave  been  offered  by  tbe  state  or  mu- 
jiicipality,  and  wbere  rewards  bave  been  of- 
fered by  private  parlies.  No  case  bas  been 
cited  wbere  a  reward  offered  by  tbe  state  or 
mnniciptility  bas  been  recovered  by  a  public 
officer  wbo  simply  did  some  act  or  acts  in  tbe 
performance  of  bis  official  duty  as  tbe  bnsis  of 
his  claim.  To  tbe  contrary,  we  cite  Pool  v. 
Boston,  5  Cusb.  219;  Ex  parte  Core,  57  Miss. 
2bl;Pilie  v.  Afiw  Orleans,  19  La.  Ann.  274; 
Harris  v.  Beaven,  11  Busb,  254;  WUliarns  y. 
Thweatt,  12  Ricb.  L.  478. 

It  is  insisted  that  wben  tbe  state,  by  its  legis- 
lature, authorized  tbe  governor  to  offer  a  re- 
ward for  tbe  apprebension  of  certain  criminals, 
eucb  reward  is  offered  to  all  persons,  and  neces- 
aarily  includes  sheriffs,  police  officers,  etc.; 
and  tbat,  therefore,  tbe  sUite,  by  sucb  action, 
has  declared  its  own  public  policy  as  to  re- 
wards for  tbe  apprehension  of  criminals.  fThe 
state  bas  a  right  to  declare  what  is  souud  pub- 
lic policy  upon  tbis  question,  however  variunt 
its  views  may  be  with  elementury  principles 
declared  by  the  decisions  of  courts  of  other 
states  and  countries.  And,  if  this  stnte  bad 
authorized  tbe  irovernor  in  terms  to  offer  this 
reward  to  sheriffs  and  other  peace  officers,  the 
40  L.  R.  A. 


courts  would  bave  been  bound  to  sustain  sucb 
a  law,  as  far  as  any  question  of  public  policy 
was  concerned.  But  the  statute  here  goes  to 
no  sucb  lengths.  If  tbe  state,  through  its  gov- 
ernor, possessed  tbe  inherent  power  to  offer 
tbis  reward,  we  would  hold,  in  line  with  the 
many  decisions  cited,  that  peace  officers  could 
not  recover.  Yet  it  would  seem  that  the  legis- 
lature, by  tbis  statute,  only  attempted" to 
place  in  the  hands  of  the  governor  a  power 
which  probably  did  not  inherently  rest  in 
him,  namely,  the  power  of  offering  rewards, 
payable  out  of  tbe  state  treasury,  for  the  ap- 
prebension of  criminals.  I  The  grant  of  a  mere 
power  to  the  governor  to  offer  a  reward  does 
not  necesparily  carry  with  it  any  implied 
power  to  offer  the  reward  to  any  and  all  per- 
sons. To  bold  tbat  tbe  legislature  intended 
these  rewards  to  be  recovert* (i  by  peace  iifflcers 
is  to  hold  that  such  body  intended  to  declare 
a  certain  course  of  action  sound  public  policy 
in  tbis  state  which  has  been  declared  unsound 
and  vicious  public  policy  in  every  other  juris- 
diction.^ While  the  state  legislature  bad  tbe 
power  to  take  tbis  radical  and  unusual  posi- 
tion, we  will  not  bold  that  it  has  taken  sucb  a 
step  unless  sucb  an  intent  is  plainly  manifest 
from  the  act  itself.  Here  tbe  purpose  of  the 
act  was  directed  to  placing  tbe  power  in  the 
bands  of  the  governor  to  offer  rewards  for 
the  apprebension  of  criminals.  The  particular 
persons  to  whom  tbe  rewards  might  or  should 
l)e  paid  was  a  matter  not  in  the  Iegi.slative 
mind.  In  Ex  parte  Core,  57  Miss.  251,  under 
a  very  similar  statute,  the  court  said:  *'The 
reward  offered  by  §  2786  of  the  Code  was  de- 
signed to  induce  tbe  arrest  of  Seeing  homicides 
by  persons  not  under  an  official  obligation  to 
do  it."  In  HarrU  v.  Beaten,  11  Bush,  254. 
the  construction  of  a  statute  similar  in  prin- 
ciple to  the  one  at  bar  was  under  considera- 
tion. Tbe  court  there  declared:  **llaving 
thus  provided  what  was  deemed  suitable  com- 
pensation, did  the  legislature  intend  by  enact- 
ing g  8,  chapter  42,  supra,  to  enable  common- 
wealth's attorneys,  by  entering  theif  own 
names  on  indictments  as  prosecutors,  to  secure 
to  th(  mselves,  in  addition  to  the  compensation 
otherwise  provided,  the  compensation  given 
by  that  section  to  prosecutors?  We  think  not. 
The  object  bad  in  view,  no  doubt,  was  to  bring 
private  individuals  to  aid  the  prosecution  by 
offering  as  an  inducement  a  part  of  the  fine. 
It  was  tbe  duty  of  tbe  commonwealth's  attor- 
ney to  do  all  tbat  he  could  reasonably  and 
fairly  to  secure  the  conviction  of  Hams,  for 
tbe  salary  and  perquisites  given  him  as  such; 
and,  wben  be  became  prosecutor,  he  camo 
under  no  new  obligation  to  tbe  slate  in  tbe 
prosecution  of  tbe  case,  and  could  not  lawfully 
render  any  service  therein  which  he  was  not 
bound  to  render  before  assuming  tbe  relation 
of  prosecutor."  It  may  well  be  said  in  the 
case  at  bar  that  this  plaintiff,  in  arresting  tbe 
murderer,  did  not  render  any  service  to 
tbe  state  which  he  was  not  bound  to  render 
reirardltss  of  tbe  existence  of  any  reward. 

Was  it  tbe  official  duty  of  tbe  petitioner  to 
arrest  tbe  murderer?  There  can  be  but  one 
answer  to  this  question.  Section  817  of  tbe 
Penal  Code  of  tbis  stale  declares  a  police  offi- 
cer of  a  city  to  be  a  peace  officer.  The  arrest 
in  tbis  case  was  made  without  a  warrant,  but 


1886 


Less  y.  Colgan. 


857 


such  fact  in  no  degree  changes  the  legal  com- 
plexion of  ihe  merits  of  the  liii|ration.  Sec- 
tion 886  of  the  Penal  Code  deelares  that  a 
peace  officer  may  make  an  arrest  in  obedience 
to  a  warrant  delivered  to  him,  or  may  without 
a  warrant  arrest  a  person  (1)  for  a  public  of- 
fense committed  or  attempted  in  his  presence; 
(2)  when  a  person  arrested  has  committed  a 
felony,  all  bough  not  in  his  presence;  (3)  when 
a  felony  has  in  fact  been  committed,  and  he 
has  reasonable  cause  for  believing  the  person 
arrested  to  have  committed  it.  In  other  words, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  peace  officer  to  make  ar^ 
rests  under  any  of  the  foregoing  conditions. 
It  certainly  would  be  his  duty  to  make  an  ar- 
rest where  a  public  offense  was  committed  in 
his  presence.  It  likewise  would  surely  be  his 
duty  to  make  an  arrest  where  he  hela  a  valid 
warrant  ordering  the  arrest.  Yet,  under  the 
statute  quoted,  it  is  no  more  his  duty  to  make 
arrests  under  such  circumstances  than  it  is 
when  a  felony  has  been  committed,  and  he 
has  reasonable  cause  for  believing  a  certain 
person  to  have  committed  it.  Here,  of  neces- 
sity, it  must  be  assumed  that  petitioner  had 
reasonable  cause  for  making  the  arrest.  It 
will  not  be  assumed  that  he  made  it  without 
good  cause,  and,  if  he  had  good  cause  for  the 
arrest,  it  was  his  duty  to  make  it.\  It  cannot 
be  contended  fot  a  moment  but  that  a  police 
officer  would  be  grossly  neglectful  of  his  duty 
if  the  opportunity  presented  itself,  and  he 
failed  to  arrest  a  person,  having  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  such  person  to  be  a  murderer] 
Again,  the  consolidation  act  of  the  city  and 
county  of  San  Francisco  (§  26)  declares: 
* 'Police  officers  in  subjection  to  the  orders  of 
the  respective  captains,  and  all  under  the  gen- 
eral direction  of  the  chief  of  police,  shall  be 
prompt  and  vigilant  in  the  detection  of  crime, 
the  arrest  of  public  offenders,  the  suppression 
of  all  riots,  affrays,  duels,  and  disturbance  of 
the  peace."  etc.  Slat.  1856,  p.  158.  Under 
thifl  broad  declaration  of  the  duties  of  police 
officers,  it  clearly  devolved  upon  petitioner  to 
make  this  arrest.  Here  was  a  public  of- 
fender; a  man  who  had  committed  a  horrible 
crime.  The  petitioner  was  a  police  officer, 
and  knew  the  fact.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, it  was,  beyond  doubt,  his  duty  to 
be  prompt  and  vigilant  in  taking  such  an 
offender  into  custody.  The  aforesaid  sec- 
tion of  the  consolidation  act  further  pro- 
vides: '^Neither  the  chief  of  police,  captains, 
or  any  other  officer  of  police  shall  .  .  . 
receive  any  present  or  reward  for  official 
services  rendered  or  to  be  rendered,  unless 
with  the  knowledge  and  approbation  of  a 
majority  of  the  police  commissioners." 
Whether  or  not  this  provision  of  the  act  has 
been  repealed  by  subsequent  legislation  is  not 
a  matter  of  concern;  for,  conceding  its  present 
existence,  it  has  no  bearing  upon  this  case. 
Whatever  rewards  police  officers  may  accept 
from  private  parties  with  the  consent  of  the 
police  commission  is  another  and  entirely  dif- 
ferent matter.  Here  there  is  no  question  of 
agreement  or  con«pnt  upon  the  part  of  all 
parties  interested.  The  state  is  here  standing 
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upon  its  strict  legal  right,  and,  through  one  of 
its  duly  authorized  officers,  objecting  to  the 
payment  of  this  money. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  i# 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:    Temple*  J.;    Van  Fleet, 
J.;  Harrison,  J.;  Henshaw,  J. 

McFarland,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent.  The  authorities  are  not  all  to  the 
point  that  an  offer  of  reward,  even  by  a  private 
person  to  an  officer,  is  void  because  against 
public  policy.  There  are authoriiies  the  other 
way,  some  of  which  are  recited  in  respondent's 
brief.  Giving  full  force  to  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  cases  are  cited  in  the  prevailing 
opinion  were  decided.  I  am  still  inclined  to 
think  that  the  better  doctrine  is  statetl  in  Citj^ 
Bank  ▼.  Bangs,  2  Edw.  Ch.  97,  where,  speak- 
ing of  an  offer  of  reward,  it  is  said:  ''The* 
object  is  to  awaken  public  attention  to  th» 
subject,  excite  vigilance,  and  call  forth  extraor- 
dinary individual  efforts  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  end  proposed  to  be  chained.  All: 
who  choose  to  engage  in  it  are  at  liberty  to  do* 
so.  and  he  who  succeeds  becomes  entitled  tOi 
the  reward,  upon  the  ground  of  his  superior 
vigilance  or  sagacity,  or  of  his  having  used 
greater  exertions  or  encountered  dangers  whiclb 
others  were  disinclined  or  not  in  a  situation  to- 
hazard.  When,  therefore,  we  view  the  object 
of  rewards  offered  thus  publicly,  in  their  true 
light,  a  participation  in  their  benefits  or  in  iber 
receipt  of  (hem  cannot  be  considered  wholly- 
incompatible  with  the  duties  of  public  officers 
or  against  the  policy  of  the  law."  When  a 
policeman  or  sheriff  is  inforn^ed  that  a  horri- 
ble murder  had  been  committed  in  a  remote 
county,  and  that  the  perpetrator  is  at  large,  it 
mav  be  said  that  the  officer  is  under  somegen* 
era!  official  obligation  to  see  if  the  offender  i» 
lurking  in  his  city  or  county;  but  I  cannot  see 
how  public  policy  is  outraged  by  an  offer 
which  will  spur  such  officers  to  extraordinary 
vigilance  and  exertion  in  the  interest  of  public 
justice.  However,  when  the  legislature,  by 
statutory  law,  expressly  authorizes  a  thini;  to 
be  done,  there  is  no  room  for  judicial  inquiry 
as  to  the  policy  of  the  thing  authorized.  In 
such  cases  the  legislature  declares  the  policy, 
as  it  has  the  right  to  do,  and  the  statute  can  be 
attacked  only  on  the  ground  of  its  unconstitu- 
tionality; and  there  is  no  such  attack  here. 
The  only  question  left,  therefore,  is  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  section  of  the  Code  in- 
volved; but,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  here  no 
field  for  the  exercise  of  any  principle  of  con- 
struction, because  the  language  of  the  section 
is  perfectly  plain  and  clear.  It  makes  no  ex 
ception  of  any  person  or  persons.  It  does  not 
provide,  as  it  might  have  done,  that  the  gov- 
ernor may  offer  a  reward  to  any  person  *'not 
being  a  sheriff,  marshal,  constable,  or  police- 
man:" and  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  good 
reason  for  judicially  inserting  an  exoepilon 
which  the  legislature  did  not  make.  In  my 
opinion,  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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Nina  DUMAS,  Appt. 

V. 

NORTHWESTERN  NATIONAL  INSUR- 
ANCE C0MPA2SY. 

( D.  C. ) 

1.  Insurance  companies  have  the  same 
rights  as  Individuals  to  limit  their  liability 
and  to  Impose  whatever  conditions  they  please 
upon  their  obligations,  not  inconsistent  with 
public  policy  or  statutory  provlsionB. 

£•  The  purchaser  of  property  on  the  In- 
stalment plan*  of  which  the  title  is  reserved 
in  the  wller,  has  not  a  sole  and  unconditional 
ownership  of  It,  within  the  meaning  of  an  insur- 
ance policy. 

8*  A  condition  that  an  insurance  policy 
shall  not  be  valid  if  the  pro(>erty  is  mort- 
gaered  does  not  contravene  any  public  policy. 

4«  An  express  condition  that  a  policy 
ffh^ii  be  void  if  the  insured  is  not  the  sole 
and  unconditional  owner  of  the  property,  or  if 
it  is  mortgaRCd,  will  render  it  void  if  the  condi- 
tions .are  brolcen,  even  If  the  insured  made  no 
representations  as  to  the  property  or  any  fraud- 
ulent concealment  of  the  facts. 

6.  FaUure  to  read  an  affidavit  which  is 
short,  plain,  and  simple  will  not  relieve  the  affiant 
from  the  effect  of  false  swearing  as  to  the  title 
and  lack  of  encumbrances  on  the  property  to 
avoid  insurance  thereon,  although  the  affidavit 
was  prepared  by  the  insurance  agent. 

6.  The  indivisibility  of  an  insurance 
poUey  upon  a  certain  amount  of  ftimi- 
ture  as  a  whole  renders  it  entirely  void, 
when  it  is  avoided  as  to  part  by  breach  of  condi- 
tions as  to  title  and  encumbrances  on  the  prop- 
erty and  false  swearing  respecting  them,  under 
a  provision  that  '*this  entire  policy  shall  be 
TOid'*  in  various  contingencies,  including  those 
of  encumbrances  on  the  property  or  lack  of  sole 
ownership  or  false  swearing  by  the  insured. 

(February  9,  IBOeD 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  payment  of  the  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  H.  Hayden  and  Robert 
O.  Hayden*  for  appellant: 

There  was  no  breach  on  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant of  the  contract  of  insurance. 

The  agent  of  the  insurance  company  put  no 
question  whatsoever  to  the  appellant  with  re- 
gard to  her  ownership  of  or  interest  in  the 
property  to  be  insured,  and.  in  consequence  of 
this  fact  and  in  ignorance  of  the  conditions 
contained  in  the  policy  about  to  be  issued  to 
her,  she  made  no  statement  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  she  held  the  property. 

Such  being  the  fact,  she  certainly  bad  the 
right  to  suppose  that  the  appellee's  a^ent  had 
made  inquiry  as  to  all  matters  which  the  de- 


fendant deemed  material;  and  to  avoid  the 
policy  it  must  be  proved  that  she  conceited 
some  material  matter  wilfully  and  fraudu- 
lently. 

1  Wood,  Ins.  p.  617;  Lancaster  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Monroe,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  204;  2  Duer,  Ins. 
§  81.  p.  «89. 

Unless  an  encumbrance  is  intentionally  and 
fraudulently  concealed,  and  where  no  inqui- 
ries are  made  as  to  the  matter,  the  policy  is 
Valid  even  though  it  provides  that  if  the  in- 
sured be  not  the  sole,  absolute,  and  uncondi- 
tional owner  the  policy  shall  be  void. 

Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Meschendoff,  14 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  757. 

The  afSdavit  was  prepared  and  presented  to 
plaintiff  by  the  adjuster  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany, and  he  requested  her  to  sign  and  verify 
it,  and  she  did  not  read  it  before  she  did  sign 
and  verify  it. 

A  ppellant  did  not,  simply  by  this  act,  forego 
her  right  to  recovery. 

Kfop  V.  National  F.  Ins,  Co.  101  Mich.  859; 
Washington  F  Ins.  Oo.  v.  K'Up,  32  Md  421, 
8  Am.  Hep.  149;  Clay  F.  db  M  Stock  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Beck,  43  Md.  858:  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Weaver,  70  Md.  588,  5  L.  R.  A.  478;  Du- 
preau  v.  Uibernia  Ins.  Co.  76  Mich.  615,  5  L. 
R.  A.  671;  Farm&rs*  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fogel- 
man,  85  Mich.  ^\\  Johannes  v.  Standard  Fire 


Office.  70  Wis.  196. 
"If 


there  had  been  'a  breach,  on  the  part  of 
the  appellant,  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  it 
would  not  have  wholly  avoided  the  policy,  and 
she  would  be  entitled  in  any  event  to  recover 
pro  rata  on  such  of  property  as  was  hers  abso- 
lutely. 

Hohbs  Y.  Memphis  Ins.  Co.  1  Sneed,  444; 
Quarrier  v.  Peahody  Ins.  Co.  10  W.  Va.  507, 
27  Am.  Rep.  582. 

The  evidence  was  not. such  as  to  admit  of 
but  one  reasonable  view  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  and  that  view  one  utterly  opposed  to 
the  plaintiffs  right  to  recover.  Under  such 
circumstances  a  trial  court  should  not  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Baltimore  4b  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Carrington,  8 
App.  D.  C.  101;  Olmstead  y.  Webb,  5  A  pp.  D. 
C.  88;  Baltimore  db  P.  B.  Oo.  v.  QaXway,  6 
App  D.  C.  148. 

M  ssrs.  A.  S.  Worthing^on  and  Charlee 
L.  Fr alley,  for  appellee: 

The  evidence  showed  that  a  large  part  of 
the  property  insured  at  and  prior  to  the  taking 
out  of  the  policy  was  encumbered  by  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  to  Craig  & 
Harding.  This  was  a  direct  violation  of  the 
condition  in  the  policy. 

Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cods  County,  151  U. 
S.  462,  a8  L.  ed.  285. 

The  condition  in  the  policy  is  a  substantial, 
material,  and  important  one,  and  its  violation 
avoided  the  policy. 

B'iwman  v.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  40  Md.  620. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  insurer  to  inquire 
as  to  the  title  of  the  applicant. 

Hebner  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Go.  55  III.  App.  275; 


NoTB.— As  to  the  severability  of  insurance  in 
tbe  Bttme  polioy,  see  note  to  Wright  v.  Fire  Tns. 
Ajbbo.  <Mont.)  19  L.  B.  A.  211;  also  Trabue  y.  Dwell- 
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I  insr  House  Ins.  Co.  (Mo.)  28  L.  R.  A.  719;  Bills  v.  Hi- 
beroia  Ins.  Go.  (Tex.)  29  L.  R.  A.  706;  and  Aaricui- 
I  tural  Ins.  Co.  v.  HamUton  (Md.)  ao  L.  £L  A.  (fi& 
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4jluinn  t.  Phanix  Ina.  Go.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
«1  S.  W.  566. 

In  no  sense  was  the  appellant  the  uncondi- 
"Cional  and  sole  owner  of  tbe  articles  obtained 
from  the  Lansburgh  Company. 

Gei9s  V.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  123  Ind.  172; 
Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weaver,  70  Md.  536, 
^  L.  R  A.  478. 

False  swearing  in  regard  to  a  part  of  tbe 

?)roperly  insured  and  destroyed  by  fire,  in  vio- 
ation  of  the  condition  in  tbe  policy  that  such 
Yalse  swearing  would  vitiate  it,  avoided  the 
-policy,  and  no  recovery  could  be  had  thereon. 

Sfoore  V.  Virginia  F.  d  M.  Ins.  Co.  28  Gratt. 
4H)8,  26  Am.  Rep.  878. 

The  legal  title  to  property  encumbered  by  a 
-deed  of  trust  is  in  the  trustees. 

Pierce  v.  Jacobs,  7  Mackey,  498:  Williams 
-V.  Jackson,  107  U.  S.  478-482,  27  L  ed.  529, 
-530. 

The  contract  of  insurance,  having  been  vio 
lated  by  the  appellant  as  to  a  part  of  the  prop- 
-erly  insured,  was  thereby  rendered  entirely 
void. 

Geiss  V.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  123  Ind.  172: 
Pickei  V,  Phchix  Ins.  Co.  119  Ind  291;  Hatens 
-▼.  Home  Ins.  Co.  HI  Ind.  90.  60  Am.  Rep. 
^689;  WesUm  Assur.  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  88  Ala, 
^06:  Carter  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co  69  Iowa.  202; 
Richardson  v.  Maine  Ins.  Co.  46  Me.  894.  74 
Am.  Dec.  459;  Kimball  v.  Howard  F.  Ins.  Co. 
S  Gray,  38;  Lee  v.  Howard  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Gray, 
583:  McGowan  v.  PeopWsMut.  F.  Ins.  Co  54 
Vl.  211,41  Am.  Rep.  843;  Stevens  v.  Queen 
Ins.  Co.  81  Wis.  835;  Fire  Asso.  of  Phil 
-^Mdelphia  v.  Williamson,  26  Pa.  196;  Moore 
^.  Virginia  K  d:  M.  Ins.  Co.  28  Gratt.  508,  26 
Am.  Rep.  373;  Barnes  v.  Union  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  51  Me.  110,  81  Am.  Dec.  562;  Plath  v. 
Minnesota  Fnrmertf  Mat.  F.  Ins.  Asno.  23 
31inn.  479,  23  Am.  Rep.  697;  Day  v.  CharUr 
Oak  F.  A  M.  Ins.  Co.  51  Me.  91;  Schvmitsch 
▼.  American  Ins.  Co.  48  Wis.  26:  Gould  v. 
Ttyrk  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  47  Me.  403.  74 
j\m.  Dec.  494;  Lovfjoy  v.  Augusta  Mut,  F.  Ins. 
Oo.  45  Me.  472";  Friesmnth  v.  Agawam  Mvt. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Cush.  587;  Bowman  v.  Frank- 
Mn  F  Ins.  Co.  40  Md.  620. 

Morrie*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  suit  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
against  fire.  At  the  trial  in  the  court  below, 
<upon  the  conclusion  of  the  testimony  on  be- 
lialf  of  the  plaintiff,  the  court,  upon  the  mo- 
tion uf  the  defendant,  perenlptorily  instructed 
the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
which  was  done.  From  the  judgment  there- 
upon entered  the  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

In  this  condition  of  the  record  there  is  no 
controversy  as  tn  the  facts.  The  statement  of 
Che  case  is  io  be  adduced  from  the  testimony  of 
the  plaintiff  and  her  witnesses;  and  this  testi- 
mony Ahows  the  following  condition  of  things. 

On  February  21,  1896,  the  plaintifiF,  Nina 
Dumas,  was  the  occupant  of  a  dwelling  house, 
No.  14H0  C.  street,  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
•and  had  in  it  furniture  stated  to  be  of  the  value 
of  about  $4.0U0.  Of  this  furniture  she  was 
the  absolute  owner  of  about  one  half,  which 
she  stated  she  had  purchased  in  New  York. 
A  part  of  the  residue,  amounting  in  value  to 
about  $950,  which  had  been  purchased  from  a 
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firm  of  Craig  &  Harding,  in  Washington,  was 
encumbered  by  a  deed  of  trust  or  chattel  mort- 
gage given  to  secure  that  firm  in  the  sum  of 
$671,  which  was  part  of  the  purchase  money. 
Another  part  of  this  residue,  amounting  to 
about  $600  in  value,  she  had  purchased  from 
a  firm,  a  company  designated  as  the  Julius 
Lansburgh  Furniture  &  Carpet  Company, 
upon  what  is  known  as  the  instalment  plan, 
whereby  the  vendor  company  remained  the 
owner  of  the  property  until  full  payment  was 
made  for  it.  And  still  a  third  part,  consisting 
of  a  piano  of  the  value  of  $275,  had  merely 
been  rented  by  the  plaintiflf  and  was  not  owned 
by  her. 

Being  thus  in  possession  of  this  furniture, 
on  the  day  specified  she  sought  the  agent  of 
the  defendant  company  at  his  office  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting  an  Insurance  against  fire 
upon  it  in  the  sum  <>f  $3,000.  She  did  not  find 
the  agent  at  the  time,  but  subsequently  on  the 
same  day  the  agent  came  to  her  house,  and 
agreed,  in  consideration  of  a  premium  of  $8, 
to  let  her  have  a  policy  of  insurance  for  $2.5U0. 
He  declined  to  examine  the  furniture,  but  ac- 
cepted the  plaintiff's  estimate  as  to  its  value. 
No  questi(ms  were  asked  and  no  representa- 
tions were  made  in  regard  to  the  ownership  of 
the  furniture.  Later  in  the  day  an  employee 
of  the  company  called  at  her  house,  received 
from  her  the  premium  of  $8,  and  thereupon 
delivered  to  her  the  policy  of  insurance. 

This  policy  contained  the  following  condi- 
tions, which  are  material  to  the  issues  in  the 
present  case: 

"This  entire  policy  shall  be  void  if  the  in- 
sured has  concealed  or  misrepresented,  in 
writing  or  otherwise,  any  material  fact  or  cir- 
cumstance concerning  this  insurance  or  the 
subject  thereof;  or  if  the  interest  of  the  in- 
sured in  the  property  be  not  truly  stated 
therein;  or  in  case  of  any  fraud  or  false  swear- 
ing by  the  insured  touching  any  matter  relat- 
ing to  this  insurance  or  the  subject  thereof, 
whether  before  or  after  a  loss. 

**Thi8  entire  policy,  unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  agreement  Indorsed  hereon  or  added 
hereto,  shall  be  void  if  .  .  .  the  interest 
of  the  insured  be  other  than  unconditional 
and  sole  ownership:  ...  or  if  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance  be  personal  property  and  be 
or  become  encumbered  by  a  chattel  mortgage; 
or  if,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  insured,  fore- 
closure proceedings  be  commenced,  or  notice 
given  of  sale  of  any  property  covered  by  the 
policy  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  or  deed  of 
trust.     .     .     ." 

On  February  27,  1896,  six  days  after  the  is- 
sue of  the  policy,  the  plaintiff  went  to  New 
York,  leaving  her  house  in  charge  of  a  serv- 
ant, who,  after  closing  it  at  night,  left  it  and 
went  to  her  own  home.  On  the  night  of 
M>«rch  1.  or  the  morning  of  March  2.  1896, 
during  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff  in  New 
York,  fire  broke  out  in  the  house  under  some 
circumstances  of  suspicion,  and  the  insured 
furniture  was  destroyed  or  greatly  injured. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  returned  to  Washing- 
ton, and  employed  one  David  J.  Tavenner, 
who  was  or  had  been  the  salesman  of  Craig  & 
Harding  in  making  the  sale  to  her  of  so  much 
of  the  furnitui-e  as  she  had  purchased  from 
them,  to  appraise  the  amount  of  her  loss.    He 
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did  8o;  and  sbe  verified  the  appraisement.  To 
the  appraisement  was  annexed  an  affidavit  ex- 
ecuted by  her»  but  prepared  by  the  adjuster  of 
the  defendant  company,  in  wbich  she  swore 
that  sbe  was  the  sole  ana  alwolute  owner  of  all 
tbe  articles  enumerated  in  the  schedule  of  the 
appraisement,  and  that  they  were  not  encum- 
bered in  any  way.  This  affidavit  she  states 
that  she  executed  without  reading  it. 

On  March  5,  1896,  she  signed  and  verified 
another  paper  entitled  "proof  of  loss,"  pre- 
sented to  her  by  the  adjuster  of  the  company 
for  execution.  In  this  paper  she  stated  that 
the  property  described  therein,  which  was  the 
property  claimed  to  have  been  destroyed,  be- 
longed to  her,  and  that  do  other  person  had 
any  interest  therein. 

On  the  evening  of  March  6, 1806,  after  some 
negotiations  with  the  agents  of  the  defendant 
company,  the  plaintiff,  together  with  Taven- 
ner,  already  mentioned,  who  seems  to  have 
been  with  her  as  her  friend,  was  placed  under 
arrest  by  private  detectives,  at  whose  sugges- 
tion does  not  appear,  and  taken  to  the  station 
house.  There  she  was  kept  until  the  evening 
of  the  next  day,  and  was  visited  in  the  mean- 
time by  the  agents  of  the  company,  who  of- 
fered to  procure  her  release,  and  to  give  her 
$50  if  she  would  surrender  her  policy,  execute 
a  release  to  the  company  of  all  claims  against 
it,  and  leave  the  cit^.  To  this  she  agreed. 
She  executed  the  desired  release,  and  received 
from  the  agents  of  the  company  the  sum  of 
$44.50  and  a  ticket  to  New  York,  with  an  in- 
timation that,  if  she  returned  to  Washington, 
she  would  be  "pinched,"  whatever  that  ex- 
pression means.  She  was  put  on  a  train  to 
J^ew  York,  but  she  did  not  go  there.  She  re- 
turned to  Washington,  and  on  July  6,  1896, 
instituted  the  present  suit. 

Her  declaration  contains  a  special  count  and 
the  common  counts.  In  the  former  the  policy 
of  int^urance  is  set  forth  and  a  breach  of  it  by 
the  defendant  alleged.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  the  release  above  mentioned, 
and  other  pleas  specifically  to  the  effect  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  the  absolute  and  uncon- 
ditional owner  of  the  property  insured,  that  to 
portions  of  it  she  had  no  title,  and  that  other 
portions  were  covered  by  chattel  mortgage,  all 
in  violation  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  of 
insurance. 

At  the  trial  the  facts  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
with  other  facts  and  details  not  deemed  neces- 
sary here  to  be  stated,  were  adduced  by  the 
plaintiff  and  her  witnesses,  and,  as  already 
stated,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  testimony  on 
her  behalf,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant.  The  grounds  of  that  direction,  as 
set  forth  in  the  motion  made  for  the  purpose 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  were  four,  namely: 

1.  Because  the  plaintiff  had  avoided  her  pol- 
icy of  insurance  by  declaring  in  her  affidavit 
of  March  5,  1896.  that  she  was  the  absolute 
owner  of  all  articles  enumerated  therein,  and 
that  the  same  were  not  encumbered  in  anyway. 

2.  Because  part  of  the  furniture  was  encum- 
bered by  a  chattel  mortgage. 

8.  Because  she  had  no  title  to  any  of  tbe 
goods  claimed  to  have  been  purchased  from 
the  Jtilius  Lansburgh  Company. 

4.  Because  the  piano  did  not  belong  to  her. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  among  the  reasons 
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assigned,  the  enforced  release  executed  by  the 
plaintiff  is  not  mentioned.  And  certainly  it 
was  very  proper  to  omit  this  proceeding  from 
the  further  consideration  of  the  court.  We 
do  not  need  to  give  it  any  consideration  here; 
although  it  is  insisted  on  in  the  brief  of  coun- 
sel  for  the  appellee.  If  the  case  turned  upon 
that  release,  our  conclusion  might  be  very  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  we  have  reached. 

There  are  six  assignments  of  error  by  the 
appellant.  Four  of  these  raise  the  same  sub- 
stantial question,  that  there  was  no  breach  of 
the  conditions  of  the  policy  of  insurance  by 
the  plaintiff,  either  in  executing  the  affidavit 
before  mentioned,  or  in  the  fact  that  part  of  the 
property  was  covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage, 
or  that  the  title  to  part  of  the  property  was 
not  in  her.  The  fifth  has  reference  to  the  re- 
IcHSe  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  whilo  under 
duress,  as  is  claimed.  And  the  sixth  is  based 
upon  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  a 
case  wherein  she  was  entitled  in  any  event  u> 
go  to  the  jury. 

In  view  of  what  we  have  said,  the  fifth 
assignment  need  not  be  further  considered 
here;  and  the  sixth  will  be  disposed  of  by  what 
we  have  to  say  of  the  others.  In  connection 
with  this  last  assignment,  howev«r,  the  point 
is  made,  that  in  any  event  the  plaintiff  should 
have  been  allowed  to  recover ^%»  tanto  for  the 
property  actually  owned  by  her.  even  if  as  to 
the  remainder  of  the  property  insured  tbe  ob- 
jections of  the  defendant  should  be  regarded 
as  well  taken .    Of  this  in  its  order. 

1.  The  burden  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant  is  that  there  was  no  fraudulent 
concealment  of  anything  by  her;  and  that  if 
there  was  any  omission  of  proper  information 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  company  and 
its  agents  to  inform  themselves  of  the  true  con- 
dition of  things  by  proper  inquiry  before  the 
policy  of  insurance  was  issued.  And  the  claims 
is  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  absence  of 
proper  inquiry  by  the  agents  of  the  defendant 
company,  the  plaintiff  is  not  cliargeable  with 
any  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  of  in- 
surance. 

That  there  was  apparent  breach  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  policy  is  beyond  all  question. 
One  of  those  conditions  was  that  the  policy 
should  be  void  if  tbe  interest  of  the  insured  in 
the  property  should  be  other  than  that  of  un- 
conditional and  sole  ownership.  To  one  fifth 
of  the  property,  or  thereabouts  —  the  piano 
valued  at  $275,  and  the  property  purchased 
from  the  Lansburgh  Company,  about  $600 — 
she  had  no  title  whatever.  Even  if  it  be  con- 
ceded that  she  had  an  insurable  interest,  both 
in  the  piano,  which  she  had  only  rented,  and 
in  the  other  property,  of  which  the  title  had 
been  expressly  retained  by  the  vendor,  it  is 
very  clear  that  the  interest  was  not  that  of  un- 
conditional and  sole  ownership. 

Another  of  the  conditions  was  that  the  pol- 
icy should  be  void  in  the  event  that  the  prop- 
erty insured  should  be  covered  by  a  chattel 
mortgage.  Nearly  one  quarter  of  the  prop- 
erty— that  purchased  from  Craig  &  Harding^ 
and  valued  at  $950— was  encumbered  by  a 
chattel  mortgage  to  secure  the  greater  part  of 
the  purchase  money  yet  due  upon  the  prop- 
erty to  that  firm. 
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Yet  another  coDdition  was  that  the  policy 
should  be  void  in  case  of  false  swearing  by  the 
insured  touching  any  matter  relating  to  the  in- 
surance or  the  subject  thereof,  whether  before 
or  after  a  loss.  After  the  loss  in  the  case,  the 
plaintiff,  in  an  affidavit  presented  to  the  com- 
pany and  constituting  part  of  her  proof  of 
loss,  swore  that  she  was  the  sole  and  absolute 
owner  of  all  the  articles  enumerated  in  her 
schedule  of  her  loss,  and  which  comprised 
both  the  piano  and  the  furniture  contracted 
for  with  the  Lansburgh  Company;  and  in  view 
of  what  has  already  been  said,  that  statement 
was  undoubtedly  untrue,  and  therefore  neces- 
sarily a  violation  of  the  condition  of  the  pol- 
icy. 

But  it  is  argued  that  there  was  no  fraud  in 
all  this  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that, 
therefore,  she  ought  not  to  be  precluded  from 
recovering.  And  cases  are  cited  in  which  it  is 
claimed  that  recovery  has  been  allowed  under 
somewhat  similar  circumstances. 

We  do  not  so  understand  the  law.  It  is  un- 
necessary, and  it  would  be  a  hopeless  tai^k  to 
enter  upon  the  dreary  wilderness  of  judicial 
decision  upon  the  subject  of  insurance,  with 
the  view  of  deducing  a  rule  from  it  for  our 
government  in  the  present  instance.  Courts 
have  sometimes  been  too  astute  in  their  search 
for  reasons  to  maintain  the  liability  of  insur- 
ance  companies  in  the  face  of  conditions  lim- 
iting such  liability.  And  yet  a  contract  of  in- 
surance in  this  regard  is  no  different  from 
other  contracts;  and  the  function  of  courts  is 
to  construe  them,  not  to  make  them.  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  provisions  to  the  con- 
trary, insurance  companies  have  the  same 
right  as  individuals  to  limit  their  liability,  and 
to  impose  whatever  conditions  they  please 
upon  their  obligations  not  inconsistent  with 
public  policy;  and  the  courts  have  no  right  to 
add  anything  to  their  contracts,  or  to  take  any- 
thing from  them.  If  those  contracts  contain 
harsh  and  onerous  conditions,  which  perhaps 
a  court  of  equity  might  not  enforce:  if  called 
on  so  to  do,  yet  there  is  no  compulsion,  either 
legal  or  moral,  on  parties  to  deal  with  them 
upon  the  basis  of  such  conditions.  And  cer- 
tainly it  would  be  a  novel  contention  for  par- 
ties to  seek  to  enforce  liability  under  such  con- 
tracts in  a  court  of  common  law,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  repudiate  the  express  conditions 
upon  which  such  liability  is  made  to  depend. 

We  must  take  it  for  granted,  therefore,  that 
our  duty  in  the  premises  is  to  construe  the 
contract  of  insurance  before  us  according  to  its 
true  legal  intent  and  meaning,  and  not  in  any 
manner  to  vary  or  modify  the  instrument  itself 
by  disregard  of  any  of  its  provisions.  It  is 
true,  however,  that  this  construction  must  be 
with  reference  to  the  well-established  rule 
that,  if  a  policy  of  insurance  is  so  drawn  as  to 
reouire  interpretation  and  to  be  fairly  suscep- 
tible of  two  different  constructions,  the  one 
will  be  adopted  that  is  most  favorable  to  the 
insured.  Imperial  F.  Inn.  Co,  v.  Cods  County, 
151  U.  S.  453,  88  L.  ed.  281. 

In  the  sense  of  absolute  ownership,  clesr 
and  unencumbered,  as  commonly  understood, 
the  plaintiff  had  title  only  to  about  one  half  of 
the  property  which  she  sought  to  insure. 
With  reference,  however,  to  the  portion  of  the 
property  purchased  from  Craig  &  Harding, 
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and  which  was  covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage, 
she  may,  in  view  of  the  authorities  on  the 
point,  be  also  regarded  as  the  sole  and  uncon- 
ditional owner.  Washington  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Kdly,  82  Md  421,  3  Am.  iiep.  149:  Howard  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Chase,  5  Wall.  509,  18  L.  ed.  524. 
But  it  is  not  apparent  how,  in  any  sense  of  tbe 
words,  she  can  be  regarded  as  the  sole  and  un- 
conditional owner  of  the  residue  of  the  prop- 
erty. The  ownership  of  that  residue  was 
purely  and  simply  conditional;  and  it  would 
be  difficult  to  conceive  an  ownership  more  dis- 
tinctly of  the  character  against  which  tbe  de- 
fendant company  sought  to  guard  its  liability. 
If,  therefore,  we  are  to  give  any  force  what- 
ever to  the  condition  in  the  policy  of  insurance 
that  the  person  insured  must  be  the  sole  and 
unconditional  owner,  we  cannot  hold  that  the 
condition  was  observed  in  regard  to  a  consid- 
erable part  of  the  property  sought  to  be  pro- 
tected by  this  instrument.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in  all  of 
it,  possibly  even  in  the  piano,  which  she  had 
only  rented,  and  that  the  defendant  company 
might  have  insured  that  interest,  if  only  that 
had  been  presented  to  them  for  insurance. 
But  certainly  it  was  not  the  interest  that  was 
actually  presented  for  insurance;  it  was  not 
sole  and  unconditional  ownership.  And  it 
does  not  follow  that,  even  if  the  defendant 
would  have  insured,  it  would  have  done  so  on 
the  same  terms  and  conditions.  On  the  con- 
trary, in  such  cases,  the  terms  and  conditions 
are  usually  different  from  the  case  of  either 
absolute  or  unconditional  ownership. 

We  must  conclude  that,  at  least  as  to  part  of 
the  property,  about  one  fifth  of  it  in  value,  the 
policv  of  insurance  wholly  failed,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  condition  of  insurance,  requiring 
unconditional  ownership  in  the  plaintiff,  was 
never  performed  by  her. 

2.  It  may  be  that  it  was  in  consequence  of 
such  decisions  of  the  courts  as  those  to  which 
we  have  referred,  wherein  it  was  held  tbat 
there  was  sole  and  unconditional  ownership,, 
in  the  legal  sense  of  the  policy  of  insurance, 
notwithstanding  the  existence  of  an  outstand- 
ing mortgage,  that  insurance  companies  sought 
further  to  limit  their  liability  by  imposing  con- 
ditions against  such  mortgages.  But  whatever 
may  have  been  the  suggestion  for  these  condi- 
tions, it  is  very  certain  that  they  add  limita- 
tions to  the  policy  beyond  that  of  sole  and  un- 
conditional ownership,  which  we  cannot  disre- 
gard. It  was  the  right  of  the  company  in  this 
case  to  refuse  to  insure  mortgaged  property, 
and  to  provide  that  its  policy  of  insurance, 
however  otherwise  conditioned,  should  not 
cover  personal  property  encumbered  by  achat- 
tel  mortgage.  As  nearly  one  quarter  of  the 
property  in  question  here  was  covered  by  a 
chattel  mortgage,  we  find  it  impossible  to  un- 
derstand how  the  policy  can  reasonably  be 
construed  so  as  to  protect  it. 

8.  But  it  is  said  that  all  this  is  of  no  conse- 
quence, inasmuch  as  the  defendant  company 
made  no  inquiry  as  to  the  true  condition  of 
things,  and  there  was  no  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  And  there 
is  excellent  authority  for  the  doctrine,  that  **as 
to  the  ordinary  risks  connected  with  the  prop- 
erty insured,  if  no  represenations  whatever  are 
asked  or  given,  the  insurer  must    ...    be 
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fiupposed  to  assume  them;  and  if  be  acts  with- 
out inquiry  anywhere  concerning  them  seems 
•quite  as  negligent  as  the  insured,  who  is  silent 
when  not  requested  to  spealc."  Clark  v.  Man- 
fiftieturers*  Jns.  Oo,  8  How.  285, 12  L.  ed.  1061. 
Tlie  agents  of  insurance  companies  are  usually 
experienced  men,  well  informed  as  to  the  in- 
formation which  they  should  have  in  anticipa- 
tion of  the  risk  which  they  assume;  and  the 
rule  is  not  unreasonable  which  would  require 
them  to  make  all  due  inquiry  for  the  procure- 
ment of  such  information.  Nor  is  it  unreason- 
able that  the  insured  should  be  held  harmless 
from  the  mere  failure  to  give  information, 
when  be  is  not  interrogated,  and  when  perhaps 
he  is  not  aware  of  the  importance  or  material- 
ity of  the  matter  to  which  the  information 
should  extend. 

But  this  is  not  a  case  of  representation  or 
misrepresentation,  of  failure  to  give  informa- 
tion or  failure  to  elicit  it  by  proper  inquiry. 
The  parlies  have  delibenitely  put  it  into  their 
contract,  and  have  made  it  an  essential  condi- 
tion of  that  contract  that  the  contract  itself 
should  not  be  binding,  if  there  was  any  mort- 
gage on  the  property  or  the  title  was  not  that 
of  unconditional  ownership.  There  was  no 
inhibition  by  law  against  the  insertion  of  such 
a  condition  in  the  contract;  and  it  may  well 
be  that  its  insertion  was  a  matter  of  precaution, 
to  guard  as  well  against  the  negligence  or  fail- 
ure of  a^^ents  to  elicit  proper  information,  as 
against  the  negligence  or  failure,  not  fraudu- 
lent, of  persons  seeking  insurance  to  give  such 
information.  The  condition  is  not  illegal,  and 
dof'S  not  contravene  any  rule  of  public  policy; 
a?  1  even  if  its  practical  effect  should  be  held  to 
be  10  throw  upon  the  insured  party  the  burden 
of  giving  voluntarily  the  information  which 
otlierwise  the  insurer  would  have  been  required 
to  elicit  by  proper  inquiry,  we  know  of  no  rule 
of  law  that  would  preclude  parties  from  con- 
tracting to  that  effect,  if  they  so  desire. 

In  the  case  of  Clark  ▼.  Manufacturers*  In», 
Co.  8  How.  235,  12  L.  ed.  1061.  to  which  we 
have  referred  for  the  rule  imposing  the  burden 
of  inquiry  upon  the  insurer  rather  than  that  of 
voluntary  information  upon  the  insured,  the 
matters  there  referred  to  as  proper  knowledge 
for  the  insurer  were  the  circumstances  of  the 
use  of  the  property,  to  which  the  minds  of  in- 
surers would  naturally  be  directed,  and  those 
of  parties  insured  might  not  be  so  called.  But 
it  seems  to  us  that  a  different  condition  of 
things  arises,  when  a  person  solicits  insurance 
on  property  not  his  own,  and  which  be  knows 
not  to  be  his  own;  and  when  to  the  proposed 
insurer  the  very  solicitation  of  insurance  is  the 
equivalent  of  a  representation  that  the  prop- 
erty, for  which  the  policy  is  sought,  is  the  un- 
conditional and  absolute  property  of  the  per- 
son seeking  the  insurance.  Assuredly  it 
would  not  bd  held  that,  if  the  person  had  no 
title  at  all  of  any  kind,  and  the  policy  therefore 
was  simply  a  wagering  policy,  yet  he  should 
still  be  entitled  to  recover,  if  the  company  or 
its  agents  had  made  no  inquiry  in  regard  to  his 
ownership.  Neither  ownership  nor  the  char- 
acter  of  ownership    is  usually  a  subject   of 


inauiry  in  such  cases. 
In  sur 


jpport  of  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff, 
two  cases  from  Kentucky  are  cited.  Lanca»ier 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Monroe,!^  Ky.  L.  Rep.  204,  and  Fire^ 
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man  8  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meaehsndorf,  14  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  757.  But  the  decisions  in  tho«e  cases  are 
expressly  based  upon  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  law  of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  which 
are  to  the  effect  that  "no  misrepresenlatioD. 
unless  material  or  fraudulent,  shall  prevent  a 
recovery  on  a  policy  of  insurance."  Ky.  Acta 
1874.  Were  they  the  result  of  the  application 
of  general  principles  of  law,  it  is  not  apparent 
how  they  could  be  supported  in  reason  or  with 
any  regard  to  the  inalienable  rights  of  parties 
to  contract  with  each  other  as  they  may  deem 
proper,  so  long  as  their  contracts  are  not  pro- 
hibited by  law.  We  cannot  read  the  word 
"fraudulent"'  into  the  contract  before  us,  when 
neither  the  letter  nor  the  spirit  requires  it  for 
the  purpose  of  reasonable  interpretation.  The 
contract  deals  with  facts  and  conditions,  nol 
with  the  intention  of  the  parties  with  refer- 
ence to  those  conditions. 

4.  What  we  have  said  in  regard  to  the  mat- 
ter of  the  title  to  the  property  and  the  condi- 
tions of  the  policy  in  reference  thereto,  will 
serve  in  great  measure  to  dispose  of  the  mat- 
ter of  the  affidavit  made  by  the  plaintiff  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  payment  to  her  of 
the  amount  of  the  policy  oi  insurance.  That 
this  affidavit  had  been  prepared  by  the  agent 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  read  it  before  she  executed  it.  are 
circumstances  that  cannot  for  a  moment  en- 
title themselves  to  consideration.  The  affidar 
vit  was  short,  plain,  and  simple.  It  was  not 
difficult  to  be  understood;  and  the  failure  of 
the  plaintiff  to  read  it  before  execution  only 
aggravates  the  falsity  of  its  statement^.  There 
is  no  pretense  that  she  was  in  anv  manner  pre- 
vented from  reading  it,  or  that  there  was  anr 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  agents  of  the  defend- 
ant in  its  procurement.  It  was  precisely  the 
thing  against  which  the  defendant  company 
sought  to  guard  itself  when  it  provided  that 
the  policy  of  insurance  should  be  void  in  case 
of  any  false  swearing  about  the  matter  either 
before  or  after  the  loss.  Unless,  therefore, 
we  are  to  hold  that  this  condition  in  the  con- 
tract in  regard  to  false  swearing  was  meaning- 
less or  void — and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  rule 
of  law  upon  which  we  can  so  hold — we  can- 
not see  bow  its  effect  in  vitiating  the  policy 
of  insurance  can  be  avoided. 

The  case  of  Knop  v.  National  F,  Ins.  Co, 
101  Mich.  859.  is  cited,  in  which  ihere  was  a 
suit  like  the  present  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance. There,  also,  there  was  a  provision  in 
the  policy  that  it  should  be  void  if  the  interest 
of  the  insured  were  other  than  unconditional 
and  sole  ownership.  Whether  there  was  any 
provision  in  regard  to  false  swearing,  as  in 
the  policy  before  us,  does  not  ap^K'ar  from 
the  report  of  the  case,  and  we  are  not  other- 
wise advised.  But  after  the  loss,  the  insured 
party  made  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  he 
was  the  sole  and  unconditional  owner.  The 
court  in  its  opinion  said:  "It  has  been  re- 
peatedly held  that  such  a  condition  will  not 
invalidate  the  policy  in  such  case.  .  .  .  Nor 
do  we  think  that  the  statement  in  the  affi- 
davit, made  after  the  loss,  that  he  was  the 
sole  and  unconditional  owner,  would  prevent 
a  recovery."  The  reason  given  for  this  latter 
conclusion  is  that  the  false  affidavit  could 
not  have  prejudiced  the  defendant  company. 
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Plainly  that  case  has  no  application  to  this 
410W  before  us.  In  that  case  there  was,  as 
here,  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  insured 
property,  which  was  not  disclosed  to  the  in- 
surer at  or  before  the  issue  of  the  policy. 
But  the  court  held,  in  accordance  with  what 
seems  to  be  the  preponderance  of  authority  on 
that  point,  that,  notwithstanding  such  mort- 
gage, the  plaintiff  was  in  law,  and  according 
to  the  true  legal  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
policy  of  insurance,  the  sole  and  unconditional 
-owner;  and  therefore  the  condition  of  the  pol- 
icy had  not  been  broken.  But  there  was  no 
-condition  there,  as  here,  against  the  existence 
of  mortgages  upon  the  property;  and  there 
was  no  such  absence  of  ownership  as  here 
with  reference  to  part  of  the  property. 

When  in  that  case  the  court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  sole  and  unconditional  owner 
of  the  insured  property,  notwithstanding  a 
mortgage  existing  against  it,  it  would  have 
been  entirely  logical,  in  reference  to  the  afii- 
•davit,  to  hold  that  this  paper  was  not  false. 
For  if  the  plaintiff  was  in  truth  thp  sole  and 
unconditional  owner  of  the  property,  it  was 
no  falsehood  for  him  to  say  so,  either  in  an 
affidavit  or  otherwise.  In  the  opinion  it 
would  seem  to  be  conceded  that  the  affidavit 
was  false;  but  the  falsehood  was  sought  to  be 
-excused  on  the  ground  that  it  did  no  injury  to 
the  defendant.  This  may  also  have  been  a 
•correct  statement  of  the  law  as  applicable  to 
that  case.  But  it  does  not  appear  in  that  case, 
as  it  appears  here,  that  false  swearing  on  the 
part  of  the  insured,  whether  prior  to  a  loss  or 
subsequent  thereto,  operated  to  avoid  the  con- 
tract, by  being  made  an  integral  and  essential 
•condition  of  the  contract  We  cannot  say 
that  the  insertion  of  such  a  condition  in  the 
contract  was  either  illegal  or  improper.  Harsh 
perhaps  it  may  have  b^n;  but  it  was  compe- 
tent for  the  parties  to  make  it,  and  they  made 
it.  We  may  conjecture  even  that  it  'was  in- 
certed  in  the  policy  of  insurance,  in  view  of 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Knop  v.  National  Fi 
Ins,  Co,  or  of  some  similar  decision  elsewhere. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  motive,  it  is  not 
Illegal;  it  is  part  of  the  contract,  and  it  can- 
not be  disregarded  by  us.  As  part  of  the 
contract,  It  makes  a  very  different  case  from 
that  of  a  false  affidavit  made  in  the  ordinary 
•course  of  the  proof  of  loss,  and  which  has  not 
•entered  into  the  contract  itself  as  a  condition 
of  the  validity  of  the  policy. 

5.  From  what  we  have  said,  it  necessarily 
follows,  in  our  opinion,  that  as  to  about  one 
half  of  the  property  supposed  to  have  been 
covered  by  the  policy  of  insurance,  that  pol- 
icy was  or  became  void  by  its  own  express 
limitations,  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  in- 
terest in  the  property,  and  the  affidavit  exe- 
•cuted  by  the  plaintiff.  But  it  is  argued  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  that  this  should  not 
preclude  a  recovery,  pro  tanto,  in  respect  of  so 
much  of  the  property  as  actually  belonged  to 
the  plaintiff  and  to  which  she  had  full  riTht 
and  title.  Again,  the  answer  to  this  is  found 
in  the  contract  itself.  It  is  one  single  and  en- 
tire contract;  and  the  conditions  which  oper- 
ate to  invalidate  it  expressly  provide  that  it 
shall  be  avoided  in  its  entirety.  Even  in  the 
absence  of  such  express  provisions  this  would 
be  the  result  in  the  present  case  in  any  event 
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by  operation  of  law.  The  contract  is  plainly 
indivisible — certainly  not  divisible  upon  any 
such  lines  as  those  indicated  in  this  conten- 
tion. The  defendant  insured  a  certain  amount 
of  furniture  as  a  whole  upon  certain  terms 
and  conditions.  We  cannot  assume  that  it 
would  have  insured  a  part  only  on  the  same 
terms  and  conditions,  inasmuch  as  the  risk 
might  be  wholly  different.  So  to  assume 
would  be  to  assume  to  make  a  contract  for  the 
parties;  and  such  assumption  we  have  repu- 
diated as  being  beyond  the  province  of  the 
courts,  and  indeed  beyond  the  province  of  any 
other  authority  than  the  parties  themselves. 

The  patient  ingenuity  and  evidently  con- 
scientious and  laborious  research  of  counsel 
for  the  appellant  have  failed  to  find  more 
than  two  adjudicated  cases  in  apparent  sup- 
port of  their  contention  in  this  regard;  and 
we  are  unable  to  see  that  those  cases  have 
that  effect.  In  one  of  them  from  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  Tennessee,  the  case  of 
Hobbs  V.  Memphis  Ins.  Co,  1  Sneed,  444,  action 
was  brought  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance, 
covering  groceries  owned  by  a  partnership. 
One  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  was  that  it 
should  be  void  if  assigned  in  whole  or  in  part. 
One  of  the  partners,  Hobbs,  sold  his  interest 
in  the  property  and  assigned  his  interest  in  the 
policy  to  his  copartner.  The  property  was 
destroyed  by  Are.  and  the  insurance  company 
claimed  a  total  forfeiture  of  the  policy  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  invalidated  by  the 
assignment.  It  was  held  by  the  court,  how- 
ever, that  Henly,  the  copartner,  was  entitled 
to  recover  for  his  pro  rata.  But  if  there  was 
error  in  this  decision — and  we  are  disposed  to 
think  there  was,  and  that  the  decision  cannot 
be  sustained  either  on  reason  or  on  authority 
— it  was  that  the  remaining  partner,  Henly, 
was  not  allowed  to  recover  for  the  whole 
property.  For,  in  our  opinion,  the  assign- 
ment by  one  partner  to  another  was  not  such 
an  assignment  as  was  contemplated  by  the 
policy  of  insurance. 

The  other  case  cited  is  from  West  Virginia. 
It  is  the  case  of  Quarrier  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Co, 
10  W.  Va.  507,  27  Am.  Rep.  582.  in  which 
suit  was  brought  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
effected  on  four  buildings  and  the  fixtures 
therein.  The  policy  provided  that  it  should 
become  void  upon  a  sale  or  transfer  of  the 
property;  and  the  contract  of  insurance  was 
one  entire  contract.  One  of  the  buildings  was 
sold;  and  subsequently  all  four  of  them  were 
damaged  by  fire.  A  recovery  was  allowed 
for  the  three  buildings  retained  by  the  person 
insured.  But  we  fail  to  see  wherein  that  is 
pertinent  to  the  question  before  us.  The 
claim  of  forfeiture  in  that  case  was  wholly 
unwarranted.  By  the  express  terms  of  the 
policy  itself,  there  could  have  been  no  forfeit- 
ure, except  by  the  alienation  of  all  the  prop- 
erty. There  was  no  provisicm  in  reference  to 
a  partial  alienation.  At  the  same  time  as  the 
recovery  by  the  insured  could  properly  have 
been  only  in  proportion  to  his  loss  and  the 
total  amount  of  the  insurance,  the  decision 
was  only  just  to  permit  such  proportionate 
recovery.  This  was  only  the  application  of 
the  principle  which  makes  the  amount  of  the 
policy  the  limit  of  recovery,  and  authorizes 
recovery  only  to  the  actual  extent  of  the  dam- 
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a^e  within  that  limit.  In  the  case  before  us, 
if  there  were  no  question  of  the  plaintiff's 
ownership  of  the  properly  insured,  and  sub- 
sequently to  the  issue  of  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance she  had  sold  or  disposed  of  some  of  the 
property,  there  might  be  room  for  the  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Quarrier 
V.  Peabody  In»,  Co.;  but  as  the  case  actually 
stands,  it  presents  a  very  different  aspect,  and 
the  rule  of  that  case  cannot  apply. 

The  proposition  that  a  policy  of  insurance, 
such  as  that  shown  in  the  present  case,  is  an 
entire  and  indivisible  contract,  the  considera- 
tion being  entire,  is  amply  supported  by  au- 
thority. BaiDfnan  v.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  40 
Md.  620;  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v .  Hamiiifm,  82 
Md.  88,  80  L.  R.  A.  688;  Qottsman  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Ins.  Co.  66  Pa.  210,  94  Am.  Dec.  55; 


Lee  V.  Howard  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Gray,  583; 
Getss  V,  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  123  Ind.  172; 
Carver  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  69  Iowa.  202; 
SUvens  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  81  Wis.  335;  Mc- 
Oowan  y.  People's  Mnt.  F  Ins.  G?.  54  Vt.  211, 
41  Am.  Rep.  843.  The  forfeiture  necessarily 
operates  to  invalidate  the  whole  policy. 

From  what  we  have  said  it  follows  that  the 
plaintiff  having  shown  by  her  own  testimony 
that  the  policy  of  insurance  upon  which  she 
sued  had  become  void  by  its  own  express 
terms,  had  no  case  upon  which  to  go  to  the 
jury;  and  the  trial  court  was  fully  justified  in 
peremptorily  directing  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
the  defendant. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  must  there> 
fore  be  affirmed,  toiik  costs;  and  it  is  so  ordered^ 
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^1.  Even  if  the  evidence  in  the  ease 
was  Bufilcient  to  find  that  the  homi- 
cide of  plaintilTB  dang^hter  was  caused 
by  beiDff  stricken  by  some  part  of  a  locomotive  or 
car  attached  to  a  moving  tr  iln.  It  also  shows  tbe 
further  facts  that  tbe  person  injured  was  on  the 
track,  and  in  some  other  than  an  erect  position, 
either  sittinfir  or  lyimr  thereon,  and  that  such  in- 
Jury  occurred  at  nigrbt,  between  12  o'clock  and 
daylight.  These  facts  being  true.  It  Is  a  conclu- 
sion or  law  that  the  injured  person  could  at  least 
have  avoided  the  injury  by  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care,  and  there  could  be  no  recovery.  Tbe 
nonsuit  was  therefore risrht,  and  the  Judgment  of 
tbe  court  below  is  affirmed. 

tg.  There  was  evidence  ft*om  which  the 
Jury  could  have  inferred  that  tbe  person 
for  whose  homicide  this  action  was  brought  was 
killed  by  the  running  of  tbe  train  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  and  upon  that  evidence  the  pre- 
sumption of  netrligenoe  arose  against  tbe 
company.  Consequently,  the  company  might 
have  been  held  liable,  and,  there  k)etng  no  evi- 
dence as  to  tbe  circumstances  attendant  upon 
the  commission  of  tbe  homidde  which  either 
rebuts  that  presumption  or  shows  that  the  person 
injured  did  not  exercise  ordinary  care,  the 
granting  of  a  nonsuit  was  erroneous. 

(May  21,  1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Catoosa 
Counly  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 

*Fir8t  headnote  by  Simmons,  Ch.  J, 

■tSecond  headnote  by  Lumpkin,  P.  J.,  and  At- 
kinson, J. 


defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killiog  of 
plaintiff's  daughter.     Affim^. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  B.  Z«  Hemdon,  T«  R.  Jones*. 
and  W«  E.  Mann  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  R.  J.  McCamy  and  Julian  Me^ 
Camy»  for  defendant  in  error: 

To  be  on  a  track  at  night  without  explana- 
tion, away  from  a  crossing,  is  gross  negli- 
ii^ence. 

Wilds  V.  Brunstriek  db  TF.  R.  Co.  82  Ga.  667;. 
Central  R.  <fc  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Smith,  78  Ga.  QUv 
Central  R,  Co.  v,  Brinson,  70  Ga.  207;  Smitf^ 
V.  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  82  Ga.  801.     ' 

One  asleep  on  a  track  cannot  recover. 

Raden  t.  Georgia  R.  Co.  78  Ga.  47;  IHms  ▼. 
Macon  db  TT.  R.  Co,  28  Ga,  93;  Toomey  v. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  86  Cal.  874,  10  L.  K.  A.. 
139,  and  note.  See  further  May  v.  Central  R. 
4&  Bkg.  Co,  80  Ga.  863;  WhiU  ▼.  Central  R.  <ft- 
Bkg.  Go.  88  Ga.  595;  Southwestern  R.  Co,  v. 
Hankerson.  61  Ga.  114. 

Messrs.  Payne  A  Tye  also  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Simmone*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

There  was  no  evidence  tendiug  to  show  that 
the  plaint! ff*8  daughter  was  killed  by  the  rail- 
road, except  the  fact  that  she  was  found  lying 
dead  near  the  track,  her  body  bearing  certnin. 
marks  of  violence,  described  below.  Her 
body  was  found  at  a  point  not  near  a  public 
crossing.  There  was  a  hole  in  the  left  side  of 
her  head,  behind  the  ear,  where  her  skull  waa> 
crushed  to  such  an  extent  that  an  egs  would 
He  in  the  cavity.  At  about  8  o'clock  in  the- 
morning  on  the  12th  of  December  the  railroad 
train  passed  the  point  where  she,  about  day- 
light of  the  same  morning,  was  found.  Tak- 
ing into  consideration  the  time  of  the  year,  the 
finding  of  her  body  must,  therefore,  have 


NOTB.— As  to  presumption  of  due  care  of  person  I 
killed  by  allefred  negligence  of  another,  see  Hen- 
drtokson  v.  Great  Northern  B.  Co.  (MUin.)  16  L.  B.  I 
40L.KA. 


A.  S61,  and  note;  also  Bamberger  v.  Citizens*  Street 
R.  Go.  (Tenn.)  28  L.  R.  A.  486;  and  Suburban  Bleo- 
trlc  Go.  V.  Nugent  (N.  J.)  8S  L.  K.  A.  TOG. 
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taken  place  at  about  6  o'clock  of  the  morning. 
One  witness  said  that  when  he  first  saw  her 
blood  was  running  from  the  wound.  The 
physician  who  examined  her  after  her  death 
testified  that  blood  would  cease  running  ten 
or  fifteen  minutes  after  the  death  of  a  person 
who  died  from  such  a  wound;  that  in  his 
opinion  a  person  who  had  received  such  a 
wound  migbt  live  fifteen  minutes  or  even  a  half 
an  hour.  There  was  no  blood  upon  the  track 
of  the  railroad,  there  was  no  indication  that 
the  deceased  had  been  dragged  by  the  engine 
or  cars,  and  her  clothing  was  not  torn.  She 
was  lying  at  right  angles  to  the  track,  her  feet 
near  the  rail.  On  the  left  side  of  her  head  was 
the  indentation  referred  to  above,  and  on  the 
right  side  were  a  few  little  gashes.  Several 
witnesses  testified  as  to  how  the  accident  might 
have  happened,  but  it  was  seen  by  no  one. 
One  witness  said  that  the  deceased  migbt  have 
been  struck  by  the  steps  of  the  locomotive; 
Another  that  she  might  have  been  struck  by 
the  elliptic  springs  that  project  from  the 
trucks.  Thrse.  however,  are  mere  conjectures 
To  me  it  seems  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  if 
e  woman  had  been  struck  by  the  train  at  8 
o'clock,  and  her  head  crushed  as  the  physicinn 
testified  It  was,  she  could  have  lived  for  nearly 
three  hours.  She  must  have  lived  that  length 
of  time  after  the  accident,  if  she  was  killed  by 
the  train;  for  one  of  the  witnesses  testified  that 
when  he  found  her,  at  daylight,  blood  was 
running  from  the  wound  in  her  head,  and,  ac 
cording  to  the  testimony  of  the  doctor  to  the 
€irect  that  in  such  cases  blood  ceases  to  flow  in 
ten  or  fifteen  minutes,  she  must  have  been 
alive  less  than  fifteen  minutes  before  the  first 
witness  saw  her. 

Whether  this  view  of  the  case  is  correct  or 
not,  the  majority  of  the  court  think  immaterial 
since,  in  their  opinion,  the  plaintiff  will  in 
neither  event  be  entitled  to  recover.  If  the 
deceased  was  killed  by  the  train,  the  testimony 
shows  that  she  could  not  have  been  on  the  track 
In  a  standing  or  walking  poMtion;  for  she  would 
then  have  been  badly  mutilated.  So,  if  she 
had  been  directly  on  the  track  in  any  position. 
The  nature  of  the  wounds  was  such  that  tbey 
oould  have  been  inflicted  by  only  certain  parts 
of  the  engine  or  cars,  and  these  portions  were 
80  located  as  not  to  strike  her  head,  had  she 
been  standing  or  walking  either  on  or  near  the 
truck.  tSbe  must,  therefore,  have  been  on  tbe 
ends  of  the  cross-ties  or  near  the  track. — so 
near  that  the  steps  or  elliptic  springs  could 
have  struck  her  head, — aud  she  must  have 
been  sitting  or  lying  down.  The  watchman 
testifies  that  at  midnight  he  passed  with  a 
lantern  tlie  spot  where"  she  was  subsequently 
found,  and  that  at  the  time  he  pas<;ed  she  was 
not  there.  If  she  was  struck  at  all  by  the 
train,  she  must  have  sat  or  lain  near  the  track 
after  the  watchman  passed,  and  whs  doubtless 
asleep  when  the  train  passed.  Standing,  she 
could  not  have  received  the  wound  in  her 
head,  and  no  other  wound  on  any  portion  of 
her  body,  if  the  wounds  were  made  by  a  train. 
If  this  theory  be  correct,  she  was  guilty  of  the 
grossest  negligence  in  sitting  near  the  track  of 
a  railroad  and  going  to  sleep  in  the  ni^ht  time. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  train  which  at 
8  o'clock  passed  the  place  where  ^he  was  found 
was  moving  at  a  speed  of  from  85  to  40  miles 
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an  hour.  It  would  have  been  impossible  for 
the  engineer  to  have  stopped  the  train  in  time 
to  avoid  striking  bee  in  the  distance  she  could 
be  seen  by  tbe  headlight. 

Section  2322  of  the  Civil  Code  declares:  "No 
person  shall  recover  damages  from  a  railroad 
company  for  injury  to  himself  or  his  property 
where  the  same  is  done  by  his  consent,  or  is 
caused  by  his  own  negligence."  Section  8880 
is:  "If  the  plaintiff  by  ordinary  care  could 
have  avoided  the  consequences  to  himself 
caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover."  For  a  person  to  sit  or  lie 
down  upon  or  near  the  track  of  a  railroad  at 
night,  and  to  go  to  sleep  there,  is  gross  negli- 
gence. He  knows  that  trains  are  constantly 
passing.  The  railroad  track  is  itself  a  warn- 
ing of  danger  to  everyone  who  goes  upon  it; 
and  whoever  does  so,  especially  in  the  night- 
time, takes  his  life  in  his  own  hands. 

In  the  case  of  8irM  v.  Mctean  db  W.  R.  Co. 
28  Ga.  98,  the  report  of  the  case  shows  that 
Sims'  slave,  in  the  daytime,  was  sitting  on  the 
end  of  a  cross-tie,  and  was  struck  by  the 
engine,  and  killed.  He  could  have  been  seen 
by  the  engineer  at  a  distance  of  several  hun- 
dred yards.  The  whistle  was  not  blown  until 
the  cars  came  within  about  twenty  steps  of 
him.  He  gave  no  heed  to  the  notice  (tbe 
presumption  is  he  was  asleep),  and  was 
struck  and  killed  a«  above  stated.  He  could 
have  seen  the  train  about  1,000  yards  up  the 
road.  Sims  sued  the  railroad  company  for 
the  value  of  the  slave,  and  on  motion  a  non- 
suit was  granted.  Benning,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  **Was  the 
court  below  right  in  granting  the  nonsuit? 
We  think  so?  The  case,  on  the  part  of  the 
suffering  party.  Sims,  was  a  case  of  the  grossest 
negligence.  There  is  not  a  single  thing  to 
serve  as  an  excuse  for  his  negro's  being  on  the 
railroad  track  of  the  company;  and  that  track 
was  a  place  of  notorious  danger.  To  go  asleep 
in  such  a  place  could  be  nolhing  short  of  an 
act  of  the  groswst  negligence." 

The  case  of  Raden  v.  Georgia  R.  Co,  78  Ga. 
47.  was  one  where  * 'two  boys,  seventeen  years 
of  age,  started  from  the  house  of  their  em- 
ployer at  night  to  go  to  the  homes  of  their 
mothers  for  the  night.  Fifteen  or  twenty 
minutes  after  tbcy  left,  the  service  train  on  the 
railroad  went  by.  They  had  had  plenty  of 
time  to  have  crossed  the  railroad  and  reached 
home.  They  were  struck  by  a  train  at  a  pub- 
lic road  crossing;  one  of  them  was  killed,  and 
the  other  seriously  injured.  The  witness  by 
whom  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  establish  their 
right  to  recover,  testified  that  tbe  boy  who 
died  had  told  him  that  they  had  stopped  at  the 
crossing,  and  the  witness  was  satisfied  that 
they  were  asleep.  .  .  .  Held,  that  a  nonsuit 
was  properly  granted.  To  go  to  sleep  on  a 
railroad  crossing  was  such  negligence  and  reck- 
lessness as  would  prevent  a  recovery,  even 
though  the  railroad  company  might  have  been 
negligent."  Blandford,  J.,  in  delivering  tbe 
opinion  of  the  court,  says:  **Even  if  the  rail- 
road company  had  been  negligent,  yet  if  the 
person  injured  could  have  avoided  tbe  conse- 
quences thereof  to  himself  by  ordinary  care, 
he  cannot  recover  [citing  tbe  Code  section 
above].  So  it  appears  to  us  that  ordinary  care 
would  have  induced  anyone  not  to  go  to  sleep 
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on  a  crossing  of  a  railroad,  and  the  mere  going 
to  sleep  on  the  railroad  crossing  was  great  neg- 
ligence nnd  recklessness  pn  the  part  of  these 
boys.  The  testimony  submitted  by  the  plain- 
tiffs showed  that  these  injuries  were  caused  by 
their  own  negligence  ancf  the  want  of  ordinary 
care  to  avoid  the  same."  This  was  held,  al- 
though the  boys  were,  when  struck,  on  a  pub- 
lic crosMng. 

In  the  case  of  Central  R.  dt  Bkg.  Oo.  v. 
Smith,  78  Ga.  694.  it  appears  that  Smith, 
shortly  before  the  day,  while  it  was  yet  dark, 
^ot  on  the  railroad  track  at  a  crossing,  turned 
down  the  track,  using  it  as  a  walic,  and  going 
only  about  65  or 70  yards,  when  the  train,  run- 
ning at  high  speed,  struck  him,  threw  him  off 
the  track,  crushed  his  leg,  and  injured  him 
seriously.  Bleckley,  Ch.  J.,  In  discussing 
Smith's  right  to  recover,  said:  "It  would  be 
flagrantly  unreasonable  and  improbable  to  pre- 
sume that  he  or  anyone  else  had  the  shadow 
of  a  right  to  use  the  track,  especially  at  such 
an  hour,  on  any  other  condition.  The  train 
was  on  its  regular  schedule  time.  He  quietly 
walked  along  upon  the  track  aa  if  it  belonired 
to  him;  the  train  struck  him.  knocked  him 
down  and  broke  bis  leg,  those  on  the  engine  not 
seeing  him  or  being  aware  of  his  presence.  It 
was  at  least  as  much  his  business  to  look  for 
the  engine  as  it  was  the  engineer's  business  to 
look  for  him.  The  engine  was  a  much  larger 
object  than  he  was;  it  carried  a  headlight,  and 
could  have  be  seen  as  far  as  he  could.  It  was 
not  possible  for  the  engineer  to  have  discovered 
him  on  the  track  sooner  than  he  could  have 
seen  the  headlight.  The  presence  of  the  en- 
gine WMS  more  to  be  expected  by  him  than  his 
produce  was  to  be  expected  by  the  engineer. 
He  had  much  less  reason  to  be  surprised  than 
the  engineer  had.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  to 
walk  along  the  middle  of  a  railroad  track,  be- 
tween crossings,  when  it  is  dark,  and  without 
knowing  and  remembering  whether  a  train  is 
due  or  not,  and  without  looking  out  in  both 
directions  for  trains  that  may  be  due,  and 
without  listening  attentively  and  anxiouslvfor 
the  roar  and  rattle  of  machinery,  as  well  as 
for  the  sound  of  bell  or  whistle,  is  gross  neg- 
ligence." In  the  further  discussion  of  the  case 
(p.  700,  78  Ga.)  it  is  said:  "A  person,  while 
grossly  negligent  himself,  has  no  legal  right  to 
count  on  due  diligence  by  others,  but  is  bound 
to  anticipate  that  others,  like  he  has  done, 
may  fail  in  diligence,  and  must  guard  not  only 
against  negligence  on  their  part,  which  he 
might  discover  in  time  to  avoid  the  conse- 
quences, but  also  against  the  ordinary  danger 
of  there  being  negligence  which  he  might  not 
discover  until  too  late.  Smith  shows  by  his 
own  testimony,  that  he  did  not  discover  his 
danger.  If  he  had  been  on  the  crossing,  or  at 
any  place  he  was  by  right  entitled  to  be,  he 
would  have  been  warranted  in  assuming  that 
the  whole  world  would  be  diligent  in  respect 
to  him  and  his  safety,  but,  as  he  was  engaged 
in  an  act  of  gross  negligence  himself,  he  ought 
to  have  anticipated  that  somebody  else  might 
fail  in  diligence,  and  that  the  consequences 
might  come  down  upon  him  before  he  discov- 
ered I  he  negligence.*'  The  trial  Judge  had  re- 
fused a  new  trial,  and  this  judgdaent  was 
reversed,  although  the  injury  had  occurred  in 
an  incorporated  town.  Subsequently,  when 
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the  case  was  again  tried  in  the  superior  courts 
and  substantially  the  same  evidence  was  intro* 
diiced,  the  trial  judge  granted  a  nonsuit^ 
which  was  affirmed  by  this  court.  Smilhy^ 
Centred  R  db  Bkg.  Go,  82  Ga.  801. 

In  the  case  of  Sovthtoestern  R.  Go.  v.  Hanker- 
8on,  61  Ga.  114.  it  was  held  that,  **if  one  vol- 
untarily becomes  drunk,  and  consequently 
falls  down,  or  lies  down,  in  a  state  of  insensi- 
bility, on  a  railroad  track,  so  that  he  is  injured 
by  a  passing  train,  he  cannot  recover  for  in* 
juries  so  received,  even  though  there  may 
have  been  contributory  negligence  on  the  pari 
of  the  employees  of  ihe  road." 

In  the  case  of  WUda  v.  Brunstnck  d  W.  R, 
Go,  82  Ga.  667,  it  was  held  that  "one  know- 
ingly  and  needlessly  walking  at  night  upon  a. 
railroad  track  can,  by  the  use  of  ordinary 
diligence,  avoid  being  run  over  by  a  train,  un- 
less it  appears  that,  owing  to  some  special  fact 
or  circumstance,  the  use  of  such  diligence 
would  prove  ineffectual."  Bleckley,  Cb.  J.,  in 
discussing  the  case,  said:  "The  homicide  oc- 
curred at  night,  several  hundred  yards  fron^ 
any  public  crossing;  and  the  only  reason  why 
there  was  any  such  unfortunate  calamity  waa 
that  the  company  and  the  deceased  were  both 
attempting  to  use  the  track  at  the  same  time,. 
The  company  had  a  right  to  its  use;  the  de- 
ceased had  none.  There  is  no  explanation 
whatever  aa  to  why  he  did  not  avoid  the  con- 
sequences of  the  company's  negligence.  That 
he  could  have  done  so  by  exercising  the  care 
of  a  prudent  person  is  manifest.  .  .  .  From 
the  facts  set  out  in  the  official  report,  it  wil> 
be  seen  tbat  this  killing  cannot  be  accounted 
for  except  upon  the  theory  that  the  olaintiff'a 
husband  was  grossly  negligent.  _Haa  he  been 
in  the  use  of  ordinary  care,  it  seems  impossible 
that  he  could  have  been  in  the  way  of  the 
train  at  such  an  hour  and  in  such  a  place." 

We  think  that  the  principles  announced  Id 
the  above-cited  cases  bv  this  court  should  con- 
trol the  disposition  of  this  case.  The  facts 
here  are  as  strong  or  stronger  in  favor  of  the 
nonsuit  than  the  facts  in  the  cases  cited. 
Here  was  a  young  woman  wandering  about  in 
the  dead  hours  of  the  night.  She  seated  her- 
self on  the  ends  of  the  cross-ties,  or  near  the 
track  of  the  defendant's  road.  There  was  ni> 
public  crossing  near  where  she  stopped.  Pre- 
sumably she  fell  asleep.  The  defendant's 
train  passed  along  on  its  schedule  time,  and  it 
is  claimed  that  the  deceased  was  killed  thereby. 
The  only  theories  under  which  the  homicide 
can  be  charged  to  the  passing  train  make  the 
deceased  woman's  conduct  necessarily  such  a» 
to  constitute,  under  the  decisions  cited  aupra^ 
negligence  so  gross  tbat  her  mother  cannot  re- 
cover, even  if  the  railroad  was  somewhat  in 
fault  It  is  argued,  however,  that  she  may 
have  been  taken  suddenly  ill,  and  been 
compelled  to  stop  where  she  did,  and  that 
therefore  the  railroad  ought  to  be  put  upon  it» 
explanation.  If  such  were  the  circumstances, 
how  could  the  servants  and  agents  of  the  rail- 
road company  have  known  anything  about  her 
sudden  illness?  It  was  in  the  night,  and  they 
had  no  reason  to  believe  or  suspect  that  she 
would  be  upon  the  track  at  that  place.  Had 
it  been  at  a  public  crossing,  then  the  law  re- 
quires them  to  look  specially  to  see  if  any  per- 
son or  thing  is  on  the  crossing.    Besides,  in 
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the  case  of  Wilda  ▼.  Bninstoiek  A  W.  R.  Co.  83 
Ga.  667,  both  in  the  syllabus  and  in  the  opin 
ion,  it  is  strongly  Intimated  that  this  fact  of 
sudden  illness  must  be  made  to  appear  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  the  defendant;  and  in  such 
a  case  we  think  the  burden  would  be  upon 
ihe  plaintiff  to  show  the  sudden  attack  of  ill- 
ness, in  order  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
want  of  ordinary  care  raised  by  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  homicide. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  (J<Me9  of  Hank- 
eraon  and  Wilds  were  so  decided  because  it  ap- 
peared that  they  were  drunk  at  the  time  they 
were  injured.  Wildn'  Case  was  not  put  upon 
that  ground  at  all.  nor  do  we  see  that  it  matters 
In  principle  whether  gross  negligence  is  com- 
mitted by  one  who  is'sober  or  by  one  who  is 
drunk.  If  tbere  could  be  any  extenuation  at 
all.  it  would  seem  that  it  should  be  in  favor  of 
Ibe  drunken  man.  The  sober  man  who  is 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  walking  upon  the 
track  in  the  night-time,  or  in  sitting  upon  the 
track,  or  lyine  upon  it  asleep,  does  so  while  in 
possession  of  all  his  faculties.  With  the 
drunken  man  it  is  different,  and  his  negligence 
arises,  not  so  much  from  what  he  does  while 
intoxicated,  as  from  his  act  in  placing  himself 
in  that  condition. 

It  is  also  contended  that,  under  our  Code, 
when  it  is  shown  that  a  person  is  killed  or  in- 
jured by  a  railroad  train,  the  law  presumes 
that  the  company  was  negligent.  This  is  true, 
and  ordinarily  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  rail- 
road company  to  show  that  it  exercised  all 
reasonable  care  at  the  time  of  the  accident; 
but  where  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence  shows 
that  he  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  the  pre- 
sumption against  the  company  is  rebutted  or 
overcome,  and  the  pluiotiff  cannot  recover, 
even  though  the  company  may  have  been  at 
fault.  We  think,  for  these  reasons,  and  under 
the  principles  of  the  cases  above  cited,  that  the 
court  did  not  err  in  granting  a  nonsuit  in  this 
case. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Lumpkin*  P.  J.,  and  Atkinaoii»  J.,  dis- 
senting: 

Our  objection  to  the  disposition  which  the 
trial  judge,  with  the  approval  of  a  majority  of 
this  court,  has  made  of  this  case,  is  that  we  be- 
lieve it  amounts  to  a  usurpation  of  a  function 
which  properly  belongs  to  a  jury.  The  evi- 
dence does  not  affirmatively  show  in  what 
manner  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  daughter 
was  occasioned.  It  is  a  thing  which  has  to  be 
reasoned  out  from  the  established  facts;  and 
this,  under  our  system,  is  peculiarly  an  appro- 
priate task  for  a  juir.  The  testimony  would 
support  a  number  of  different  theories.  That 
adopted  by  the  court  and  discussed  in  the  fore- 
going opinion  is  certainly  a  plausible  one;  but 
we  cannot  undertake  to  say  that,  as  matter  of 
law,  it  is  correct.  The  argument  in  support 
of  it  is  strongly  put  by  the  Chief  Justice. 
Such  an  argument,  if  addressed  to  a  jury, 
ought  to  have  great,  if  not  convincing, 
weight.  At  the  same  time,  they  would  not  be 
obliged  to  ac<*ept  and  follow  it.  A  very 
strong  argument  could  be  made  upon  the  evi- 
dence in  tlis  record  in  support  of  a  contention 
that  the  deceased  was  not  killed  by  a  train  of 
the  defendant.  It  is  not,  however,  insisted 
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that  a  finding  that  she  was  so  killed  would 
have  been  unwarranted.  The  truth  is.  none 
of  us  know,  or  can  ever  know,  exactly  how  she 
came  to  her  death.  We  do  not  wish  to  be  un- 
derstood as  entertaining  the  view  that  the  plain- 
tiff ought  necessarily  to  have  had  a  verdict. 
Our  position  simply  is  that  whether  she  was 
entitled  to  recover  was  a  question  for  a  jury. 
Upon  the  assumption  that  the  deceased  was 
killed  by  a  passing  train  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  had  in  her  favor  a  legal  presumption 
that  the  company  was  negligent  and  therefore 
liable.  This  presumption  was  not.  in  our 
opinion,  rebutted;  nor  are  we  able  to  agree 
with  our  brethren  in  saying  that  the  evidence 
conclusively  shows  the  deceased  to  have  been 
wanting  in  ordinary  care.  None  of  the  cases 
cited  are  authoritative  or  controlling  in  the 
case  at  bar.  Each  depends  upon  its  own  pe- 
culiar facts,  and  no  one  of  them  Is  precisely 
like  the  case  in  hand.  It  is  not  our  purpose 
to  discuss  the  evidence.  We  simply  desire  to 
present  in  this  brief  form  our  reasons  for  be- 
ing unable  to  concur  in  the  judgment  of  thi» 
court  affirming  that  of  the  trial  court  in  grant- 
ing a  nonsuit. 


CHICAGO      PACKING    A    PROVISION 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

SAVANNAH.    FLORIDA.  &    WESTERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


.Ga.. 


*!•  When  iroods  are  shipped  under  wl 
bill  of  Ukdingif  stipulating  for  tbeir  delivery  to 
the  order  of  the  consignor,  an  iDdorsement  by 
him  upon  the  bill  of  iadioff  direotinfr  delivery  to  a 
tbtrd  person,  or  to  his  order  for  collectioo.  In 
effect  makes  such  person  the  coDSignee;  and« 
altbouifh  such  bill  of  ladtoR  may  further  stipu- 
late that  Its  surrender  sbaii  t)e  required  be fore^ 
Che  delivery  of  the  goods  at  destination,  delivery 
by  the  carrier  without  requlrtnNr  such  surrender, 
if  made  to  such  consignee,  or  upon  his  order  or 
by  his  authority,  involves  no  breach  of  duty  to 
the  consifnoor. 

£•  Where  in  ench  case  the  hill  of  ladingr 
waa  indorsed  to  a  partnership*  the  car. 
lier  was  authorized  to  deliver  upon  a  written 
order  signed  by  one  of  the  partners,  though  he- 
may  have  privately  intended  the  signing  of  the 
order  to  be  his  individual  act  only:  the  carrier's 
agent  having  no  Information  to  this  effect,  and 
the  circumstances  being  such  as  to  warrant  him 
in  treating  the  giving  of  the  order  as  the  act  of 
the  partnership. 

8*  The  evidence  in  the  present  case  demanded 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

(November  29, 1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Dough- 
erty County  to  review  a  Judgment  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  wrongful    delivery   of 

*HeadDoteB  by  Lumpkin,  P.  J. 


NOTB.— On  the  question  to  whom  goods  may  be* 
delivered  under  a  bill  ot  lading,  see  noto  to  Ne- 
braska Meal  Mills  v.  St.  Louis  8.  W.R  Co.  (Ark.)  3» 
L.B.A.858. 
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property  which  had  been  placed  in  defendant's 
possession,  for  transportation.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Me68rB.  Vfooten  A  Vfooten  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Mcfisrs,  Erwin  Du  Bigpaon  asd  Chisholm 
W.  L.  Clay  for  defendant  in  error. 

Lampkin,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 

tbc»  court: 

This  was  an  action  by  the  Chicago  Packing 
&  Provision  Company  against  the  Savannah, 
Florida,  &  Western  Railway  Company  for 
<]amages  alleged  to  have  been  occasioned  to 
the  plaintiff  because  of  a  wrongful  delivery  by 
the  defendant  of  certain  meat  toN.  L.  Ragan. 
The  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  had 
shipped  the  meat  in  question  to  Albany, 
•G«  orgia,  consigned  to  its  own  order,  under 
bills  of  lading  each  of  which  contained  a  direc- 
tion to  notify  Ragan,  and  each  stipulating  that 
its  surrender  should  be  required  by  the  carrier 
before  delivery  of  the  goods  at  destination. 
Upon  each  of  these  bills  of  lading  was  an  entry 
in  the  following  words,  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiff: ''Deliver  to  Hobbs  &  Tucker,  or  order, 
for  collection."  Clark,  the  agent  of  the  rail- 
way company  at  Albany,  without  requiring  a 
surrender  of  the  bills  of  lading,  delivered  the 
meat  to  Ragan  upon  written  orders  which  were 
us  follows: 

E.  N.  Clark,  Agent: 

Let  N.  L.  Ragan  have  car  meat  on  dry  track, 
and  I  will  be  responsible  for  B/L. 

May  18th,  1893.  A.  W.  Tucker. 

Ed.  N.  Clark,  Agent: 

Pic  ase  let  Nevil  [meaning  Ragan]  have  one 
<;ar  meat,  and  I  will  stand  for  B/L. 

Yours,  truly,  A.  W.  Tucker. 

Tucker  testified,  in  substance,  that  in  giving 
the  above  orders  to  Ragan,  it  was  his  private 
intention  that  so  doing  should  be  regarded  as 
his  individual  acts;  but  he  did  not  so  inform 
-Clarke,  the  agent.  The  circumstances,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence,  were  such  as  to  war- 
rant the  latter  in  treating  the  giving  of  these 
orders  as  acts  of  Hobbs  &  Tucker;  that  firm 
being  at  the  time  in  possession  of  the  bills  of 
lading.  It  further  appeared  that,  at  the  time 
the  meat  was  delivered  to  Ragan,  he  had  not 
paid  to  Hobbs  &  Tucker  drafts  drawn  on  him 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  price  of  the  meat,  which 
drafts  had  been  forwarded  toHobbs«fe  Tucker 
along  with  the  bills  of  lading.  Upon  sub- 
stantially the  same  state  of  facts  as  above  re- 
cited, this  same  plaintiff  had  previously 
brought  an  action  of  bail  trover  against  Hobbs 
&  Tucker,  and  obtained  a  judgment  thereon, 
which  was  affirmed  by  this  court.  8ce  98  Ga. 
676.  The  question  now  is.  Was  the  railway 
company  also  liable  to  the  plaintiff?  If  a 
natural  person  consigned  goods  to  his  own 
order  under  a  bill  of  lading  of  the  character 
above  indicated,  and  called  in  person  upon 
the  carrier's  agent  at  the  point  of  destination, 
demanded  a  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  there 
tipon  received  the  same,  it  certainly  could  not 
be  questioned  that,  as  between  the  consignor 
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and  the  carrier,  such  delivery  would  be  good, 
and  would  free  the  carrier  from  further  liabil- 
ity to  the  consignor,alihough  the  bill  of  lading 
may  have  not  l^en  produced  and  surrendered 
in  accordance  with  the  stipulation  therein  con- 
tained. While  in  such  a  case  the  carrier  might 
not,  as  against  one  who  had  in  good  faith  and 
in  due  course  of  business  obtained  the  bill  of 
lading  properly  indorsed,  be  protected  by  a  de- 
livery to  the  original  consignor,  surely  the  lalier 
would  have  no  cause  of  complaint  against  the 
carrier.  If  such  consignor  could  thus  obtain 
a  delivery  of  the  goods  to  himself  in  person, 
what  difference  in  principle  would  it  make  if, 
instead  of  doing  this,  he  by  a  written  order 
directed  delivery  to  another,  who  obtained 
the  goods  upon  such  order  without  pro- 
ducing and  surrendering  the  bill  of  lading? 
In  either  case,  looking  at  the  transaction 
with  reference  only  to  the  consignor  and  the 
carrier,  the  latter  would  have  done  all  that 
the  former  had  any  right  to  require  of  it.  In 
other  words,  the  stipulation  in  such  a  bill  of 
lading,  requiring  its  surrender  upon  delivery 
of  the  goods,  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  carrier, 
and  not  that  of  the  consignor.  The  plaintiff 
in  the  present  action  was  not  a  natural  person, 
but  it  made  Hobbs  &  Tucker  its  agents,  and 
directed  delivery  to  them,  or  to  their  order. 
Treating  the  papers  signed  by  A.  W.  Tucker 
as  orders  of  the  firm,  the  carrier  complied 
with  its  contract  with  the  Chicago  Packing  & 
Provision  Company  when  it  delivereti  the 
meat  upon  these  orders.  The  effect  of  the  in- 
dorsement entered  upon  the  bills  of  lading 
was,  as  between  the  consignor  and  the  niilwHy 
company,  to  make  Hobbs  &  Tucker  the  real 
consignees.  In  the  case  of  BtmtvierCa  &tv. 
Bank  v.  Western  d  A.  R.  Co.  81  Qa.  221.  this 
court  held  that  where  goods  were  shipi)ed  to 
the  consignor's  order,  the  bill  of  lading  being 
indorsed  In  blank  and  negotiated  for  value  as 
security  for  a  draftdrawn  by  the  consignor  on 
a  third  person,  he  being  the  party  to  be  noti- 
fied of  the  shipment,  the  carrier  had  no  right, 
as  against  an  innocent  holder  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  who  had  acquired  the  same  in  due 
course  of  trade,  to  make  delivery  to  such  third 
person  without  his  producing  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing, "or  authority  from  the  holder  thereof." 
Here  was  a  clear  recognition  of  the  protection 
which  the  law  gives  to  the  Innocent  holder  of 
a  bill  of  lading  thus  acquired,  and  also  a 
strong  Intimation  that  authority  for  a  de- 
livery from  a  legal  holder  or  owner  of  the 
bill  of  lading  would  be  sufficient  to  authorize 
delivery  without  a  production  of  the  bill  of 
lading  Itself.  It  was,  however,  insisted  here 
that,  even  assuming  the  above  reasoning  to  be 
perfectly  sound  and  correct,  it  was  not  strictly 
applicable  to  the  present  case,  because  the  in- 
dorjsement  directing  delivery  to  Hobbs  & 
Tucker,  or  order,  was  not  general  in  its  terms, 
but  qualified  by  the  use  of  the  words  *'for  col- 
lection." In  this  connection,  the  position 
was  taken  that  the  order  for  delivery  to  Hobbs 
&  Tucker  was  not  absolute,  but  to  a  certain 
extent  conditional,  and  therefore  the  railway 
company  could  not  safely  and  lawfully  make 
delivery  upon  the  order  of  this  firm,  unac- 
companied by  the  bills  of  ladinsr,  without  first 
ascertaining  that  Hobbe  &  Tucker  had  ac- 
tually collected  from  Ragan  the  price  of  the 
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•neat.  The  contentioD  was  that  Hobbs  & 
Tucker  were  special  agents  of  the  Chicago 
-OompaDy,  and  that  in  dealing  with  them  as 
«ach  the  railway  company  was  bound  to  in- 

3uire  into  the  extent  of  their  authority.  We 
o  not  think  this  is  a  case  where  the  rulethuR 
-sought  to  be  invoked  is  applicable.  Hobbs  & 
Tucker,  under  the  facts  recited,  were  the 
agents  of  the  plaintiff  through  whom  it  sought 
and  obtained  delivery  to  itself  under  the  terms 
of  its  contract  with  the  carrier.  The  railway 
-company  did  exactly  what  it  agreed  to  do 
when  it  delivered  the  goods  to  the  order  of 
Hobbs  A  Tucker,  and  it  had  no  concern  with 
the  plaintiff's  reasons  for  giving  this  order  or 
its  purpose  in  so  doing.  The  important  risht 
reserved  by  the  plaintiff  in  its  contract  with 
the  carrier  was  to  name  the  person  to  whom 
delivery  should  be  made  In  Its  behalf  at  the 
point  of  destination;  and  accordingly  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  Impose  any  obliga- 
tion upon  the  carrier  with  reference  to  de- 
livery upon  its  order,  further  than  that  which 
the  law  imposed  upon  the  carrier,  of  exercis- 
ing due  diligence  m  ascertaining  the  identity 
of  the  person  to  whom  delivery  was  directed 
Co  be  made.  Nor  would  it  seem  that  the 
plaintiff  ever  contemplated  that  the  defend- 
ant should  do  more  than  it  was.  under  its  con- 
tract, bound  to  do.  The  words  "for  oollec 
lion**  were  vital  as  between  Hobbs  &  Tucker 
4knd  the  plaintiff,  as  restrictive  of  the  firm's 
authority  to  dispose  of  the  goods  after  receiv- 
ing them  from  the  carrier,  but  were  not  even 
inFended  as  qualifying  the  risht  of  the  firm  to 
•demand  of  the  carrier  a  fiill  and  complete 
possession  of  the  goods.  In  other  words,  the 
oollection  which  Hobbs  &  Tucker  were  to 
make  from  Ragan  was  a  matter  to  be  attended 
to  by  them,  as  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff, 
after  they  had  obtained  possession  of  the  meat. 
It  was  their  duty  to  get  the  meat  and  hold  It 
till  Ragan  paid  for  it,  but  this  was  a  matter 
of  no  concern  to  the  railway  company.  It 
oertainly  was  not  the  consignor's  resident  col- 
lecting agent  at  the  point  of  destination.  The 
drafts  were  not  sent  to  It,  the  bills  of  lading 
were  not  intrusted  to  it,  and  its  relation  to  the 
transaction  was  that  of  carrier  only.  In  a 
wrord,  the  company  was  not  the  plaintiff's 
agent  for  any  purpose  whatsoever,  and  it 
never  in  any  manner  undertook  to  vouch  for 
the  fidelity  of  Hobbs  A  Tucker,  who  were  the 
trusted  agents  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  whom 
«lone  it  looked  for  the  collection  of  its  money 
before  its  meat  went  into  the  possession  of 
Ragan.  In  any  view  of  the  matter,  the  fa- 
miliar rule  that,  where  one  of  two  innocent 
persons  must  suffer  loss.  It  should  fall  upon 
the  party  who  put  it  in  the  power  of  the 
wrongdoer  to  occasion  the  loss,  is  applicable 
here.  The  loss  in  the  present  case  was  not 
occasioned  by  the  failure  of  the  railway  com- 
pany to  require  the  production  and  surrender 
of  tbe  bills  of  lading,  but  by  the  faithlessness 
of  Hobbs  ^  Tucker  to  their  principal.  Indeed, 
after  the  orders  for  the  meat  were  given  to 
Ragan,  Hobbs  &  Tucker  really  held  the  bills 
of  lading  for  the  protection  of  the  carrier,  and 
the  only  risk  It  took  was  the  possibility  of 
that  firm's  Indorsing  tbe  same  to  bona  fide 
purchasers  for  value.  In  not  insisting  upon 
the  surrender  of  tbe  bills  of  lading  as  a  pre- 
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requisite  to  delivery,  the  carrier  simply 
waived  a  right  which,  as  against  the  original 
consignor,  it  has  reserved  to  itself  under  the 
terms  of  the  contract  of  shipment.  We  are 
aware  that  in  some  Jurisdictions  there  are  de- 
cisions at  least  intimating,  if  not  directly  hold- 
ing, contrary  to  some  of  the  views  strove  ez- 
pre«>sed;  but,  notwithstanding  this,  we  are 
confident  that  we  have  asi;ertained  and  an- 
nounced the  true  law  of  the  present  case. 

As  to  the  fact  that  Tucker  alone  signed  the 
orders  upon  which  Clark,  the  agent  of  the 
railway  company,  delivered  the  meat  to 
Ragan,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that,  upon 
the  identical  state  of  facts  here  presented  with 
reference  to  this  matter,  this  court.  In  the  case 
first  cited  mpra,  held  that  the  acts  of  Tucker 
in  giving  the  orders  in  question  were  proptTlv 
treated  by  the  agent  to  whom  thev  were  ad- 
dressed as  the  acts  of  the  firm  itself. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


Abram  SMALLS,  Plff.  in  Err., 

e. 
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*Tlia  Terdlet  of  a  eoroner'B  Jvnr*  ia  this 
0tata»  is  adTiaorx  merely  to  the  ofllcers 
cbarKed  with  the  execution  of  the  public  law  lo 
oases  of  homicide,  binds  no  one  as  a  JurtKment. 
has  no  probative  effect  as  evidpooe,  can  prejudice 
tbe  nght  of  no  one,  and  Is  therefore  not  subject 
to  be  reviewed,  set  aside,  or  quushed  In  tbe  supe- 
rior court,  either  at  tbe  lostaDoe  of  the  peitoo 
accused  by  it  or  of  any  other  person. 

(JuiielO,18P7.) 

EHROK  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Chatham 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  sustaining 
a  demurrer  to  a  petition  tor  a  writ  to  review 
and  quash  the  venJict  of  a  coroner's  Jury.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mfsers,  C.  N.  Weet*  T.  P.  RaveneU  TL 
A.  AIezaader»and  Kinfl^  *  Spaldinfl^  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  W.  W.  Osborne*  Solicitor  General, 
for  the  State. 

Slmmonst  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  February  11,  1894,  an  Inquisition  was 
taken  in  Chatham  county,  Georgia,  before  the 
coroner  of  that  county,  upon  view  of  the  body 
of  J.  C.  Neve.  The  coroner's  lury  relumed  a 
verdict  that  Neve  "came  to  his  death  from  a 
gunshot  wound  Inflicted  by  a  weapon  In  tbe 
hands  of  Abe.  Smalls,  and  we  consider  It  mur- 
der." On  March  24.  1897,  Smalls  filed  In  the 
superior  court  a  petition  praying  "that  the 
said  inquest  and  verdict  may  be  quashed,  and 
that  an  order  of  meliui  inquirendum  shall  be 

*fleadnote  by  Sixmohs,  Oh.  J. 

Nora— As  to  necesiity  or  propriety  of  oorotoer^ 
iaqueec  see  Lancaster  Count  v  Aolyoke  (Kebw>  tt 
L.U.A.aOL 
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graoteil  by  this  court  to  the  coroner  of  the 
county  of  Chatham,  and  that  the  said  inquiry 
ahail  oe  held  by  the  coroner  9uper  visum  cor- 
pot  is."  The  grounds  uf  this  petition  were  that 
the  inquisition  and  verdict  do  not  show  the 
time  of  the  injury  that  caused  the  death  of 
Neve,  nor  the  time  or  place  of  such  death,  nor 
that  such  death  occurred  within  the  limits  of 
the  county  of  Chatham.  The  solicitor  general 
of  the  circuit  was  served  with  this  petition, 
and  demurred  to  the  same.  The  judge  upon 
the  hearing,  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  de- 
nied the  petition,  and  to  this  judgment  Smalls 
sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court.  The 
judge,  in  his  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  of 
the  solicitor  general,  says:  '*The  incidents  and 
characteristics  of  a  coroner's  inquest,  under 
the  old  practice  at  common  law,  in  England, 
where  the  verdict  could  be  used  for  prosecut- 
ing the  offenders  without  and  instead  of  an  in- 
dictment by  a  grand  jury  (see  Clark,  Crim. 
Proc.  pp.  73,  180),  and  where  it  also  fixed  the 
value  of  the  property  forfeited,  have  disap- 
peared in  this  state,  the  inquest  and  its  finding 
amounting  only  to  the  finding  of  a  court  of  in- 
quiry." This  reason  we  consider  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  judgment  of  which  complaint  is 
here  made.  At  common  law  the  veraict  of  a 
coroner's  jury  was,  when  it  contained  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  an  accusation,  equivalent  to  an 


indictment  of  the  accused  for  the  homicide  of 
the  deceased.  The  writ  of  melius  inqyirendunh 
issued  in  certain  cases,  as  where  the  misbe- 
havior of  the  coroner  rendered  necessary  an- 
other inquiry  svper  visum  carports.  Our  laws- 
relating  to  the  subject  differ  fundamentally 
from  the  common  law.  In  this  state,  under 
our  present  system,  the  verdict  of  a  coroner's- 
jury  is  merely  advisory  to  the  officers  charged 
with  the  execution  of  the  public  law.  and  may 
also  make  it  the  duty  of  the  coroner  to  issue  a 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  person  suspected 
of  the  homicide,  but  further  than  this  it  is^ 
without  effect.  Portions  of  the  evidence  given 
at  the  inquest  may  sometimes  be  admissible  at 
the  trial  of  the  accused  for  the  homicide,  but 
the  verdict  has  itself  no  probative  effect  as  evi- 
dence, and  is  binding  upon  no  one  as  a  judg- 
ment. It  can  prejudice  the  rights  of  no  one,, 
and  is  therefore  not  subject  to  be  reviewed,  set 
aside,  or  quashed  in  the  superior  court,  either 
at  the  instance  of  the  person  accused  by  it  or 
of  any  other  person.  Under  our  system,  the 
writ  of  melius  inquirendum  will  not  lie  to  such- 
verdict.     Penal  Code.  ^§  1255-1269. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below,  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  to  the  petition,  was  without 
error,  and  is  therefore  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur 
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!•  The  umem  of  streets  prevailiiif^  at  the 
time  of  the  taking  or  dedication  of  a 

street  are  not  the  limits  of  the  uses  to  which  the 
public  is  entitled  and  which  the  soil  owner  is 
deemed  to  have  contemplated,  but  such  uses  are 
to  beenlarffed  to  include  all  of  the  additional 
and  improved  methods  of  attaining  the  same  ob- 
jects and  enjoyimr  the  same  privileges,  not.  how- 
ever, to  the  denial  or  substantial  impairment  of 
the  fee  owner's  use  and  enjoyment  of  his  abut- 
tintf  property. 

S*  The  reasonable  use  of  the  streets  of 
a  city  for  the  eqiii|Mnent  of  a  telephone 
system*  iocludmff  poles  and  wires,  is  not  n  new 
and  additional  servitude  for  which  the  abuttinflr 
property  owner  is  entitled  to  compensation. 

Z*  A  telephone  system  may  be  owned 
and  eondnetedby  an  individaal  ^  t  lout 
le^slative  assent,  unless  there  has  been  some 
legislative  resirictlon  upon  such  right. 

(March  20. 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judffmpnt  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Howard  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
compel  defendant  to  move  a  telephone  pole 

<  NoTB.— As  to  additional  burden  of  telephone  or 
telegraph  system  ta  highway,  see  also  People  v. 
Baton  (Mich.)  2i  L.  U.  A.  721,  and  noU. 
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which  had  been  set  in  front  of  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty.   Affirfned, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messtt  George  W.  Funk,  D,  H«  Chase*. 
and  Blaekledfl^e  A  Shirley  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  McConnell  A  Jenkins,  Bell  A 
Purdens,  and  Goodykoonts  A  Ballard^ 
for  appellee: 

The  power  of  municipalities  of  Indiana  over 
streets  and  alleys  is  very  broad  and  compre- 
hensive. 

2  Rev.  Stat.  1894,  §g  8616-8638;  Wood  r. 
Mears,  12  Ind.  515,  74  Am.  Dec.  222;  Miihau 
V.  Sharp,  17  Barb.  487;  Indianapolis  d:  C.  R. 
Go,  V.  State,  Latorenceburg,  87  Ind.  496; 
Kistner  v.  Indianapolis,  100  Ind.  210;  Terrs 
Haute  A  L.  R.  Co,  v.  BisseU,  108  Ind.  118;  In- 
dianapolis Cable  Street  R.  Co.  ▼.  Citizens^-  Street 
R.  Co.  127  Ind.  869,  9  L.  R.  A.  589. 

The  nature  of  the  telephone  service  is  such 
that  the  owner  of  it  is  compelled  to  furnish 
facilities  to  the  public  and  the  citizens  when 
required,  is  affected  with  a  public  interest,  and 
the  municipal  authorities  have  inherent  power 
to  provide  for  such  service,  as  much  as  for 
lighting  the  streets,  independent  of  any  staC 
utory  power. 

hockett  V.  State,  105  Ind.  250.  55  Am.  Rep. 
201;  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co,  v.  Bradbury,  10^ 
Ind.  7;  CravfordsHlle  v.  Braden,  180  Ind.  149, 
14  L.  R.  A.  268. 

On  the  13ih  of  April,  1885,  the  legislature 
passed  an  act  in  which  it  specifically  recbgnizds 
the  right  of  an  individual  to  opersite  a  tellf- 
phone  plant  and  system  on  an  equal  footini; 
with  a  corporation.  n.n...    /T: 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  672. 


1898. 


Mages  v.  Oyeusbinbr. 
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See  Acts  1885,  p.  827;  Central  U.  TeUg.  Co. 
▼.  State,  Hopper,  123  Ind.  113;  Central  U. 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  StaU,  FaHey,  118  Ind.  194;  Cen- 
tral U.  Teleph,  Co.  v.  Bradbury,  106  Ind.  1. 

Tbe  erection  of  the  telephone  pole  com- 
plained of  is  not  an  additional  burden  to  the 
freehold. 

There  is  a  marked  distinction  between  the 
use  of  the  urban  and  suburban  highways. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  299;  Kincaidr, 
JndvmapoUs  Natural  Gas  Go.  124  Ind.  577,  8 
L.  R.  A.  602. 

In  Cater  v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exchange 
Co.  60  Minn.  539,  28  L.  R  A.  810,  the  court 
held  and  decided  that  the  construction  along 
a  highway  of  a  telephone  line  consisting  of 
poles  planted  in  the  ground  and  upon  which 
wires  were-  strung,  was  not  an  additional  ser- 
vitude. 

Tbe  public  easement  in  a  highway  is  not 
limited  to  travel  or  transportation  of  persons  or 
property  or  movable  vehicles. 

Tbe  setting  of  telephone  poles  is  not  neces- 
Barily  an  additional  burden  on  abutting  prop- 
erty and  on  the  easement. 

McCormick  v.  Dietriet  of  Oolumhia,  4 
Mackey,  896,  54  Am.  Rep.  284;  Julia  Bfdg, 
Asso.  V.  BeU  Teleph,  Co.  88  Mo.  258.  57  Am. 
Rep.  398;  Pierce  y.  Drew,  136  Mass.  75.49  Am. 
Rep.  7;  Her  ah  field  v.  Rocky  Mountain  BeU 
leleph.  Co.  12  Munt.  103;  Montgomery  v. 
Santa  Ana  Westminster  R.  Co,  104  Cal.  186, 
25  L.  R.  A.  654;  Lockhnrt  v.  Craig  Street  R 
Co.  139  Pa.  419;  Detroit  City  R.  Co,  v.  MilU, 
85  Mich.  634;  Cater  v.  Northwestern  Teleph. 
Exchange  Co.  60  Minn.  539,  28  L.  R.  A.  310; 
Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  State,  Falley,  118 
Ind.  194.  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  114.  note  180; 
PeopU  V.  Eaton,  100  Mich.  208,  24  L.  R.  A. 
721;  Loeber  v.  Butte  General  Electric  Co.  16 
Mont.  1;  Irwin  v.  Great  Southern  Teleph.  Co. 
87  La.  Ann.  63;  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  db  Teleg. 
Co.  V,  Francis,  109  Ala.  224,  31  L.  R.  A.  193; 
EicheU  v.  EoansviUe  Street  R.  Co,  78  Ind.  261, 
41  Am.  Rep.  561. 

The  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action, 
which  is  a  suit  in  ejectment  and  for  the  posses- 
sion of  the  real  estate  occupied  by  tbe  appellee, 
and.  unless  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  imme- 
diate possession  at  the  time  he  brought  his  suit, 
he  must  fail,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
was  right,  under  the  facts  found  by  the  jury. 

Montgomery  v.  Santa  Ana  Westminster  It, 
Co.  104  Cal.  186,  25  L.  R.  A.  654;  .McDonnell 
V.  Cambridge  R.  Co.  151  Mass.  159;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  C.dbSt.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  142  Ind.  218; 
Boots  V.  Beck,  109  Ind.  472. 

Ha.cknej'y  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
couri: 

Rufus  Magee,  the  owner  of  a  business  prop- 
erty fronting  upon  one  of  the  principal  busi- 
ness streets  of  the  city  of  Logan  sport,  and  the 
owner  of  the  fee  in  the  street,  brought  this 
suit  for  a  mandatory  injunction  to  cause  the 
removal  of  a  telephone  pole  placed  by  the  ap- 
pellee. Overshiner,  in  the  curb  line  of  the  side- 
walk in  front  of  said  property.  The  appellee, 
the  owner  of  the  telephone  system  in  said 
city,  placed  said  pole,  and  strung  wires  upon 
the  same  in  the  night-time,  after  protest  by  the 
appellant,  and  without  compensation  to  or 
consent  from  him.  The  principal  question  in 
io  L  R.  A. 


the  case  is  as  to  whether  such  use  of  the  mreet 
is  a  servitude,  not  within  the  contemplated 
uses  of  a  city  street,  and  therefore  an  addi- 
tional burden  upon  the  fee  of  the  appellant,  for 
which  he  should  be  compensated.  The  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  of  this  country,  so  far 
from  establishing  a  definite  rule  upon  this 
question,  are  at  such  variance  as  to  render 
hopeless  any  effort  to  reconcile  them.  At  the 
threshold  of  our  inquiries  there  are  certain 
well-recognized  propositions:  The  owner  of 
the  fee  in  a  street  which  has  been  dedicated  or 
condemned  for  a  street  is  entitled  to  restrict  its 
uses  to  such  as  are  proper  street  uses,  as  stated 
by  most  of  the  decisions;  to  the  uses  contem- 
plated at  the  dedication  or  condemnation* 
The  public  have  only  an  easement  for  the 
proper  uses  of  a  street.  When  applied  U> 
new  uses,  the  fee  owner  is  entitled  to  compen^ 
sation.  When  a  use  is  by  proper  public  au> 
thority,  and  is  not  an  additional  burden  upoiv 
the  fee^  no  compensation  is  due  the  fee  owner. 
In  the  use  of  the  public  easement,  there  is  no 
right  to  unreasonably  burden  the  fee,  to  th(» 
special  injury  and  damage  of  the  fee  owner.. 
These  general  propositions,  however,  are  of 
little  service  when  we  revert  to  the  question: 
Is  the  telephone  equipment  an  unneccs^ary- 
or  unreasonable  obstruction,  and  a  new  ana 
additional  servitude?  Will  it  suffice  to  say 
that  because  a  street  was  dedicated  or  con- 
demned fifty  years  ago,  before  electric  inven- 
tions for  lighting,  communicating  oral  and 
telegraphic  messages,  and  propelling  street 
cars,  were  thought  of.  it  could  not  therefore 
have  been  condemned  or  dedicated  in  con- 
templation of  the  uses  therein  of  such  inven- 
tions; or  that,  because  gas  had  not  been  used, 
as  a  method  of  lighiing,  the  right  to  lay  pipes* 
to  conduct  the  gas  could  not  have  been  con- 
templated ;  or  that  because  water,  for  protec- 
tion against  fire,  had  not  been  forced  through 
pipes  In  the  streets,  such  use  could  not  have 
been  contemplated;  and  so  on  as  to  the  usea 
of  the  street  for  sewerage,  for  natural  gaa 
piping,  for  telegraph  or  telephone  lines,  above 
or  below  the  surface  of  the  street,  or  for  the 
possible  future  uses  of  pneumatic  tubes  for 
the  transmission  of  mails  or  parcels,  and  the 
distribution  of  steam  or  electricity  for  heating,, 
etc.  ?  If  what  was  actually  contemplated  at 
the  time  of  the  dedication  should  be  found  to 
answer  the  question  in  every  case,  many  of 
the  uses  common  to  the  streets  of  every  city 
would  be  additional  servitudes,  for  which  the 
fee  owner  would  be  entitled  to  compensation. 
It  must  be,  however,  that  the  contemplated 
uses  should  be  deemed  to  have  been,  not  only 
in  the  walking,  riding  upon  horseback  and  in 
wagons  or  other  vehicles  drawn  by  animals, 
in  the  going  and  returning  upon  business,  so- 
cial, religious,  or  political  missions,  but  also 
by  such  methods  of  travel  and  communijca- 
tion,  in  addition  or  in  substitution  for  those 
as  might  come  into  vogue  and  be  accepted 
and  recognized  as  proper  and  in:  portant  uses, 
of  the  street  in  the  varying  ne»ds  and  de 
mands  of  commerce,  and  the  relations  of  man 
to  man  socially  and  otherwise.  If  this  were 
not  true,  the  way  originally  dedicated  for  a 
suburban  highway,  but  by  tbe  growth  of 
population  becoming  a  city  street,  or  the  dedi- 
cation of  a  village  or  town  street  afterwards 
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approval  from  Jvlia  Bldg.  Asm.  v.  BeU  Teleph. 
Co.  88  Mo.  258,  57  Am.  Rep.  898.  It  is  true 
that  it  was  further  held  that  the  fee  in  the 
street  was  not  in  the  abutliog  owner,  but  the 
proposition  is  distinctly  adopted  that  it  is  ger- 
mane to  the  proper  use  of  streets  to  allow  the 
setline  of  poles  and  wires  for  the  telephone 
In  AlcGormick  v.  DUtiict  of  Columbia,  4 
Mackey,  896.  54  Am.  Rep.  284.  the  right  of  the 
telephone  system  to  occupy  the  streets  as  a 
proper  street  URe  was  held.  The  same  right 
was  recognized  in  Irmin  v.  Great  Southern 
Teleph.  Co.  87  La.  Ann.  68;  but  it  was  placed 
upon  the  rule  that  the  abutting  owner  could 
not  complain,  since  the  fee  in  the  streets  was 
in  tlie  public.  We  observe  no  means  of 
distinguishing  against  the  telephone  equip- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  its  poles  are  not 
in  motion  as  are  ordinary  instruments  of 
travel,  since  the  permanent  occupancy  by  the 
trolley  poles,  the  gas  and  water  pipes,  etc.,  is 
maiDtnined.  See  People  v.  Eaton,  100  Mich. 
208  24  L.  R.  A.  721;  York  Teleph,  Co.  v.  Keeiey, 
5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  866. 

If  the  existence  of  private  benefit  to  the  fee 
owner  were  the  turning  point  between  the  ad- 
mission of  those  things  not  instruments  of 
travel  or  movement,  as  the  first  cistern,  the 
illuminating  and  heating  gases,  the  water 
pipes,  sewers,  etc. ,  and  the  telephone,  it  would 
be  exceedingly  difficult  to  establish  the  ab- 
sence of  private  benefit  to  the  property  owner 
and  business  man  in  the  employment  of  the 
telephone.  Opposed  to  the  view  of  the  ques 
lion  as  we  have  presented  it  are  cited  several 
authorities.  Blowers  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Gable  Co, 
68 Miss.  559. 12  L.  R.  A.  864,  involved  the  light 
to  place  telegraph  poles  upon  the  sidewalk  in 
the  city  of  Vicksburg.  The  controlling  por- 
tion of  the  opinion  is  as  follows:  "There  is 
some  conflict  in  the  authorities,  but  the  de- 
cided weight  is  to  the  effect  that  telegraph 
companies  form  no  part  of  the  equipment  of  a 
'  public  street,  but  are  foreign  to  its  use,  and 
that  where  the  abutting  owner  is  the  owner  of 
the  fee  to  the  center  of  the  street  he  is  entitled 
to  additional  compensation  for  the  additional 
burden  placed  upon  his  land.  Lewis,  Em. 
Dom.  §  181.  citing  Board  of  Trade  Teleg.  Co. 
y.  Bamett,  107  111.  507.  47  Am.  Rep.  458;  Du- 
nenbury  v.  Mutval  Union  Teleg.  Co.  11  Abb.  N. 
C.440;  Metropolitan  Teleph.d  Teleg.  Co.y.  Colioell 
LeadCo.lSJon*^&SAbS;BroomeY.  Keto  York 
iSb  New  Jersey  Teleg.  Co.i2  N.  J.  Eq.  141 ;  contra, 
IleweU  V.  WeslernU.  Teleg.  Co.  4  Mackev.  424; 
Pierce  v.  Drew,  186  Mass.  75.  49  Am.  Rep.  7; 
Julia  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  BeU  Teleph.  Co.  88  Mo. 
258,  57  Am.  Rep.  898."  All  of  the  cases  cited 
by  the  court  as  in  conflict  with  its  opinion 
have  been  cited  by  us.  Those  cited  in  support 
of  the  opinion  are  by  reference  to  Lewis  on 
Eminem  Domain,  where  the  text  is  supported 
by  the  four  crises  first  named  by  the  court.  Of 
those  cases  Board  of  Trade  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Barnett, 
107  III.  507.  47  Am.  Rep.  458,  involved  the  lo- 
cation of  a  telegraph  pole  in  a  rural  highway 
as  did  also  Dvsenlmry  v.  Mutual  Union  Teleg. 
Co.  11  Abb.  N.  C.  440.  In  Brotmev.  New 
York  AN.  J.  Teleg.  Co.  42  N.  J.  Eq.  141,  the 
statute  authorizing  the  establishment  of  the 
system  required  that  the  consent  in  writing 
of  the  property  owner  should  be  procured 
for  the  purpose,  and  without  such  consent  the 
40  L.  R.  A. 


right  was  denied.  The  one  case  cited  in  the 
Stowers  Case  giving  it  any  support  was  Metro- 
politan Teleph.  d  Teleg.  Go.  v.  GoltDeU  Lead  Go. 
18  Jones  <&  S.  488.  That  case  broadly  asserts 
that  the  telegraph  service  is  not  a  street  use. 
That  conclusion  is  at  variance  with  our  con- 
clusion. 

Among  the  other  cases  cited  by  counsel  for 
the  appellant  are  Eels  v.  American  Teleph,  d 
Teleg.  Co  148  N.  Y.  188.  25  L.  R.  A.  640; 
WcMUrn  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  WiUiame,  86  Va.  696, 18 
L.  R.  A.  429;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.v.  Irvine,  49 
Fed.  Rep.  118. — in  each  of  which  the  question 
was  as  to  the  erection  of  telegraph  poles  upon 
a  rural  highway;  and,  if  the  distinction  here- 
tofore maintained  is  correct,  they  are  not 
authorities  in  this  case.  In  Willis  Y.Erie  Teleg. 
A  Teleph.Go.  37  Minn.  847,  the  Judgment  of  the 
trial  court,  holding  the  telephone  pole  upon 
the  city  street  an  additional  servitude,  was 
affirmed  upon  a  division  of  the  court,  and  for 
the  lack  of  a  majority  for  either  side  of  the 
question.  It  is  therefore  of  little  force  as  an 
authority.  The  only  other  decision  thought 
to  be  analogous,  to  which  we  have  been  cited, 
or  which  our  extended  researches  have  dis- 
covered, is  that  of  Chesapeake  4t  P.  Teleph.  Co. 
V.  Mackende,  74  Md.  86.  In  that  case  the 
complaint  was  held  sufficient  upon  the  general 
allegation  that  the  pole  planted  in  the  footway 
in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  warehouse  "obstructs 
and  prevents  the  comfortable  and  reasonable 
and  beneficial  enjoyment  and  use  of  said 
premises"  without  permission  and  without 
payment  of  compensation.  It  was  held  to 
present  a  cause  of  action  for  a  direct  interfer- 
ence with  the  use  of  the  warehouse,  and  the 
question  of  the  use  of  a  street  or  a  highway  at 
an  additional  servitude  was  expressly  held  not 
to  be  involved.  It  was  held,  also,  that  the 
legislature  had  not  and  could  not  authorize 
the  substantial  impairment  of  such  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  one's  property.  We  do  not 
therefore  regard  that  c&«e  as  in  point.  Nor 
do  we  regard  the  New  York  Elevated  Steam 
Railway  Cases  as  in  point.  Those  cases  cor- 
rectly held,  as  we  think,  that  the  use  of  the 
street  for  such  railway  was  an  obstruction  of 
the  easements  of  access,  light,  and  air,  if  not 
an  unanticipated  street  use. 

Text-writers  justly  renowned  have  grouped 
many  of  the  cases  cited  by  us,  and  have  vari- 
ously expressed  the  opinion  that  the  weight  of 
authority  forbids  the  use  of  an  urban  way  for 
telephone  equipment.  We  have  found,  how- 
ever, no  analysis  of  the  cases,  and  no  attempt 
by  such  writers  to  classify  tlie  cases  applying 
to  urban  and  suburban  ways,  and  no  effort 
has  been  made  by  them  to  consider  the  reasons 
supporting  the  cases  which  uphold  the  use  as 
within  the  scope  of  proper  street  uses.  As  we 
have  seen,  there  are  but  two  decisions  of  au- 
thoritative force  supporting  the  contention  of 
the  appellant.  Those  decisions  involved  the 
use  of  the  telegraph  equipment, — a  use,  as  we 
have  said,  more  nearly  like  that  of  the  tele- 
phone than  any  other.  The  telegraph,  how- 
ever, has  never  been  employed  as  a  means  of 
intraurban  communication.  It  requires  skilled 
persons  to  receive  the  messages,  and  then  they 
are  to  be  carried  to  the  persons  for  whom  they 
are  intended  by  just  such  means  and  uses  of 
the  streets  as  would  other  written  communica- 
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<ion8.  The  telephone  is  particularly  useful  in 
•eommunicadons  between  the  people  within  a 
^ty,  and  it  can  be  used  for  that  purpose 
directly,  and  by  persons  without  special 
skill.  It  is  more  clearly  a  substitute  for  the 
old  methods  of  the  communication  of  messages 
between  persons  within  the  city  than  the  tele- 
grsph. 

We  conclude  that  the  reasonable  use  of  the 
streets  of  a  city  for  the  equipment  of  a  tele- 
phone system  is  not  a  new  and  additional 
aervitude,  for  which  the  abutting  property 
owner  is  entitled  to  compensation.  Nor  do 
we  agree  that  the  ordinary  pole  and  wires  are 
«  special  injury  to  the  employment  of  the 
abutting  property.    Nor  do  we  agree  with  the 


appellant  that  a  telephone  system  may  not  be 
owned  and  conducted  by  an  individual  be- 
cause of  the  grant,  by  the  legislature,  of  such 
rights  to  corporations.  An  individual  may 
conduct  any  proper  business  without  legisla- 
tive assent,  unless  there  hns  been  some  Tegia- 
lative  restriction  upon  such  right.  If,  in  the 
present  case,  the  appellant  had  been  entitled 
to  restrain  the  U5te  because  an  additional  servi- 
tude, the  appellee  could  not  have  taken  the 
use  without  an  agreement  with  the  appellant 
or  some  legislative  power  to  condemn.  That 
question  is  put  at  rest  by  the  holding  that 
there  is  no  additional  servitude  in  the  erection 
of  the  pole. 

The  judgment  of  the  Lower  Court  i$  afflrmed. 


IOWA  SUPREME  COURT. 


James  CALLANAN,  Appt., 

V, 

M.  VOTRUBA. 


(- 


-Iowa. 


-) 


•A.  Judif  ment  ia  not  rendered  so  as  to  con- 
stitute a  lien  from  the  **tlme  of  such  reodl- 
tioo."  within  the  meanlnsr  of  Code,  6  3801.  until  It 
is  entered  on  the  record  of  the  court,  as  required 
by  8  3784,  although  a  form  of  judgment  has  been 
stfrned  by  the  Judge  and  indoi-sed  "Filed'*  by  the 
clerk. 

(February  8, 1888.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflP  from  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  defendant  establishing  the  lien  of 
^  judgment  upon  certain  property  owned  by 
plaintiff  and  the  tille  to  which  he  sought  to 
•quiet  against  defendant's  judgment.    Herersed. 

The  judjrments  were  against  J.  W.  McClure, 
«nd  were  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
-district  court  September  24,  1895.  They  were 
not  indexed  until  September  28  or  September 
W;  in  the  meantime,  on  September  26  or  27, 
-Callanan  accepted  a  conveyance  from  McClure 
•of  the  property  in  question. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opiniou. 

Messrs.  Davis  Sb  Davis*  for  appellant: 

Judgnaents  and  liens,  in  order  to  bind  land 
as  against  persons  having  no  actual  notice 
thereof,  must  appear  of  record  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  law;  that  is,  they  must  be 
found  in  the  records  wherein  the  statute  re- 
quires them  to  be  entered. 

^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hesser,  77  Iowa,  385,  4 
L.  R.  A.  122. 

When  a  judgment  is  not  indexed,  a  pur- 
chaser without  actual  notice  is  not  bound 
thereby,  for  the  reason  that  the  record  required 
by  the  statute  to  impart  constructive  notice, 
4.  e..  the  indexed  judgment,  does  not  exist. 

Thomas  v.  Desney,  57  Iowa,  58;  Sterling 
Jfjg.  Co,  V.  Karly,  69  Iowa,  94;  C'unmings  v. 
J^ng,  16  Iowa.  41.  85  Am.  Dec.  502;  Boim  v. 
Tftaycr,  49  Iowa,  15*. 

In  many  of  the  states  there  is  a  statutory  re- 


Nora.— As  to  what  entry  or  record  Is  neoe«>9ary 
^o  complete  a  juderment,  see  note  to  As  Weber  (N. 
D.)  28L.fi.  A.  ttl. 
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quirement,  designed  for  convenience  and  expe- 
dition in  makioe  searches,  that  the  Judgment 
be  duly  indexed.  This  is  usually  done  in  a 
separate  book  or  series  of  books  kept  for  that 
purpose,  and  under  the  judgment-debtor's  sur- 
name in  its  alphabetical  order.  The  statute 
may  be  so  framed  as  to  make  the  index  an 
essential  part  of  the  record;  and  when  this  is 
the  case,  a  judgment  is  no  lien  upon  the  debt- 
or's property,  until  correctly  indexed,  as  against 
a  purchaser  who  has  searched  the  index  with 
due  care.  And  the  judgment,  though  duly 
filed  and  recorded,  creates  no  lien  if  it  is  not 
indexed. 

Black,  Judgm.  §  406;  Sterling  Mfg.  Co,  v. 
Early,  69  Iowa,  94;  Thomas  v.  Desney,  57 
Iowa,  58;  Cummings  v.  Long,  16  Iowa,  41.  85 
Am.  Dec.  503:  Preem.  Judgm.  gg  848,  847; 
Nye  V.  Moody,  70  Tex.  484;  Metz  v.  State  Bank, 
7  Neb.  165;  Holman  v.  MUler,  108  N.  C.  118; 
Willis  V.  Smith,  66  Tex.  31. 

It  was  the  duty  of  Votruba  to  see  that  his 
judgments  were  correctly  entered  and  indexed 
in  due  time. 

Wofids  V.  Reynolds,  7  Watts  &  S.  406. 

It  is  immaterial  that  the  deed  was  not  deliv- 
ered until  the  27th  of  September,  because  the 
delivery  is  not  essential  under  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  nor  is  it  required  by  the  statute  of 
frauds  in  other  states. 

I>rury  v.  Young,  58  Md.  646,  42  Am.  Rep. 
843  and  note;  Williams  v.  Bacon,  2  Gray,  887; 
Thaller  v.  Luce,  22  Ohio  St.  62;  Ileideman  y. 
Wof»tein,  12  Mo.  App.  866;  8  Am.  <&  £ng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  715. 

An  unindexed  judgment  is  not  a  lien  upon 
real  estate  at  all. 

A^tna  L,  Ins,  Co.  v.  Eesser.  Tl  Iowa,  881,  4 
L  R.  A.  122;  Winter  v.  Coult/tard,  94  Iowa, 
812. 

Messrs.  Day  Sb  Corry»  for  appellee: 

A  party  who  takes  a  conveyance  simply  in 
consideration  of  a  past  indebtedness  is  not  to  bo 
treated  in  a  court  of  equity  as  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser. 

Gafford  v.  Stearns,  61  Ala.  484;  Wefls  y. 
Morrow,  88  Ala.  125;  Story,  Sales  of  Pers. 
Prop.  S  818;  Willard,  Eq.  Jur.  266,  257:  Fash 
V.  Havesies,  82  Ala.  451;  Fenno  v.  Savre,  3 
Ala.  470;  Andreas  y.  McCoy,  8  Ala.  920,  4A 
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Am.  Dec.  660;  Boyd  ▼.  Beek,  29  Ala.  718; 
Diekevinn  v.  TUlinghasi,  4  Paige.  216,  25  Am. 
Dec.  52^:  Padgett  v.  Lawrence,  10  Paige,  181. 
4d  Am.  Dec.  282;  Fan  //0v«ffn  ▼.  Bidciiff,  17 
N.  Y.  580,  72  Am.  Dec  480;  Paneoast  v. 
Dttval,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  446;  Phelp$  v.  FockUr,  61 
Iowa,  840. 

The  rendition  of  a  iudgment  ia  eDtlrely  dis- 
tinct and  essentially  different  from  the  entry 
and  indexing  of  a  judgment. 

Black,  Judgm.  g  106;  Babeoek  ▼.  Wolf,  70 
Iowa,  676;  Gutfirie  v.  Guthrie,  71  Iowa,  744. 

Ladd*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  September,  1895.  McClure  was  the  owner 
of  a  lot  in  the  city  of  Des  Moines,  and  con- 
veyed it  by  warranty  deed  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff September  27  of  the  same  year,  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  oral  contract  so  to  do  made 
September  8  previous.  The  agreed  consid- 
eration was  $800,  of  which  $416  was  credited 
on  an  antecedent  indebtedness,  and  $884  a 
mortgage  on  the  lot,  subject  to  which  Callanan 
took  the  dted.  Two  judgments  by  default 
were  ordered  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against 
McCIure  September  24, 1895,  and  entries  there- 
for were  signed  by  the  trial  judge  and  in- 
dorsed * 'Filed"  by  the  clerk  on  the  same  day, 
but  were  not  recorded  in  the  record  book  or 
entered  until  the  28th  or  80th  of  the  same 
month,  and  after  the  conveyance  to  Callanan. 
Are  tbeAe  judgments  liens  on  the  land?  Sec- 
tion 8801  of  the  Code  provides  that  "judg- 
ments in  the  supreme  or  district  courts  of  this 
ptHte  or  in  the  circuit  or  district  courts  of  the 
United  States  within  this  state,  are  liens  upon 
the  real  estate  owned  by  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  such  rendition,  and  also  upon  all  he 
may  subsequently  acquire,  for  the  period  of 
ten  years  from  the  date  of  the  judgment." 
What  is  meant  by  the  ''time  of  such  rendi- 
tion?'* Rendering  a  judgment  is  the  judicial 
act  of  the  court  in  pronouncing  the  sentence 
of  the  law  upon  the  facts  in  controversy,  as 
ascertained  from  the  pleadings  and  the  evi- 
dence; and,  technically,  the  ministerial  act  of 
spreading  upon  the  record  a  statement  of  the 
final  conclusion  reached  by  the  court  is  not 
included  therein.  Black,  Judgm.  g  106; 
Schuster  v.  liader,  18  Colo.  829;  Blalcflford  v. 
Ne^rbcrry,  100  111.  489;  Gomtell  v.  KuykendaU, 
29  Kan.  707;  HaU  v.  Tuttle  [6  Hill.  88],  40  Am. 
Dec.  882,  and  note;  Stephens  v.  JSantee,  49  N. 
y.  80;  Durant  v.  Comegys,  2  Idaho.  809;  Re 
Cook,  77  Cal.  220, 1  L.  R.  A.  567.  But  in  con- 
struing this  statute  its  relation  to  others  on  the 
same  subject,  and  the  sense  in  which  the 
words  are  used,  as  determined  by  this  court, 
must  be  con^idered.  Every  final  adjudication 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  an  action  is  a 
judgment.  Code,  §  8769.  All  judgments 
and  orders  must  be  entered  on  the  record  of 
the  court,  and  must  specify  clearly  the  relief 
granted  or  order  made  in  the  action.  Code, 
g  8784.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  definition 
of  a  "judgment"  in  the  Code  differs  some- 
what from  that  of  some  of  the  lexicoersphers 
in  that  it  is  a  final  adjudication.  Zeigler  v. 
Vance,  8  Iowa,  528;  Taylor  v.  Runyan,  8  Iowa, 
474.  See  definitions  by  authorities  collected 
in  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  In  Humphrey 
Y,  Batens,  9  Minn.  818  (Gil.  801).  it  was  held 
40  L.a  A. 


that,  where  a  writ  of  error  must  be  issued 
within  a  year  after  the  "rendition  of  judg- 
ment," the  time  begins  to  run  from  the  entry^ 
of  judgment  or  onier  on  the  record.    The- 

5iuestion  was  first  suggested  in  this  court  ii» 
^hoton  V.  Scott,  2  G.  Greene,  454;  Kinney,  J., 
remarking:  "We  are  at  a  loss  to  know  how 
the  justice  could  have  rendered  a  judgment 
that  would  have  any  force  or  virtue,  without 
rendering  that  judgment  in  proper  form  in  the- 
docket,  which  he  is  required  by  law  to  keep' 
for  that  purpose.  It  is  true,  he  might,  in  hia 
mind,  resolve  uix)n  entering  the  judgment,  but 
unless  put  into  shape  and  form,  it  would  be  aa- 
though  no  judgment  at  all  had  existed  in  the- 
mind."  In  Case  v.  Plato,  54  Iowa,  64,  the- 
court,  through  Day,  J.,  after  quoting  the  stat- 
utes, says:  "It  is  apparent  from  the  foregoing- 
provisions  that  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of 
ment  that  it  should  be  entered  upon  the 
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statement  of  the  proceedings  of  the  court  ia 
kept,  and  to  which  appeal  must  always  he- 
rn ade  to  determine  what  has  been  done.  The 
theory  of  the  law  is  that  it  Is  kept  under  the- 
direction  and  supervision  of  the  judge,  is  ap- 
proved by  him.  and  constitutes  the  only  proof 
of  his  acts."  In  Balm  v.  Nunn,  68  Iowa,  641, 
the  opinion  is  by  Beck.  J.,  who  states:  "There- 
can  be  no  judgment  until  it  is  entered  in  the 
proper  record  of  the  court  It  cannot  exist  in* 
the  memory  of  the  officers  of  the  court,  nor 
in  the  memoranda  entered  upon  books  not  in- 
tended to  preserve  the  record  of  judgments. 
.  .  .  It  is  not  competent  to  prove  a  judg- 
ment in  any  other  way  than  by  the  productioi^ 
of  the  proper  record  thereof.*^  ^tna  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Eesser,  77  Iowa,  881,  4  L.  R.  A.  122,, 
seems  to  be  decisive.  In  that  case  the  judg- 
ment was  erroneously  indexed,  and  the  court*, 
in  holding  it  was  not  a  lien  superior  to  a  sub- 
sequent mortgage,  bases  its  conclusion  oift> 
three  grounds:  (1)  No  constructive  notice  wa» 
imparted,  owing  to  the  failure  to  index;  (2>' 
the  judgment,  biefore  it  becomes  a  lien,  must 
be  of  record,  t.  e.,  entered  in  the  record  book, 
required  by  the  statute;  (8)  a  judgment  is  not 
rendered,  so  as  to  be  effective  and  capable  of 
enforcement,  until  it  is  **made  up,  finished,, 
stated,  or  delivered"  in  the  form  and  manner 
and  entered  of  record  as  required  by  the  stat- 
utes. Appellee  insists  the  last  two  grounds- 
stated  amount  to  no  more  than  dicta,  but  thes» 
are  not  stated  in  the  way  of  argument,  but  as- 
conclusions  of  law.  In  Winter  v.  CoultJiard^ 
94  Iowa,  812,  the  court  had  announced  its  de- 
cision; but  these  had  not  been  entered  of  rec- 
ord, and  the  executions  were  held  invalid  be- 
cause no  judgments  existed.  The  judge's* 
calendar  is  not  a  record  of  the  court,  but  en- 
tries therein  announce  the  judge's  conclusions, 
and  are  intended  for  the  guidance  of  the  clerk. 
Traer  v.  Whitman,  56  Iowa,  448;  MUUr  v. 
Wolf,  68  Iowa,  238;  Slate  v.  Manley,  63  Iowa, 
844;  Barrovglis  v.  EUis,  76  Iowa,  649.  While- 
not  proof  of  a  decree  or  Judgment,  such  min- 
utes may  tend  to  show  a  decree  or  judgment 
has  been  ordered.  Be  Edwards,  58  Iowa,  431. 
If  the  record  is  the  only  proof  of  a  judgment,, 
as  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this  court,  tlieik^ 
how  can  a  judgment  be  said  to  have  been  ren- 
dered before  spread  on  the  records,  when  it» 
very  existence  prior  to  that  time  cannot  be  ea- 
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tabHBhedf  If  the  sUtute  makiDg  the  iudg- 
ment  a  lien  "at  the  time  of  such  rendftton'' 
refers  to  the  time  of  annouDcement  by  the 
Indge,  rather  than  when  entered  on  the  proper 
books,  it  would  certainly  be  capable  of  en- 
forcement by  execution.  Section  8054  of  the 
Code.  But  it  was  adjudged  otherwise  in  Win- 
ter ^.  Ouulihard,  04  Iowa,  812.  If  the  court 
has  announced  Judgment,  the  derk  may  com- 
plete the  record  after  the  term.  Code,  ^  242. 
But  until  the  record  is  prepared  no  evidence 
exists  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  These 
records  are  under  the  control  of  the  court 
(§  248  of  the  Code),  and  through  them  it  speaks 
the  final  adjudication  defined  by  the  statute  as 
a  Judirment  Until  so  rendered,  there  is  no 
judgment  The  Code  contains  no  provisions 
relating  to  judgment  forms  signed  by  the 
Judge,  and  these  amounted  to  no  more  than 
directions  for  judgments.  Until  recorded, 
they  were  not  such,  but  merely  evidence  that 


the  court  had  ordered  judgments,  and  ap> 
proved  their  form.  This  view  finds  support 
in  Babeock  v.  Wolf,  70  Iowa,  676,  and  Oulh^ie 
V.  Qutkrie,  71  Iowa,  744.  In  these  cases  de- 
cisions were,  by  agreemeot.  to  be  made  in  va- 
cation, and  were  written  and  si|?ned  by  the 
judges  before  the  expiration  of  their  terms  of 
ofiSce,  though  not  delivered  in  the  clerk's  (»fflce 
until  afterwards.  In  the  former  it  is  faid: 
'*Now,  we  think  the  decision  was  made  when 
it  was  deposited  in  the  express  office  at  Aftoo. 
Under  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  it  wa.s  as 
complete  then  as  if  there  had  been  no  agree- 
ment and  the  judge  had  entered  a  decisioa  in 
his  minutes  in  open  court,  because  the  pi\rtie» 
agreed  that  the  decision  was  not  to  be  made  at 
Clnrinda."  But  it  did  not  have  the  force  of  a. 
Judgment  until  spread  upon  the  records  as  re- 
quired by  law. 


BfAINE  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Bertha  L.  WHITMORB,  Admrx.,  etc., 

ORONO  PULP  &  PAPER  COMPANY. 

(01  Me.  207.) 

1.  The  leaaor  of  a  pnlp  mUl  does  not  owe 
to  the  servanrs  of  the  lessee  the  duty  of  maklnir 
the  requlstre  ezamlnatioo,  or  of  posseeslnir  ibe 
requisite  lecbnioal  learDlng,  and  com munlca tins 
tlie  rpsulrs  as  to  the  safe  condition  of  a  digester 
In  the  mill,  before  turning  the  plant  over  to  the 


8.  A  digester  in  a  pnlp  mill  whieh  is 
not  dangerous  on  leas  It  Is  used  does  not 
oonstlture  a  nuiftanoe  which  wlU  renier  the 
owner  liable  for  lujurlee  resuitlns  to  employees 
of  a  iecsee,  by  iu  explosion. 

(January  98, 1808L) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  niHni^s  of 
the  Supreme  Judicisl  Court  f'-r  Penobscot 
County  made  during  the  trial  of  ar  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  death  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  negligence  which  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor.  Sub- 
tained. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mtsgn.  Charles  P.  Stetson  and  C.  J. 
Dnnn,  for  defendant: 

The  lessor  of  a  building  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  any  agreement  to  that  effect  is  not 
liable  to  the  leasee,  or  others  upon  the  premises 
by  his  invitation,  for  their  condition  or  that 
they  are  tenan<able  and  may  be  safely  and  con- 
veniently used  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
ere  apparent ly  intended. 

Button  V.  Gerrish,  9  Cush.  89,  55  Am.  Dec. 

Note.— As  to  landlord's  liability  to  third  person 
for  defective  oonditlon  of  premises  in  possession 
of  tenant,  see  Lee  v.  McLaughlin  {He,)  S6  L.  B.  A. 
1197,  and  nute, 
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45;  aifford  ▼.  Atlantic  Cotton  Mills,  146  Mass. 
47:  Jaffe  v.  Harteau,  66  N.  Y.  898,  16  Am. 
Rep.  488;  Edwards  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co, 
98  N.  Y.  249.  60  Am.  Rep.  659;  Doyle  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  147  U.  8.  414,  87  L.  ed.  224;. 
Coioen  Y.  Sunderland,  145  Mass.  863;  Tuttle 
▼.  Qe<yrge  H.  Gilbert  Mfg,  Co,  145  Mass.  169; 
B(ywe  V.  Hvnking,  185  Mass.  880,  46  Am.  Rep. 
471;  Moyuikan  y.  Allyn,  162  Mass.  270; 
Stetens  v.  Fierce,  151  Mass.  207. 

If  the  lessee,  instead  of  exacting  from  the 
lessor  any  warranty  of  its  present  or  future 
state  of  repair,  elects  to  rely  upon  its  owa 
Judgment,  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud 
or  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  leaves 
the  lessee  to  the  operation  of  the  maxim  Caveat 
emptor  and  be  takes  the  premises  as  he  finds 
them,  for  better  or  worse. 

McKenzie  y.  Cheetham,  88  Me.  648;  Cutter 
Y.  Hamlen,  147  Mass.  471,  1  L.  R.  A.  429. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  the  employees  of 
the  tenant. 

Freeman  y.  HunneweU,  168  Mass.  210; 
Dalay  y.  Satage,  145  Mass.  88;  Bowe  v.  Ilun- 
king,  185  Mass.  883,  46  Am.  Rep.  471;  Nelson 
Y.  Liverpool  Brewery  Co.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div. 
811. 

Messrs,  P.  H.  Gillln  and  C.  J.  Hutch- 
in^s  for  plaintiff. 

Emery*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tho 
court: 

The  defendant  company,  the  Orono  Pulp  & 
Paper  Company,  constructed,  and  for  a  few 
years,  up  to  October  1,  1892,  operated  a  pulp 
mill  in  Orono.  On  that  day  it  leased  its  mill 
and  plant  to  another  and  distinct  corporation, 
the  Bangor  Pulp  <&  Paper  Company,  fortweniy- 
ftve  years.  This  latter  company,  the  lessee, 
took  possession  of  the  leased  property  on  the 
same  day,  and  for  some  little  time  thereafter 
operated,  it  as  a  pulp  mill  on  its  own  account. 


See  also  46  L.  R.  A.  748. 
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By  tbe  terms  of  the  lease  the  BaDgor  CompaDj, 
the  lessee,  was  to  have  the  exclusive  possession 
of  the  properly,  and  was  to  keep  it  in  substan- 
tial repair;  the  lessor  reserving  the  usual  right 
to  enter  upon  and  view  the  premises  at  times 
convenient  to  the  lessee.  The  lessor  made  no 
stipulation  as  to  the  condition  of  the  prop- 
erly. 

The  plaintiff's  intestate.  Austin  J.  Whitmore, 
had  entered  into  the  employ  of  the  lessee,  the 
Bangor  Company,  and  was  in  its  employ,  upon 
the  premises  thus  leased  and  operated  by  it. 
on  the  nth  day  of  October,  1892.  On  that 
-day  one  of  the  digesters  (a  large  cylinder  of 
-deoxidized  bronze,  and  an  essential  part  of  the 
machinery  of  the  mill)  exploded  while  Mr. 
Whitmore  was  at  work  near  it  in  the  line  of 
his  du^y.  He  was  so  severely  injured  by  the 
explosion  that  he  died  a  few  weeks  afterwards. 
The  explosion  resulted  from  the  inability  of 
the  digester  to  resist  the  usual  pressure  of  steam 
injected  into  it  in  the  course  of  the  business  of 
the  mill. 

For  this  injury  the  plaintiff,  as  administra- 
trix, first  brought  an  action  against  the  Bangor 
Company,  the  lessee  operating  the  mill  and 
plant,  and  her  husband's  employer,  counting 
upon  the  negligence  of  that  company,  and  re- 
-covered  Judgment  upon  the  ground  that  that 
company  had  not  exercised  due  care  in  exam- 
ining into  and  ascertaining  the  real  condition 
of  the  digester,  which  in  fact  was  too  weak  to 
withstand  the  steam  pressure  used.  By  rea- 
son of  the  insolvency  of  that  company  the 
plaintiff  has  not  been  able  to  collect  any  part 
of  that  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action 
against  the  lessor  of  the  mill  and  plant,  the 
Orono  Pulp  &  Paper  Company,  counting  upon 
•  its  neglect  of  its  duty  in  the  matter  of  the 
faculty  digester.  The  defendant  company  did 
not  construct  the  digester,  but  purchased  it 
from  a  reputable  manufacturer  of  digesters. 
In  selecting,  purchasing,  and  setting  up  this 
digester,  it  is  not  questioned  that  the  defend- 
ant company  exercised  due  care.  At  the  first 
it  was  sufficiently  strong.  It  was  weakened 
after  a  time  by  the  peculiar  and  continued 
action  of  the  necessary  chemicals  upon  the 
particular  metal  of  which  it  was  composed. 
This  action  was  wholly  confined  to  the  interior 
of  the  closed  cylinder,  and  was  invisible  from 
the  outside. 

Granting  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  lease,  and  the  change  of  the  possession  and 
control  of  the  premises  from  the  lessor  to  the 
lessee,  the  digester  was  then  in  fact  too  weak 
for  its  purpose,  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
evidence  that  any  officer  or  agent  of  the  lessor 
company  was  actually  aware  of  that  condition 
of  the  digester,  or  that  knowledge  of  it  could 
have  been  obtained,  except  by  actual  examina- 
tion of  the  interior,  or  by  inference  from  suf- 
ficient technical  learning  as  to  the  peculiar 
action  of  the  particular  chemicals  upon  the 
particular  metal.  The  outward,  visible  indica- 
tions all  were  that  the  digester  was  as  strong 
as  ever. 

The  defendant  company  did  not  make  the 
necessary  examination  before  or  at  the  time  of 
leasing,  and  did  not  possess  the  requisite  tech- 
nical learning  to  make  the  correct  inference 
without  examination,  but  there  is  no  sugges- 
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tion  of  fraud  or  concealment  In  the  matter.  It 
may  be  that  this  omission  and  ignorance  were 
a  breach  of  a  duty  owed  by  the  defendant 
company  to  its  own  emplojrees  or  servants,  but 
that  proposition  alone  will  not  sustain  the 
plaintiff's  action.  A  person  may  owe  a  duty 
to  one  individual  or  class  which  he  does  not 
owe  to  another.  The  duty  may  depend  wholly 
upon  the  relation  between  the  parlies.  The 
plaintiff  must  therefore  maintain  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  defendant  owed  to  the  wrvants 
of  its  lessee  the  duty  of  making  the  requisite 
examination,  or  of  possessing  the  requisite 
technical  learning,  and  communicating  the 
results  before  turning  the  plant  over  to  the 
lessee.  Whether  the  Taw  of  this  state  supports 
that  proposition  is  the  question  presented. 

It  should  be  noted  at  the  outset  that  the  de> 
fendant  company  is  not  a  public  corporation, 
engaged  in  a  public  business,  enjoying  public 
franchises,  and  owing  special  duties  in  conse- 
quence thereof.  It  is  a  private  corporation, 
transacting  a  purely  private  business,  and 
dealing  in  this  instance  with  another  private 
party.  Hence  the  rules  and  principles  applied 
to  owners  of  railroads,  wharves,  elevators, 
public  halls,  etc.,  do  not  necessarily  govern  this 
case.  Again,  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  not 
upon  his  own  premises,  nor  upon  any  public 
road  or  place,  at  the  time  of  the  explosion,  but 
was  voluntarily  upon  the  leased  premises  un- 
der a  contract  with  the  lessee  only.  Hence 
the  doctrines  of  the  law  of  liability  for  nui- 
sances to  strangers  or  the  public  are  not  neces- 
sarily applicable.  It  should  be  further  noted 
tbat  the  lessee  engaged  to  make  repairs;  that 
the  lessee  had  as  much  ability  and  opportunity 
as  the  lessor  to  ascertain  and  guard  against  the 
actual  condition  of  tbe  digester  before  accept- 
ing and  using  it,  and  subjecting  the  plaintiff's 
intestate  to  the  consequent  danger.  Indeed 
the  plaintiff  recovered  her  judgment  against 
the  lessee  for  this  same  injury  upon  that  very 
ground,— that  the  lessee  by  reasonable  effort 
could  have  done,  and  yet  did  not 

It  is  not  questioned  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  lessor  owes  no  more  or  other  duty 
to  the  lessee's  servants  or  assigns  than  he  does 
to  the  lessee  himself.  If  his  duty  or  freedom 
from  duty  to  the  lessee  is  made  plain,  his  duty 
or  freedom  from  duty  to  the  lessee's  servant 
is  equally  plain.  The  discussion  therefore 
may  be  confined  to  the  duty  of  the  lessor  to 
the  lessee. 

Under  such  circumstances  as  have  been  dis- 
closed and  stated  in  this  case,  does  the  owner 
of  property  unaffected  by  any  public  use  owe 
to  his  prospective  lessee  the  duly  to  actively 
exert  ordinary  care  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  to 
find  out  and  apprise  him  of  unknown  defects 
which  the  lessee  can  eoually  well  find  out  for 
himself? 

The  development  of  the  law  has  not  yet  pro- 
gressed so  far  in  this  state.  Here  the  common- 
law  rule  of  caveat  emptor  is  still  in  force,  and 
is  applied  to  the  lease  as  well  as  to  the  sale  of 
property.  It  was  early  said  in  HUl  v.  Wood- 
man, 14  Me.  88.  42,  43,  that,  in  the  absence 
of  express  stipulations  as  to  the  condition  of 
the  premises,  the  lessee  took  them  for  better 
or  worse, — at  least,  when  he  had  sufficient 
means  for  ascertaining  their  condition.  In 
Libbey   ▼.    Tolford,    48    Me.    816,     77 
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Dec.  829,  it  was  explicitly  declared  to  be 
the  law  that  there  is  no  implied  obligation 
upon  the  lessor  to  see  that  a  leased  building 
is  safe,  well  built,  or  fit  for  any  particular 
use;  that  a  leased  house  is  reasonably  fit 
for  habitation ;  or  that  leased  land  is  fit  for 
the  purpose  for  which  it  is  taken.  In  Oregor 
-V.  Oady,  82  Me.  131,  the  owner  was  held  bound 
to  effectually  repair  where  he  aF>8umed  and  be- 
gan to  repair,  but  it  was  declared  (page  186, 
^  Me.),  he  was  under  no  obligation  to  repair, 
«nd  that  "the  tenant,  on  the  principle  of  caveat 
^emptor ^  and  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud  upon 
the  part  of  the  landlord,  takes  them  [the  leased 
premises]  in  the  actual  condition  in  which  he 
inds  them,  for  belter  and  for  worse."  In  Me- 
Eemie  ▼.  CheetJtam,  88  Me.  543,  Ihe  defendant 
had  leased  the  second  story  of  a  dwelling 
lioase,  with  a  defective  landing  for  a  stair- 
way, which  was  the  only  means  of  ingress  and 
^egress  for  the  second  story.  The  plaintiff  had 
made  a  social  call  upon  the  tenant,  and,  on 
leaving,  fell  through  the  defective  landing. 
The  court  held  that  the  defendant  owed  no 
^uty  to  the  tenant  or  to  his  caller,  the  plain- 
tiff, as  to  the  defective  landing  upon  the  prem- 
ises, even  though  the  landing  was  essential  to 
the  reasonable  use  of  the  leased  tenement.  It 
was  again  iterated  (pages  548,  549.  83  Me.), 
that  "the  law  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud  or 
<:oncea1ment  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  leaves 
the  lessee  to  the  operation  of  the  maxim  caf>€at 
•emptor  and  he  takes  the  premises  as  he  finds 
them  for  better  or  worse;"  and  mnny  authori- 
ties were  cited.  The  court  also  necessarily  de- 
•cided  that  the  lessor  owed  to  no  one  on  the 
premises  under  the  lessee  any  more  duty  than 
he  owed  to  the  lessee  himself. 

So  stands  the  law  in  this  state  to-day.  well 
^nown  and  hitherto  acted  upon.  Any  desired 
change  or  extension  of  it  should  be  asked  of 
the  legislature,  and  not  of  the  court. 

The  case  of  Nugent  v.  Boston,  C.  d  M.  R.  Go. 
60  Me.  62,  rightly  understood,  is  no  departure 
from  the  former  decisions  of  this  court.  The 
defendant  railroad  company,  the  owner  of  the 
railroad,  had  not  leased  it  to  the  Portland  & 
Ogdensburg  Railroad  Company,  the  plaintiff's 
employer,  nor  had  it  in  any  way  turned  over 
the  whole  plant  to  the  lutter  comr>any.  It  had 
«imply  permitted  the  Portland  <&  Ogdensburg 
Company  to  run  through  freight  trains  over  a 
part  of  its  tracks.  It  retained  the  possession 
«nd  control  of  its  tracks,  station  houses,  plat- 
forms, etc.  The  plaintiff,  a  brakeman  in  the 
«mploy  of  the  Portland  &  Ogdensburg  Com- 
pany, was  injured,  in  the  line  of  his  duty, 
through  the  defective  construction  of  a  station 
awning  on  the  defendant's  road.  It  was  con- 
ceded that,  upon  the  above  facts,  the  defend- 
ant company,  having  control  of  the  station 
house,  awning,  platform,  etc.,  and  inviting 
the  plaintiff  to  pass  and  repass  in  the  line  of 
bis  duty  as  such  brakeman,  owed  him  the  duty 
of  so  constructing  and  maintaining  the  awn- 
ing as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  him.  But  after 
this  arrangement  with  the  plaintiff's  employer, 
and  while  it  was  in  force,  and  before  the  in 
jury,  the  defendant  company  leased  its  entire 
road,  Including  stations,  to  the  Boston  &  Lowell 
Railroad  Company,  which  latter  company  com- 
pletely took  over  and  operated  the  entire  road, 
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agreeing  to  assume  all  liability  for  njuriea. 
etc. 

The  plaintiff  was  injured  while  the  lessee 
was  in  possession  under  that  lease.  It  was 
contended  by  the  defendant  company  that 
such  lease  and  transfer  of  possession  freed  it 
from  what  otherwise  would  have  been  its  duty 
and  liability  to  the  plaintiff.  The  court  held 
that  they  did  not  That  was  the  point  of  the 
decision. 

The  decision  in  the  Nugent  Case,  80  Me.  62. 
is  really  based  upon  the  proposition  that  the 
owner  of  a  railroad,  or  other  property  affected 
by  a  public  use.  with  which  the  public  have 
business  relations,  owes  a  duty  to  all  persons 
who  lawfully  come  upon  the  property  to  make 
and  keep  the  property  safe  for  all  such  per- 
sons, and  cannot  avoid  that  duty  by  merely 
leasing  the  property  and  retaining  rents.  That 
proposition,  as  before  stated,  does  not  include 
this  case  of  property  of  a  purely  private  na- 
ture, with  which  the  public  has  no  business 
relations. 

It  is  true,  as  urged  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
learned  justice  writing  the  opinion  in  the 
Nugent  C7aMalso  adduced  as  an  luiditional  sup- 
port for  the  judgment  the  responsibility  of  a 
lessor  in  some  cases  for  the  condition  of  the 
demised  premises;  but  this  was  not  necessary 
for  the  decision,  and  was  not  intended  to  be 
applied  to  a  case  like  this.  The  same  justice 
afterwards  wrote  the  opinion  in  McKemie  v. 
Cheetham,  83  Me.  543.  reaffirming  the  doctrine 
of  the  earlier  cases. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  advances  another 
and  distinct  proposition,~tbat  the  weak  di- 
gester was  a  nuisance,  allowed  to  become  and 
remain  so  bv  the  owner  prior  to  and  at  the 
time  of  the  lease,  and  hence  that  the  owner 
must  answer  as  for  a  nuisance.  This  proposi- 
tion cannot  be  assented  to.  Some  things  may 
be  nuisances  per  ae  under  all  circumstances, 
and  as  to  all  persons.  Other  things  are  nui- 
sances only  under  certain  circumstances,  and 
as  to  certain  persons.  A  sluucrbter house  may 
be  a  nuisance  as  to  the  owner's  neighbors,  but 
none  at  all  as  to  his  employees  in  the  business. 
What  may  be  a  nuisance  as  to  others  may  not 
be  a  nuisance  as  to  one's  lessee,  and  here  we 
are  dealing  with  lessee  and  lessor. 

To  constitute  any  particular  thing  a  legal 
nuisance  per  se  (apart  from  statute  nuisances), 
as  between  lessor  and  lessee  and  the  servants 
of  the  lessee,  the  thing  itself  must  work  some 
unlawful  peril  to  health  or  safety  of  person  or 
property, — as  defective  cesspools,  imperfect 
sewers  and  drains,  walls  and  chimneys  liable 
to  fall,  unguarded  excavations,  etc.  A  fixed, 
inert  mass  of  metal,  upon  a  solid  foundation 
upon  one's  own  land,  like  this  digester,  was 
not  in  itself  dangerous  to  anyone.  The  em- 
ployees of  the  lessee  could  have  worked  around 
and  near  it  without  any  danger  from  it,  to 
person  or  health,  so  long  as  it  was  let  alone. 
The  danger  arose  only  when  the  les-see,  the 
employer,  began  to  make  use  of  the  digester 
without  first  ascertaining  its  tensile  strength, 
and  gauging  the  applied  force  accordingly. 
Indeed,  the  plaintiff  has  once  alleged,  and  re- 
covered judgment  upon  proof,  that  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  lessee  caused  the  peril  and  in- 
jury complained  of.    This  is  inconsistent  with 
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her  present  contention  that  the  digester  was 
a  nuisance  per  m  as  to  her  intestate,  the  les- 
see's employee. 

The  question  of  what  Is  a  nuisance  upon 
leased  premises  was  considered  at  some  length, 
with  citation  of  authorities,  In  McOarthy  y. 
York  County  8av.  Bank,  74  Me.  816.  43  Am. 
Rep.  591.  It  was  there  held  that  a  discharge 
pipe  insufficient  to  vent  the  water  flowing  into 
a  bowl  from  a  faucet,  so  that  the  water  over- 
flowed the  bowl  and  caused  damage,  was  not 
a  nuisance  as  to  the  tenant.  See  also  Bright- 
man  V.  Bn»tol,  65  Me.  426.  20  Am.  Rep.  711; 
Burbank  v.  Bethel  Steam  MiU  Co.  75  Me.  878. 
46  Am.  Rep.  400.  and  LeaviU  v.  Bangor  S  A, 
B.  Go.  89  Me.  509.  86  L.  R  A.  882,  though 
those  were  not  cases  between  lessor  and  lessee. 

We  have  hitherto  confined  our  citation  of 
authorities  to  the  decisions  in  this  state,  think- 
ing they  sufficiently  showed  our  law  to  be 
against  the  plaintiff's  contentions.  She  has, 
however,  cited  cases  from  other  states,  of 
which  one  or  two  notably  support  her  conten- 
tions. SUnberg  Y.WiUeox,  96  Tenn.  168,  84 
L.  R.  A.  615,  and  Hines  v  ,Willcox,  96  Tenn. 
148,  84  L.  R.  A.  824.  As  to  these  cases,  the 
learned  editor  of  the  Lawyers'  Reports  An- 
notated Series  says  they  are  a  new  departure 
in  the  law;  that  they  transfer  to  the  landlord 
a  duty  which  has  heretofore  rested  upon  the 
tenant.— the  duty  of  taking  active  care  to  find 
out  unknown  and  unsuspected  defects.  As 
we  have  said  above,  we  think  it  is  for  the 
legifllature,  not  the  court,  to  make  this  transfer 
of  duty,  if  thought  desirable. 

On  the  other  hand,  many  courts,  in  late  de- 


cisions, adhere  to  the  ong-established  rule  of 
eatecU  emptor.  In  Jaffe  v.  Earieau,  56  N.  Y. 
898,  15  Am.  Rep.  488,  a  boiler  defective  in 
construction  exploded.  In  Edwardi  ▼.  ifeir 
York  A  H.  B.  €h.  98  N.  Y.  249,  50  Am.  Rep. 
659,  a  gallery  defective  in  construction  fell. 
In  Doyle  v.  tjnion  P.  B.  Oo,  147  U.  S.  414.  8T 
L.  ed.  226.  a  house  was  too  weak  structurally 
to  resist  snow  slides  known  to  tbe  lessor  to  tie- 
recurrent  and  dangerous.  In  TSittU  v.  Qeorge 
H,  QiXbert  Mfg.  Co.  145  Mass.  169.  a  floor  de- 
fective in  construction  fell.  In  Bowe  v.  Bunk- 
ing, 185  Mass.  880,  46  Am.  Rep.  471,  a  stair 
tr^  had  been  sawed.  The  lessor  knew  of 
the  sawing,  but  supposed  the  tread  sufficient. 
In  Kern  v.  MyU,  94  Mich.  477,  a  well  had  beei» 
used  as  a  cess  pool,  and  thus  had  become  of- 
fensive. In  Burdiek  ▼.  Oheadle,  26  Ohio  St 
898,  20  Am.  Rep.  767,  fixtures  put  up  by  the 
lessor  were  structurally  defective,  and  fell. 
In  Willeon  v.  Treadteell,  81  Cal.  58,  a  stairway 
was  defective.  In  Texas  d  P.  S.  Co.  v.  Man- 
gum,  68  Tez.  842.  a  defective  platform  fell. 
In  Ii^llofM  V.  Qilhuber,  82  Wis.  639,  17  L.  R. 
A.  577,  an  unsafe  awning  fell  upon  a  guest 
In  McOonneU  v.  Lemley,  48  La.  Ann.  1488,  84 
L.  R.  A.  609.  a  defective  gallery  fell  apon  a 
guest  In  Johnson  v.  Tawma  Cedar  lumber 
Co.  8  Wash.  722,  defective  machinery  in  n 
mill  gave  way.  In  all  these  cases,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  lessor  was  unaware  of  the  de- 
fecu,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  liable  to  the 
lessee  or  his  servants  for  the  injury  occasioned 
by  them. 
Motion  and  eBDeepUone  sutiainsi. 
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J.  Wilkins  COOCH,  Exr.,  etc,  of  Nathan  H. 
Clarke,  Deceased,  et  at. 
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!•  Tbe  law  of  the  teatator's  domiell 
g^verna  the  lapsinir  of  a  legacj  of  stock  Id  a 
bSDk  of  another  state  In  wtaicb  the  leiratee  re- 
sides, although  a  statute  of  the  latter  state,  if 
applicable,  would  prevent  the  lapelngr. 

8.  Shares  of  atock  of  a  eorporation  are 
personal  property  only,  and  ffoveroed  by 
tbe  law  of  the  owuer^s  domiclL 

{April  1,1808J 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflf  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  No.  2,  of  Baltimore  City, 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  brou(;ht  to 
compel  defendants  to  transfer  to  appellant 
certain  stock  which  had  been  bequeathed 
under  the  will  of  Nathan  H.  Clarke,  deceased. 
Afflrmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


NOTB.— As  to  validity  of  gift  of  shares  of  stock 
catisa  mo^iAM.,  see  Leyson  v.  Davis  <Mont.)  81 L.  B.  A. 

40  L.  R.  A. 


Meters.  Pollard  4fe  Bskflfby  for  appeHaDt. 

Me^rs.  Barton  Sb  WUmer*  for  appellee: 

Except  as  to  property  immovable  in  its  na- 
ture, such  as  land  and  interests  therein,  whether 
real  or  leasehold,  that  law  shall  control  whiclk 
governs  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  and  all 
questions  affecting  the  owner's  rights  in  or 
disposition  of  such  property,  and  the  succes- 
sion thereto  in  the  event  of  his  death,  shall  be 
resolved  in  accordance  with  the  laws  in  force 
in  the  place  of  the  owner's  domicil. 

See  De  Sobry  v.  De  T/iietre,  3  Harr.  &  J.  19U 
8  Am.  Dec.  586;  Newcomer  v.  Orem,  2  Md. 
297.  56  Am.  Dec.  717:  Wilson  v.  Carson,  \% 
Md.  54;  Hooper  v.  Baltimore,  12  Md.  464; 
Ijitrobe  y.  Baltimore,  19  Md.  14;  Baltimore  db 
0.  R.  Go.  V.  QUnn,  28  Md.  822.  92  Am.  Dec. 
688;  Noonan  v.  Kemp,  84  Md.  78,  6  Am.  Rep. 
807;  Keyser  v.  Bice,  47  Md.  211.  28  Am.  Rep. 
448;  Appeal  Tax  Ct.  v.  Patterson,  60  Md.  871; 
Moore  v.  Land  Title  d  Trust  Co.  82  Md.  2b0; 
Baldwin  v.  Washington  County  Comrs.  85  Md. 
156;  Kerr  v.  XJrie,  86  Md.  72,  88  L.  R.  A.  119. 

The  property  which  a  stockholder  has  in  hia 
stock  is  purely  personal,  and  like  other  per- 
sonal property  controlled  as  to  its  disposition 
by  that  law  which  governs  the  person  of  its 
owner. 

Newcomer  v.  Orem,  2  Md.  297  56  Am.  Dec 
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717;  Danowin  t.  Aremen*9  Ins,  Ob.  80  Md.  160; 
E0t/9er  ▼.  like,  47  Md.  213,  28  Am.  Rep.  448; 
Appeal  Tax  Gl.  ▼.  Patterson,  60  Md.  871; 
Appeal  Tax  Gt,  ▼.  QiU,  60  Md.  877;  BonaparU 
^.  ^ate,  88  Md.  472;  Baldwin  ▼.  Waehinffton 
County  Comre.  86  Md.  145;  iZ^rr  t.  Urie,  86 
Md.  72,  88  L  R  A.  119. 

Questions  which  relate  merely  to  the  mode 
•of  distribution  and  devolution  of  property  in 
the  case  of  intestacy,  or  the  legal  requisites, 
interpretation,  and  legal  construction  of  a  will, 
tn  cases  of  testacy,  are  matters  involving 
merely  individual  and  private  rights,  and  not 
the  interests  of  the  state  at  large.  In  all  ques- 
tions of  this  kind  the  laws  of  the  owner's 
•domlcil  are  to  govern. 

Jarman.  Wills,  6th  ed.  g  1,  p.  8,  note; 
AVharL  Confl.  L.  g  676;  Story.  Confl.  L.  §  468; 
Noonan  v.  Kemp,  84  Md.  70,  6  Am.  Rep.  807; 
Keyter  v.  Rice,  47  Md.  211,  28  Am.  Rep.  448. 

Although  the  courts  may  exercise  their  dis- 
<;retion  as  to  whether  they  will  require  admin- 
istration to  he  made  by  the  local  court,  or 
whether  they  will  remit  the  property  for  ad- 
mioistration  to  the  court  of  tbedomicil,  in  any 
•event  the  law  of  the  domicil  will  always  be 
:applied  in  determining  the  mode  of  distribu- 
tion of  the  estate. 

Deepard  ▼.  diurehiU,  68  N.  Y.  199;  Wilkini 
T.  fCUett,  9  Wall.  740,  19  L.  ed.  586;  Apple's 
Estate,  66  Cal.  486;  Noonan  t.  Eemp,  81  Md. 
78,  6  Am.  Hep.  807. 

Roberto*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
-court: 

This  appeal  is  from  a  decree  of  circuit  court 
Ko.  2  of  Baltimore  city,  sustaining  a  demur- 
rer to  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  dismissing 
the  same.  The  facts  are  that  Nathaniel  H. 
Olarke,  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Delaware,  de- 
parted this  life  on  the  18th  day  of  March, 
1892,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament  by 
which  he  bequeathed  to  his  brother,  Moses 
Clarke,  the  dividends  to  accrue  upon  the  stock 
held  by  the  testator  in  the  Commercial  & 
Parmerr  National  Bank  of  Baltimore  during 
his  life;  and  thereafter  the  said  stock  was  be- 
«|ueathed  to  his  **friend,  Andrew  Lowndes,  of 
Baltimore.**  Mr.  Lowndes  died  on  the  16th 
of  March,  1892,— two  days  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  testator,  Clarke.  The  dividends  upon 
«aid  stock  were  paid  to  the  said  Moses  Clarke, 
the  life  tenant,  during  his  life;  he  having  only 
recently  died.  The  children  of  said  Andrew 
J.  Lowndes,  subsequently  to  the  death  of  the 
life  tenant,  assigned  all  of  their  interest  in  said 
bequest  to  their  mother,  who  is  the  appellant 
In  the  record  of  this  appeal.  This  bill  is  filed 
against  J.  Wilkins  Cooch,  theezecutorof  said 
testator,  and  against  the  said  bank,  to  compel 
the  transfer  to  the  appellant  of  the  stock  be- 
4|ueathed  to  said  Lowndes.  The  will  of  the 
testator  bad  been  admitted  to  probate  in  the 
orphans*  court  of  Baltimore  city,  and  letters 
testamentary  have  been  granted  by  said  court 
to  said  executor.  The  bank  answered  the  bill, 
Hiisclaiming  any  interest  in  the  controverinr, 
«nd  submitting  its  rights  and  liabilities  to  the 
order  and  direction  of  the  court  below. 
0)nch,  the  executor,  demurred  to  the  bill, 
and,  while  relying  on  the  same,  he,  by  way  of 
answer,  let  up  the  defense  that  there  is  no 
statiile  in  the  state  of  Delaware,  similar  to 
^t..R  A. 


that  of  our  own  state,  to  saye  the  lapsing  of 
a  legacy  given  by  a  testator  to  one  dying  be- 
fore him,  which  is  the  meaning  ami  effect  of 
%  818,  art.  98,  Code  Pub.  Gen.  Laws.  The 
leading  inquiry,  therefore,  which  this  appeal 

£  resents,  is,  Does  the  law  of  Delaware  or  the 
tw  of  Maryland  control  the  disposition  of 
the  bank  stock  in  controversy  here?  The  facts 
of  this  case  are  few,  and  easilv  understood, 
and  the  law  is  well  settled,  and  free  of  diffi- 
culty. It  is  undoubtedly  true  that,  so  far  as 
it  can  be  done  consistently  with  its  own  inter- 
ests, one  country  will  respect,  and  give  effect 
to,  the  laws  of  another.  This  doctrine  finds 
expression  in  the  legal  maxim  that  **fnobiUa 
sequuntur  personam,  which  is  the  maxim  of 
our  own.  as  of  the  Roman,  law,  while  things 
immovable  are  governed  by  the  lex  rei  sitm^ 
The  leading  case  in  this  state  is  that  of  Noonan 
V.  Kemp,  84  Md.  78,  6  Am.  Rep.  807.  The 
facts  are,  briefly,  that  David  Kemp,  a  citizen 
of  this  state,  k)equeathed  to  hlH  daughter  Mrs. 
Noonan,  who  then  resided  with  her  husband 
in  the  state  of  Kentucky,  certain  distributive 
portions  of  his  personal  estate.  Mrs.  Noonan 
Rurvived  her  father  and  died  in  the  state  of 
Kentucky,  leaving  her  husband  and  two  chil- 
dren surviying  her.  No  distribution  of  her 
father's  estate  was  made  until  after  her  death. 
Her  suryiving  husband  claimed  the  portion 
which  had  Men  distributed  to  his  wife.  It 
was  admitted  that  by  the  law  of  Kentucky 
the  stkrviving  husband  was  entitled  to  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  his  deceased  wife.  Robinson, 
J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this  court  in 
that  case,  said:  "If  there  be  a  principle  of  in- 
ternational law  settled  beyond  dispute,  it  is 
that  the  succession  to  personalty  is  governed 
and  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  domicil,"  etc 
And  he  quoted  approvingly  the  language  of 
Chancellor  Kent  in  2  Kent.  Com.  429.  where 
he  says:  ''It  has  become  a  settled  principle  of 
international  Jurisprudence,  and  one  founded 
in  a  comprehensive  and  enlightened  sense  of 
public  policy  and  convenience,  that  the  dispo- 
sition. succe8<-ion  to,  and  distribution  of  per- 
sonal property,  wherever  situated,  is  governed 
by  the  law  of  the  country  of  the  owner's  or 
intestate's  domicil  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  not  by  the  conflicting  laws  of  the  various 

S laces  where  the  goods  happen  to  be  situate." 
udge  Story  says:  *'Be  the  origin  of  the  d'lc- 
trine  what  it  may.  It  has  so  general  a  sanction 
amone  all  civilized  nations  that  it  may  be 
treat^  as  part  of  the  Jus  gentium"  But  no* 
where  is  the  general  doctrine  stated  with 
greater  force  and  vigor  than  by  Lord  Loui^h- 
borough  in  801  v.  Worsteiek,  1  H.  Bl.  690, 
where  he  says:  "It  is  a  clear  proposition,  not 
only  of  the  law  of  England,  but  of  every 
country  in  the  world,  where  law  has  the  sem- 
blance of  science,  that  personal  property  has 
no  locality.  The  meaning  of  that  is,  not  that 
perscmal  property  has  no  visible  locality,  but 
that  it  is  subject  to  that  law  which  governs  the 
person  of  the  owner.  With  respect  to  the  dis- 
position of  it.  with  respect  to  the  transmission 
of  it.  either  by  succession,  or  the  act  of  the 
party,  it  follows  the  law  of  the  person. 
...  If  he  dies,  it  is  no>  the  law  of  the 
country  in  which  the  property  is,  but  the 
law  of  the  country  of  which  he  was  a  sub- 
ject, that  will  regulate  the  suocesslon."    The 
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principle  so  admirably  expressed,  whicli  we 
have  just  quoted,  finds  recognition  and  sup- 
port in  numerous  decisions  of  tliis  court.  Ve 
Sobry  v.  De  Laietre,  2  Harr.  &  J.  191,  8  Am. 
Dec.  635;  NetDcomer  v.  Orem,  2  Md.  297,  56 
A.m.  Dec.  717;  Wilson  v.  Carbon,  12  Md.  54; 
Hooper  v.  BalUmore,  12  Md.  464;  Latrobe  v. 
Baltim&re,  19  Md.  14;  Baltimore  db  0,  R.  Co. 
V.  Glenn,  28  Md.  822, 92  Am.  Dec.  688.  This 
doctrine,  however  firmly  established,  is  never- 
theless subject  to  proper  limitation,  to  the  ef- 
fect that  if  a  foreign  law  directly  violates 
some  recognized  principle  of  public  policy,  or 
some  established  standard  of  morality  pre- 
vailing in  the  forum  exercising  jurisdiction, 
the  rules  of  comity  will  not  compel  such 
forum  to  enforce  the  foreign  law,  rather  than 
its  own,  if  to  do  so  would  be  hurtful  or  detri- 
mental to  the  interest  and  welfare  of  its  own 
citizens.  The  appellant  contends  that  in  the 
application  of  any  proper  test  the  law  of 
Maryland,  and  not  the  law  of  Delaware, 
should  control  the  case  under  consideration, 
for  the  reason  that  the  shares  of  stock,  the 
subject-matter  of  this  controversy,  are  in  their 
nature  things  immovable,  and  incapable  of 
having  any  situs  except  that  of  the  corpora- 
tion of  which  they  are  a  part,  and  that  in  the 
event  the  law  of  Delaware  shall  be  allowed  to 
prevail  the  result  will  be,  as  heretofore  stated, 
the  lapsing  of  the  legacy,  contrary  to  the  pol- 
icy recognized  in  the  law  of  this  state.  It  is 
not  essential  to  the  merits  of  this  case  that  we 
should  indulge  in  extended  comments  upon 
the  subject  of  the  character  of  the  bank  stock 
in  question,  or  as  to  what  may  be  its  situs.  It 
has  been  variously  held  by  the  courts  of  other 
states,  and  text-writers  as  well,  that  shares  of 
stock  have  no  situs  apart  from  that  of  the 
corporations  of  which  they  are  a  part,  as  al- 
ready stated,  but  that  for  various  purposes 
shares  of  stock  may  be  given  .an  arbitrary 
situs,  as  in  attachment  cases,  or  for  purposes 
of  taxation.  The  law  in  this  state  has,  how- 
ever, been  settled  and  determined  to  the  effect 
that  shares  of  stock  of  a  corporation  are  per- 
sonal property  only  and  governed  by  the  law 
oi  the  owner's  domicil.  DonoiMn  v.  Firemen'e 
Ins.  Go.  80  Md.  159;  Keyset  v.  Bice,  47  Md. 
212,  28  Am.  Rep.  448;  Appeal  Tax  Ct  v. 
BiM,  50  Md.  817;  Appeal  Tax  Ct.  v.  Qill,  50  Md. 
877;  Bonaparte  v.  SUUe,  68  Md.  472;  Baldwin 
V.  Washington  Gounty  Comrs.  85  Md.  145; 
Kerr  v.  Urie,  86  Md.  72,  88  L.  R.  A.  119. 

Other  questions  have  been  argued  at  the 
hearing  of  this  case  which  are  not  necessary 
to  its  determination,  and  we  forbear  comment 
upon  them.  It  is  only  just  that  we  say  that 
the  case  has  been  argued  with  exceptional 
ability  and  learning.  From  what  we  have 
said,  it  follows  that  the  court  below  has  com- 
mitted no  error  in  its  decree,  and  we  affirm 
the  same  with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed^  with  costB. 


Martha  £.  GORE,  by  Her  Next  Friend,  Loui» 
D.  Gtore,  Appt., 

Levi  Z.  CONDON. 
( Md ) 

1 .   Interference  with  ownership  of  Ian  A 

by  advertisinir  and  seJllDflr  it  under  a  fraudulent 
morte:age  and  notifyinir  tenants  not  to  pay  rent 
to  the  owner  constitutes  an  actionable  wrotagr. 

2*  A  declaration  is  bad  for  duplicitj^ 
when  it  states  in  one  count  a  good  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  interference  with  real  property  and  one- 
for  injury  to  reputation,  as  to  which  it  Is  demurr- 
able. 

8«  The  disfl^race  and  dlsrepnte  into- 
which  the  owner  of  property  i» 
brought  on  account  of  theadvertislotr  and  sale- 
thereof  under  a  fraudulent  mottg^gQ  do  not  con* 
stltute  a  cause  of  action. 

4.  Inducinif  one  of  two  parties  to  a  con- 
tract to  break  it^  intendingr  thereby  to  in- 
jure the  other,  or  to  obtain  a  benefit  tor  one'» 
self,  constitutes  an  actionable  wrong* 

(April  1,1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Baltimore  City  Court  in  favor  of  defendant 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  wrongful  interference  with  plaintlff'» 
propertv.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  staled  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H.  P.  Jordan  and  R.  E«  Jordan^ 
for  appellant: 

Even  if  this  were  a  declaration  for  a  malicious 
prosecution  of  civil  action,  it  falls  within  the 
exception  laid  down  by  this  court  in  all  the 
cases  of  the  kind  that  have  come  before  it. 

Clements  v.  Odorless  Excavating  Apparatus 
Co,  67  Md.  461;  McJNamee  v.  Minke,  49  Md. 
183. 

In  ooDtemptation  of  law,  all  acts  done,, 
and  transactions  had,  in  pursuance  of  a  pur- 
pose to  defraud,  are  but  one  act.  The  order 
in  which  they  occur  is  immaterial,  and  any 
person  within  the  range  of  the  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, and  aflfected  adversely  by  it.  is  entitled 
to  have  all  or  any  part  of  the  acts  constituting 
the  fraud  annulled  and  set  aside. 

Moore  v.  Blondheim,  19  Md.  176;  MeA^eer  v. 
Horsey,  85  Md.  439;  Wilson  v.  Watts.  9  Md. 
357;  Dtgqs  v.  McCullough,  69  Md.  592;  Geb-, 
hart  V.  MerfM.  51  Md.  822;  Lamm  v.  Port  De- 
posit Homestead  Asm.  49  Md.  233,  83  Am.  Rep. 
246;  Smiths.  Davis,  49  Md  470;  Tome  v.  Par- 
kereburg  Branch  B.  Co.  89  Md.  44,  17  Am.  Rep. 
540. 

Messrs.  Richard  B.  Tippett  As  Bro.  and 
W.  Sherman  Banaemer,  for  appellee: 

The  ex  parte  decree  in  the  circuit  court  un-. 
der  the  consent  clause  in  said  mortgage  waa 
sufficient  to  protect  the  mortgagee  against  in- 
quiry, and  was  conclusive  as  to  the  question  of 
frau^,  in  obtaining  the  mortgage.  A  decree- 
is  res  judicata  in  respect  to  all  matters  of  de- 
fense existing  and  which  was  available  to  the 
defendant  at  the  date  of  pas^iing  the  decree. 

Trayhern  v.  CoUmrn,  66  Md.  279;  McDoto^ 


Note.— As  to  habillty  to  ■  damages  for  inducitir 
breach  of  contract  with  third  person,  see  Boyteo- 
V.  Thorn  (Oal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  283,  and  riott:  also  Ran- 
crof t  v«  Tayntor  (FL)  83  Ll  K.  A.  SfiSor 


40  L.  R.  A. 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  797;  48  L.  R.  A.  153. 
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T.  Goldsmith,  6  Md.  819,  61  Am.  Dec.  805; 
Beail  Y.  Ptarre,  12  Md.  550. 

From  the  nature  of  things  this  case  is  and 
can  be  nothing  more  than  a  case  for  damages 
for  the  malicious  prosecution  of  a  civil  suit. 

A  judgment  rendered  by  a  lower  court  In 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  though  reversed  on  ap- 
peal, ought  to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  question 
of  probable  cause,  in  instituting  the  suit,  ''oth- 
erwise iu  every  case  of  reversal  an  action 
would  lie  for  the  institution  of  the  original 
suit." 

Clements  v.  Odorless  Excatativg  Apparatus 
Co.  67  M(i.  464;  Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  dS.  H, 
Co,  V.  ButchcTff  Union  8,  H.  4b  L.  8.  L.  Co, 
120  U.  8.  141,30  L.  ed.  614. 

The  absence  of  any  one  of  the  four  essential 
averments  in  a  declaration  for  malicious  pros- 
ecution will  render  such  declaration  defective. 

Cecil  V.  Ciarl\  17  Md.  508;  Thdin  v.  D<yr- 
aey,  59  Md.  539;  Flickinger  v.  Wagner,  46 
Md.  580;  Oijcens  v.  Owens,  81  Md.  518. 

Briscoe^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tliis  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  for  the 
defendant  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's 
declaration.  The  cause  of  action  set  forth  is 
of  an  unusual  character,  and  we  will  sta^e  it  in 
the  language  of  the  declaration  itself,  which 
is  as  follows:  ** And  the  said  Martha  E.  Gore, 
by  her  Inisband  and  next  friend,  Lewis  D. 
Gore  of  Biltimore  city,  in  the  state  of  Mary- 
land, sues  Levi  Z.  Condon,  of  the  city  and 
state  aforesaid,  for  that  on  or  about  the  11th 
day  of  May,  1889,  the  said  defendant  fraudu- 
lently obtained  from  one  Daniel  Frazier  a 
fraudulent  and  void  mortgage  for  the  sum  of 
$600  upon  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  situate 
in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  on  North  Gilmor 
street,  near  Presstman  street,  which  said 
fraudulent  and  void  mortgage  contained  a 
consent  clause  for  an  ex  parte  decree;  the  said 
Condon  well  knowing  at  the  time  of  obtaining 
said  fraudulent  mortgage  that  the  property 
upon  which  it  was  obtained,  and  which  was 
described  therein,  was  the  property  of  the  said 
Martha  E.  Gore,  and  not  the  property  of  the 
said  Daniel  Frazier,  the  mortgagor  therein,  and 
that  said  mortgage  was  fraudulent,  and  null 
and  void,  as  to  the  said  plaintiff  and  her  said 
property  therein  described.  Yet,  notwithstand- 
ing ihe  said  defendant  knew  that  the  said  mort- 
gage was  fraudulently  obtained,  and  was 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  said  plaintiff,  the 
said  Martha  E.  Gore,  and  her  said  property 
therein  described,  yet,  nevertheless,  to  further 
carry  out  his  fraudulent  design,  the  said  de- 
fendant did,  on   or   about  the day  of 

,  1894.  file  his  petition  and  said  fraudu- 
lent mortgage  in  the  circuit  court  of  Balti- 
more city,  alleging  said  mortgage  to  be  in  de- 
fault, and  under  the  said  consent  clause  therein 
obtained  an  ex  parte  decree  from  the  said  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty, Charles  W.  Nash,  Esq.,  of  the  Baltimore 
city  bar,  being  appointed  trustee  by  the  said 
decree  to  make  said  sale;  and  on  or  about  the 
13th  of  June  the  said  defendant  actually 
caused  said  trustee  to  advertise  said  properly 
for  aaJe,  and  he  (the  said  defendant)  notifi(  d 
the  said  plaintiff's  tenants  on  the  property  to 
pay  no  more  rents  to  the  plaintiff.  That  in 
40  L.  R.  A. 


order  to  save  her  safd  property  from  the  sale 
as  aforesaid  under  said  fraudulent  mortgage 
and  decree  so  fraudulently  obtained  as  afore- 
said, plaintiff  was  compelled  to  file  her  bill  of 
complaint  iu  said  circuit  court  aforesaid 
(which  she  did  on  or  about  the  20lh  day  of 
June,  1894).  setting  forth  the  fraudulent  char- 
acter of  said  mortgage,  and  praying  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  said  sale  aforesaid,  and 
that  said  mortgage  be  decreed  to  be  fraudulent 
and  null  and  void  as  to  her  and  her  property 
therein  described.  The  said  writ  of  injunc- 
tion did  issue,  and  was  served  upon  the  de- 
fendant, Condon,  and  the  said  trustee,  and  re- 
mained in  force  until  on  or  about  the  Sd  day 
of  June,  1895,  during  all  which  time  the  said 
plaintiff  received  no  rents  or  profits  from  her 
said  property  on  account  of  the  said  defendant 
notifying  the  tenant  in  said  property  to  pay 
her  no  rents;  and  during  all  which  time  the 
taxes,  water  rents,  and  ground  rents  were  ac- 
cumulating,— when,  after  hearing  said  cause, 
said  circuit  court  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  bill 
of  complaint  with  costs  to  the  defendant,  from 
which  said  last  decree  the  said  plaintiff,  on  or 
about  the  5th  day  of  June,  1895.  took  her  ap- 
peal to  the  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland;  the 
said  defendant,  Condon,  having  full  knowl- 
edge of  said  appeal.  That,  notwithstanding 
the  said  defendant,  Condon,  had  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  fraudulent  character  of  said  mort- 
gage, and  that  the  property  therein  described 
was  the  property  of  the  said  plaintiff,  Martha 
E.  Gore,  and  that  there  was  an  appeal  pending 
in  said  court  of  appeals  from  said  decree  dis- 
missing her  bill  of  complaint,  yet.  pending 
said  appeal,  he  seized  and  sold  said  property 
under  said  ex  parte  decree;  whereupon  all  her 
tenants  moved  out  without  paying  her  any^ 
rent,  and  leaving  said  ground  rents,  taxes, 
water  rents,  and  other  expenses  unpaid.  That, 
after  arguing  said  appeal  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, the  said  court  reversed  the  decree  of  said 
circuit  court  of  Baltimore  city,  and  decided 
the  said  mortgage  from  said  Frazier  to  said 
Condon  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the 
said  plaintiff,  the  said^  Martha  E.  Gore,  and 
her  said  property,  and  remanded  said  cause  to 
said  circuit  court,  the  said  defendant,  Luvi  Z. 
Condon  to  pay  all  costs  above  and  below;  all 
which  more  fully  appears  from  the  opinion  of 
said  court  of  appeals,  recorded  amon»(  the 
cases  of  said  court  designated  to  be  not  re- 
ported,   liber ,   folio  ^,   October 

term,  1895, — a  copy  of  which  opinion,  taken 
from  the  Daily  Record  of  November  25,  1895, 
is  hereto  attached  as  part  hereof.  And  hSiid 
circuit  court  of  Baltimore  city,  in  pursuance 
of  said  opinion  and  decree  of  said  court  of  ap- 
peals, pass  a  decree  setting  aside  said  sale  made 
pending  said  appeal  aforesaid,  making  said  in- 
junction perpetual,  and  declaring  said  mort- 
gage null  and  fraudulent  as  to  the  saM  plain- 
tiff, Martha  E.  Gore,  and  her  properly.  Tliat 
at  the  time  of  advertising  the  saiil  properly, 
and  of  the  defendant,  Condon,  notifying  her 
tenants  to  pay  her  no  more  rent,  the  plaintiff 
had  upon  the  premises  three  good,  prompt  pay- 
ing tenants,  who  had  occupied  the  premises 
for  some  time  previous  to  said  advertising  and 
notice  aforesaid,  to  wit,  a  tenant  in  the  dwell- 
ing house,  paying  $20  per  month;  a  tenant  in 
the  two  rooms  over  the  stable,  paying  |5  per 
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month ;  and  a  tenant  on  the  ground  floor  of 
Ihe  stable,  paying  $3.50  per  month  rent,— all 
•of  whom,  upon  the  sale  of  said  property, 
moved  out,  paying  the  plaintiff  no  rent,  and 
lea  vine  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
•defendant  vacant  Sunless  tenants  he  may  have 
put  in),  the  said  Defendant  not  even  paying 
the  taxes,  ground  rents,  and  other  expenses 
during  all  the  time  he  was  in  possession 
thereof.  And  the  plaintiff  claims  she  has 
been  damaged  by  the  unlawful  trespass  upon 
her  property,  and  advertising  the  same  for 
Fale,  ana  sale  thereof,  and  for  the  disgrace  and 
disrepute  into  which  she  was  brought  on  ac- 
count of  said  advertising  and  sale,  for  the  loss 
of  her  rents  and  profits  from  the  time  the  de- 
fendant notified  her  said  tenants  to  pay  her  no 
more  rents,  and  for  her  large  expenditure  of 
money  in  securing  possession  of  her  said  prop- 
erty, in  payingwitoesses*  per  diem  and  mileage, 
besides  her  own  loss  of  time  and  expense,  and 
for  the  depreciation  in  the  value  of  her  prop- 
erty from  neglect  and  nonoccupancy  while  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  other  damages 
to  the  said  plaintiff  and  her  property  from  and 
l>y  the  unlawful  acts  and  doings  of  the  said  de- 
fendant in  this  behalf 

It  will  be  seen  that  this  is  not  an  action  for 
the  malicious  prosecution  of  a  civil  suit  with- 
out probable  cause.  Buch  an  action  is  gener- 
My  maintainable,  as  was  held  by  this  court  in 
McNamee  v.  Minke,  49  Md.  138,  where  there 
has  l)een  an  alleged  malicious  arrest  of  the  per- 
son, on  a  groundless  and  malicious  seizure  of 
propcrlv,  or  the  false  and  malicious  placins;  of 
the  plaintiff  in  bankruptcy,  or  the  like.  But 
buch  suits  are  not,  however,  encouraged,  says 
this  court  in  ClemenU  v.  Odt/rless  Exeavating 
Apparatwt  Co,  67  Md.  468,  and  605,  because 
the  law  recofi:nizes  the  Hght  of  everyone  to 
sue  for  that  which  he  honestly  believes  to  be 
his  own;  and  the  payment  of  costs  incident  to 
the  failure  to  maintain  the  suit  is  ordinarily 
<^onsldered  a  suflQcient  penalty.  In  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  or  the  abuse  of 
process  the  plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove  that 
the  suit  was  instituted  maliciouslv,  and  with- 
out probable  cause.  The  declaration  before  us 
does  not  aver  malice  or  the  want  of  probable 
•cause,  and  does  not  count  upon  the  malicious 
prosecution  of  a  civil  suit.  No  suit  was,  in 
fact,  instituted  against  the  plaintiff.  It  al- 
leges a  wrongful  interference  bv  defendant 
with  the  property  of  the  plaintitf,  and  is  an 
action  on  the  case  for  consequential  damages. 

The  allegations  of  the  declaration  which  are 
Admitted  by  the  demurrer  show  that  the  de- 
fendant caused  plaintiff's  tenants  to  refuse 
to  pay  to  her  their  rents,  and  caused  other 
Injuries  to  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant 
did  intermeddle  with  property  of  which  plain- 
tiff was  in  possession  with  the  right  to  possess, 
and  which  defendant  knew  to  belong  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  question,  then,  is  whether  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances stilted  in  this  case,  constituted  such  a 
wrongful  act  as  will  give  rise  to  an  action  of 
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damages.  It  would  certainly  seem  Just  that 
if  a  man  knows  that  certain  property  is  not  hia, 
but  another's,  and  that  he  acquired  an  appar- 
ent title  to  the  same  by  fraud,  and  that  the 
title  is  void,  then  his  intermeddling  with  such 
property  to  the  damage  of  the  real  owner  is 
an  unlawful  act,  for  which  a  remedy  should 
be  afforded.  To  deny  a  remedy  to  the  ag- 
grieved party  in  such  cases  would  be  a  re- 
proach to  the  law.  The  mere  fact  that  the  in- 
terference with  another's  property  was  done 
under  a  claim  of  right  and  title  is  no  defense, 
especially  when,  as  in  the  present  case,  he 
knows  that  his  title  is  fraudulent  and  void. 
An  action  has  been  held  to  lie  in  many  cases 
of  such  interference  when  the  parties  have 
acted  in  good  faith,  and  under  an  honest  mia- 
teke.  Levi  v.  Booth,  58  Md.  818, 42  Am.  Rep. 
882,  this  court  regarded  it  ''as  clear  law  that  a 
person  is  guilty  of  a  conversion  who  intermed- 
dles with  the  property  of  another  and  disposes  of 
it,  and  it  is  no  answer  that  he  acted  under  aa- 
thority  from  some  other  person,  who  had  him- 
self no  authority  to  dispose  of  it."  No  good 
reason  can  be  given  why  the  same  principle  is 
not  applicable  to  such  acts  of  interference 
with  a  party's  ownership  of  land  as  are  de- 
scribed in  the  present  case.  The  rieht  to 
maintain  the  action  can  alsobesuHtained  upon 
the  doctrine  that  a  man  who  induces  one  of 
two  parties  to  a  contract  to  break  it,  intending 
thereliy  to  injure  the  other,  or  to  obtain  a 
benefit  for  himself,  does  the  other  an  action- 
able wrong.  Lueke  v.  CloOting  Ouiten  db  T. 
Aimnbly,  No,  7507,  K.  of  L.  77  Mti.  8»8.  ID 
L.  R.  A.  408;  AngU  v.  ChiMoo,  St.  P.  M.  S 
0.  B.  Co.  151  U.  8.  14, 88  L.  ed.  68;  Lumleyv. 
Gye,  2  El.  &  Bl.  216;  Batoen  v.  Uail,  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  Div.  888;  Walker  t.  Oronin,  107  Mass. 
555. 

But  it  is  manifest  that  the  declaration  in 
this  cafie  is  bad  for.  misjoinder.  It  states  two 
distinct  causes  of  action  in  one  count — ^ne  for 
damage  from  the  interference  with  plaintiff's 
real  property,  and  the  other  for  damage  to 
reputation.  As  we  have  seen,  the  first  is  a 
good  cause  of  action;  but  the  second,  which 
seeks  to  recover  for  "the  disgrace  and  disre- 
pute into  which  plaintiff  was  brought  on  ac- 
count of  the  advertising  and  sale,"  etc.,  is 
clearly  demurrable.  It  u  well  setiled  that  no 
action  will  lie  for  words  spoken  or  written  in 
the  course  of  giving  evidence,  or  for  words 
spoken  or  written  In  the  course  of  any  judi- 
cial proceeding.  Bartiett  v.  ChrUthUf  69  Md. 
225.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  de- 
murrer to  the  declaration  was  properly  sus- 
tained and  the  judgment  will  beafilrmed;  but, 
inasmuch  as  the  declaration  contains  a  good 
cause  of  action,  the  cause  will  be  remanded, 
with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend;  the  costs 
to  abide  the  result  of  this  suit. 

Judgment  affirmed,  and  cause   remanded, 
with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend;  the  < 
to  abide  the  result  of  this  suit. 

Rehearing  deni^  May  18, 189a 
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Hazel  EAUMEIER.  bv  Ella  Kaumeier,  Her 
Next  Friend, 

V. 

CITY  ELECTRIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
Ptff.  in  Err. 
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JjetkviMk^  a  plartfom  car  with  no  ma- 
ehinery  about  itt  or  any  brake,  on  a  side  track 
of  a  street  railway  Id  sucb  coodltlon  tbat  it  may 
be  moved  by  the  united  strength  of  several 
children,  is  not  nefflttfence  which  wUi  render  the 
company  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  child  playing 
with  iu 

(March  IS,  ISOa.) 

ERROR  10  the  Circuit  Court  for  St.  Clair 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been 
<*aused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Ret^ned, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messn.  Phillipa  ft  Jenks,  for  plaintiff  in 
<€rror: 

Plaintiff  was  a  trespasser.  The  car  was 
rightfully  on  the  track,  and  while  thedefend- 
4int  would  not  have  the  right  to  leave  a  car 
upon  its  track  in  such  a  way  as  to  impede  or 
prevent  the  ordinary  use  of  the  street,  the 
plaintiff  had  no  cause  for  complaint  for  the 
purposes  for  which  she  was  using  the  street. 

Battishill  y.  Humphreys,  64  Mich.  494;  Gil- 
ifspie  V.  McGowan,  100  Pa.  144.  45  Am.  Rep. 
Mfi;  Gav  v.  Eksex  Electric  Street  B.  Co.  159 
Mass.  288,  21  L.  R.  A.  448;  Chicago  <£  N.  W, 
B.  Co.  V.  Smith,  46  Mich.  504,  41  Am.  Rep. 
177;  Fredericks  v.  Illinois  C  R.  Co.  46  La. 
Ann.  1180;  Hargrearesv,  Deacon,  2b  Mich.  1; 
Charlebois  ▼.  Gogdnc  dk  M.  River  R.  Co.  91 
Mich.  61. 

The  duty  owed  to  a  trespasser  is  to  use 
reasonable  care  to  avoid  injury  after  becoming 
aware  of  the  danger  to  which  he  is  exposed. 

Williams  y.  Mansas  Cily,  S.  &  M.  R,  Co,  96 
Mo.  275;  Louistille  A  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hunt,  11 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  825;  Central  Branch  Union  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Henigh,  23  Kan.  847,  83  Am.  Rep.  167; 
Felton  y.  Aubrey,  48  U.  8.  App  278,  74  Fed. 
Rep.  850, 20  C.  C.  A.  486;  Mo^vrissey  y.  Eastern 
H.  Co.  126  Mass.  877,  80  Am.  Rep.  686;  Moore 
-V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  99  Pa.  801,  44  Am. 
Rep.  106;  Wright  v.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  142 
Mass.  296;  Western  R.  Co.  y.  Mutch,  97  Ala. 
194.  21  L.  R.  A.  816;  Richards  v.  Conneil,  45 
Nob.  467;  Hargreates  y.  Deacon,  25  Mich.  1; 
CharUboisv.  Gog^e  <£  M.  River  R,  Co,  91  Mich, 
^l;  I'owers  Y.  Harlow,  58  Mich.  507,  51  Am. 
Ren.  154. 

In  the  "turntable  cases"  the  defendants 
were  held  liable  on  the  ground  that  leaying  at- 
tractive and  dangerous  machinery  in  places 
4iccrs.sible  to  and  frequented  by  children  was 
fluch  gross  negligence  as  to  make  them  liable 
•even  though  the  children  were  trespassers,  but 


Note.— For  neglifrence  In  leayloir  can  where 
children  can  play  with  them,  see  also  Oay  v.  Essex 
Electric  Street  R.  Co.  (Mara.)  21  L.  K.  A.  448;  Robin- 
••on  V.  Oreiron  Short  Line  ft  U.  N.  R.  Go.  (Utah) 
18  L.  R.  A.  78& 
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the  extent  of  this  doctrine  has  been  consider- 
ably  Tuodifled  and  in  some  of  the  most  re- 
spected courts  it  has  been  expressly  denied. 

Frost  y  Easts/ n  RCo.UN.  H,  220;  DanieU 
y.  New  York  &  N,  E.  R.  Co.  154  Mass.  849,  18 
L.  H.  A.  248;  McEarhem  y.  Boston  <fc  M,  R, 
Co.  150  Mass.  515;  WaUh  v.  Fiichburg  R.  Co. 
145  N.  Y.  810,  27  L.  R.  A.  724;  Bttes  v.  Nash- 
ttlU,  C,  d  8t.  L.  R,  Co.  90  Tenn.  86;  St.  Louis, 
V.  it  T.  R  Co,  y.  Bell.  81  111.  76.  25  Am.  Rep. 
269;  Peters  y.  Bowman,  115  Cal.  345;  Keffe  v. 
Milwaukee  A  St.  P,  R,  Co,  21  Minn.  207,  18 
Am.  Rep.  398;  Twist  v.  Winona  d  St.  P,  R. 
Co.  89  Minn.  164. 

Oars  are  not  dangerous  machines  and  at- 
tractive to  children  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule  adopted  in  some  of  the  turntable  cases. 

3  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1259;  Atchison,  T,  ift 
8.  F.  R.  Co  V.  Smith,  28  Kan.  541;  Robinson  y. 
Oregon  Short  Line  d  U,  N.  R,  Co,  7  Utah.  498, 
13  L.  R.  A.  765:  Haesley  v.  Winona  d  Si,  P. 
R.  Co.  46  Minn.  238;  Curley  v.  Missouri  P.  R, 
Co.  98  Mo.  18;  Slayton  y.  Fremont,  E  d  M. 
VaUey  R.  Co.  40  Neb.  840;  Gay  v,  Essex  Elee- 
trie  Street  R,  Co.  159  Mass.  238,  21  L.  R.  A. 
448;  Knottnerus  y.  North  Park  Street  R.  Co. 
98  Mich.  348.  17  L.  R.  A.  726. 

Messrs.  Avery  Bros.  As  Walsh*  with 
Messrs.  Mnir  As  Smitht  for  defendant  ia 
error: 

The  defendant  could  not  inyite  these  child- 
ren to  play  upon  a  small  car  that  could  be  pro- 
pelled by  two  small  boys  along  its  track  and 
be  shielded  from  the  consequences  that  might 
occur  in  such  a  place  of  danger,  on  the  theory 
that  the  child  was  a  trespasser. 

Baker  y.  Flint,  d  P.  M,  R.  Co,  68  Mich.  90; 
Sc/iindler  y.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  d  W.  R.  Co.  87 
Mich.  409. 

lion^,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
This  action  was  commenced  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  one 
of  defendant's  cars,  which,  it  is  claimed,  was 
negligently  left  by  it  on  a  side  track  without 
being  guarded  or  brakes  set,  or  oih^r  means 
employed  to  prevent  children  from  moving  it. 
On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  was 
nearly  seyen  years  old  when  the  accident  upon 
which  this  action  is  founded  happened, — Sep- 
tember 17,  1895.  Defendant  operated  a  street 
railway  in  the  city  of  Port  Huron.  The  car 
which  caused  the  injury  was  a  small  flat  or 
platform  car.  and  was  about  14  feet  long  by  6 
feet  wide,  with  a  box  about  12  feet  long,  hay- 
ing drop  sides,  and  leaving  1  foot  of  platform 
at  each  end  projecting  beyond  the  platform, 
the  platform  being  about  26  iDches  from  the 
ground.  The  weight  of  the  car  was  froifi 
1,50'.)  to  1.800  pounds.  It  had  four  iron 
wheels,  and  had  no  brake  upon  it,  or  other 
means  to  prevent  its  being  moved.  On  the 
afternoon  of  the  accident  an  order  was  receiyed 
by  the  company  to  go  to  Huronia  Beach,  a 
point  about  4  miles  north  of  the  center  of  the 
city.  The  employees  operating  the  combina- 
tion of  motor  car  and  flat  car  decided  to  leave 
the  platform  car  at  the  point  of  the  accident 
while  they  proceeded  with  the  motor  car  alone 
to  Huronia  Beach  to  get  some  trunks  and  re- 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  677 ;  44  L.  R.     A.  655 ;  46  L.  R.  A.  829. 
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turn,  which  would  occupy  from  40  to  45  min- 
utes, and  avoid  the  necessity  of  drawing  the 
flat  car  and  making  switches  that  would  be 
necessary  in  order  to  reverse  the  position  of  the 
cars  on  the  return  trip.  There  is  testimony 
that  this  car  was  in  that  place  in  the  morning 
and  noon,  and  that  there  were  then  no  bloclLS 
or  anything  under  or  beside  the  wheels  to  pre- 
▼ent  the  car's  being  rolled;  and  the  car  was  iu 
the  same  place  when  witness  came  from  school 
at  night,  about  the  time  of  the  accident.  The 
place  of  the  accident  was  the  only  point  on  the 
company's  line  where  the  platform  car  could 
be  left  without  interference  with  other  cars, 
and  had  been  left  in  the  same  way  and  place  a 
number  of  times  before  under  similar  circum- 
stances. The  conductor  in  charge  of  the  cars 
on  this  occasion  testified  that  when  the  flat  car 
was  left  at  this  pokit  on  this  occasion  he 
blocked  the  wheels  with  a  stone  and  a  stick, 
which  could  be  removed,  however,  by  the  kick 
of  a  small  boy.  if  he  hit  it  hard,  and  that  be 
always  blocked  this  car  every  time  he  left  it 
there.  The  plaintiff  lived  about  the  length  of 
a  block  from  the  place  where  this  car  was  left, 
and,  coming  from  school  in  the  afternoon  of 
September  17,  seeing  children  playing  upon 
the  car.  came  to  the  place  of  the  accident.  At 
that  time  there  were  eight  or  ten  children 
playing  with  it,  pushing  the  car  a  short  dis- 
tance west,  and  then  returning  it  east.  A  part 
were  pushing,  the  others  riding.  At  this  point 
there  is  a  slight  descent  to  the  west,  but  not 
enough  to  start  the  car  of  itself,  and  there  was 
much  dust  upon  the  track.  At  the  time  the 
plaintiff  arrived,  the  children  playing  with  the 
car  were  just  starting,  or  about  to  start  it. 
towards  the  west,  and  had  run  it  up  and  down 
the  track  a  number  of  times,  and  there  were 
then  no  blocks  under  the  wheels.  She  climbed 
upon  the  west  end  of  the  platform  to  ride, 
and.  without  having  got  into  the  box,  either 
slipped,  or  was  pushed  in  the  play  from  the 
car,  falling  in  front  of  the  wheels,  one  of  the 
wheels  running  over  her  leg,  and  causing  the 
Injuries  complained  of.  The  plaintiff  had 
been  told  by  her  mother  "not  to  go  near  the 
cars,  that  she  was  liable  to  be  hurt;"  but  the 
danger  was  not  explained  to  her,  and  she  tes- 
tified she  did  not  think  or  know  it  was  danger- 
ous. She  was  not  told  not  to  go  near  the  car 
on  this  day.  This  car  had  been  left  in  the 
same  position  before,  and  children  had  played 
upon  it,  and  pushed  it,  and  street -car  employees 
htid  taken  the  car  from  that  position  when  the 
children  were  playing  upon  it,  and  the  children 
had  helped  the  street-car  men  shove  the  flat 
car  up  to  the  motor  car  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
necting it.  The  plaintiff  was  injured  almost 
immediately  after  going  to  the  car.  The 
children  had  been  playing  upon  the  car  from 
three  quarters  of  an  hour  to  an  hour.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  proofs,  counsel  for  defend- 
ant requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury, 
among  other  matters,  that  under  the  undis- 
puted evidence  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
a  verdict.  This  was  refused,  and,  inasmuch 
as  this  is  the  only  question  discussed  in  appel- 
lant's brief,  we  need  not  state  the  other  re- 
quests to  charge.  The  court  submitted  two 
questions  to  the  jury:  (1)  Whether  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  negligence;  (2)  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Upon  the  first  the  court  instructed  the  Jury  a» 
follows:  "If  this  car  had  been  left  there  by  the 
railway  company  at  other  times,  and  the  street- 
railway  company  knew  of  that  fact,  knew  thai 
children  were  in  the  habit  of  going  there  and 
playing  with  the  car,  and  moving  it  up  and 
down  the  track,  and  riding  upon  it,  and  wltb 
that  knowledge  left  the  car  there,  and  left  it 
unfastened  and  unblocked;  and,  in  your  opin* 
ion,  taking  all  the  surrounding  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances into  consideration,  you  deem  tb» 
use  of  that  car  in  that  manner  by  children' 
dangerous  to  them,  and  that  careful,  cautious, 
and  prudent  men  would  not  have  left  it  there 
in  that  condition, — ^you  would  be  Justified  iub 
finding  that  the  railway  company  was  liable- 
for  the  injury  that  this  child  suffered,  provided 
that  she  has  not  been  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.*'  Upon  the  second  question  the 
court  charged  the  jury,  substantially,  that  they 
might  take  into  consideration  the  age  of  the 
child,  the  means  she  had  of  knowing  the  dan- 
ger, the  judgment,  intelligence,  and  reason  of 
the  child,  and  say  whether,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  she  was  guilty  of  con> 
tributory  negligence;  and.  *'if  you  feel  that 
she  was,  and^that  any  act  of  hers  contributed 
to  the  injury,  you  should  deny  her  claim; 
otherwise,  if  she  did  contribute  to  it,  and  yoa 
think  that  in  her  tender  years,  and  in  her  judg- 
ment and  reasoning  powers,  she  was  incapable 
of  knowing  any  better,  you  would  be  justified 
in  passing  that  over."  Plaintiff  recovered,, 
and  defendant  brings  error. 

Plaintiff  contends  that,  this  car  track  being 
in  a  public  highway,  the  child  was  not  a  tres- 
passer, either  in  moving  the  car  or  in  getting 
upon  it.  The  plaintiff  does  not  contend  that 
the  car  was  of  itself  an  object  dangerous  to 
children,  but  that,  the  car  being  so  light  that 
children  could  move  it  on  the  track,  it  became 
a  dangerous  object  in  being  moved  along  the 
track,  and,  being  an  attractive  object,  they^ 
were  likely  to  move  it,  and  thus  be  put  in  dan- 
ger; that  the  defendant's  employees  knew,  be- 
fore leaving  the  car  there  on  that  occasion^ 
that  on  former  occasions  children  were  at- 
tracted to  it,  had  moved  it  along  the  track,  and 
that  such  employees  had  countenanced  the 
children  in  thus  playing  with  it;  that,  with  this, 
evidence  in  the  case,  the  court  very  properly 
left  the  question  to  the  Jury  to  determine 
whether,  taking  all  these  matters  and  the  sur> 
rounding  circumstances  into  consideration » 
careful,  cautious,  and  prudent  men  would  have 
left  the  car  there  in  that  condition.  In  sup- 
port of  this  contention  counsel  cites  the  Turn- 
table  Ca9e%  in  note  to  27  Am.&  £ng.  Enc.  Law» 
p.  844.  It  is  said  in  that  text:  "The  general 
rule  of  liability,  as  laid  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  iJnited  States  and  adopted  by  the 
great  majority  of  the  state  courts,  is,  that  if  a. 
railway  company  leaves  a  turntable,  or  other 
like  machinery  upon  its  own  property  likely 
to  attract  children,  so  unsecured  that  children 
may  put  it  in  motion,  the  company  is  negli- 
gent and,  if  a  child  is  injured  thereby,  will  be 
liable  in  damages."  We  are  not  called  upoii 
in  the  present  case  to  express  any  opinion  upoD 
the  questions  decided  by  those  cases.  In  Maj<s- 
achusetts  and  New  Hampshire  tiiat  ruling  i» 
not  followed,  it  being  held  in  those  states  that 
a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  injurie» 
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sustained  by  a  child  while  playing  upon  a 
turntable,  either  upon  the  ground  of  an  im- 
plied invitation  to  come  there,  or  of  a  duty  on 
the  part  of  the  company  to  make  the  place 
safe.  Dani^  v.  New  York  df  'N.  E.  R.  Co. 
154  Mass.  849, 18  L.  R.  A.  248;  Frost  v.  EnfA 
em  R.  Co.  64  N.  H.  220.  All  the  Turntable 
Ccues  are  rested  upon  Siottx  City  <£  P.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Stout,  17  Wall.  657.  21  L.  ed.  746.  In  that 
case  a  child  of  six  years  was  injured  by  play- 
ing upon  the  defendant's  turntable.  The 
turntable  was  unlocked  and  unguarded.  The 
court  charged  the  iury  upon  the  question  of 
the  defendant's  negligence  in  the  management 
or  condition  of  the  turntable  as  follows:  "To 
maintain  the  action  it  must  appear  by  the  evi- 
dence that  the  turntable,  in  the  condition, 
situation,  and  pbce  where  it  then  was,  was  a 
dangerous  machine,^-one  which,  if  unguarded 
or  unlocked,  would  be  likely  to  cause  injury 
to  children;  that  if,  in  its  construction  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  left  it  was  not  danger- 
ous in  its  nature,  the  defendants  were  not  lia- 
ble for  negligence;  that  they  were  further  to 
consider  whether,  situated  as  it  was  as  the  de- 
fendants' property  in  a  small-town,  somewhat 
remote  from  habitations,  there  was  negligence 
in  not  anticipating  that  injury  might  occur  if 
it  wan  left  unlocked  or  unguarded;  that,  if 
they  did  not  have  reason  to  anticipate  that 
children  would  be  likely  to  resort  to  it,  or  that 
they  would  be  likely  to  be  injured  if  they  did 
resort  to  it,  then  there  was  no  negligence." 
The  court,  in  passing  upon  and  approving  this 
charge,  said :  "That  the  turntable  was  a  dan- 
gerous machine,  which  would  be  likely  to 
cause  injury  to  children  who  resorted  to  it, 
might  be  fairly  inferred  from  the  injury  which 
actually  occurred  to  the  plaintiff.  There  was 
the  same  liability  to  injury  to  him,  and  no 
greater,  that  existed  with  reference  to  all  chil- 
dren. When  the  jury  learned  from  the  evi- 
dence  that  he  [plaintiff]  had  suffered  a  serious 
injury,  by  his  foot  being  caught  between  the 
fixed  rail  of  the  roadbed  and  the  turning  rail  of 
the  table,  they  were  justified  in  believing  that 
there  was  a  probability  of  the  occurrence  of 
such  accidents.  So,  .  .  .  when  it  was 
proved  to  the  jury  that  several  boys  from  the 
hamlet  were  at  play  there  on  this  occasion, 
and  that  they  had  been  at  play  upon  the  turn- 
table on  other  occasions,  and  within  the  obser- 
vation and  to  the  knowledge  of  the  employees 
of  the  defendant,  the  jury  were  justified  in  be- 
lieving that  children  would  prooably  resort  to 
it.  and  that  defendant  should  have  anticipated 
that  such  would  be  the  case."  It  is  difficult  to 
see  how  that  case  can  be  likened  to  the  present. 
In  that  case  a  dangerous  piece  of  machinery 
was  left  open,  exposed,  and  unguarded,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant.  The  turntable  it- 
self was  dangerous.  In  Petert  v.  BotDman,  115 
Oal.  345,  the  supreme  court  of  California  said: 
"The  rule  of  the  Turntable  Cases  is  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  principle  that  the  owner  of 
land  is  under  no  legal  duly  to  keep  it  in  a  safe 
condition  for  others  than  those  whom  he  in- 
cites there,  and  that  trespassers  take  the  risk  of 
injuries  from  ordinary  visible  causes;  and  it 
should  not  be  carried  beyond  the  class  of  cases 
to  which  it  has  been  applied."  Even  in  some 
40L.aA. 


of  these  Turntable  Cases  it  is  held  that  railroad 
cars  are  not  dangerous  machines,  and  attrac- 
tive to  children,  within  the  meaning  of  those 
cases.  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1259,  says  that 
this  is  regarded  as  the  true  rule.  In  Sioux  City 
cfe  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Stout.  17  Wall.  659, 21  L.  ed.  745, 
the  court  charged  the  jury  that:  **If  [the  turn- 
table in  question]  in  its  construction  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  left  was  not  danger- 
ous in  its  nature,  the  defendants  were  not  lia- 
ble for  negligence."  The  car  in  question  in 
the  present  case  was  not  dangerous  in  its  con- 
struction. It  was  a  plain  car,  with  four  wheels^ 
with  no  machinery  about  it.  It  had  no  brake» 
but  was  a  small  platform  car.  It  is  true  that  it 
stood  upon  a  track  where  it  might  be  moved 
by  several  children  applying  their  united 
sirengt|i.  Several  children  might,  in  the  same 
way,  move  a  wagon  or  carriage  left  beside  the 
highway.  We  apprehend  that  no  claim  of 
negligence  could  l)e  sustained  against  the 
owner  of  such  a  vehicle  if  one  of  the  children 
climbing  upon  it  should  fall  off,  and  be  run 
over,  even  if  the  wheels  were  left  without 
blocking.  In  Robinson  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
dU.  N.R.  Co.  7  Utah,  493,  18  L.  R.  A.  765. 
it  appeared  that  a  hand  car  had  been  left  be- 
side the  track.  Some  boys  had  lifted  it  upon 
the  track,  and  were  running  it  back  and  forth, 
when  plaintiff,  being  attracted  by  it,  went 
there,  and  was  injured  by  jumping  or  falling 
from  it  while  in  motion.  The  boys  had  used 
this  car  eight  or  ten  times  before,  with  the  per- 
mission of  the  "boss,"  while  the  men  were 
there  at  work ;  but  he  had  never  given  them 
such  permission  while  the  men  were  not  at 
work.  This  car  weighed  600  or  700  pounds. 
It  was  held  that  the  car  was  not  a  thing  dan- 
gerous in  itself,  and  that  the  company  was  not 
negligent  in  leaving  it  unlocked  beside  the 
track. 

In  the  present  case,  assuming  that  the  de- 
fendant left  the  car  without  sufficient  block- 
ing,  it  must  be  held  that  plaintiff  could  not 
maintain  this  action,  for  the  reason  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  case  showing  or  tending  to 
show  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
or  whether  that  question  was  properly  left  to 
the  jury.  Neither  is  it  necessary  to  say  that 
the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser  in  going  upon  the 
track  there,  which  was  laid  along  the  high- 
way. It  is  proper,  however,  to  say  that  she 
was  a  trespasser  in  any  attempt  to  use  this  car. 
The  defendant  had  justasmiioh  right  to  leave 
this  car  where  it  did  as  would  a  farmer  have 
to  leave  his  wagon  or  carriage  upon  his  own 
side  of  the  highway,  and  no  one  would  have 
the  right  to  move  it,  except  upon  the  claim 
that  it  impeded  public  travel.  The  car  being 
rightfully  left  where  it  was  upon  the  track, 
and  not  being  a  thing  dangerous  in  itself,  the 
court  should  have  directed  the  verdict  in  favor 
of  defendant. 

Judgment  below  must  be  reversed.  No  new 
trial  will  be  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 
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ST.  BARNABAS    HOSPITAL,  BtvpU. 

V. 

MINNEAPOLIS  INTERNATIONAL  ELEC- 
TRIC COMPANY.  AppU 

(68  Minn.  264.) 

*The  defendant  took  one  of  its  em- 
ployees, who  had  been  serlonsly  in- 
jnred,  to  plaintiff  hospital,  ODd  at  Its 

request  and  upon  Its  promise  to  pay  for  his  care 
and  treatment  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  re- 
ceived him  as  a  patient  for  an  indeflnlte  period, 
DO  length  of  time  being  mentioned.  Hubse- 
quentiy,  and  while  the  patient  was  yet  incapable 
of  belnjT  removed  or  discharged  from  the  hos- 
pital wiihout  great  danger  to  his  life  or  health, 
the  defendant  gave  notice  that  thereafter  it 
would  not  be  responsible  for  his  care  or  treat, 
ment.  He'd,  that  defendant  had  no  right  to 
thus  terminate  its  liability;  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  an  implied  condition  of  the 
contract  that  defendant  could  only  terminate  it 
by  removing  tbe  patient  or  when  he  could  be 
dismissed  by  the  plaintiff  without  serious  danger 
to  his  life  or  health.  In  order  to  relieve  Itself 
from  liability  for  care  and  treatment,  furnished 
after  the  notice,  on  the  ground  that  the  patient 
had  means  of  his  own  to  pay  for  it,  the  burden 
was  on  defendant  to  prove  that  he  had  means 
out  of  which  the  plaintiff  could  and  should  have 
collected  its  pay. 

(May  12, 1807.) 

APPEAL  by  defendaDt  from  an  order  of 
the  Minneapolis  Municipal  Court  deny- 
ing a  motion  for  a  new  trial  after  verdict  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover compensation  for  treatment  of  one  of 
defendant's  employees.    Affirmed. 

'I' be  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Harrison  ft  Noyes»  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  law  imposes  upon  a  party  injured  from 
another's  breach  of  contract  or  tort  the  active 
duty  of  making  reasonable  exertions  to  render 
the  injury  as  light  as  possible. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  148;  Worth  ▼. 
EdmohdH,  52  Barb.  40;  QillU  v.  Space,  68 
Barb.  177;    DiUm  v.  Anderson,  43  N.  Y.  231. 

If  the  plaintiff  omits  to  use  bis  opportuni- 
ties, and  does  not  rea<%onably  exert  himself  to 
lessen  the  damages  which  may  result  from  the 
defendant's  act,  he  is  not  entitled  to  compen- 
sation for  the  injury  which  lie  might  and 
ought  to  have  prevented,  except  to  the  extent 
of  proper  compensation  for  such  measures  or 
acts  of  prevention  as  the  case  required  and 
were  within  his  knowledge  and  power. 

1  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  238;  Huntington 
V.  Ogdensburgh  d  L.  C.  R.  Co,  83  How.  Pr. 
416;  Worth  v.  Edmonds,  52  Barb.  40. 

Mr.  Georg^e  S.  Grimes  fur  respondent. 

Mitehelly  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  for  the  care 

*IIeadnote  by  BirrcHELL,  J. 


Note.— As  to  duty  of  master  to  furnish  medical 
Sid  to  servant,  see  Ohio  AM.  K.  Co.  v.  EarJy  (Ind.) 
28L.R.  A.646. 
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and  treatment  of  one  Soutar,  furnished  and 
performed  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the 
defendant  The  undisputed  evidence  is  that 
Soutar,  having  sustained  very  severe  injur- 
ies while  in  its  employment,  the  defendant 
brought  him  to  plaintiff's  hospital,  and  that 
plaintiff  received  and  accepted  him  as  a  pa- 
tient upon  the  faith  of  defendant's  promise  to 
pay  for  his  care  and  treatment.  The  evidence 
on  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  the  effect  that 
nothing  was  said  as  to  length  of  time,  while 
defendant's  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  its 
promise  was  to  pay  for  his  care  until  further 
notice.  As  we  view  the  case,  it  is  immaterial 
which  is  correct.  Sou  tar  was  taken  to  the 
hospital  on  October  22  and  a  few  days  after- 
wards was,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  re- 
moved from  one  of  the  hospital  wards  to  a 
private  room  where  he  was  kept  and  cared  for 
until  the  8th  of  the  following  April.  The 
usual  price  for  a  private  room  was  |15  a  week, 
while  the  price  for  a  place  in  one  of  the  wards 
was  only  $7.  These  accommodations  were, 
respectively,  worth  these  prices.  On  Novem- 
ber 12  defendant  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff  that 
it  would  not  continue  responsible  for  any  fur- 
ther treatment  or  care  of  Soutar  after  the  next 
day.  The  contention  of  the  defendant  was 
that  it  had  the  absolute  right  to  terminate  ita 
promise  instanter  at  any  time  by  giving  no- 
tice to  that  effect,  and  therefore  could  not,  an- 
der  any  circumbtances,  be  held  liable  for  Sou- 
tar's  care  and  treatment  after  November 
18.  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
view  of  the  law  on  which  the  court  submitted 
the  case  to  the  jury,  was  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances the  agreement  was  not  one  which 
the  defendant  had  an  absolute  right  to  termin- 
ate at  any  time  merely  by  giving  notice;  that 
defendant,  having  brought  a  seriously  injured 
man  to  the  hospital,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
taken  him  in  and  accepted  him  as  a  patient 
at  the  request  of  defendant,  on  the  faith  of 
its  promise  to  pay,  it  would  remain  liable, 
notwithstanding  notice  to  the  contrary,  until 
it  removed  him,  or  until  he  sufficiently  recov- 
ered, so  that  he  could  have  been  dismissed  or 
put  out  of  the  hospital  without  great  danger 
to  his  health  or  life,  unless  it  appeared  that  he 
had  means  of  his  own  out  of  which  plaintiif 
could  have  collected  its  pay.  This  was  an  im- 
plied condition,  upon  which  the  contract 
could  be  terminated.  It  is  in  accord  alike 
with  common  sense  and  the  dictates  of  hu- 
manity. The  plaintiff,  having  taken  in  a 
helpless  and  severely  injured  man  at  tbe  de- 
fendant's request,  and  upon  its  promise  to  pay 
for  an  indeUuite  time,  it  would  be  monstrous 
if  the  defendant  could,  the  very  next  day,  sum- 
marily withdraw  its  promise,  leave  the  sick 
man  on  plaintiff's  hands,  and  put  it  to  the  al- 
ternative of  either  keeping  and  caring  for  him 
without  pay,  or  else  cruelly  and  inhumanly 
throwing  him  into  the  street.  The  plaintiff 
assumed  the  burden,  which  doubtless  belonged 
to  it,  of  proving  that  Soutar  could  not  have 
been  dismissed  or  removed  from  the  hospital 
without  great  danger  to  his  health  or  life 
until  the  date  of  his  di$«mis8al,  on  the  8th  of 
April.    The  evidence  abundantly  established 
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this  fact  unless  it  was  as  to  the  last  four  weeks. 
The  jury  AYidently  took  the  view  that  he  might 
have  been  safely  dismissed  four  weeks  sooner 
than  he  was,  and  hence  allowed  plaintiff  noth- 
ing for  that  time.  There  was  no  evidence 
that  Soutar  had  any  means  to  pay  for  his  own 
treatment.  All  that  it  shows  is  that  he  was  a 
single  man,  and  presumably  had  no  home  of 
his  own.  Thechaige  of  the  court  implies  that 
the  burden  was  on  the  defendant,  if  it  would 
relieve  itself  from  liability  on  that  ground,  to 
show  that  Soutar  had  means  to  pay  for  what 
care  he  received.  We  are  of  opinion  that  this 
was  right.  Plaintiff's  contract  was  with  the 
defendant,  and  not  with  Soutar.  Defendant 
having  brought  the  patient  to  the  hospital,  and 
promised  to  pay  for  his  treatment,  if  it  would 
relieve  itself  of  liability  after  notice,  notwith- 
standing  its  failure  to  remove  him,  and  the 
further  fact  that  he  was  in  no  condition  to  be 
dismissed,  it  was  at  least  incumbent  on  it  to 
show  that  plaintiff  could  and  should  have  col- 
lected its  pay  from  Soutar  himself. 

The  point  is  made  that,  after  defendant  gave 
notice  that  it  would  be  no  longer  liable,  the 
plaintiff  should  at  least  have  minimized  de- 
fendant's liability  by  removing  Soutar  from 
the  private  room  to  one  of  the  hospital  wards, 
where  the  cost  would  have  been  less  than 
half.  It  is  sufficient  answer  to  this  that  no 
such  point  was  made  on  the  trial  in  the  court 
below,  either  in  the  introduction  of  evidence 
or  by  requests  to  charge  the  jury.  The  de- 
fendant squarely  took  the  position  that  it  was 
not  liable  for  anything  after  November  13, 
and  no  question  seems  to  have  been  made  but 
that  it  was  liable  for  the  full  amount  charged 
per  week,  if  it  was  liable  at  all. 

Several  of  the  assignments  of  error  relate  to 
the  admission  or  ezcluslon  of  evidence;  but,  as 
the  defendant  has  failed  to  specify  the  pages 
or  folios  in  the  paper  book  where  these  rul- 
ings are  to  be  found  we  do  not  feel  it  to  be  our 
duty  to  read  over  the  whole  record  to  find 
them.  We  may  add,  however,  that  such  of 
them  as  we  have  discovered  contain  no  preju- 
dicial error. 

Order  a\ 


Jacob  F.  JACOBSON,  Be^pt, 

f>. 

WISCONSIN,  MINNESOTA.  &  PACIFIC 

RAILROAD  COMPANY  e<a^.,    AppU. 

( Minn ) 

*1.  Wherethepnttiiiirinofaoonnectiiig^ 
switch  at  the  erossiiiflp  of  two  railroads 
to  fkcUltate  the  transfer  of  cars  from 
one  road  to  the  other  will  benefit  both  state  and 
interstate  trafflc—BcZd,  there  is  coDOurreot  Ja- 
risdlctlon  in  the  state  and  Federal  authorities  to 
order  the  putting  in  of  snch  oonoection.  Btld^ 
It  sufficiently  appears  that  there  is  in  this  case 

•Headnotes  by  Caktt,  J. 


I  such  necessity  for  tiie  connection  in  question^ 
arlslDflr  frotn  the  benefit  vrbich  will  accrue  to 
Bute  traffic  alone,  that  the  state  railroad  and 
warehouse  com  mission  were  warranted  in  order- 
incr  the  connection  to  be  made.  But,  Held, 
further,  on  the  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  com- 
mission, the  burden  was  On  the  appellant  rail- 
road companies  to  show  a  want  of  such  neoea- 
slty,  and  they  failed  to  maintain  that  burden. 
8.  Held,  chaoter  10,  Gen.  I«aws  1 887.  as 
amended  by  chapter  9 19  I«aws  1895, 
does  nott  at  least  as  applied  to  the 
present  case,  contravene  either  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  or  the  Ck>n8titutIon  of  this  state 
in  conferring  upon  the  commission  power  to  re- 
quire the  making  of  such  a  connection,  the 
transfer  and  interchange  of  loaded  ears,  and  the 
mailing  of  Joint  rates  for  through  shipments 
when  a  part  of  the  haul  is  on  one  and  part  on  the 
other  of  the  two  connecting  railroada 

(April  Ifi,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Yellow  Medicine 
County  affirming  an  order  of  the  railroad  and 
warehouse  commission  requiring  defendants, 
to  construct  a  switch  track  connecting  their 
roads.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stilted  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Albert  E.  Clarke,  W.  F.  Booth* 
and  M.  D.  Orover  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  H.  W.  Ghilds,  Attorney  Qeneral; 
and  George  B.  Edg^ertout  for  res  pond  1  ntr 

The  evidence  will  be  deemed  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  order  of  the  commission. 

The  statute  expressly  provides  that  tbe  flnd- 
inf^  of  tbe  commission  are  prima  facie  }iist. 
and  reasonable.  Tbis  is  tbe  policy  of  tbe  acti 
as  to  all  investigations  made  by  the  commit 
sion. 

Gen.  Stat  1894,  ^§  381(c),  892.  898(b);  Steen^ 
erson  v.  Ureal  Ivorihern  IL  Co,  (Minn.)  73  N. 
W.  713. 

A  company  organized  under  a  general  law- 
is  subject  to  such  needful  police  regulations  a» 
the  legislature  may  prescribe.  Provisions  may 
be  severe,  yet  they  are  binding  upon  tbe  com- 
pany. It  matters  not  whether  tbe  duty  was 
prescribed  by  the  general  law  at  tbe  time  the 
company  was  organized  or  by  a  subsequent 
enactment. 

Stone  V.  Farmers*  Loan  A  T.  Oo.  116  U.  &. 
884,  29  L.  ed.  645;  Georgia  R  d  Rkg,  Co.  ▼. 
Smith,  128  U.  8.  179.  82  L.  ed.  3«0;  Chicago, 
M.  dt  St.  P.  R  Co.  Y.  Minnesota,  134  U.  8. 
455.  38  L.  ed.  980.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  209; 
State  y.  Oladson,  67  Minn.  890,  24  L.  R.  A. 
602.  Affirmed  166  Q.  8.  426,  41  L.  ed.  1064. 

The  right  of  control  or  regulation  of  a  com- 
mon carrier  by  public  authority  flows  from 
the  fact  that  from  tbe  very  nature  of  such  a 
business,  it  is  affected  with  a  public  interest. 

Munn  V,  lUinois,  94  U.  8.  126,  180.  24  L. 
ed.  84,  85;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cusb.  84;  2  KcDf. 
Com.  240:  2  8pclling.  Priv.  Corp.  p.  1228; 
Secombe  v.  Milwaukee  A  St,  P.  i^.  6%?.  23  Wall. 
118.  23  L.  ed.  69;  Lake  Superior  d  M.  /?.  6>>. 
V.  United  States,  93  U.  8.  442.  28  L,  ed.  9(57; 
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business  it  is  to  serve  the  public  see  note  to  Rush- 
viUe  V.  RushTille  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Ind.)  16  L.  R. 
B.821. 

As  to  equal  rights  of  conneotinff  carriers  to  inter- 
change  traffic  see  also  Kentucky  ft  L  Bridge  Oo. 
40  L.  R  A. 


288;  Burlintrton,  C.  R.  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Dey  (Iowa> 
12  L.  R.  A.  4S6.  and  cases  in  note  thereto;  also  Little 
Rock  ft  M.  R.  Co.  ▼.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  W.  R.  Co.  (C.  C. 
App.  8th  C.)  26  L.  R.  A.  103;  and  Bald  Eafrle  Valley 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Nlttany  Valley  R.  Co.  (Pla.)  2»  L.  R.  A. «:». 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  660. 
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Express  Cases,  117  U.  8.  1,  29  L.  ed.  791:  Cen- 
trnl  Trvst  Co,  v.  Wabnih,  8t.  L,  d  P.  R.  Co. 
20  Fed.  Rep.  546;  Worcester  v.  Norwich  A  W. 
B.  Co.  109  Mass.  112;  Miehigan  C,  R.  Co.  v. 
amithson^A^  Mich.  212;  Smithyr,  Chicago,  M,  & 
St.  P,  R,  Co.  86  Iowa,  202;  Burlington,  C,  R. 
<fe  N,  R.  Co,  V.  Dey,  82  Iowa,  812,  12  L.  R.  A. 
436,  8  iDlers.  Com.  Rep.  584;  Peoria  A  P.  U, 
R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  R  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  109  111. 
185.  50  Am.  Rep.  605;  State  ▼.  Wabash,  St.  L. 
<fc  P.  R.  Co.  83  Mo.  144;  StaU,  Barton  Covnty, 
▼.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  A  Q.  R.  Co.  82  Fed. 
Rep.  722;  Worcester  Exeurrion  Car  Co.  v. 
Pennitphania  R  Co.  2  loters.  Com.  Rep.  798. 

The  state  may,  hy  yirtue  of  reserv'ed  power, 
at  least  make  any  reasonable  amendments  of 
the  charter,  and  impose  any  reasonable  addi- 
tional duties  and  obligations  on  the  corpora- 
tion. 

Pierce,  Railroads,  p.  457;  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Minnesota,  184  U.  8.  456,  88  L. 
ed.  979,  8  Iners.  Com.  Rep.  209. 

The  statute  has  clothed  the  corporation  with 
the  power  of  eminent  domain  only  in  further- 
ance of  the  public  good.  Only  because  its 
business  is  in  its  nature  public  can  such  a  dele- 
gation of  sovereign  power  be  justified.  It  is 
because  a  railroad  is  a  public  necessity. 

San  Francisco,  A.  d  S.  R.  Co.  v.  CaldweU, 
81  Cal.  867;  Secombe  v.  Milwaukee  d  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  28  Wall.  108,  28  L.  ed.  67;  Worcester  v. 
Norwich  d  W.  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  112. 

The  imposition  of  the  duty  carries  witb  it 
the  power  to  acquire  the  necessary  land. 

WorceHer  v.  Norwich  d  W.  R  Go.  109 
Mass.  112. 

Canty,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Willmar  &  Sioux  Falls  Railroad  ex- 
tends  from  Willmar,  in  this  state,  in  a  south- 
westerly direction,  to  8ioux  Falls,  in  8outh 
Dakota,  and  is  crossed  nearly  at  right  angles 
by  the  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  <&  Pacific  Rail- 
road near  Hanley  Falls,  in  this  state.  The 
former  railroad  is  a  part  of  the  Great  North- 
ern system  of  railroads,  and  the  latter  is 
operated  in  connection  with  the  Minneapolis  & 
St.  Louis  Railway,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same. 
The  crossing  near  Hanley  Falls  is  a  grade 
crossing,  and  there  has  never  been  any  switch 
connecting  the  two  railroads  at  that  point. 
Chapter  10,  Gen.  Laws  1887,  as  amended  by 
chapter  91,  Laws  1895,  provides:  *'8ea  8. 
(A)  That  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  provide,  at  all  points 
of  connection,  crossing, or  intersection  at  grade 
where  it  is  practicable  and  necessary  for  the 
interest  of  traffic,  ample  facilities  by  track 
connections  for  transferring  any  cars  used  in 
the  regular  business  of  their  respective  lines  of 
road  from  their  lines  or  tracks  to  those  of  any 
other  common  carrier  whose  lines  or  track  may 
connect  with,  cross  or  intersect  their  own,  and 
6hall  provide  equal  and  reasonable  facilities 
for  the  interchange  of  cars  and  traffic  between 
their  respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving, 
forwarding, and  delivering  of  passengers,  prop- 
erty, and  cars  to  and  from  their  several  lines 
and  those  of  other  common  carriers  connecting 
therewith."  The  act  further  provides  that,  on 
the  application  of  any  person  interested,  the 
state  railroad  and  warehouse  commission  shall 
40L.R.  A. 


order  connections  to  be  made  at  such  crossings 
and  this  is  conceded  by  appellants.  The  com- 
mission did  so  order  in  this  case  after  notice, 
and  a  hearing  had  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  statute.  Both  railroad  companies  appealed 
to  the  district  court  from  the  order.  On  a 
hearing  had  in  the  district  court,  the  order 
was  amrmed,  and  the  connection  ordered  to 
be  made  by  a  curved  switch,  778.6  feet  long 
and  particularly  described.  Just  as  the  commis- 
sion had  ordered.  From  the  Judgment  of  the 
district  court  entered  thereon,  both  railroad 
companies  appeal  to  this  court.  The  Wiscon- 
sin, Minnesota,  A  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
has  appealed  and  filed  a  brief,  but  the  other 
appellant  has  not  argued  the  case  or  filed  any 
brief. 

The  connecting  switch  will,  at  the  middle 
of  the  same,  extend  outside  of  the  right  of  way 
of  each  and  either  railroad,  and  it  will  be 
necessary  to  condemn  at  that  place  a  narrow 
strip  of  land,  a  few  hundred  feet  long,  for  the 
use  of  the  switch.  One  of  the  lines  of  the 
Great  Northern  system  extends  from  Duluth 
southwest  to  Willmar.  Another  extends  from 
St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis  west  to  Willmar. 
These  two  lines  pass  through  large  areas  of 
wood  land,  the  timber  on  which  is  available 
for  fuel  and  fence  poats.  Southwest  of  Will- 
mar, and  for  many  miles  in  all  directions 
around  Hanley  Falls,  the  country  is  mostly 
prairie.  Timber  is  scarce,  and  great  quantities 
of  cordwood  and  fence  posts  are  brought  down 
on  the  Willmar  A  Sioux  Fidls  Railroad  from 
said  timbered  regions,  and  distributed  along 
that  road.  Timber  is  not  as  plentiful  along 
the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  System.  For 
that  reason  cordwood  and  fence  posts  are  much 
dearer  at  the  stations  on  the  Wisconsin,  Minn- 
esota, &  Pacific  Railroad,  east  and  west  of 
Hanley  Falls,  than  such  wood  is  at  that  station 
and  the  stations  north  and  south  of  it  on  the 
Willmar  &  Sioux  Falls  Railroad.  For  this 
reason  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  in  the 
territory  tributarv  to  the  Wisconsin,  Minne- 
sota, &  Pacific  Railroad,  but  no  tributary  to 
Hanley  Falls,  that  this  connection  should  be 
made  so  as  to  enable  them  to  have  cars  of 
wood  transferred  at  that  point  from  the  Will- 
mar &  Sioux  Falls  Railroad  to  the  Wisconsin, 
Minnesota,  &  Pacific  Railroad,  and  distributed 
at  the  stations  along  the  latter  road.  But  this 
will  deprive  the  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  <fe 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  the  benefit  of  a 
much  longer  haul  on  dearer  wood.  The  loss 
of  revenue  which  will  result  to  it  by  reason 
thereof  is  one  of  the  grounds  of  its  complaint 
here.  A  large  number  of  cattle  are  raised  in 
the  territory  tributary  to  the  Wisconsin, 
Minnesota,  &  Pacific  Railroad  west  of  Hanley 
Falls.  For  such  of  these  cattle  as  are  fat 
enough  for  beef,  Minneapolis  and  8t  Paul  are 
the  best  market,  but,  for  the  stockers  and 
feeders,  Sioux  City  or  Omaha  is  the  best  mar- 
ket. But  there  is  no  way  of  reaching  Sioux 
City  or  Omaha  with  cars  of  stock  shipped  from 
said  territory  over  said  last-named  road,  except 
by  runninff  the  cars  first  to  Hopkins,  within  8 
miles  of  Minneapolis,  and  then  transferring 
them  to  another  railroad  with  which  the 
Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  ^Railway  Company 
has  traffic  arrangements,  and  running  the  cars 
over  such  other  road  to  Sioux  City  or  Omaha. 
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^faedistaDoe  from  Hanley  Pftlls  to  Sionx  City 
by  this  route  is  880  miles,  while  the  distance 
:from  Hanley  Falls  to  Sioux  City  over  the 
AVillmar  &  Sioux  Falls  Railroad  is  but  181 
Jiniles.  Making  the  connection  in  question 
-will  deprive  the  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  & 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  the  benefit  of 
■such  longer  haul  on  such  stockers  and  feeders, 
•and  the  loss  of  revenue  which  will  result  to 
it  by  reason  thereof  is  another  ground  of  its 
'Complaint. 

1.  Appellant  Wisconsin.  Minnesota.  &  Pa- 
cific Railroa<i  Company  contends,  that  as  the 
Bhipping  of  stock  to  Sioux  City  and  Omaha  is 
interstate  commerce,  the  state  tribunals  have 
no  jurisdiction  over  it,  and  must  not  take  into 
consideration  the  question  of  the  transferring 
^f  cars  of  such  stock  when  determining  the 

necessity  of  a  connection  at  this  crossing. 
Conceding,  without  deciding,  that  the  state 
tribunals  would  have  no  jurisdiction  to  require 
the  making  of  this  connection  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  transferring  cars  engaged  solely  in  the 
-carrying  of  interstate  commerce,  it  does  not 
follow  that  these  tribunals  may  not  take  into 
4ron8ideration  the  benefit  to  such  commerce 
■also,  when  determining  the  necessity  of  this 
connection.  The  whole  traffic  to  be  benefited 
by  the  making  of  the  connection  may  be 
^mply  sufficient  to  justify  requiring  the  same 
Co  be  made;  yet  the  part  of  such  traffic  com- 
tnencing  ana  ending  in  the  state  may  not  be 
sufficient  when  taken  alone,  and  the  part 
which  consists  of  interstate  commerce  may  not 
be  sufficient  when  taken  alone.  Tf  appellant's 
position  is  correct,  neither  the  state  tribunals 
nor  the  Federal  tribunals  would  have  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  a  case.  Clearly  such  is  not  the 
law.  In  such  a  case  jurisdiction  is  concurrent. 
If  there  is  some  necessity  resulting  from  the 
benefit  which  will  accrue  to  exclusively  state 
commerce  by  reason  of  the  putting  in  of  the 
connection,  this  gives  the  state  tribunals  juris- 
diction {Munn  V.  lUinaia,  94  U.  8.  126,  24  L. 
cd.  84):  and  in  disposing  of  the  case,  they  may 
take  into  consideration  the  whole  necessity 
xesulting  from  the  whole  benefit  which  will 
accrue  to  all  classes  of  commerce.  But,  even 
•if  this  position  was  not  correct,  there  is,  in  our 
opinion,  ample  evidence  in  this  case  of  neces- 
sity resulting  from  the  benefit  which  will 
accrue  to  exclusively  state  commerce,  when 
considered  alone,  to  justify  the  ordering  of  the 
connection  in  question.  We  will  go  further. 
Under  the  statute,  every  presumption  is  in 
•ifavor  of  the  action  of  the  commission,  and  the 
burden  was  upon  appellant  to  show  that  such 
action  was  contrary  to  law.  See  Steener$on  v. 
Oreat  NorUiern  R.  Co,  (Minn.)  72  N.  W.  718. 
Appellant  has  totally  failed  to  maintain  that 
burden.  No  evidence  was  offered  by  appellant 
in  the  district  court  at  all  as  to  the  want  of 
necessity  for  the  making  of  this  connection, 
but  it  rested  its  case  wholly  on  the  evidence  of 
the  witnesses  called  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner. 
That  evidence  was  not  in  appellant's  favor, 
and  certainly  did  not  show  conclusively  that 
there  was  no  necessity  for  this  crossing. 

2.  Appellant  further  contends  that  said  act 
of  the  legislature  is  unconstitutional  and  void, 
and  the  judgment  entered  in  this  case  is  erro- 
neous, because  they  contravene  numerous  pro- 
nrjaiona  both  of  the  state  and  Federal  Constitu- 
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tions.  Such  law  and  judgment  required 
appellant  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  construct  a  railroad  track,  operate 
the  same,  and  exchange  business  with  inter- 
secting roads;  and  it  is  contended  that  all  of 
this  is  outside  of  and  beyond  what  its  charter 
requires,  and  that,  therefore,  the  law  impairs 
the  obligation  of  the  charter  contract  between 
appellant  and  the  state,  deprives  appellant  of 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  takes  its 
private  property  without  just  compensation, 
deprives  it  of  the  right  to  contract  with  refer- 
ence to  its  own  business,  etc.  All  of  these 
constitutional  objections  may  be  considered 
to&rether.  These  two  railroa\Ss  are  public 
highways,  and  all  of  these  objections  amount 
simply  to  this:  It  is  wholly  foreign  to  the 
purpose  of  two  public  highways  of  the  same 
character  to  require  them  to  connect  where 
they  cross  each  other,  so  that  public  traffic 
may  pass  from  one  to  the  other.  And,  where 
a  private  corporation  has  been  chartered  to 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  such  a  public 
highway,  with  the  right  to  charge  reason- 
able compensation  for  its  services  in  so 
doing,  it  is  a  violation  of  its  charter  to  com- 
pel ft  to  connect  its  highway  with  another 
intersecting  highway  of  the  same  character, 
unless  the  right  to  require  the  connection  is 
expressly  reserved  in  the  charter.  We  can- 
not so  hold.  If  appellant's  position  is  cor- 
rect, it  has  the  constitutional  right  to  com- 
pletely isolate  its  railroad  at  any  time  by 
cutting  it  off  from  all  connection  with  other 
railroads,  unless  the  right  to  compel  connec- 
tions is  expressly  reserved  in  its  charter.  Its 
road  commences  at  the  villafi[e  of  Morton,  in 
this  state  (an  unimportant  station  at  the  termi- 
nus of  a  branch  of  the  Minneapolis  &  St. 
Louis  Railway),  and  extends  westerly  to 
Watertown,  in  South  Dakota;  so  that  it  may 
at  any  time,  and  in  spite  of  all  public  au- 
thority, be  very  completely  isolated  and  cut 
off  from  all  large  commercial  centers,  if  ap- 
pellant sees  fit  so  to  cut  it  off.  The  legisla- 
ture chartered  appellant  to  construct,malntain, 
and  operate  a  public  highway,  not  d^culde  ma 
or  something  worse,  which  has  no  connection 
with  like  highwsys  either  at  Its  ends  or  sides. 
A  railroad  is  an  improved  highway,  on  which 
certain  modern  appliances  are  used.  It  will 
not,  as  a  general  rule,  serve  fully  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  Intended,  unless  the  connec- 
tions between  it  and  other  like  highways 
which  cross  or  touch  it  are  Improved  in  like 
manner,  and  the  same  modern  appliances  are 
used  in  passing  from  one  road  to  another  over 
those  connections. 

Again,  why  is  not  the  doctrine  advanced 
by  appellant  a  two  edged  sword?  If  the  legis- 
lature cannot  compel  the  making  of  such 
connections,  because  there  is  nothing  in  the 
charter  expressly  authorizing  or  requiring  the 
making  of  them,  why  is  it  not  ultra  vires  un- 
der such  a  charter,  and  without  express  legis- 
lative authority,  to  make  such  connections 
voluntarily?  But  who  will  contend  that  a 
railroad  company  may  not,  without  express 
authority,  and  as  incidental  to  its  general 
powers,  connect  its  track  with  the  tracks  of 
other  railroads  that  extend  to  its  road  at  Its 
ends,  or  intersect  it  at  its  sld&9.  Appellant's 
prO|.  crty  is  dedicated  to  public  use,  *  'is  affected 
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with  a  public  intereet/'  and  the  legislature 
certainly  has  the  power  to  regulate  that  use 
in  a  reasonable  maDoer,  unless  appellant*8 
charter  expressly  protects  it  from  such  regu- 
lation. See  MunnY.  llUnoU,  94U.S.126, 24L. 
ed.  84;  8taU  v  Wabash,  St.  L.  <fc  P.  R.  Go.  88 
Mo.  144;  AUnutt  ▼.  Inglit,  12  East.  527;  Lord 
Hale's  Treatise  De  Jure  Maris,  1  Hargraves, 
Law  Tracts,  6.  Appellant  was  chartered  to 
serve  the  public  within  the  scope  of  its  char- 
ter powers  and  franchises,  in  .the  best  and 
most  efficient  manner  possible.  It  was  not,  as 
it  seems  to  contend,  chartered  to  obstruct 
public  traffic  or  serve  the  public  the  least  that 
self-interest  might  dictate.  Appellant  cannot 
be  allowed  to  obstruct  the  course  of  public 
traffic  under  the  claim  that,  by,  putting  in  this 
connection  and  lettine  such  traffic  take  its 
course,  appellant  will  lose  a  large  amount  of 
revenue  which  it  would  otherwise  earn.  If, 
by  reason  of  putting  in  the  connection,  its 
revenues  will  be  so  reduced  that  it  will  not, 
on  its  whole  business,  receive  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  its  services,  its  remedy  is 
by  a  readjustment  of  the  whole  or  such  part 
of  its  schedule  of  rates  and  fares  as.  under 
the  circumstances,  ought  to  be  readjusted,  in 
order  to  enable  it  to  earn  such  reasonable 
compensation. 

It  is  contended  that,  even  if  the  connections 
were  made,  neither  railway  company  could 
be  compelled  to  deliver  its  loaded  cars  to  the 
other,  to  be  carried  with  their  contents  to 
their  destination  over  the  road  of  such  other; 
that  to  compel  appellant  to  deliver  up  its  cars 
to  be  carried  away  from  the  line  of  its  road 
to  distant  points  would  be  in  violation  of  its 
charter  contract,  and  unconstitutional;  that, 
for  this  reason,  it  is  useless  to  compel  the 
making  of  the  connection  in  question,  and 
therefore  the  legislative  act  fails  of  its  pur- 
pose, and  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  Such 
interchange  of  cars  between  dfferent  railroads 
is  a  common  and  almost  universal  practice; 
yet,  there  are  few  railroad  charters  which  ex- 
pressly authorize  this  practice.  It  would 
hardly  be  contended  that  such  an  act  of  inter- 
change is  vMra  vires  on  the  part  of  a  railroad 
company  whose  charter  is  silent  as  to  such  au- 
thority. As  Incidental  to  the  operation  of  its 
road,  a  railroad  company  has  the  power  to  in- 
terchange cars  with  other  connecting  com- 
panies, and  this  is  the  ordinary  and  usual  way 
of  doing  business.  We  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
compel  a  common  carrier  to  do  business  in  the 
ordinary  and  uauftl  way,  and  therefore  may 
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compel  such  interchange  of  cars  as  incidental 
to  the  business  for  which  the  company  waa- 
cbartered.  The  supreme  court  of  Iowa, 
reached  the  same  conclusion  in  BurUnoton,  G. 
R.  A  N.  R.  Go.  V.  Dey,  82  Iowa.  312,  12  L.  R. 
A.  486,  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  584.  See  also 
Atchiton,  T.  <fc  8.  F.  R.  Go,  v.  Deniier  <fc  N.  0. 
R,  Go.  110  U.  8.  667,  28  L.  ed.  291;  Peoria  dt 
P.  U.  R.  Go.  V.  Ghicago,  R.  1.  db  P.  R.  Go.  109^ 
111.  185,  50  Am.  Rep.  603;  MicfiiganG.  R.  Go. 
V.  Smifhaon,  45  Mich.  212;  State  v.  Wabaeh,  fit 
L.  db  P.  R.  Go.  83  Mo.  144. 

The  statute  provides:  *'In  the  event  that 
said  railway  companies  fail  to  establish^ 
through  joint  rates,  or  fail  to  establish  and 
charge  reasonable  rates  for  such  through  ship- 
ments, ...  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  rail- 
road and  warehouse  commission  of  this  state 
.  .  .  to  establish  reasonable  joint  rates  for 
the  shipment  of  freight  and  cars  over  any^ 
two  or  more  connecting  lines  of  railroad  iiv 
this  state,  and  to  prescribe  the  reasonable 
rules  under  which  any  such  cars  so  transferred 
shall  be  returned."  Laws  1895.  p.  214,  §  a 
(C).  Appellant  suggests  that  cases  may  arise 
where  it  would  be  compelled  to  deliver  ita 
cars  to  another  carrier,  who  is  insolvent,  or 
where  the  couplings,  air  brakes,  or  other  ap- 
pliances of  the  cars  of  one  of  the  carriers  will 
not  match  with  those  of  the  other,  and  where 
it  would  be  unsafe  to  haul  such  other  cars. 
It  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  such  cases  can 
be  disposed  of  when  they  arise.  There  is  no- 
suggestion  that  this  is  any  such  a  case.  Ap- 
pellant seems  to  contend  that  this  statute  at- 
tempts to  make  the  two  or  more  railroad  com- 
panies partners  for  the  purposes  of  such  a. 
through  shipment;  that  it  attempts  to  compel 
the  making  of  a  joint  shipping  contract  by 
which  each  company  will  be  liable  for  all  the 
defaults  of  the  others  in  the  through  shipment; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  statute  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  The  statute  merely  provider 
that,  in  case  all  the  railroad  companies  con- 
cerned in  the  through  shipment  fail  to  fix  a 
reasonable  total  sum  for  the  total  haul,  the 
commission  shall  do  so  for  them.  There  ia 
nothing  in  this  which  requires  any  company 
to  assume  any  liability  beyond  its  own  line 
for  the  acts  of  others  in  making  the  haul. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  suggestion  that  the 
two  appellants  are  competing  roads,  withii> 
the  terms  of  subdivision  F  of  §  8  of  said  stat< 
ute,  at  least  as  far  as  regards  the  traffic  for 
which  the  connection  in  question  is  required. 

This  disposes  of  the  case,  and  the  judgment 
appealed  ftom  is  affirmed. 

Affirmed  in  179  U.  S.  287,  45  L.  ed.  194. 
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ADdenon ORATZ»  Trustee,  etc.,  et  al.,  Appis., 

V, 

LAND  &  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  COM- 
PANY  et  at, 

(58  IT.  8.  App.  490;  88  Fed.  Bep.  881; 27  C.  a  A.  80S.) 

1*  Recorded*  but  iiiiaeknowledcfed» 
jm^reemente  regarding  land  may  be  ood- 
sidered  in  an  action  to  quiet  title  under  a  statute 
making  them  evidence  in  cases  brought  after  its 
passage,  although  a  portion  of  the  relief  asked  Is 
injunction  against  an  ejeotmeot  suit  begun  be- 
fore the  passage  of  the  act. 

2*  A  etriet  eonstracUon  wUl  not  be 
jilaeed  upon  a  power  of  attorney  to 
oonvey  an  interest  in  land  after  the  lapse  of 


many  years,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  op- 
pose the  clear  Intent  of  the  parties  and  devest 
titles  acquired  in  good  faith  under  it. 

8.  A  recorded  power  of  attorney  to  con- 
vey land  Is  not  revoked  by  an  unrecorded  con- 
veyance of  the  land  by  the  prlocipal  so  as  to  de- 
feat titles  subsequently  acquired  in  good  faitb 
from  the  attorney. 

4*  daimante  nnder  a  deed  prior  in 
time  bat  sabseqnent  in  record  in  order 
to  defeat  after  a  great  lapse  of  time  a  subse- 
quent deed  first  recorded*  have  the  burden  of 
showing  notice  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  sub- 
sequent grantees. 

6.  A  conveyance  of  a  certain  number 
of  undivided  acres  out  of  a  tract  of  land  is 
not  void  for  uncertainty. 


NOTB.— i8«2>aration  of  riparian  righta  from  upland. 

If  a  person  owns  both  the  banks  and  bed  of  the 
stream  or  body  of  water  the  authorities  agree 
that  he  may  separate  them  and  convey  the  one 
without  the  other.  Where  he  does  not  own  the 
water,  but  has  only  the  rights  of  a  riparian  owner 
therein,  there  is  some  conflict  as  to  Iiis  power  to 
effect  the  separation. 

One  man  may  have  the  river  and  another  the 
■oil  adjacent.    Hale.  De  Jure  Maris,  chap.  L 

One  man  may  own  the  bed  of  a  stream  and  an- 
other may  own  its  bcmks.    Rockwell  v.  Baldwin, 

£8  111.  as. 

The  proprietor  of  adjoining  land,  who  is  also  the 
owner  of  the  bed  of  the  stream,  may  convey  the 
bed  of  the  stream  separate  from  the  land  which 
bounds  it.  Den.  Hartshorn,  v.  Wright,  Pet  C  0. 
64:  Child  v.  Starr,  4  HUl,  889. 

The  submerged  land  may  be  reserved  and  sold 
separately  from  the  upland.  Axline  v.  Bhaw.  86 
Fla.  aOB,  28  L.  R.  A.  891;  State  v.  Black  River  Phos- 
phate Co. 88 Fla.  82,21  L.  R.  A 188. 

The  owner  of  the  bed  of  a  river  and  of  the  up- 
land may  separate  the  ownership  of  the  one  from 
the  other.  Smith  v.  Ford,  48  Wis.  164;  Norcross  v. 
Griflltbe.  66  Wis.  689,  66  Am.  Rep.  642;  EUiott  v. 
Baird.  26  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  540. 

In  Massachusetts  the  owners  of  upland  to  which 
flats  adjoin  may  sell  the  upland  without  the  flats 
or  the  flats  without  the  upland.  Storer  y.  Free- 
man. 6  Mass.  486,  4  Am.  Dec.  166;  Barker  v.  Bates, 
18  Pick.  256.  28  Am.  Dec.  678;  Mayhew  v.  Norton,  17 
Pick.  857,  28  Am.  Dec.  800;  Valentine  v.  Piper,  as 
Pick.  85, 83  Am.  Dec.  715;  Drake  v.  Curtis,  1  Cush. 
886;  Knight  v.  Wilder,  2  Cush.  199,  48  Am.  Dec.  660; 
Saltonstall  v.  Proprietors  of  Boston  Pier,  7  Cush. 
202;  Boaoe  v.  Willcutt,  6  Gray,  828,  66  Am.  Dec 
809:  Porter  v.  Sullivan,  7  Gray,  44L 

And  the  same  is  true  in  Maine.  Deering  v.  Pro- 
prietors of  Long  Wharf,  25  Me.  61;  Pike  v.  Munroe. 
86  Me.  809,  68  Am.  Dec.  761;  Stone  v.  Augusta,  46 
Me.  187;  Hill  v.  Lord,  48  Me.  88;  Abbott  v.  Treat, 
78  Me.  121. 

It  is  competent  for  the  riparian  proprietor  to  sell 
bis  upland  to  the  top  or  edge  of  the  bank  of  the 
river,  and  to  reserve  the  stream  or  flats  below 
high- water  mark,  if  he  does  It  by  clear  and  specific 
boundaries.  People,  Highway  Comra.,  v.  Madison 
County  Supers.  126  111.  21. 

Bight  of  MMnQ. 

The  owner  of  upland  has  a  right  of  fishery  ad  ja- 
eent  to  his  shore,  which  Is  capable  of  alienation. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Ftounoe,  46  N.  J.  L.  586. 

The  owner  of  soil  beneath  water  may  convey  his 
fishing  privileges  separate  from  the  upland.    Mat- 
thews ▼.  Treat,  75  Me.  594. 
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Rioht  of  wharfage* 

The  right  of  wharfage  may  be  separated  from 
the  upland.  Simons  v.  French,  25  Conn.  846;  La- 
dies* Seamen*s  Friend  Soc.  v.  Halstead,  58  Conn. 
144. 

The  owner  of  improvements  which  have  been 
made  in  front  of  his  property  has  aright  to  convey 
them  separate  from  the  upland.  Goodsell  v.  Law- 
son,  42  Md.  848. 

The  owner  of  land  bordering  on  a  river  may  sell 
his  land  and  retain  his  statutory  right  to  build 
wharves  into  the  river.  Hastings  v.  Grimshaw,  153 
Mass.  497, 12  L.  R.  A.  617. 

The  owner  of  land  bounded  on  navigable  waters 
may  reserve  to  himself  his  right  to  build  wharves 
when  he  conveys  away  the  land  above  high- water 
mark,  or  he  may  grant  it  to  another  to  enjoy. 
Parker  v.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.  17  Or.  510, 5  L.  R. 
A.  61.  In  that  case  the  right  was  held  to  be  an  in- 
corporeal hereditament.  Later  Oregon  cases,  h  jw- 
eyer,  have  denied  the  existence  of  any  right  to^ 
wharf  out. 

In  Hagan  v.  Gaskill,  42  X.  J.  Bq.  215,  there  was  a 
lease  of  the  right  to  build  a  pier,  and  it  was  up- 
held in  favor  of  a  mechanic's  lien  as  against  the 
grantor. 

But  in  Iowa  it  has  been  held  that  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  land  upon  the  bank  of  a  stream,  the  bed 
of  which  he  does  not  own,  to  construct  piers  and 
landing  places,  is  not  a  subject  of  independent  sale. 
Musser  v.  Hershcy,  42  Iowa,  866. 

Mere  riparian  rightM, 

If  the  owner  of  upland  conveys  by  metes  and 
bounds  a  portion  of  the  flats  lying  in  front  of  the 
upland,  leaving  a  portion  of  the  flats  unconveyed 
outside  beyond  the  conveyed  portion  cut  off  from 
the  upland,  the  grantee  will  take  the  right  to  re- 
claim and  use  the  outer  flats  with  the  portion  defi- 
nitely conveyed.  New  Haven  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Sargent, 
50  Conn.  199, 47  Am.  Rep.  682.  This  ruling  is  put 
upon  the  ground  that  the  grantor  bad  not  the  title, 
but  only  an  incorporeal  hereditament.  In  the  shore, 
and  puMic  policy  dictates  that  the  right  to  reclaim 
land  and  construct  wharves  should  be  in  someone 
In  respect  to  all  parts  of  the  shore  in  a  harbor. 
And  if  the  grantee  has  not  the  right  no  one  ban. 
But  it  Is  expressly  stated  that  the  decision  Is  rested 
on  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case. 

A  mere  right  of  getting  seaweed  on  the  beach  in 
front  of  land  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and 
cannot  be  severed  from  the  estate  to  which  it  is  an- 
nexed.   Phillips  V.  Rhodes,  7  Met.  8:22. 

So.  It  has  been  held  that  if  the  owner  of  the  up- 
land  does  not  own  the  land  under  water  he  cannot 
upon  conveying  his  upland  reserve  his  right  to  ap- 
ply to  the  state  authorities  for  a  grant  of  suck 
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4.  Title  to  a  proportionate  share  of 
land  under  neater,  depend  log  on  title  to 
the  upland,  will  pabs  by  a  deed  of  a  certain 
number  of  undivided  acres  out  of  the  tract  of 
upland  bordering  on  the  water. 

(October  4. 1807.) 

APPEA.L  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  (he  Western  District  of  Wisconsin  in  favor 
of  complainant  in  a  suit  brought  to  quiet  title 
•to  certain  real  estate  and  resirain  the  prosecu- 
tion of  an  ejectment  suit  to  recover  possession 
thereof.     Affirmed, 

Before   Woods,  Jenkina,  and  Showalter,  Cir- 
cuit Judges. 

Statement  by  Jenkins,  Circuit  Judge: 
Fractional  section  16  in  township  49  north, 


of  range  14  west,  in  the  county  of  Douglas 
and  state  of  Wisconsin,  is  bounded  on  the 
north  and  west  by  the  St.  Louis  river  and  St. 
Louis  bay.  The  section  was  surveyed  by  the 
government  of  the  United  States  in  the  year 
1^54,  and  according  to  that  survey  and  the 
plat  thereof  returnea  to  the  general  land  office 
of  the  United  States,  and  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  surveyor  general,  the  section  contained 
622.80  acres  of  land,  as  follows:  The  northeast 
fractional  quarter,  180.25;  the  northwest  frac- 
tional quarter,  86.50;  the  southwest  fractional 
quarter,  146.05;  the  southeast  quarter,  160. 
Under  the  school  land  grant  of  the  enabling 
act  admitting  the  state  of  Wisconf>in  into  the 
Union,  approved  August  6,  1846  (9  Stat,  at  L. 
56,  chap.  89),  this  section,  with  others,  was 
granted  to  the  state  of  Wisconsin  for  school 
purposes.     On  August  4,  1855,  Frederick  J. 


land.    E.  G.  Blakelee  Mffr.  Co.  v.  E.  G.  Blakslee^s 
Sons  Iron  Works,  129  N.  Y.  165,  Affirming  60  Hun, 

sxa. 

And  the  same  rule  was  folio  wed  In  People,  Blaks- 
lee,  V.  Land  Office  Corars.  89  N.  T.  S.  H.  643. 

In  Steele  v.  Sancbcz.  72  Iowa,  65,  where  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  title  to  certain  stone  In  the  bed 
of  the  stream  which  the  owner  of  the  upland  had 
attempted  to  convey  to  a  third  person,  the  oourt 
said  the  grantor  had  certain  rlgbts  tietween  high 
and  low  water  mark,  hut  those  rights  were  pecu- 
liar lo  himself,  and  wero  not  the  subject  of  eale  or 
trttn<«rer  Independently  of  a  conveyance  of  the  land 
to  wnicb  those  rights  were  appurtenant.  In  that 
case  the  riparian  owner  had  not  a  title  to  the  bed 
of  the  stream. 

In  Massachusetts  It  has  been  held  that  there  Is  no 
legal  impediment  to  a  grant  of  land  without  a 
water  privilege  or  to  a  grant  of  water  privilege 
without  the  land.    Ashley  v.  Pease,  18  Pick.  268. 

The  owuer  may  sell  the  land  without  the  privi- 
lege of  the  stream.  Hatch  v.  Dwight,  17  Mass.  298, 
9  Am.  Dec.  145. 

Ill  Dexter  Sulphite  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  ▼.  Fronte- 
nac  Paper  Co.  20  Misc.  442,  a  reservation  of  water 
rights  was  enforced.   - 

There  may  be  a  severance  of  an  owner's  private 
right  of  use  and  occupation  In  a  public  body  of 
water  from  his  adjacent  upland.  Concord  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Robertson,  66  N.  H.  1, 18  L.  R,  A.  679. 

A  riparian  owner  convey  ing  land  adjacent  to 
navigable  waters  may  so  limit  his  grant  as  to  re- 
serve to  himself,  not  only  his  riparian  privileges  In 
the  waters,  but  also  subsequent  accretions  to  the 
soil  formed  by  the  operation  of  natural  causes. 
People,  Burn  ham,  v.  Jones,  112  N.  Y.  697. 

In  Lake  Superior  Land  Co.  v.  Emerson,  38  Minn. 
406.  it  was  held  that  riparian  rlgbts  t>elong  and  are 
incident  to  the  abutting  shore,  and  cannot  be  sev- 
ered and  transferred  apart  from  the  shore. 

But  the  owner  of  the  upland  may  by  a  convey- 
ance estop  himself  from  asserting  his  riparian 
rights.  Miller  v.  Mendenhall,  43  Minn.  95,  8  L.  U. 
A.  89. 

And  the  Lake  Superior  Land  Company  Case  was 
overruled  In  Han  ford  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  43 
Minn.  104. 110.  7  L.  R.  A.  722. 

And  the  new  doctrine  was  followed  in  Gilbert  ▼. 
Eldridge,  47  Minn.  210, 13  L.  R.  A.  411:  Gilbert  ▼. 
Emerson,  66  Minn.  254;  Bradshaw  v.  Duluth  Im- 
perial Mill  Co.  62  Minn.  69. 

Upon  the  partition  of  land  the  riparian  rights 
connected  with  it  may  be  left  to  be  held  in  com- 
mon.   Organ  v.  Memphis  &  L.  R.  R.  Co.  51  Ark.  235. 

CauB  merely  recognizing  the  doctrine. 
Head  v.  Chesbrough,  18  Ohio  C  C.  854,  Affirming 
4  Ohio,  N.  P.  78,  recognizee  the  right  of  the  rlpa- 
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rian  owner  to  separate  the  water  rights  from  the 
upland. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  Day  ▼.  Pittsburg,  Y.  ft 
a  R.  Co.  44  Ohio  St.  406. 

In  Gouverneur  v.  National  Ice  Co.  134  N.  Y.  856i, 
18  L.  R.  A.  695,  it  seems  to  be  assumed  that  the 
water  might  have  been  severed  from  the  upland  by 
proper  calls  in  the  conveyance. 

In  Palmer  v.  FarrelU  129  Pa.  162,  It  Is  assumed 
that  the  rights  may  be  separated  from  the  upland. 

In  St.  Louis  V.  Rutz,  138  U.  8.  228,  34  L.  ed.  941« 
there  was  a  contention  that  a  grant  of  land  did  not 
pass  title  to  the  land  below  low-water  mark,  but 
the  oourt,  without  questioning  the  fact  that  a  sepa- 
ration of  the  title  could  be  made  at  low- water 
mark,  held  that  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  the  whole 
title  of  the  grantor  had  passed. 

In  Jones  v.  Janney.  8  Watts  &  8.  443, 42  Am.  Deo. 
309,  it  is  said  that  flats  pass  by  a  deed  of  upland,  *if 
not  expressly  excluded.** 

And  that  case  was  followed  in  Risdon  v.  Phila- 
delphia, IB  W.  N.  C.  78. 

Adveru  pofKssUm, 

Title  to  flats  may  be  acquired  by  adverse  posses- 
gion.  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105  Ma^s.  353;  Treat 
V.  Chlpman,  85  Me.  84;  Clanoey  v.  Houdieite,  39  Me. 
45L 

Partition, 
A  landowner  cannot  dedicate  the  banks  of  a  river 
to  public  use,  and  reserve  to  himselt  tlie  interest  in 
the  river  t>ed  and  landing,   Godfrey  v.  Alton,  12 
DL  37, 52  Am.  Dec.  476. 


Method  of  separation. 

If  the  water  la  non-navigable  a  converanoe  by 
metes  and  tiounds  which  excludes  the  water  will 
not  pass  title  to  it  Lembeck  v.  Nye,  47  Ohio  St. 
8».  8L.  R.  A.  678. 

The  owner  of  city  lots  bordering  on  a  water- 
course may  sell  the  lots  separate  from  the  water 
right,  but  the  Intention  to  do  so  must  be  plain,  and 
it  will  not  be  sufficient  merely  to  plat  the  property 
with  a  line  runwing  along  the  shore.  Watson  v. 
Peters,  26  Mich.  608. 

When  the  trustee  of  a  town  site  advertises  and 
sells  a  lot  bounded  on  a  stream,  and  on  the  same 
day,  and  as  part  of  the  same  sale,  he  sells  the  bed 
of  the  stream  to  another  person,  an  Intention  is 
shown  to  separate  the  ownership  of  the  bed  of  the 
stream  from  that  of  the  land,  and  it  will  over- 
come the  presumption  that  a  deed  to  a  lot  on  a 
stream  carries  the  title  to  the  center.  Denver  ▼. 
Pearoe,  18  Colo.  888.  H.  P.  F. 
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WhitUker,  William  Herbert,  Frank  Perfect, 
«Dd  Wellington  Gregory  agreed  with  M.  W. 
McCracken  (for  A.  S.  Mitchell  and  others)  by 
4in  instrument  in  writing  under  their  respec- 
tive hands  and  seals,  but  not  acknowledged, 
and  recorded  in  the  register's  office  of  Douglas 
4;ounty  on  the  9th  day  of  July,  1856,  substan- 
tially, that  the  parties  first  named  should  pro- 
ceed to  the  capital  of  Wisconsin,  and  purchase 
school  section  16,  and,  upon  receiving  title 
thereto  from  the  state,  should  convey  to  Mc- 
Oracken  or  Mitchell,  or  such  others  as  Mc- 
Oracken  might  request,  a  full,  equal,  undi- 
vided one  half  of  the  section,  in  fee  simple. 
McCracken  therein  agreed  to  convey  to  one 
James  A.  Markland  an  undivided  sixteenth  of 
4m  undivided  one  half,  to  be  conveyed  to  him 
upon  payment  within  one  year  from  that  date 
by  Markland  of  a  one-sixteenth  part  of  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  McCracken.  On  August 
17,  1855,  Mitchell  agreed  with  McCracken,  by 
instrument  under  their  respective  hands  and 
«eals  (witnessed  by  Whittaker,  but  not  ac- 
knowledged by  the  parties  thereto,  and  re- 
<;orded  July  24,  1856),  upon  payment  by  Mc- 
-Cracken  within  a  year  of  an  amount  equal  to 
^ne  half  of  the  sums  paid  in  that  time  by  Mit- 
-chell,  to  convey  to  McCracken  an  undivided 
half  of  the  undivided  half  of  the  section.  By 
these  arrangements  the  title  to  the  section  was 
^iesigned  to  be  vested  as  follows: 
A.  8.  Mitchell,  an  undivided  i...  180.70  acres 
M.  W.  McCracken,  an  undi- 
vided i 180.70  " 

Herbert,  an  undivided  i 65.85  •* 

Perfect,  an  undivided  i 66.85   " 

Whittaker,  an  undivided  i 65.35   " 

■Gregory,  an  undivided  i 65.85   " 

Total 522.80acre8 

The  undivided  quarters  owned  by  Mitchell 
•and  McCracken  were  subject  to  the  right  of 
Markland  to  an  undivided  one  thirty -second. 
December  7, 1855,  Herbert  and  wife  executed 
«  power  of  attorney  to  Whittaker  and  Perfect, 
authorizing  them  to  convey,  in  whole  or  in 
•separate  parcels,  "a  certain  tract  of  land,  with 
the  appurtenances,  whereof  we  are  seised  in 
fee,"  described  as  follows:  '*The  undivided 
one  fourth  of  the  school  section  in  township 
49.  of  range  fourteen  (14)  west"  On  June  2, 
1856,  the  four  pre  emptors  executed  to  Joseph 
O.  Wilson  a  bond  conditioned  to  convey  an 
undivided  one-eighth  part  of  the  section  when 
the  title  should  become  perfected  in  them. 
This  instrument  was  executed  on  the  part  of 
Herbert  by  his  attorneys  in  fact,  and  recorded 
on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1856.  On  June  18, 
1856,  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  by  its  governor 
4ind  secretary  of  state,  issued  patents  for  the 
land  in  question,  as  follows:  To  Herbert,  for 
the  northeast  fractional  quarter  of  section  16, 
•containing  180.85  acres,  to  Perfect,  the  north- 
west fractional  quarter  of  section  16,  contain- 
ing 86.50  acres;  to  Gregory,  the  southwest 
fractional  quarter  of  section  16,  containing 
146.05  acres:  to  Whittaker,  the  southeast  quar- 
ter of  section  16,  containing  160  acres.  It 
would  appear  that  these  patents  were  irregular 
or  invalid  because  not  executed  by  the  com- 
missioners of  school  and  university  lands.  To 
<cure  the  error,  proper  patents  executed  by  the 
latter  officers  were  issued  November  26, 1861, 
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to  the  same  parties,  and  for  the  qusrfer  sec- 
tions as  stated.  On  July  7.  1856.  Perfect, 
Whittaker,  Gregory,  and  Herbert  (the  deeds 
of  the  latter  being  executed  by  Whittaker  and 
Perfect,  his  attorneys  in  fact)  executed  to  Mit- 
chell, each,  two  deeds,  which  conveyed  to  him 
the  quarter  sections  by  them  respectively  en- 
tered, thus  vesting  the  entire  legal  title  to  the 
section  in  Mitchell.  At  the  same  time,  Mit- 
chell conveyed  to  Perfect,  Gregory,  Herbort, 
and  Whittaker,  jointly,  the  uudivided  half  of 
section  16,  the  deed  reciting,  "The  intention 
of  this  deed  being  to  convey  to  each  of  said 
four  parties  of  the  second  part.  Frederick  J. 
Whittaker.  Frank  Perfect,  Wellington  Greg- 
ory, and  William  Herbert,  the  undivided  one- 
fourth  part  of  said  undivided  half  of  said  sec- 
tion hereby  conveyed."  By  these  deeds  the 
title  of  the  section  was  vested,  or  supposed  to 
be  vested,  an  undivided  one  half  in  Mitchell, 
and  an  undivided  one  eighth  in  each  of  the 
four  pre-empt ors.  On  July  8,  1856,  Herbert 
deeded  to  Mitchell  "all  of  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  section  16.  being  the  undivided  one- 
fourth  part  of  the  undivided  one  half  of  said 
section."  This  deed  was  not  recorded  until 
July  15,  1856,  and  was  executed  by  Herbert 
in  person.  On  July  9,  1856,  Herbert,  by  his 
attorneys  in  fact,  executed  to  James  A.  Mark- 
land  an  undivided  one  thirty-second  part  of 
tbe  section.  This  deed  was  recorded  the  same 
day.  On  that  day  Whittaker,  Gregory.  Per- 
fect, and  Herbert  (by  his  attorneys,  Whit- 
taker and  Perfect)  deeded  to  Joseph  G. 
Wilson  an  undivided  one-sixteenth  of  the  sec- 
tion. This  deed  was  also  recorded  on  that 
day.  If  the  two  deeds  named  take  precedence 
of  tbe  deed  from  Herbert  to  Mitchell,  the  lat- 
ter would  own  the  following  interests  in  the 
section:  An  undivided  one  half  under  deeds 
from  all  the  pre  emptors.  26140  acres;  under 
deed  from  Herbert,  40.84  acres;  total,  802.24 
acres.  Mitchell  deeded,  July  7,  1856,  to  Jo- 
seph G.  Wilson,  an  undivided  one  thirty  sec- 
ond; on  May  4.  1857,  to  Edmund  H.  Taylor, 
Jr.,  "an  undivided  57  acres"  of  the  section;  on 
February  13,  1858,  to  M.  W.  McCracken,  "the 
undivided  fourth  part  of  section  16  .  .  . 
minus  8  acres,  and  supposed  to  contain  122.70 
acres,  more  or  less,  and  situated  on  the  bay  of 
St.  Louis,  in  tbe  county  aforesaid."  This  deed 
purported  to  be  executed  and  to  be  received  in 
abrogation  of  any  other  deed  of  land  in  that 
section  made  by  Mitchell  to  McCracken,  and 
in  discharge  of  all  bonds  given  by  Mitchell  to 
convey  land  In  that  section.  On  February  26, 
1861,  Mitchell  conveyed  to  certain  trustees  for 
Mary  B.  Mitchell,  his  wife,  and  her  four  chil- 
dren, 114.86  acres,  undivided,  in  section  16, 
and  afterwards  on  February  19,  1874  (his 
former  wife  havingdied,  and  he  having  there- 
after intermarried  with  Nellie  B.  Mitchell, 
who  joined  in  the  deed),  onveyed  to  certain 
trustees  in  trust  for  the  children  of  Mary  B. 
Mitchell  "an  undivided  interest,  amounting  to 
114.36  acres."  in  the  section.  Mitchell  died 
on  May  1,  1882,  and  hisbeirs  and  the  trustees 
under  the  trust  deed  in  December,  1882,  ex- 
ecuted conveyances  to  John  C.  Spooner  of 
106.21  acres,  undivided.  Upon  tbe  assump- 
tion that  Mitchell  acquired  from  Herbert  40.84 
acres,  making,  with  the  previous  conveyance 
to  him  by  the  pre-emptors,  a  total  of  902.24 
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acres  owned  by  him,  he  woald  seem  to  have 
conveyed  to  his  trustees  8.15  acres  more  than 
he  owned. 

The  appellee  the  Land  A  RiTer  ImproTe- 
ment  Company  acquired  the  title  under  these 
several  owners  to  the  522.80  acres,  assuming 
the  validity  of  the  conveyances  by  Herbert, 
through  his  attorneys  in  fact,  to  Marlsland  and 
to  Wilson.  Anderson  Qratzas  trustee  and  (he 
other  appellants  represent  the  interest,  if  any, 
existing  in  Mitchell,  his  children  or  heirs,  re- 
maining undisposed  of.  This  property  re- 
mained vacant  until  the  year  1884,  and  is  now 
incorporated  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of 
Superior.  From  erosion  by  the  waters  of  the 
river  or  bay  of  St.  Louis,  the  acreage  of  the 
upland  is  now  reduced  to  424.98  acres.  On 
April  4,  1887,  under  a  statute  of  the  state  of 
Wisconsin,  the  commissioners  of  Douglas 
county  established  a  dock  line  in  front  of  this 

gropertv,  which  was  approved  by  the  United 
lates  War  Department  December  5. 1894.  The 
east  and  south  boundary  lines  of  section  16, 
prolonged  to  meet  this  dock  line,  would  in- 
clude an  area  of  887.66  acres.  It  was  stipu- 
lated as  a  fact,  subject  to  objection  to  its  ma- 
teriality, that  neither  Mitchell  nor  any  of  his 
children  supposed  that  the  section  in  contro- 
versy contained  more  than  522.80  acres,  as 
stated  in  the  government  survey,  until  about 
the  year  1890,  when  the  surviving  children 
were  advised  by  their  counsel  that  the  section 
extended  to  the  thread  of  the  current  of  the 
St.  Louis  river,  bounding  the  section  on  the 
northwest.  In  November,  1890,  the  present 
appellants  brought  ejectment  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  for  the  county 
of  Douglas  against  the  present  appellees  tore 
cover  an  undivided  ^  of  the  section,  which 
suit  was  removed  to  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  western  district  of  Wis- 
consin. Thereafter,  in  the  year  1892,  the  ap- 
pellee the  Land  &  River  Improvement  Com- 
pany filed  its  bill  in  the  latter  court  to  restrain 
the  proceedings  in  the  action  at  law,  and  to 
quiet  the  title  to  the  section;  setting  forth  at 
length  the  history  of  the  devolution  of  the  title, 
and  praying  that  its  title  and  possession  of  the 
premises  might  be  quieted  in  the  complainant 
by  decree  of  the  court,  and  that  the  parties  de- 
fendant to  the  bill  asserting  any  title  or  claim 
to  the  lands  in  question  may  be  decreed  to  re- 
lease the  same  to  the  complainant  therein.  To 
this  bill  the  present  appellants  duly  answered, 
setting  forth  their  claim  of  title,  and  they  also 
filed  their  cross  bill,  asking  that  they  be  de- 
creed to  be  the  owners  in  common  of  the  un- 
divided ^  of  the  section;  that  all  instruments 
of  conveyance  specifying  undivided  acres  of 
the  section  shall  be  equivalent  onlv  to  a  con- 
veyance of  an  undivided  iaterest,  of  which  the 
numerator  shall  be  the  specified  number  of 
acres  in  the  deed,  and  the  denominator  the  en- 
tire acreage  of  the  section,  whether  upland  or 
overlaid  with  water;  and  that  their  title  be 
quieted  as  against  the  claim  of  all  the  defend- 
ants to  the  cross  bill.  This  cross  bill  was  duly 
answered,  and  a  replication  was  filed.  And  at 
the  hearing  a  decree  was  rendered  in  behalf  of 
the  original  complainant,  the  Land  &  River 
Improvement  Company,  the  appellee  here, 
quieting  and  confirming  its  title  to  the  section, 
enjoining  the  prosecution  of  the  action  in  eject- 
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ment,  and  decreeing  that  the  appellaots  have- 
no  right,  title,  or  interest  in  or  to  any  of  the 
land,  privileges,  appurtenances,  or  water 
rights,  or  anv  right  in  the  bed  of  any  stream, 
or  streams  adjoining  the  section. 

MesiTB.  I.  M.  Earle  and  Henry  S.  WiU 
cozt  for  appellants: 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  specific  real  es- 
tate can  confer  no  original  authority  to  selfr 
real  estste  not  described  therein. 

Bomter  v.  Romter,  8  Wend.  494,  24  Am. 
Dec.  62;  Bandford  v.  Handy,  28  Wend.  260; 
OiU>ert  v.  H<nDe,  45  Minn.  121;  Dodge  v.  Hop- 
kins,  14  Wis.  681;  Pen/old  v.  Warner,  96- 
Mich.  179. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  enlarge 
the  powers  conferred. 

Mecbem,  Agency,  §  801;  18  Am.  &  £ng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  871. 

The  conveyance  made  to  Markland  by  the^ 
attorneys  in  fact  of  Herbert  and  wife  was- 
void  because  Herbert  and  wife  did  not  own 
the  interest  sought  to  be  conveyed  at  the  time^ 
of  the  conveyance,  and  the  deed  was  not  au- 
thorized by  the  power  of  attorney,  and  was 
never  subsequently  ratified,  and  the  power 
had  already  been  exhausted  by  a  previous  ex- 
ercise. 

Mechem,  Agency,  g  201. 

When  the  object  of  the  agency  is  accom- 
plished by  other  means  the  agent's  authority 
is  terminated. 

Mechem,  Agency,  §§  202,  223,  225;  Aherth' 
V.  Baker,  84  Minn.  98;  1  Am.  &  Entr.  Enc. 
Law.  p.  444;  Walker  v.  Deniwn,  86  111.  142; 
GUbertY.  Holmes,  64  HI.  548;  Torre  v.  Thiele, 
25  La.  Ann.  418;  aimonton  y.  First  Not,  Bank,. 
24  Minn.  216;  Howe  v.  Rand,  111  Ind.  206. 

No  notice  is  necessary  to  terminate  a  special 
agency. 

Ahem  y.  Baker,  84  Minn.  98;  Mechem, 
Agency,  S  225;  Straehan  y.  Muxlow,  24  Wis. 
21;  F^m  V.  Hartford  d  2f.  T.  S.  B.  Go,  88- 
Conn.  197;  Wharton.  Agency,  g  111;  Parsons, 
Contr.  §  78.  7th  ed.  74. 

Leaving  out  the  question  of  agency,  to  pre- 
vail over  a  prior  unrecorded  deed,  according 
to  the  rule  in  Wisconsin,  the  burden  is  on  com- 
plainant to  show  Markland  a  purchaser  iOi 
good  faith. 

Lamps  y.  Kennedy,  56  Wis.  249;  Prick  ett  v. 
JHuek,  74  Wis.  199;  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Pet 
211,  9  L.  ed.  400;  Simmons  Creek  Coal  Co.  v. 
2>ora7i,  142  U.  8.  417,  85  L.  ed.  1068;  Sillyman 
V.  King,  86  Iowa,  207. 

Nor  can  the  payment  of  a  consideration  be- 
proved  by  recitals  in  the  deed  except  as  be- 
tween the  parties  thereto. 

Hogdon  v.  Green,  56  Iowa,  788;  Bush  v. 
MitcheU,  71  Iowa,  338;  Shottoell  v.  Harrison, 
22  Mich.  410;  WiUiams  v.  SheUy,  87  N.  Y. 
875. 

The  undivided  acre  deeds  only  convey  the 
number  of  acres  designated  therein,  and 
should  not  be  extended  to  embrace  more  by 
construction,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible for  that  purpose. 

United  States  v.  Fossat,  20  How.  418,  15  L. 
ed.  944;  Union  Stock  Yards  A  T.  Co.  v.  Weti* 
em  Land  A  C.  Co.  18  U.  S.  App.  488,  59  Fed. 
Rep.  49,  7  C.  C.  A.  660;  HovoeY,  Barker,  John- 
son, N.  Z.  (S.  C.)  506;  Loeke  v.  WhiUng,  l(k 
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Pick.27»:  ChUdY.  Fe/i*.  13  Pick.  121:  Butler 
T.  Oale,  27  Vt.  789;  Pride  ▼.  Luni,  19  Me.  115; 
Bnodgrau  y.  Ward,  8  Hay w.  (Tenn.)  40;  Ckirke 
▼.  Lancaster,  86  Md.  196,  11  Am.  Rep.  486; 
Palmer  v.  il2&^«,  50  Iowa,  429;  Thaj/er  v.  Fin- 
4on,  108  N.  Y.  894;  Coleman  v.  Manhattan 
Beaeklmproe,  Co.  94  N.  Y.  229;  Dr«t(?  v.  Swift, 
46  N.  Y.  204;  Kirkland  v.  Wrt^.  3  Rich.  L. 
4,  45  Am.  Dec.  752;  8  Wasbb.  Real  Prop.  5th 
•ed.  §  429;  Sugden,  Vendors,  220;  Starkie,  Ev. 
10th  ed.  698;  Ciifton  v.  WalmesUy,  5  T.  R. 
564;  Elofreon  t.  Lindsay.  90  Wis.  208;  Blow 
T.  Vatighan^  105  N.  C.  198;  Cassidy  v.  Charles- 
town  Five  Gents  Sat.  Bank,  149  Mass.  825. 

Mitchell  did  not  know  that  he  owned  land 
under  the  St.  Louis  river  at  the  time  he  made 
the  conveyances,  and  if  he  had  conveyed  more 
than  be  intended  to  from  ignorance  he  would 
iiave  been  entitled  to  relief  in  equity. 

15  Am.  <&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  689.  640.  and 
-cases  ciled;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  849;  Fly  y. 
Brooks,  64  Ind.  50;  Iriek  v.  Fulton,  8  Gratt 
198. 

The  deeds  could  not  be  reformed  without 
showing  a  material  mistake  by  most  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence. 

Newton  v.  Eolley.  6  Wis.  592. 

The  land  under  water  did  not  pass  as  appur- 
tenant to  that  on  the  shore. 

Harris  y.  EUiott.  10  Pet.  58.  9  L.  ed.  844; 
Jaek»on,  Tales,  y.  Hathaway,  15  Johns.  447.  8 
Am.  Dec.  283;  Webber  v.  Ea»lern  R.  Co,  2  Met. 
151;  Trustees  of  SehooUY.  &e/iroU,  120  Tl.  509, 
60  Am.  R^'p.  675;  Child  v.  Starr,  4  Hill,  869; 
Angell,  Hiij^hways,  §  814;  Re  Popple  dt  B.*8 
Contract,  25  Week.  Uep.  248;  Shands  v.  Trip 
let,  5  Rich.  Eq.  76. 

Each  state  has  the  rieht  to  deal  for  itself 
with  the  land  underlying  the  waters  within  its 
borders. 

Weber  y.  StaU  Harbor  Comrs.  85  U.  S.  57- 
e5,  21  L.  ed.  801,  802;  Bohoken  y.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  124  U.  S.  659,  81  L  ed.  543;  St, 
Louis  V.  RuU.  188  U.  8.  226.  84  L.  ed.  941; 
Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  8.  834,  24  L  ed.  224. 

Under  the  Wisconsin  law  the  patent  to 
"g  16  carried  the  legal  title  of  the  bed  of  the 
«tream  to  mid  channel. 

Jones  y.  Pettibone.  2  Wis.   808;  Wafker  y. 
Shepardson,  4  Wis.  486,  65  Am.  Dec.  824;  Ol- 
son v.  Merrill,  42  Wis.  212;  Norcross  v.  Grif- 
fiths, 65  Wis.  509,  56  Am.  Rep.  642;  AlUn  y. 
Weber,  80  Wis.  531.  14  L.  R.  A.  861. 

The  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  has  adopted 
the  same  rule. 

MiUer  v.  Mendenhall,  48  Minn.  95,  8  L.  R. 
A.  89;  Gilbert  v.  Eldridge,  47  Minn.  210,  13  L. 
R.  A.  411. 

The  undivided  acre  deeds  are  void  for  un- 
•certainty  under  the  Wisconsin  rule. 

Johnson  y.  Ashland  Lumber  Co,  52  Wis.  458; 
Moulton  V.  Egery,  75  Me.  487;  Tandell  v. 
Pugh,  58  Miss.  296;  Plenny  y.  FerrHl  (Miss.) 
11  So.  6. 

The  grant  of  a  given  quantity  of  land,  a 
parcel  of  a  tract,  if  valid,  makes  the  grantee  a 
tenant  in  common  in  the  proportion  that  that 
parcel  granted  sustains  to  the  entire  tract. 

Scfiencks  v.  Entoy,  24  Cal.  110;  Smith  y. 
Crawford,  81  LI.  295;  Battel  v.  Smith,  14  Gray, 
-497;  Freeman.  Coten.  §  96. 

The  undivided  acre  tax  deeds  are  invalid  for 
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uncertainty,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  can- 
not make  them  effective. 

Pearee  v.  Perkins,  70  Miss.  276;  Lander  v. 
Bromlev,  79  Wis.  872;  GriHUh  v.  Utley,  76 
Iowa,  292;  Ellsworth  y.  Nelson,  81  Iowa,  57; 
Smith  V.  Blackiston,  82  Iowa.  240;  Wofford  v. 
McKinna,  28  Tex.  45;  Morgan  v.  Smith,  70 
Tex.  687;  Tram  Lumber  Co.  y.  Hancock,  70 
Tex.  312;  Tandell  v.  Pugh,  53  Miss.  296; 
Moulton  v.  ^et-y,  75  Me.  487;  SliacJdeford  v. 
Bailey,  85  III.  887;  RiJherU  v.  Deeds,  57  Iowa, 
823;  Lyon  County  Comrs.  y.  Goddard,  22  Kan. 
389;  Head  v.  James,  18  Wis.  741;  Johnson  y. 
Ashland  Lumber  Co.  52  Wis.  458;  Campbell  y. 
Packard,  61  Wis.  88;  Marx  v.  Hanthorn,  148 
D.   8.  172,  87  L.  ed.  410. 

Ordinarily  in  the  granting  of  injunction  to 
restrain  an  ejectment  proceeding  the  complain- 
ant is  required  to  confess  judgment  in  the 
ejectment  proceedings. 

Turner  y.  American  Baptist  Missionary 
Union,  5  McLean,  849;  Mathews  v.  Douglass. 

I  Cooke  (Tenn.)  136;  Trousdale  v.  Maxwell,  6 
Lea,  161;  Henry  y.  Tapper,  27  Vt.  618;  10 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  891. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with  a 
suit  at  law  where  there  is  a  legal  defense. 

High,  Inj.  96;  Hapgood  v.  Hewitt,  119  U.  8. 
226,  80  L.  ed.  369:  Ham  v.  Schuyler,  2  Johns. 
Ch.    140;     Carroll  v.  Sand,   10   Paige,    298; 
Johnson  y.  MeArthur,  64  N.  C.  675. 
On  rehearing. 

HoytY.  Jones,  81  Wis.  889,  when  construed 
in  the  light  of  the  facts  actually  before  the 
court  and  actually  decided,  does  not  support 
the  court's  views. 

Priekett  v.  Muck,  74  Wis.  199;  Lamps  y. 
Kennedy,  56  Wis.  249. 

Instead  of  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  sustain 
the  allegations  of  his  petition,  the  opinion  re- 
quires the  defendant  to  prove  that  they  are  not 
true,  a  position  contrary  to  the  maxims  of 
pleading  and  the  rules  of  evidence. 

Prickftt  y.  Muck,  74  Wis.  199;  Boone  v. 
Chiles,  10  Pet.  211,  9  L.  ed.  400. 

In  construing  a  statute  a  prospective  and 
not  retrospective- construction  is  preferred. 

Warshung  y.  Hunt,  47  N.  J.  L.  256. 

A  statute  will  not  be  given  a  retroactive 
effect  unless  such  is  the  unequivocal  or  una- 
voidable implication  of  its  words. 

McGeehanv.  Burke,  87  La.  Ann.  156:  State 
y.  Littlefield,  98  N.  C.  614;  State  y.    Atwo^d, 

II  Wis.  423;  United  States  v.  Starr,  Hempst. 
469. 

Your  honors  erroneously  resorted  to  extrane- 
ous evidence  to  construe  the  undivided  acie 

United  States  y.  Fosfuit,  20  How.  413.  15  L. 
ed.  944;  Howe  v.  Barker,  Johnson,  N.  Z.  (8. 
C.)  506;  Locke  v.  Whiting,  10  Pick.  279; 
Child  v.  Wells,  18  Pick.  121;  Clarke  v.  Ijincas- 
ter,  86  Md.  196, 11  Am.  Rep.  488;  Palmer  v. 
Albee,  50-Iowa,  429;  Thayer  v.  Finton,  108  N. 
Y.  894;  Drewv.&wift,^^  N.  Y.  204;  3Wa8hb. 
Real  Prop.  5th  ed.  p.  429;  8ugden,  Vendors, 
p.  220;  Starkie,  Ev.  10th  ed.  p.  698. 

Land  under  streams  is  not  a  mere  easement, 
it  is  land  t)efltowing  upon  the  owner  all  it  con- 
tains from  the  center  of  the  earth  to  the  zenith, 
subject  only  to  the  easement  in  the  public.  It 
is  never  allowed  to  pass  as  an  appurtenance. 
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Jack9(m,  TnteSy  v.  Eathawny,  15  Johns.  447. 
8  Am.  Dec.  263;  Webber  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  % 
Met.  151;  Truatees  of  Schools  v.  SchroU,  120 
III.  509,  60  Am.  Rep.  575;  Child  v.  6Yarr,  4 
Hill.  869;  Angell.  Highways.  §  814;  Re  Pop- 
ple A  D:b  Contract,  25  Week.  Rep.  248;  8hands 
V.  Triplet,  5  Rich.  Eq.  76. 

Mfssrs.  John  C.  Spooner  and  A«  L. 
Sanborn,  for  appellees: 

The  owuer  of  land  bordering  upon  a  naviga- 
ble stream  owns  to  the  center  of  the  stream  by 
a  conclusive  presumption  of  law. 

NorcrosB  v.  Griffiths,  65  Wis.  599,  56  Am. 
Rop.  642;  Ker.yon  v.  Knipe,  46  Fed.  Rep.  309; 
Illinois  C.  R  Co,  v.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  887.  435, 
86  L.  ed.  1018.  1035;  Wisconsin  River  Improv. 
Co.  V.  Lyons,  80  Wis.  61;  St,  Paul  dt  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Schvrmeier,  7  Wall.  272,  19  L.  ed.  74 

When  Mitchell  conveyed  the  undivided  57 
acres  in  "seciion  16"  he  referred  to  the  section 
16  of  the  government  survey,  and  could  only 
mean  to  convey  57  acres  out  of  the  522.80  acres 
laid  down  as  section  16  on  the  official  plat. 

Schenk  v.  Ewy,  24  Cal.  110;  Jackson,  Oa/rn- 
sey,  V.  Livimjston,  7  Wend.  136;  Corbin  v. 
Jackson,  Garnsey,  14  Wend.  619,  28  Am.  Dec. 
5  0;  Lick  7,  abonnell.  3  Cal.  03.  58  Am.  Dec. 
383;  GibbsY.  Sicift,  12  Cush.  893;  SheafeY. 
Wait,  80  Vt.  735;  Freeman,  Coten.  §  96.  citing 
cases  above  referred  to:  Smith  y,  Cratrford,  81 
111.  296;  Small  v.  Jenkins,  16  Gray,  155;  Bat- 
tel V.  Smith,  14  Gray,  497;  Buck  ▼.  Squiers,  22 
Vt.  4H4. 

While  the  ownership  of  land  in  the  bed  of 
navigable  waters  is  in  the  riparian  proprietor, 
in  the  technical  sense,  yet  this  ownership  is 
quite  different,  legally,  from  ownership  of  the 
land  above  high-waier  mark.  A  man  can 
hardly  be  said  to  be  the  owner  of  land  from 
which  he  may,  without  the  slightest  compen- 
sation, be  wholly  excluded.       ^ 

Cohn  y.  Wausau  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  314. 

Attorneys  in  fact  have  no  right  to  give  away 
their  principal's  land. 

Campbell  v.  Campbell,  57  Wis.  288;  Meade  v. 
Brothers,  28  Wis.  669. 

The  nine  deeds  of  July  7,  1856.  from  the 
pre  emptors  to  Mitchell,  and  from  Mitchell 
back  to  them,   are  all  to  be  read  together,  as 

{)art8  of  the  same  transaction,  substantially 
eaving  the  title  to  one  half  of  the  section  in 
the  four  pre  emptors,  as  it  had  been  before  the 
deeds  were  made. 

Cornell  v.  Todd,  2  Denio.  180;  Norton  v. 
Kearney,  10  Wis.  444;  Whiter,  Cotehausen, 
129  U.  8.  829.  32  L.  ed.  677;  Winner  v.  Hoyt, 
m  Wis.  227.  57  Am.  Rep.  257;  Bobbins  v.  Webb, 
68  Ala.  393;  Eaton  v.  Trowbridge,  38  Mich. 
455;  LffTd  Cromwell's  Case,  2  Coke,  69;  Har- 
mondy,  Richards.  10  Hare,  81;  Thompson  v. 
Webster,  4  De  G.  &  J.  604;  Bopgood  v.  Ernest, 
8  De  G.  J.  &  S.  116;  Farrowesy.  Farmer,  2 
Rolle,  Kep.  245;  Thurmany,  Cooper,  2  Rolle. 
Rep.  23;  Havergill  v.  Hare,  Cro.  Jac.  510; 
Addison  v.  Otway,  2  Mod.  283;  Elphinstone, 
Deeds,  7;  UoUaday  v.  Land  dt  River  Improv, 
Co.  18  U.  8.  App.  808,  57  Fed.  Rep.  774,  6  C. 
C.  A.  560. 

It  is  presumed  that  Markland  and  Wilson 
had  no  notice  of  the  prior  deed  to  Mitchell, 
and  that  they  are  within  the  protection  of  the 
recording  act. 

Lampe  v.  Kennedy,  66  Wis.  249;  Hoyt  ▼. 
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Jones,  81  Wis.  889;  Cutlery.  James,  64  Wis. 
178,  54  Am.  Rep.  602;  Boggs  v.  Varner,  ^ 
Walts  &  S.  474;  2  White  &  Tudor,  Lead.  Cas. 
in  £(j.  223,  224. 

If  It  were  shown  affirmatively  that  Mitchell 
searched  the  record,  exercising  ordinary  care, 
and  had  no  notice  of  the  agreements  or  deeds 
to  Markland  and  Wilson,  the  form  of  his  deed 
from  Herbert  would  not  prevent  him  from  be- 
ing  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice. 

Afoelle  y.  Sfierwood,  148  U.  8.  21,  37  L.  ed. 
850. 

Such  a  deed,  however,  purports  to  convey 
only  such  estate  as  the  grantor  actually  has.  a» 
between  the  parties,  and  unless  the  grantee 
first  records  it. 

Hannck  v.  Patrick,  119  U.  8.  156,  175,  30 
L.  ed.  896.  406. 

On  rehearing. 

The  purchaser  with  notice  from  a  grantor 
without  notice  is  protects  by  the  recording 
act. 

Pringle  v.  Dunn,  87  Wis.  449,  19  Am.  Rep. 
772;  Wade,  Notice,  2d  ed.  §  62. 

A  most  important  reason  why  this  case  i» 
not  considered  as  pending  when  the  act  of  1891 
took  effect  is,  that  under  no  circumstances 
could  those  agreements  have  been  offered  in 
evidence  in  the  ejectment  suit. 

Johnson  y.  Christian,  128  U.  S.  374,  82  L. 
ed.  412;  Langdon  v.  Sherwood,  124  U.  8.  74^ 
31 L.  ed.  844. 

Mr.  Alfred  D.  Eddy  for  Standard  Oik 
Co.,  appellee. 

Jenkins,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion  of  the  court: 

It  is  urged  that  the  court  should  not  con- 
sider the  record  of  the  unacknowledged  agree- 
ments of  the  parties  to  this  title.  It  is  enacted 
by  chapter  288  of  the  Laws  of  Wisconsin  of 
1891,  published  April  24,  1891,  that  all  agree- 
ments relating  to  sales  and  conveyances  of 
land,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  which  have 
not  been  acknowledged  but  which  shall  have 
been  recorded  in  the  proper  register's  office  for 
twenty  years,  may  be  proved  and  admitted  in 
evidence,  by  the  production  of  the  record  of  & 
duly  certified  copy,  with  the  same  effect  as  if 
such  instrument  had  been  properly  acknowl- 
edged. The  act  contains,  however,  a  proviso 
that  its  provisions  should  not  affect  any  pend- 
ing suit  or  proceeding.  This  bill  was  filed  on 
December  15.  1892 — nearly  twenty  months 
after  the  publication  of  the  act.  It  is  true  that 
the  action  in  ejectment  was  instituted  in  No- 
vember, 189Q.  and  prior  to  the  act,  but  that 
action  and  the  question  of  competent  evidence 
upon  the  trial  of  that  action  are  not  before  us. 
The  bill  here  is  one  to  quiet  the  title,  the  re- 
straining of  the  prosecution  of  the  action  at 
law  being  merely  incidental  relief  to  effectu- 
ate the  decree  in  this  suit.  The  act  is  mani- 
festly applicable  here,  however  ineffectual  it 
might  prove  to  sanction  the  introduction  in 
evidence  of  the  recorded  but  unacknowledged 
agreements  upon  the  trial  of  the  suit  in  eject- 
ment. We  think  these  instruments  are  prop- 
erly before  us  for  consideration,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  in  question. 

It  is  clear  that  the  parties  contemplated  that 
the  four  pre-emptors  should  obtain  the  title  to 
section  16  as  tenants  in  common,— each  to 
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own  an  undivided  one  fourth.  All  the  agree- 
ments speak  thus;  but  when  it  came  to  the 
entry  of  the  land,  either  because  of  the  cus- 
tom of  the  land  office  of  the  state,  or  through 
error,  the  title  was  taken  to  each  quarter  sec- 
tion in  severalty.  Each  pre-emptor  thcL  con- 
veyed to  Mitchell  the  quarter  section  entered 
by  him,  and  Mitchell  at  the  same  time  con- 
veyed to  the  four  pre- emptors  an  undivided 
one  half  of  the  whole,  thus  placing  the  title  as 
originally  designed.  The  power  of  attorney 
from  Herbert  to  Whittaker  and  Perfect  under 
date  of  December  7, 1855,  before  the  legal  title 
was  obtained,  authorizes  a  conveyance  of  a 
certain  tract  of  land,  whereof  Herbert  was 
seised  in  fee,  described  as  the  one  undivided 
one  fourth  of  the  section,  and  was  clearly 
made  in  view  of  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
to  obtain  undivided  interests  in  the  section. 
By  the  subsequent  deeds  inter  partes  the  tide 
was  placed  as  originally  contemplated.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  doubt  that  the  power  of  at- 
torney was  effectual  to  authorize  a  conveyance 
of  the  undivided  Interest  of  Herbert.  Such 
was  the  practical  construction  placed  upon  the 
instrument  by  all  the  parties,  and  Herlnert.  by 
his  subsequent  deed,  sanctioned  such  construc- 
tion of  it.  We  can  not  at  this  late  day  gi  ve  to  the 
instrument  the  strict  construction  contended 
for,  which  runs  counter  to  that  placed  upon  It 
by  those  interested,  and  which  would  be  ef- 
fectual to  oppose  the  clear  intent  of  the  par- 
ties, and  to  devest  titles  acquired  in  good  faith 
under  it. 

We  proceed  to  inquire  with  respect  to  the 
validity  of  the  deeds  to  Wilson  and  to  Mark- 
land  under  this  power  of  attorney.  It  is  ob- 
jected to  their  validity  that  the  execution  by 
Herbert  to  Mitchell  of  the  deed  of  July  8, 1856. 
of  all  his  Interest  in  section  16  accomplished 
the  object  of  the  agencv  created  by  the  power 
of  attorney,  terminated  the  authority  of  the 
agents,  and  that  notice  of  such  termination  was 
not  essential.  The  objection  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. The  power  of  attorney  was  recorded, 
{riving  notice  to  the  world  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  agents.  The  law  requires  that 
the  termination  of  that  authority,  to  be 
effective  against  purchasers  in  good  faith 
from  the  attorney,  should  be  likewise  recorded. 
It  may  be  conceded  that  the  conveyance  by 
Herbert,  in  a  sense,  terminated  the  agency, 
because  the  subject-matter  upon  which  the 
agency  operated  was  disposed  of  by  his  deed ; 
but,  the  deed  not  having  been  recorded,  the 
termination  of  the  agency  was  not  effective 
against  those  dealing  in  good  faith  with  the 
agents,  for  without  notice  of  revocation  the 
parties  were  justified  in  acting  upon  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  continuance  of  the  agencv. 
Batch  y.Goddingion,  95  U.  8.  48. 24  L.  ed.  889; 
Southern  L.  Ins.Co.  v.  McCain,  96  U.  8.  84.  24 
L.  ed.  658;  Johnwn  v.  Christian,  128  U.  8.  874, 
881.  32  L.  ed.  412.  414. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  deed  from 
Herbert  to  Mitchell,  being  prior  in  point  of 
time,  although  subsequent  in  point  of  record, 
was  effectual  to  pass  the  title  of  the  premises, 
and  was  valid  against  the  whole  world,  except 
bona  fide  purchasers  for  value,  without  notice, 
and  that  the  burden  of  proof  with  respect  to 
the  bona  fides  of  the  deeds  subsequent  in  date, 
but  prior  of  record,  is  cast  upon  those  claim- 
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ing  under  them.  This  presents  a  question  not 
altogether  without  difficulty,  and  in  respect 
to  which  the  authorities  are  not  wholly  at 
agreement.  Jackson,  Bounds,  v.  M'Ghesney,  T 
Cow.  860,  17  Am.  Dec.  521;  Wood  v  CJinpin, 
13  N.  Y.  509.  67  Am.  Dec.  62;  Sfiotwell  v. 
Uanison,  22  Mich.  410:  Hoyt  v.  Jones,  81  Wis. 
389,  404;  Lamps  v.  Kenned]^,  56  Wis.  249; 
Cutler  V.  James,  64  Wis.  173, 179,  54  Am.  Rep. 
603;  Prickettv.  Muck,  74  Wis.  199,  206.  In 
the  state  of  New  York  it  is  ruled  tiiat  under 
the  recording  act  the  junior  purchaser,  whose 
deed  is  firs"  reconied,  is  presumptively  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  notice,  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  to* 
the  contrary  rests  upon  the  senior  purchaser, 
whose  deed  has  not  been  recorded.  In  Mich- 
igan it  is  held  that  the  burden  is  upon  him 
who  claims  bv  virtue  of  priority  of  record  to- 
show  affirmatively  the  payment  of  a  valuable 
consideration,  but  that  the  burden  is  upon  him 
claiming  under  a  deed  of  prior  date,  but  sub- 
sequent record,  to  show  that  such  purchaser 
under  the  deed  having  priority  of  record  bad 
notice  of  the  prior,  unrecorded  deed.  Shot- 
feell  V.  Harrison,  22  Mich.  410.  This  ruling 
is  founded  upon  the  notion  that,  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  being  peculiarly  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  grantee  under  the  deed 
having  priority  of  record »  the  law  would  not 
impose  the  burden  of  proving  the  negative 
fact  upon  the  opposite  party.  In  this  case 
there  was  a  very  able  and  strong  dissent  by 
Campbell,  Cb.  J.,  to  the  effect  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  any  such  distinction,  and  that  the 
burden  rests  upon  the  party  claiming  under 
the  unrecorded  deed.  In  Hoj/t  v.  Jones.  31  Wis. 
889,  404,  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin  for 
the  first  time  considered  the  subject,  and.in  an 
able  opinion  by  Chief  Justice  Dixon, concurred 
with  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Chief  Justice 
Campbell,  and  with  the  decisions  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  and  held  tiiat  the  law  would  hot 
presume  fraud  or  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
subsequent  purchaser,  and  that  the  grantee  un 
der  the  unrecorded  deed,  being  a  party  in  the 
wrong,  by  omitting  to  record  his  deed,  must 
assume  the  burden  of  showing  a  want  of  con- 
sideration or  notice  in  the  purchaser  under  the 
deed  having  a  priority  of  record;  and  this,  we 
think,  is  the  better  rule,  because,  as  suggested 
by  Chief  Justice  Campbell,  any  other  doctrine 
would  render  the  registry  laws  of  very  little 
value,  especially  in  a  case  like  the  present,  in 
which  we  are  dealing  with  transactions  of  over 
forty  years  ago.  The  witnesses  to  the  trans- 
action may  have  died,  or  may  have  become  in- 
accessible. If  the  prior  record  deed  was- 
fraudulent,  Mitchell  had  ample  means  to  pro- 
tect his  title  by  resorting  to  the  courts  at  a 
time  when  the  transaction  was  fresh,  and  tbe 
witnesses  to  it  were  living  and  could  be  ob- 
tained. His  delay  is  that  which  at  this  time 
renders  proof  difficult,  and  it  seems  but  just, 
under  such  circumstances,  that  the  burden 
should  be  cast  upon  him  and  those  claiming 
under  him,  rather  than  that  the  law  should  in- 
dulge tbe  presumption  that  these  deeds  exe- 
cuted almost  simultaneously  with  Mitchell's 
were  fraudulent.  There  is  no  proof  here  of 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Mitchell. 
It  was  not  recorded  for  a  week  after  its  exe- 
cution.   Mitchell  and  his  heirs  rely,  as  they 
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probably  may,  upon  the  presumption  of  law 
that  it  was  delivered  at  its  date.  But,  to  ef- 
fectuate that  presumption,  it  seems  unjust  that 
we  should  indulge  the  further  presumption 
that  the  grantees  of  the  recorded  deed  were 
guilty  of  fraud,  which  is  never  to  be  presumed. 
The  authority  of  Hoyt  v.  Jones  is  thought  to 
be  weakened  by  the  subsequent  decisions  in 
the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin.  In  Lampe 
y  Kennedy,  60  Wis,  249.  it  was  ruled  that 
between  the  subsequent  purchaser,  whose  deed 
is  first  recorded,  and  one  not  claiming  under 
the  grantee  in  the  prior  conveyance,  the  burden 
is  upon  the  latter  to  show  notice  of  the  prior 
•conveyance,  and  want  of  valuable  considera- 
tion. No  one  will  dispute  the  correctness  of 
the  rule,  but  Mr.  Justice  Lyon,  after  rightly 
'deciding  the  point,  enlarges  in  the  following 
language:  '^Probably,  also,  in  a  contest  be- 
tween two  grantees  of  the  same  grantor  (the 
iRSt  deed  being  of  record  and  the  first  unre- 
•corded)  the  onus  would  be  upon  the  junior 
grantee  to  show  that  he  purchased  in  good 
faith  for  a  valuable  consideration." 

This  observation  is  purely  obiter,  was  made 
without  any  reference  to  the  prior  decision  of 
the  court  in  Hoyt  v.  Jonea^  and  is  not  author- 
ity. In  Outler  v.  James,  04  Wis.  178, 179.  64 
Am.  Rep.  003,  the  point  does  not  appear  to 
have  received  much  consideration,  but  the 
•opinion  indicates  that  the  burden  of  proof 
may  be  shifted  from  one  party  to  the  other, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
There  was  no  direct  evidence  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other  with  respect  to  notice  of  the  prior, 
unrecorded  deed,  but  certain  Inferences  from 
the  facts  indicated  want  of  notice;  and  the 
court  held  that  the  burden  was  upon  the  party 
claiming  under  the  prior,  unrecorded  deed. 
There  was  no  reference  to  the  case  of  Hoyt  v. 
Jones,  This  case  supports,  rather  than  ques- 
tions, the  doctrine  of  Hoyt  v.  Jones.  In  Prickett 
V.  Mvck,  74  Wis.  199,  200,  the  court  ruled  that, 
because  the  defendant  was  shown  to  have  act- 
ual notice  of  the  existence  of  the  will  and  the 
death  of  the  testator  at  the  time  that  he  took  a 
conveyance  of  the  property  from  the  grantee 
in  the  deed  having  priority  of  record,  he  could 
not  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  statute 
without  showing  that  his  grantor  was  a  pur- 
cbafier  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration. No  reference  is  made  to  the  case  of 
Hoyt  V.  Jones,  except  that  it  is  cited  approv- 
ingly upon  another  point.  The  case  seems  to 
have  turned  largely  upon  a  question  of  plead- 
ing, and  there  is  no  indication  that  the  court 
-designed  to  overrule  its  former  decisions.  We 
are  satisfied  that  the  rule  in  Hoyt  v.  Jones  is 
the  belter  rule  to  work  out  substantial  justice. 
If  the  rule,  however,  were  otherwise,  there  are 
here  certain  facts,  and  inferences  which  we 
may  properly  indulge  from  the  facts,  which 
we  think  should  avail  to  shift  the  burden  upon 
the  appellants,  if  it  originally  rested  upon  the 
opposite  party.  The  deed  to  Mitchell  is  dated 
July  8.  It  was  retained  from  the  record  until 
July  16.  On  July  9  the  two  deeds  were  exe- 
cuted by  Herbert,  by  his  attorneys,  to  Wilson 
and  Markland,  respectively,  and  were  recorded 
on  the  same  day.  The  four  pre-emptors  had, 
•on  the  2d  day  of  June  previous,  executed  to 
Wilson  a  bond  conditioned  to  convey  to  him 
4in  undivided  one-eighth  part  of  the  section 
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when  the  title  should  become  perfected  in 
them.  This  instrument  acknowledges  the 
payment  of  the  consideration  of  $900,  was 
executed  on  the  part  of  Herbert  by  his  attor- 
neys in  fact,  and  was  recorded  on  the  2d  day 
of  June,  1860.  By  this  instrument  Wilson  ob- 
tained an  equitable  interest  in  the  land,  of 
which  Mitchell  had  constructive  notice  by  the 
record  at  the  time  of  the  execution  to  him  by 
Herbert  of  the  deed  dated  July  8,  1850.  Wo 
cannot  doubt,  moreover,  that  Mitchell  had 
also  actual  notice  of  the  equitable  title  of  Wil- 
son, and  agreed  to  assume,  and  did  assume,  in 
part,  the  obligation  of  the  pre-emptors  to  con- 
vey; for  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1850,  the  day 
previous  to  the  conveyance  by  Herbert  to  him, 
Mitchell  conveyed  to  Wilson  an  undivided  one- 
thirty-second  part  of  the  section.  This  con- 
veyance is  by  the  answer  asserted  to  have  been 
in  compliance  with  the  undertaking  of  Herbert 
on  the  bond,  but  the  further  allegation  that  it 
was  in  full  satisfaction  of  that  obligation  is  not 
proved,  and  cannot  be  assumed,  because  it  was 
a  conveyance  of  but  one-fourth  part  of  the 
amount  agreed  to  be  conveyed.  The  two  con- 
veyances vested  in  Wilson  an  undivided  three 
thirty- seconds  of  the  section,  whereas  by  the 
bond  he  was  entitled  to  an  undivided  one- 
eighth;  and  the  record  does  not  satisfactorily 
account  for  the  deficiency,  unless  it  be  repre- 
sented in  the  deed  to  Markland  made  in  pur- 
suance of  some  arrangement  between  the  par- 
ties. The  consideration  stated  in  the  various 
deeds  and  in  the  bond  lend  some  countenance 
to  the  view  that,  as  between  the  pre-emptors 
and  Mitchell,  one  half  of  the  equitable  right  of 
Wilson  was  by  agreement  imposed  upon  the 
undivided  half  which  was  conveyed  to  Mitch- 
ell. In  this  connection  the  language  of  the 
deed  by  Herbert  to  Mitchell  is  not  with- 
out significance.  There  is  enough,  however, 
to  show  that  Mitchell  had  both  constructive 
and  actual  knowledge  of  the  equitable  rights 
of  Wilson,  and  took  the  title  from  Herbert 
subject  to  them.  We  perceive,  therefore,  no ' 
reason  upon  which  the  conveyance  to  Wilson 
unden  power  of  attorney  can,  upon  this  rec- 
ord, be  successfully  impeached:  and  we  think, 
aside  from  anv  general  rule,  that  the  circum- 
stances cast  tne  burden  of  proof  upon  those 
claiming  under  the  deed  prior  in  date  but  sub- 
seqiient^of  record. 

The  equities  With  respect  to  the  deed  to 
Markland  are  less  clear  and  strong,  but  we 
think  there  is  sufiicient  to  impose  the  burden 
of  proof  upon  the  claimants  under  the  unre- 
corded deed.  There  does  not  appear,  it  ia 
true,  to  have  been  any  written  agreement  by 
Herbert  to  convey  to  Markland;  but  before 
the  entry  of  the  land  there  was  an  agreement 
by  McCracken  to  convey  to  Markland  an  un- 
divided one-thirty-second  part  of  the  section, 
upon  payment  of  a  certain  proportion  of  the 
expense  to  be  incurred.  This  appt^ared  in  the 
agreement  with  the  original  pre-empiors,  and 
it  is  under'  this  agreement  that  Mitchell  ob- 
tained his  title.  Wilson  did  not  obtain  all  the 
land  to  which  he  was  entitled,  and  for  which 
he  had  paid.  An  undivided  one-thirty-second 
part  was  retained,  which  corresponds  with  the 
amount  agreed  to  be  sold  to  Markland  upon 
payment  by  him  of  his  proportionate  part  of 
the  expenses  incurred.    The  land  was  entered 
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«t  the  price  of  $t.25  an  acre,  and  MarklaDd 
was  entitled  to  receive  16.38  acres.  Tbe  con- 
sideration mentioned  in  tbe  deed  from  Herbert 
to  bim  was  |20.  We  cannot,  of  courne.  say 
that  ihere  was  an  arrangement  between  Mitcb- 
•eW,  Markland,  McCracken,  and  Herbert  by 
which  tbe  obligation  to  convey  to  Markland 
'was  imposed  upon  Herbert,  but  tbe  indications 
point  in  that  direction.  Mitchell,  in  convey- 
ing to  McCracken  tbe  undivided  one-fourth  of 
'the  section,  retained  8  acres, -^Just  one  half  of 
the  acreage  to  which  Markland  was  entitled, — 
-which  would  indicate  that  McCracken  and 
Mitchell  each  assumed  the  obligation  to  con 
Tey  to  Mnrkland  one  half  of  the  amount  to 
which  he  was  entitled.  At  this  late  day  it 
<loabtless  would  be  impossible  to  ascertain 
with  precision  just  what  was  agreed  between 
the  parties.  It  is  pertinent  to  observe  that 
•down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1882,  Mitch- 
-€11  claimed  to  have  no  remaining  interest  in 
4be  section,  and  to  have  conveyed  all  his  in- 
terest in  trust  for  his  children.  This  deed,  it 
-is  true,  upon  the  assumption  of  the  validity  of 
the  deeds  to  Markland  and  to  Wilson,  con- 
-▼eyed  8  acres  more  than  he  owned;  but,  if  he 
^ail  claimed  those  deeds  to  be  void,  there 
would  have  remained  16.88  acres  unconveyed 
'by  the  trust  deed.  It  is  not  surprising  that 
transactions  of  nearly  fifty  years  ago,  and 
with  respect  to  lands  of  but  nominal  value, 
should  be  obscure  and  inexact.  We  think 
■there  is  enough  to  show  that  Mitchell  had 
recognized  this  deed  to  Markland  to  such  an 
extent  that  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was 
not  executed  for  a  valuable  consideration  is 
imposed  upon  those  claiming  under  him,  even 
If  we  are  incorrect  in  the  assumption  that  the 
burden  of  proof  in  tbe  first  instance  rests  upon 
those  claiming  under  the  unrecorded  deed.  In 
this  view  of  the  case,  Mitchell  acquired  title  to 
-802  acres  and  a  fraction  of  tbe  land,  the  title 
lo  all  of  which,  by  mesne  conveyances,  be- 
•came  vested  in  the  Land  &  River  Improve- 
«nent  Company,  one  of  the  appellees. 

It  is  urged  by  the  appellants  that  the  deeds 
to  Mitchell,  to  Taylor,  to  McCracken,  and  to 
the  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  Mitchell's  cbil- 
-dren,  and  from  the  latter  to  Spooner,  convey- 
ing undivided  acres  in  the  section,  are  void 
^or  uncertainty.  The  contention  cannot  be 
sustained.  The  grantee  in  such  deed  acquires 
«n  interest  in  the  whole  tract  as  tenant  in  com- 
•mon,  nnd  in  the  proportion  which  tbe  dumber 
-of  acres  conveyed  bears  to  the  whole  number 
-of  acres  in  the  tract,  and  such  deed  entitles  the 
^^anteeto  all  the  rights  and  remedies  incident 
to  the  tenancy  in  common.  Freeman.  Coten. 
A  Part.  §  M.  Thus,  in  Oibbs  v.  Swift,  la 
<hish.  893,  898,  the  deed  conveyed  211  undi- 
vided acres  out  of  a  tract  of  1.878  acres,  and 
•the  court  ruled:  "It  gave  him  a  share,  as 
tenant  in  common,  of  the  whole  tract,  in  the 
•pn^portion  which  211  b^rsto  1,878." 

In  Battel  v.  Smith,  14  Qray,  497,  there  were 
-deeds  of  "2^  acres,  undivided,  in  lot  17;"  *'Si 
acres,  more  or  less,  in  number  17;"  part  of 
,**1iO  acres  and  60  rods,  in  common  pasture, 
lying  in  common  with  other  proprietors;"  and 
**2i  acres  of  land"  in  the  southeast  division 
of  common  pasture,  "in  lot  number  17,  and  is 
undivided."  The coort  observed:  "By  these 
deeds  we   think   it  clear  that  the  grantors 


intended  to  convey  an  undivided  interest  in 
the  whole  of  lot  number  17,  in  the  proportion 
which  the  number  of  acres  specified  and 
granted  by  the  deed  bears  to  the  whole  quan- 
tity of  land  contained  in  that  lot.  The  use  of 
tbe  word  ^undivided'  and  the  phrase  'lying  in 
common'  show  that  the  interest  conveyed  was 
undivided  and  in  common,  and  not  an  estate 
in  severalty;  and  the  quantity  of  land  granted 
is  ascertained  and  fixed  with  certainty  by  tbe 
grant  of  a  designated  aliquot  part  of  the  whole 
land  owned  in  common. 

To  this  effect  is  Jewett  t.  Foster,  14  Gray, 
495. 

In  BmaU  y.  Jenkint,  16  Gray.  165,  there  was 
a  conveyance  of  1,750  acres,  imdivided.  out  of 
an  estate  of  14,000  acres  held  in  common  with 
other  persons,  no  share  in  which  had  been  set 
off  in  severalty.  The  court  said:  "Instead 
of  expressing  in  the  deed  in  express  words  or 
terms  the  part  or  proportion  of  their  interest 
which  they  intended  to  convey,  this  was  done 
indirectly,  but  just  as  intelligibly  and  effectu- 
ally, by  a  conveyance  of  a  specified  number  of 
acres.  They  conveyed  1 ,750  acres,  undivided ; 
so  that,  if  the  whole  tract  consijated  of  14,000 
acres,  the  conveyance  was  of  1750-14000  parts 
of  it." 

See  also  Jackmn,  Oam$ey,  v.  Livingston,  7 
Wend.  186;  Garbin,  Jackson,  v.  Oamsey,  14 
Wend.  619,  28  Am.  Dec.  550;  SehenJc  v.  Swy, 
24  Cal.  110;  Sheafe  v.  Wait,  80  Vt.  735. 

It  is  further  urged  that  these  undivided  acre 
deeds  conveyed  only  the  number  of  acres  de- 
signated, and  did  not  grant  an  interest  in  the 
land  under  water.  It  is  settled  that  the  extent 
of  the  title  of  a  riparian  owner  to  the  bed  of  a 
river  is  one  of  local  law  {Hardin  v.  Jordan, 
140  U.  S.  871,  85  L.  ed.  428;  lUinois  G.  R.  Go. 
V.  lainois,  146  U.  8.  887,  36  L.  ed.  1018; 
Shively  v.  Bowlby.  152  U.  8.  1,  88  L.  ed.  831). 
and  that  in  the  state  of  Wisconsin  tbe  riparian 
owner  takes  title  to  tbe  bed  of  the  river  .to  the 
thread  of  the  stream  {Norcross  v.  Griffiths,  65 
Wis.  599,  56  Am.  Rep.  642).  It  is  thereupon 
insisted  for  appellants  that  the  conveyance  of 
an  undivided  number  of  acres  of  upland  car- 
ries  with  it  no  title  to  the  bed  of  the  river, 
'that  the  language  of  tbe  deed  should  not  be 
enlarged  to  inbfude  more  than  the  specified 
number  of  acres,  and  that  at  the  most,  if  the 

frantee  in  an  undivided  acre  deed  is  to  be 
eemed  a  tenant  in  common,  his  interest  is  to 
be  computed,  not  with  reference  to  the  acre- 
age in  tbe  uplands,  but  with  reference  to  the 
combined  acreage  of  tbe  upland  and  the  bed 
of  the  stream  to  midchannel.  We  concur 
with  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  {Bat- 
Uly.  Smith,  14  Gray,  497,  499)  that  by  such  con- 
veyances as  those  in  question  "the  grantors  in- 
tended to  convey  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
whole"  of  the  lot,  "in  the  proportion  which 
the  number  of  acres  specified  and  granted  by 
the  deed  bears  to  the  whole  quantity  of  land 
contained  in  that  lot."  In  other  words,  we 
think  that  Mitchell  intended  to  convey  to 
Taylor  ,\-  *o  McCracken  Jf,  and  that  the 
heirs  of  Mitchell  intended  to  convey  to  Spooner 
ii,  which,  with  the  -ff  conveyed  by  Mitchell 
to  Wilson,  would  aifgregate  {},  or  802.24 
acres,  the  total  of  Mitcheirs  holding.  He 
therefore  was  correct  in  his  assertion  that  he 
had  disposed  of  his  entire  interest,  unless  tbe 
26 
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UDdivided  acre  deeds  take  no  Interest  in  the 
bed  of  the  stream.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
this  latter  suggestion  must  be  resolved  in  fa- 
vor of  the  appellees.  The  nature  of  the  title 
10  the  bed  of  a  stream  or  to  a  highway  is 
peculiar.  It  is  burdened  in  the  one  case  with 
the  paramount  right  of  navigation,  and  in  the 
other  with  the  superior  right  of  traffic,  and  of 
tliose  uses  to  which  the  public  may  rightfully 
put  a  highway,  which  are  so  numerous  and 
burdensome  that  it  has  been  declared  that  there 
is  no  substantial  difference  between  streets  in 
which  the  legal  title  is  in  the  private  individual 
and  those  in  which  it  is  in  the  public,  as  to 
the  rights  of  the  public  therein.  Barney  v. 
Keokuk,  94  U.  8.  824. 24  L.  ed.  224;  La  CroMe 
v.  Cameron,  46  U.  8.  App.  722,  25  C.  C.  A. 
899,  80  Fed.  Rep.  264.  8o  that  it  has  come 
about,  as  expressed  by  Judge  Redfleld  in  Buck 
V.  Squiers,  22  Vt.  484,  495.  that  *  'in  ninety- 
nine  cases  in  every  hundred  the  parties,  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  do  not  esteem  the  land 
covered  by  the  highway  of  any  importance 
either  way;  hence  they  use  words  naturally 
descriptive  of  the  prominent  idea  in  their 
minds  at  the  time,  and  in  so  doing  define  the 
land  which  it  is  expected  the  party  will  oc- 
cupy and  improve." 

See  also  Wallace's  American  Notes  to  Datas- 
tan  V.  Payne,  2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  in  £q.  7th 
Am.  ed.  142.  In  the  state  of  Wisconsin  we 
therefore  naturally  find  that  the  rule  is  estab- 
lished that  a  grant  of  land  bordering  upon  the 
highway,  one  specified  boundary  of  the  prem- 
ises conveyed  being  the  south  line  of  the  street 
upon  which  the  lot  abuts,  in  the  absence  of 
other  words  of  exclusion,  carries  the  fee  to 
the  center  of  the  street.  Kneeland  v.  Van 
VaVcenburgh,  46  Wis.  484.  32  Am.  Hep.  719. 
And  in  respect  to  land  bounded  upon  a  naviga- 
ble stream,  a  conveyance  thereof  by  metes  and 
bounds,  without  mention  of  the  stream,  but 


which  included  the  whole  of  the  bank  of  the- 
stream  along  the  whole  length  of  the  part  con- 
veyed, was  presumed  to  have  been  intended  to 
convey,  and  was  held  to  have  conveyed,  all 
the  rights  of  the  grantor  to  the  bed  of  tbe- 
stream  in  front  of  the  described  land  to  tbe- 
middle  of  the  stream,  and  that  such  presump- 
tion can  be  rebutted  only  by  an  actual  reser- 
vation in  the  deed,  or  bv  evidence  of  such  ciK 
cumstances  attending  tne  making  of  the  con- 
veyance as  clearly  show  an  intention  to  limit 
the  ground  to  the  exact  boundary  fixed  by  ihe 
description.  Norcrosa  v.  OrifflOui,  65  Wis.  599, 
56  Am.  Rep.  612.  It  is  there  ruled  that  the 
owner  of  the  bank  is  presumed  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  stream,  and  that,  while  the 
ownership  of  the  bed  of  the  stream  may  be- 
separated  from  the  ownership  of  the  bank, 
such  intention  to  overcome  the  presumption 
must  explicitly  appear  by  the  grant.  In  the- 
light  of  these  authorities, we  have  no  difiiculty 
in  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  bed  of  the- 
stream  passed  with  the  conveyance  of  the  up- 
land. We  have  shown  that  the  undivid^l 
acre  deeds  constitute  the  grantees  tenants  in 
common  with  the  other  owners  in  this  section. 
It  is  clear  that  the  extent  of  their  ownership- 
was  in  proportion  to  the  whole  number  of 
acres  within  the  meander  line.  We  do  not 
overlook  the  fact  that  the  meander  line  is  not 
the  boundary  of  the  lot.  but  it  was  a  line 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  by 
which  to  designate  and  ascertain  the  extent  of 
the  interest  conveyed.  There  are  no  words  of 
reservation  which  exclude  the  bed  of  the 
stream.  The  presumption  must  therefore  ob- 
tain that  it  passed  with  the  bank,  and  the  evi- 
dence is  clear  that  it  was  designed  so  to  pasB«. 
The  decree  is  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied  January  8,  1898. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  ROWZEE  ei  al.,  AppU.^ 

V, 

E.  C.  PIERCE  et  ak 


.) 


1.  An  amendment  to  a  bill  for  an  in- 
junction against  the  improper  use  of  land  dedi- 
cated to  the  public  should  be  allowed  to  join  some 
of  the  original  donors  as  plaintiffs,  when  the  bill 
was  filed  by  other  resldeot  citizens. 

8.  The  erection  of  a  ■ehoolbonse  upon  a 
lot  dedicated  '"only  for  public  use  as  an  orna- 
mental park"  is  a  wrongful  use  of  the  property. 

8*  An  injunction  ai^ainst  devoting^ 
property  dedicated  for  an  ornamental  park  to 
any  other  use  can  be  granted  in  favor  of  the 
original  donors  of  the  property. 


(March  14,  ISOS.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Court  for  Pontotoc  County 
dismissing  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin  the  erec- 
tion of  a  schoolhouse  upon  land  which  had 
been  dedicated  for  a  public  park.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  J.  D.  Fontaine  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  Blair  ds  Anderson  for  appellees. 

Whitfleldt  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the- 
court: 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  charged  that 
on  the  2r»th  day  of  May,  1854,  a  deed  was 
executed  by  the  grantors  therein  to  the  presi- 
dent and  selectmen  of  the  town  of  Pontotoc 
and  their  successors  in  office  to  lots  Nos.  d(^ 


Note.— As  to  conveyanc«  on  condition  for  sped- 
flod  purposes,  see  Greene  v.  0*Connor  (R.  I.)  19 
L.  R.  A.  ai2;  also  Kllpatrick  v.  Baltimore  (Md.)  27 
L.  R.  A.  643. 
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As  to  action  by  iRndowner  to  protect  park,  see 
Clarke  v.  Providence  (R.  I.)  1  L.  R.  A.  725. 

As  to  conveyance  for  specified  purpose  as  creat- 
ing determinable  fee,  see  First  Unlversalist  Soc  v^ 
Roland  (Mass.)  16  L.  R.  A.  881. 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  376;  46  L.  R.   A.  377. 


1888. 


ROWZBB  T.  PiKBCB. 


40S 


and  21  in  the  S.  W.  i  of  sec  88,  T.  9,  R  8  E., 
'*on1y  for  public  use  as  sa  orDamental  park, 
subject  to  sucli  regulatious  as  they  may  make 
for  the  purpose  of  fencing  and  ornamenting 
the  same,  and  keeping  the  same  in  good  order, 
and  preventing  nuisances,  or  anything  tending 
to  subvert  the  before^declared  object  of  the 
donors  of  money  to  purchase  the  same;"  that 
said  dedication  was  duly  consummated  by 
acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  public  authori- 
ties; that  the  board  of  mayor  and  aldermen  of 
the  town  of  Pontotoc  are  the  successors  in 
office  of  the  said  president  and  selectmen  of 
the  said  town  of  Pontotoc;  that  the  said  board 
of  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  town  of  Ponto- 
toc declared  the  said  town  to  be  a  separate 
school  district:  that  the  school  building — the 
Pontotoc  Male  Academy — in  which  said  sepa- 
rate school  district  school  was  taught,  had 
been,  on  or  about  the  2dth  day  of  January, 
1897,  destroyed  by  fire;  that  the  said  board 
bad  contracted  with  one  E.  C.  Pierce  to  erect 
another  schoolhouse,  and  that  said  Pierce, 
instead  of  building  said  schoolbouse  upon  the 
site  of  the  burned  srhool  buildioe,  or  on  land 
belonging  to  said  Pontotoc  Male  Academy, 
had  begun  the  construction  of  said  building 
upon  said  lot  No.  20,  and  was  doing  this  under 
the  direction  and  with  the  consent  and  appro- 
bation of  said  board  of  mayor  and  aldermen: 
that  Gomplaioants  were  lotholders  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  the  town  of  Pontotoc, 
without  saying,  however,  whether  their  lots 
adjoined  the  public  square  or  not;  that  the 
erection  of  said  schoolhouse  building  upon 
said  lot  was  putting  it  to  a  use  other  than  that 
authorized  by  the  terms  of  said  deed  of  dedi- 
cation, and  was  not  consistent  with  or  neces- 
sary to  the  principal  use  for  which  said  dedi- 
<;ation  was  made, — that  of  an  ornamental  park 
only;  that  the  erection  of  said  schoolhouse 
building  upon  said  lot  was  a  direct  and  pal- 
pable violation  of  the  use  for  which  said  lots 
of  land  were  dedicated;  and  prayed  an  injunc- 
ii(m  against  said  Pierce  and  the  said  board  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  town  of  Pontotoc 
to  restrain  them  from  erecting  said  building 
upon  said  lot,  and  using  said  lot  for  school- 
liouse  purposes,  and  to  enforce  the  proper  use 
of  said  lot  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed 
dedicating  it.  This  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of 
complainttnts  and  other  resident  citizens  of  the 
town.  Subsequently,  the  complainants  asked 
leave  to  amend  their  bill  by  making  J.  F. 
Wray  and  W.  J.  Rodgers,  two  of  the  original 
donors  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  land, 
parlies  complainant.  The  original  bill  further 
alleged  that  the  dedication  was  made  subject 
to  ''such  regulations  as  the  city  authorities 
might  make  for  the  purpose  of  fencing  and 
ornamenting  the  same,  and  keeping  the  same 
in  good  order,  ana  preventing  nuisances,  or 
anything  tending  to  subvert  the  before- 
declared  object  of  the  donors  of  money  to 
purchase  the  same."  The  language  of  the 
deed  is  as  follows:  "To  have  and  to  bold  the 
aforesaid  lots  to  the  party  of  the  second  part 
aod  their  successors  in  office  forever,  but  only 
for  public  use  as  an  ornamental  park,  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  they  may  make  for  the 
purpose  of  fencing  and  ornamenting  the  same, 
and  keeping  the  same  in  good  order,  and  pre- 
'-nntfn?    nuisances,  or  anything  tending  to 
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subvert  the  before-declared  object  of  the  don- 
ors of  money  to  purchase  the  same."  The 
defendants  demurred  to  the  bill  upon  the 
grounds:  (1)  That  the  complainants  failed  to 
show  that  they  would  be  injured  in  any  way 
whatever,  either  as  taxpayers,  property  owners, 
or  citizens  of  said  town,  or  otherwise,  by  the 
building  of  said  schoolhouse,  and  that  they 
did  not  show  that  the  construction  of  said 
building  would  be  a  public  injurv;  (2)  that  the 
bill  showed  that  the  building  of  said  school- 
house  would  not  cause  any  injury  special  or 
peculiar  to  complainants,  or  any  injury  other 
than  such  as  would  be  common'to  all  the  citi- 
zens of  said  town;  (3)  that  the  complainants 
had  no  right  to  institute  the  suit,  but  that  it 
should  be  brought  by  the  proper  public  official 
on  behalf  of  allthe  citizens  of  said  town;  (4) 
that  the  bill  showed  that  said  lots  had  beexk 
abftudooed  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  dedicated,  and  that  the  said  town  there- 
fore had  acquired  the  right  to  use  them  for 
any  other  legitimate  purpose.  Affidavits  were- 
taken  by  both  parties.  The  chancellor  dis> 
allowed  the  amendment,  sustained  the  de- 
murrer, dissolved  the  injunction,  and  dis- 
missed the  bill. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  preponderance 
of  the  testimony  showed  thst  the  public  schoo) 
building  was  being  erected  on  one  corner  ofi 
the  square  upon  a  part  of  the  ground  consider- 
ably cut  up  by  gullies,  and  which  the  dty* 
authorities  or  Pierce  had  filled  up  to  make  a 
foundation  for  the  building.  The  bill  in  this 
case  is  not  filed  to  abate  a  nuisance,  either 
public  or  private.  The  cases  of  Orem  v.  Lake^ 
64  Miss.  540.  28  Am.  Rep.  878;  and  WliitflM. 
V.  Rogers,  26  Miss.  84,  69  Am.  Dec.  244,  are- 
both  inapplicable  here.  And  the  case  of 
Chicago  v.  Union  Bldg,  Asso.  102  III.  879.  40^ 
Am.  Rep.  598,  is  also  inapplicable,  not  being^ 
a  bill  filed  on  the  line  of  the  bill  in  the  case  at 
bar.  Neither  is  this  bill  filed  to  enjoin  the- 
collection  of  taxes,  or  of  local  charges.  Case» 
of  that  character  are  also  mdl  apropos.  The 
amendment  should  have  been  allowed;  and, 
treating  the  bill  as  so  amended,  it  would  be 
one  by  the  original  complainants  and  two  of 
the  original  donors  of  the  purchase  money  of 
the  land  dedicated  to  public  use  as  an  orna- 
mental park  alone  against  the  city  authorities 
and  the  contractor,  to  restrain  them  from  de- 
voting the  land  dedicated  to  any  other  use 
than  that  named  in  the  dedicating  deed,  and  to 
secure  to  the  town  the  verv  use  to  which  the 
owners  of  the  property  making  the  dedication 
declared  it  should  be  devoted.  It  is  well  set- 
tled that  such  a  bill  may  be  filed  by  such  don- 
ors, as  well  as  by  the  city  authorities,  and 
against  the  city  authorities,  restraining  them 
from  devoting  the  property  to  an  inhibited 
use,  when  they  themselves  violate  the  trust  by 
seeking  to  devote  the  land  to  any  other  than  the 
declared  use;  and  many  authorities  hold  it  may 
be  maintained  by  any  lotowner  in  the  city. 
Church  V.  Portland  (Or.)  6  L.  R.  A.  259,  and 
the  exhaustive  note  thereto  (18  Or.  78);  Daniel 
V.  Jaeoway,  Freem.  Ch.  (Miss.)  69.  In  note^ 
at  page  260,  in  6  L.  R  A.  it  is  said,  *af  the 
dedicated  property  be  put  to  a  use  foreign  to 
that  contemplated  by  the  dedication,  any 
property  owner  may  inhibit  such  use,"  citing 
many  cases.    And  at  page  262  the  same  doc- 
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trine  is  declared  In  the  conclusion  of  the  note, 
citing  many  other  authorities.  Warren  v, 
Lyons  OUy,  22  Iowa,  851 ;  Van  Wert  Bd,  of  Bdu. 
▼.  Edson,  18  Ohio  St.  221,  08  Am.  Dec.  114; 
2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  $  658,  and  the  au- 
thorities in  note  1,  and  §  915.  In  this  last 
section  Mr.  Dillon  observes:  "If  the  property 
or  funds  qf  such  a  corporation  be  illegally  or 
wrongfully  interfered  with,  or  its  powers  be 
misused,  ordinarily  the  action  to  prevent  or 
redress  the  wrong  should  be  brought  bv  and 
in  the  name  of  the  corporation.  But  if  the 
oflQcers  of  the  corporation  are  parties  to  the 
wrong,  or  if  they  will  not  discharge  their 
duty,  why  may  not  any  inhabitant  .  .  . 
be  allowed  to  maintain  in  behalf  of  all  simi- 
larly situated  a  class  suit  to  prevent  or  avoid 
the  illegal  or  wrongful  act?  Such  a  right  is 
especially  necessary  in  the  case  of  municipal 
and  public  corporations,  and  if  it  be  denied  to 
exist,  they  are  liable  to  be  plundered,  and  the 
taxpayers  and  property  owners  on  whom  the 
loss  will  eventually  fiJl  are  without  effectual 
remedy."  Carter  v.  Portland,  4  Or.  889; 
Price  V.  Thompson,  48  Mo.  861 ;  Com,  v.  Rvsh, 
14  Pa.  186.  In  Carter's  Case  it  is  said  that 
'*any  lotholder  of  the  city  may  proceed  in 
equity  to  enforce  the  use  according  to  the 
original  dedication,"  citing  numerous  authori- 
ties. Briel  v.  i\r/if(;^,  48  Miss.  489;  ButJier' 
ford  V.  Taylor,  88  Mo.  815;  Le  Clereg  v.  QaiU^ 
poUs,  7  Ohio,  pt.  1,  p.  217,  28  Am.  Dec  641; 
note  to  8taU  v.  Trask  (Vt.)  27  Am.  Dec.  669, 
under  the  title,  '*Chaniring  the  Use,"  where 
Mr.  Freeman  says:  "Where  property  dedi- 
cated is  put  to  a  use  other  than  that  author- 
ized by  the  terms  of  the  dedication,  then  the 
dedicator  or  any  lotholder  of  the  city  may 
proceed  in  equity  to  enforce  the  proper  use." 
5  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc  Law,  p.  418,  note  1,  and 
the  authorities. 

It  is  said  that  the  title  is  absolute  in  the  city 
authorities.  This  is  a  mistake.  It  is  not  abso- 
lute in  the  sense  that  the  city  had  the  whole 
title,  legal  and  equitable,  and  the  right  to  dis- 
pose of  the  property  as  an  owner  in  fee  simple 
might;  and  cases  like  Clarke  v.  Providence,  16 
R.  I.  837,  1  L.  R.  A.  725,  where  cities  had 
such  complete  title,  and  their  disposition  of 
property  thereunder  has  been  upheld,  are  not 
applicable  here.  This  property,  according  to 
the  said  terms  of  the  dedicating  deed,  is  held 
in  trust  "for  use  only  as  a  public,  ornamental 
park."  It  is  specially  provided  that  it  might 
be  fenced,  and  the  sole  authority  which  the 
city  had  was  to  regulate  the  use  marked  out; 
not  to  change  it  or  alter  it  so  as  to  put  it  to  a 
used  only  inconsistent  with  the  one  named  by 
the  dedicator.  It  may  be  true,  as  said  in  note 
4,  p.  417,  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  that  the 
land  '*mi^ht  be  put  to  any  use  consistent  with 
the  object  of  the  dedication,  and  which  would 
better  adapt  the  premises  to  the  particular 
use,"  but  it  is  clearly  settled  by  authority  that 
the  erection  of  a  schoolhouse  building  in  a 
public  square  is  not  consistent  with  the  use  of 
the  lot  as  an  ornamental  public  square.  It  is 
held  in  Rutherford  v.  Taylor,  88  Mo.  815,  that 
buildings  could  not  be  erected  in  a  public 
square;  and  in  Edson*s  Case,  18  Ohio  St.  221, 
98  Am.  Dec.  114,  it  is  said:  *'The  dedication 
in  this  case,  as  stated  in  the  petition,  was  *for 
school  purposes,  and  on  which  to  erect  school- 
'OL.R.A. 


houses.'  Without  determining  whether,  ander 
this  dedication,  the  lots  could  properly  be  used 
for  school  purposes,  other  than  the  erection  of 
schoolhouses  thereon,  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
the  dedication  is  of  the  land,  and  not  of  its 
val  ue  or  proceeds. "  And  in  the  case  of  Church 
V.  Portland,  18  Or.  78,  6  L.  R  A.  259,  it  is 
held  that  ground  for  a  public  park  could  not  be 
used  for  the  purposes  of  erecting  thereon  a  city 
hall:  the  court  saying:  "Using  land  to  erect  a 
public  building  thereon  is  not  using  it  for  orna- 
mental purposes,  however  grand  or  magnificent 
the  structure  erected  may  be.  It  devotes  the 
land  to  a  useful  purpose,  but  it  certainly  is  not 
using  it  for  an  ornamental  one.  .  .  .  The 
city  of  Portland  was  no  mendicant,  nor  was  it 
expected  to  be.  It  has  always  been  able  to 
buy  necessary  and  suitable  grounds  upon 
which  to  erect  its  public  buildings;  and  it 
should  do  so.  and  not  attempt  to  encroach 
upon  its  public  squares,  which  were  clearly 
intended  to  be  left  open  and  unoccupied  for 
the  health,  comfort,  and  recreation  of  its  in- 
habitants. The  argument  of  the  respondent's 
counsel,  that  the  dedicators  intended  that  the 
blocks  might  be  ornamented  with  public 
buildings,  if  the  city  authorities  should  so  de- 
termine, if  maintained,  would  be  liable  to  lead 
to  absurd  consequences.  One  set  of  the  city 
officials  might  hold  to  one  policy,  and  another 
set  to  a  contrary  one,  and  each  act  lawfully. 
The  city  authorities  of  to-day  might  determine 
that  the  blocks  should  be  ornamented  with 
public  buildings,  and  proceed  to  erect  them  at 
a  great  expense;  which  would  be  entirely  con- 
sistent with  the  intention  of  the  dedicators. 
The  city  authorities  of  next  year  may  conclude 
that  the  blocks  should  be  ornamented  only 
with  walks,  rustic  seats,  trees,  grass,  flowers, 
fountains,  statues,  and  mementoes  of  heroic 
deeds,  and,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  latter 
mode  of  ornamentation,  proceed  to  tear  down 
the  edifices  erected  by  their  predecessors; 
which  would  be  equally  consistent  with  the  in- 
tention of  the  dedicators,  I  do  not  think  that 
the  court  would  be  justified  in  adopting  any 
such  view.  The  rule  in  regard  to  property 
dedicated  for  public  use,  as  laid  down  in  5  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc  Law,  pp.  417,  418.  is  as  follows: 
'Property  dedicated  to  the  public  use  may  be 
said  to  be  restricted  to  the  use  for  which  it  was 
fairly  intended  to  be  dedicated;  although  this 
rule  is  construed  to  include  such  uses  as  are 
consistent  with,  or  necessary  to  the  principal 
use.  If  dedicated  property  be  put  to  a  use  for- 
eign to  that  contemplated  by  the  intention  and 
purpose  of  the  dedication,  then  not  only  the 
dedicator,  but  any  propertv  owner,  will  have 
his  remedy  in  equity  to  enforce  the  proper  use 
and  inhibit  an  improper  one.'  .  .  .  That 
the   blocks  were   intended    to   remain  open 

Elazas,  and  be  beautified  and  adorned  by  the 
and  of  art,  I  do  not  think  there  can  be  any 
doubt.  Spots  of  that  character,  especially  in 
large  cities,  are  highly  important.  They  afford 
healthful  and  pleasant  resorts  in  the  heated 
season,  and  are,  in  fact,  the  only  plsces  where 
a  large  class  of  the  community  are  able  to  go 
and  enjoy  the  blessings  and  comfort  of  shade 
and  pure  air:  and  any  attempt  on  the  part  of 
public  officials  to  appropriate  them  as  a  site  for 
public  buildings,  in  which  to  conduct  the 
economic  affairs  of  a  city,  under  any  pretext 
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whatever,  would,  as  I  view  it,  be  a  cruel  effort 
to  subvert  a  humane  scheme."  So,  in  Method- 
%9t  Episcopal  Church  ▼.  Eoboken,  88  N.  J.  L. 
18,  97  Am.  Dec.  at  page  698,  it  is  said:  '*The 
word  'square'  on  this  plot  of  ground,  indicated 
a  public  use,  either  for  purposes  of  a  free  pas- 
sage, or  to  be  ornamented  and  improved  for 
grounds  of  pleasure,  amusement,  recreation, 
or  health.  That  is  the  proper  and  natural 
meaning  of  the  term,  and  its  ordinary  and 
usual  signification.**  In  Oom,  v.  Rush,  14  Pa. 
186,  the  same  meaning  is  given  the  word 
**square."  Bo  that  it  is  clear  that  the  terms  of 
this  grant  dedicated  the  ground  to  use  as  a 
public,  ornamental  park  alone,  and  that  the 
word  **park"  ex  m  termini  means  a  place  to  be 
kept  open  and  ornamented  for  public  uses 
such  as  above  indicated.  It  is  also  clear  that 
the  right  to  regulate  the  park  under  this  specific 
use  furnishes  no  right  to  change  that  use. 
But  it  is  said  again  that  this  ground  cannot  be 
dedicated  to  the  use  of  a  park  better  than  by 
erecting  this  building;  that  the  construction  of 
such  a  building  is,  on  the  doctrine  of  ^  prS$, 
appropriating  it  to  the  next  best  use  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  ornamental  public  park;  but  the  au- 
thorities above  cited  show  that  no  such  con- 
siruction  can  be  indulged  on  the  facts  in  this 
case.  See,  especially,  Kan  Wert  Bd,  of  Edu,  v. 
^Mm,180hi(>St.  226, 98  Am.  Dec.  114;  Ohurch 
V.  Portland,  18  Or.  78,  6  L.  R.  A.  259;  2  Perry, 
Tr.  §  727;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1027.  In  2 
Perry  on  Trusts,  mpra,  it  is  said:  '*From  this 
review  of  the  law  it  appears  that  the  object  of 
all  the  rules  upon  this  subject  is  to  ascertain 
and  carry  out,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  the  true 
intention  of  the  donor.  As  thus  explained,  the 
doctrine  of  cy  pres  is  only  a  liberal  rule  of  con- 
struction to  ascertain  intention.  The  intention 
of  the  donor  is  the  point  steadily  aimed  at  by 
all  courts."  Apply  these  principles  here,  aind 
the  inquiry  would  be,  What  was  the  intention 
of  the  donors  at  the  time  the  dedication  was 
made  in  1854?  At  that  time  it  may  well  be 
supposed  that  this  town  was  prosperous.  War 
had  not  ruined  the  town,  and  destroved  its 
revenues,  and  the  intention  of  the  dedicators 
at  the  time  the  grant  was  made  was  doubtless 
to  keep  open  this  place  as  a  public,  ornamental 
park  for  the  uses  indicated  in  the  authorities 
cited;  and  it  is  not  for  the  court,  on  account 
of  changed  conditions,  due  to  civil  convulsion, 
to  substitute  what  the  dedicators  might  now 
.wish  to  be  done  for  the  intention  as  it  existed 
when  the  grant  was  made.    It  is  said  also  that 


this  property  had  been  abandoned,  and  hence 
the  city  authorities  might  do  as  they  pleased 
with  it.  This  is  not  the  law.  If  it  had  been 
abandoned,  then  the  fee  in  the  property  re- 
verted to  the  original  donors,  and  not  to  the 
city.  In  Carter  v.  Portland,  4  Or.  889,  it  is 
said  that  **the  original  owner,  though  he 
has  the  naked  fee,  has  no  right  whatever  to 
interfere  with  the  premises  except  where  the 
use  becomes  absolutely  impossible,  or  where 
the  corporate  authorities  seek  to  put  the  prem- 
ises to  some  other  use  than  that  to  which  they 
were  originally  dedicated."  In  Briel  v. 
Natchez,  48  Miss.,  at  page  488.  it  is  said:  "If 
the  city  had  lost  the  easement  by  abandonment 
and  nonuser,  Oreen,  or  his  heirs,  would  take 
the  property  by  the  original  title  discharged 
of  the  encumbrance  of  the  servitude."  In  Van 
Wert  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Edeon,  18  Ohio  St..  it  is 
said  at  page  226.  98  Am.  Dec.  114:  "Should 
tlie  sole  uses,  to  which  the  property  has  been 
dedicated,  become  impossible  of  execution, 
the  property  would  revert  to  the  dedicators,  or 
their  representatives,"  citing  authorities.  It 
must  thus  be  clear  that  none  of  the  objections 
interposed  by  the  demurrer  are  available  as 
a^inst  a  bill  of  this  particular  nature.  It  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  impossible  for  the  town  of 
Pontotoc  to  raise  funds,  with  which  to  make 
this  property  a  public,  ornamental  park,  as  was 
originally  intended.  The  town  may  not  be  able, 
and  it  might  not  be  desirable,  to  incur  any  great 
expense  towards  this  end;  but  surely  the  ex- 
pense would  be  small  which  would  be  required 
to  properly  keep  it  in  order,  and  use  it  as  an 
open,  public,  ornamental  park,  devoted  to  the 
amusement,  recreation,  and  health  of  the  citi- 
zens. Neither  can  it  be  necessary  that  a  pub- 
lic school  building  should  be  erected  in  the 
park.  No  reason  is  shown  why  it  might  not 
as  well  have  been  erected  on  the  site  of  the 
original  building.  But,  however  all  this  may 
be,  it  remains  true,  on  principle  and  on  au- 
thority, that  the  original  donors  dedicating 
this  ground  for  a  public  ornamental  park  alone 
are  entitled  in  equity  to  prohibit  the  city  au- 
thorities, or  anyone  in  conjunction  with  them, 
from  devoting  it  to  any  other  use  than  such  as 
is  clearly  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  the 
original  grant 

Leeree  rewrs&d,  injunction  reinstated,  and 
cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  allow  the 
amendment,  and  proceed  in  accordance  with 
this  opinion. 


MONTANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  SEARS.  Appi., 

GALLATIN  COUNTY,  Beept 
(... Mont. ) 

A  eoonty  Is  not  liable  for  servloes  ren- 
dered  by  mem  bens  of  aahcriiTg  poaee 

NOTB.— As  to  obliffatloo  to  give  peraonal  services 
to  the  public  gratuitously,  see  also  State  v.  Henley 
(Tenn.)  88  L.  B.  A.  128,  and  note  as  to  such  services 
by  wltDOflsesu 
40  L.  R.  A. 


oomitotiM,  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provision 
for  their  compensation. 

(£^bruary  14, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  OallaUn  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover for  services  rendered  and  money  ex- 
pended by  him  as  a  member  of  the  sherilTt 
posse.    Affirmed, 
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Montana  Sufrkmb  Court. 


Feb., 


Statement  by  Pigott,  J.: 

PlaiDtiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
judgment  for  $25  on  account  of  services  ren- 
dered and  money  expended  by  him  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  sheriff's  posts  oonUtatus.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  sheriff  of  Gallatin  county 
attempted  to  execute  a  warrant  for  the  appre- 
hension of  one  Morgan,  charged  with  the 
commission  of  a  felony  in  that  county.  Being 
unable  to  tatce  Morgan,  who  resisted  arrest 
and  fled,  the  sheriff  deemed  it  necessary,  and 
the  admission  is  made  that  it  was  necessary, 
to  command  plaintiff  and  certain  other  citi- 
zens of  the  county  to  equip  themselves,  and 
accompany  that  officer,  and  assist  him  in  pur- 
suing and  arresting  Morgan.  The  sheriff,  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
power  vested  in  him,  did  so  command  plaintiff 
and  others.  Plaintiff,  believing  that  it  was 
necessary  for  him  to  comply  with  the  demand 
of  the  sheriff,  and  that  he  would  be  compen- 
sated by  the  county,  procured,  at  bis  own  ex- 
pense, arms,  ammunition,  horse,  saddle,  and 
other  equipment,  and  then  proceeded  to  search 
for  Morgan,  who  escaped.  While  so  engaged, 
plaintiff  expended  $10.50  for  food.  The  rea- 
sonable value  of  such  services  of  man  and  horse 
was  $14.50.  The  board  of  commissioners  of 
Gallatin  county  disallowed  plaintiff's  claim. 
Upon  appeal  therefrom  the  district  court  ad- 
judged that  the  claim  was  not  a  legal  charge 
against  the  county,  and  plaintiff  appeals  to 
this  court. 

Mr,  W.  L.  Holloway,  for  appellant: 

Had  the  sheriff  paid  the  plaintiff,  and  he, 
himself,  then  had  sued  the  county  for  the 
$25.  the  case  would  occupy  the  same  position 
it  does  now  so  far  as  the  questions  involved 
are  concerned,  and  would  be  an  exact  parallel 
with  the  case  of — 

Lloyd  V.  /Silver  Boio  County  Comrs.  15  Mont. 
488.. 

.  Section  4286, Political  Code,  provides,  among 
other  things,  that  accounts  against  a  county 
for  official  services  for  which  no  specified  fees 
are  fixed  by  law  must  contain  an  itemized  ac- 
count of  the  time  actually  and  necessarily  de- 
voted to  such  services. 
«Tbe  above  provision  furnishes  ample  author- 
ity to  the  board  of  commissioners  of  Galatin 
county,  to  allow  and  pav  plaintiff's  claim. 

Yavapai  County  v.  (yjNeil  (Ariz.)  29  Pac. 
480. 

Mr.  C.  B.  Nolan*  Attorney  General,  for 
respondent: 

Members  of  a  sheriff's  posse  comitatus  are 
not  deputy  sheriffs.  The  number  of  compen- 
sation receiving  deputies  allowed  the  sheriff  is 
limited  by  §§  4597  and  4003  of  the  Political 
Code. 

Compensation  to  members  of  a  sheriff's  posse 
is  nowhere  made  a  county  charge,  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication. 

The  services  rendered  by  the  members  of 
the  posse  belong  to  that  class  of  general  serv- 
ices which  every  man  owes  to  the  public,  and 
is  bound  to  render  for  the  general  as  well  as 
bis  own  individual  good. 

Chapiny.  Ferry,dW &9h,  386, 15 L.  R.  A.  116; 
Randies  v.  Wavkesha  Covnty,  96  Wis.  629; 
Mue/in  V.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  268,  and  cases 
cited:  Moriny.  Multnomah  County,  18  Or.  163. 
40UR.  A. 


Every  citizen  capable  of  bearing  arms,  of 
every  rank,  description,  and  denomination,  is 
bound  to  vield  prompt  obedience  to  the  sheriff's 
command  and  repair  to  meet  him  at  any  ap- 
pointed place  of  rendezvous  within  the  county. 
This  duty  of  the  citizen  is  absolute.  He  has 
no  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  if  he  neglect 
or  refuse  obedience  to  the  command  of  the 
sheriff  requiring  his  aid  in  the  suppression  of 
a  dangerous  riot  or  other  insurrectionary  tu- 
mult, he  may  be  fined  and  imprisoned  for  such 
contumacy,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court.  His 
obligation  to  come  to  the  aid  of  the  sheriff  is 
just  as  imperative  as  that  imposed  on  the  latter 
to  seethe  community  suffer  no  harm  from  law- 
less licentiousness. 

Whart.  Crim.  PI.  &  Pr.  note  to  S  17; 
Hoyd  V.  SUter  Bow  County  Comrs.  15  Mont. 
433;  Tavapai  County  v.  (TNetl  (Ariz.)  29  Pac. 
480;  State  v.  8/taw,  25  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.)  20. 

Pii^tt»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  single  question  presented  in  the  court 
below  and  in  this  court  is  whether  or  not  a 
county  is  liable  for  services  rendered  by  mem- 
bers of  a  sheriff's  posse  comitatus.  Section 
4381  of  the  Political  Code  provides  that  the 
sheriff  must  "arrest  and  take  before  the  near- 
est magistrate,  for  examination,  all  persons 
who  attempt  to  commit  or  have  committed  a 
public  offense,"  and  that  he  must  "command 
the  aid  of  as  many  male  inhabitants  of  his 
county  as  he  may  think  necessary  in  the  exe- 
cution of  these  duties."  Section  1460  of  the 
Penal  Code  provides:  "When  a  sheriff  or 
other  public  officer  authorized  to  execute 
process,  finds,  or  has  reason  to  apprehend, 
that  resistance  will  be  made  to  the  execution 
of  the  process,  he  may  command  as  many 
male  inhabitants  of  his  county  as  he  thinks 
proper  to  assist  him  in  overcoming  the  resist- 
ance, and,  if  necessary,  in  seizing,  arresting 
and  confining  the  persons  resisting,  their  aid- 
ers and  abettors."  Section  279  of  the  Penal 
Code  is  as  follows:  •  'Every  male  person  above 
the  age  of  eighteen  years  who  neglects  or  re- 
fuses to  join  the  pofse  eomiiatus,  or  power  of 
the  county,  by  neglecting  or  refusing  to  aid 
and  assist  in  taking  or  arresting  any  person 
against  whom  there  may  be  issued  any  process, 
or  by  neglecting  to  aid  and  assist  in  retaking 
any  person  who,  after  being  arrested  or  con- 
fined, may  have  escaped  from  such  arrest  or 
imprisonment,  or  by  neglecting  or  refusing  to 
aid  and  assist  in  preventing  any  breach  of  the 
peace,  or  the  commission  of  any  criminal  of- 
fense, being  thereto  lawfully  required  by  any 
sheriff,  deputy  sheriff,  coroner,  constable, 
judge,  or  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other  officer 
concerned  in 'the  administration  of  justice,  is 
punishable  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $50  nor 
more  than  $1,000.'*  Section  4286  of  the  Po- 
litical Code  provides,  among  other  things,  that 
the  board  of  commissioners  shall  not  allow  any 
account  for  official  services  for  which  no  spe- 
cified fees  are  fixed  by  law,  unless  the  time 
actually  and  necessarily  devoted  to  such 
Services  is  stated.  Section  4681  of  the  same 
Code  enumerates  the  county  charges  other 
than  salaries  of  officers  and  fees  of  witnesses 
and  jurors,  and  provides  that  the  contingent 
expenses  necessarily  incurred  for  the  use  and 
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fienefit  of  the  county  shall  be  county  charges. 
The  right  of  appellant  to  recover  depends  upon 
4he  existence  of  express  or  implied  authority 
•of  statute  allowing  compensation  to  members 
•of  the  passe  comitatus.  No  express  provision 
is  made  by  statute  for  the  compensation  of  such 
persons;  neither  is  there  implied  statutory  au- 
thority warranting  the  payment  of  such  com 
pensation.  Section  4681,  mpra,  which  pro 
▼ides  that  the  contingent  expeoses  necessarily 
incurred  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  county 
•shall  be  county  charges,  manifestly  restricts 
the  liability  of  the  county  to  such  expiuses 
«8  may  be  incurred  under  statutory  autnority 
directly  conferred  or  necessarily  implied  from 
the  powers  granted  to  the  county.  Section 
4286,  supra,  mnkcs  provision  touching  the 
<»utenls  of  verified  bills  for  services  of  officers 
for  which  specified  fees  are  not  fixed  by  law. 
It  does  not  declare  that  the  county  shall  be 
liable  for  any  services,  official  or  otherwise. 
Its  effect,  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  is 
merely  to  provide  that  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners shall  not  allow  any  account  for  official 
services  chargeable  to  the  counly  for  which  no 
fees  are  specified  by  statute,  unless  the  bill 
therefor  contains  an  itemized  statement  of  the 
time  actually  and  necessarily  devoted  to  such 
service.  Moreover,  members  of  the  sheriff's 
posse  are  not  officers,  nor  do  they  render  of- 
ficial services.  Clearly,  this  section  fails  to 
vaise  an  implication  of  liability  to  appellant. 
Appellant  insists,  however,  that  under  the 
terms  of  §  4681,  supra,  he  is  entitled  to 
prevail.  He  aruues  that  the  section  "fur- 
nishes ample  authority  to  the  board  of  county 
•commissioners  of  Gallntin  county  to  allow  and 
pay  plaintiff's  claim."  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  county  is  not  liable  to  plaintiff  for 
his  services  and  expenses  incurred  as  a  mem- 
-ber  of  the  posse  comitatus.  The  statutes 
iiave  imp>osed  upon  counties  certain  duties 
«nd  expenses,  but  have  not  imposed  the  ex- 
pense and  compensation  of  members  of  the 
posie  eomilatus.  "When  the  statutes  impose 
upon  counties  or  other  municipal  bodies  cer- 
tain duties  and  exp>enses  in  that  behalf,  they 
«rc  bound  to  assume  them,  but  whatever  is 
not  thus  imposed  is  not  thus  assumed." 
Chapin  V.  Ferry,  8  Wash.  886,  15  L.  R.  A. 
116.  Appellant  cannot  recover  upon  the 
theory  of  an  implied  promise  by  the  county  to 
reimburse  and  compensate  him,  for  the  mak- 
ing of  such  a  contract  is  beyond  the  power  of 
«  county.  Again,  there  was  no  consideration 
moving  from  appellant  which  can  support  a 
promise,  express  or  implied,  by  the  county  to 
reimburse  or  compensate  him.  The  legisla- 
ture imposed  on  appellant  the  duty  of  assist- 
ing the  sheriff  in  his  efforts  to  apprehend 
Morgan,  and  denounced  him  as  guilty  of  a 
-crime  if  he  refused,  and  this  created  a  prom- 
ise from  him  to  discharge  that  duty;  "so  that, 
being  under  the  obligation,  he  can  claim  no 
pay  for  doing  the  duty,  and  any  pay  given  him 
is  a  mere  gratuity."  Bishop,  Contr.  §  207,  and 
"Cases  there  cited.  "One  who  renders  service 
to  the  state  for  which  there  is  no  compensa- 
tion provided  by  statute  cannot,  as  in  the  case 
of  services  rendered  to  a  private  person,  raise 
«n  implied  assumpsit  against  the  state,  and  for 
«uch  services  he  has  no  legal  claim,  that  is  no 
claim  which  can  be  enforced  by  process  of 
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law."  State  v.  Baldwin,  14  8.  C.  135.  Even 
an  express  promise  to  reward  a  man  for  doing 
that  which  was  his  duty  without  the  promise 
is  void  for  want  of  consideration.  The  stat- 
utes of  Montana  with  respect  to  the  pasm 
eomitatiLs  are,  in  the  main,  declaratory  of  the 
common  law.  Our  attention  has  not  been 
called  to  any  case  holding  that  the  services  of 
a  member  of  the  posse  may  be  compensated  by 
the  county.  The  supreme  court  of  Washing- 
ton, in  Ghapiri  v.  Ferry,  3  Wash.  386,  15  L. 
R.  A.  116,  said:  "If  they  were  part  of  the 
sheriff's  posse,  we  find  no  authority  for  mak- 
ing them  compensation  out  of  the  county 
treasury.  The  service  of  the  citizen  as  a 
member  of  a  posse  comitatus  is  one  which  is 
based  purely  on  patriotism  and  strict  duty,  and 
has  never,  so  far  as  an  investigation  shows, 
been  a  compensated  service."  While  these  re- 
marks of  the  court  may  not  have  been  neces- 
sary to  a  decision,  we  are  satisfied  that  they 
announce  the  correct  rule  of  law.  The  state, 
in  consideration  of  its  protection  extended, 
may  impo«(e  upon  its  inhabitants  the  duty  of 
rendering  its  services,  at  least  in  an  emergency 
requiring  the  apprehension  of  a  criminal,  or 
one  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  public 
offense;  and  these  services  are,  as  is  well  ex« 
pressed  by  the  supreme  court  of  Oregon  la 
a  case  involving  the  principle  here  invoked, 
of  the  class  of  general  services  which  every 
man  is  "bound  to  render  for  the  general  as 
well  as  his  own  individual  good."  Morin  ▼. 
Multnomah  County,  18  Or.  168.  As  illustrat- 
ing the  doctrine  we  announce,  and  as  support- 
ing the  reasons  upon  which  it  rests,  we  make 
these  additional  citations:  Whart.  Grim.  PI. 
&  Pr.  note  to  §  17,— being  the  charge  to  the 
grand  jury  by  Judge  King  on  the  occasion  of 
the  Philadelphia  riots  in  1844.  Bandies  v. 
Waukeslui  County,  96  Wis.  629;  Kuehn  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 93  Wis.  263;  Johnston  v.  Levfis  db 
Clarke  Co.  2  Mont  159;  Washoe  County  v. 
Humboldt  County,  14  Nev.  123;  Bou>e  v.  Tuba 
County,  17  Cal.  62;  Lamont  v.  Solano  County, 
49  Cal.  158;  Preiby  v.  Klickitat  County,  6 
Wash.  329;  PeapU,  Hadley,  v.  Albany  County 
Supers.  28  How.  Pr.  22;  Anderson  v.  Jefferson 
County  Comrs.  25  Ohio  St.  13;  Cincinnati,  3. 
A  C.  B.  Co.  V.  Lee,  37  Ohio  St.  479. 

Appellant  urges  that,  if  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  Lloyd  v.  SUver  Bow  County  Comrs, 
15  Mont.  433.  be  followed,  he  will  be  entitled 
to  recover.  But  in  the  Lloyd  Case  the  men 
for  whose  services  the  sheriff  paid  were 
employed  by  him  to  keep  the  jail  and  prison- 
ers. A  contract  was  made  between  the  sheriff 
as  master  and  the  men  as  servants.  They 
were  appointed,  not  commanded.  No  duty 
was  incumbent  upon  them  to  serve  in  their 
several  capacities  as  jailer  and  death  watch 
when  commanded  by  the  sheriff.  The  sheriff 
was  not  authorized  to  command  their  services. 
The  only  lawful  means  which  the  sheriff  could 
exercise  was  adopted  by  him,  namely,  a  hir- 
ing, with  the  necessary  ingredient  of  a  prom- 
ise, express  or  implied,  of  compensation.  The 
men  so  hired  were  entitled  to  wages  or  salary 
under  the  contract.  The  sheriff  paid  these 
expenses,  and  recovered  from  the  county  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  paid  the  money  for  the 
benefit  of  the  county,  and  at  its  implied  re- 
quest 
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It  is  further  contended  that  the  case  of 
Yavapai  County  ▼.  ONea  (Ariz)  20  Pac.  480.  is 
persuasiye  authority  iD  appellant's  fayor. 
Without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  course 
of  reasoning  or  the  result  reached  in  that  case, 
we  think  it  sufficient  to  say  that  the  doc- 
trine announced  by  the  court  in  the  Arizona 
case  is  not  pertinent  to  the  question  raised  in 
the  case  at  bar.  There  the  board  of  super- 
visors employed  the  sheriff  of  Tavapai  county 
to  go  to  Utah  for  the  purpose  of  subpoenaing 
persons  there  resident  who  were  needed  as 
witnesses  in  a  criminal  action  pending  in  Ari- 
sona,  and  ordered  that  he  be  allowed  mileage 


therefor.  The  point  decided  by  the  court  wa» 
that  the  sheriff  acted,  not  as  sheriff,  but  as  a 
mere  messenger,  and,  if  actually  employed  in 
that  service,  he  was  entitled  to  compensation. 
Appellant  is  not  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
county  compensation  for  services  rendered, 
or  reimbursement  for  expenses  incurred  as  a 
member  of  the  sheriff's  posse. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  will  therefore  h^ 
affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Pemberton*  Ch.  J.,  concurs.    Hani,  J.^ 
not  sitting. 
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*1.  Where  no  inquiries  are  'made  of  an 
insored  as  to  the  character  or  ooodltion  of  bis 
title;  where  he  makes  no  false  representation  as 
to  the  character  and  condttion  of  hta  title,  rely- 
ing upon  which  the  Insurer  is  Induoed  to  and 
does  iDBure  the  property;  where  the  insured  has 
an  insurable  interest  lathe  property;  the  insurer 
accepts  and  retains  the  premium;  and  a  loss  oc- 
curs,—then  the  insurer  cannot  escape  liability 
for  such  loss  because  of  the  fact  that  the  insured 
at  the  date  of  the  policy  was  not  inveftted  with 
an  at)solute  and  unencumbered  title  to  the  In- 
sured property,  even  thouflrh  the  policy  provides 
that  it  shall  be  of  no  validity  unless  the  title  of 
the  insured  be  an  unoondltiooal  unencumbered 
one;  as  in  such  eases  it  will  be  conclusively  pre- 
sumed airainst  the  insurer  that  It  intended  to  and 
did  Insure  the  interest  which  the  insured  had  in 
the  property,  and  waived  the  provision  in  the 
policy  provtdlDir  for  its  Invalidity  by  reason  of 
the  imperfect  title  of  the  insured. 

8*  Where  a  case  Xb  tried  to  the  court 
withont*  a Jnry*  and  a  general  flndiog  made, 
upon  which  Judgment  is  rendered,  and  in  addi- 
tion thereto  the  court  (Sles  a  written  opinion  in 
the  case,  such  opinion  is  not  an  essential  part  of 
the  record  of  the  case  when  it  is  brought  here  for 
review. 

8.  The  Judf^ent  of  the  district  court 
must  stand  or  fall  upon  the  statutory  record 
of  the  case;  that  is,  the  pleadings,  the  findings 
and  Judgment,  and  the  bill  of  exceptions  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

4*  In  rcTiewin^  such  casot  this  court  will 
conclusively  presume  that  the  trial  court  consid- 
ered all  the  competent  evidenoe  before  it,  and 
decided  all  the  material  and  necessary  issues  pre- 
sented, though  from  the  language  of  the  written 
opinion  the  contrary  should  be  made  to  appear. 

•Headnotes  by  Bagan,  a 


(February  17,  IBOSL) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  Are 
insurance.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  Commissioner's' 
opinion. 

Meesre.  Greene  A  Breckenrid§^»  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

Where  an  insurer  stipulates  in  the  contract 
of  insurance  that  it  shall  not  be  liable  thereon, 
or  that  the  insurance  contract  shall  be  void  if^ 
without  its  knowledge  or  consent,  the  insured 
shall  procure  additional  insurance  upon  the 
insured  property,  and  the  assured  violates  such 
iosurance  contract  by  so  procuring  additional 
insurance,  then  the  first  insurance  contract  ]» 
voidable  at  the  election  of  the  insurer,  and 
such  violation  thereof  is  a  defense  against  the 
iDSured  in  a  suit  upon  such  first  contract,  un- 
less it  be  shown  that  such  violation  of  the  in- 
surance contract  in  the  procuring  of  the  addi- 
tional insurance  was  brought  about  through 
fraud  or  mistake,  or  has  been  waived  by  the 
first  insurer. 

Hughes  Y.  Inmrance  Ch,  of  N,  A.  40  Neb. 
626;  Fhenix  Ins.  Co,  v.  Lamar,  106  Ind.  518^ 
55  Am.  Rep.  764;  Barnard  v.  National  F.  Ine, 
Co,  27  Mo.  A  pp.  84;  Continental  Ins,  Co.  v. 
Hulmnn,  »2  111.  145,  84  Am.  Rep.  122:  Zinek 
V.  Phcenix  Ins.  Co,  60  Iowa.  266;  Keyser  ▼. 
Hartford  F.  Ins,  Co.  66  Mich.  664. 

Breaches  of  the  conditions  of  an  insurance 
policy  which  by  its  terms  make  the  policy 
void,  render  it  voidable  only  at  the  election  of 
the  company,  unless  it  has  waived  sucl^ 
breaches. 

The  company  has  the  right  to  say  to  its  pa- 
trons exactly  what  it  says  in  its  policy.  The 
fact  that  the  insured  did  not  read  the  policy 
cuts  no  figure.  No  case  holds  that  one  may 
plead  ignorance  of  the  terms  of  his  policy. 

Hankine  v.  Roekford  Int.  Co,  70  Wis.  1 ;  Ger- 


NOTB.— The  present  case  Is  an  unusually  strong 
one  in  favor  of  rellevinir  the  Insured  from  the 
strict  terms  of  a  condition  in  the  policy,  as  the  pol- 
icy In  question  expressly  provided  that  it  should 
be  void  in  case  of  an  encumbrance,  '^whether  in- 
qoired  about  or  not.** 

As  to  the  effect  of  faUinff  to  state  facts  in  the  ap- 
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plication,  see  also  Peun  Mut.  L.  Tns.  Go.  v.  Mechan* 
ics*  Sav.  Bank  ft  T.  Co.  (G.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  88  L.  JEU 
A.  83. 

fy>r  the  opiniou  of  the  court  as  part  of  the  reconi 
on  appeal,  see  note  to  Pennsylvania  |Go.  v.  VersteB 
(I11.)16L.B.A.788. 


1898. 
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man  In:  Co.  v.  EHdvk,  80  Neb.  288;  Sanger 
T.  Dunn,  47  Wis  «20.  32  Am.  Rep.  789;  Wit- 
eta  ▼.  Continental  In$.  Co.  b5  Wis.  193;  Cleater 
T.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  65  Mich.  627;  Gould  v. 
DwtUingHovselns.  Co.  90  Mich.  802.  A£Qrmed 
upon  RehearlDg,  90  Mich.  808;  Wierengo  v. 
American  F.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mich.  621. 

There  is  no  allegation  nor  proof  in  this  case 
of  either  fraud  or  mistake. 

Johnson  V.  Dakota  F.  db  M.  Ins.  Co.  1  N.  D. 
167;  PatUrnm  v.  Murphy,  41  Neb.  818;  Omaha 
CoTisol.  Vinegar  Co.  v.  Burns.  44  Neb.  21. 

Mr.  Oeor§^  W.  Bhields  for  defendant 
in  error. 

IRsLgBJkf  0.,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
Fred  A.  Fuller  sued  the  Pheniz  losurance 
Company  of  Brooklyn,  New  York,  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Douglas  county,  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  property  of  his  destroyed  by 
fire,  which  property  the  insurance  company 
bad  insured  agslnst  loss  or  damage  by  fire. 
Fuller  had  a  verdict,  and  Judgment,  and  the 
insurance  company  has  filed  here  a  petition  In 
error  to  review  such  judgment. 

1.  The  policy  contained  this  provision:  "If 
the  interest  of  the  assured  in  the  property  be 
other  than  an  unconditional  exclusive  owner- 
ship, or  if  any  other  person  or  persons  have 
any  interest  whatever  in  tbe  property  de- 
scribed, whether  it  be  real  estate  or  personal 
property,  or  if  there  be  a  mortgage  or  other  en- 
cumbrance thereon,  whether  inquired  about 
or  not,  it  must  be  so  notified  to  the  company, 
and  be  so  expressed  in  the  written  part  of  this 
policy,  otherwise  this  policy  shall  be  void." 
At  tbe  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  policy  in 
suit  the  personal  property  insured  was  encum- 
bered by  a  chattel  mortgage.  The  insurer  did 
not  notify  the  company  of  the  existence  of  this 
mortgage,  and  no  memorandum  of  its  exist- 
ence was  written  Id  the  policy.  The  insurance 
company  interposed  as  a  defense  to  the  action 
in  the  district  court  the  existence  of  this  chat- 
tel mortgage  upon  the  insured  property;  and 
the  first  argument  here  is  that  the  Judgment 
of  the  district  court  is  contrary  to  law,  because 
the  undisputed  evidence  shows  that  such  a 
mortgage  existed  upon  the  insured  property  at 
the  date  of  the  issuance  of  the  policy,  and  that 
tbe  insurance  company  was  not  notified  of  the 
existence  of  such  mortgage,  and  no  memoran- 
dum of  its  existence  was  written  in  the  policy. 
The  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  insured  tends  to 
show  that  the  agent  of  the  insurance  company 
solicited  this  insurance.  At  the  time  the  agent 
had  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
the  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property,  but 
made  no  inquiries  of  the  insured  as  to  whether 
the  property  was  encumbered.  In  fact  the 
subject  of  an  encumbrance  upon  the  property 
about  to  be  insured  was  not  mentioned  by 
either  party,  and,  while  the  insured  kept  silent 
upon  the  subject  of  the  encumbrance,  he  did 
not  do  so  with  any  sinister  motive.  In  other 
words,  the  subject  of  the  encumbrance  upon 
the  property  was  not  mentioned,  because  it 
seems  not  to  have  beeu  thought  of  either  by 
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the  insured  or  the  insurer.  The  premium  for 
the  insurance  was  paid  by  the  insured,  and 
accepted  and  retained  by  the  insurer.  TUe 
evidence  further  shows  that  the  value  of  the 
property  at  the  date  of  Its  insurance  exceeded 
the  encumbrance  thereon,  and  at  the  date  of 
the  destruction  of  the  property  by  fire  the  en- 
cumbrance had  been  so  reduced  that  the  prop- 
erty destroyed  exceeded  in  value  both  the  in- 
surance and  the  encumbrance  thereon.  In  In- 
surance Co.  ofN.A.  V.  Bachler,  44  Neb.  549,  it 
was  held  that  where  the  insured  was  not  ques- 
tioned aa  to  encumbrances  on  his  property, 
and  did  not  intentionally  conceal  the  existence- 
of  an  encumbrance,  and  did  not  keep  silent  in 
regard  to  the  encumbrance  from  any  sinister 
motive,  the  existence  of  a  mortgage  upon  the 
property  did  not  invalidate  thejpolicy.  And 
in  Uerman  Ins.  db  Sae.  Inst.  v.  £line,  44  Neb. 
895,  it  was  held  that  where  the  application  for 
insurance  is  oral,  and  no  inquiry  made  as  to 
the  condition  of  the  title  of  the  propertv,  the 
insured  in  fact  bad  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
property,  and  the  premium  paid  and  accepted 
and  retained,  the  insurance  company  would 
be  conclusively  presumed  to  have  Insured  the 
insurable  interest  which  the  owner  had  in  the 
property,  and  to  have  waived  the  provision  in 
the  policy  providing  for  its  forfeiture  by  reason 
of  the  existence  of  an  encumbrance  upon  the 
property.    These  cases  control  the  case  at  bar. 

2.  This  case  was  tried  to  the  court  without  a 
jury,  and  the  court  found  generally  in  favor 
of  the  insured,  and  against  the  insurance  com- 
pany, and  entered  an  ordlnarv  money  judg- 
ment on  such  finding.  But  the  learned  dis- 
trict judge  also  wrote  an  opinion  in  the  case, 
and  in  this  opinion  he  states  that  he  did  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  merits  of 
the  defense  just  considered,  and  reserved  the 
question  presented  by  that  defense. 

A  second  argument  here  is  that  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed  because  the  only  issue 
in  the  case  has  not  been  passed  upon  or  de- 
cided by  tbe  district  court.  But  this  argument 
assumes  that  the  opinion  of  the  district  judge 
is  an  essential  part  of  the  record  of  tbe  case 
brought  here,  but  it  is  not.  In  reviewing  a. 
case  brought  here  either  on  error  or  appeal, 
while  this  court  is  always  pleased  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  written  opinion  of  the  trial  judge, 
still  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  must 
stand  or  faliupon  the  statutory  record  of  tbe 
case,— that  is,  the  pleadings,  tbe  findings,  and 
judgment  of  the  district  court,  and  the  bill 
of  exceptions  made  a  part  of  the  record; 
and  where  general  findings  are  made  by  a. 
court,  and  a  judgment  pronounced  thereon, 
we  must  conclusively  presume  that  the  trial 
court  considered  all  the  competent  evidence 
before  it,  and  decided  all  the  material  and 
necessarv  issues  presented  by  the  pleadings, 
though  from  the  language  of  the  opinion  the 
contrary  should  be  made  to  appear. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  afflrmecL 

Behearing  denied. 
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NORTH  HUDSON  COUNTY  RAILWAY 

COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

«. 

Clsrenos,  ANDERSON. 

(........N.  J.........) 

^1.  A  dollar  bill  ft^m  the  upper  left- 
hand  corner  of  which  a  piece  one  inch 
and  a  half  by  one  inch  and  a  quarter 
had  been  torn  is  not  a  leffal  tender  for  oar 
fare,  and  the  conductor  may  eject  a  passeoirer 
who  refuses  to  make  another  payment  He  was 
not  bound  to  accept  a  bill  which  was  substan- 
tially mutilated.  If  any  part  was  absent  which 
iriffbt  aid  in  determining  whether  it  was  gen- 
nine,  he  was  under  no  duty  to  receive  it. 

3.  The  rules  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment of  the  United  States  in  reirard  to  the  re- 
demption of  mutilated  notes  relate  simply  to 
redemption,  and  do  not  affect  the  question  of 
legal  tender. 

(March  1, 1898.) 

EHROK  to  the  Supreme  Court  at  Circuit  in 
Hudson  County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
-cover  damages  for  alleged  illegal  ejectment 
from  defendant's  car.     Eetersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Oeorg^e  Holmes,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

The  United  States  statute  makes  certain 
notes  and  certificates  legal  tender  (U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat.  g§  85^8,  8589,  8590,  but  there  is  nothing 
in  the  statute  which  makes  any  part  of  a  note 
or  certificate  a  legal  tender. 

There  are  provisions  in  the  statute,  by  which 
the  Treasury  Department  is  directed  to  receive 
notes  and  certificates  which  are  mutilated  or 
otherwise  injured  so  as  to  be  unfit  for  use,  and 
issue  others  in  place  thereof  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 
^§  3580,  5184),  and  the  Treasury  Department 
has  adopted  certain  rules  regarding  the  re- 
demption of  such  mutilated  notes  and  certifi- 
cates. 

Nothing  less  than  a  "bill,"  i,  «.,  a  whole 
bill,  is  legal  tender.  A  person  is  entitled  to 
have  the  whole  bill  presented  to  him,  in  order 
that  he  may  judge  of  its  validity,  and  he  is 
not  required  to  pass  on  the  validity  of  a  part 
of  a  bill. 

United  States  v.  Lissner,  12  Fed.  Rep.  840; 
Jersey  City  dk  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  52  N.  J. 
L.  61. 

Mr.  Warren  Dixon,  with  Messrs.  Bent- 
ley  A  Gedney,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  fact  that  the  bill  was  torn  on  the  upper 
left-hand  corner  an  inch  and  a  quarter  on  one 
side  by  an  inch  and  a  quarter  on  the  other,  at 
right  angles,  does  not  invalidate  the  note.  A 
United  States  note  has  no  intrinsic  value  as 
has  a  United  States  coin. 

*Headnote8  by  Van  Stckbi^  J. 


Note.— As  to  the  tender  of  old.  worn,  ormutil- 
«ted  coin,  see  Atlanta  Consol.  Htreet  K.  Co.   v. 
Keeny  (Ga.)  33  L.  B.  A.  824,  and  nole. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Jersey  City  dt  B.  JR.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  52  N.  J. 

L.  eo. 

The  United  States  treasury  rules,  §  10,  says: 
"United  States  notes  when  not  mutilated  so 
that  less  than  f  of  the  original  proportion  re- 
mains, are  redeemable  in  coin."  Notes  of  the 
United  States  are  lawful  money  and  a  le^al 
tender  in  payment  of  all  debts,  both  public 
and  private,  within  the  United  Slates,  except 
for  duties  on  imports  apd  interest  on  the  pub- 
lic debt. 

U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  712,  §  3588. 

Van  Syckelf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Anderson,  the  plaintiff  below,  tendered  the 
conductor  on  a  car  of  the  company  defendant 
below  a  mutilated  one  dollar  note  for  his  car 
fare.  The  conductor  refused  to  accept  the 
note  because  it  was  imperfect,  and  put  An- 
derson off  the  car  for  not  paying  his  fare. 
Thereupon  Anderson  brought  suit  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful  act  of  the 
conductor.  The  evidence  of  Anderson  was 
that  a  piece  one  inch  and  a  quarter  by  one 
inch  and  a  half  had  been  torn  from  the  upper 
left-hand  corner  of  the  bill,  while  the  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  company  was  that  the  piece 
torn  off  was  two  and  a  half  inches  by  one  inch 
and  three  quarters.  The  trial  court  was  re- 
quested by  the  counsel  of  the  company  to 
charge  the  jury  that  the  note  was  not  a  legal 
tender  for  the  car  fare,  which  request  the 
court  refused  to  grant.  On  the  contrary,  the 
court  did  charge  that  the  note  was  a  legal  ten- 
der. To  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested, 
and  to  the  charge  as  made,  the  defendant  com- 
pany excepted,  and  error  is  thereupon  as- 
siffned. 

The  case  of  Jersey  City  db  B,  R.  Co.  ▼.  Mor- 
gan, 52  N.  J.  L.  60,  is  relied  upon  to  support 
the  ruling  of  the  trial  court;  but  it  is  not 
parallel.  There  a  genuine  silver  coin,  worn 
smooth  by  use,  not  appreciably  diminished  in 
weight,  and  distinguishable  as  a  coin  duly  is- 
sued from  the  mint,  was  held  to  be  a  legal  ten- 
der. The  United  States  statutes  make  certain 
paper  money  legal  tender,  but  there  is  no  pro- 
vision that  part  of  such  notes  shall  be  im- 
pressed with  that  quality.  The  rules  of  the 
Trea-sury  Department  with  regard  to  the  re- 
demption of  mutilated  notes  relate  simply  to 
redemption,  and  do  not  make  such  notes  legal 
tender.  The  company  was  not  under  any  ob- 
ligation to  take  upon  itself  the  burden  of  ap- 
plying to  the  Treasury  Department  at  Wash- 
ington for  a  perfect  note,  or  to  assume  the 
risk  of  failing  to  obtain  it.  The  conductor 
had  the  right  to  demand  an  entire  bill,  and 
was  not  bound  to  accept  one  from  which  a 
portion  had  been  torn.  If  any  part  was  ab- 
sent which  might  aid  in  determining  whether 
it  was  a  genuine  bill,  he  was  under  no  duty  to 
receive  it.  The  portion  torn  off  the  bill  pre- 
sented in  this  case  constituted  a  substantial 
mutilation  of  it.  It  was  not  a  legal  tender, 
and  the  trial  court  erred  in  refusing  so  to 
charge. 

The  judgment  belotD  should  thertfore  be  re- 
versed. 


1897. 


HuDA  y.  American  Glucose  Ck>, 


411 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Haryanna  HUD  A,  Admrx.,  etc.,  of  Valentine 

Hud  a,  Deceased.  Appt., 

«. 

AMERICAN  GLUCOSE  COMPANY,  Beipt 

(164N.Y.474.) 

1.  Serewin^  down  the  windows  of  » 
flaetory  so  that  there  in  no  aceeas  to 
fire  eaeapes  except  by  breakioflr  the  wiodows, 
and  forbiddlDg  employees  to  open  the  window?, 
in  order  to  preserre  a  hi^h  temperature,  which 
is  necesHary  for  the  busloea,  does  not  violate  a 
statute  requiring  the  construction  and  mainte- 
nance of  fire  escapes  on  such  buUdlnga.  where  the 
windows  are  so  liprht  in  frame  as  to  offer  but  the 
slicrhtest  difficulty  in  breakluR  through,  if  there 
Is  not  time  to  unscrew  them. 

IS.  It  Ifl  not  ne^lif^enoe  Ibr  a  master  to 
flasten  windows  leading:  to  fire  ea- 
capeSt  when  this  does  not  ylolate  any  statute 
and  the  windows  can  be  easily  broken  through 
to  reach  the  fire  escapes  if  there  is  not  time  to 
unfasten  them. 

3.  An  employee  aaanmea  the  risk  of  his 
employcir's  methods  which  are  known  to 
and  acquiesced  in  by  him.  If  they  do  not  ylolate 
-any  statute. 

(December  14, 1807.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  buDreme 
Court  for  the  Fourth  Department  affirmiriji^  a 
judgment  of  the  Erie  County  Circuit  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of 
plaintiff's  intestate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Le  Roy  Parker,  for  appellant: 

The  direct  cause  of  Huda's  death  ^as  the 
fire  which  originated  in  defendant's  dynamo 
room.  A  concurring  cause  was  the  unlawful 
acrewing  down  of  the  windows  whereby  es- 
cape from  the  building  was  obstructed. 

The  evidence  given  as  to  the  defective  and 
■dangerous  character  of  the  appliances  used  by 
defendant  was  sufficient  to  show  that  it  had 
not  maintained  its  plant  in  that  reasonably 
aafe  and  proper  condition  required  by  law. 

Cffddington  v.  Brooklyn  Croastown  R.  Co.  102 
N.  Y.  67;  Mayer  V.  LUhmann,  16  App.  Div. 

The  record  of  the  fire  commissioners  of  the 
city  of  Buffalo  respecting  the  cause  of  this 
fire  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  facts  therein  recorded. 

Charter  of  the  City  of  Buffalo,  ^§  249.  498; 
Laws  1891,  chap.  105;  Woolaey  v.  RVemWe,  84 
Hun,  236;  Buffa'o  Uan,  T.  dt  8.  D.  Co.  v. 
Knightg  Templar  cfe  Mut,  Aid  A%%o,  126  N.  Y. 
450. 

Negligence  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact 
of  the  happening  of  an  accident  which  could 
not,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events,  have 
occurred  without  some  negligence,  or  omission 
in  respect  to  the  duly  of  care  which  the  person 


NoTB.-For  duty  as  to  tire  escapes,  sefi  noit  to 
Rose  V.  King  tOhio)  15  L.  R.  A.  160;  also  Pauley  v. 
Steam  Gauge  &  Lao  tern  Go.  (N.  Y.)  15  Lb  R.  A.  IM; 
Schmalzried  v.  White  (Tenn.)  83  L.  B.  A.  782. 
40  L.  R  A. 


owning  buildings  or  operating  machinery  owe^ 
to  the  persons  injured 

Bay,  Negligence  of  Imposed  Duties,  pp.  145, 
146;  Seyboft  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  db  W,  R.  Go. 
95  N.Y.562;  Scott  v.  London  dh  81.  K.  Doek$ 
Co.  8  Hurlst.  &  C.  696. 

When  experience  has  demonstrated  that  a 
certain  business  may  be  carried  on,  and  cer- 
tain machinery  used  without  causing  damage, 
if  reasonable  care  is  exercised,  then  the  fact  of 
damage  may  be  sufficient,  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  show  negligence. 

Cooley,  Torts,  708, 794:  8eeley  v.  Ifew  York 
adkH.RR.Oo  102  N.  Y.  719;  16  Am.  «& Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  451;  Louisville  dt  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Reese.  85  Ala.  497;  Spaufding  v.  Chicago  db  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  80  Wis.  110,  11  Am.  Rep.  550; 
Glsaveland  v.  Orand  Trunk  R.  Co.  42  Yt.  449; 
8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  pp.  10, 11;  Vo'kmar 
V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  184  N.  Y.  420;  Hogan  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  23;  MfilUn  v.  8t. 
John,  57  N.  Y.  567,  15  Am.  Rep.  530;  Cahalin 
V.  Cochran.  1  N.  Y.  8.  R.  583;  Gall  v.  M>tn- 
hattan  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  S.  R.  24,  Affirmed  125 
N.  Y.  714;  Payne  v.  Troy  db  B.  R.  Co.  88  N. 
Y.  672:  White  v.  Boston  db  A.  R.  Co.  144  Mass. 
404. 

Even  if  this  evidence  was  sufficient  to  re- 
move the  presumption,  the  credibilitv  of  de- 
fendant's witnesses  would  still  be  involved  and 
be  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Volkm/rr  v.  Manhattan  R  Co.  184  N.  Y. 
420;  Elwood  v.  Western  U.  TeUsg.  Co.  45  N.  Y. 
549,  6  Am.  Rep.  140. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  has  been  sufficiently 
negatived  by  the  defendant,  and  not  for  the 
court. 

SeyhoU  v.  New  York,  L,  E.  db  W.  R.  Co.  95 
N.  Y.  562.  47  Am.  Rep.  75;  Boioen  v.  New 
York  a  db  H.  R.  R.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  408,  72  Am. 
Dec.  529;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  §  8.  p.  13i7; 
Black,  Proof  and  Pleadings  in  Accident 
Cases,  §^  7-9;  Kraatz  v.  Brush  Electric  Light 
Co.  82  Mich.  457. 

An  electric-light  company  is  liable  for  negli- 
gence when  injury  was  occasioned  by  the  in- 
sufficiency of  fuse  catches  to  break  the  circuit 
and  cut  off  the  flow  of  electricity  when  wires 
are  overloaded. 

Yates  V.  Southwestern  Brush  EUdrie  Light 
db  P.  Co.  40  La.  Ann.  467. 

The  defendant's  method  of  screwing  down 
the  windows  of  the  building  in  which  the  de- 
ceased was  employed,  so  that  there  was  no  ac- 
cess to  the  fire  escape  except  by  breaking  the 
windows,  and  forbidding  the  employees  of 
the  defendant  engaged  in  that  building  from 
opening  the  windows,  and  requiring  them  to 
keep  a  high  temperature  in  the  work  rooms, 
such  as  was  necessary  to  accomplish  the  busi- 
ness carried  on  in  these  rooms,  was  a  violation 
of  the  statute  requiring  a  construction  and 
maintenance  of  fire  escapes  in  such  building. 

Gorman  v.  McArde,  67  Hun,  487;  Pauleyy. 
Steam  Gauge  db  Lantern  Co.  181  N  Y.  92,  15 
L.  R  A.  194;  Pantzar  v.  Tilly  Foster  Iron 
Min.  Co.  99  N.  Y.  876;  WiUy  v.  Mulfedy,  78 
N.  Y.  810.  84  Am.  Rep.  586;  Sehfrandner  v. 
Birge,  83  Hun,  186;    Corcoran  v.  Bolbrook,  69 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  185. 
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N.  Y.  617.  17  Am.  Rep.  869;  Stnngham  t. 
Stetoart,  100  N.  Y.  516;  Siringham  ▼.  Hilton, 
111  N.  Y.  188,  1  L.  R.  A.  488;  Ekuttoood  ▼. 
Bstsof  Min.  Co.  86  HaD,  99.  Affirmed  152  N.  Y. 
651. 

it  was  for  the  jary  to  say  whether  Hudadid 
Dot  try  to  reach  a  fire  escape,  and,  fiDding  the 
window  leading  to  it  fastened,  perished  before 
he  could  open  it. 

Wily  V.  MulUdp,  78  N.  Y.  810.  84  Am. 
Rep.  586. 

There  can  be  no  presumption ,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence,  that  Huda  did  anything 
that  he  ought  not  to  have  done. 

The  presumption  may  be  made  that  every 
man  is  desirous  of  preserving  his  life  and 
keeping  his  body  from  harm. 

Eastiffood  V.  MeiBof  Min.  Go,  86  Hun,  99, 
Affirmed  162  N.  Y.  651;  Morrison  r.  New  York 
a  R.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  648. 

A  failure  on  the  part  of  owners  of  factories 
to  perform  a  duty  imposed  by  statute  when,  as 
a  consequence,  an  injury  results  to  another,  is 
evidence  of  neflrligence,  and  is  actionable. 

Pavley  v.  Steam  Gauge  A  Lantern  Co.  181 
N.  Y.  90.  15  L.  R,  A.  194;  WUly  v.  Mulledy, 
78  N.  Y.  814.  84  Am.  Rep.  686;  MoRiekard  v. 
Flint,  114  N.  Y.  222;  Burton  v.  MeCleUan,  8 
111.  486;  SomerviOe  v.  Marks,  58  111.  871; 
Sangamon  Distilling  Co.  v.  Toung,  77  111.  197. 

The  court  can  only  take  the  case  from  the 
lury  when  not  only  the  facts  are  undisputed, 
but  when  only  one  set  of  inferences  can  be 
drawn  from  those  facts,  and  those  inferences 
lead  to  but  one  conclusion. 

Eastuood  V.  ReUof  Min.  Co.  86  Hun.  96,  Af- 
firmed 152  N.  Y.  651;  Johnsons.  8team  Gauge 
db  Lantern  Co.  146  N.  Y.  160:  Weeks  v.  C^ym- 
weU,  104  N.  Y.  886;  Ghio  db  M.  R,  Go.  v.  6W- 
larn,  78  Ind.  264,  88  Am.  Rep.  184;  Gardner 
V.  Michigan  O.  R.  Co.  150  U.  8.  849-861. 87  L. 
ed.  1107-1110;  Vinton  y.  Schwab,  82  Vu  612; 
Hart  V.  Hudson  River  Bridge  Co,  80  N.  Y.  622. 

The  deceased  did  what  he  could  to  escape 
death. 

Felice  v.  New  York  O,  A  K  R  R  Go.  U 
App.  Div.  850. 

The  risks  of  the  service  a  servant  assumes  in 
the  employment  of  a  master  are  those  only 
which  occur  after  the  due  performance  by  the 
employer  of  those  duties  which  the  law  en- 
joins upon  him.  If  the  master  has  failed  to 
perform  his  duty,  the  servant  does  not  take 
the  risk  of  the  master's  fault. 

Kuisley  v.  PraU,  148  N.  Y.  878.  82L.  R.  A. 
867;  Ptiuley  v.  Steam  Gauge  db  Lantern  Go.  181 
N.  Y.  95,  15  L.  R.  A.  194;  Beneing  v.  Stein- 
way,  101  N.  Y.  552;  McGovem  v.  Central  Ver- 
mont R.  Go.  128  N.  Y.  280;  Booth  v.  Boston  db 
A.  R.  Co.  78  N.  Y.  40,  29  Am.  Rep.  97; 
Pantxar  v.  IHlIy  Foster  Iron  Min.  Co.  99  N.  Y. 
376;  Felice  v.  New  York  G  db  H.  R.  R.  Go.  14 
App.  Div.  851:  Southwestern  Teleph.  Go.  v. 
Woughter,  56  Ark.  206;  Clairain  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Go.  40  La.  Ann.  178;  Essex  County 
meetric  Go.  v.  JSsUy,  57  N.  J.  L.  100:  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Go.  v.  McMuUen,  58  N.  J.  L.  155. 82 
L.  R  A.  851;  Bailey.  Master's  Liability  for 
Inluries  to  Servant,  pp.  152-156. 

In  the  present  case  it  cannot  be  claimed 
that  the  risk  was  a  natural  and  ordinary  one. 
incident  to  the  work  in  which  Huda  was  en- 
gaged. 

40L.  a  A. 


Schwandner  v.  Bit^e,  88  Hun,  186;  Gor- 
man V.  McArdle,  67  Hun.  484;  Mayes  v.  Chi- 
capo,  R.  I.  db  P.  R  Co.  68  Iowa,  566. 

The  risk  related  to  the  safety  of  the  place  of 
employment,  and  not  to  the  character  of  the 
employment  itself. 

It  was  the  risk  of  the  master,  and  not  of  the 
servant. 

Freeman  V.  Glens  FaUs  Paper  Mia  Go.  61 
Hun.  182.  Affirmed  142  N.  Y.  689;  Ahrayan 
V.  Manufaeturertf  Nat.  Bank,  16  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
750;  Gaul  v.  Rodiester  Paper  Co.  72  Hun.  486, 
Affirmed  Eagle  v,  Roehetter  Paper  Co.  145  N. 
Y.  608;  Egan  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  db  B.  R.  Co. 
12  App.  Div.  558;  Cullen  v.  Norton,  52  Hun. 
9;  Hawley  v.  Northern  G.  R.  Go.  82  N.  Y. 
870. 

Remaining  fn  service  after  knowledge  of 
defects  is  not  negligence  per  se. 

Wood.  Master  &  Servant.  681;  Huddleston  v. 
Lowell  Machine  Shop,  106  Mass.  282;  Patterson 
V.  Pittsburg  db  G.  R  Co.  76  Pa.  889,  18  Am. 
Rep.  412:  Hawley  v.  Northern  G.  R.  Co.  82 
N.  Y.  870. 

Messrs.  Rogers*  Loeke»  it  BIilbiini»  for 
respondent: 

The  defendant's  method  of  fastening  the 
windows  of  its  building  was  not  a  violation  of 
the  statute  requiring  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  fire  escapes  on  the  building. 

The  defendant  was  not  bound  at  common 
law  to  anticipate  the  destruction  of  its  factory 
by  fire,  or  to  alter  the  adaptation  of  its  internal 
arrangements  to  the  conditions  of  the  business 
with  reference  to  the  happening  of  a  fire. 

Pauley  v.  Steam  Gauge  db  Lantern  Co.  181 
N.  Y.  90,  16  L.  R  A.  194;  Jones  v.  Granite 
Mills,  126  Mass.  84,  80  Am.  Rep.  661. 

The  windows  as  they  were  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  death  of  the  Intestate  as  an  oper- 
ative cause. 

Pauley  v.  Steam  Gauge  db  Lantern  Go.  181 
N.  Y.  98,  16L.R.  A.194. 

When  Huda  was  on  the  fourth  floor  if  he 
had  reached  the  fire  escape  on  the  north  wait 
which  was  nearest  to  him  he  would  have 
found  a  clear  way  to  it  through  Hull  having 
broken  the  window  out  and  escaped  that  way. 

This  point  was  absolutely  fatal  to  any  right 
of  recovery  in  this  action. 

Pauley  v.  Steam  Gauge  db  Lantern  Go.  181 
N.  Y.  98.  16  L.  R.  A.  194;  Ruppert  v.  Brook- 
lyn Heights  R.  Go.  154  N.  Y.  90;  Bond  v. 
Smith,  118  N.  Y.  878;  Taylor  v.  Tonkers,  105 
N.  Y.  209.  59  Am.  Rep.  492;  Morris  v.  Lake 
Shore  db  M.  S.  R.  Co.  148  N.  Y.  182. 

As  the  deceased  was  familiar  with  the  de- 
fendant's method  of  screwing  down  the  win- 
dows, and  for  a  long  period  had  worked  un- 
der and  acquiesced  in  that  state  of  things,  he 
assumed  the  risks  of  the  situation,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Crown  V.  Grr,  140  N.  Y.  452;  Gibson  Y.  Brie 
R.  Go.  68  N.  Y.  462.  20  Am.  Rep.  652;  Knis- 
ley  V.  Ptatt,  148  N.  Y.  872.  82  L.  R.  A.  867. 

6r»y»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellate  division  of  the  su|)reme  court 
in  the  fourth  department  has  certified  to  this 
court  certain  questions  for  review  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
negligence   of   the   defendant,  whereby  the 
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plaiDtllTs  Intestate  lost  his  life.  A  yerdict 
vpss  directed  at  the  circuit  for  the  defeodaot 
tipon  the  evidence,  and  the  appellate  division, 
After  ovemiline  the  plaiotilfs  exceptions, 
which  were  ordered  to  be  first  heard  there, 
•unanimously  ordered  judgment  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendant.  A  brief  preliminary  state- 
ment of  the  facts,  as  established  upon  the 
trial,  will  aid  In  the  discussion  of  the  questions 
•certified.  In  the  evening  of  April  12,  1894, 
the  defendant's  factory,  in  the  city  of  Buffalo, 
was  destroyed  by  hre.  The  building  was 
<eight  stories  in  height,  and  occupied  a  space 
of  160  feet  on  Scott  street  by  200  feet  in  depth. 
Tbe  business  conducted  therein  was  tbe  man- 
ufacture of  glucose,  and  the  deceased  was  one 
•of  tbe  worlcmen  employed.  The  fire  was  al- 
leged to  have  originatea  in  some  defect  in  the 
electric  plant  used  for  lighting  the  building. 
When  the  fire  brolse  out,  the  deceased  was  at 
work  upon  the  sixth  floor,  and  he,  with  some 
others,  ran  down  the  stairway  to  the  fourth 
floor,  where  the  thick  smoke  prevented  their 
further  progress.  Some  of  them  then  broke 
through  a  window,  and  escaped  to  the  ground 
by  a  fireman's  ladder.  Tbe  deceased  was  last 
€een  near  the  foot  of  ti.e  stairway,  and  did  not 
follow  his  companions  to  the  window.  What, 
in  fact,  happened  then  to  him  is  not  known, 
and  becomes  purely  a  matter  of  presumption. 
There  were  three  distinct  stairways  in  this 
building  leading  from  the  top  fioor  to  the  bot- 
tom floor,  and  two  leading  from  the  top  floor 
to  a  flat  roof.  A  large  covered  bridge  led 
from  the  flf th  and  sixth  floors  to  an  adjoining 
building,  which  many  of  the  workmen  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  using  as  a  means  of  ac- 
-ccss  to  and  of  return  from  the  four  upper 
stories.  Upon  the  outside  of  the  building 
were  three  fire  escapes  extend  log  from  tbe 
roof  to  the  ground;  two  being  upon  the  south 
And  one  upon  the  north  walls.  Two  windows 
upon  each  floor  opened  upon  balconies  which 
were  constructed  in  connection  with  the  Are 
escapes.  In  the  process  of  the  manufacture 
of  glucose  it  was  necessary  that  a  high  and 
uniform  temperature  should  be  kept  up  within 
the  factory,  and  to  that  end  the  windows  in 
the  building  were  required  to  be  kept  closed. 
Directions  to  this  effect  being  unobserved,  at 
first  strips  of  wood  were  so  nailed  to  the 
sashes  as  to  prevent  the  windows  from  being 
opened;  but,  these  having  been  pried  off  at 
times,  the  more  effective  means  had  been  re- 
sorted to,  during  the  previous  autumn,  of 
screwing  the  sashes  together,  and  notices  were 
posted  warning  the  workmen  against  opening 
or  breaking  the  windows,  under  penalty  or 
discharge.  The  windows  in  the  building 
were  constructed  with  two  light  sashes,  con- 
taining, each,  four  panes  of  glass  about  16 
inches  square.  The  sash  frames  were  from  an 
incti  and  a  quarter  to  an  inch  and  a  half  thick. 
The  deceased  had  been  working  for  the  de- 
fendant for  about  twelve  years,  and  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  employees  as  to  tbe  fastening  of 
the  windows  was  testified  to  by  several  of  the 
plaiotiff's  witnesses.  When  the  fire  occurred, 
the  fire  escapes  were  made  use  of  by  many  by 
breaking  through  the  windows,  while  some 
escaped  by  the  stairways  or  by  ladders.  These 
facts  are  sufilcient  to  inform  us  of  the  situa- 
tion, and  to  enable  us  to  consider  the  questions 
'ML.R  A. 


certified.  They  are:  "(1)  Whether  the  de- 
fendant's method  of  screwing  down  the  win- 
dows of  the  building  in  which  the  deceased 
was  employed,  so  that  there  was  no  access  to 
the  fire  escapes  except  by  breaking  the  win- 
dows, and  forbidding  the  employees  of  the 
defendant  engaged  in  that  building  from  open- 
ing the  windows,  and  requiring  them  to  keep 
a  high  temp>erature  in  the  work  rooms,  such 
as  was  necessary  to  accomplish  the  business 
carried  on  in  these  rooms,  was  a  violation  of 
the  statute  requiring  a  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  fire  escapes  on  such  builtiings.  (2) 
Whether  doing  the  acts  stated  in  the  first 
question,  or  anv  of  them,  was  evidence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  (8) 
Whether  the  deceased,  who  was  familinr  with 
the  defendant's  methods  as  stated  in  the  first 
question,  and  for  a  long  period  had  worked 
under  and  acquiesced  in  the  conditions  stated 
in  the  first  question,  assumed  the  risks  of  the 
situation;  and  whether  by  reason  thereof,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion." 

The  statute  referred  to  in  the  first  question 
(Laws  1892,  chap.  678.  §  6)  provided  for  the 
manner  of  construction  of  fire  escapes  upon 
factory  buildings,  and  that  Ihey  should  have 
landings  or  bafconies  of  a  certain  size,  "em- 
bracing at  least  two  windows  at  each  story 
and  connecting  with  the  interior  by  easily  ac- 
cessible and  unobstructed  openings."  The 
answer  to  the  first  question  turns  upon  the 
prftpriety  of  the  resort  by  the  defendant  to 
the  methods  adopted  to  keep  the  tempera- 
ture of  its  factory  sufl9ciently  high  and  uni- 
form. That  such  conditions  were  neceBsarv 
is  the  fact  assumed  by  the  question,  and  it 
is  conclusive  here.  Obviously,  for  their 
maintenance,  the  windows  had  to  remain 
closed,  and  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  its 
employees,  in  the  face  of  that  necessity,  was 
not  to  interpose  between  them  and  the  means 
of  escape  such  a  barrier  in  the  description 
of  windows  constructed  as  would  prevent 
a  ready  passa^  through  them.  The  proof 
as  to  these  windows  is  that  they  were  so 
light  in  frame  as  to  offer  but  the  slightest 
diifflculty  in  breaking  through,  if  the  time 
was  wanting  to  unscrew  them.  The  interior 
of  the  factory  was  connected  with  each  bal- 
coov  upon  the  flre  escape  through  windows 
easily  accessible  by  an  unobstructed  passage, 
and  the  requirement  of  the  statute  was  thus 
met.  If  the  windows,  as  ••openings,"  were 
readily  approached  from  the  interior,  aod  could 
be  passed  through,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
necessity  of  having  to  break  them,  which  the 
testimony  showed  was  easily  done,  constituted 
any  greater  obstruction  than  would  have  been 
the  necessity  of  uncatching  and  of  lifting  them. 
The  reading  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
upon  the  subject  of  fire  escapes  in  factories 
must  be  reasonable,  and  in  view  of  the  de- 
mands of  the  case.  The  construction  of  the 
fire  escapes  must  be  as  prescribed  for  the  out- 
side of  the  factory  building,  and,  unquestion- 
ably, that  part  of  the  law  which  requires  a 
connection  to  exist  with  the  interior  is  not  to 
be  slighted.  But  it  would  be  wholly  unrea- 
sonable to  interpret  the  law  as  requiring  a  con- 
dition as  to  the  openings  upon  the  fire  escapes 
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which  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  busi- 
ness would  forbid.  There  had  to  be  a  closed 
window  during  the  manufacturing  process, 
and,  whether  it  was  composed  of  one  sash,  or 
of  two  sashes  fastened  together,  was  imma- 
terial, so  long  as  it  was  readily  removable  by 
breaking  through,  and  a  ready  access  to  and 
through  it  was  preserved.  The  evidence  shows 
that  there  was  no  serious  obstruction  at  all  to 
a  passage  to  and  through  the  windows.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  all  questions  of 
fact  are  to  be  regarded  as  settled,  with  the 
unanimous  afiQrmance  by  (he  appellate  divi- 
sion, and  we  must  assume  every  issuable  fact 
in  the  case  as  determined  below  in  favor  of 
the  defendant.  Thus  we  have  not  before  us 
any  of  the  questions  as  to  which  negligence  is 
alleged  by  the  plaintiff  except  the  one  which 
relates  to  the  defendant's  method  of  prevent- 
ing its  windows  from  being  opened  during  the 
operation  of  its  factory,  and  as  to  that  discus- 
sion is  largely  foreclosed  by  the  assumption  of 
fact  that  it  was  ''necessary  to  accomplish  the 
business  carried  on  in  these  rooms."  The  first 
question  certified  is  answered,  therefore.  Id  the 
negative. 

The  second  question  certified  must  be  like- 
wise answered  in  the  negative.  The  discussion 
of  the  first  of  the  questions  renders  amplifica- 
tion of  our  views  quite  unnecessary.  If  the 
method  adopted  by  the  defendant  was  not  a 
violation  of  the  statute  in  question,  then  there 
was  no  evidence  of  negligence  in  that  respect 
for  submission  to  the  Jury.  At  common  law 
there  was  no  duty  imposed  upon  the  employer 
to  provide  fire  escapes  in  anticipation  of  the 
burning  of  the  building  in  which  he  employed 
his  workmen.  If  his  building  was  properly 
constructed  for  the  purposes  of  its  intended 
use,  such  extraordinary  and  unusual  precau- 
tions were  not  demanded  of  him.  The  statute 
of  1887  (chap.  462)  created  an  absolute  duty, 
and  its  effect  was  to  give  a  cause  of  action  for 
its  breach  in  favor  of  anyone  entitled  to  its 
observance  and  injured  by  a  breach.  WiUy  v. 
MuUedy,  78  N.  Y.  810,  84  Am.  Rep.  686; 
Piauley  v.  8ieam  Gauge  d>  Lantern  Co,  131  N. 
Y.  90, 16  L.  R  A.  194.  For  reasons  already 
stated.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any  breach  of 
duty  here  in  the  respect  certified  to  us.  It 
may  be  observed — as  it  might  have  been  in  our 
discussion  under  the  first  question— that  the 
evidence  utterly  fails  to  show  that  the  condi- 
tion of  the  windows  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  death  of  the  deceased  workman.  It  does 
not  appear  that  he  tried  ineffectually,  or  at  all,» 
to  get  through  them;  and  the  manner  of  his 
death  Is  left  to  surmise  from  the  probabilities 
of  his  situation,  when,  upon  his  reaching  tJie 
fourth  fioor.  in  his  descent,  he  was  involved  in 
the  smoke. 
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In  considering  the  third  question  certified,  I 
think,  with  the  assumption  of  facts  to  which 
the  formulation  of  the  question  compels  us. 
that  but  the  one  answer  is  possible,  and  that  i» 
that  the  deceased  assumed  the  risks  of  the^ 
situation.  An  employee  is  very  reasonably  re> 
garded  as  assuming  those  risks  in  his  employ- 
ment which  are  obvious  as  well  as  ordinary. 
If  the  master  has  done  all  that  his  duty  de- 
manded of  him  with  respect  to  securing  the 
safety  of  his  workmen,  as  to  the  place  where- 
thev  have  been  set  to  work,  and  as  to  the  toola 
and  appliances  with  which  that  work  was  to 
be  done,  he  will  not  be  liable  for  a  personal 
injury  occurring  by  reason  of  a  risk  which  ia 
iocidental  to  the  business  itself,  or  which  re^ 
suits  from  the  dangers  of  the  environment  into 
which  the  workman  knowingly  entered,  under 
proper  instructions.  In  discussing  this  point 
we  have  to  assume  that  the  deceased  met  hia 
death  from  a  cause  connected  with  the  fasten- 
ing of  the  windows,  without,  perhaps,  suffi- 
cient in  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  assump- 
tion. But  the  difficulty  is  not  so  much  in  that 
assumption  as  in  that  found  in  the  question 
certified.  That  compels  us  to  assume  th& 
knowledge  of  the  deceased  of  the  defendant'^ 
methods,  and  his  acquiescence  in  the  condi- 
tions under  which  the  work  was  necessarily 
done.  The  court  below  has  passed  upon  those 
facts  with  all  the  force  of  findings,  and  the 
form  of  the  question  certified  eliminates  them 
from  our  review.  If  the  deceased  knew  th& 
defendant's  methods  and  acquiesced  in  those 
resorted  to  by  it  in  the  conduct  of  its  business, 
we  are  simply  thrown  back  upon  the  discus- 
sion under  the  first  question,— whether  there 
was  any  violation  of  the  statute  in  what  the 
defendant  did.  Having  reached  the  conclu- 
sion that  there  was  bone,  no  other  conclusion, 
in  the  present  stage  of  tbx)  discussion,  is  possi- 
ble, than  that  the  defendant  added  nothing  to- 
the  risks  assumed  by  its  employees,  and  im- 
posei i  none  which  they  should  not  be  regarded 
as  assuming.  Of  course,  it  is  not  to  be  under- 
stood from  what  has  been  said  that  it  neces- 
sarily follows  that  employees  would  assume 
such  risks  connected  with  the  management  of 
the  business  as  would  result  from  a  violation 
by  the  employer  of  the  statute  in  a  neglect  to 
provide  fire  escapes.  That  presents  a  d ifferent 
question. 

The  first  two  of  the  questions  certitied  are 
answered  in  the  negative  and  the  third  ques- 
tion is  answered  m  the  affirmative,  and  it 
therefore  follows  that  ihs  judgment  appealed^, 
from  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  H»ii^ht»  J.,  absent. 
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WILMINGTON  &  WELDON  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 
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1.  An  eaoement  Ibr  »  railroad  rlf^ht  of 
way  cannot  be  acquired  by  occupation 
under  color  of  title  as  avalnst  an  owner  wbo  has 
iriven  no  consent  thereto,  where  the  occupation 
is  lawfully  taken  by  rl^ht  of  eminent  domain. 

8*   An  eaoement  In  land  can  be  panted 

only  by  those  who  could  convey  a  lee-simple 
estate. 
S*  An  exception  of  all  railroads  char- 
tered before  a  certain  date  from  the  prorisions 
of  a  statute  of  limitations  does  not  deny  them 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

(March  lA,  1808L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Johnston  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  taking  of  plaintiff's 
property  for  railroad  purposes.  Reversed, 
,.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  8immons»  Pon»  it  Ward*  for 
appellants: 

None  of  the  limitntions  apply  to  the  case  at 
bar.  because  no  statute  of  limitations  bars  pro- 
ceedings to  collect  compensation  for  right  of 
way,  taken  by  the  Wilmington  &  Weldon 
Railroad  Company. 

Land  v.  Wilmington  db  W.  R.  Co.  107  N.  0. 
72;  Utley  ▼.  Wiimington  db  W,  R.  Co.  119  N. 
C.  720. 

This  court  has  declared  that  a  reasonable 
length  of  time  must  be  given  before  the  pro- 
ceedings will  be  barred;  and  when  the  legis- 
lature neirlects  to  give  this  time,  the  courts 
will,  in  effect,  do  so. 

mehoU  v.  Norfolk  dk  a  R,  Go,  120  N.  C. 
495. 

The  legislature  cannot  shorten  the  statute  of 
limitations  without  giving  parties  a  reason- 
able time  to  bring  actions,  whicb  otherwise 
would  be  barred. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp.  449,  450; 
Hare,  Const.  Law,  p.  714;  Strickland  v.  Drau- 
ghan,  91  N.  C.  103. 

If  a  law  applies  equally  to  all  of  a  class  alike, 
it  is  constitutional. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  481. 

The  exceptions  to  the  statute  of  limitations, 
and  the  conditions  on  which  the  statutes  are  to 
take  effect,  depend  on  the  discretion  of  the 
legislature. 

Hare,  Const.  Law,  pp.  715,  716. 

The  defendant  has  admittedly  taken  plain- 
tiff's land.  Admittedly  the  alleged  deed  it  ob- 
tained was  void. 

Eirbjf  V.  Boyette.  116  N.  C.  165,  118  N.  C. 
244. 

NOTB.— For  adverse  possession  of  a  railroad  riffht 
of  way  as  airainst  the  railroad  company,  see  niinoia 
C.  R.  Co.   V.  Houirhton  (111.)  1  L.  B.  A.  218^  and 
kindred  oiitee  In  note  thereto. 
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Wherever  the  act  of  supposed  disseisin  is 
equivocal  in  its  nature,  the  presumption  is 
always  that  it  is  in  accordance  with,  and  notia 
hostility  to.  the  title  of  the  true  owner. 

8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  p.  170. 

Adverse  possession  is  defined  to  be  the  en- 
joyment of  laud  or  such  estate  as  lies  in  grant 
under  such  circumstances  as  indicate  that  such 
enjoyment  has  been  commenced  and  continued 
under  assertion  or  color  of  right  on  the  part  of 
the  possessor. 

Note  to  Cramer  v.  Clots  (Iowa)  9  L.  R.  A.  772. 

Color  of  title  is  that  which  on  its  face  pro- 
fesses to  pass  title. 

Id.  p.  776,  note. 

Claim  of  color  of  title  must  be  based  upon 
the  proper  title,  and  cannot  be  extended  beyond 
the  same. 

United  States  y.  Cameron  (Ariz.) 31  Pac.  177» 
cited  in  the  said  notes, 

Qood  faith  cannot  be  affirmed  of  a  party 
holding  adversely,  when  he  knows  that  he 
has  no  title,  and  that  under  the  law  he  can  get 
none. 

neffebaek  ▼.  Bineke,  115  U.  S.  892,  29  L.  ed. 
428. 

The  law  construes  strictly,  giving  the  benefit 
of  doubt  to  the  landowner,  all  statutes  of  limi- 
tation pleaded  by  a  corporation  or  public  agent 
against  the  citizen's  claim  for  compensation. 

Randolph,  £m.  Dom.  g  393. 

The  trustee,  and  not  the  cestui  que  trust,  is 
the  proper  person  to  be  paid. 

Lewis.  £m.  Dom.  ^  821;  Mills,  £m.  Dom. 
§  110;  Pierce,  Railroads,  p.  192. 

In  this  state  the  policy  of  the  law  seems  to 
be  to  regard  the  occupancy  of  the  right  of 
way,  both  by  the  railroad  and  by  the  owner, 
as  mutually  pennissive,  and  not  as  adverse  to 
either. 

Raleigh  db  A,  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Sturgeon, 
120  N.  C.  226;  Purifoy  ▼.  Richmond  dk  JJ.  R, 
Co  108  N.  C.  100;  Clark.  Code,  §  150;  a 
Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1007. 

The  deed  from  Heath  and  wife  and  Wellons 
and  wife  to  the  defendant  was  void  for  uncer- 
Uinty. 

1  Wood,  Railroads,  Minor's  ed.  pp.  698,  699. 

Where  a  trust  estate  descends  to  two  or  more 
persons,  the  statute  should  not  begin  to  ruu 
until  all  become  sui  juris. 

Freeman.  Cotenancy  &  Partition,  §§  875^ 
876. 

The  cestui  que  trust  could  not  sell  or  encum- 
ber or  charge  the  trust  estate. 

27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  127. 

Messrs.  Robert  O.  Burton  and  Aycock 
A  Daniels,  for  appellee: 

At  the  death  of  Wiley  Simms  the  tiUe  passed 
to  his  heirs  as  joint  tenants;  and  one  of  them 
having  been  of  full  age  for  more  than  seven 
years  prior  to  the  beginning  of  this  action,  the 
same  is  barred. 

Laws  1885.  chap.  827;  Act  1784,  The  Code. 
§  1826:  Rowland  v.  Rowland,  98  N.  C.  214; 
Fass  V.  Freeman,  56  N.  C.  (8  Jones,  Eq.)  221, 
69  Am.  Dec.  784:  Powell  yr.  Allen.  75  N.  C.  450. 

The  original  deeds  of  trust  limit  the  estate  to 
Wiley  Simms  and  his  heirs.  His  heirs,  there- 
fore, take,  not  by  the  act  of  the  law  but  by 
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the  origlDal  deed.  They  are  not  tenants  in 
common. 

Guion  V.  Meltin,  69  N.  C.  242. 

Cotrustees  are  joint  tenants,  and  are  always 
so  where  their  joiat  action  is  contemplated,  or 
where  such  tenancy  is  necessary  for  the  execu- 
tion of  their  trust. 

11  Am.  &En^.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  1063,  1069; 
1  Perry,  Tr.  §  186;  Webster  ▼.  Vandeventrr,  6 
Oray.  428;  Loring  v.  Matih,  6  Wall.  887,  18 
L.  ed.  808. 

A  trustee  may  either  brin^  suit  in  bis  own 
name  or  in  conjunction  with  his  cestui  que 
trust. 

Mebane  ▼.  Mebane,  66  N.  C.  884;  Hancock 
Bros.  V.  Wooten,  107  N.  C.  9, 11  L.  R.  A.  466; 
Code,  g  179. 

Wherever  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar 
to  the  recovery  of  one  of  the  parties  in  such 
action,  it  operates  against  the  whole,  because 
the  disability  of  one  does  not  save  the  right  of 
the  others. 

I  Biden  v.  Prion,  7  N.  C.  (8  Murph.)  677;  Me- 
Bee  V.  Alexander,  12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  822; 
Montgomery  v.  Wynne,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  &  B. 
L.)  527;  Marstel/er  v.  McClean^  7  Cranch,  156, 
8  L.  ed.  800;  Weave  v.  Surge,  82  N.  C.  (10 
Ired.  L.)  169;  Moore  v.  Armettong,  10  Ohio,  11, 
86  Am.  Dec.  77;  Bobertson  v.  Smith,  Litt.  Sel. 
Cas.  297,  12  Am.  Dec.  804;  Freeman,  Coten- 
ancy &  Partition,  §  875. 

If  the  trustee  is  barred  the  eesttti  que  trust  is 
also  barred. 

King  v.  Bhew,  108  N.  C.  696:  Dof,  Weiiborn, 
▼.  Finley,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones.  L.)  228;  Bennett 
V.  Williameon,  80  N.  O.  (8  Ired.  L.)  121. 

The  bar  is  complete  in  this  case;  not  under 
the  charter  of  defendant,  but  under  the  general 
law  as  to  seven  years'  adverse  possession. 

Litermon  v.  Boanoke  db  T,-  B.  B.  Co.  109  N. 
C.  52;  Land  v.  Wilmington  dbW.B,Oo,  107 N. 
C.  72. 

The  action  should  be  barred  under  the  five 
years'  statute. 

It  was  not  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
pass  an  act  by  which  all  railroad  companies 
should  be  protected  by  a  five  years'  penod  of 
limitation  excepting  certain  roads. 

This  is  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  and  is  contrary  to  the  14th  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Cooley.  Const.  Lim.  484,  and  note  2;  Tick 
Wo  V.  Uopkins,  118  U.  8.  356,  80  L.  ed.  220. 

The  statute  of  limitations  cannot  be  sus- 
pended in  particular  cases,  while  allowed  to 
remain  in  force  generally. 

Holden  v.  James,  11  Mass.  896,  6  Am.  Dec. 
174;  Dandson  v.  JoJionnot,  7  Met.  888,  41  Am. 
Dec.  448;  Qulf,  a  d  S.  F.  B,  Co,  v.  A7;m,165  U. 
8.  160.  165  41  L.  ed.  666.  671;  Tick  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins, 118  D.  8.  856,  80  L.  ed.  5^20;  Broadfoot  v. 
FayetteviOe,  121  N.  C.  418,  89  L.  R.  A.  245. 

There  cannot  be  a  reasonable  ground,  in  law, 
for  protecting  the  new  compauy  by  a  five 
years'  statute,  and  excluding  the  old  road, 
which  certainly  in  reason  should  be  preferred, 
because  it  has  longer  been  enpusod  to  action 
and  therefore  has  the  greater  claim  to  protec- 
tion. The  main  bod^  of  the  act  may  be  held 
good  and  the  reservation  void. 

Albany  County  Supers,  v.  Stanley,  105  U.  8. 
805,  26  L  ed.  1044;  Baldwin  v.  Franks  120 
U.  8.  678, 80  L.  ed.766;  Huntington  v.  Worthen, 
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120  U.  8. 97.  80  L.  ed.  588;  Presser  v.  Blinoie, 
116  U.  8. 252-268,  29  L.  ed.  615-618;  Keokuk 
N.  L.  Packet  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  95  U.  8.  80.  24  L. 
ed.  877;  Biggsbee  v.  Durham.  94  N.  C.  800. 

Assuming  that  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of 
1898,  chap.  152,  is  not  separable,  and  that 
therefore  old  railroads  are  not  within  the 
terms  of  that  act,  yet  they  are  within  the 
terms  of  the  act  of  1895.  chap.  224. 

Beach  v.  Wilmington  <fe  W.  B.  Co.  120  N. 
C.  506;  NichoU  y.  Ifoffolk  <ft  0.  B.  Co.  120 
N.  C.   495. 

FarcheSt  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  20th  of  March,  1871,  a  part  of  the 
land  upon  which  the  defendant's  roadl)ed  is 
located  was  conveyed  to  Wiley  8!mm8,  and  on 
the  6th  day  of  July,  1872,  the  residue  was  con- 
veyed to  him.  These  lands  were  conveyed  to 
8imms,  as  trustee,  for  the  sole  and  separate 
use  and  benefit  of  Maria  Heath  for  life,  to  be 
held  free  ffom  all  debt,  charges,  and  encum- 
brances of  her  husband,  A.  J.  Heath,  and  at 
her  death  for  Ora  M.  Heath,  Preston  8.  Hi^ath, 
and  Ava  E.  Heath,  children  of  the  said  Maria 
Heath.  On  the  28th  day  of  August.  1885,  A. 
J.  Heath  and  wife,  Maria,  J.  W.  Wellons,  and 
Ora,  one  of  the  eestuis  que  trust,  and  who  had 
intermarried  with  J.  W.  Wellons,  made  and 
executed  a  deed  to  the  defendant  corporation 

f ranting;  it  the  right  of  way  over  said  lands, 
'hereafter,  and  in  the  fall  of  1885,  the  defend- 
ant entered  upon  the  lands,  located  its  road- 
bed, and  has  continuously  held  and  occupied 
the  same  from  that  time  until  the  commence- 
ment of  this  proceeding  for  damages.  The 
trustee,  Simms,  was  not  a  party  to  the  deed 
to  the  defendant,  nor  did  he  assent  to  the  ap- 
propriation and  occupancy  by  defendant  of 
said  land.  The  said  8imms  is  dead,  and  the 
plaintiff  Narron  has  been  duly  appointed  trus- 
tee in  his  stead.  Upon  th'se  facts,  which 
were  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  the  court  held 
that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  180 
feet  of  land,  running  across  said  lands  for  a 
mile,  upon  which  its  roadbed  was  located;  that 
"it  had  been  possessed  of  said  right  of  way  un- 
der known  and  visible  lines  and  boundaries, 
and  under  color  of  title,  for  seven  years  next 
before  the  bringing  of  the  action,  and  that  the 
plain  tiffs' claim  is  also  barred  by  the  five  years' 
statute  of  limitations."  These  facts  and  this 
ruling  of  the  court  present  the  only  question 
necessary  for  our  consideration  in  determining 
the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  is  not  contended 
that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  the  land 
upon  which  its  roadbed  is  located,  but  that  by 
the  deed  of  Heath  and  wife  the  defendant  is 
the  owner  of  an  easement  upon  the  land  cov- 
ered by  its  roadbed;  that  this  deed  is  color  of 
title,  at  least;  and  that  the  defendant  has  oc- 
cupied this  land  under  said  deed  for  more  than 
seven  years,  which  has  perfected  its  title,  if  it 
was  at  first  defective.  The  defendant  further 
contends  that  this  proceeding  was  not  com- 
menced within  five  years  from  the  time  the  de- 
fendant entered  upon  and  took  possession  of 
its  roadbed,  and  that  the  plaintiffs'  right  tore- 
cover,  if  they  had  any,  is  barred  by  the  lapse 
of  time,  under  chapter  152,  Acts  1898.  An 
easement  must  be  an  interest  in  or  over  the 
soil.  It  cannot  be  made  by  Uvery, — by  deed,— 
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but  lies  odItId  grant.  Washb.  Eaeem.  27. 
It  may  ako  be  acquired  by  prescriptioD.  or, 
more  properly  speaking,  under  the  modem 
-doctrine,  by  presumption.  This  presumption 
of  a  grant  may  arise  by  the  continuous  occupa- 
tion for  twenty  years.  Whether  this  pre- 
sumption arises  from  the  occupation  of  a  rail- 
road, it  may  not  be  necessary  for  us  to  decide 
in  this  case.  But  it  would  seem  that  the  rea- 
son for  presuming  a  grant  by  the  continued 
<iocupation  of  the  land  for  twenty  years  is 
wanting.  This  rule  is  founded  upon  the  idea 
that,  if  there  had  not  been  a  grant,  the  owner 
would  have  put  an  end  to  the  wrongful  oc- 
cupation before  the  expiration  of  twenty  years. 
In  tiiis  case  and  that  of  other  railroads  it  is  not 
necessary  that  they  should  have  a  grant  to  au- 
thorize their  entry  and  occupation.  This  is 
jkuthorized  by  the  charter  under  the  state's 
light  of  eminent  domain;  and  the  owner  of 
the  soil  has  no  right  to  prevent  the  entry  and 
-continuous  occupation  of  the  defendant  road. 
This  being  so,  the  reason  for  the' rule  creating 
the  presumption  fails,  and  it  would  seem  that 
the  defendant  would  acquire  no  title  by  oc- 
•Gupation  and  the  lapse  of  time;  and  this  opin- 
ion seems  to  be  sustained  by  Uie  decisions  of 
the  court  in  Land  v.  mimington  A  W.  R,  Oo. 
107  N.  C.  73,  and  UUey  v.  Wilmington  db  W.  R 
0>,  119  N.  C.  720.  This  beinffso.  thedefend- 
«nt  must  rely  upon  the  deed  from  Heath  and 
wife  and  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
No  one  but  the  owner  of  the  soil  can  grant  an 
-easement, — no  one  who  could  not  convey  the 
fee-simple  estate.  Washb.  Easem.  40  Heath 
«nd  wife  could  not  have  done  this.  Kirhy  v. 
BoyeUe,  116  N.  G.  165, 118  N.  G.  244.  And, 
«8  they  could  not  have  conveyed  the  land, 
the^  could  not  create  the  easement  by  grant. 
This  leaves  the  statute  of  limitation  to  be  con- 
sidered. At  common  law  there  was  no  limita- 
tion to  the  right  of  action.  This  defense  is 
-entirely  statutory.  It  does  not  affect  the  rights 
-of  the  parties.  It  does  not  pay  any  debt  or 
satisfy  any  demand.  It  only  closes  the  courts, 
— puts  up  a  le<(al  bar  between  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant. The  defendant  claims  that  the  act  of 
1893  does  this,  as  against  the  plaintiffs'  de- 
mand. In  the  1st  section  of  this  act  it  pro- 
vides a  bar  against  all  such  actions  as  this  not 
commenced  within  five  years  from  the  time 
the  defendant's  occupation  commenced.  And, 
if  the  act  had  stopped  with  this  section,  the 
-defendant's  plea  would  have  been  a  protection 
to  the  defendant,  as  against  the  plaintiffs'  de- 
mand, in  the  proceeding.  But  the  2d  section 
•of  this  act  provides  that  it  shall  not  apply  to 
any  railroad  chartered  before  1868,  and.  as  the 
4iefendant's  road  was  chartered  before  1868,  it 
is  admitted  that  this  statute  does  not  bar  the 
plaintiffs'  action,  if  the  2d  section  is  constitu- 
tional. But  the  defendant  contends  that  this 
section  of  the  act  is  in  violation  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
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States,  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  it  does 
not  afford  this  road  the  same  protection  that 
it  does  some  other  roads;  that  it  discriminates 
against  this  road  in  tavor  of  some  other  roads. 
If  this  were  true,  all  our  statutes  of  limitations 
would  be  void,  as  they  all  have  such  discrimi- 
nations. They  all  except  from  their  operation 
ferns  coverts,  infants,  and  persons  of  unsound 
mind.  But  we  cannot  understand  how  it  can 
be  unconstitutional  not  to  give  a  party  that 
which  it  has  no  legal  right  to  demand.  The 
statute  of  limitations  gives  no  rights  to  any 
one,  and.  in  a  legal  sense,  itgives  no  protection 
to  anyone.  It  ma^  deprive  a  party  of  his  legal 
remedy,  and  this,  it  is  said,  should  not  be  done 
without  giving  such  party  reasonable  time  to 
commence  his  action.  Niehois  v.  Norfolk 
db  a  R.  Co,  120  N.  C.  495.  This  rule  would 
apply  to  the  plaintiff  if  it  were  his  right  of  ac- 
tion that  might  be  affected.  But,  as  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  lakes  from  the  defendant 
no  right  he  has,  this  rule  does  not  apply  to 
him.  But  the  defendant  is  one  of  a  class, — 
*'all  railroads  chartered  before  1868."  This  be- 
ing 80,  it  is  no  discrimioation  against  the  de- 
fendant. Gatlin  v.  Tarboro,  78  N.  C.  119; 
Slate  V.  GaU,  121  N.  C.  648,  and  the  great  num- 
ber of  cases  there  cited.  There  is  error. 
New  trial, 

Clarkt  J.,  concurring: 

When  an  action  is  brought  for  ejectment, 
one  who  has  been  in  possession  under  color  of 
title  for  seven  years  is  protected  by  the  statute, 
because,  havini^  been  exposed  to  an  action  for 
that  length  of  time,  the  statute  has  run  in  his 
favor.  8o  where  one  has  been  exposed  to  an 
action  for  trespass  for  twenty  vears,  the  law 
presumes  therefrom  the  grant  of  an  easement. 
But  here  the  defendant  under  its  charier  en- 
joys legal  possession,  and  its  easement  by  vir- 
tue of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  has 
never  been  exposed  either  to  an  action  of  eject- 
ment or  for  trespass  for  an  hour.  The  plain- 
tiffs could  not  have  maintained  an  action  for 
either  of  these  causes,  and  have  not  now  at- 
tempted to  do  so.  Their  sole  remedy  is  under 
the  constitutional  provision  giving  them  a 
right  to  compensation.  As  to  that  cause  of 
action  there  was  no  statute  of  limitations 
(Land  v.  WUmington  db  W.  R.  Oo.  107  N.  C.  72. 
Utley  V.  WUmington  db  W,  R.  Co.  119  N.  G.  720), 
until  chapter  152  of  the  Acts  of  1803.  But 
that  statute  conferred  the  right  to  plead  thai 
defense  only  upon  railroads  chartered  since 
January  1,  1868,  and  the  defendant  cannot 
avail  iuelf  thereof.  Ghapter  224  of  the  Acts 
of  1895  applies  to  all  railroads,  but  does  not 
embrace  "compensation  for  rieht  of  way;" 
and  chapter  889  of  the  Acts  of  1897,  making 
the  act  of  1893  apply  to  railroad  companies 
chartered  prior  to  1868.  cannot  affect  this  ac- 
tion. Nichols  v.  Notfolk  db  0.  R.  Co.  120  N.  a 
495;  OuUfreth  v.  Downing,  121 N.  G.  205. 
27 
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STATE  of  Ohio,  ex  rrf.  NATIONAL  LIFE 
ASSOCIATION  of  Hartford,  Connecticut, 

V. 

William  S.  MATTHEWS.  Superintendent  of 
Insurance. 


STATE  of  Ohio,  ex  rel.  HOME  MUTUAL 
LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY  of  De- 
troit, Michigan, 

SAME. 


C. 


.Ohio. 


) 


•I.  By  Tlrtne  of  the  provisions  of 
•  8745,  Rev.  Stat.,  the  superintendent  of 
insurance  of  this  state  may  revoke,  or  decline 
to  renew,  a  license  to  transact  business  In  tbis 
state  to  a  life  insurance  company  created  under 
the  laws  of  another  state.  If,  ''after  demand 
therefor  has  been  made,*'  such  company  refuses 
to  pay  ibe  taxes  assessed  against  it,  and  which 
are  payable  to  him  according  to  the  terms  of  said 
section.  Tbis  power  of  the  superintendent  con- 
tinues, and  may  be  exercised,  notwithstanding 
the  commencement  and  pendency  of  an  action 
brought  by  him  against  such  company  to  re- 
ooyer  the  taxes  thus  assessed. 

8.  Althoui^h  CB  8687-3606,  inelnsiTe* 
Bev,  Stat.9  under  which  life  insursAoe 
companies  intendin^^  to  transact  busi- 
ness on  the  mutual  or  stock  plan  are 
organised,  require  such  companies  to 
have  capital  stock  and  stockholders,  av^d 
althouKh,  when  thus  organized,  they  bare  no  au- 
thority to  transact  business  on  the  assessment 
plan,  the  want  of  such  authority  is  not  a  conse- 
quence of  their  having  capital  stock  and  stock- 
holders, nor  of  want  of  power  in  the  legislature 
to  confer  it,  but  results  solely  from  an  omission 
or  the  legislature  to  clothe  them  with  such 
power.  NotwithstandiDg  the  want  of  such  au- 
thority in  an  Ohio  corporation  created  uader 
those  sections,  yet,  as  the  powers  of  a  corpora- 
tion depend  on  its  charter  and  the  laws  of  the 
state  where  it  is  organized,  if  the  charter  of  an 
insurance  company  created  in  another  state,  to- 
gether with  the  laws  of  such  state,  authorize  It 
to  transact  business  on  the  assossment  plan,  it 
should  be  admitted,  under  9  86d0f,  to  transact 
business  on  that  plan  within  this  state,  upon  its 
complying  with  tbis  section  in  other  respects,  al- 
though It  may  have  capital  stock  and  stockhold- 
ers for  whose  beoeflt  It  was  created. 

S*  However,  what  constitutes  the  trans- 
action of  the  business  of  lifb  insurance 
on  the  assessment  plan,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  term  as  used  in  said  9  36H0e,  should  be 
determined  by  the  lews  of  this  state,  and  accord- 
ing to  those  Uwsthat  phrase  should  be  held  to 
ooDtemplate  a  scheme  of  insurance  oooducted 
for  the  sole  beoeflt  of  the  policy  holders  of  a  con- 
cern, the  principal  source  of  revenue  of  which 
must  arise  from  post  mortem  assessments  in- 
tended to  liquidate  specific  losses. 

(March  1,1808.) 
^Headnotes  by  the  Court. 


PETITIONS  for  writs  of  mandamus  to  coi». 
pel  defendant  to  permit  petitioners  to  trans^ 
act  life  insurance  business  within  the  atatsu. 
Rd^ised. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  T.  E«  Powell,  Daniel  J.  Ryan*- 
and  Oeorire  B.  Okey»  for  relator  Uom» 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company: 

The  relator  complied  with  all  the  oonditioD» 
prescribed  by  §  3630^,  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  transsction  by- 
it  of  business  in  this  state  and  of  the  issuance 
to  it  of  a  certificate  of  authority  so  to  do  by  the- 
superintendent  of  insurance,  by  depositing 
with  him  the  documeuts.  certificates,  aiicb 
proofs. 

The  attempt  to  force  a  construction  of  stat- 
utes which  would  confine  and  limit  the  co  op- 
erative associations  to  a  system  of  "passinic 
around  the  ha^t'*  to  collect  whatever  might  b» 
possible  to  pay  a  loss  after  the  contingency  in- 
sured against  had  happened,  haa  uniformly* 
and  Justly  failed. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  ISnc.  Law,  p.  19. 

Under  an  assessment  contract  a  premiuim 
may  be  stipulated,  but  the  liability  of  the  iii> 
sured  cannot  be  limited  thereto. 

A  simple  reading  of  §  8630  would  seem  t» 
refute  the  idea  that  a  company  or  association^ 
organized  to  do  business  on  the  "assessment 
plan"  is  confined  and  limited  to  post  morterm 
assessments. 

Uanford  v.  MassacJiunetts  Ben,  Asso.  122  Mo. 
50;  State,  Covenant  Mut.  Ben,  Asso.,  v.  Root,  8$ 
Wis.  667,  19  L.  R.  A.  271;  Home  L,  Assur.  Co^ 
V.  Aity,  Gen.  (Mich.)  70  N.  W.  1081. 

Messrs.  Henry  M*  Hug^nne,  J.  A.  Me- 
Ewen,  and  Hngfg^ns  &  Sowers,  for  rela- 
tor National  Life  Association: 

The  law  of  Ohio  provides  a  number  of  effec- 
tual methods  for  the  collection  of  taxes.  If 
the  plaintiff  owes  the  state  of  Ohio  any  taxes, 
the  courts  are  open  for  their  collection  in  the 
ordinary  methods.  There  is  no  necessity,  for 
the  protection  of  the  citizens  of  the  state,  to 
crush  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  within  the 
state  in  order  to  collect  a  comparatively  trifling- 
sum  of  taxes,  while  the  plaintiff  is  amply  able 
to  pay  when  called  u|x>n  to  do  so  by  the  adju- 
dication of  the  court  m  a  proceeding  begun  lu, 
the  ordinary  way  for  collection. 

Mr.  M.  K.  Patterson  for  defendant 

Bradbnrj*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  th» 
court: 

These  two  actions  were  brought  in  tbia 
court,  by  the  respective  relators,  against  tbe- 
superintendent  of  insurance  of  this  state,  to- 
compel  him  to  issue  to  them,  respectively,  a 
certificate  authorizing  each  of  them  to  transact 
the  business  of  life  insurance  within  this  state, 
under  §  36306,  Rev.  Stat.,  that  prescribes  the 
conditions  upon  which  life  insurance  com- 
panics,  organized  under  the  laws  of  other 
states,  etc.,  may  be  permitted  to  transact  tbe- 
business  of  life  insurance  on  the  assessment 


Nora -For  benefit  societies  as(  Insurance  corapa-  i  As  to  rl^ht  of  forelarn  insurance  oompanies  to  do 
nles.  see  Peno  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mecbanlcs^  8a v.  |  business,  see  State,  Richards,  v.  Aclcerman  {Oh\op 
Bank  &  T.  Co.  (a  G,  App.  6ch  a)  38  L.  R.  A.  33,  and  I  24  L.  R.  A.  208.  and  wtte:  also  People,  Stephens,  v. 
note,  i  Fidelity  &  a  Co.  (Ul.)  26  L.  R.  A.  29&. 
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plan  within  thiB  state.  The  superintendent  of 
iDsarance.  con  lending  that  the  method  of  in- 
suraDce  pursued  by  these  companies,  re- 
spectively, was  not  according  to  the  assess- 
ment plan,  declined  to  issue  the  certificate  de- 
manded of  him. 

In  respect  of  the  National  Life  Association 
of  Hartford,  Connecticut,  the  refusal  to  grant 
a  certificate  rests  on  the  additional  ground 
that  it  had  refused  to  pay  the  taxes  which  the 
superintendent  of  insurance  claimed  were  as- 
sessable against  it  by  virtue  of  §  2745,  Rev. 
Stat  This  section  of  the  statute  expressly  au- 
thorizes the  superintendent  of  insurance,  in 
case  ''such  company  refuse  to  pay  said  tax, 
after  demand  therefor  has  been  made."  to 
"revoke  the  license  of  such  company  to  do 
business  in  this  state."  If,  upon  this  ground, 
he  may  revoke  a  license  previously  issued,  it 
would  seem  to  unquestionably  follow  that  he 
may  also,  upon  such  ground,  refuse  to  issue  or 
renew  such  license  to  the  defaulting  company. 
An  action  brought  by  the  su peri ntcD dent  of 
insurance  to  recover  this  tax  is  pending  in  the 
court  of  common  pleas  of  Franklin  county. 
This  effort,  however,  to  recover,  according  to 
the  ordinary  course  of  justice,  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  the  courts,  the  amount 
claimed  to  l)e  due  from  the  relator  as  taxes, 
does  not  suspend  the  power  of  revocation  ex- 
plicitly given  by  the  section  above  cited. 
Even  if  this  power  of  suspension  should  be 
regarded  simply  as  an  additional  and  summary 
remedy  for  such  default,  it  ought  not.  in  the 
absence  of  a  legislative  intention  to  that  effect, 
to  be  held  to  require  the  state,  through  its 
officer,  to  elect  between  the  two  remedies. 
And  certainty  there  is  nothing  in  the  statute, 
or  in  the  nature  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
courts  to  recover  the  amount  already  payable, 
to  indicate  that  the  legislature  intenaed  that 
the  authority  thus  conferred  on  the  superin- 
tendent of  insurance  should  be  held  in  abey- 
ance during  the  pendency  of  such  action. 
However,  as  the  taxes  claimed  to  be  due  from 
the  relator  rest  on  the  assumption  that  it  is  not 
engaged  in  the  business  of  insurance  on  the 
assessment  plan,  the  right  to  revoke  its  license 
must  stand  or  fall  upon  the  determination  of 
that  question.  If  it  is  transacting  business  on 
the  assessment  plan,  then  the  taxes  in  contro- 
versy were  not  legally  assessable  against  it. 
and  its  refusal  to  pay  them  would  not  justify 
a  revocation  of,  or  refusal  to  renew,  its  license. 

Both  relators  are  bodies  corporate, — the  first 
named,  the  Naiiooal  Life  Association,  being 
organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Con- 
necticut; the  other,  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  Michigan.  An  inspection  of  their  respec- 
tive charters  shows  that  their  schemes  of  or- 
ganization widely  differ.  The  charter  of  the 
National  Life  Association,  as  far  as  material  to 
the  consideration  of  any  matter  before  the 
court,  reads  as  follows: 

"Sec.  2.  The  capital  stock  of  said  corpo- 
ration shall  not  be  less  than  $100,000,  and  may 
be  increased  as  herein  provided,  from  time  to 
time  hereafter,  at  the  pleasure  of  said  corpo- 
ration, to  any  further  sum  not  exceeding 
$500,000;  and  each  share  of  said  capital  stock 
shall  be  $100;  .  .  .  provided  that  no  stock- 
holder shall  be  liable  to  said  corporation  for 
any  claims  against  the  same,  nor  shall  the 
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stockholders,  or  any  of  them,  be  liable  in  any 
event  beyond  the  amount  of  their  stock  owned 
by  them  respectively  for  any  losses  whatever, 

"Sec.  8.  The  capital  stock  of  said  corpora- 
tion shall  be  personal  property,  and  transfer- 
able on  the  books  of  said  association  in  con- 
formity with  its  by-laws." 

**Sec.  5.  .  .  .  The  affairs  of  said  cor- 
poration shall  be  managed  and  conducted  by 
not  less  than  seven  nor  more  than  eighteen  di- 
rectors,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  reside  in 
this  state,  and  shall  be  elected  on  the  second 
Tuesday  in  January  in  each  year  by  the  stock* 
holders  from  among  their  number.  ... 
Every  officer  or  director  shall  be  a  bona  fide 
stockholder  of  at  least  five  shares  of  said  cap- 
ital stock  before  he  shall  be  qualified  to  act  aa 
such  officer  or  director. 

"Sec.  6.  Notice  of  every  stockholders' 
meeting  shall  be  given  ten  days  previous  to 
such  meeting  in  one  or  more  newspapers 
printed  in  the  city  of  Hartford.  At  all  such 
stockholders'  meetings  no  business  transacted 
shall  be  legal  unless  a  majority  of  the  stock  is 
represented.  Each  stockholder  shall  be  en- 
titled to  one  vote  for  each  share  of  stock  held 
by  such  stockholder.    ..." 

These  provisions  of  its  charter  show  con- 
clusively that  it  is  a  corporation  created  for 
profit.  It  has  a  capital  stock  of  $100,000.  di- 
vided into  shares  of  $100  each,  which  capital 
stock  may  be  increased  to  $500,000  and  simi- 
larly divided.  These  shares  are  declared  to 
be  personal  property,  transferable  on  the 
books  of  the  "association  in  conformity  with 
its  by-laws."  Tne  ultimate  power  to  manage 
its  affairs  is  lodged  in  its  stockholders  to  the 
entire  exclusion  of  its  policy  holders;  for  the 
right  to  attend  corporate  meetings,  as  well  aa 
to  elect  its  officers,  is  vested  solely  in  the 
former.  Whatever  net  profits  may  accrue 
from  its  business  will  ultimately  go  to  its  stock- 
holders, the  policy  holders  having  no  interest 
therein;  the  rights  of  the  latter  being  meas- 
ured by  the  contract  evidence  by  their  re- 
spective policies.  It  is  true  that,  in  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts  submitted  to  the  court,  it  is 
stated  that  "the  plaintiff  pays  a  dividend  of 
6  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  amount  of  stock 
actually  paid  into  its  treasury;  the  same  being 
paid  out  of  moneys  raised  and  used  by  it  for 
expense  purposes,  and  the  amount  thereof 
being  $3,000  per  annum.  We  do  not  see  how 
this  bears  upon  the  question  of  the  character 
or  nature  of  the  concern.  There  is  nothing  in 
its  charter  to  prevent  the  payment  of  a  larger 
dividend,  if  the  earnings  of  the  company  at 
any  time  would  warrant  it,  or  to  prevent  its 
setting  aside  or  investing  its  accumulation  in 
any  way  it  may  choose  for  the  eventual  benefit 
of  its  stockholders. 

Counsel  for  defendant  strenuously  contends 
that  a  corporation  of  the  character  of  the  re- 
lator—that  is,  one  possessed  of  a  capital  stock 
and  created  for  the  profit  of  the  holder 
thereof— cannot  transact  the  business  of  life 
insurance  in  Obio  on  the  assessment  plan. 
This  contention  he  rests  on  a  fundamental  dis- 
tinction claimed  to  exist  between  the  different 
classes  of  life  insurance  companies;  the  object 
of  one  class-Ahat  to  which*  the  relator  be- 
longs— being  to  make  profit  for  its  stockhold- 


420 


Ohio  Sufbrmb  Coubt. 


era,  while  the  other  class,  composed  of  those 
doing  business  on  the  "assessment  plan,"  so- 
called,  is  not  designed  for  profit  at  all,  and  in 
fact  can  have  no  stockholders  amone  which  to 
divide  profits.  Without  setting  forth  our  stat- 
utes that  authorize  and  regulate  the  creating 
of  life  insurance  companies,  it  may  be  said  or 
them  that,  while  they  do  not  speak  to  this 
question  with  perfect  precision,  yet,  as  re- 
spects Ohio  corporations,  many  of  their  pro- 
visions  seem  to  conflict  with  the  notion  that  a 
stock  company  can  do  business  on  the  assess- 
ment plan.  These  statutes  divide  life  insur- 
ance companies,  other  than  fraternal,  into  two 
classes,  into  one  of  which  it  plac^  those  com- 
panies that  have  a  capital  stock,  or,  at  least, 
capital,  and  into  the  other  class  such  as  do  not 
have  either  capital  stock  or  capital.  The  gen- 
eral powers  of  the  former  class  are  grantedf  by 
^  8587.  Rev.  Stat.  The  things  that  mav  be 
done  by  the  latter  class  are  set  forth  in  g  8680, 
Id.  By  the  former  section  (8587)  authority  is 
given  **to  mske  insurance  upon  the  lives  of 
individuals  and  every  insurance  appertaining 
thereto  or  connected  therewith  on  the  mutual 
or  stock  plan,  and  grant,  purchase,  or  dispose 
of  annuities."  By  the  latter  section  (8680)  a 
company  or  association  may  be  organized  to 
transact  the  business  of  life  or  accident,  or  life 
and  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan, 
for  the  purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  re- 
lief of  its  members  and  for  the  payment  of 
stipulated  sums  of  money  to  the  families,  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the 
deceased  members  of  such  company  or  asso- 
ciation, etc.  The  powers  of  a  company  be- 
longing to  the  first  class  are  unlimited  as  to  the 
individuals  it  may  insure,  but-  are  limited  to 
insurin.tr  on  the  '^mutual or  stock"  plan.  Sec- 
tion 8587.  A  company  or  association  belong- 
ing to  the  second  class  can  only  insure  the  life 
of  a  member  of  the  company,  and  its  business 
must  be  transacted  *'on  the  assessment  plan." 
As  the  insured,  by  the  act  of  insurance  under 
this  plan,  becomes  a  member  of  the  insurance 
company,  and  as  there  are  no  special  restric- 
tions respecting  the  persons  who  mav  apply 
for  insurance  and  consequent  membership, 
except  as  to  the  age  and  health  of  the  appli- 
cant, the  powers  of  the  two  classes  in  this  re- 
spect do  not  greatly  dififer.  But,  as  respects 
the  structure  of  the  companies  that  compose 
them,  and  the  method  by  which  they  do  busi- 
ness, the  two  classes  fundamentally  and  radi- 
cally differ.  One  class  has  a  capital  stock,  or 
capital,  and,  of  course,  stockholders,  or  mem- 
bers who  have  contributed  to  its  capital,  for 
whose  profit  its  business  is  primarily  con- 
ducted, while  the  other  has  neither.  The 
business  of  the  first  class  is  done  none  the  less 
for  the  benefit  of  its  stockholders,  or  members, 
because  some  of  the  companies  which  com- 
pose it, — perhaps  all  of  them,  now, — with  a 
view  to  attract  patronage,  uniformly  issue 
policies  which  stipulate  that  the  holder  shall 
share  in  the  profits  of  the  concern.  The 
companies  that  compose  the  first  of  the  classes 
are  empowered  to  transact  business  on  the 
mutual  or  stock  plan;  the  other,  only  on  the 
assessment  plan.  There  may  be  some  other 
minor  distinctions  between  th%  two  classes, 
but  these  are  the  chief  ones.  The  two  classes 
together  seem  to  cover  the  entire  field  of  gen- 
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eral  life  insurance,  and  we  think,  in  respect  to 
Ohio  companies,  this  field  was  designedly  di- 
vided by  the  legislature  between  these  two 
classes,  and  that  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  this  legislation  is  that  the  portion  as- 
signed to  each  was  intended  for  its  exclusive 
occupation;  and  therefore  an  Ohio  life  insur- 
ance company  must  confine  its  transactions  to 
such  methods  of  insurance  as  pertain  to  the 
class  to  which  it  belongs.  However  improb- 
able the  supposition  may  be  that  men  would 
invest  their  money  in  a  concern  the  business 
of  which  was  prohibited  by  law  from  return- 
ing any  profit  on  the  investment,  yet  there  is 
nothing  in  the  nature  of  life  insurance  on  the 
assessment  plan  to  forbid  its  being  transacted 
by  a  corporation  possessing  capital  stock,  and 
having  stockholders  or  members  contributing 
to  its  capital,  by  whom  its  affairs  are  exclu- 
sively controlled.  If  the  general  assembly 
of  Ohio,  in  the  exercise  of  Its  legislative  dis- 
cretion, chooses  to  vest  this  power  in  cor- 
porations to  be  organized  with  capital  stock 
and  stockholders,  and  men  elect  to  organize 
such  corporations,  and  invest  their  capital 
therein,  we  know  of  no  principle  on  which 
the  exercise  of  this  power  could  be  prevented 
bv  an  appeal  to  the  judiciary.  It  miffht  be 
claimed,  with  some  show  of  reason,  that,  if 
the  charter  of  such  a  corporation  and  the 
statutes  under  which  it  was  organized  limited 
the  benefits  that  might  accrue  to  its  stockhold- 
ers to  lawful  interest  on  the  amount  actually 
advanced  for  stock,  it  ought  not  to  be  held  a 
corporation  for  profit,  and  that,  while  the 
stockholders  were  nominally  such,  their  bene- 
ficial relation  to  the  company  would  rather  be 
that  of  creditors.  However  this  may  be,  it  ia 
speculative,  and  the  subject  will  be  dismissed 
with  the  remark  that  it  lies  within  the  prov- 
ince of  the  legislative,  and  not  of  the  Judicial, 
branch  of  the  government. 

Counsel  for  relator,  in  an  interesting  dis- 
cussion of  the  evolution  of  life  insurance, 
shows  that  what  is  called  "old  line  insurance" 
has  in  recent  years  been  materially  modified 
by  the  application  to  its  original  methods  of 
insurance  of  some  of  the  principles  and  prac- 
tices that  underlie  insurance  on  the  assessment 
plan,  and  also  that,  within  the  last  decade  or 
two  the  crudities  of  the  latter  plan  have  been 
systematized  and  improved  by  the  adoption  of 
a  portion  of  the  features  of  the  former.  That 
the  two  plans  have  been  steadily  drawing 
nearer  to  each  other  in  recent  years;  that  some 
of  their  distinctive  features  have  become  ob- 
literate,—is  true;  and  doubtless  the  causes 
that  have  produced  that  result  are  still  in  ac- 
tive operation.  Our  statutes  do  not  seem  to 
recognize,  to  the  extent  claimed,  these  evolu- 
tions; and,  notwithstanding  what  may  have 
been  accomplished  in  this  way  in  the  sphere 
of  general  life-insurance,  or  however  near 
they  may  have  drawn  to  each  other  in 
their  methods  of  transacting  business,  those 
statutes  ouite  clearly  recognize  three  distinct 
methods  it  which  it  still  may  be  done.  Two 
of  these  methods,  that  upon  the  stock  plan 
and  that  upon  the  mutual  plan,  are  mentioued 
in  §  8587,  Rev.  Stat. ;  while  reference  to  the 
third  method,  that  upon  the  assessment  plan, 
is  found  in  §8680.  Id.  We  have  already 
seen  that  life  insurance  companies  created 
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under  g  8587,  Id.,  and  which  are  required  to 
have  capital  stock,  or  fixed  capital,  at  least, 
cannot  transact  life  insurance  on  the  assess- 
ment plan;  that  the  reason  why  they  cannot 
thus  transact  life  insurance  is  because  the  gen- 
eral assembly  has  not  granted  that  authority 
to  them,  and  is  not  founded  on  any  incapacity, 
on  account  of  the  mode  in  which  they  are  or- 
ganized, to  receive  and  exercise  that  power; 
on  the  contrary,  that,  if  the  general  assembly 
chooses  to  confer  on  life  insurance  companies, 
or|anize<)  under  §  8587,  Rev.  Stat.,  the  power 
to  msure  lives  on  the  assessment  plan,  the  ex- 
ercise of  such  power  would  be  unobjection- 
able. The  power  of  a  corporation,  however, 
depends,  on  its  charter  and  the  laws  of  the 
state  where  it  is  organized;  and,  although  it 
may  be  true  that  our  statutes  do  not  authorize 
stock  companies  created  under  them  to  trans- 
act life  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan,  it 
does  not  follow  that  life  insurance  companies 
created  in  other  states  cannot  be  clothed  with 
such  power  by  their  charters  and  the  laws  of 
the  state  in  which  they  were  organized. 
Whatever  powers  the  relator  the  National  Life 
Association  of  Hartford  possesses  in  this  re- 
spect is  found  in  §  4  of  its  cliarter,  which  \b 
in  the  following  terms:  "  Bee.  4.  Said  corpo- 
ration is  authorized  and  empowered  to  make 
Insurance  upon  the  lives  of  individuals,  and 
to  make  contracts  upon  any  and  all  conditions 
appertaining  to  or  connected  with  life  risks  of 
whatever  kind  or  nature,  and  to  grant  an- 
nuities, and  policies  may  be  issued  stipulated 
to  be  with  or  without  participation  in  the 
profits."  This  grant  of  authority  is  very  broad, 
and.  while  the  object  of  the  concern  is,  doubt- 
less, ultimate  profit  for  its  stockholders,  nev- 
ertheless, if,  under  the  power  thus  conferred, 
the  relator,  without  objection  from  its  stock- 
holders, sought  to  engage  in  the  business  of 
life  insurance  in  this  state  on  what  is  clearly 
and  unequivocally  the  assessment  plan,  as 
that  is  recognized  by  the  statutes  of  this  state, 
and  complied  with  the  conditions  prescribed 
in  §  8630«.  Rev.  Stat.,  what  ground  could  be 
assifsned  as  a  valid  reason  for  denying  it  ad- 
mission to  transact  business  under  that  sec- 
tion? 

That  the  relator  the  National  Life  Associa- 
tion of  Hartford  has  complied  with  the  formal 
conditioDS  prescribed  by  §  868O0,  Rev.  Stat., 
necessary  to  entitle  it  to  a  license  under  that 
section,  is  admitted,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
powers  conferred  by  its  charter  warrant  it  to 
transact  life  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan. 
The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the 
scheme  of  insurance  it  pursues,  or  proposes  to 
pursue,  within  this  state,  is  according  to  the 
assessment  plan,  as  that  phrase  is  used  in  our 
statutes. 

The  relator,  in  the  course  of  its  business  in 
this  state,  has  issued  five  different  forms  of 
policies.  They  do  not  materially  differ  as 
respects  the  matter  now  under  consideration. 
One  of  them  is  given: 

The  National  Life  Association  of  Hartford* 
Conn. 

Amount, .  Premium, . 

In  consideration  of  the  written  and  printed 
application  for  this  policy,  and  the  warranties 
contained  therein,  together  with  the  condi- 
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tions  and  agreements  on  the  back  hereof, 
which,  taken  together  in  their  entirety,  con- 
stitute this  contract,  and  of  the  payment  of 

the  premium  of  $ at  the  home  ofiire 

of  the  sssociation  in  Hartford.  Connecticut, 
to  be  evidenced  by  the  receipt  of  the  associa- 
tioD,  and  a  payment  of  a  like  sum  to  be 
made  at  said  office  on  or  before  12  o'clock 

noon  of  the day  of in  every  year 

during  the  continuance  of  this  contract,  this 
association  does  hereby  insure  the  life  of 
,  of  ,  county  of  .  state  of 


-,  in  the  amount  of 


'  dollars  (less 
any  indebtedness  due  the  association  by  the 
insured  or  beneficiary),  to  be  paid  at  the 
home  office  within  ninety  days  from  receipt 
of  satisfactory  evidence  at  tbe  office  of  the 
association  in  Hartford,  Connecticut,'  as  re- 
quired by  it,  upon  blanks  furnished,  of  a 
valid  claim,  conditioned  upon  the  death  of 
the  insured  from  any  cause  assumed  under 

the  terms  of  this  contract,  to ,  if  living; 

otherwise,  to  the  legal  heirs  or  assigns  of  the: 
insured.    In  witness,  whereof,  etc. 

The  "privileges  and  agreements "  on  tbe 
back  of  the  policy,  to  wnich  reference  is 
made,  so  far  as  material  are  as  follows: 

Privileges  and  Agreements. 
This  policy  shall  participate  in  profits  aff 
hereinafter  provided,  which  shall  be  appor- 
tioned at  the  expiration  of  the  accumulation 
period.  If  living,  and  all  premiums  have  been 
duly  paid,  the  insured  shall  be  entitled  to 
select  one  of  the  following  benefits:  First. 
To  withdraw  all  surplus  standing  to  its  credit^ 
and  continue  this  policy  in  force  for  the  origi-^ 
nal  amount,  on  payment  of  stipulated  pre>- 
miums.  either  in  (1)  cash;  (2)  paid-up  insur- 
ance; (8)  life  annuity.  Second.  To  surrender 
this  policy  for  its  full  value,  consisting  of  the 
entire  reserve,  together  with  all  surplus  accu- 
mulations then  apportioned  by  the  association, 
either  in  (1)  cash;  (2)  paid-up  insurance;  (8> 
life  annuity.    The  accumulation  period  under 

this  policy  ends  on  the day  of  „ 

19 — ,  at  which  time  the  results  are  estimated 
at  $ in  cash,  or  $ in  paid-up  in- 
surance. Should  the  insured  elect  to  continue 
the  policy  beyond  the  accumulation  period^ 
dividends  thereon  shall  thereafter  be  appor- 
tioned, to  be  used  in  reduction  of  premiums: 
Provided,  that,  in  all  of  the  preceding  privi- 
leges, the  amount  therein  referred  to  shall  not 
confiict  with  the  statutory  requirements  of 
any  state  in  which  the  association  is  at  the  time 
doing  business.  After  this  policy  has  been 
in  continuous  force  three  full  years,  it  may 
be  exchanged  for  a  nonparticipating  paid-up 
policy,  provided  written  application  be  made 
for  the  same  while  there  is  no  default  in  the 
payment  of  any  premium.  Pnid-up  in- 
surnnce  will  in  no  case  be  given  for  a  larger 
amount  than  the  original  policy,  unless  the 
insured  shall  furnish  evidence  satisfsctory  to 
the  associfltion  that  he  is  then  in  an  insura- 
ble condition.  If  at  any  time  the  proportion 
of  funds  credited  to  this  policy  (which,  to- 
gether with  the  entire  assets,  are  hereby 
pledged  for  its  payment)  shall  not  equal  the 
reserve  calculated  according  to  the  Actuaries* 
Mortality  Table  with  interest  at  4  per  cent. 
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then  this  policy  maybe  charged  with  its  share 
of  Buch  deficiency,  which,  at  the  option  of  the 
executive  committee,  shall  be  payable  in  cash, 
or  be  charged  as  interest- bearing  premiums. 
The  expense  charged  on  this  policy  during  the 
first  year  shall  be  the  instalments  specified, 
and  thereafter  three  fifths  of  1  per  cent  annu- 
ally of  its  face  value,  and  the  expenses  incur 
red  in  protecting  and  investing  the  funds  of 
the  association.  Premiums  are  payable  an- 
nually in  advance;  but  if,  for  convenience  of 
the  insured,  the  same  are  paid  semiannually 
or  quarterly,  the  balance  of  any  annual  pre- 
mium will  be  deducted  in  case  this  policy  be- 
comes a  claim. 

An  examination  of  §§  8804  and  868(V,  Hev. 
Stat.,  before  referred  to.  shows  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  granting  certificates  of  authority 
to  transact  the  business  of  life  insurance  in 
this  state,  the  general  assembly  has  divided 
life  insurance  companies  created  under  the 
laws  of  other  states  into  such  as  insure  lives 
on  the  assessment  plan  and  such  as  do  not. 
And  white,  as  we  have  seen,  supra^ihe  powers 
of  a  corporation  of  this  kind,  and  the  scheme 
of  insurance  it  may  pursue,  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  an  inspection  of  its  charter,  never- 
theless, when  it  seeks  a  license  to  transact 
business  in  this- state,  the  question  whether 
that  scheme  falls  within  one  or  the  other  of 
those  two  classes  must  be  determined  accord- 
ing to  our  own  laws.  This  division  of  life 
insurance  companies,  organized  under  the 
laws  of  other  states,  made  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  for  their  admission  in  this  state  to 
transact  ousiness,  distinctly  appears  for  the 
first  time  in  the  stotute  of  April  18,  1888  (80 
Ohio  Laws,  p.  180).  Under  that  statute  life 
insurance  companies  created  under  the  laws 
of  other  states,  that  transacted  business  on 
the  assessment  plan,  were  admitted  into  this 
state  on  terms  that  were  much  more  liberal 
than  those  extended  to  such  companies  as  did 
not  pursue  that  plan.  Section  8680^  of  the 
act  of  1888  (80  Ohio  Laws,  p.  180),  above  re- 
ferred to,  which  prescribed  the  terms  under 
which  life  insurance  companies  of  the  former 
class  might  be  admitted  into  this  state,  did 
not  require  of  them  either  fixed  capital  or  a 
deposit  of  any  sum  of  money  whatever  as  a 
condition  to  their  admission;  while,  by  the 
provisions  of  §§  8604.  3605,  Rev.  Stat.,  all 
other  life  insurance  companies  organized  in 
other  states,  as  conditions  to  admission  herein, 
were  required  to  possess  a  prescribed  capital, 
and  to  deposit  with  the  superintendent  of  in- 
surance, for  the  benefit  of  its  policy  holders, 
securities  to  at  least  the  sum  of  $100,000. 
Doubtless  the  chief  consideration  that  led  to 
this  classification,  and  consequently  to  grant- 
ing to  assessment  companies  admission  upon 
more  liberal  terms  as  to  capital  than  were 
prescribed  in  respect  of  other  life  insurance 
companies  of  other  states,  were  that  the  for- 
mer relying  upon  post  mortem  assessments 
to  meet  specific  losses  as  they  should  occur, 
the  possession  of  a  fund  accumulated  for 
that  purpose  would  not  be  necessary  to  the 
security  of  a  policy  holder,  while,  in  respect 
to  the  other  class, — those  that  exacted  the 
payment  of  a  premium  in  advance,  and  must 
rely  wholly  upon  accumulations  of  capital 
40  L.R..A. 


already  made  to  pay  losses,— the  security  of 
their  policy  holders  demanded  that  they  should 
possess  capital  security  invested  and  exclu- 
sively devoted  to  that  object.  Certainly  these 
considerations  are  sufficient  to  account  for  the 
classifications  made,  and  for  the  difference  in 
the  terms  prescribed  to  the  members  of  each 
class  as  conditions  for  admission  to  transact 
business  in  this  state,  and  are  entitled  to  con- 
siderable respect  in  construing  the  statute,  and 
in  a  doubtful  case  might  be  decisive. 

There  is,  however,  little,  if  any,  ^mbifniity 
in  the  statute  of  1888  (80  Ohio  Laws.  p.~  180) 
in  this  respect.  Section  8680^,  Rev.  Stat.,  as 
then  passed,  clearly  made  the  transaction  of 
business  *'on  the  assessment  plan"  t|ie  test  of 
admissibility  under  its  provisions.  If  a  life 
insurance  company,  organized  in  another  state, 
did  not  insure  according  to  that  plan.it  was  not 
entitled  to  admission  under  that  section  (8680^), 
but  must  resort  for  that  purpose  to  §g  8604, 
and  8605,  Rev.  Stat.  Manifestly,  this  phrase 
relates  to  the  method  by  which  the  revenue  of 
an  insurance  company  is  to  be  raised,  or 
(which  is  the  same)  to  the  mode  in  which 
the  company  exacts  from  its  policy  holders 
the  consideration  to  which  it  is  entitled 
on  account  of  the  obligation  or  risk  which 
it  assumes  on  issuing  a  policy.  In  this  con- 
nection it  should  be  held  to  mean  something 
specifically  different  from  ^'premium,"  for  it 
is  used  in  contradistinction  to  the  latter  word. 
Our  statutes  do  not  define  the  word  * 'pre- 
mium," nor  do  they  declare  the  meaning  of  the 
phrase  "on  the  assessment  plan."  But  the 
general  amembly  should  be  deemed  to  have 
used  these  terms  in  the  sense  in  which  they 
were  understood  at  the  time  the  statute  was 
enacted.  If,  in  the  subsequent  growth  and 
development  of  life  insurance,  the  different 
plans  on  which  it  is  transacted  have  lost  most 
of  their  distinctive  features,  it  would  not  at 
all  affect  the  construction  of  the  statute.  Sec- 
tion 86800  of  the  statute  of  1883  (80  Ohio  Laws, 
p.  180).  however,  was  amended  in  1891  (88 
Ohio  Laws,  p.  253).  The  section  as  then 
amended  is  now  in  force,  and  differs  from  the 
section  it  superseded  in  a  number  of  quite  im- 
portant provisions.  The  right  to  a  license  un- 
der the  amended  section  depends  upon  specific 
conditions  that  the  section  it  superseded  did 
not  contain.  The  fifth  of  these  conditions 
requires  of  a  life  insurance  company  seeking  a 
license  under  it  to  show  that  it  "is  paying,  and 
for  the  twelve  months  next  preceding  has  paid, 
the  maximum  amount  named  in  its  policies  or 
certificates."  The  sixth  condition  is  to  the 
effect  that  it  must  show  that  the  "liabilities  of 
the  assured  or  members  are  not  limited  to  fixed 
or  artificial  premiums,"  while  the  seventh  con- 
dition requires  that  it  shall  have  accumulated 
and  securely  invested  a  fund  "not  less  in 
amount  than  the  proceeds  of  one  periodical 
payment  by  or  assessment  on  all  certificates  or 
policy  holders,"  etc.  The  extent  to  which 
these  conditions  impliedly  modify  the  method 
of  raising  funds,  as  contemplated  by  the  phrase 
"on  the  assessment  plan,"  as  originally  used, 
is  difficult  to  determine.  The  sixth  condition, 
by  requiring  the  company  to  show  that  it  does 
not  rely  solely  on '  'fixed  or  artificial  premiam«," 
would  indicate  that  it  might  raise  part  of  its 
revenue  in  that  way.    The  provision  of  the 
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'«eventh  condition,  that  it  shall  maintain  and 
«D¥e8t  a  fund  **not  less  in  amount  than  the  pro- 
<»ed8  of  one  periodical  payment  by  or  an  assess- 
4nent  on  all  ceniflcates  or  policy  holders/' 
-points  in  that  same  direction.  These  provi- 
sions seem  to  contemplate  that  a  scheme  of  life 
"insurance,  according  to  which  a  portion  of  the 
fund  designed  to  pay  losses  may  be  raised  by 
fixed  periodical  payments,  would  not  be  in- 
-compatible  with  the  "assessment  plan"  of  in- 
surance. 

However  this  may  be,  as  long  as  the  legis- 
lature retains  tlii<  classification  of  life  insurance 
-companies  for  the  purpose  of  granting  to  them 
permission  to  transact  business  in  this  state, the 
•courts  must  regard  it  as  substantia],  and 
founded  on  some  clearly  understood  and  ma- 
terial features,  wherein  the  two  classes  differ 
from  each  other.  The  retention  of  the  classi- 
fication would  otherwise  be  unaccountable. 
^his  difference,  we  have  shown,  relates 
solely  to  the  method  in  which  a  company  ez- 
SGts  payment  from  a  policy  holder  for  the 
iiaeard  it  assumes  by  issuing  a  policy.  The 
•one  class  exacts  premiums,  or  a  fixed  sum, 
payable  periodically  in  advance,  without  ref- 
erence to  any  specific  loss;  while  the  distin- 
guishing feature  of  the  other  is  an  assessment 
of  asum,  usually  varying  in  amount  according 
4o  the  sum  to  be  raised,  to  be  ascertained  and 
levied  after  the  death  of  the  insured.  The  rea- 
son, as  we  have  seen,  for  this  classification,  and 
for  granting  a  license  to  a  member  of  the  "as- 
sessment" class  on  more  liberal  terms  than  one 
lielonging  to  the  "premium"  class,  is  that  the 
former  class  does  not  necessarily  pay  its  losses 
from  a  fund  already  in  existence,  but  may  raise 
dt  hjtL  past  mortem  assessment,  while  the  latter 
-class  must  resort  to  a  fund  already  accumu- 
lated, and  which,  for  the  security  of  policy 
.telders,  should  be  safely  invested.  The 
scheme  upon  which  the  state  exacts  taxes 
from  foreign  insurance  companies  rests,  also, 
to  some  extent,  on  this  distinction.  Rev.  8tat. 
f  2745. 

We  think,  therefore,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  requirements  or 
'Conditions  found  in  g  8630^.  Kev.  Stat.,  as 
smended  in  1891  (88  Ohio  Laws,  p.  262).  to 
Mng  a  life  insurance  company  into  the  class 
that  transact  business '  'on  the  assessment  plan," 
within  the  purview  of  our  statutes,  its  chief 
source  of  revenue  should  be  post  mortem  as- 
eessments  to  pay  specific  losses.  This  view  of 
the  matter  was,  in  substance,  taken  by  this 
court  in  8tcUe,  Atty.  Oen.,  v.  Monitor  Fire  Asto, 
42  Ohio  St.  555.  The  court  held  that  "an  an- 
nual deposit,  paid  in  advance,  based  upon  the 
hasards  of  the  risk,  and  without  reference  to 
sn  amount  necessary  to  pay  losses  that  may 
eocur  during  the  year,  is,  in  fact,  a  premium 
paid  for  carrying  the  risk,  and  not  a  specific 
assessment  authorized  by  the  statute."  The 
'question  there  related  to  the  transaction  of  fire 
insurance,  but  the  reasoning  by  which  this 
•court  reached  the  conclusion  announced  in 
that  case  would  seem  to  apply  equally  to  the 
-question  of  what  constitutes  insurance  on  the 
assessment  plan  in  life  insurance.  State,  Atty. 
€€91.,  V.  Western  Union  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co.  47 
Ohio  St.  167.  8  L.  R.  A,  129;  StaU  v.  iftwtf, 
-38  Ohio  St.  7.  The  policy  of  the  relator. 
which  has  been  recited,  shows  quite  clearly 
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that  it  exacts  of  its  policy  holders  fixed  sums, 
to  be  paid  in  advance  at  stated  periods,  and 
based  on  the  hazard  of  the  risk,  and  without 
reference  to  any  specific  Iors. 

An  ingenious  argument,  based  on  the  "priv- 
ileges and  agreements"  set  out  on  the  back  of 
the  policy,  has  been  presented  by  counsel  for 
relator.  In  substance,  however,  theo^e  "priv- 
ileges and  agreements"  do  not  differ  from 
those  provisions  found  in  the  policies  of  those 
companies,  whether  old  line  or  mutual,  which 
allow  the  holder  to  participate  in  the  earnings 
of  the  company.  Considerable  stress  was  laid 
by  counsel  for  relator  on  the  proviso  that  ap- 
pears on  the  b  ick  of  the  policy,  in  connection 
with  the  "privileges  and  agreements,"  to  the 
effect  "that,  in  all  the  preceding  privileges,  the 
amounts  therein  referred  to  shall  not  conflict 
with  the  statutory  requirements  of  any  state  in 
which  the  association  is  at  the  time  doing 
business."  We  know  of  no  statute  of  this 
state  with  which  those  privileges  and  agree- 
ments conflict.  These  "privileges  and  agree- 
ments," however,  assist  in  giving  character  to 
the  plan  on  which  the  latter  transacts  its  busi- 
ness. This  plan  falls  within  the  reason  of  the 
statute  that  requires  life  insurance  companies 
to  deposit  securities  for  the  protection  of  policy 
holders  as  a  condition  to  admission  to  transact 
business.  The  reason  of  that  requirement,  as 
we  have  shown,  rests  upon  its  necessity.  It 
constitutes  the  chief  reliance  of  policy  holders 
who  may  reside  within  the  state.  Without 
such  a^ieposit  the  guaranty  of  ultimate  pay- 
ment would  be  greatly  weakened.  The  plan 
also  conforms  very  closely  to  the  letter  of 
§§  3587-8609,  inclusive.  Rev.  Stat.  Its  features 
t>ear  a  striking  resemblance  to  life  insurance 
contemplated  by  those  sections,  but  disclose 
little  if  any  similarity  to  that  which  g  8030^ 
even  since  the  amendment  of  1891  (88  Ohio 
Laws,  p.  252).  describes. 

We  think  the  relator  is  not  entitled  to  a  li- 
cense, by  virtue  of  §36300,  to  transact  business 
in  this  state,  but  in  order  to  obtain  a  license 
for  that  purpose,  must  comply  with  §§  3604, 
8605,  Rev.  Stat. 

2.  The  charter  of  the  other  relator,  the 
Home  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  of  De- 
troit, omitting  formal  provisions  immaterial  to 
the  questions  before  the  court,  is  as  follows: 

ARTICLE  III. 

Sec.  1.  The  object  of  the  incorporation  of 
this  company  shall  be  to  furnish  life  insurance 
to  its  members,  for  the  benefit  of  the  widows 
widowers,  heirs,  and  relatives  of  deceased 
members  and  other  persons  having  an  insur- 
able interest  in  the  life  of  such  member?. 

Sec.  2.  There  shall  be  one  class  or  division 
of  members  in  said  company,  to  be  known  as 
the  whole  life  class;  the  object  or  purpose  of 
which  shall  be  to  furnish  life  insurance  to  each 
member  therein  by  such  members  paying  con- 
tinuous premiums  during  life. 

ARTICLE  IV. 

Sec.  1.  Assessments,  premiums,  and  pay- 
ments are  to  be  paid  by  the  members  of  this 
company  periodically  at  such  stated  periods 
as  shall  be  designated  in  the  member's  policy, 
according  to  the  following  table  of  rates  for 


4d4 


Ohio  Sufremb  Coubt, 


Mab.» 


each  $1,000  Insarance,  based  upon  the  age  of 
each  member  at  last  birlhday. 


Age.  MoDthly. 

Bi- 

Quar- 
terly. 

Semi- 

Annua 

monthly. 

annual. 

21 

$0  90 

$L»0 

$2  70 

$5  35 

$10  58 

& 

91 

182 

2  78 

5  41 

10  70 

88 

92 

184 

2  76 

546 

10  82 

S4 

94 

188 

282 

658 

1105 

25 

95 

190 

285 

665 

11  17 

^ 

97 

194 

2  91 

5  76 

1141 

98 

196 

294 

582 

11  62 

28 

99 

198 

297 

688 

11  64 

S9 

100 

200 

300 

594 

1176 

30 

101 

202 

803 

600 

1188 

31 

106 

206 

809 

6  12 

12  11 

82 

104 

206 

812 

6  18 

12  23 

83 

106 

212 

8  18 

680 

12  47 

84 

106 

2  16 

324 

6  42 

12  70 

36 

1  10 

220 

830 

653 

12  94 

36 

16 

280 

845 

688 

18  62 

87 

120 

240 

860 

718 

14  11 

38 

125 

250 

8  75 

743 

14  70 

89 

130 

260 

890 

772 

15  29 

40 

185 

2  70 

405 

802 

15  88 

41 

140 

280 

420 

882 

16  46 

42 

145 

290 

485 

8  61 

17  0* 

43 

150 

800 

450 

8  91 

17  64 

44 

1.65 

8  10 

465 

9  21 

18  28 

45 

160 

820 

480 

960 

18  82 

46 

1  65 

330 

495 

980 

19  40 

47 

170 

840 

6  10 

10  10 

20  00 

48 

180 

860 

540 

10  69 

21  17 

49 

190 

880 

5  70 

11  29 

22  34 

50 

200 

400 

600 

1188 

23  52 

5L 

2  10 

420 

630 

12  47 

24  70 

52 

2  25 

450 

6  75 

18  37 

26  46 

58 

2  45 

490 

735 

14  55 

28  81 

54 

265 

580 

795 

15  74 

81  16 

5ft 

285 

5  70 

855 

16  93 

83  52 

66 

805 

6  10 

9  15 

18  12 

35  87 

57 

826 

652 

9  78 

19  86 

88  34 

58 

3  47 

694 

10  41 

20  61 

40  81 

58' 

860 

788 

1107 

2192 

\43  39 

60 

895 

790 

11  85 

23  46 

46  16 

61 

4  18 

886 

12  54 

24  83 

49  16 

62 

444 

888 

13  32 

26  37 

52  51 

63 

471 

942 

14  13 

27  96 

65  39 

54 

499 

998 

14  97 

29  64 

68  68 

65 

528 

10  56 

15  84 

3136 

62  09 

Sec.  2.  Special  or  extra  assessments  may  be 
levied  by  the  board  of  trustees,  wtien  it  is 
necessary  to  meet  mortuary  losses.  All  special 
or  extra  assessmcDts,  or  calls  for  additional 
premiumSi  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
members  in  such  manner  as  to  equitably  dis- 
tribute the  mortality  cost  among  such  members 
in  proportion  each  should  have  contributed, 
since  becoming  a  member,  on  the  basis  of  the 
American  experience  table  of  mortality,  due 
allowance  being  given  for  all  previous  pay- 
ments." 

Sec.  4.  The  moneys  realissed  from  assess- 
ments, premiums,  and  payments  shall  be  ap- 
portioned to  the  general  fund,  mortuary  fund, 
and  emergency  fund.  The  object  of  the  gen- 
eral fund  shall  be  to  provide  for  the  payment 
of  general  or  managing  expenses  of  the  com-^ 
pany.  The  object  of  the  mortuary  fund  shall 
be  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  death  losses. 
The  object  of  the  emergency  fund  shall  be  to 
provide  a  trust  fund  for  the  pavment  of  death 
Josses  or  other  benefits  provided  for  in  the  pol- 
icy of  the  member,  and  to  protect  the  company 
from  extra  assessments  in  case  of  an  extraordi- 
nary death  rate.  The  emergency  fund  shall 
not  at  any  time  be  less  than  the  maximum 
amount  at  risk  on  any  one  life,  from  and  after 
the  date  of  the  incorporation  of  this  company. 
The  board  of  trustees  shall  apportion  the  money 
so  realized  from  assessments,  premiums,  and 
payments  between  the  several  funds  named,  as 
it  may  be  deemed  best  for  the  interest  of  the 
company. 
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These  provisions  of  its  charter,  together 
with  that  section  of  the  statutes  of  Michigan 
(1  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  4217)  which  prescribes 
who  shall  be  members  of  such  corporations, 
and  their  rights  as  members,  show  that  the 
relator  the  Home  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany has  neither  capital  stock  nor  stockhold- 
ers for  whose  benefit  it  was  created.  Its  pol- 
icy holders  are  its  members.  They  alone  have 
a  voice  in  the  election  of  its  ofiScers,  and  it  i» 
for  their  benefit,  at  least  in  theory,  that  it» 
business  is  conducted.  Therefore  the  objec- 
tion, founded  on  its  internal  structure,  whicb 
was  interposed  to  the  claim  of  the  other  relator, 
the  National  Life  Association  of  Hartford,  to 
a  license  under  §  868O0,  Rev.  Stat.,  does  not 
apply  to  the  claim  of  the  present  relator  to  % 
license  under  that  section.  The  objection  in- 
terposed to  granting  to  the  present  relator  a 
license  rests  upon  its  method  of  transacting 
business,  which,  the  superintendent  of  insur- 
ance contends,  is  not  conducted  according  to- 
the  assessment  plan. 

In  order  to  obtain  a  correct  notion  of  the 
scheme  of  insurance  that  it  pursues,  resort 
must  be  had  to  its  form  of  policy,  which  is  a» 
follows: 

**In  consideration  of  the  payment  of  the  first 
premium  hereon  of dollars,  and 


of  the  representations,  agreements,  and  war- 
rants made  to  it  by  insured,  herein  named,  ia 
his  or  her  application  for  this  policy  of  insur- 
ance, does  hereby  issue  this  policy  of  insurance 

to ,  of  ,  state  of  ,  and  in 

coneideration  of  the  payment  in  advance  there- 
after of  premiums  of  dollars, 

this  company  does  promise  to  pav  the  sum  of 

— —  dollars  to ,  the  beneficiary  herein 

named,  if  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  insured,  and,  if  not  living,  then  to  the 
heirs  at  law  of  said  insured,  at  the  ofiSce  of 
said  company,  in  the  city  of  Detroit,  Michi- 
gan, within  ninety  days  after  the  acceptance 
and  approval  of  satisfactory  proofs  of  the 
death  of  said  insured,  provided  said  deatb 
shall  occur  while  this  policy  is  in  full  force. 
This  policy  is  issued,  delivered,  and  accepted 
subject  to  the  conditions  and  agreements  con- 
tained herein  and  on  the  back  hereof,  which 
are  made  a  part  of  this  contract  as  fully  as  if 
recited  over  the  signature  hereto  affixed.  In 
witness  whereof,"  etc. 

The  conditions  on  the  back  of  the  policy  are 
in  the  following  terms: 

''  (1)  It  is  expressly  agreed  that  this  policy 
shall  not  be  in  force  until  the  same  has  been 
delivered  to  the  insured  and  the  first  premium 
thereon  shall  have  been  paid  in  cash  during:  the 
insured's  lifetime  and  ^ood  health.  (2)  When 
this  policy  has  been  m  continuous  force  for 
three  years  from  its  date,  it  shall  be  incontest- 
able, except  for  the  nonpayment  of  premiums 
when  due,  for  understatement  of  age,  or  for 
fraud.  (8)  No  personal  liability  is  incurred 
by  becoming  a  member  of  this  company. 
Payments  are  optional  with  the  insured,  to 
continue  as  long  as  he  may  desire  to  keep  the 
policy  in  force.  Payments  under  this  policy 
during  its  first  two  years,  after  providing  for 
its  pro  rata  of  actual  death  claims  occurring 
upon  policies  in  the  first  and  second  policy 
vears,  and  thereafter  quarterly,  an  amount 
limited  to  one  eighth  of  1  per  cent  of  the  face 
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▼alue  of  this  policy  may  be  used  for  ezpeDse 
purposes;  the  remainder  thereof  to  be  appor- 
tioned by  the  trustees  of  said  company  among 
the  mortuary,  reserve,  and  emergency  funds. 
...  (6)  The  premiums  herein  required 
to  be  paid  by  the  insured  are  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  mortuary  claims,  and  for  the 
general  fund  and  reserve  or  emergency  funds 
of  this  company,  and  are  based  upon  the 
adopted  tables  of  rates,  and  graded  according 
to  the  age  of  the  insured  and  the  amount  of 
insurance  named  herein.  Said  tables  of  rates 
are  based  upon  the  American  Mortality  Tables, 
and  the  actual  experience  of  American  life  in- 
surance companies,  and  are  deemed  adequate 
to  meet  all  present  and  future  liabilities  of  the 
company,  without  necessitating  an  increase  in 
the  rate  with  advancing  age;  but.  as  an  abso- 
lute protection  against  the  possibility  of  the 
mortuary  or  reserve  funds  becoming  depleted, 
it  is  agreed  that,  should  any  emergency  arise, 
through  epidemic  or  otherwise,  whereby  the 
premiums  are  insufficient  to  meet  the  mortu- 
ary requirements  as  determined  by  the  board 
of  trustees,  additional  premiums  may  be  levied 
to  meet  such  emergency,  of  which  npecial  no- 
tice shall  be  served.  (7)  It  is  expressly  under- 
stood and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  insured 
and  this  company,  that  if  the  insured  shall  not 
pay  the  sum  or  sums  stipulated  to  be  paid  in 
the  manner  aforesaid,  or  if  any  misrepresenta- 
tions shall  haye  been  made  or  any  facts  omit- 
ted which  should  have  been  stated  in  said  ap- 
plication, or  if  the  insured  shall  violate  any  of 
the  provisions  of  this  agreement,  then  this  con- 
tract shall  cease  to  be  binding  upon  said  com- 
pany, and  all  payments  made  sh^l  be  forfeited 
to  said  company.  ...  (9)  In  case  the  in- 
sured shall  fail  to  pay  any  premium  at  the 
office  of  the  company  within  ttie  time  speci- 
fied for  the  payment  thereof,  a  delinquent 
charge  of  25  cents  will  be  added.  The  mem- 
bership of  the  insured  in  this  company  shall 
not  lapse  or  determine  until  ten  days  after  said 
company  shall  have  mailed  to  said  insured,  as 
hereinabove  provided,  a  notice  that  said  pre- 
mium has  not  been  paid;  and  if  said  insured 
shall  not  pay  said  premium  at  the  office  of  said 
company  by  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  on  the  last 
day  specified  in  said  notice,  then  the  insured's 
membership  in  this  company  shall  lapse  and 
determine,  and  this  policy  shall  become  null 
and  void,  and  all  payments  made  thereon  shall 
be  forfeited  to  the  company,  except  when 
otherwise  expressly  provided  herein.  (10)  The 
application  of  the  insured  for  this  policy  of 
insurance,  together  with  the  articles  of  associ- 
ation and  by-iaws  of  this  company  now  in  force 
or  which  may  hereafter  be  legally  adopted, 
shall  constitute  a  part  of  this  policy.  .  .  . 
(18)  When  the  insured  shall  reach  his  life  ex- 
pectancy, computed  on  his  age  at  the  date  of 
this  policy,  he  ma^,  by  giving  the  company 
six  months'  notice  in  writing  of  his  desire  to 
do  so,  provided  the  policy  is  in  full  force  and 
all  payments  have  been  made  thereon,  discon- 
tinue his  payments  upon  the  same,  and  apply 
his  net  jtmtribution  to  the  reserve  or  emer- 
gency fund,  together  with  his  equitable  pro- 
portion of  all  accretions  thereto,  as  determined 
by  the  actuary  of  the  company,  either  to  the 
maintaining  of  this  policy  in  force  until  such 
credits  are  exhausted,  when  it  shall  cease  and 
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determine,  or  surrender  this  policy,  and  with- 
draw the  same  in  cash,  together  with  any  un- 
used dividend  accumulations,  in  full  settle- 
ment of  all  liability.  (14)  Dividends  to  be 
declared  shall  be  limited  to  that  part  of  the 
reserve  fund  in  excess  of  $100,000  and  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  of  one  periodicid  payment 
from  all  policy  holders.  (15)  When  the  policy 
has  been  kept  in  force  continuously  for  a  perlod 
of  ten  years  from  its  date,  the  insured  shall  be 
entitled  to  participate  in  whatever  dividends 
may  be  declared  thereafter;  the  same  to  be 
determined  and  apportioned  by  the  actuary  of 
the  company,  and  credited  on  premium  ac- 
counts to  reduce  future  payments  on  this 
policy.  (16)  In  event  the  insured  shall  be- 
come totally  and  permanently  physically  dis- 
abled, said  company  will  pay,  upon  proof 
satisfactory  to  the  board  of  trustees,  upon  the 
receipt  and  surrender  of  this  policy,  in  full 
discharge  of  all  claims,  the  sum  of  one  half 
the  face  value  hereof,  provided  the  insured 
shall  so  request  in  writing,  while  this  polfcy 
is  in  full  force,  subject  to  the  agreements  con- 
tained  herein." 

Does  the  scheme  of  insurance  thus  displayed 
coincide  with  that  conducted  on  the  ''assess- 
ment plan,"  as  that  term  is  used  in  §  86306? 
The  obligation  of  the  insured  is  to  pay  a  fixed 
sum  at  stated  periods  in  advance,  without  ref- 
erence to  any  particular  death  claim.  Section 
6  of  the  conditions  and  agreements  on  the  back 
of  the  policy  shows  that  the  premiums  to  be 
paid  by  the  insured  are  to  provide,  indiscrimi- 
nately, for  the  payment  of  death  claims,  to 
create  a  general  fund,  and  a  reserve  or  emer- 
gency fund,  which  latter  fund  may  be  in- 
creased to  at  least  $100,000.  The  obligation 
of  the  policy  holder  to  pay  a  fixed  sum  peri- 
odically for  three  distinct  purposes  is  subject 
to  the  right  of  the  company  to  levy  "addi- 
tional premiums"  to  guard  against  *  'the  possi- 
bility  of  the  mortuary  or  reserve  funds  becom- 
ing depleted."  Here  there  is  no  obligation  or 
duty  laid  upon  the  company  to  await  the  ex- 
haustion of  these  funds,  or  either  of  them, 
before  calling  upon  the  policy  holder  for  addi- 
tional premiums.  These  contributions,  author- 
ized by  this  emergency  clause,  though  denom- 
inated ''premiums,"  bear  a  close  resemblance 
to  assessments.  The  amount  of  the  call  is 
uncertain,  and  depends  upon  the  will  of  the 
managing  body  of  the  concern, — its  board  of 
trustees.  It  is  not,  however,  the  chief  or  usual 
method  of  securing  an  income,  and,  if  the 
affairs  of  the  company  are  intelligently  and 
honestly  conducted,  should  never  be  resorted 
to,  except  in  the  event  of  some  widely-spread 
and  fatal  epidemic.  The  ordinary,  regular, 
and  chief  source  of  revenue  open  to  the  relator 
is  the  fixed  periodical  payments  named  in  the 
policy,  and,  in  our  opinion,  for  the  purpose  of 
admission  into  the  state,  they  characterize  the 
method  of  insurance  which  the  company  pur- 
sues. The  possibility  that  some  grave  and 
unforeseen  calamity  may  call  into  operation  an 
authority  yested  in  the  trustees  to  call  for  an 
additional  and  uncertain  sum  should  not  be 
regarded  as  sufficient  to  assign  the  company 
to  that  class  which  transacts  the  business  of 
insurance  on  the  assessment  plan.  The  gen- 
eral assembly,  in  classifying  life  insurance 
companies  into  those  that  transact  business  on 
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the  assessment  plan  and  those  that  do  not, 
«hould  be  taken  to  have  regarded  their  usual 
and  regular  mode  of  raising  revenue,  rather 
than  the  exceptional  or  occasional  methods  to 
which  resort  may  be  had  upon  the  happening 
of  some  remote  contingency. 


We  think  neither  of  the  relators  transacts 
the  business  of  insurance  on  the  assessment 
plan,  within  the  meaning  of  g  86300.  Rev.  titatb 

Writ  rtfuied,  and  petulons  dismissed. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Oeorffe   HENDERSON   et   al..    Petitioners, 
Appts.,  STATE  of  South  Carolina,  Bespt., 

0. 

Harry  EVANS  et  oL 


.8.  0.. 


!•  The  costs  and  fees  of  the  witnesses  of 
a  defendant  tried  for  a  mtsdemeanor  are  not 
charffeable  to  the  oounty  uodera  statute  chang- 
ing tbe  county  with  such  expeoses  la  felony 


2»   A  constitutional  ri^ht  of  an  accused 
person  to  compulsory  process  for  his 

witDesses  does  not  carry  a  right  of  the  wltoesses 
to  claim  fees  from  the  county. 

(February  19, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  petitioners  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Sessions  Circuit    Court   for 
Laurens  Countj  deuyin^  their  claim  to  witness 
fees  in  a  prosecution  agaiost  Evans  ei  al.  for 
assault  and  battery.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
MeiSTH.  Johnson  Ss  Richey  for  appellants. 
J/r.  Thomas  S.  Sease  for  the  State. 

Jones*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellants  were  bound  over  to  attend,  and 
did  attend,  the  court  of  general  sessions  for 
Laurens  county,  July  term,  1897,  as  witnesses 
for  defendants  in  the  case  of  the  state  against 
Harry  Evans  and  others,  charged  with  assault 
and  battery  with  intent  to  kill.  After  the  ac- 
quittal of  defendants,  the  appellants  applied 
to  the  circuit  judge  for  certificates  that  they 
were  material  witnesses,  with  a  view  to  draw 
pay  as  witnesses.  The  circuit  Judge,  while 
certifying  as  to  their  materiality  as  witnesses. 


Note.— As  to  rlwht  of  state  to  require  servioes 
of  witness  without  compensatloD,  see  iioU  to  Dixon 
T.  People  Oil.)  89  L.  B.  A.  110. 


directed  the  clerk  of  the  court  not  to  l^ssue  pay 
certificates  to  appellants,  for  tbe  reason  that 
defendants  were  tried  for  a  misdemeanor,  and 
that  the  countv  is  not  liable  for  costs  and  fees 
of  defendants  witnesses  in  a  case  of  misde- 
meanor. The  only  question  presented  here  ia 
whether  the  county  of  Laurens  is  liable  for  the 
costs  and  fees  of  defendants'  witnesses  in  a  case 
of  misdemeanor.  We  hold  with  the  circuit 
Judge  that  the  county  is  not  liable.  Tbe  right 
to  such  fees  depends  wholly  upon  statute.  In 
§  622,  Gen.  Siat..  being  §  676,  Rev.  Stat.  1893, 
it  is  provided  that  *'each  county  shall  pay 
.  ,  .  (2)  witnesses'  fees  In  tbe  state  cases, 
for  actual  attendance  upon  the  circuit  courts  as 
provided  by  law."  But  by  an  act  approved 
February  4,  1896,  entitled  '^An  Act  to  Amend 
§  2688  of  the  General  Statutes,  being  ^  45  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  Criminal  Code,  Vol.  2, 
in  Reference  to  Defendants'  Witnesses,  and 
Regulate  Their  Pay,"  found  at  page  102  of  the 
Acts  of  1896,  it  is  provided  that  "in  all  crim- 
inal prosecutions  the  accused  shall  have  com- 
pulsory process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his 
favor,  and  in  felonies,  and  no  other  cases,  such 
witnesses  shall  receive  the  same  pay  as  the 
state's  witnesses  upon  the  ceriiflcate  of  the 
trial  Judge  that  the  testimony  of  such  witnesses 
was  material  to  the  defense:  providfil,"  etc. 
It  is  manifest  from  this  act  that  the  li;ibility  of 
a  county  to  pay  fees  of  defendants'  witnesses  Is 
limited  to  felonies.  It  is  true  that  §  IH  of  arti- 
cle 1  of  the  Constitution  gives  the  accused  the 
right  to  compulsory  process  for  obtainmg  wit- 
nesses in  his  favor  m  all  criminal  prosecutions. 
But  no  right  of  tbe  accused  is  involved  in  this 
case,  and  the  accused's  right  of  compulsory 
process  for  his  witnesses  in  all  cases  does  not 
carry  a  right  of  his  witnesses  to  claim  fees 
from  the  county  in  such  cases.  The  right  to 
such  fees  must  rest  upon  some  express  statute, 
and  there  is  no  such  statute,  except  in  cases  of 
felony. 
The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  affirmed* 
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William  Norman  MITCHELL,  by  Mrs.  Jennie 

Mitchell,  His  Next  Friend,  Appt., 

t. 

NASHVILLE,    CHATTANOOGA,    A   ST. 
LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMi»ANY. 


( Teno.. 


.) 


1.   A  bill  of  exceptions  ^  not  necessary 

for  the  review  of  a  demurrer  to  evidenoe  which 
Incorporates  the  evidence. 


8  •  Bio  winsr  a  locomotive  whistle  loudly 
several  times  under  a  bridsre  which  is  a 
much  traveled  public  thoroufrhfare,  over  which 
vehicles  of  all  kinds  are  constantly  paasioir.  Is,  in 
the  absence  of  some  special  nece^nity  therefor, 
an  unnatural  and  reoklessact,  oreatinff  a  liability 
for  resulting  damages. 

8*  A  presumption  of  nesrli|jfence  arises 
from  the  blowlnR  of  a  locomotive  whistle  loudly 
and  repeatedly  under  a  bridge  oonstautly  used 
by  all  kinds  of  vehioles. 


NOTB.— As  to  friffhtenincr  horse  by  blowing  loco-  I  Ck>.  (N.  J.)  28  L.  B.  A.  288:  and  OmHha  ft  B.  Vallejr 
motive  whistle,  see  also  BltUe  v.  Camden  ft  A.  B.  I  B.  Go.  v.  Clarke  (Neb.)  28  L.  B.  A.  604. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  jodgmeDt  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Cheatham  County 
In  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brous^ht  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  iniuries  alleged 
to  have  resulted  from  defendant  s  negligence. 
Jietersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr  James  L.  Watts  for  appellant. 

Ifeura.  Jacob  Leech  and  J.  B«  De  Bow 
for  appellee. 

Snodfl^asst  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
«of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  in  a  wagon,  driv- 
ing a  pair  of  mules  over  a  bridge  on  the  Char- 
lotte pike  near  Nashville.  This  pike  was  a 
public  thoroughfare  much  traveled,  and  vehi- 
•cles  of  all  kinds  were  constantly  passing  over 
the  bridge.  While  plaintiff  was  so  passing, 
«n  engine  of  the  defendant,  Nashville,  Chatta- 
nooga, &  St.  Louis  Bail  way  Company,  passed 
under  it;  and  while  under  it,  or  just  as  it  was 
passing  out  from  beneath,  its  whistle  was 
loudly  blown  several  times.  This  frightened 
the  mules,  which  ran  away,  and  plaintiff  in 
•error  was  thrown  out  of  the  waeon  and  badly 
injured.  Through  a  next  fnend  (plaintiff 
being  a  minor)  he  brought  this  suit.  Issue 
was  joined,  trial  had,  and,  after  all  plaintiff's 
•evidence  was  in,  defendant  demurred  to  it  as 
insiifiScient  in  law  to  authorize  recovery.  In 
addition  to  what  we  have  stated  as  facts  of  the 
•case  which  were  proved,  plaintiff  testified  that 
he  did  not  know  the  cause  of  the  blowing, 
4m d  made  no  effort  to  prove  whether  there 
was  or  not  a  legal  or  propel  cause  or  excuse 
therefor.  Upon  the  demurrer,  which  admitted 
4ill  the  evidence,  and  all  legitimate  inferences 
arising  thereon,  the  question  was  whether 
neeligence  could  be  inferred  from  such  blow- 
io^  of  the  whistle  under  a  public  bridge  on  a 
thickly  traveled  thoroughfare  while  plaintiff 
in  error  was  driving  over  it.  The  court  held 
it  could  not,  and  dismissed  the  suiL  Plaintiff 
took  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  is  objected  to 
in  this  court  as  insutlicient.  This  is  imma- 
terial. The  demurrer  incorporates  the  evi- 
•denre,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  not  neces- 
sary. 2  Elliott,  Oen.  Pr.  §  855.  On  the 
merits,  defendant's  counsel,  in  connection 
with  an  ingenious  argument  of  much  plausi- 
bility, cites  as  authority  for  the  action  of  the 
-court  the  case  of  CineinnaH,  I.  St.  L,  dk  C.  E, 
Co.  V.  Oaines,  104  Ind.  626.  54  Am.  Rep.  884. 
in  which  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  necessarily 
negligent  in  a  railway  companv  to  sound  a 
locomotive  whistle  at  a  point  where  the  rail- 
road crosses  a  highway  by  a  bridge  overhead, 
Although  the  crossing  is  known  to  be  one  of 
•extraordinary  danger,  and  the  sounding  of  the 
whistle  causes  a  horse  to  run  awav.  We  have 
stated  the  principle  of  this  case  from  its  own 
syllabus  as  given  in  64  Am.  Rep.  884.  It  may 
Admit  of  question  if  it  is  not  too  strong  for  a 
proper  analvsis  of  the  case,  which  is  a  some- 
what complicated  one,  and  in  which  there 
were  certain  findings  of  fact,  made  by  the 
•court  below,  and  certain  omissions  in  finding, 
to  which  reference  was  made,  and  amid  which 
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findings  and  omissions  the  court  with  difficulty 
labored  to  a  conclusion  satisfactory  to  itself. 
But,  assuming  it  to  have  souarely  decided  the 
question  that  such  a  blowing  of  an  overhead 
engine  would  not  be  negligence  per  ae,  or  such 
an  act  as  that  a  jury  or  judge  authorized  to 
deduct  legitimate  inferences  might  not.  in  the 
absence  of  other  proof,  hold  to  be  negligence, 
then  such  conclusion  is  not  satisfactory  to  us^ 
even  upon  its  own  facts.  There,  however,  it 
will  be  remembered,  the  noise  and  srroke  in- 
volved in  the  passage  and  blowing  of  an  engine 
were  above  the  animals,  which  might  or  might 
not  be  thereby  frightened.  Bad  as  these  are, 
they  are  not,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  so 
terrifying  as  when  puffing  and  blasting  under- 
neath the  animal  on  a  bridge  above,  where 
sound  and  sight  and  smell  may  all  be  com- 
bined to  drive  him  to  the  verge  of  frenzy  by 
terror.  In  such  a  case  the  supreme  court  of 
Pennsylvania  held  such  bio  win  i?  negligence 
per  9e.  That  court  characterized  it  as  an  act 
of  gross  negligence.  Peunst^lvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Barneit,  69  Pa.  259-265,  98  Am.  Dec.  846.  It 
was.  of  course,  not  decided  that  any  blowing 
of  a  l(KX)motive  whistle  would  be  nei^ligoDce, 
or  that  eveiy  case  of  injury  resulting  "there- 
from would  be  made  out  bv  proving  such 
blowing  without  more,  and  this  the  same  court 
aptly  illustrated  in  a  late  case.  Philadelphia, 
W,  dB.  R  Co.  V.  Sttvger,  78  Pa.  219.  But 
it  was  distinctly  held  that  a  blowine  under  a 
bridge  constantly  used  by  the  traveling  public 
is  prima  facte  negligence,  and  in  that  we 
cordially  concur.  See  also  8  Elliott,  Railroads, 
§  1264,  reference  to  note  8.  and  cas4'S  cited; 
NcuhtiUe  di  a  B.  Co.  v.  Starnes,  9  Heisk.  52, 
24  Am.  Rep.  296.  Ordinarily,  the  use  of  a 
whistle  is  of  machinery  and  appliances  neces- 
sary for  many  practical  purposes,  and  where 
used  under  ordinary  circumstances  no  infer- 
ence of  negligence  could  be  drawn:  but  it  is 
obvious  that  a  blowing  under  a  bridge  is,  in 
the  absence  of  some  special  necessity  therefor, 
an  unnatural  and  reckless  act,  liable  to  cause 
great  damage,  and  the  circumstances  and  sur- 
roundings call,  therefore,  for  proof  of  its 
necessity,  when  the  act  occasions  the  damage 
to  be  anticipated.  The  proof  of  such  a  blow- 
ing under  such  circumstances  is  sufficient  to 
aut  horize  the  presu  m  ption  of  negligence.  The 
onus  is  shifted  to  explain  and  justify  or  excuse 
it  upon  him  who  does  it.  Tnis  burden  may 
be  successfully  carried,  but  it  cannot  be 
avoided  by  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  evidence 
establishing  the  act. 

It  results  that  judgment  %u%tain%ng  the  de- 
murrer must  be  overruled,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered here  against  demurrant.  The  case  will 
be  remanded  for  a  jury  to  assess  damages. 

It  is  insisted  here  plaintiff  could  not  recover, 
because  he  was  driving  one  runaway  mule. 
We  find  no  such  negligence  in  plaintiff's  con- 
duct as  precludes  a  recovery.  If  he  was  guilty 
of  any  negligence  to  reduce  the  amount  he 
might  otherwise  be  entitled  to,  it  is  matter  for 
the  jury,  which  shall  assess  the  correct  amount 
to  be  given  under  the  facts  in  evidence  as  de- 
murred to.  The  defendant  in  error  will  pay 
the  costs  of  the  appeal 
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STATE  of  VennoDt 

0. 

Addie  SHATTUCK. 
(68  Yt.  40B.) 

!•   The  burden  of  prorinfl^refltiictioiifl  In 

another  state  upon  tbe  remarrfafre  of  a  divorced 
penoD  \B  upon  tbe  peraon  alleKinir  tbem. 
8.  The  marriafi^e  in  another  state  where 
It  is  Talid*  of  a  dlTorced  person  incapa- 
ble of  remarrylDcr  by  tbe  law  of  bto  domlcll.  will 
not  be  held  void  under  the  law  of  his  domicfl  un- 
ices the  statute  expressly  so  provides,  although 
he  went  outside  tbe  state  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  evading  the  law,  and  immodlately  re- 
turned. 

(July  17, 1887J 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
tbe  Windsor  County  Court  made  during 
the  trial  of  an  action  charging  defendant  with 
adultery  which  resulted  in  a  conviction.  Over- 
ruled. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  B.  C.  Stickne7'»  for  re- 
spondent: 

Tbtre  is  no  question  that  Coborn  had  no 
right  to  remarry  in  Vermont. 

It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  libelee  to  marry 
a  person  other  than  tbe  libellant  for  three  years 
from  the  time  such  divorce  is  granted,  unless 
the  libellHUt  dies. 

Vt.  Slat.  §§  2708,  2704,  6056. 

If  a  marriage  is  absolutely  prohibited  in  any 
country  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
leading  to  social  evils,  tbe  domiciled  inhabi- 
tants of  that  country  cannot  be  permitted,  by 
passing  tbe  frontier  and  entering  another  state 
in  which  this  marriage  is  not  prohibited,  to 
celebrate  a  marriage  forbidden  by  their  own 
state,  and  immediately  returning  to  their  own 
state,  to  insist  on  their  marriage  being  recog- 
nized as  lawful. 

Brook  ▼.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  219.  See  Pen- 
negar  v.  StaU,  87  Tenn.  244,  2  L.  R.  A.  703; 
Barney  v.  Gunesa,  68  Vt.  51. 

Messrs.  J.  6.  HmjPVBy  and  W,  W.  Stick- 
ney,  for  the  State: 

The  marriage  in  New  Hampshire  between 
William  H.  Coburn  and  Grace  Moisington  con- 
formed to  their  statute  on  that  subject. 

The  proof  of  marriage  was  by  direct  evi- 
dence of  witnesses  present  at  the  celebration, 
and  by  a  certified  copy  of  the  intention  and 
certificate  of  marriage  from  the  records  of 
Claremont  where  such  registration  is  required 
to  be  kept  by  the  law  of  New  Hampshire. 

This  evidence  is  suflSicient  and  satisfactory 
proof  of  the  marri^e,  and,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  tbe  New  Hampshire  statute,  is  con- 
clusive. 

2  Greenl.  Ev.  g  461;  N.  H.  Pub.  Stat  chap. 
174. 

Tbe  rule  of  law  omnia  rite  acta  prcuumun- 


NOTB.— As  to  statutes  forbidding  remarriage 
after  divorce,  see  also  Hernandezes  Succession  (La.) 
24  L.  R.  A.  881,  and  fwU;  Ovitt  v.  Smith  (V t)  85  h, 
R.  A.  228;  and  Crawford  v.  State  (Miss.)  86  L.  B.  A. 
224. 
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tur,  applies  with  particular  force  to  cases  of 
presumption  in  favor  of  marriage  and  legiti- 
macy. 

Com,  V.  Lane,  118  Mass.  458,  18  Am.  Rep» 
609. 

A  marriage  yalid  where  it  la  celebrated  i» 
valid  everywhere. 

2  Kent,  Com.  p.  91 ;  Com.  v.  Qrdham,  167 
Mass.  78.  16  L.  R  A.  578. 

Though  a  person  divorced  from  a  first  wife^ 
is  rendered  by  the  law  of  the  place  incapable- 
of  contracting  a  second  marriage,  yet  a  mar- 
riage entered  into  by  him  in  another  state,, 
where  no  such  disability  exists,  will  be  valid. 

Putnam  v.  Putnam,  8  Pick.  483;  Tkrop  v. 
Tkrop,  90  N.  Y.  602,  48  Am.  Rep.  189;  Bobtrtm 
V.  Ogdensburgh  dk  L.  C.  R.  Co.  84  Hun,  824. 

Where  parties  resident  in  one  state,  to  avoid 
the  laws  of  their  place  of  domicil.  go  to  an- 
other state  and  are  married,  the  marriage,  if 
valid  in  the  country  where  celebrated,  will  be* 
held  to  be  valid  in  the  countrvof  their  domiciU 

Dickson  v.  Dickson,  1  Yerg.  110.  24  Am. 
Dec.  444;  West  Cambridge  v.  Lexington,  X 
Pick.  505.  11  Am.  Dec.  231;  Buiton  v.  Warren, 
10  Met  451;  Stecenson  v.  Gray,  17  B.  Mon. 
198:  DanneUi  v.  DanneUi,  4  Bush,  61;  Van, 
Storch  V.  Griffln,  71  Pa.  240:  Medway  v.  yeed- 
ham,  16  Mass.  157,  8  Am.  Dec.  181;  P^arl  v. 
BansborougK  9  Humph.  426;  Phillips  v.  Gregg, 
10  Watts,  158,  86  Am.  Dec.  158;  Morgan  v. 
McGhee^  5  Humph.  18;  State  v.  Patterson,  24 
N.  C.  (2  Ired.  L.)  856.  38  Am.  Dec.  609;  Pons- 
ford  V.  Johnson,  2  Blatchf.  51;  Van  Voorhis  v. 
BrintnaU,  86  N.  Y.  18,  40  Am.  Rep.  505; 
Moore  v.  Begeman,  92  N.  Y.  521,  44  Am.  Rep. 
408. 

Rowell»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  charge  is  that  the  prisoner,  an  unmar- 
ried woman,  committed  adultery  with  Coburn, 
a  married  man.  It  appeared  that  CoburnV 
first  wife,  who  is  still  living,  obtained  a  divorce 
from  him  in  this  stale  in  December,  1895;  that 
on  June  18,  1896,  he  and  Qrace  Hoisington, 
both  of  whom  were  then  domiciled  in  Windsor 
in  this  state,  went  to  Claremont.  New  Hamp- 
shire, and  were  there  married  by  a  clergyman 
authorized  by  the  law  of  that  state  to  solemnize 
marriages;  and  that  immediately  after  the 
marriage  they  returned  to  Windsor,  where 
they  have  lived  ever  since,  and  where  they  tirst 
cohabited  as  husband  and  wife,  never  having 
cohabited  as  such  in  New  Hampshire.  The 
only  evidence  of  the  law  of  New  Hampshire 
respecting  marriages  was  chapter  174  of  the 
Public  Ststutes  of  that  state,  entitled  Marriages. 
That  chapter  imposes  no  restraint  upon  remar- 
riage by  the  guilty  party  to  a  decree  of  divorce. 
The  court  charged  the  Jury  that  if  It  found  that 
the  marriage  ceremony  was  performed  by  the 
clergyman,  and  that  he  was  authorized  to  per- 
form it,  as  his  testimonv  tended  to  show,  and 
also  found  that  the  said  Qrace  cohabited  with 
Coburn  under  the  belief  that  tbe  marriage  was 
legal,  as  her  testimony  tended  to  show,  the 
marriage  was  valid,  and  Coburn  was  a  persoa 
with  wnom  tbe  crime  of  adultery  could  have- 
been  committed.    To  this  the  prisoner  excep- 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  343. 
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ted,  and  also  for  that  the  court  did  Dot  charge 
"that  there  was  no  evidence  In  the  case  to  show 
that  Coburn,  being  disqualified  by  the  laws  of 
this  state  to  contract  a  lawful  marriage,  was, 
notwithstanding  such  disqualification,  compe 
tent  by  the  laws  of  New  Hampshire  to  contract 
jt  lawful  marriage,  and  that  without  such 
testimony  the  fact  of  his  marriage  to  said 
Orace  was  not  made  out.  This  last  exception 
is  not  sustainable.  As  we  have  said,  the  chap- 
ter of  the  New  Hampshire  statutes  put  in  evl- 
<deDce  is  not  restrictive  in  this  behalf;  and  if  it 
be  said  that  some  other  part  of  the  statutes  may 
be,  the  answer  is  that,  as  such  restrictions 
upon  marriage  are  exceptional,  the  burden  was 
•on  the  prisoner  to  show  the  restriction,  if  any 
there  is.  Hutchins  v.  KimmeU,  81  Mich.  126, 
132.  18  Am.  Rep.  164.  And,  as  no  restriction 
exists  in  the  common  law  of  this  state,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  common  law  of  New 
Hampshire  is  like  ours  in  this  regard.  Ward 
▼.  Morriton,  26  Vt.  598,  601.  The  marriage 
in  question  must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  be  valid 
by  the  law  of  New  Hampshire.  But,  bad  it 
been  celebrated  in  this  state,  it  would  be  void 
here,  for  our  statute  provides  that  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  a  divorced  libelee  to  marry  a 
person  other  than  the  libellant  for  three  years 
from  the  time  the  divorce  is  granted,  unless 
the  libellant  dies:  and  imposes  a  penalty  on  a 
person  who  violates  that  provision,  or  lives  in 
this  state  under  a  marriage  relation  forbidden 
by  it;  and  we  have  recently  held  that  a  mar- 
nage  celebrated  in  this  state  in  violation  thereof 
between  parties  domiciled  here,  was  void  here. 
OviU  V.  amiih,  68  Vt  85,  86  L.  R.  A.  228. 
The  prisoner  claims  that  this  marriage  is  void 
here,  notwithstanding  it  was  celebrated  in  New 
Hampshire,  and  is  valid  there,  for  that,  when 
«  marriage  is  absolutely  prohibited  in  a  state 
or  country  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  leading  to  social  evils,  the  domiciled  in- 
habitants of  that  state  or  country  cannot  be 
permitted,  by  passing  the  frontier,  and  enter- 
ing another  state,  in  which  the  marriage  is  not 
prohibited,  to  celebrate  a  marriage  forbidden  in 
their  own  state,  and  immediately  return  to 
their  own  state,  to  insist  on  their  marriage 
being  recognized  as  lawful.  It  is  the  common 
law  orChristendom  that  as  to  form  and  cere- 
Tnony  a  marriage  good  where  celebrated  is 
Kood  everjTwhere.  jBut  as  to  capacity  to  marry 
the  authorities  are  not  agreed,  some  holding 
that,  as  in  other  contracts,  it  depends  upon  the 
law  of  domicil,  and  some  that  it  depends  upon 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  is 
solemnized,  as  to  form  and  ceremony,  and  that 
a  marriage  good  where  celebrated  is  good 
everywhere,  unless  odious  by  the  common  con- 
sent of  nations,  or  positively  prohibited  by  the 
public  laws  of  a  country  from  motives  of 
policy.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  states  may 
control  this  matter  by  statute,  as  Massachusetts 
does,  where  it  is  enacted  that  when  persons 
resident  in  that  state,  in  order  to  evade  its  mar- 
riage laws,  and  with  an  intention  of  returning 
to  reside  there,  go  into  another  state  or  country 
and  are  married,  and  afterwards  return  and  re 
side  in  Massachusetts,  the  marriage  shall  be 
Kieemed  void.  We  have  no  such  express  pro- 
vision. The  language  of  our  statute  is  general, 
and  it  is  a  fundamental  rule  that  no  statute, 
whether  rciating  to  marriage  or  otherwise,  if 
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in  the  ordinary  general  form  of  words,  will  be 
given  effect  outside  of  the  state  or  country 
enacting  it.  To  bind  even  citizens  abroad,  it 
must  include  them,  either  in  express  terms  or 
by  necessary  implication.  Hence,  if  a  statute, 
sflent  as  to  marriages  abroad,  as  ours  is,  pro- 
hibits  classes  of  persons  from  marrying  gener- 
ally, or  from  intermarrying,  or  declares  void 
all  marriages  net  celebrated  according  to  pre- 
scribed forms,  it  has  no  effect  upon  marriages, 
even  of  domiciled  inhabitants,  entered  into  out 
of  the  state.  Those  marriages  are  to  be  judged 
of  by  the  courts  of  such  state.  Just  as  though 
the  statute  did  not  exist.  If  they  are  valid  by 
the  international  law  of  marriage  and  the  local 
law  of  the  place  where  celebrated,  they  are 
valid  by  the  law  of  such  state,  and  the  statute 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  if  such  in- 
ternational law  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  state, 
as  it  is  here,  for  a  written  law  not  construed  to 
be  extraterritorial  does  not  change  the  unwrit- 
ten law  as  to  extraterritorial  marriages;  and 
therefore  parties  who  are  under  no  disability 
by  international  law  may  choose  their  place  of 
marriage,  and  if  the  marriage  is  valid  there, 
it  will  be  valid  everywhere,  though  they  were 
purposely  away  from  home,  and  tbe  same 
transaction  in  the  state  of  their  domicil  would 
not  have  made  them  married.  There  is,  there> 
fore,  no  foundation  for  an  argument  based 
simply  on  the  idea  of  an  evasion  of  the  law  of 
domiciL 

This  doctrine  is  entirely  applicable  to  stat- 
utes prohibiting  marriage  after  divorce.  Such 
statutes  are  not  extraterritorial,  unless  made  so 
by  express  words  or  necessary  implication,  as 
has  been  frequently  held  in  this  country  though 
there  are  cases  the  other  way,  among  which  is 
the  recent  and  well  considered  case  of  Pennegar 
V.  &taU,  87  Tenn.  244,  2  L  R.  A.  703.  where 
the  cases  adopting  the  same  view  will  be  found. 
But  tbe  weight  of  American  authority,  as  well 
as  reason  and  anology,  sustain  the  proposition 
stated.  This  whole  subject  is  very  fully  and 
satisfactorily  discussed  by  Mr.  Bishop  in  chap- 
ter 89  of  the  first  volume  of  his  work  on  Mar- 
riage, Divorce,  and  Separation;  and,  as  we 
adopt  his  views,  an  extended  discusction  here  is 
not  necessary.  Tbe  subject  is  also  fully  dis- 
cussed in  C&m,  v.  Lane,  11 8  Mass.  458,  18  Am. 
Rep.  500,  and  Ban  v.  Ross,  129  Mass.  248.  87 
Am,  Rep.  821.  In  the  latter  case  it  is  said  that 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  being  based 
upon  tbe  contract  of  the  parties,  and  recog- 
nized by  all  Christian  nations,  the  validity  of 
the  contract,  if  not  polygamous  nor  ionestuous 
according  to  the  general  opinion  of  Christen- 
dom, is  governed,  even  as  regards  the  capacity 
of  the  parties,  by  the  law  of  the  place  or  mar- 
riage; that  tills  status,  once  legally  created, 
should  be  recognized  everywhere  as  fully  as  if 
created  by  the  law  of  the  domicil;  and  that, 
therefore,  such  a  marriage,  if  valid  by  the  law 
of  the  place  where  contracted,  even  if  con- 
tracted between  persons  domiciled  in  Massa- 
chusetts, and  incompetent  to  marry  there,  is 
valid  there  to  all  intents  and  effects,  civil  and 
criminal,  except  so  far  as  the  legislature  has 
clearly  declared  that  such  a  marriage  out  of 
the  commonwealth  shall  be  deemed  invalid. 
The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  Van  VoorhU  v. 
BHntnaU,  86  N.  T.  18,  40  Am.  Rep.  505, 
where  it  is  said  that,  in  the  absence  of  express 
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words  to  that  effect,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred 
that  the  legislature  intended  its  enactments  to 
contravene  the  jv»  gentium  under  which  the 
que»uon  of  the  validity  of  the  marriage  con- 
tract is  referred  to  the  lex  loci  contractus,  and 
which  is  made  binding  by  the  consent  of  all 
nations,  and  professedly  and  directly  operates 
upon  all;  and  that,  while  every  country  can 
regulate  the  status  of  its  own  citizens,  until 
the  will  of  the  state  finds  clear  and  unmistak- 
able expression  to  the  contrary,  that  law  must 
control.  Judge  Marshall  says  in  United  States 
V.  Fisher,  2  Cranch.  389,  2  L.  ed.  314.  that 
"where  rights  are  infringed,  where  fundamen 
tal  principles  are  overthrown,  where  the 
general  system  of  the  laws  is  departed  from, 
the  legislative  intention  must  be  expressed  with 
irresistible  clearness,  to  induce  a  court  of 
justice  to  suppose  a  design  to  effect  such  ob- 
jecu."  Brook  v.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  193, 
sustains  the  prisoner's  contention.  There  a 
man  and  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  both  of 
whom  were  law  fully  domiciled  British  subjects, 
went  temporarily  to  Denmark,  and  were  there 
married,  where  their  marriage  was  valid;  but 
It  was  held  void  in  England  because  an  English 
statute  prohibited  such  marriages.  The  law 
lords  delivered  separate  opinions,  and  the  only 
ground  upon  which  they  agreed  was  that,  as 
the  statute  made  such  mariiafires  between  Eng- 
lish subjects  domiciled  in  England  void  because 
declared  by  the  act  to  be  contrary  to  the  law  of 
God,  it  must  be  construed  to  include  such 
marridp:e8  though  solemnized  abroad.  Judge 
Gray  says,  in  Com.  v.  Lane,  above  cited,  that 
the  judgment  in  that  case  proceeds  upon  the 
ground  that  an  act  of  Parliament  is  not  merely 
an  ordinance  of  man,  but  a  conclusive  declara- 
tion of  the  law  of  God,  and  that  the  result  is 
that  the  law  of  God,  as  declared  by  act  of  Par- 
liament, and  expounded  by  the  House  of  Lords 
varies  according  to  time,  place,  length  of  life 
of  parties,  pecuniary  interests  of  third  persons, 
petitions  to  human  tribunals,  and  technical 
rules  of  statutory  construction  and  judicial 
procedure.  Mr.  JBishop  criticizes  the  case  very 
sharply,  and  says  it  is  of  the  highest  importance 


that  it  be  sufficiently  understood  in  this  coun- 
try to  avoid  any  accident  of  Its  being  followed 
by  our  courts.  He  discusses  it  very  fully,  ad- 
mitting that  it  was  difficult  for  him  to  write- 
soberly  about  it,  as  the  decision  was  announced 
in  apparent  oblivion  of  the  course  that  justice 
had  taken  for  a^es  in  England,  and  ignored 
alike  acts  of  Parliament  and  judicial  decisions. 
To  follow  it,  he  says,  would  lead  us  into  con- 
fusion not  to  be  endured  where  marriage,  good 
order,  and  Christian  decency  are  respected. 
The  French  law  is  much  like  the  English  in 
this  regard,  though  more  exacting.  By  th& 
Code  Napoleon y  a  marriage  contracted  in  a 
foreign  country  between  French  people,  or  be- 
tween a  French  person  and  an  alien,  is  valid  if 
it  has  been  celebrated  in  the  manner  followed 
in  such  country,  provided  it  has  been  preceded 
by  the  publication  required  by  the  Code,  and 
provided  the  French  person  has  not  violated 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  concerning  the 
qualifications  and  conditions  required  to  con- 
tract marriage.  Cacbard's  French  Civ.  Code, 
art.  170.  This  accords  with  the  further  pro- 
vision of  the  Code  that  laws  relating  to  the 
status  and  capacity  of  persons  apply  to  French- 
men even  resident  in  a  foreign  country.  Id. 
art.  3.  On  this  principle  the  civilians  gener- 
ally,  we  think,  hold  that  as  to  capacity  to 
marry  the  law  of  the  domicil  governs.  But 
the  other  view  as  suggested  by  Judge  Story,  is 
founded  upon  a  more  liberal  basis  of  interna- 
tional policy  that  deems  it  far  better  to  support 
as  valid  marriages  celebrated  in  another  state 
or  country  when  in  conformity  with  the  laws 
thereof,  although  some  minor  inconveniences 
may  arise  therefrom,  than  to  shake  general 
confidence  in  such  marriages,  to  subject  the 
innocent  issue  to  constant  doubts  as  to  their 
legitimacy,  and  to  leave  the  parties  themselvea 
at  liberty  to  cut  adrift  from  their  solemn  obli-. 
gations  whenever  they  happen  to  become  dis- 
satisfied with  their  lot  Story,  Confl.  L.  pL 
124. 

Judgment  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  county  court,  and  that  the 
prisoner  take  nothing  by  her  exceptiona. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


STATE  of  Washineton,  ex  rel.  P.  H.  WINS- 
TON, Attorney  General,  Appt, 

V. 

HUDSON  LAND  COMPANY  etcU.,  Bespts, 


(. 


.Wash ) 


!•  ConTeyanees  ma4le  to  a  corporation 
when  a  majority  of  the  stock  was 
owned  by  eitisens  will  be  declared  void  when 
a  majority  of  tbe  stock  is  transferred  to  and  held 
bj  aliens,  under  Const,  art.  2, 6  83,  prohibiting  tbe 
ownership  of  lands  by  aliens,  and  providing  that 
every  corporation,  the  majority  of  the  capital 
stock  of  which  is  owned  by  aliens,  shall  be  oon- 
sldered  an  ahen  for  the  purpose  of  such  prohibi- 
tion. 


8.  A  lease  of  land  Ibr  Ibrty-nlne  years  io^ 
an  alien  is  void  under  Const,  art.  S,  9  S3,  pro- 
hibitinflr  the  ownership  of  lands  by  aliens,  and 
providing  that  all  oonveyanoes  of  land  to  any 
alien  shall  be  void. 

(March  7,  im^ 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Spokane  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  to  declare  void 
certain  conveyances  of  real  estate  which  had 
been  made  to  the  defendant  company  on  the 
ground  that  the  company  was  an  alien.  Bo- 
versed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note.— As  to  ownership  of  real  estate  by  alien 
oorporatlon,  see  also  Oregon  Mortg.  Co.  v.Carstens 
(Wash.)  85  L.  B.  A.  84L 
40  L.  R.  A. 


As  to  right  of  foreign  corporations  in  general  to 
own  lands,  see  note  to  Lancaster  v.  Amaterdam 
Improvement  Co.  (N.  Y.;  ;f4  L.  E.  A.  322, 


iud& 


State,  ex  rd.  Wikston,  y.  Ucdsoh  Land  Co. 


481 


Mr.  P.  H.  Winston*  Attorney  General,  in 
propria  persona. 

Messrs.  Cyrus  Happy  and  Graves, 
Wolf,  &  Graves,  for  respondents: 

By  the  cooomon  law  aliens  were  incapable  of 
acquiring  and  holding  real  estate. 

2  Bl.  Com.  349;  2  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  58,  65. 

The  courts  of  this  country,  while  holding 
that  an  alien  cannot  acquire  real  estate  by 
descent  or  other  mere  operation  of  law,  hold 
that  be  may  acquire  land  by  purchase  and  hold 
the  same  until  office  found'  by  the  state. 

2  Kent,  Com.  I2th  ed.  supra. 

The  common-law  prohibition  against  alien 
ownership  of  real  estate  had  its  origin  undoubt- 
edly in  the  feudal  tenures  of  the  mother 
country. 

Cooley's  Bl.  Com.  p.  872. 

Happily  we  are  not  troubled  with  many  of 
the  burdens  which  feudalism  imposed. 

The  payment  of  taxes  upon  land  has  super- 
ceded all  other  burdens  under  which  tenures 
were  held  in  the  days  of  feudalism. 

Therefore  we  can  discover  no  reason  under 
present  conditions  for  applying  this  constitu- 
tional provision  to  domestic  corporations. 

There  has  never  been  any  common  law,  or 
any  statute  law.  against  an  alien  becoming  the 
owner  of  personal  property. 

2  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  p.  68. 

The  court  is  asked  to  impute  to  the  framers 
of  our  organic  law  the  intention  that  a  corpo- 
ration born  and  raised  in  this  state  shall  be 
exiled,  and  its  lands  confiscated,  not  for  any 
act  done  by^  it,  but  because  of  the  act  of  a 
stockholder  in  transferring  his  stock.  The  act 
which  is  to  work  this  attainder  and  corruption 
of  blood,  figuratively  speaking,  is  nothing 
more  than  the  transfer  of  personal  property  to 
one  who  never  labored  under  any  legal  dis- . 
abilities,  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  I 
with  respect  to  personal  property.  I 

The  statute  would  seriously  impair  the  value  ' 
of  the  stock  of  all  corporations  owning  real 
estate,  if  held  to  apply  to  real  estate  titles  ac- 
quired by  corporations  at  a  time  when  it  was 
under  no  legal  disabilities. 

What  shall  constitute  citizenship  in  this 
country  is  a  matter  which  the  Federal  govern- 
ment alone  can  determine. 

For  the  purposes  of  jurisdiction  confessed 
by  law  upon  the  courts  of  this  country,  a  pri- 
Tate  corporation  is  a  citizen  of  the  state  where 
it  is  created,  and  necessarily  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  not  an  alien. 

Mulier  Y.  Dotes,  94  U.  S.  444,  24  L.  ed.  207; 
Shaw  y.  Quineif  Min.  Co.  145  U.  8.  444,  86 
L.  ed.  768. 

Private  corporations  are  persons  within  the 
meaning  of  the  14th  Amendment,  and  are  en- 
titled to  i>8  protection  the  same  as  natural  per- 
sons, so  far  as  their  property  is  concerned. 

San  Mateo  County  v.  Southern  P,  R.  Co.  8 
8awy.  2;&^\  Santa  Clara  R.  Tax  Case,  9  Sawy. 
165 

Expatriation  can  only  be  eflfected  in  accord- 
ance with  law;  and  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  must  be  the  source  of  that  law. 

Comitis  y.  Parkerson,  56  Fed.  Rep.  556,  22 
L.  R.  A.  14a 

I>iinbsu*t  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
40  L.R.  A. 


This  action  was  brought  by  the  state,  on  the 
relation  of  the  attorney  general,  to  declare- 
void  certain  conveyances  of  realty  made  by 
defendants  HarrietteN.  MacDonald  and  D.  W. 
MacDonald  to  the  Hudson  Land  Company,  a 
corporation,  upon  the  ground  that  said  corpo- 
ration is  an  alien,  under  §  88.  art.  2.  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  of  Washington.  It 
is  conceded  that,  at  the  time  the  property  wa9 
conveyed,  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration was  owned  by  citizens  of  Washington, 
but  that  thereafter  a  majority  of  the  stock  was 
transferred  to,  and  is  now  held  by,  aliens.  One 
parcel  of  the  realty  was  conveyed  absolutely  to 
the  company,  while  another  was  leased  for  for- 
ty-nine years.  To  the  relator's  compitfint  setting 
up  these  facts  a  general  demurrer  was  inter- 
posed, which  was  sustained  by  the  lower  court. 
The  relator  electing  to  stand  on  his  pleading, 
judgment  was  rendered  against  him.  from 
which  judgment  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  to  this  complaint.  This  court,  in 
the  case  of  State,  Atty.  Oen.,  y.  Morrison 
(Wash.)  52  Pac.  228,  held  that  a  lease  to  aliens 
for  ninety-nine  years  was  yoid,  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  in  contravention  of  the  provisions- 
of  the  article  of  the  Constituiion  above  re- 
ferred to,  and  because  parties  would  not  be  al- 
lowed indirectly  to  accomplish  a  result  which 
they  are  forbidden  to  do  directly,  and  we  think 
the  same  reasoning  applies  to  this  case.  The 
language  of  the  Constitution  is  as  follows: 
"The  ownership  of  lands  by  aliens,  other  than 
those  who  in  good  faith  have  declared  their 
intention  to  become  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  is  prohibited  in  this  state,  except  where 
acquired  by  inheritance,  under  mortgage  or  in 
good  faith,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice  m 
the  cnllectiou  of  debts;  and  all  conveyances 
of  lands  hereafter  made  to  any  alien  directly  or 
in  trust  for  such  alien  shall  be  void :  provided, 
that  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  lands  containing  valuable  deposits  of 
minerals,  metals,  iron,  coal,  or  fireclay,  and 
the  necessary  land  for  mills  and  machinery  to 
be  used  in  the  development  thereof  and  the 
manufacture  of  the  products  therefrom.  Every 
corporation,  the  majority  of  the  capital  stock 
of  which  is  owned  by  aliens,  shall  be  con- 
sidered an  alien  for  the  purposes  of  this  prohi- 
bition." It  seems  to  us  that  this  language  is 
not  susceptible  of  construction.  A  plain  pol- 
icy was  plainly  enunciated  by  the  constitu- 
tional convention.  That  policy  was  an  inhibi- 
tion of  ownership  of  lands  by  aliens  except  as 
to  the  character  of  lands  specially  memioned 
in  the  proviso,  and  the  constitutional  conven- 
tion, having  in  mind,  no  doubt,  the  attempt  to 
evade  this  law  which  is  made  in  this  case,  out 
of  an  abundance  of  caution  inserted  the  last 
provision,  viz,  that  ''every  corporation,  the 
majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  which  is  owned 
by  aliens,  shall  be  considered  an  alien  for  the 
purposes  of  this  prohibition."  We  cannot 
understand  what  meaning  could  be  attached  to 
this  last  provision  of  the  act  if  a  corporation, 
the  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  which  is 
owned  by  aliens,  is  allowed  to  become  the- 
owner  of  lands.  It  is  contended  by  the  appel- 
lant that,  because  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
this  corporation  was  owned  by  citizens  at  the 
time  the  land  was  transferred  to  the  corpora^ 
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tion,  it  would  work  an  ioiury  and  a  hardship 
upon  the  corporation,  and  upon  the  owners  of 
fitook  thereof,  to  hold  this  transfer  .void,  and 
that,  had  it  been  the  intention  of  the  constitu- 
tional convention  to  make  such  an  application 
of  the  law  as  this,  language  more  explicit 
•could,  and  surely  would,  have  been  used. 
We  do  not  think  that  language  more  explicit 
•could  haTe  been  used.  Presumably,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  constitutional  convention  regarded 
this  question  as  of  great  importance,  and  the 
article  doubtless  was  passed  after  careful  con- 
-sideration  and  revision;  and  the  whole  article 
shows  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  law  that 
the  ownership  of  lands  by  aliens  should  be 
prohibited,  and  that  it  should  be  prohibited 
despite  of  subterfuges  which  might  be  re- 
sorted to  by  aliens  for  the  purpose  of  becom 
Ing  such  owners;  and  we  have  already  seen 
the  wisdom  of  the  makers  of  the  Constitution 
in  clothing  this  article  in  language  which  is  so 
plain  that  it  is  not  susceptible  of  judicial  con- 
struction. First,  attempts  have  been  made  in 
the  case  just  above  referred  to  by  aliens  to  be- 
come owners  of  land  through  the  medium  of 
leases  which  in  effect  conferred  ownership, 
•and  now  the  Constitution  is  again  sought  to  be 
uvoided,  and  benefits  obtained  under  it  by  in- 
direction which  could  not  be  obtained  by  direct 
•action.  We  have  no  doubt  that  corporations 
have  it  within  their  power  to  protect  them- 
selves from  the  dire  consequences  and  hard- 
ships which  are  suggested  by  appellant  in  his 


brief  by  reason  of  members  of  a  corporation 
selling  stock  to  aliens  in  the  corporation;  but, 
if  they  cannot,  our  laws  confer  certain  benefits 
on  and  exemptions  to  corporations,  which  are 
valuable;  and  if  men  see  fit  lo  enter  into  cor- 
porations for  the  purpose  of  doing  business, 
instead  of  doing  it  as  individuals,  and  accept 
the  benefits  which  the  law  confers  u(K)n  the 
corporation,  they  must  also  accept  the  bur- 
dens  which  are  incident  to  a  corporate  invest- 
ment. But,  outside  of  all  this,  when  it  once 
becomes  the  established  law  that  deeds  of  this 
character  are  void,  members  of  corporations 
will  not  be  quick  to  obtain  such  deeds,  and 
the  hardships  dilated  on  by  the  appellant  will 
be  more  in  theory  than  practice.  But,  even  if 
it  be  conceded  that  these  hardships  would 
have  to  be  endured,  the  evident  spirit  of  the 
Constitution  must  be  sustained.  The  broad 
doctrine  is  announced  that  the  ownership  of 
lancTs  by  aliens  Is  inhibited.  The  exceptions 
to  that  rule  are  as  plainly  announced  by  the 
Constitution.  These  transfers  not  falling 
within  the  exceptions,  the  convevance  must  be 
held  to  be  void.  The  lease  for  forty-nine 
years  will  be  held  void,  under  the  doctrine 
announced  in  State  v.  Morruan  (Wash.)  52 
Pac.  228. 

The  case  will  be  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
the  lower  court  to  overrule  the  demurrer  to 
the  complaint 

Scott,  Ch.  J.,  and  Reavis,  J.,  concur. 


VIRGINIA  SUPREME  COURT   OP  APPEALS, 


riDELITY   &   CASUALTY    COMPANY, 

Plff.  in  Err., 

f>. 

Anna  Lee  CHAMBERS  e^al. 

(98  y  a.  188.) 

1.  Possession  by  an  insored  of  the  pol- 
icy Is,  upon  demurrer  by  the  msurer  to  the  evi- 
dence in  a  suit  upon  the  policy,  couolusive  evl- 
denoe  that  tbe  premium  was  paid. 

-8.  That  an  insured  person  had  taken 
drinks  Just  before  he  reoeived  an  injury  wili 
not,  if  he  was  not  drunk,  brin?  him  within  the 
clause  of  the  policy  that  it  shall  not  **oover  any 


accidental  injury  which  may  happen  to  me  while 
under  the  influenoe  of  intoxicating  drinks." 
8.  Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
daa^r,  within  the  meaninir  of  an  accident  In- 
surance policy,  is  not  shown  by  the  facts  that  the 
insured,  without  knowing  that  a  train  was  due« 
sat  on  a  bag  on  tbe  railroad  track  at  a  highway 
crossing,  and  upon  being  warned  of  the  approach 
or  a  train  started  away,  but  turned  back  for  the 
bag,  and  was  struck  before  he  oould  get  away. 

(April  28, 1806w) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Oreenesville 
County  to  review  adjudgment  in  favor  of 


Note.— VolMntary  exposure  to  unnecemiry  danger 
wUhinmeanina  of  insurance  poiiey, 

I.  Construction  compared  wUh  negligence. 
II.  Conwiousne«s  of  danger. 

III.  Hisiksincidentto  duty  or  necessity, 

IV.  Unexpected  results, 

V.  What  constitutes^  particular  cases. 
VL  Proof  of^  as  a  defense. 

L  Construction  compared  with  negUgenee, 

Conditions  in  accident  insurance  policies  against 
liability  in  case  of  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger  are  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  insurer,  and  liberally  in  favor  of  the  insured. 
Equitable  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Osborn,  90  Ala.  801, 18  L. 
R.  A.  277.     . 

And  the  terms  ''negligence"  and  ^Voluntary  ez- 
f)oeure  to  unnecessary  danger'*  as  used  in  such  a 
•condition  are  not  necessarily  or  usually  synony- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


mous.  Lehman  v.  Great  Eastern  Casualty  &  I.  Co. 
7  App.  Div.  42i;  Miller  v.  American  MuL  Acci.  Ins. 
Co.  92  Tenn.  107. 20  L.  R.  A.  766:  and  see  United 

BtAXSS  MUT.  AOGL  A8S0.  Y.  HUBBBIiL. 

Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  accident 
policy  against  liability  in  such  case,  means  some- 
thing more  than  contributory  negligence  or  the 
want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  assured. 
Follis  V.  United  States  Mut.  AocL  Asao.  94  Iowa, 
486,  28  L.  R.  A.  78. 

And  mere  negligence  short  of  voluntary  expos- 
ure to  unnecessary  danger  will  not  defeat  a  recov- 
ery upon  such  a  policy.  Equitable  AooL  Ins.  Co. 
y.  Osbum,  90  Ala.  201,  IB  L.  E.  A.  207. 

Under  a  condition  in  an  accident  Insurance  pol* 
icy  against  liability  in  case  of  injury  from  volun- 
tary exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  the  assured 
does  not  contract  for  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  and  caution,  or  against  contributory  negll- 


8ee  also  40  L.  R.  A.  453;  46  L.  R.   A.  253;  47  L.  R.  A.  G50;  48  L.  R.  A.  359. 


a896. 


FroBiJTT  &  Casualtt  Co.  y.  (/"bambbrs. 


43» 


plalDtiffs  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  acci- 
dent insurance.     Afflrmed. 

Tlic  facts  are  staled  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Cabell  Sk  Cabell,  for  plaintiff  in 
^Tor: 

Counsel  for  appellee  ask  to  be  permiited  to 
Iniroduce  before  this  court  evidence  thai  is  not 
in  the  record,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  before 
this  court  a  question  for  the  Urst  time — a  ques- 
tion that  was  not  raised  in  the  trial  court,  not 
presented  to  judge  or  jury,  and  nowhere  ap- 
pears in  the  record.     This  cannot  be  done. 

Roanoke  Land  <fe  /.  Co.  v.  Kam,  80  Va.  591; 
SpotUY.  Com.  85  Va.  581;  Shenandoah  Valley 
B,  Co.  ▼.  Dunlop,  86  Va.  846;  Parrish  v.  Par- 
ris/i,  88  Va.  529:  BonaidY.  Bank  of  Princeton, 
■90  Va.  815;  Milburn  Wagon  Co.  v.  Nisewarner, 
^  Va.  714;  Lake  v.  T^ree,  90  Va.  719;  Ault- 
won  ▼.  Salinas,  44  S.  C.  299:  Barueh  v.  Long, 
117  N.  C.  509;  George  Campbell  Co.  ▼.  Angus, 
■91  Va.  438. 

It  is  not  all  the  evidence  which  the  demur- 
ram  is  called  on  to  waive.  He  waives  only  so 
much  of  bis  evidence  as  conflicts  with  that  of 
bis  adversary. 

1  Barton,  Law  Pr.  677,  678;  1  Robinson, 
Old  Pr  404;  BvmphrepsY.  West,  8  Hand.  (Va.) 
^16;  Biggers  v.  Ald&rson,  1  Hen.  &  M.  60; 
^Stephens  v.   White,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  208. 

This  policy  was  never  paid  for,  and  really 
tiever  delivered.  One  of  the  conditions  in  the 
policy  is:  "This  policy  shall  not  take  effect 
unless  the  premium  is  paid  previous  to  any 
accident  under  which  claim  is  made. 

But  had  it  been  paid  for  there  could  have 
been  no  recovery  in  this  case  because  several 
^express  warranties  which  formed  the  basis  of 
the  obligation  were  untrue,  or  were  not  com- 
plied with. 

Richards,  Ids.  62;  Commonwealth  Mut,  F, 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Huntzinger,  98  Pa.  46;  Ripley  v. 
^:tna  Im.  Go.  80  N.  Y.  186,  86  Am.  Dec.  362; 
Jeffries  v.  Economical  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co.  22  Wall. 
-58,  22  L.  ed.  885;  jStna  L.  Ins!  Co.  v.  France, 
«1  U.  S.  512,  28  L.  ed  402. 

In  his  application  Kirkland  warranted  to  be 
true:  "My  habits  of  life  are  correct  and  tem- 
perate." 

The  evidence  clearly  shows  that  this  waa 
untrue.    He  was  certainly  a  drinking  man. 


Again.  Kirkland  warranted  to  be  true  that 
he  was  '*in  a  sound  condition,  mentally  and 
physically." 

**H«  WHS  quite  deaf,  did  not  hear  well." 

Kirkland  was  sitting  in  the  middle  of  the 
railroad  track  with  his  back  to  the  way  the 
train  came  from,  complaining  of  being  sick 
and  weak,  and  carrying  on  a  conversation  with 
a  negro  woman. 

Even  to  cross  puch  a  track  has  been  judicially 
held  to  be  an  obvious  danger. 

Wood.  Railway  Law,  §  1618. 

In  a  recent  case  decided  by  the  United  States 
circuit  court  of  appeals  Judge  Simonton  says: 
"The  track  of  a  railroad  over  which  frequent 
trains  are  passing  is  a  place  of  danger.  A  per- 
son ^ho  goes  on  it  unnecessarily  or  without 
valid  cause  voluntarily  incurs  a  risk  for  the 
consequences  of  which  he  cannot  hold  others 
responsible." 

See  also  Bancroft  v.  Boston  d  W,  R.  Corp. 
97  Mass.  278;  Tuitle  v.  Travellen^  Ins.  Co.  184 
Mass.  175,  45  Am.  Rep.  816;  WiUiams  v.  Unit- 
ed States  Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  188  N.  T.  866; 
Cornish  v.  Accident  Ins.  C^.  L.  R.  28  Q.  B. 
Div.  458;  Knapp  v.  Preferred  Mut.  Arci.  Asso, 
53  Hun,  87;  Tratdtrif  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones,  80 
Ga.  541;  Satofelle  v.  Bailway  Pan.  Assur,  Co. 
16  Blatchf.  216. 

Messrs.  Tnmbiill  4k  Ooodwyn,  for  de- 
fendants in  error: 

Appellant  failed  to  ask  that  the  verdict  of 
the  Jury  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  awarded 
it 

This  not  having  been  done  the  appeal  should 
be  dismissed. 

NeiDberry  v.  Williami,  89  Va.  298;  Richmond 
dk  D.  B.  Co.  v.  Seott  (Va.)  20  8.  E.  826. 

Policies  of  this  character  are  contracts  to  be 
construed  like  other  contracts,  and  words  of 
exception  contained  therein  are  to  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  insurer. 

United  States  Mut.  Aed.  Asso.  ▼.  Newman, 
84  Va.  58. 

The  evidence  shows  conclusively  that  de- 
ceased was  not  drunk  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent. The  evidence  does  show  that  he  would 
take  a  drink  occasionally,  bat  this  is  not 
sufficient  to  vitiate  the  policy. 

Travelert^  Ins.  Co.  t.  Harvey,  82  Va.  949. 


ffenoe,— DO  euoh  ooosfderation  entertog  Into  the 
<)ueetioo  ezoept  remotely  and  secoDdarUr.  Trav- 
-elera'  ins.  Co.  v.  Mttobell,  47  U.  8.  App.  MO,  78  Fed. 
Uep.75i,2iaC.A.a06. 

So,  io  SbevUn  v.  American  Mut.  Aocl.  Asso.  94 
Wis.  180,  as  L.  R.  A.  5S,  it  was  said  that  authority  is 
not  wanting  that  the  exception,  where  the  lan- 
truage  is  voluntary  exposure,  etc.,  is  not  con  fined 
-to  injuries  caused  by  (rross  Deirlifrence. 

Id  the  above  ease,  Keene  v.  New  Kngland  Mut. 
Ac€l.  Ins.  Go.  161  Mass.  140,  infra.  Y.,  was  dfstin- 
iruisbed  upon  the  ground  tbat  in  that  case  the  con- 
^itioD  was  against  injury  caused  by  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unneoeasary  danger,  while  in  the  case 
■at  bar  the  word  ''voluntary**  does  not  occur,  tbe 
use  of  which  contemplated  a  conscious  exposure 
to  danger,  or  gross  negiigence. 

And  i^hoeider  v.  Provident  L.  Tns.  Co.  24  Wis.  28, 
1  Am.  Rep.  157,  infra^  Y.,  was  distinguished  upon 
tbe  ground  that  in  tbat  case  tbe  condition  was 
against  liability  for  injury  caused  by  wilful  and 
wanton  exposure,  which  means  a  greater  degree  of 
negligence  than  a  mere  failure  to  exercise  ordinary 
«are,  while  In  the  case  at  bar  tbe  condition  is 
40  L.  R.  A.  38 


against  liability  for  injury  caused  by  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger  only. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  use  by  the 
court  of  the  words  ''gross  negligence**  in  an  action 
upon  an  insurance  policy,  in  referring  to  tbe  de- 
fenseibatthe  insured  bad  unneoeesarily  exposed 
himself  to  danger,  though  erroneous,  is  not  a 
ground  for  reversal  where  tlie  instructions  were 
full  and  elaborate  as  to  what  would  constitute  an 
unnecessary  exposure  to  danger  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  condition  in  tbe  policy  against  liability  in 
case  of  such  exposure.  Wilson  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  68  Minn.  47a 

And  in  Saw  telle  v.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  16 
Blatcbf.  218,  which  was  an  action  upon  an  acci- 
dent insurance  policy  oonditioned  agalo^  liability 
in  case  of  injury  from  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger,  hazard,  or  perilous  adventure,  it  was  held 
that  the  act  of  tbe  assured  in  passing  from  oar  to 
car  upon  a  railroad  train  while  it  was  at  full  speed, 
in  tbe  night-time,  is  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law, 
and  that  negligence  and  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  are  equivalent  terms. 

Bee  also  Paoifio  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Snowden,  12  U. 
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Wb^sre  evidence  of  iDtozication  is  coDflict- 
ine  the  decision  of  the  lower  court  musi  be 
siisiained. 

Sutherland  v.  Standard  L.  <&  Acei,  Ins.  Co. 
87  Iowa,  505. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  definition  of  the  word 
''accident"  thai  excludes  the  negligence  of  the 
injured  partj-  as  one  of  the  elements  contribut- 
ing to  produce  the  result. 

2  May,  Ins.  §  680;  Beach,  Inj.  §  245;  1  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  87. 

Vol 'in  I  a  ry  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
involves  the  idea  of  intentionally  doing  some 
act  wli7ch  ordinary  prudeoce  would  pronounce 
daneemus. 

Beach.  Ins   §  246. 

A  degree  of  consciou{>nessof  danger  is  neces- 
sary Ijefore  there  would  be  that  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  required  to 
prevent  indemnity. 

Beach,  Ins.  §s^  276,  277,  note  8;  1  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p,  91;  Schneider  v.  Provident 
L,  In%,  Co.  24  Wis.  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  157; 
Burkhard  v.  Tvateleri^  lus,  Co.  102  Pa.  262,  48 
Am.  Rep.  2(»5;  Equitable  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Oifl>orn,  90  Ala.  206,  18  L.  R.  A.  267. 

Cardwell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  Judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Green esvi lie  county  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  tbe  jury 
having  ascertained  the  plaintiffs'  damages  at 
$2,000.  the  amount  covered  by  the  insurance 
policy  sued  on,  and  the  defendant  in  error 
moves  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error  as  improvi 
dently  awarded,  upon  the  ground  that  the  rec- 
ord does  not  show  that  there  was  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  in  the  court  below.  This  is  not 
an  open  question  in  Virginia.  It  was  raised 
and  determined  in  tbe  case  of  Norfolk  dt  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dunnatoay  (decided  at  the  present  term), 
98  Va.  29,  wherein  it  was  held  "it  was  not  necen- 
sary  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  to  be  made 
in  the  trial  court  in  order  to  have  a  judgment 
on  a  demurrer  to  evidence  reviewed  in  the  ap- 
pellate court." 

It  is  also  insisted  by  counsel  for  defendants 
in  error  that,  in  addition  to  the  rule  governing  I 


where  there  is  a  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  evl^ 
dence,  all  evidence  intro'iuced  by  the  defendant: 
in  tiie  court  below  In  support  of  its  defense^ 
based  upon  the  ground  of  a  violation  of  the- 
conditions    or    restrictive    provisions    in    the- 
policy  should  not  be  considered,  as  thisevidenoe 
does  not  first  make  it  appear  that  tbe  condi- 
tions or  restrictive  ?trovisiona  in  the  policj 
sued  on  are  in  tbe  print  required  l)y  §  325ior 
the  Code  or  written  with  pen  and  ink  in  or 
on  the  policy.     This  section  provides:     •'Ittv 
any  action  against  an  insurance  company  or 
other  insurer,  founded  on  a  policy  of  insuranoo* 
issued  after  the  Isl  day  of  July,  1878.  no  fail- 
ure to  perform  any  condition  of  the  policy, 
nor    violation    of    any    restrictive    provision 
thereof,  shall  be  a  valid  defense  to  such  ac- 
tion, unless  it  appears  that  such  condition  or 
res^nctive  provision  is  printed  in  type  as  large* 
or  larger  than  that  commonly  known  as  lon^ 
primer  type,  or  is  written   with   pen  and  ink 
in  or  on  the  policy."    This  presents  to  thia- 
court  an  entirely  new  question  of  great  im- 
portance, which  the  record  does  not  show  to- 
have  been  raised  in  the  trial  court;  and  as  it  bas- 
net been  fully  argued,  and  as  tbe  judgment  of 
the  lower  court  must  be  attirmed  on  tbe  merita- 
of  the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it, 
and  we  therefore  express  no  opinion  on  that 
question. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  introduced  in  evi- 
dence tbe  policy  of  insurance  sued  on,  and) 
then  proved  by  parol  testimony  that  the  In- 
sured, L.  A.  Kirkland.  was  struck  and  killed 
by  a  locomotive  of  the  Atlantic  &  Danville- 
Railroad  on  the  28d  of  December,  1891,  and 
in  rebuttal  examined  witnesses  to  show  that 
the  representations  In  the  application  for  the* 
insurance  alleged  by  defendants  to  have  been* 
false  were  in  fact  not  false,  and  thai  the  acci- 
dent by  which  ti^e  deceased  lost  his  life  was- 
not  caused  by  his  intoxication,  or  the  result  of 
tbe  use  of  intoxicants,  or  from  voluntary  ex 
posure  to  unneces.sary  danger.  The  defendant 
insurance  company  snuglit  by  its  lestimonv- 
to  make  defense  to  the  action  upon  the  grounds 
that  the  insured  made  false  representations 
in  his  application  for  the  insurance;  second^ 
that  the  insurance  premium    on    which   tbe 


8.  App.  704, 68  Fed.  Bep.  842,  7  C.  a  A.  264,  infra, 
III. 

IT.  OofMcioumem  o/  danger, 
Gonsciousnefls  of  danger  is  necessary  before  tbere 
can  be  a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger, wit  bin  tbe  meaning  of  a  oondltloo  in  an  acci- 
dent Insurance  policy  against  liability  in  case  of 
Inlury  from  such  erpoeure.  Miller  v.  American 
Mut.  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  WTenn.  107,  20  L.  R.  A.  76&. 

Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
witbin  tbe  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  accident 
Insurance  policy  against  liability  for  injury  trom 
such  exposure,  refers  only  to  dangers  of  a  real, 
substantial  character,  wbich  tbe  assured  rvong' 
nized,  but  to  whicb  be  nevertheless  purposely  and 
coDSctously  exposed  himself,  intendmir  at  tbe  time 
to  assume  all  the  risks  of  tbe  situation.  Travelers* 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Mitchell.  47  U.  8.  App.  260.  78  Fed.  Rep. 
764. 24  C.  C.  A.  606;  FmBUTY  &  C.  Co.  v.  Cham- 

BBR8. 

And  it  implies  knowledge  on  the  part  of  a  person 
injured  of  tbe  exisienoe  of  tbe  danger.  Carpenter 
V.  American  Acci.  Co.  46  8.  C.  641. 

And  a  oonaolous  intentional  exposure  to  some- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


tbinir  whicb  one  is  consciously  willing  to  take  the* 
risk  of.  Keene  v.  New  England  Mut.  Accf.  Asso.  16t 
Mass.  149:  iJe  Loy  v.  Travelers*  Ins,  Co.  171  Pa.  L 

To  constitute  voluotary  exposure  tounneccssarjr 
danger,  wit  bin  tbe  meaning  of  suob  a  condition, 
the  act  must  be  done  designedlv  and  cot  accident- 
ally, and  must  have  neen  one  done  in  obe'iienoe  to 
and  regulated  by  tbe  will  of  tbe  person  who  doe» 
it,  who  must  have  intentionally  and  ooosoiously 
assumed  the  ri8k  of  the  obvious  danger.  Lebmai> 
v.  Great  Enstern Casualty  &  L  Co.  7  App.  Div.  4S4. 

In  Lebman  v.  Great  Eastern  Casualty  &  I.  Co.  r 
App.  Div.  424.  supra,  Cornish  v.  Accident  Co.  L.  R. 
28  Q  B.  Div.  463.  infra,  V.,  was  disitnguL^bed  upon 
theground  that  In  that  OHse  the  lamruage  of  the 
condition  was  ^'exposure  of  the  insured  to  ohyiou» 
risk  or  injury"  the  difference  deprivlnir  that  oase- 
of  any  authoritative  value:  and  Williams  v.  (Jniterl 
States  Muu  Acci.  Asso.  82  Hun;  260.  183  14.  Y.  967. 
infra,  ILL,  was  dlstinauisbed  upon  the  ii round  that, 
in  that  case  tne  a.«8ured  In  a  spirit  of  bravado  sak^ 
down  upon  a  railroad  track  in  front  of  an  ap^ 
proaobiog  engine,  wbicb  was  a  conscious,  deliber- 
ate act. 

So,  such  a  condition  does  not  cover  involuntar:^ 
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policy  was  Issued  had  not  been  paid;  and, 
third,  that  the  insured  bad  sustained  the  in- 
jury in  consequ*  nee  of  the  viola  ion  of  eerinin 
conditioDS  or  restrictive  provisions  in  ihe  pol- 
icy, or  that  it  wan  caused  by  his  iotoxicatioD, 
or  was  the  result  of  the  u«e  of  iDtosLicaots. 
By  a  (iemurrer  to  the  evidence  the  party 
demurring  is  considered  as  admitting  the  tiuth 
of  his  adversary's  evidence,  and  all  just  infer- 
ent  es  which  can  be  drawn  therefrom  by  the 
jury,  and  as  waiving  all  of  his  own  evidence 
which  conflicts  with  that  of  his  adversary, 
and  all  inferences  from  his  own  evidence  (al- 
though not  in  conflict  with  his  adversary's) 
which  do  not  necessarily  result  therefrom. 
Johnson  V.  (Chesapeake  d  0.  R.  Co.  9  Va  171, 
and  a uthnri lies  cited.  The  plaintiffs' evidence 
made  out  their  ciise,  and  we  will  consider 
the  defense  made  by  defendant,  subjected  to 
the  well  established  rule  just  stated.  Was  the 
premium  paid?  We  are  of  opinion  that  this 
defense  cannot  avail  because  of  the  fact  that 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  Insured  had  in 
his  possession  ihe  policy  of  insurance,  and  the 
possession  of  it  is  such  evidence  of  the  pay- 
ment of  the  premium  as,  upon  a  demurrer  to 
evidence,  is  conciuBive  upon  the  court.  Be- 
yond this,  it  was  agreed  that  if  Inman,  the 
agent  of  the  insurance  company,  who  issued 
the  policy,  and  who  had  been  summoned  as 
its  witness,  had  been  present,  he  would  have 
testified  that  he  delivered  the  policy  to  Wiley 
Jones  to  be  delivered  to  Kirkland  when  he 
paid  for  it.  and  only  then.  The  defendant 
not  only  did  not  introduce  Wiley  Jones  as 
a  witness,  but  did  not  account  for  his  absence. 
The  representations  in  the  application  for 
the  insurance  alleged  to  have  been  false  are: 
••  My  habits  of  lite  are  correct  and  temperate," 
and  '*I  am  in  sound  condition  mentally  and 
physically."  The  first,  as  it  appears  in  full 
in  the  application  is:  "  My  habits  of  life  are 
correct  and  temperate,  and  I  understand  that 
the  policy  will  not  cover  any  accidental  in- 
jury which  may  happen  to  me  either  while  un- 
der the  influence  of  intoxicating  drinks  or  in 
consequence  of  my  bavins  been  under  the  in- 
fluence thereof."  Policies  of  this  character 
are  contracts,  to  be  construed  like  other  con- 


tracts, and  words  of  exception  contained 
therein  are  to  be  ^iven  the  construction  most 
favorable  to  the  insured.  United  states  Mui. 
Acci,  Asso.  V.  Newmnn,  84  Va.  52;  1  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law.  2d  ed  p  286,  and  notes.  The 
evidence  of  the  defendant,  if  given  its  full 
force  and  effect,  does  not  show  that  the  in- 
sured was  drunk  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
It  does  show  that  he  would  take  a  drink,  and 
had  taken  drinks  that  morning,  but  it  does  not 
even  tend  to  show  that  the  accident  was  in 
consequence  of  his  intoxiraiion.  or  as  the  re- 
sult of  drinking,  nor  that  the  injuries  were  re- 
ceived in  consequence  of  **b(>dily  infirmity."* 
In  the  case  of  Frader  v.  Nntionnl  Masonic 
Aeei.  Aw).  95  Iowa,  149,  the  evidence  was 
that  the  deceased  left  home  sober,  with  two 
friends,  and  they  drank  from  a  quart  bottle 
of  whisky,  of  which  some  was  left  when  they 
returned;  that  the  deceased  then  drank  two 
glasses  of  wine,  and  soon  after  was  injured 
by  slipping  into  a  hole,  and  it  appeared  that 
those  in  whose  company  he  was  considered 
him  sober.  It  was  held  (supreme  court  of 
Iowa)  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the 
deceased  was  injured  while  under  the  influence 
of  intoxicating  liquors.  See  also  Traeeler^s 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Uartey,  82  Va.  949;  Standard  L, 
iSb  Arci,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Jones,  94  Ala.  484.  Plain- 
tiffs' witnesses,  who  saw  deceased  but  a  short 
while  before  he  was  killed,  say  that  he  was  not 
drunk,  and,  although  one  of  the  witnesses 
helped  him  nn  the  cars,  it  was  not  because  he 
was  drunk,  but  because  he  was  sick  and 
weakly.  He  had  spoken  to  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses of  eoing  to  see  a  doctor  * 'about  his 
throat  or  tne  grippe."  W.  S.  Goodwin  testi- 
fied that  the  deceased  was  in  his  law  ofllce 
but  a  short  while  before  the  accident,  and  was 
sober  at  that  time.  Even  where  evidence  of 
intoxication  is  conflicting,  the  decision  of  the 
lower  court  must  be  sustained.  Sutherland 
V.  Standard  L,  dh  Aeei.  Ins,  Co.  87  Iowa, 
505.  The  only  evidence  in  the  record  as 
to  "bodily  infirmity"  consists  of  the  state- 
ments by  some  of  the  witnesses  that  he  was 
"quite  deaf;  didn't  hear  well."  We  do  not 
think  this  question  enters  seriously  into  the 
consideration  of  this  case.    The  provision  in 


exposure  to  necessary  dan^rer.    Follis  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Amo.  94  Iowa,  435.  28  L.  R.  A.  78. 

And  it  the  external  olrcumntances  would  have 
such  a  oontrolHn?  influenoe  upon  a  man  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  andinteiliirence  that  he  would  take 
a  certain  coutm,  that  coume  would  not  be  consld 
ered  voluntary  on  his  part  within  the  meaniutf  of 
a  oonditiun  m  an  accident  Insuranoe  policy  airainfft 
liability  for  injuries  caused  by  voluntary  exposure 
to  unnece8.«»i ry  danger.  Duncan  v.  Preferred  Mut 
Acci.  Aaso.  27  Jones  Se  8. 146. 

Ttae  act  of  a  person  cannot  be  held  to  have  been 
voluntary  within  the  meanlngr  of  such  a  condition 
if  it  was  such  at  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would 
be  induced  to  do  by  the  circumstances.  Duncan  v. 
Preferred  Mut.  Acoi.  Aaso.  27  Jones  &  S.  145w 

Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  themeanioff  of  a  condition  in  an  accident 
insuranoe  policy  ajrainst  liability  in  case  of  injury 
therefrom  Involves  the  idea  of  intentionally 
dolnff  some  act  which  reasonable  and  ordinary 
prudence  would  pronounce  danfrerous.  Equitable 
Acci.  Jos.  Co.  V.  Osburn,  M  Ala.  tOU  18  L.  R.  A.  267: 
Follis  V.  United  States  Mut.  Acoi.  Aaso.  M  Iowa,  — , 
28L.R.  A.7a.« 
40L.  R.  A. 


There  is  a  clear  distinction  between  a  voluntary 
act  and  a  voluntary  exposure  to  danger,  wiihla 
the  meaning  of  such  a  condition  in  an  accident  in- 
surance policy.  '  Hidden  danfirer  may  exist,  but  ex- 
posure thereto  without  knowledge  of  the  danger 
does  not  constitute  a  voluntary  exposure  to.lt. 
Burkhard  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  102  Pa.  262, 48'  Am. 
Kep.  20S. 

And  the  approach  to  an  unknown  and  unex> 
pected  danger  does  not  mske  the  act  a  voluntary 
exposure  thereto  within  the  meaninfi^  of  such  a 
condition.  The  acts  may  be  voluntary,  and  yet 
the  exposure  involuntary.  Jones  v.  United  States 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  98  Iowa,  e&i;  Burkhard  v. Travel- 
ers* Ins.  Co.  102  Pa.  282. 48  Am.  Kep.  20S. 

Thus,  a  passenger  on  a  railroad  train  does  not 
voluntarily  expose  himoeir  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  In  an  accident 
insurance  policy  against  liability  in  case  of  injury 
from  such  exposure,  where  he  fell  aslr^ep  from 
weariness,  and  ihe  motion  of  the  cars,  and  while  it 
was  quite  dark  and  he  was  in  a  dazed  and  uncun- 
pcious  condition  of  mind.  and.  not  knowing  or  real- 
izing what  be  was  dointr,  he  involuntarily  arose 
from  his  seat  and  walked  unoonsciouslj  to  the 
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the  policy  is  that  the  insuraDce  company 
shall  Dot  be  liable  for  injuries  received  in 
consequence  of  l>odily  infirmity/'  and  there  is 
not  the  slightest  testimony  in  the  record  to 
show  that  the  injury  was  so  received. 

The  policy  held  by  the  deceased  insured 
him  * 'again  St  bodily  injuries  sustained  through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means." 
That  the  insured  came  to  his  death  "through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means"  is  not 
questioned,  and  it  only  remains  to  be  deter- 
mined whether  the  evidence  brings  the  case 
under  the  exception  in  the  policy  which  pro- 
vides that  it  does  not  cover  injuries  caused 
by  "voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger." The  words  *'  voluntary  exposure,"  as 
used  in  an  accident-insurance  policy,  imply 
conscious  intentional  exposure;  something 
which  one  is  willing  to  take  the  risk  of.  it 
must  appear  that  the  act,  in  order  to  come 
wiibio  the  exception,  was  one  which  reason- 
able and  ordinary  prudence  would  pronounce 
dangerous,  and  that  the  accident  was  in  conse- 
quence thereof.  It  is  consequently  not  every 
act  of  negligence  which  will  defeat  a  recovery 
under  such  a  provision,  and,  in  general,  the 
question  whether  the  conduct  of  the  insured 
is  such  as  to  preclude  a  recovery  is  for  the 
jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
and  where  there  is  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  as 
in  this  case,  for  the  trial  judge.  1  Am.  & 
£ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  307,  808,  and  cases 
cited  in  notes  5,  6,  p.  807,  and  notes  1,  2, 
p.  308.  The  only  evidence  upon  this  point  is  that 
of  Fanny  Hill  (colored),  a  witness  introduced 
by  the  defense.  She  says  that  she  was  talking 
to  deceased  in  the  county  road  where  the  rail- 
road track  crosses  it.  He  was  sitting  on  a 
bag  and  on  the  railroad  track,  with  his  back 
up  the  railroad.  The  train  came  down  around 
the  curve,  when  she  hollowed  to  him,  and  he 
started  off,  but  reached  to  get  his  bag,  and  as 
he  reached  to  get  it  the  engine  struck  him  in 
the  left  side  of  the  back.  The  train  was  com- 
ing so  fast  around  the  curve  that  it  was  as  much 
as  she  could  do  to  get  out  of  the  way  herself. 
There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  to  show 
that  the  deceased  knew  that  a  train  would  be 
along  at  or  near  that  time,  nor  that  he  had 
good  reason  to  know  it.  The  fact  that  he  im- 
mediately got  off  the  track  when  apprised  that 


the  train  was  comine  negatives  the  idea  of 
conscious  intentional  exposure  to  danger. 
The  most  that  can  be  made  of  this  evidence 
is  that  the  deceased,  in  thinking  that  he  had 
time  to  get  his  bag  off  the  railroad  track,  was 
simply  mistaken.  In  the  case  of  Equitable 
Acci,  Ins,  Oo.  v.  OOarn,  90  Ala.  201,  18  L.  R. 
A.  267,  the  court  held  that  a  recovery  may  be 
had  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  accidental 
injuries,  or  death  "effected  through  external, 
violent,  and  accidental  means,"  when  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  insured,  running  rap- 
idly from  the  postofflce,  50  vards  distant,  to 
get  the  mail  for  the  postmaster  from  a  rail- 
road train,  which  was  fast  approaching,  and 
which  did  not  stop  at  the  station,  attempted 
to  check  his  speed  on  getting  near  the  train, 
but  stumbled,  and  fell  against  the  steam-chest 
of  the  engine,receiving  fatal  injuries,  although 
the  insured  was  not  in  the  employ  of  the  post- 
master, and  volunteered  to  get  the  mail  from  the 
train,  and  although  there  were  exceptions  con- 
tained in  the  policy  against  "intentional  inju- 
ries" and  "voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger."  Somerville,  J.,  in  his  opinion,  says: 
"Exceptions  of  this  kind  are  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  insurer,  and  liberally  in 
favor  of  the  insured.  This  is  now  the  settled 
rule  for  construing  all  kinds  of  insurance  pol- 
icies, rendered  necessary,  especially  in  modern 
times,  to  circumvent  the  ingenuity  of  insurance  . 
companies  in  so  framing  contracts  of  this 
kind  as  to  make  the  exceptions  unfairly  de- 
vour the  whole  policy."  The  fact  that  a  per- 
son insured  against  injury  or  death  by  acci- 
dent was  guilty  of  negligence  which  contrit>- 
uted  to  an  injury  received  by  him  will  not 
prevent  a  recovery  on  the  policy.  Schneider 
V.  Frotddent  L,  Ins.  Go,  24  Wis.  28. 1  Am. 
Rep.  157.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that 
this  is  not  a  suit  against  the  railroad  company, 
where  the  question  of  contributory  negligence 
would  come  in.  If  every  negligent  or  care- 
less act  of  the  insured  from  which  accident 
results  without  "conscious  intentional  expos- 
ure" on  his  part  is  to  be  made  to  serve  as  a 
defense  to  an  action  on  the  policy,  policies  of 
this  character  would  become  of  little  utility. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  there  ia  no  error  in 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  and  it  is 
therrfore  affirmed. 


platform  of  the  car  and  fell  tberefrom  and  was 
thereby  injured.  Sohelderer  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co. 
£8  Wis.  18,  46  Am.  Rep.  618. 

See  also  Fidelitt  &  C.  Co.  v.  Chambebs,  and 
Johnson  v.  London  Guabanteb  &  Aooi.  Co. 

Kor  does  one  who  was  a  member  of  a  fishing 
party,  who  with  a  oompanlon  took  a  boat  and 
went  out  to  inspect  the  lines  and  hooks  which  they 
had  set  in  the  nlgrht.  having  no  knowledire  of  snass 
and  trees  which  were  in  tlie  water,  who  was 
drowned  by  the  upeettlnK  of  the  boat  from  strik- 
ing a  snag  or  tree,  expose  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  the  meaning  of  an  accident  policy 
conditioned  against  liability  for  injuries  or  deatii 
resulting  from  such  exposure.  Collins  v.  Bankers* 
Acci.  Ins.  Co.  96  Iowa,  216. 

In  Collins  V.  Bankers*  Aoci.  Ins.  Co.  96  Iowa,  216, 
supra,  Shaffer  r.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  (III.)  22  N.  B. 
680.  and  Travelers*  Ids.  Co.  v.  Jones,  80  Ga.  641,  in- 
fro,  v.,  were  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
ID  those  cases  the  facte  giving  rise  to  the  danger 
were  known,  and  the  parties  were  aware  of  the 
risk  they  were  taking. 
40  L.  R  A. 


Actual  knowledge  of  the  danger,  however.  Is  not 
always  essential  to  constitute  a  voluntary  expos- 
ure to  unneoessary  danger  within  the  meaning  of 
a  condition  in  an  accident  insurance  policy  against 
liability  for  Injuries  caused  by  such  exposure. 
Beckless  and  wanton  conduct  short  of  actual 
knowledge  of  danger  might  constitute  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  if  the  unneoes- 
sary danger  is  such  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
ought  to  have  known.  Carpenter  v.  American 
Acci.Co.46S.C.54]. 

And  where  a  man  acts  so  recklessly  and  care- 
lessly as  to  show  an  utter  disregard  of  a  known 
danger,  or  where  the  danger  is  so  obvious  that  a 
prudent  man  exercising  reasonable  foresignc 
would  not  have  done  the  act,  he  may  be  said  to 
have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  danger  within 
the  meaning  of  such  a  condition.  De  Loy  v. 
Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  171  Pa.  L 

But  it  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve  an  accident  in- 
surance company*  from  liability  under  a  policy 
conditioned  against  liability  in  case  of  injury  from 
voluntary  exposure  to  unneoessary  danger,  that 
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Lewis  R,  CORN  WELL,  Be^pt., 

V, 

FRATERNAL  ACCIDENT  ASSOCIA- 
TION  of  America,  Appi. 

<9N.D.80U 

*  1  •  One  who  has  started  to  hunt  prairie 
chickens  with  a  loaded  ernn  at  a  season  of 
tbe  year  wbea  It  Js  unlawful  to  kill  pranie  cbick- 
ena  baa  not,  by  such  act,  committed  tbe  offense  of 
attempting  to  kill  prairie  cblokeoa. 

8.  One  who  hunts  for  ^ame  with  a  loaded 
ffun  cannot  be  said  to  bave  voluntarily  exposed 
himself  to  uoneceHsary  danger  by  suob  act.  within 
the  meaning  of  the  provlsiOD  in  an  aocldent-in- 
suranoe  policy  which  declares  that,  for  injuriee 
austained  by  reason  of  a  voluntary  ezpoeure  to 
anneoessary  danger,  there  can  be  no  recovery. 

8.   Nor  is  an  attempt  to  scale  a  bank  with 

a  loaded  iron  In  hand  a  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger,  within  the  meaning  of  such 
a  provision. 

(November  19, 189aw) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  of  Ransom  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
coTer  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy 
of  accident  insurance.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Thomas  A.  Curtis*  for  appellant: 

A  plaintiff  will  in  no  case  be  permitt)sd  to 
recover  where  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  prove 
his  own  illegal  act,  or  where  an  essentisl  ele- 
ment of  his  cause  of  action  is  his  own  violation 
of  law. 

LauMoilU,  N.  A,  its  0,  R  Co,  y.  Buck,  116 
Ind  506. 2  L.  R  A.  520. 

The  respondent  in  his  testimony  says  he  saw 
what  he  supposed  were  chickens,  and  was 
going  to  get  some,  thus  clearly  showing  that 
be  was  violating  tbe  laws  of  tbe  state. 

Duran  v.  Standard  Life  db  Aeci.  Ins.  Co.  68 
Vt.  437,  18  L.  R.  A.  637;  Day  v.  Highland 
Street  R,  Go.  185  Mass.  113,  44  Am.  Rep.  447; 
Oratty  v.  Bangor,  57  Me.  428,  2  Am.  Rep.  56; 

*Headnotes  by  OOBUBS,  J. 


Baldwin  v.  Barney,  12  R.  L  392.  84  Am.  Rep. 
670;  Platz  V.  Coftoes,  89  N.  Y.  223,  42  Am. 
Rep.  286;  Johnson  v.  Iraslmrgh,  47  Vt.  28.  19 
Am.  Pep.  Ill:  Travdertf  Ins.  Co.  v.  8eaier,  19 
Wall.  581.  22  L.ed.  155. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  policy  contained 
any  provision  against  violation  of  the  laws  of 
tbe  state,  or  simply  against  violating  laws  or 
rules  of  a  corporation,  which  was  the  condi- 
tion of  this  certificate. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  458  and  cases 
cited. 

The  shooting  or  attempting  to  shoot  prairie 
chickens  during  the  prohibited  period  was 
contrary  to  law,  and  respondent  was  liable  ta 
punishment  therefor. 

Comp.  Laws,  §g  7698,  7694. 

As  to  attempts  to  commit  a  crime,  see — 

1  Bishop.  New  Crim.  L.  §  287;  Johnson  vl 
8taU,  14  Oa.  56;  State  v.  MnrshaU,  14  Ala. 
411;  Ounningham  v.  State,  49  Miss.  685. 

Respondent  made  an  attempt  wiihin  tbe  law 
to  shoot  the  chickens,  and  because  an  inter- 
vening providence  interposed,  be  cannot  pro- 
tect himself  from  responsibility,  and  recover. 

Com.  V.  Jacobs,  9  Allen.  274;  Bioom  v. 
Franklin  L.  Ins,  Go.  97  Ind.  478, 48  Am.  Rep. 
469. 

Mr.  P.  H.  Rovrke,  for  respondent: 

The  mere  act  of  bunting  in  the  close  seasoir 
is  not  criminal.  The  inhibition  of  the  statute 
is  directed  against  the  killing  of  prohibited, 
game. 

Laws  of  1891,  chap.  69,  §  1,  p.  92. 

This  is  a  criminal  statute,  and  it  cannot  be 
extended  by  implication  or  construction. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §  850;  United 
States  V.  Sheldon,  2  Wheat.  119,  4  L.  ed.  199; 
Shaw  V.  aark,  49  Mich.  884, 48  Am.  Rep.  474; 
Van  Buren  v.  WyUe,  56  Mich.  501;  Bishop^ 
Statutory  Crimes,  §  220. 

The  act  of  tbe  respondent  was  not  an  at- 
tempt to  commit  crime.  No  act  was  done 
toward  tbe  killing,  it  was  simply  preparation. 

Mulligan  v.  Pe^le,  5  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  105; 
StaU^.  Clarissa,  11  Ala.  57;  Grifflny.  Western 
Mut.  Ben,  Asso.  20  Neb.  620;  Hieks  v.  Com. 
86  Ya.  223;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  664; 
6  Lawson,  Criminal  Defenses,  728. 


tbe  acts  of  the  assured  were  unnecessary;  It  must 
also  appear  that  they  were  such  as  reasonable  and 
ordinary  prudence  would  pronouoce  dangerous, 
and  that  the  Injury  followed  as  a  consequence 
t  hereof.  Jones  v.  United  States  Mut.  Aooi.  Asso. 
92  Iowa,  662;  Burkhard  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  IQB 
Pa.  282, 48  Am.  Rep.  204;  Fidelitt  &  C.  Co.  v.  Cham- 
bers. 

The  question  whether  the  assured  was  aware  of 
and  appreciated  the  danirer  In  which  he  placed 
himself,  and  intentionally  and  purposely  risked  it, 
in  an  action  upon  an  accident  insurance  policy 
conditioned  against  liability  incase  of  injury  from 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  is  one  of  fact 
which  may  properly  be  left  to  the  jury  under  ap- 
propriate instructions  by  the  court.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Mitchell,  47  V.  8.  App.  MO,  78  Fed.  Rep. 
764, 24  C.  C.  A.  306. 

HI.  BiOss  incident  to  duty  or  necessity. 

The  words  ''voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  and  hazardous  adventure.*'  within  the 
meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  accident  insurance 

40  L.  a  A. 


policy  against  liability  in  case  of  injury  from  such 
exposure^  do  not  molude  such  exposure  as  is  in- 
cident to  the  ordinary  habits  and  customs  of  life 
of  tbe  assured,  but  refer  to  something  beyond  tbe 
ordinary,  such  as  wanton  or  gross  carelessness. 
Manufacturers*  Acci.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorgan,  16 
n.  8.  App.  2»0,  68Fed.  Rep.  945, 2S  L.  R.  A.  (SO,  7  a 
C.  A.  668. 

And  tbe  death  of  the  assured  by  an  accident 
while  in  the  discharge  of  his  legal  duties  in  the  line 
of  his  employment  is  not  the  result  of  his  volun- 
tary exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  witbtn  tbe 
meaning  of  such  a  condition,  but  Is  an  accident 
for  which  the  contracting  parties  intended  that 
the  association  should  be  liable.  National  Ben. 
Asso.  V.  Jackson,  114  III.  688. 

8o,  a  condition  in  an  accident  insurance  policy 
against  liability  in  case  of  injury  caused  by  volun- 
tary exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  does  not  cover 
voluntary  exposure  to  necessary  danger.  Follls  v. 
United  States  Mut.  Aooi.  Asso.  94  Iowa,  436«  28  L, 
R.A.78. 

And  where  one  is  placed  in  a  position  of  nerlL 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  650. 
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The  following  have  been  held  not  indictable 
as  attempts: 

Purchaslog  spirituous  liquors  with  intent  to 
introduce  it  into  prohibited  territory  is  not 
sufBcient  to  constitute  an  attempt  to  introduce 
in  violation  of  law. 

United  8(aU$y.  8Uphen$,  8  Sawy.  116. 

Buying  a  gun  is  not  an  attempt  to  commit 
murder. 

Jieg.  V.  Otieeaeman,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  108. 

Buying  a  box  of  matches  is  not  an  attempt  to 
set  fire  to  a  stack  of  corn. 

Beg,  V.  Taylor,  1  Fost.  &  P.  511. 

Nor  is  sending  for  a  magistrate  to  solemnize 
a  marriage  an  attempt  to  contract  an  incestuous 
marriage. 

Pto]^e  y.  Murray,  14  Cal.  169. 

Delivering  poison  to  a  person,  askine  him  to 
put  it  in  the  sprinf^of  another  person,  fa  not  an 
attempt  toadminii>ter  poison. 

Siabln  V.  Com.  95  Pa.  ^18. 

To  the  minor  offenses  which  are  not  wrong 
in  themselves,  but  are  made  so  by  statute;  the 
doctrine  of  attempts  does  not  apply. 

4  Am.  &  Eog.  £nc.  Law,  p.  6^8;  17  Cent 
L.  J.  p.  26;  1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  L.  §  761. 

If  it  is  conceded  that  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent the  insured  was  engaged  in  an  unlawful 
act,  this  would  not  of  itself  defeat  a  recovery. 
There  must  be  some  causal  connection  be- 
tween the  violation  of  law  and  the  injury  re- 
ceived. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  819; 
National  Ben,  Asm,  v.  Bowman,  110  Ind.  855; 
Joneav.  United  State$  Mut.  Aeei.  ^A«t>.  92  Iowa, 
652;  Utter  v.  TrateUrt^  In»,  Co,  65  Mich.  558; 
Accident  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bevnett,  90  Tenn.  257; 
Duran  v.  Standard  L.  db  Acei,  Ins,  Co.  63  Vt. 
437.  18  L.  R.  A.  687. 

The  violation  of  law  must  be  the  approxi- 
mate cause  of  the  accident. 

1  Am.  <&  Eufs.  £qc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  820; 
Bloom  V.  Frauklin  L,  Ins,  Co.  97  Ind,  478,  49 
Am.  Rep.  469;  Hatch  ▼.  Mutual  L  Ins.  Go. 
120  Mhss.  550,  21  Am.  Rep.  541;  Murray  v. 
JVeto  York  L  Ins.  Co  96  N.  Y.  614.  48  Am. 
Rep.  658;  Jones  v.  United  States  Mut,  Acei, 
Asso.  92  Iowa.  652;  Qriffin  v.  Western  Mut. 
Ben.  Asso,  20  Neb  620,  57  Am.  Rep.  848. 

The  risk  assumed  extended  to  all  innocent 


amusements  and  pastimes  to  which  society  is 
accu5)tomed,  as  we  1  as  the  ordinary  vocation 
of  the  assured.  The  words  "voluntHry  expos- 
ure" as  used  in  an  arcident  policy  imply  com- 
mission of  intentional  exposure- something 
which  one  is  willing  to  take  ihe  risk  of. 

Keene  v.  New  England  Mut,  Acei.  Asso.  161 
Mas.  149. 

R  must  appear  that  the  act  in  order  to  come 
within  the  exception  was  one  which  reasona- 
ble and  ordinary  prudence  would  pronounce 
dangerous. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  807; 
Jones  V.  United  States  Mut.  Ard.  AbSo.  92 Iowa, 
652;  Burkhard  v.  Trawlers^  Ins,  Cp.  102  Pa. 
262,  48  Am.  Rep.  205 

A  hidden  danger  may  exist,  yet  the  expos- 
ure thereto  without  any  knowledge  of  the 
danger  does  not  constitute  a  voluntary  expos- 
ure. The  act  may  be  voluntary,  yet  the  ex- 
posure involuntary. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  809; 
Burkhard  v.  Travelers^  Ins.  Co.  102  Pa.  282, 
48  Am.  Rep.  205;  Kquitaole  Acei.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Otborn,  90  Ala.  201,  18  L.  R  A.  267;  MiUer 
V.  American  Mut.  Acei,  Ins,  Co,  92  Tenn.  167, 
20  L.  R.  A.  765. 

Corliss,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tha 
court: 

From  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
based  upou  a  verdict  in  his  favor  directed  by 
the  court,  the  appeal  in  this  case  was  taken. 
The  object  of  tlie  action  Vvas  to  recover  the 
amount  due  under  an  insurance  policy  issued 
by  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  Among  other 
provisions,  the  policy  contained  one  entitling 
the  plaintiff  to  $1,000  for  the  loss  nf  a  hand 
through  external,  violent,  and  accidental 
means.  The  plain'iff  lost  bis  left  hand  by  the 
accidental  discbarge  of  a  gun  he  whs  carrying. 
Only  two  defenses  are  relied  on.  The  tacts  do 
not  appear  to  be  in  controversy 

It  is  first  urged  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured 
while  violating  the  laws  of  this  state.  The 
policy  declares  that  it  does  not  cover  injuries 
resulting  wholly  or  partly,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, from  violating  rules  or  laws  of  a  corpo- 
ration. We  shall  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  that  this  language  embraces  the  laws 


and  chooses  the  course  which  seems  to  him  the  least 
daDgreroua,  it  can  not  be  said  that  be  exposed  bim- 
self  eifber  to  obvious  or  to  unnecessary  daeirer, 
within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  accident 
insurance  policy  against  liability  for  lojurles 
caused  by  such  exposure,  whether  be  acted  volun- 
tarily or  not.  North  West  Commercial  Tiavelers* 
Asso.  V.  London  Guarantee  ft  Acei.  Go.  10  Muni- 
Cot>a  L.  Rep.  637. 

So,  one  who  in  case  of  the  wreck  of  a  ship  plac- 
ing the  crew  in  peril  voluntarily  goes  to  their 
rescue  does  not  voluntarily  expose  himself  to  dan. 
erer,  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  acei. 
dent  insurance  policy  against  liability  for  injury 
or  death  caused  by  such  exposure,  where  there  is 
DO  evidence  that  in  doing  so  be  exposed  himself  to 
unnecessary  danger,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  aid  in 
rescuing  them.  Tucker  v.  Mutual  Ben.  Life  Co.  60 
Hun.  50. 

And  the  killing  of  a  yard- switchman  or  yard- 
brakeman  in  a  railroad  yard  while  handling 
broken  cars  in  the  discbarge  o(  bts  regular  duty  as 
such  cannot  be  held  to  arise  from  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unneoeMary  danger  wiUiin  the  meanmg 
40  L.  R.  A« 


of  such  a  condition  in  an  accident  insurance  policy* 
but  is  an  accident  for  which  the  contracting  parties 
intended  that  the  association  should  t>e  liable.  Ka^ 
tlonal  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Jackson,  114  111.  633. 

And  a  locomotive  engineer  who  while  backing 
his  engine  up  a  grade  with  a  car  in  tront  as  a  pre- 
caution to  check  his  speed  directs  the  fireman  to 
run  the  engme.  and  goes  upon  and  over  ihe  tender 
to  get  Into  such  car  and  draw  the  brakes,  and  in 
doing  so  slips  and  falls  between  the  car  and  the 
tender  and  is  k tiled,  does  not  thereby  wilfully  ex- 
pose himself  to  unnecessary  danger  or  peril  within 
the  meaning  of  such  a  condition.  Providence  L. 
Ins.  &  Invest.  Co.  v.  Martin,  82  Md.  810. 

The  question  whether  he  was  guilty  of  a  wilful 
expos<ire  to  unnecessary  danger  or  peril  within  a 
condition  of  the  policy  in  such  case,  is  one  of  fact 
for  the  Jury.  Providence  L,  Ins.  &  Invest.  Co.  v. 
Martin,  82  Md.  810. 

So,  a  drover  accompanying  his  cattle  to  market 
and  caring  for  them  while  in  the  course  of  trans- 
portation, and  doing  whatever  is  customary  and 
what  other  cattle  dealers  under  like  clrcumstanoea 
and  conditions  would  do,  does  not  so  voluntarily 
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of  this  state,  and  does  not  relate  solely  to  laws 
•of  a  coiporntion,  and  rules  of  a  corporation,  as 
-is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 
What  law  of  this  state,  then,  was  the  plaintiff 
•engaged  in  the  violation  of  at  the  time  be  was 
injuied?  He  bad  started  out  with  his  loaded 
^D  for  the  purpose  of  killing  praire  chickens. 
To  have  killed  chem  at  that  season  of  the  year 
(it  bein^  Decern  t)er  12)  would  have  been  a  vio- 
lation of  chapter  69  of  the  Laws  of  1891  But 
the  plaintiff  was  not  ensaged  in  the  killing  of 
an}  thing  at  the  time  the  accident  occurred. 
He  was  climbing  a  bank,  and,  bis  foot  having 
■slipped,  he  caugiit  hold  of  a  limb,  and  was  in 
the  act  of  drawing  himself  up  by  means 
thereof,  when  in  some  way  the  gun  was  dis- 
charged, the  contents  lodging  in  his  left  hand, 
shattering  it  so  terribly  that  amputation  was 
DeGe^8ary.  The  only  possible  ground  on  which 
it  can  be  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  was  violat 
ing  the  laws  uf  this  state  at  the  time  the  gun 
was  discharged,  and  that  the  injury  be  sus- 
tained nsuited  from  sucb  violation,  is  that  he 
was  guilty  of  attempting  to  kill  prairie 
-chickens.  Under  prov  sion  of  gg  76M.3,  7t>94, 
Rev.  Codes,  an  attempt  to  commit  a  crime  is 
-of  itself  a  substantive  offense  Section  7698 
'declares  that  "an  act  done  with  intent  to  com- 
mit a  crime,  and  tending  but  failing  to  effect 
its  commission,  is  an  attempt  to  commit  that 
^rime;"  and  55  7(J94  provides  that  "every  per- 
son who  attempts  to  commit  any  crime  and  in 
■such  attempt  does  any  art  toward  tbe  commis- 
sion of  such  crime,  but  fails  or.is  prevented  or 
intercepted  in  tbe  perpetration  thereof,  is  pun 
ishable.  when  no  provision  is  made  by  law  for 
tbe  punishment  of  such  attempt,  as  follows," 
-etc.  It  is  too  clear  for  discussion  that,  at  the 
time  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  he  had  not  done  . 
any  act  tenoing  to  effect  the  commission  of  ihe  ' 
-offense  of  killing  prairie  chickens  out  of  sea- 
-aon.  Intent  had  ripemd  into  preparation.  But 
-the  plainiitr  bad  not,  in  deeds,  passed  beyond 
the  point  of  preparation,  and  enterid  upon  the 
•execution  of  his  criminal  project.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  formulate  a  rule  which  will  constitute 
an  unerring  guide  in  assigning  to  cases  which 
■occupy  the  debatable  ground  their  respective 
places  upon  one  side  or  tbe  other  of  the  line 
which  separates    preparation   from  legal  at- 


tempt. Tbe  question,  must,  from  its 
nature,  always  remain  difficult  of  solution. 
The  wisest  course  for  tribunals  to  pursue  with 
respect  to  it  is  to  deal  with  each  cause  as  it 
arises,  in  the  light  of  a  few  general  principles 
applicable  to  such  ca.^es.:  We  shall  content 
ourselves  with  the  statement  of  our  coDclu<iion 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  within  the  meaning 
of  our  law,  attempted  the  killing  of  prairie 
chickens,  although  he  had  formed  the  purpose 
to  shoot  tbem,  and  bad  made  preparations  to 
accomplish  sucb  object.  The  authorities  fully 
sustain  our  view.  Mulligan  v.  People,  5  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  105:  StaU  v  Clarissa,  11  Ala.  57; 
Hieks  v.  G^m.  86  Va.  228;  Utahier  v.  Com.  95 
Pa.  818.  40  Am.  Rep.  658;  State  v.  BnUer,  8 
Wash.  194,  25  L.  K.  A.  484:  Peopli  v.  Murray, 
14  Cal.  159;  1  Bishop,  Crim.  L.  gi^  760,  762. 
764:  Reg.  v.  Gheeeeman,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  103;  Beg. 
V.  Taylor,  I  Fost.  &  P.  511. 

The  second  ground  of  defense  is  that  the 
plaintiff  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  unnec- 
essary danger.  The  policy  provides  that  it 
shall  not  cover  such  injuries  as  result  from  vol- 
untary exposure  to  unnecessary  danger.  There 
is  no  merit  in  this  defense,  under  the  facts  of 
this  case.  It  will  hardly  be  insisted  that  one 
who,  in  the  ordinary  way,  hunts  for  game,  has 
by  such  an  act  exposed  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger,  within  the  meaning  of  sucb  a  provi- 
sion in  an  insurance  policy.  Nor  can  it  be  said 
that  the  plaintiff  voluntarily  exposed  himself 
to  unnecessary  danger  by  essaying  to  scale  the 
bank,  or  by  attempting  to  draw  himself  up  the 
bank  with  his  left  hand,  while  tbe  loaded  gun 
was  held  in  his  right  hand.  We  cannot  say 
that  this  act  was  one  which  reasonable  men 
would  pronounce  dangerous.  To  go  through 
a  dense  thicket  with  the  hammer  of  a  gun 
raised,  and  the  muzzle  pointed  towards  one, 
would  be  to  voluntarily  expose  one's  self  to  un- 
necessary danger  But  no  reasonably  prudent 
man  would  have  deemed  it  probable,  or  even 
possible,  that  injury  would  result  from  scaling 
a  bluff  with  a  loaded  gun  in  baqd.  The  dan- 
ger was  a  hidden  danger.  No  one  can  be  said 
to  have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  unnec- 
essary danger  when  no  hazard  is  visible  to  an 
ordinarily  prudent  man.  He  would  justly  be 
chargeable  with  having  voluntarily  exposed 


-expose  himself  to  unnecessary  danyer  as  to  defeat 
an  action  upon  an  insurance  policy  conditioned 
agaiDst  Itahihty  in  case  of  injury  from  such  ex- 
posure, as  It  IS  his  riflrbt.  If  not  bis  duty,  to  incur  ail 
the  risk  and  dancrer  incident  to  carinff  for  und 
lookinfr  after  bis  cattle  in  tbe  cars.  Pacific  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Suowden,  12  U.  8.  A  pp.  704,  68  Fed. 
Rep.  34t,  7  C.  C.  A.  284. 

And  a  mason  wbo  worked  upon  a  swingrlnflr  scaf- 
fold in  polniinff  tbe  walls  of  an  eiffbt-story  brick 
buildinir,  the  scaffold  beioff  suspended  from  tbe 
roof  by  meuns  of  ropes  wbicb  peraed  over  a 
projection  In  tbe  buildinir.  and  was  drawn  toward 
tbe  buitdlnfr  so  as  to  brtnff  it  into  positton  by  guy 
ropes,  one  of  wbiob  broke,  throwing  blra  to  tbe 
'Street  below,  did  not  thereby  unnecessarily  expose 
himself  to  danger  witbln  tbe  meaning  of  a  condl- 
tion  in  an  aooident- Insurance  policy  against  liabil- 
ity for  Injury  caused  by  sucb  exposure,  as  it  was 
contemplated  by  both  parties  wben  the  policy  is- 
sued that  he  would  be  exposed  to  tbe  dangers  in- 
-cident  to  his  occufistion,  Wilson  v.  Northwestern 
Hut.  AccL  Asso.  63  Alion.  470. 

Nor  does  tbe  casbier  of  a  bonk,  as  a  matter  of 
^0  L.  R.  A. 


I  law,  voluntarily  expose  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger,  within  the  meaning  of  a  oondftion  in  aa 
accident-insurance  policy  against  liability  for  in- 
jury caused  by  sucb  exposure,  t)ecause  be  called  at 
a  saw  mill  for  tbe  purpose  of  having  some  lumber 
cut  tbe  requisite  length  for  a  cabinet  to  be  used  In 
tbe  bank,  and  wbile  waiting  be  sawed  off  a  board 
twice  and  then  stood  by  thesideof  a  table  in  which 
the  saw  was  moving,  watching  tbe  workmen,  and, 
wbile  turning  or  moving  around,  be  stepped  upon 
a  block  concealed  in  tbe  saw-dust  on  the  floor,  and 
Instinoiively  threw  out  his  arm  to  recover  his  bal- 
ance, which  came  in  contact  witb  the  moving  saw 
which  cut  off  his  band.  Hess  ▼.  Van  Auken,  11 
Misc.  422. 

And  a  commercial  traveler  traveling  about  his 
ordinary  busineu,  who  was  frosen  to  death  on  a 
prairie  about  8  miles  from  a  plsce  to  which  he  was 
returning  from  one  of  bis  trips  in  company  witb  a 
driver,  wben  bis  wagon  broke  down  and  the 
weather  became  suddenly  c(»ld  and  stormy  and  be 
was  too  numb  to  walk  and  unable  to  ride  horseback, 
and  so  remained  wbile  tbe  driver  went  for  assist- 
ance, but  was  frozen  to  death  k)efore  bis  return. 


440 


NoBTH  Dakota  Supreme  Court. 


Nov.^ 


himself  to  uDoecesttiy  danger  who  should 
essay  to  leap  a  wide  and  deep  chasm.  But  do 
such  charge  could  be  laid  at  the  door  of  one 
who,  in  the  uigbt,  should  unexpectedly  walk 
into  an  unprotected  ditch.  The  authorities 
fully  sustain  our  ruliur  upon  this  point 
Keene  v.  Neto  England  Jfut,  AccL  Asso.  161 
Mass.  149:  Jones  v.  United  States  Mui.  Aeei, 
Asso.  92  Iowa,  652;  BvrJchard  v.  Travelers^ 
'  Ins.  Co,  102  Pa.  262, 48  Am.  Rep.  206;  Equita- 
ble Acci.  Ins.  Go,  v.  Osborn,  90  Ala.  201,  18  L. 
R.  A.  267;  Miller  v.  American  Mvt.  Acci,  Ins, 
Co.  02  Tenn.  167,  20  L.  R.  A.  765.    See  also 


1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  809;  May,. 
Ibs.  §  409;  Manvfaeturerff  Aeei,  Indemnity  Co^ 
V.  Dorgan,  16  U.  8.  App.  290,  68  Fed.  Rep. 
945,  22  L.  R.  A.  620,  7  C.  C.  A.  581;  FoUU  v. 
United  States  Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  94  Iowa,  485,. 
28  L.  R.  A.  78;  Protidenee  L.  Ins.  db  I.  Co.  v. 
Martin,^  Md.  810;  Marx  v.  Travelers' Ins.  Co^ 
89  Fed.  Rep.  321;  Sutherland  v.  Standard  L^ 
db  Aeei.  Ins.  Co.  87  Iowa,  505. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Oowri  is  af- 
firmed. 

All  concur. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT 


Benjamin  JOHNSON 

t. 

LONDON  GUARANTEE   &   ACCIDENT 

COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err, 


.Micb.. 


.) 


1.  Alleged  error  in  fktllng  to  direct  a 
verdict  ^or  defendant  accident  insurance  com- 
pany on  tbe  ground  tbat  platntliT bad  voluntarily 
exposed  blmself  to  unoeoeesary  danfrer  la  not 
available  on  appeal  where  no  request  therefor 
was  made  in  tbe  trial  court 

8.  The  owner  of  a&rm  does  not  volun- 
tarily expose  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger*  witblu  tbe  provtoiona  of  an  accident 
insurance  policy,  by  attempting  to  drive  a  bull 
from  a  calf  pasture  into  wbieb  it  has  broken,  If 
be  does  not  believe,  and  has  no  reason  to  believe 
that  there  is  any  danger  to  himself  in  so  doing. 

8*  One  insured  as  a  icrocer's  secretary 
and  treasorer  in  an  accident  insur- 
ance company*  whose  policy  provides  that  if 
he  Is  injured  while  engaged  in  work  or  duty  olas- 
.siHed  as  more  hazardous  than  tbe  occupation  for 
which  he  is  insured  he  shall  recover  at  the  rate 
fixed  for  tbe*  increased  hazard,  does  not,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  change  bis  occupation  to  farming  by 
returning  to  a  farm  owned  by  him  less  than  a 
week  after  bis  employment  as  such  secretary  and 
treasurer  ceases. 

4.   One  must  act  with  grosser  wanton 


negrliffcnce  to  make  bis  act  a  volontary  ex- 
posure  to  unnecessary  danger,  within  tbe  provi- 
sion in  an  accident  insurance  policy. 

(November  28, 1887.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  jud/e^ment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  tbe  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
policy  of  accident  insurance.    Affirmtd. 

Statement  by  Grant,  J. : 
.Plaintiff  took  out  an  accident  policy  in  the 
defendant  company  in  the  year  1892,  for  tbe 
sum  of  $8,000;  with  a  weekly  indemnity  of 
$15,  **agaiu8t  bodily  injuries  sustained  through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means."  A 
written  application  was  made,  which  was  & 
part  of  the  policy.  The  premium  was  $4  per 
$1,000.  In  his  application  he  represented  tbat 
be  was  "engaged  in  tbe  business  or  occupation^ 
of  secretary  and  treasurer  to  Hull  Bros.  Com- 
pany, grocers,"  under  the  classification  "se- 
lect;" and  the  policy  contained  the  same  lan- 
guage. The  policy  was  twice  renewed.  At 
the  time  of  tbe  application,  and  until  the  time 
of  the  accident,  he  resided  on  his  farm  in  Mon- 
roe, Michigan.  As  a  part  of  the  policy,  he 
agreed  "that,  if  injured  while  engaged  in  work 
or  duty  classed  as  more  hazardous  than  my  oc- 
cupation above  stated,  I  shall  be  entitled  t4> 


did  not  expose  himself  to  obvious  or  unnecessary 
daoi):er  within  tbe  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an 
aocldent-iosurance  policy  asrainst  liability  in 
case  of  injury  from  such  exposure,  where  he 
was  sufBciently  warmly  clothed  for  the  weather  as 
it  was  when  be  set  out.  North  West  Commercial 
Travelers*  Asso.  v.  London  Guarantee  ft  Acci.  Co. 
10  Manitoba  L.  Bep.  587. 

So,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  in  an  action  upon 
an  accident-insurance  policy  conditioned  against 
liability  in  case  of  injury  from  voluntary  ex  posure 
to  unnecessary  danger,  whether  the  insured  thus 
exposed  himself,  where  be  was  a  seller  of  books 
and  newspapers  on  board  a  railway  train,  and  was 
engaged  in  his  business  when  the  policy  was  taken 
out,  and  being  nearsighted  and  wearing  glasses,  be 
got  off  his  train  after  having  gone  on  it  and  left 
his  coat,  and  was  afterwards  injured  by  getting  on 
tbe  train,  which  was  moving  at  a  slow  rate  of 
speed,  at  a  place  where  he  bad  every  reason  to  sup- 
pose what  it  would  stop  so  tbat  be  could  have 
boarded  It  while  it  was  standing  still.  Pacific  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Bnowden,  12  U.  S.  App.  TOi,  6B  £^. 
iiep.34S,7C.aA.264. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


I  And  whether  the  assa red  at  the  time  of  recei  ving 
an  injury  was  engaged  In  doing  something  out- 
side of  tbe  occupation  covered  by  bis  policy,  or 
whether,  though  in  the  pursuit  of  an  occupation 
covered  by  the  policy,  he  exposed  himself  to  un- 
necessary danger,  within  tbe  meaning  of  a  oondi- 
tion  in  the  policy  against  liability  for  injury  caused 
by  such  exposure,  and  whether  he  exhibited  due 
regard  for  his  personal  safety,  such  as  an  ordina- 
rily prudent  man  charged  with  the  duty  and  placed 
in  like  circumstances  would  have  done,— are  ques- 
tions of  fact  for  the  determination  of  tbe  jury. 
Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Snowden,  12  IT.S.  App. 
701.  68  Fed.  Bep.  342,  7  C.  C.  A.  264. 

But  the  act  of  one,  after  crossing  a  railroad 
track  and  warning  others  approaching  it  to  look 
out  for  tbe  engine,  in  retracing  his  steps  and  going 
upon  the  track  and  squatting  or  kneeling  down 
and  remaining  until  he  was  struck  by  an  approach- 
ing train,  when  the  whistle  was  being  blown  and 
the  bell  rung,  and  tbe  locality  was  lifrbted  by  an 
electric  ligbt,  cannot  be  held  not  to  be  a  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  within  tbe  mean- 
ing of  a  condition  in  an  accident- insurance  policy 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  467;  47  L.  R.  A.  650. 
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Tecoyer  only  such  amouDt  as  the  premium  paid 
by  me  woutd  purchase  at  rates  fixed  for  such 
iocreased  hazard."  A  part  of  the  busiuess  of 
his  farm  was  raisinf?  cattle.  He  kept  a  buU. 
The  bull  had  broken  into  his  calf  pasture.  On 
October  29,  1895,  while  returning  from  his 
greenhouse  to  his  dwelling,  about  11  o'clock, 
he  saw  the  bull  in  this  pasture,  and  went  in  to 
driTe  him  out.  The  cause  of  the  injury  is  thus 
stated  in  his  notice  to  the  company:  "Where 
and  how  did  the  accident  occur f  'The  bull 
had  broken  through  a  fence,  into  a  pasture 
kept  on  purpose  for  calves.  He  undertook  to 
drive  him  out,  when  the  bull  turned  suddenly, 
and  tossed  him."  *'What  were  you  doing  at 
the  time?"  "Walking  around;  looking  about." 
"State  just  what  happened."  "Seeing  the  bull 
in  the  calves*  pasture,  he  undertook  to  drive 
him  out,  when  the  bull  suddenly  turned 
around,  and  tossed  him."  Some  time  before 
the  accident,  Hull  Bros,  had  sold  out  their  en- 
tire stock  and  business,  and  plaintiff  had  no 
employment  from  them  except  to  assist  in  col- 
lecting accounts.  At  the  time  he  was  superin- 
tending the  building  of  a  greenhouse,  and  had 
been  home  for  about  a  week.  He  testified  that 
two  men  "were  managing  my  farm  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.  It  was  their  business  to  take 
care  of  the  stock.  Between  them  they  had  the 
entire  charge  of  it.  That  included  the  bull. 
I  left  everything  in  charge  of  the  two  men. 
When  I  was  there,  I  took  charge  of  it  as  I  saw 
fit."  A  letter  written  in  his  name  by  his  sister- 
in  law,  under  date  of  November  5,  1895,  con- 
tained the  followine  statement:  "I  left  Detroit 
about  the  middle  of  September.  Some  weeks 
before  that.  I  bought  a  plant  of  five  greenhouses 
from  Mr.  C.  Hogg,  of  Van  Dyke  avenue,  De- 
troit, and  came  home  to  add  the  florist's  business 
to  what  I  already  had  on  the  Island,  and  took 
the  management  of  the  farm,  fruits,  and  green- 
houses; having  two  men  working  the  farm  and 
vegetable  garden.  I  have  already  told  you, 
when  I  filled  out  your  form.  Just  how  I  came 
to  meet  with  the  accident,  and  cannot  under- 
stand what  more  you  want  to  know."  Under 
date  of  November  2,  she  wrote  to  defendant 
the  following  letter:  "I  have  submitted  your 
letter  to  Mr.  Ben  Johnson.  He  came  home 
after  Hull  Bros,  sold  out  to  Mr.  J.  L.  Hudson, 


about  the  middle  of  September;  but,  before 
that  time,  he  bought  a  greenhouse  plant  in  De- 
troit, and  was  working  to  get  it  in  place,  and 
was  still  working  at  it  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent. Mr.  Ben  Johnson  owns  Johnson's  isl- 
and, in  the  city  of  Monroe,  upon  which  place 
he  has  cattle,  and  has  been  raising  small  fruits 
for  the  last  five  vears.  He  does  not  wish  to 
hold  back  any  information  in  rei^ard  to  the  ac- 
cident. If  there  should  be  anything  more  you 
wish  to  know.  V-f  '^'»  hear  from  you."  Plain- 
tifif  introduced  estim  >  )y  showing  that  the  bull 
had  never  bef « re  fiho  /  n  signs  of  viciousness, 
although  he  tesui^^..:  "I  have  heard  of  the 
boys  going  along  the  river,  and  teasing  the 
bull,  and  I  presume  sometimes  the  bull  bad 
cause  to  be  ugly."  In  his  claim  for  indemnity, 
the  following  question  and  answer  were  given: 

Q.  What  was  your  weekly  salary  or  income 
at  the  time  you  were  injured? 
A.  None;  the  business  in  liquidation. 

He  had  a  contract  for  employment  with  Hull 
Bros.,  which  did  not  expire  until  some  time 
after  the  injury.  He  testified:  •'!  received  a. 
salary  up  to  a  week  before  the  accident.  I 
was  not  receiving  any  salary  at  the  time  be- 
cause there  was  no  money.  I  was  not  receiv- 
ing any  money  for  my  time."  Insurance  is- 
classified  by  defendant  as  "select,  preferred, 
ordinarv,  medium,  hazardous,  and  extrahaz- 
ardous. Under  this  classification,  farming  was 
deemed  hazardous,  and  the  annual  premium 
was  $15  per  $1,000.  The  plaintiff  recovered 
|260,  the  full  amount  claimed. 

Mestrs.  Charles  S.  McDonald  and  S«  S.. 

Babeockt  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  words  "voluntary  exposure,"  as  used  in 
accident  policy,  "imply  conscious,  intentional 
exposure,  something  which  one  is  willing  to 
Uke  the  risk  of." 

Keene  v.  Neto  England  Mut.  Acd,  Amo.  161 
Mass.  151. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  trial  judge  charged: 
"In  order  to  make  plaintiff's  act  upon  this  oc- 
casion a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger,  he  must  have  acted  with  gross  or  wan- 
ton negligence,  or  otherwise  it  was  not  a  vol- 


afalnst  liability  tn  case  of  injury  from  such  ex- 
posure, on  the  theory  that  the  persons  warned  by 
blm  were  intoxicated,  and  that  their  condition 
provoked  htm  to  follow  them  with  the  intention 
of  interferlncr  in  their  behalf  if  threatened  witb 
danger,  where  there  was  no  evidence  of  Inebria- 
tion on  their  part  except  tbeir  testimony  that  at 
the  close  of  their  day*8  work  they  had  taken  one  or 
more  drinks.  Williams  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Asao.  188N.Y.86e. 

IV.  Unexpected  resuZta. 

Voluntarily  placing  one's  self  in  a  position  of  ex- 
posure to  an  obvious  danger  is  within  a  condition 
in  an  aocident*ln8uranoe  policy  against  death  or 
injury  happening  in  consequence  of  exposure  to 
any  obvious  or  unnecessary  danger,  where  the  pre- 
ciae  Injury  happens  which  there  was  reason  to  fear. 
Tuttle  V.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  184  Ifass.  175, 45  Am. 
Bep.  81«. 

But  It  must  appear  that  the  injury  followed  the 
expoimre  as  a  oonsequencc  thereof.  Jones  v. 
United  States  Mut.  Aoci.  Asso.  Vt  Iowa,  662;  fiurk- 
hard  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Go.  1(B  Pa.  882, 40  Am.  Bep. 
SNL 
40L.R.  A. 


In  Jones  v.Unlted  States  Mut.  Acci.  Aaso.  92  Iowa« 
flSte.  mpro.  Travelers'  Ins.  Ca  v.  Jones,  80  Oa.  54 U 
and  Shaffer  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  (III.)  22  N.  E.  589, 
fn/ro,  v.,  were  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
in  both  cases  the  assured  proceeded  to  do  an  uct 
voluntarily  which  was  fraught  with  danger,  and 
the  injury  resulted  therefrom,  and  was  what  would 
have  been  reasonably  expected  to  follow  the  act 
done. 

CJnusual  and  unexpected  results,  not  the  logical 
outcome  of  the  exposure,  are  not  to  t)e  considered 
as  having  been  caused  by  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger,  within  the  meaning  of  such  a 
condition. 

Thus,  one  who  had  visited  a  house  of  lll-fame 
and  passed  out  to  the  street  therefrom  at  about 
midnigbt,  when  he  was  killed  in  a  controversy 
arising  about  the  payment  for  a  hack,  in  wbich  bis 
companion  took  the  principal  part,  will  not  be 
held  to  have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  thereby 
to  unnecessary  danger  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery 
upon  an  accident-insurance  policy  conditioned 
against  liability  In  case  of  injury  or  death  from 
such  exposure.  Jones  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Aaso.  92  Iowa,  6GS. 
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untary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger."  Such 
is  not  the  law. 

Miller  V.  American  Afut,  Aed,  Ins.  Co,  92 
Tenn.  187,  20  L.  R.  A.  765;  Paul  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co,  112  N.  Y.  472. 8  L.  R.  A.  443. 

There  is  the  knowledge,  common  to  all  men, 
•of  the  dangerous  propensities  of  animals  of 
this  nature. 

Dickson  V.  McCoy,  89  N.  Y.  400;  Barnum  v. 
Tei^ening,  75  Mich.  557:  JAnnehan  v.  Samp 
son,  126  Mass  510,  30  Am.  Rep.  692. 

By  *' vicious  propensity"  is  meant  a  propen- 
fiitv  to  do  any  act  that  might  endanger  the 
safety  of  the  persons  and  property  of  others  in 
fk  given  situation. 

Keshan  v.  Gates,  2  Thomp.  &  C.  289;  McH- 
wine  V.  Lantz,  100  Pa.  586,  45  Am.  Rep.  400; 
Hammond  v.  Melton,  42  111.  App.  186;  Keshan 
T.  GaUs,  2  Thomp.  &  C  288. 

There  is  evidence  coming  from  the  plaintiff 
that  he  had  some  actual  knowledge  of  the  dan- 
gerous propensities  of  this  bull,  and  sufficient 
to  put  him  upon  his  guard. 

Gockerham  v.  Nixon,  33  N.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.) 
269;  Rogers  v  Rogeis,  4  N.  Y.  8.  R.  373;  Rider 
V.  White,  65  N.  Y.  54,  22  Am.  Rep.  600. 

It  is  the  propensity  to  commit  mischief  that 
constitutes  the  danger,  and  therefore  it  is  suffl 
cient  if  the  owner  has  seen  or  heard  enough  to 
convince  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  of  the 
animars  inclination  to  commit  the  class  of  in- 
juries complained  of. 

ReynoHs  v.  Hussey,  64  N.  H.  64. 

As  a  prudent  man  he  should  have  sent  the 
dog  to  drive  the  animal.  He  knew  that  it  was 
the  prudent  WHy,  and  that  the  dog  would  do 
the  work,  and  all  danger  be  avoided,  and  in 
law  be  was  bound  to  .lake  the  more  prudent- 
course. 

Tiarelers*  Ins,  Go,  v.  Jones,  80  Ga.  641; 
Stand'ird  Life  &  Acri.  Ins.  Co,  v.  Jones,  94 
Ala.  434;  Bean  v.  Employers^  Liability/  Assur. 
Corp.  50  Mo.  App.  459;  Smith  v.  Prrferred 
Mut.  Aeci,  Asso.  104  Mich.  635. 

Change  of  occupation  means  engaging  in 
another  employment  as  a  usual  business. 

8t'me  V.  United  States  Casualty  Co,  34  N.  J. 
L.  371. 

Should  the  jury  find  that  at  the  time  plain- 


tiff was  insured  by  the  defendant  he  was  en- 
gaged in  other  occupation  in  addition  to  that 
of  secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  firm  with 
which  he  was  connected,  and  did  not  disclose 
that  fact  to  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and 
thereby  secured  a  more  favorable  rating  than 
he  would  had  he  disclosed  all  the  facts,  he 
can  recover  no  greater  sum  than  he  would  have 
been  insured  for  under  a  more  hazardous  risk. 

Standard  Life  A  Aeci,  Co,  v.  Taylor,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  387. 

The  court  erred  in  his  charge  to  the  jury  in 
leaving  the  question  whether  or  not  Mr.  John- 
son was  a  farmer  at  the  time  of  his  injury. 

Williams  V.  United  States  Mut,  Aeci.  AsS'K 
133  N.  Y.  366;  Miller  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co,  39 
Minn.  548. 

Mr.  Emjfcnuel  T.  Berber*  with  Messrs. 
Sloman  ft  Groesbeck,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

The  instruction  as  to  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger  was  correct. 

Cotten  v.  Fidelity  dO.  Co  41  Fed.  Rep.  506; 
Manufacturer^  Aeci,  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorgan^ 
16  U.  S.  App.  ?90,  58  Fed.  Rep.  952,  7  C.  O. 
A.  581,  22  L.  R.  A.  630. 

The  defense  of  change  of  occupation  was 
clearly  and  intelligently  submitted  to  the  jury 
upon  the  theory  of  the  defense.  The  court 
even  thrust  the  burden  upon  the  plaintiff,  in- 
stead of  the  defendant,  contrary  to  the  deci- 
sions of  this  court. 

l^ess  v.  Preferred  Mn sonic  Mut.  Aeci.  Asao. 
(Mich.)  3  Det  L.  N  906;  Emlaw  v.  TracelenT 
Ins,  Co.  108  Mich.  554. 

Grant*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  Counsel  urge  that  the  court  erred  in  not 
directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  voluntarily  ex- 
posed himself  to  unnecessary  danger.  The 
complete  answer  to  this  is  that  counsel  pre- 
ferred no  such  request  at  the  tri»il  The  case 
was  tried  upon  the  theory  that  upon  this  point 
the  question  belonged  to  the  jury  to  decide. 
This  question  is  therefore  not  before  us. 

2.  Error  is  alleged  upon  the  following  por- 
tion of  the  instructions:    '*In  order  to  make 


Nor  does  one  who  while  intoxicated  accosts  a 
womaD  in  the  street,  and  persists  in  doiopr  so  In  the 
face  of  reaionstrdDces,  wbereupon  be  is  knocked 
dovrn  and  oeriously  injured  by  a  man  who  tbinks 
he  h»8  a  rt»rht  to  protect  her,  thereby  wilfully  ex- 
pose bimself  to  unnecessary  danger  or  peril  within 
a  condition  in  an  accident- insurance  policy  against 
liabihry  for  injury  caused  by  such  exposure.  Mair 
V.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  87  L.  T.  N.  8.  363. 

i^nd  a  passenger  upon  a  railroad  train  did  not 
voluntarily  expose  bimself  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  such  a  policy 
against  liability  for  Injuries  caused  by  such  expos- 
uie.  where  the  train  stopped  on  a  bridge,  because 
the  draw  was  open  and  be  went  to  the  front  plat- 
form of  the  coach  and  stepped  off  through  a 
hole  m  the  floor  of  the  bridge,  causing  his  death, 
where  others  also  got  out  of  the  coach.some  of  them 
in  advance  ot  him,  and  the  bridge,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  such  hole,  was  entirely  safe.  Burkhard  v. 
Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  1U2  Pa.  262,  48  Am.  Rep.  205. 

V.  What  constitutes;  particular  eases, 
Thequef>tion  of  voluntary  exposure  to  unneoes- 
«ary  danger,  withia  the  meaning  ot  a  condition 
40L.  R.  A. 


against  liability  in  an  accident- insurance  policy,  to 
one  of  fact  for  the  jury,  under  proper  insi  ructions 
from  the  court.  Carpenter  v.  American  Aeci.  Co. 
46  S.  C.  541;  Fideutt  &  C.  Co.  v.  Chambers. 

And  where  theie  is  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence  it 
is  a  question  for  the  trial  judge.  FiDuiiiTT  &  G. 
Co.  V.  Chambers. 

Thus,  whether  crossing  a  railroad  tr»ick  in  front 
of  an  advancing  train  is  or  is  not  negligence  or 
voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  risk  is  a  que»- 
tion  materia ily  dependent  on  the  circumsiances  of 
the  case,  the  distance  to  be  covered,  and  the  speed 
at  which  the  train  was  approaching;  and  where 
the  distance  across  was  only  13  feet  there  is  no  er- 
ror in  leaving  it  to  the  Jury  under  proper  Instruo- 
tions.  Traders*  &  T.  Aeci.  Co.  v.  Wagley,  45  U.  8. 
App.  39,  74  Fed.  Bep.  457.  20  C  .C.  A.  SStC 

And  the  question  whether  the  assured  volun- 
tarily exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  the  meaning  of  such  a  condition  is  one  of 
fact  for  the  jury  where,  in  crossing  a  railroad  con- 
sisting of  three  tracks,  after  he  bad  got  upon  the 
first  track  he  was  called  to  by  several  persons  from 
different  directions  to  look  out  for  the  train,  and  in- 
aiead  of  stopping  to  aaoertaln  where  It  was  be  took 
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tiis  act  upon  this  occasion  a  voluDtary  exposare 
to  uDDecessary  danger,  he  must  have  acted 
^ttb  gross  or  wanton  negligence,  or,  other- 
wise, it  was  not  a  Toluotarjr  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger."  Id  this  coDoection  the 
court  also  charged  as  follows:  "I  charge  you 
also  that  a  voluntary  exposure  means  a  con- 
iicious  or  intentional  exposure.  If  the  insured 
in  this  case  believed  or  bad  good  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  he  was  endangering  his  safety  by  at- 
tempiing  to  drive  this  bull  from  this  inclosure, 
I  lien  I  chari^e  you  that  he  cannot  recover.  If, 
on  the  other  band,  he  did  not  believe  or  had 
any  reason  to  believe  that  there  was  any  dan- 
ger to  himself  in  that  attempt,  then  I  charge 
you  that  it  was  not  a  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger.*'  This  charise  is  sustained 
by  the  authorities.  Mannfacturerif  Acei.  In- 
^emnitv  Co.  v.  Dorgan,  16  D.  S.  App.  290,  58 
Fed.  Hep.  952,  22  L.  R  A.  620.  That  case 
was  taken  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  and 
nftirmed,  all  the  Judges  concurring  in  the  opin- 
ion. 7  G.  C.  A.  588.  See  also  2  Bacon,  Bi'n. 
8oc.  §  492,  where  will  be  found  a  full  citation 
of  authorities 

8.  Was  plaintiff  engaged  in  an  occupation 
more  hazardous  than  that  in  which  he  was 
classified  in  the  policy?  The  defendant  re- 
'quf  sled  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
plaintiff  was  in  fact  engaged  in  tbe  more  haz- 
iirdous  employment;  also,  that  if  they  found 
that  he  was  engaged  in  another  occupation  in 
addition  to  that  of  secretary  and  treasurer,  and 
<iid  not  disclose  tbat  fact  to  the  defendant,  he 
could  recover  only  the  lesser  sum  under  the 
more  hazardous  risk.  Tbese  requests  were  re- 
f  useil,  and  the  jury  instructed  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff bad  ceased  to  belong  to  the  occupation  in 
which  he  was  insured,  and  had.  in  fact,  be* 
come  a  farmer,  he  could  only  recover  for  tbe 
more  hazardous  occupation.  The  question  is 
one  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  court  only 
when  there  is  ro  dispute  as*  to  the  evidence, 
iind  but  one  rational  conclusion  can  be  drawn 
therefrom.  A  man  may  be  enf^aged  in  two  or 
more  occupations,  in  which  case  he  can  only 
recover  for  injury  received  in  the  employment 
■for  which  he  is  insured.  Standard  Life  dt 
Acci.  Jfi8.  Co.  ▼.  Taylor,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  887. 
The  provisions  of  the  policy  in  that  case  were 
similar  to  those  in  this.  Taylor  was  insured 
as  a  blacksmith,  employed  hy  a  railroad  com- 


pany. In  fact,  he  also  acted  as  a  switchman 
and  car  coupler,  occupatious  more  hazardous 
than  blacksmithiug.  ileld,  that  recovery  for 
injuries  received  while  acting  as  a  switchman 
or  coupler  must  be  limited  to  the  incnased 
hazard.  We  think  there  was  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  tbat  plain'iff  was  a  faimer, 
within  the  terms  of  the  policy,  until  his  em- 
ployers, Hull  Bros.,  had  ceased  to  do  business. 
The  fact  that  be  lived  upon  his  farm,  and  car- 
ried it  on  through  others,  does  not  make  him 
a  "farmer,"  within  tbe  meaning  of  tb  it  term 
as  used  in  these  accident  policies.  He  was  at 
home  only  from  Saturday  night  to  Monday 
morning,  and  on  Wednesday  night,  of  each 
week.  There  is  no  testimony  to  show  that 
during  that  time  he  was  engaged  in  the  actual 
work  of  a  farmer,  so  as  to  incur  the  more  haz- 
ardous risks  incident  to  that  business.  It  does 
not  follow  that  plaintiff's  policy  lapsed  when 
his  regular  employment  with  Hull  Bros,  ceased, 
or  that  he  bad  necessarily  Ixcome  a  farmer  or 
engaged  in  tbe  business  of  farming  by  spend- 
ing bis  time  at  bis  home  when  the  necessity 
for  his  being  in  Detroit  bad  ceased.  Stotie  v. 
United  States  Casnalty  Co.  84  N.  J.  L.  871. 
In  tbat  case  a  school  teacher,  out  of  employ- 
ment, had  let  contracts  for  tbe  erection  of  two 
dwellings  for  his  own  use,  and,  while  over- 
looking one,  fell,  and  was  killed.  Held,  that 
he  had  not  changed  his  employment,  but  was 
engaged  in  an  individual  act.  which  did  not 
avoid  tbe  policy.  See  also  3  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc. 
491 ;  HeM  V.  Preferred  MoMtnie  Mat  Acei.  Asso, 
(Mich  )  70  N.  W.  460.  post,  4 .4. 
•  There  was  tes  imony  tending  to  show  tbat 
plaintiff  had  not  changed  his  occupation.  The 
letters,  upon  which  considerable  reliance  is 
placed,  were  not  written  by  tbe  plaintiff  him- 
self, or  dictated  by  him,  but  were  written  by 
his  sister  in-law  while  he  was  suffering  from 
his  injuries.  They  are  explained  by  him  and 
by  her  in  such  a  manner  tbat  they  were  prop- 
erly left  to  tbe  jury,  in  connection  with  the 
other  testimony,  to  determine  their  exact 
meaning.  There  was  surticient  conflirt  in  the 
evidence  to  justify  the  submission  of  the  ques- 
tion to  the  jury. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


m  faster  pace  and  orossed  tbe  eecond  track,  and 
WR8  Struck  by  tbe  train  and  killed  upon  croroinff 
tbe  third.  Duncan  v.  Preferred  MuL  AccL  Asso. 
57  Jones  &  S.  1*5. 

And  one  who  has  occasion  to  cross  railway  tracks 
Id  order  to  reach  a  point  for  wbicb  he  has  started, 
and  as  be  Is  about  to  do  so  observes  a  train  ap 
proacblDpr  from  tbe  south  upon  tbe  easterly  track 
4ind  wails  for  it  to  pass,  and  then^wltbouttakiDirtbe 
precHution  to  notice  a  train  wbich  is  coming  to- 
'ward  bim  from  tbe  north  upon  tbe  track  next  to 
fafm,  starts  forward  and  is  immediately  struck  and 
killed,  does  not  voluntarily  expose  himself  to  un- 
oecefisary  danger  within  tbe  meaning  of  such  a 
<coDdition.  Lebmao  v.  G  reat  Eastern  Casualty  &  I. 
Co.  7  App.  Dlv.  421. 

do,  a  person  found  on  a  dark  night  between  the 
station  platform  and  tbe  railroad  track  with  bis  legs 
crushed  by  tbe  wheels  of  a  car  when  tbe  train  baa 
but  just  started  cannot  t>e  said,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
to  have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  tbe  meanltig  of  a  condition  in  such 
40  L.  R.  A. 


a  policy  against  liability  for  injury  caused  by  sucb 
exposure.  Anthony  v.  Mercantile  MuU  Acci.  Asso. 
1(12  Mass.  354, 28  L.  R.  A.  400. 

And  one  who  was  hit  by  a  detact^ed  car  which 
bad  been  kicked  along  the  track  by  an  engine 
tbe  sight  of  which  was  cut  off  hy  his  umbrella 
while  crossing  the  track  at  a  quick  pace  at  a  place 
where  from  one  to  two  thousand  persons  bad 
crossed  daily  ior  years,  tbOugb  notice  had  been 
posted  up  by  tbe  railroad  company  to  prohibit  it, 
was  not  thereby  voluntarily  ezposioir  himself  to 
unnecessary  danger,  hazard,  or  perilous  adventure, 
within  the  meaning  of  an  accident- insurance 
policy  containing  a  condition  ayaiost  liability  in 
case  of  injury  from  such  exposure.  Keeue  v. 
New  England  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  161  Mass.  140. 

In  Keene  v.  Kow  England  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  161 
Mass.  149,  mipra^  Tuttle  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Ck).  131 
Mass.  175,  45  Am.  Rep.  216.  infra^  was  distinguished 
upon  tbe  ground  that  in  tbat  case  the  person  In- 
jured made  the  railroad  track  hia  place  for  iraveU 
and  did  80  unneceflsarlly. 
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Lloyd  B.  HESS 
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PREFERRED  MASONIC  MUTUAL  ACCI- 
DENT AbSOCIATION  of  America,  Plff. 
in  Err. 
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1.  A  bank  eashier  does  not,  mm  mat- 
ter of  law,  loee  bis  ri^ht  to  reoover 

under  an  accident-insurance  policy  provldlnff 
that  It  shall  be  wholly  void  as  to  all  accidents 
oocurrtUK  while  engraged  in  any  profession,  em- 
ployment, or  exposure  not  rated  as  a  preferred 
occupation,  by  sawinsr  off  blocks  from  a  board 
for  his  own  use. 

8«  An  aeeident-ineoranoe  company  has 
tbe  burden  of  provingr,  in  an  action  against 
it  upon  a  policy,  that  an  injury  to  plaintiff  shown 
to  be  the  result  of  an  accident  was  within  some 
exception  named  in  the  policy. 

8*  Tbat  a  bank  cashier  insored  against 
acddents  by  a  policy  prondioar  that  it 
shall  be  void  as  to  all  accidents  occurring  while 
eufrafced  in  any  profession,  employment,  or  ex- 
posure not  rated  a  preferred  occupation,  uses  a 
buzz-saw,  will  not  prevent  a  recovery  for  an  ac- 
cident caused  by  his  slippinir  and  failinir  affainst 
the  saw  after  he  had  ceased  to  use  it. 

4.  An  inconsistency  in  the  instructions 
due  to  the  fact  that  some  Instructions  are  more 
favorable  to  one  of  tbe  parties  than  he  is  en- 
titled to  is  not  available  to  such  party* 

(Grant,  J.,  dissents^ 
(March  28, 1807J 


ERROR  to  tbe  Circuit  Court  for  St.  JosepU 
CouDty  to  review  a  Judgment  in  fayor  of 
plalDtiff  in  an  action  brougnt  to  recoyer  tho 
amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  acci- 
dent insurance.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meiars.  H.  P.  Stewart  and  Moore  Sk 
Moore*  for  plaintiff  in  error* 

Plaintiff  was  injured  while  engaged  in  oper- 
ating a  buzz  saw  in  violation  of  his  policy  of 
insurance,  and  therefore  cannot  recover. 

Knapp  V.  Preferred  Mut,  Aeei.  Ai>^.  68  Hun^ 
84;  American  Aeei.  Co.  v.  GavBon  (Ky.)  30  S. 
W.  879;  HuUy,  EquitahU  Aeei.  Aw>.  41  Minn. 
281;  Durany,  Standard  L,  dt  Acet,  Ins.  Co.  6$ 
Vt.  487.  18  L.  R  A.  687. 

Plaintiff  was  injured  because  he  voluntarily 
exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger. 

Plaintiff's  injury  was  tbe  result  of  bis  own 
negligence. 

TuttU  V.  TrateUerit  Ins.  Ob.  184  Mass.  175^ 
45  Am.  Rep.  816:  Neillv.  Tra/oelUrif  In:  Co.  T 
Ont.  App.  Rep.  678;  Cornish,  v.  Accident  In»^ 
Co.  L.  R.  28  Q.  B.  Div.  458;  Sawtelle  v.  liatV 
way  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  16  Blatcbf.  216;  Morel  v. 
Missimppi  Valley  L.  Ins.  Co.  4  Bush,  585^ 
Shaffer  V.  TraveUrn'  Ins.  Co.  81  111.  App.  112. 

Tbe  court  erroneously  charged  tbe  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  show  that  he 
had  complied  with  tbe  terms  of  the  policy,  but 
the  burden  was  upon  the  defendant  to  show 
that  he  had  not. 

A  condition  precedent  is  something  that 
must  take  place  before  a  liability  can  exist. 
In  other  words,  tbe  plaintiff  must  show  that 
he  has  complied  with  all  tbe  provisions  and 


8o,  one  who  while  on  his  way  home  crossed  a  rail- 
road trestle  bridge  which  ^as  much  frequented  by 
foot  passengers,  and  was  reasonably  safe  tor  use  as 
a  bridge  over  the  creek  which  it  spanned,  having  a 
walk  and  rallingon  one  side.and  fell  from  the  bridge 
and  received  injuries  from  which  he  died,  cannot 
be  held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  have  voluntarily  ex- 
posed himself  to  unneceesary  danger  within  the 
meaning  of  an  accident  insurance  policy  condi- 
tioned  against  liability  in  case  of  injury  from  such 
exposure.  Follis  v.  United  States  Mut  Aool.  Aseo. 
M  Iowa,  485, 28  L.  B.  A.  78. 

And  the  question  whether  an  attempt  to  board  a 
street  oar  by  the  front  platform  while  the  car  was 
moving  at  a  very  slow  rate  of  speed  was  a  volun- 
tary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  condition  in  an  accident- insur- 
ance policy  is  one  for  the  determination  of  the  Jury 
as  a  matter  of  fact.  Johanns  v.  National  AcoL 
Soc.  16  App.  Div.  104. 

And  so  is  tbe  question  whether  or  not  the  ef- 
forts of  an  Insured  person  to  get  on  a  train  mov- 
ing at  a  rapid  rate  was  a  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger  within  tbe  meaning  of  such  a 
condition.  Pacific  Mut  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  8nowden,  12 
U.  S.  App.  704.  58  Fed.  U^p.  342,  7  C.  C.  A.  264. 

And  the  fact  that  a  person  who  had  gone  into  a 
train  bouse  to  become  a  passenger  on  a  train,  and 
who  was  afterwards  found  dead  upon  the  track 
immediately  after  the  passing  of  the  rear  car  of  a 
train,  was  doing  a  danaerous  act  in  leaving  a  car 
while  it  was  in  motion  is  not,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence as  to  the  cause  of  his  faW,  conclusive  proof 
that  he  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  unneces- 
sary danger,  within  the  meaning  of  such  a  condi- 
tion, and  does  not  sustain  the  burden  of  proof 
thereon  resting  upon  the  insurance  company,  this 
being  a  question  for  the  jury  and  not  for  the 
court.  Baden  f eld  v.  Massachusetts  Muu  Acoi. 
ASBO.  164  Ma.4.  77, 13  L.  B.  A.  263. 
40  L.  li.  A. 


8o,  In  Sutherland  v.  Standard  L.  &  Acd.  Ins.  Co» 
87  Iowa,  505,  which  was  an  action  upon  an  accident*^ 
insurance  policy  conditioned  against  liability  In 
case  of  injury  from  unnecesMiry  exposure  to  dan- 
ger, it  was  held  that  the  question  whether  the  laet 
that  tbe  assured  was  riding  on  the  rear  plaiform  of 
a  railroad  car  showed  such  want  of  care  as  to  de- 
feat a  recovery  is  one  for  the  Jury,  and  does  not 
of  Itself  show  such  want  of  care  as  to  defeat  a  re> 
covery. 

In  Sutherland  v.  Standard  L.  &  Acci.  Ins.  Go.  87 
Iowa,  506,  supra,  Bon  v.  Railway  Pas^.  Assur.  Co, 
56  Iowa,  607,41  Am.  Uep.127,  in/ro, was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  tbe  person  in- 
jured stood  on  the  steps  of  tbe  platform. 

And  in  Pratt  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.»  cited 
in  7  Am.  L.  Rev.  606,  which  was  an  action  upon 
an  accident-insurance  policy  conditioned  nisuinst 
liability  for  injury  caused  by  wilful  exposure  or 
want  of  due  care,  it  was  held  that  it  is  for  tbe  jury 
to  say  whether,  if  the  assured,  who  was  smoking 
when  getting  on  the  train,  was  passing  in  the. 
dark  from  tbe  ladies*  car  into  the  smoking 
car  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  to  smoke„ 
he  was  careless  or  in  tbe  exercise  of  due- 
care. 

So,  riding  upon  the  platform  of  a  railway  car 
running  from  15  to  30  miles  an  hour  Is  nor,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  ac- 
cident* insurance  policy  against  liability  for  injury 
caused  by  such  exposure.  Travelers*  lus.  Co.  v. 
Mitchell,  47  U.  8.  App.  200, 78  Fed.  Kep.  754,  24  a  a 
A.  806. 

And  for  one  to  attempt  to  get  on  a  train  of  oars 
while  it  is  moving  not  faster  than  a  man  could 
walk,  when  by  some  means  he  fulls  under  the  cars 
and  is  killed,  though  an  imprudent  act  ia  not  a 
wilful  and  wanton  exposure  of  himself  to  an  un- 
necessary danger  or  peril  within  the  meaning  of  s^ 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  650. 
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•conditioDB  of  tbe  policy  before  the  defendant 
•can  be  made  liable. 

I  Bouvier.  Law  Diet.  818;  Stone  ▼.  Ellis,  9 
C!ush.  95;  Jenmnv.  Straw,  35  Mich.  21. 
On  petition  for  rehearing. 

That  a  man  who  operates  a  buzz  saw,  and  is 
unskilled  io  the  use  of  it,— ao  unskilled  that  he 
<io68  not  know  how  to  start  or  stop  it, — is  not 
using  dae  diligence  for  his  personal  safety  and 
protection,  seems  to  us  self-evident. 

Horel  ▼.  Missimppi  Valley  L.  In$.  Co,  4 
Bush,  585. 

Knapp  ▼.  Preferred  Mut.  Aeci.  Aseo.  53 
Hun,  84,  accords  with  the  express  decisions  of 
Tuany  o^  the  accident  insurance  decisions  of 
the  country,  and  in  spirit  with  tbem  all. 

Niblack,  Mut  Ben.  Soc.  §  409;  Stone  v. 
United  States  Oaaualty  Co.  84  N.  J.  L.  871: 
Union  Mut.  Aeei,  Amo.  y.  Frohard,  134  111. 
■228,  10  L.  R  A.  388;  Nort?i  American  L,  A 
Aeei.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Burroughs,  69  Pa.  48,  8  Am. 
Rep.  212;  Travellerif  Preferred  Acci.  Asm.  v. 
Kelaeiy.  46  111.  App.  871;  Hfeafie  v.  Manvfae- 
turertf  Aeei.  Indemnity  Co.  55  Hun,  111:  Eg- 
^nberger  v.  Guarantee  Mut.  Acd.  Asso.  41  Fed. 
Rep.  172;  Kinney  ▼.  Baltimore  A  0.  Belief 
Asso.  35  W.  Va.  886,  15  L.  R.  A.  142;  Stand- 
4iTd  L.  dt  Aeei.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Martin,  188  Ind. 
^78:  Summers  v.  United  StaUs  Ins.  A.  dk  T.  Co. 
18  La.  Ann.  504;  1  Am.  &  Eog.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  303;  National  Aeei.  Soc.  ▼.  Taylor,  42  HI. 
App.  99. 

Meters  Howard,  Roos,  ^  Howard,  for 
defendant  in  error: 

In  order  to  constitute  a  change  of  occupa- 


tion, the  change  must  be  of  a  permanent, 
rather  than  of  an  incidental,  nature. 

Niblack,  Mut.  Ben.  Soc.  2d  ed  ^  786:  Union 
Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  y.  Frohard,  184  III.  228,  10 
L.  R  A.  888;  J^ne  y.  United  States  Casualty 
Co  84  N.  J.  L.  871;  Providence  L.  Ins.  A I  Co. 
y.  Martin,  82  Md.  810;  North  American  L.  d 
Aeci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs.  69  Pa.  43;  Tucker 
y.  Mutual  Ben.  Life  Co.  50  Hun,  50;  National 
Aeei.  Soc.  v.  Taylor,  42  111.  App.  97;  Travel- 
lers^ Prtferred  Aeci.  Asso.  y.  Eelsey,  46  111. 
App.  871;  Bessy.  Van  Auken,  11  Misc.  422. 

Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danf^er 
means  wanton  or  grossly  imprudent  exposure. 

Manufctduren^  Acd.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dor- 

fan.  16  U.  6.  App.  290.  58  Fed.  Rep.  945,  22 
J.  R  A.  620,  7  C.  C.  A.  581;  Schneider  y. 
Provident  L.  Ins.  Co.  24  Wis.  28,  1  Am.  Rep. 
157. 

Id  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  voluntarily  ex- 
pose himself  to  unnecessary  danger,  there  must 
be  such  an  exposure  as  is  beyond  the  ordinary 
or  a  wanton  piece  of  gross  carelessness. 

Manvfacturen^  Aeei.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dor- 
gan,  16  0.  S.  App.  290,  58  Fed.  Rep.  945,  22 
L.  R.  A.  620,  7  C.  C.  A.  581. 

The  exposure  must  be  intentional,  as  where 
one  acts  so  recklessly  and  carelessly  as  to  show 
an  utter  disregard  of  a  known  danger. 

DeLoyy.  Ttavelers^  Ins.  Co.  171  Pa.  1;  Fidel- 
ity d  C.Co.  y. Chambers,  98  Va.  138, 40 L.  R  A. 
43^;  Keene  v.  New  England  Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  161 
Mass.  149;  TuttU  v.  Travelenf  Ins.  Co.  184  Mass. 
175, 45  Am.  Rep.  816;  Schneider  v.  Provident  L. 
Ins.  Co.  24  Wis.  28, 1  Am.  Rep.  157;  Niblack, 


condition  in  an  insurance  policy  against  liability 
tbereoD  in  case  of  injury  trom  such  exposure,  as 
his  act  cannot  be  justly  cbaraoterlzed  as  wilful  or 
-wanton.  Schneider  y.  Provident  h,  Ins.  Co.  24 
-Wia  28, 1  Am.  Rep.  1B7. 

And  a  passenger  on  a  railway  train  who  was 
•overcome  by  tbe  beat  of  tbe  car  or  affected  wltb 
nausea  which  impelled  him  to  go  out  on  tbe  plat- 
fotTD,  where  be  was  in  a  more  danfferous  position 
than  he  would  have  been  bad  be  remained  in  tbe 
«ar,  and  was  injured,  cannot  be  said,  as  matter  of 
Iww,  to  have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  un- 
necewary  danger  within  the  meaning  of  a  condi- 
tion In  an  accident^insurance  policy  against  liahil. 
ity  for  Injury  in  case  of  such  exposure.  Marx  v. 
Travelers^  In9.  Co.  a8  Fed.  Iiep.821. 

Whether  be  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  un- 
necessary danger  within  tbe  meaning  of  such  con- 
dition is  a  question  for  tbe  jury.  Marx  v.  Trav- 
elers* Ins.  Co.  a9  Fed.  Bep.  321. 

And  one  who  approached  an  arriving  railroad 
train  at  a  rapid  rate  for  tbe  purpose  of  getting  tbe 
mail  bog  for  the  postmaster,  making  an  effort  to 
check  bis  speed  as  be  reached  a  sloping  bank  whicb 
Jed  down  to  the  side  track  of  tbe  railroad,  in  doing 
whicb  he  stumbled  and  carae  io  collision  with  the 
engine,  whereby  he  was  killed,  will  not  be  held  to 
have  been  guilty  of  voluntarily  exposing  himself  to 
unnecessary  danger  within  the  meaning  of  such  a 
condition,  though  he  was  a  volunteer,  and  it  was 
not  a  part  of  bis  duty  to  get  the  mall  bag.  Equita- 
ble Acci.  Ins.  Co.  y.  Osbom,  90  Ala.  201,  18  L.  R.  A. 
387. 

So,  one  who  rides  in  a  bicycle  race,  and  is  injured 
thereby,  cannot  be  Mid,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  have 
voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger 
by  entering  into  tbe  race,  within  the  meaning  of  a 
-condition  of  an  accident-lnsuranoe  policy  against 
liability  for  injuries  caused  by  such  exposure. 
Eeeflo  V.  National  Acci.  Soc.  4  App.  Div.  392. 

The  question  hi  such  case  ia  one  of  fact  for  tbe 
40  K  R.  A. 


jury.  Keefle  v.  National  Acci.  Soc.  4  App.  Div. 
8B2. 

And  tbe  question  whether  a  person  who  goes  to 
work  upon  a  scaffold  knows  that  it  ia  Insecure,  ia 
one  for  the  jury,  in  an  action  upon  an  accident- 
insurance  policy  conditioned  against  liability  for 
In  juries  caused  by  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger.  Wilson  y.  Northwestern  Muu  Acci. 
AfiSO.A8Mion.4m 

And  the  mere  act  of  cleaning  a  gun  not  known 
to  t)e  loaded  is  not  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger  within  tbe  meaning  of  such  a  oondi- 
lion.  where  an  accident  results  from  an  unknown 
defect  in  the  gun.  Miller  v.  American  Mut.  Acci. 
Ins.  Co.  92  Tenn.  107, 20  L.  B.  A.  766. 

And  where  one  knew  that  a  mule  was  ill-tem- 
pered and  dangerous  and  addicted  to  kicking,  and 
yet  stood  near  her  bind  feet  and  slapped  her  on 
tbe  hip  in  a  way  calculated  to  provoke  her  to  kick, 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  or  not  he  ex- 
posed hims'.lf  voluntarily  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  accident 
Insurance  policy  against  liability  for  injury  caused 
by  such  exposure.  Carpenter  v.  American  AccL 
Co.  40  8.  C.  641. 

While  tbe  general  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
question  is  one  for  the  jury,  as  above  stated,  how. 
eyer,  there  are  many  caises  which  seem  to  adopt  the 
rule  that  tbe  neglect  of  the  assured  may  t)e  so 
flagrant  as  to  amount  to  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger  as  a  matter  of  law. 

Thus,  a  person  acquainted  with  the  locality,  who 
drives  a  horse  and  carriage  in  which  he  is  riding  on 
a  dark  night  into  a  place  where  there  is  a  network 
of  railroad  tracks,where  be  is  run  over  by  a  train  of 
cars  and  killed,  knowingly  exposes  himself  to  un- 
necessary hazard  and  danger,  within  tbe  meaning 
of  a  condition  in  an  accident  insurance  policy 
against  liability  for  mjury  caused  by  such  expos- 
ure. Neill  y.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  7  Ont.  App.  fbep. 
G78, 81  U.  a  G.  P.  804. 
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Mut  Ben.  Soc.  2d  ed.  704;  Bliss,  Ins.  If  400; 
May,  Ins.  1  530:  7  Am.  L.  Rev.  ft94. 

It  is  iDCumb<>Dt  od  the  compaDy  in  such 
casfs  to  prove  the  misconduct  and  negligence 
of  tlie  insured. 

:NiblH(k.  Mut.  Ben.  Boc.  2d  ed.  704-707; 
Keene  v  ^ew  hJngland  Mut.  Acci.  Asw.  161 
Mass.  149;  Freeman,  ▼.  Trovelertf  Ins,  Co,  \4A 
672;  Bwlenfeld  v.  AfnsMchusetts  Mat.  Acci. 
Asm.  IM  Mass.  77,  18  L.  R.  A.  268;  OireU,y. 
Uomplen  K  ln$.  Co.  Irf  Gray,  481;  Cluff  v. 
Afvtual  Hen.  U  In$.  Co.  99  Mass.  817.  13 
Allen,  308;  Uo^sdon  v.  Ounrdian  L.  Ins.  Ce*.  97 
Mhss.  144.  93  Am.  Dec  73;  Compbefl  v.  Heto 
England  Mvt.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mass.  881;  Pierce 
V  C4>hasset  Mut  F.  Jim,  Co.  123  Mass.  572: 
Qermnin  v.  R'ooklun  L.  Ins.  C<7.  80  Hun,  535; 
Redmans,  .mna  Ins.  Co,  49 Wis.  481;  Gran- 
geiif  L.  Ins  Co.  ▼.  Brf^von,  67  Miss.  808.  84 
Am.  Rep.  448;  Jones  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Manufactur- 
ers" Mut.  F.  Jns.  Co.  8  Cush.  82,  64  Am.  Dec. 
772;  Daniefs  v.  Hudson  Hiver  F.  Ins,  Co,  12 
Cu>h.  418,  59  Am.  Dec.  192;  HaskinsY,  Ham- 
ilton M*it.  Ins,  Co.  5  Gray,  432;  Mulry  v.  Mo- 
hank  Valleu  Ins.  Co.  5  Grav,  641,  66  Am.  Dec. 
3H0:  Pifdniont  dt  A.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  EiHng,  92 
U.  8.  877.  23  L  ed.  610. 

The  plaintiff  was  standing  near  the  saw 
when  he  fell,  and  it  is  ooiy  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose, In  the  almence  of  evidence  (o  the  contrary, 
that  he  was  usin^  every  caution  commonly 
exercised  by  prudent  men,  and  was  not  jbz- 
posinfr  himself  voluntarily  and  knowingly  to 
danger. 

Hade nf eld  v.  Massachusetts  Mut,  Acei.  Asso. 
154  Mass.  77,  18  L.  R.  A.  263;  BueschingN, 


St,  Louis  Gaslight  Co.  78  Mo.  219, 89  Am.  Rep. 
503;  Meadows  v.  Pacijk  Mni.  L,  Ins.  Co.  129  Ma 
76;  Uoyt  v.  Iludnon,  41  Wis.  105,  22  Am.  Rep. 
714;  Gay  v.  Winter,  84  Cal.  158;  Parsons  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  286;  MaUory  v. 
Tranrlert^  Ins.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  52,  7  Am.  Rep. 
410;  Lancaster  v.  Washington  L,  Ins.  Co.  62 
Mo.  121. 

Moore»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  to  recover 
for  the  loss  of  a  band  which  was  cut  off  by 
coming  in  contact  with  a  buzz  saw.  The 
case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  who  n'udeied  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintifJT.     Defendant  appeals. 

When  the  plaintiff  was  insured  by  the  de- 
fendant, he  was  cashier  in  a  bank.  His  claim 
is:  That  he  wanted  a  cabinet  for  use  in  the 
bank,  and  went  to  a  planing  mill  to  have  some 
boards  sawed  off  with  which  to  make  the 
cabinet.  That  he  told  Mr.  Bloom,  an  em- 
ployee, whHt  he  wanted.  That  the  employee 
started  the  cut-off  saw,  and  cut  off  some 
boards  for  the  shelves,  and  took  them  to  the 
band  saw,  to  put  more  work  upon  them. 
That  while  the  employee  was  doing  this,  plain- 
tiff saw  the  ends  of  the  cherry  boards  on  the 
floor  near  the  cutoff  saw,  and  thought  he 
could  use  them  for  handles  to  the  cabinet,  and 
requested  a  fourteen- year- old  boy  to  saw  them 
off  for  him.  The  boy  started  the  saw,  but  did 
not  saw  off  the  blocks  as  plaintiff  expected 
him  to  do,  and  the  plaintiff  said  he  thought  he 
could  do  it  himself,  and  that  he  did  saw  them 
off.    That  after  he  had  sawed  off  the  blocks^ 


And.  death  of  the  a^iired  tbrouRh  attemptinfr  in 
broad  da}  liirht  to  cross  me  mam  line  of  a  railroad 
in  fronr  ot  an  Biiproacblnff  train,  by  which  he  was 
run  over  and  killfd  at  a  place  wbere  there  was  no 
station  or  proper  cropsinfr  and  no  obstruction  to 
prevent  a  person  about  to  cross  from  seeing  an  ap- 
proach mfr  trnin.  fal!s  within  a  condition  In  an  ao 
cident  insurance  policy  aflrainsc  llabtJlty  for  acci- 
dents beppeniriR  by  exposure uf  the  Insured  toob- 
viousrlskof  injury,  m  The  absence  of  evidence  that 
he  WH8  short  siKhted  or  deaf.  Oorniab  v.  Accident 
Ins.  Co.  L.  R.  28  Q.  a  DIv.  4S8. 

So.  a  workman  upon  his  way  to  work,  whose  way  is 
obstructed  by  a  train  ot  Irelfrht  cars  standing  across 
the  street.  voluntMrily  exposes  bimeelf  to  unneces- 
sary danger  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery  upon  an 
accident  InscrHnce  policy  conditioned  against  lia* 
bility  for  injuries  caused  by  such  exposure,  where, 
after  WHlMng  ten  or  fllteen  minutes,  he  attempts  to 
cross  through  the  tram  by  cilrabinfir  upon  thedraw- 
hends  of  the  CHrs.  wtien  he  can  go  around  the  end 
of  the  train,  though  less  conveniently,  and  the  train 
Is  movedi  and  his  foot  is  crushed  by  the  coming 
together  of  the  dm wbeads  or  bumpers  of  the  two 
cars  between  which  be  attempts  to  pass.  Bean  v. 
EmploTcrs*  LlMbllity  Assur.  Corp.  50 Mo.  App.  460. 

And  where  a  peison  who  has  crossed  a  railroad 
track  meets  two  others  about  100  feet  from  the 
track,  whom  he  warns  to  look  out  for  the  engine, 
after  which  he  turns  and  ret  races  his  steps  and  goes 
upon  the  track  and  equats  or  kneels  down  urion  it 
and  is  run  over  by  a  train  moving  only  about  4 
miles  an  hour,  the  whistle  of  which  Is  being  blown 
and  the  bell  rung,  the  looullty  being  lighted  by  a 
electric  light,  it  is  a  case  of  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger  within  the  meaning  of  such  a 
condition  in  an  accldent-lusuranoe  policy,  whether 
the  act  was  one  of  suicide  or  not.  Williams  v. 
Untied  States  Mut.  AooL  Asso.  188  N.  Y.  860. 
40  L.  K.  A. 


And  walking  a  mile  and  a  half  on  a  dark  night  oo 
a  6- foot  way  or  space  between  two  parallel  rail- 
road tracks  of  one  of  the  most  crowded  milniada 
in  England,  with  up  and  down  trains  constantly 
passing,  wbere  four  tracks  were  afterwards  found 
necessary  to  accommodate  the  traffic,  omounta 
to  ao  exposure  to  obvious  and  unnecessary  danger, 
within  the  meaning  of  an  accident-insurance 
policy  conditioned  against  liability  In  case  of  injury 
caused  by  such  exposure.  Lowell  v.  Accident  Ins. 
Co.  cited  in  89  U.  C.  C.  P.  28L 

So,  it  Is  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger,  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  In  ai» 
insurance  policy  against  liability  in  case  of  sucb 
exposure,  to  attempt  to  cross  abridge  15  feet  high 
upon  ties  from  10  to  12  Inches  apart  with  no  walk 
or  planking  of  any  kind  or  any  railing,  on  a  dark 
night,  where  a  platform  or  walk  extended  the 
wbole  length  of  the  bridge  on  the  opposite  side  with 
a  fence  or  railing  to  protect  persons  from  falling 
off,  upon  which  he  might  have  crossed.  Follls  v. 
United  States  Mut.  AooL  Asso.  94 Iowa,  485, 28  L. 
B.  A.  78. 

And  one  who  in  walking  along  a  railroad  track 
steps  upon  a  trestle  several  feet  In  length  consist- 
ing of  cross-ties  elevated  someO  or  8  feet  atmve  the 
bottom  of  the  bridge  and  requiring  several  stepe 
from  one  cross- tie  to  another,  to  pass  over  it  on  a 
darK  und  rainy  night,  having  his  hands  filled  with 
packages,  knowing  that  It  is  dangerous,  and  whe 
makes  a  misstep  and  falls  through,  seriously  injur- 
ing himself,  voluntarily  exposes  himself  to  un* 
necessary  danger  within  the  meaning  of  such  a 
condition  In  an  accident  insurance  policy,  wbere 
there  are  other  ways  to  reach  his  borne,  thongb 
It  Is  his  usual  route,  and  many  others  traveled  that 
way,  and  be  had  crrssed  many  times  before*. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones,  80  Qa.  54L 

Nor  can  a  recovery  be  had  under  an  aooldent 


1897. 
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be  stood  close  up  to  the  table,  watcbiDg  the 
boy.  who  was  about  20  feet  away,  piling 
lumber.  That  be  was  simply  waitiog  by  the 
side  of  the  table.  That  he  cannot  say  how 
long  he  had  been  waiting:  it  may  have  been 
one  minute,  or  it  may  have  been  five.  That 
there  were  sawdust  and  little  blocks  of  wood 
on  the  floor.  Tbat  he  stepped  on  something, 
and  stumbled,  and  lost  hi^  balance,  and  threw 
out  his  arms  to  save  himself  from  falling, 
when  his  wrist  came  in  contact  with  the  saw. 
and  his  band  was  cut  off.  He  further  testified 
that  when  be  told  the  proprietor  of  the  mill 
what  he  wanted  done,  he  was  requested  by 
bim  to  show  Mr.  Bloom  how  he  wanted  the 
work  done,  and  that  he  went  into  the  mill  for 
that  purpose. 

One  of  the  defenses  interposed  was  that  the 
plaintiff  cut  off  his  hand  purposely.  It  will 
not  be  necessary  to  discuss  tbat  defense,  be- 
cause the  jury  have  found  against  the  defend- 
ant upon  that  proposition.  The  other  de- 
fenses are  tbat  the  injury  occurred  while  the 
assured  was  doing  what  was  forbidden  by  the 
policy.  Its  terms  were:  "The  m»mber  is  re- 
quired and  agrees  to  use  all  due  diligence  for 
his  personal  safety  and  protect  ion;"  that  the 
insurance  shall  not  cover  "voluntary  expos- 
ure to  unnfcessary  danger;"  and  also  con- 
tained tbe  following  provision:  "Inasmuch  as 
eligibility  to  membership  in  this  association  is 
confined  by  its  charter  to  persons  whose  occu- 
pations are  comprised  within  tbe  classification 
commonly  known  as  'Preferred  Risks'  by 
casualty  companies,  a  copy  of  which  classifi- 
cation is  printed  upon  tbe  back  of  this  certifi- 


cate, it  is  therefore  agreed  that  this  certificate 
ehali  be  wholly  void  as  to  all  accidents  occur- 
ring to  the  insured  when  engaged  in  any  pro- 
fession, employment,  or  exposure  not  herein 
rated  as  a  preferred  occupation."  It  is  the 
claim  of  the  defendant  that  tbe  insured  *'wa» 
engaged  in  a  profession,  employment,  or  ex- 
posure not  rated  as  a  preferred  occupation  in 
the  policy.'*  and  for  that  reason  cannot  re- 
cover; and  that,  as  a  matter  of  law.  the  juiicre 
should  have  so  determined,  and  directed  tbe 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  tbe  defendant. — 
diing  a  number  of  cases  in  support  of  that 
contention,  all  of  which  are  distinguishable 
from  the  case  here,  except  the  case  of  Knapp 
V.  ifrftJTed  Mut.  Acd,  Asw.  58  Hun.  84. 
This  case  does  sustain  the  contention  of  ap- 
pellant, but  it  is  contrary  to  the  great  weight 
of  authority.  In  Niblack,  Mut.  Ben.  8oc. 
§  409,  it  is  said:  '^A  change  of  occupation 
means  *an  engaging  in  another  employment  aa 
a  usual  business.'  It  does  not  apply  to  tem- 
porary employments  during  leisure  hours,  to 
acts  done  outside  of  one's  usual  and  ordinary 
business,  or  to  casual  employment  in  a  differ- 
ent business."  A  provision  of  a  policy  limited 
the  liability  of  the  company  to  a  less  sum  than 
that  named  in  the  policy  if  the  insured  should 
be  injured  in  any  occupation  or  exposure 
classed  as  more  hazardous  than  tbat  specified 
in  the  policy.  It  was  held  the  terms  ''occupa- 
tion" or  "exposure"  classed  by  this  company 
as  more  hazardous  refer  to  distinct  classified 
occupations  or  employments,  and  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  provision  limiting  the  liability 
of,  the  company  the  assured  must  be  within 


poHcy  cootainlnff  a  condition  afro  Inst  liability  In 
oase  of  deatb  or  Injury  in  consequence  of  exposure 
to  any  obvious  or  uo necessary  danirer,  for  the  blll- 
fnjr  of  tbe  assured  by  a  railroad  train  wblle  be  was 
ruonma:  on  tbe  track  tn  troni  of  it  in  the  nlgbr  to 
icet  a  train  approaching  In  tbe  other  direction  on  a 
parallel  track.  Tutile  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  13i 
Mass.  175,  45  Ara.  Kep.  816. 

And  In  suob  a  case  a  claim  tbat  his  death  did  not 
happen  In  consequence  of  bis  exposure  to  tbe  risk, 
but  from  a  new  force  vt  power  which  Intervened 
in  the  way  of  the  euRlne  oomlnfr  upon  blra  without 
baviDK  sounded  a  hell  or  whistle.  Is  not  tenable. 
Tuttle  V.  Travelers' Ins  Co.  134  Mass.  175, 45  Am. 
Kep.  316. 

And  an  Intelllflrent  man.  In  tbe  exercise  of  his  own 
free  will  and  witnout  necessity  and  with  knowledflre 
of  the  dai  frer,  who  stands  upon  tbe  platform  of  a 
moving  railway  car  wltb  bis  hands  In  bis  pockets, 
or  upon  ibe  i^tepsof  tbe  platform  of  such  car  while 
the  tram  is  t)einer  propelled  at  a  speed  of  about  25 
miles  an  hour,  vciluntarily  exposes  himself  to  un- 
necessary  danirer  witbin  tbe  meaning  of  a  condi- 
tion in  an  Hccident  Insurance  policy  atralnst  liabil- 
ity In  case  of  Injury  from  such  exposure,  where 
the  position  is  In  fact  dantrerous.  Travelers*  Ins. 
Go.  V.  Mitchell,  47  U.  8.  App.  260,  78  Fed.  Rep.  754, 24 
G.  C.  A.  305.  8ee  also  Bon  v.  Railway  Pass.  Assur. 
Co.  56  Iowa.  664,  41  Am.  Rep.  127:  .^wtelle  v.  Rail- 
way Pass.  Assur.  Co.  15  Blutchf  216. 

So,  ailirhtlnK  from  a  train  after  It  has  Rone  from 
ISO  to  175  feet  bey  on  i  tbe  station,  wblle  the  train  is 
runnlnff  from  1  to  6  miles  an  hour,  wbereby  the 
assured  is  injured,  is  a  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary daiiger  wiibln  the  meanlntrof  a  condi- 
tion m  an  accident- Insurance  policy  aRalnst  liabil- 
ity for  mjury  from  such  exposure,  where  he  was 
on  the  train  wben  It  pulled  into  the  station,  and 
oi)uld  have  then  Rot  off.  Smith  v.  Preferred  Mut. 
Aoci.  Asso.  104  Mich.  634. 
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And  JumpiOK  from  a  freight  train  In  rapid 
motion,  on  which  one  is  riding  without  permission, 
is  an  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  within  tbe 
meaningof  such  a  condition  ill  an  accident-insur- 
ance policy.  Shevlln  v.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso. 
94  Wis.  180,  36  L.R.  A.  62. 

And  in  Southard  v.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  34 
Conn.  974,  which  was  an  action  upon  an  accident 
Insurance  policy  containing  a  condition  agamst 
liability  for  Injury  caused  by  unneceesary  exposure 
to  danger  or  peril,  among  other  things  it  was  held 
that  where  the  Insured  was  injured  Internally 
while  Jumping  in  great  baste  from  a  railroad 
car  at  a  station  and  running  a  considerable  dis- 
tance, which  action  was  not  necessary  to  his  safety, 
but  was  voluntarily  undertaken  to  effect  an  im- 
portant object  requiring  haste,  the  Injury  was  not 
caused  by  accidental  means  witbin  tbe  meanmg  of 
the  policy. 

So,  one  who  goes  to  work  upon  a  scaffold  which 
is  Insecure,  knowing  It  to  be  so,  exposes  himself  to> 
unnecessary  danger  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery 
upon  an  accident-Insurance  policy  conditioned 
against  liability  for  injunea  caused  by  such  ex- 
posure, where  be  is  Injured  by  the  falling  of  sucb 
scaffold.  Wilson  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Acci.  Asso. 
58  Minn.  470. 

And  an  Insured  person  who,  to  escape  the  police 
who  are  seeking  admittance  to  tbe  room  In  which 
he  Is.  attempts  to  let  himself  down  from  the 
window  to  tbe  sidewalk,  about  15  feet  below,  witb 
a  piece  of  selvedge  about  6  inches  wide  torn 
from  bed  ticking  cloth,  which  breaks  and  let^  him- 
fall,  causing  his  death,  voluntarily  exposes  bimself 
to  unnecessary  danger  so  as  to  defeat  a  re- 
oovery  upon  an  accident- insurance  policy  condi- 
tioned against  liability  in  case  of  Injury  or  deatb 
from  such  exposure.  Shaffer  y.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co. 
81  111.  App.  112. 

And  a  person  engaged  in  seining  for  fish  in  a 
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one  of  sucli  classes,— that  Is,  engaged  in  one 
•of  the  more  hazardous  occupations.  Niblacki 
Mut.  Ben.  Soc.  §  412.  A  case  involving  the 
same  principles  which  should  control  the  dis- 
position of  this  case  is  Stone  y.  United  States 
Casualty  Co,  84  N.  J.  L.  871.  in  which  the 
court  said:  "The  injuries  excluded  from  the 
compensation  of  the  policy  are  described  as 
those  that  are  ^received  in  any  employment, 
or  by  any  exposure,  either  more  hazardous  in 
itself  or  classified  by  the  company  as  more 
hazardous.'  These  terms,  literally  rendered, 
required  that  the  insured,  to  come  within  their 
effect,  must,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  be  in  an 
employment  more  dangerous  than  bis  own. 
The  language  has  respect  to  the  employments, 
4ind  not  to  mdividual  acts.  It  is  true  that  a 
•certain  degree  of  ambiguity  is  introduced  by 
the  expression  'other  exposure,'  but,  looking 
4tt  the  body  of  the  policy,  we  find  these  terms 
used  in  the  sense  of  the  risks  arising  from  a 
'business  or  occupation.  By  adhering  to  the 
literal  signification    of  the  terms  employed, 


these  indorsements,  prefixed  to  the  several 
classes  of  employments,  lose  all  force  as  inde- 
pendent stipulations,  and  serve  the  simple  pur- 
pose of  graduating  such  employments  for  serv- 
ice to  that  provision  of  the  policy  which  pro- 
hibits the  assured  from  passing,  at  bis  own 
option,  from  one  business  to  another.  Under- 
stood in  this  view,  they  are  properly  a  part  of 
the  classification,  but  if  they  are  to  be  received 
as  containing  new  terms  of  the  contract,  tbey 
are  entirely  out  of  place.  If  the  company  in- 
tended to  say  to  the  assured  that  if  he  did  any 
act  which  did  not  strictly  belong  to  his  occu- 
pation, but  was  embraced  more  properly  in 
some  other  business,  and  if  thereby  any  harm 
to  him  accidentally  resulted,  that  in  such  event 
he  could  claim  nothing  under  his  policy,  it 
was  easy  for  tbem  to  do  so  in  plain  language. 
Such  a  stipulation  would  obviously  be  one  of 
a  most  important  character,  and  we  would 
expect  to  find  it  in  the  body  of  the  instru- 
ment. A  qualification  of  the  agreement  so 
restrictive  of  the  rights  of  the  party  insured 


river  which  was  very  swift  and  full  of  sudden 
«tep-off8  or  boles  and  of  swtrls  or  eddies,  who  sud- 
denly came  to  one  of  the  step-oSs  or  holes,  and  to 
■a  swirl  or  eddy,  and,  steppinsr  into  tbe  hole  wbere 
the  water  was  very  deep  and  beinsr  unable  to  swim, 
was  drowned,  thereby  voluntarily  exposed  himself 
to  unoeoeseary  danger,  wltbhi  tbe  meaniog  of  an 
•aocident-lnsuranoe  policy  contalninflrsucb  a  condl- 
tioo;  and  an  answer  in  an  action  upon  such  a  pol- 
icy stating  such  facts  makes  a  prima  facie  defense. 
Contwy  V.  Railway  Officials  *  B.  Accl.  Asso.  (Ind. 
App.)48N.  E.1017. 

But  an  answer  in  an  action  on  the  policy  in  such 
ease  which  falls  to  allege  that  the  deceased  ko'ew 
-of  the  dangers  and  voluntarily  exposed  himself 
thereto,  is  insufficient  on  demurrer.  Ck>nboy  v. 
Railway  Officials  &  E.  Acoi.  Asso.  17  Ind.  App.  62, 
Reversing  48  N.  E.  1017,  tuprcL 

YL  Proof  ofs  OB  a  defense, 

A  oonditioD  in  an  acoident-insuranoe  policy 
against  liablhty  thereon  in  case  of  injury  caused 
by  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  not 
inserted  in  the  body  of  tbe  policy  but  indorsed 
thereon,  is  not  a  condition  preoedent;  it  is  a 
•separate  proviso  qualifying  the  general  words  In 
tbe  policy,  and  if  it  is  such  as  to  defeat  an  action 
OD  tbe  policy,  it  is  a  matter  of  defense.  Cronk- 
hite  V.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  76  Wis.  110. 

So,  letters  of  tbe  executive  committee  of  an  ac- 
cident Insurance  company,  and  of  tbe  secretary, 
addressed  to  the  beneficiary  of  an  insured  person 
who  was  killed,  stating  that  his  claim  must  be  re- 
jected on  tbe  ground  that  the  testimony  estab- 
lishes that  the  deoeased  voluntarily  exposed  him- 
self to  unnecessary  danger  which  was  the  cause  of 
bis  death,  does  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  ail 
other  defenses,  or  as  an  estoppel  against  setting  up 
contributory  Degliaenoe  or  other  violation  of  the 
essential  conditions  of  tbe  policy.  Traders*  &T. 
Acci.  Go.  V.  Wagley,  45  U.  a  App.  39,  74  Fed.  Rep. 
457,  20  C.  a  A.  588. 

And  the  fact  that  the  assured  was  In  an  en- 
feebled physical  condition  may  he  taken  into  ac- 
count in  determining  whether  he  was  making  an 
imprudent,  wanton,  and  reckless  exposure  of  him- 
self within  the  meaning  of  a  condition  in  an  acci- 
dent-insurance policy  against  liability  in  case  of 
such  exposure.  Manufacturers*  Acoi.  Indemnity 
Go.  V.  Dorgan,  16  U.  8.  App.  »0, 66  Fed.  Rep.  946,22 
L.  R.  A. 620,7  a  C.  A.  668. 

Bo,  the  burden  of  proof  to  establish  voluntary 
•exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  in  an  action  upon 
40  L.  R.  A. 


an  accident  policy  conditioned  against  liability  in 
osseof  injury  from  such  cause  rests  with  the  de- 
fendant. FoUis  V.  United  States  Hut.  Acoi.  Asso. 
94  Iowa,  435, 28  L.  R.  A.  78;  Freeman  v.  Travelers* 
Ins.  Go.  144  Mass.  672;  Anthony  v.  Mercantile  Mut. 
Acoi.  Asso.  162  Mass.  864,  26  L.  H.  A.  406;  Keene  v. 
New  England  Mut.  Acoi.  Asso.  161  Mass.  149;  Wright 
V.  Sun  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  29  U.  G.  G.  P.  221. 

And  where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  u(>on  an  ac- 
cident insurance  policy  proves  a  prima  facie  claim 
within  the  policy,  it  rests  with  the  detendaot  to 
show  that  the  deceased  voluntarily  exposes  him- 
self to  unnecessary  danger  within  the  meaning  of 
a  condition  in  the  policy  agalnrt  liability  for  in- 
Jury  from  such  exposure,  to  show  it  as  a  defense. 
Neill  V.  Travelers*  Ins.  Go.  7  Oct.  App.  Rep.  578,  81 
U.  G.  G.  P.  891. 

And  the  evidence  of  it  should  be  clear  and  con- 
vincing. Wright  V.  Bun  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  29  U.  a 
a  P.  221. 

And  where  a  person  is  found  dead  in  a  cattle 
guard  on  a  railroad,  having  been  run  over  by  a 
passing  train,  the  cattle  guard  being  at  the  side  of 
a  street  and  near  tbe  end  of  the  railroad  station 
platform  which  extends  to  and  adjoined  the  street, 
death  will  not  be  deemed  to  be  due  to  suicide  or  an 
exposure  to  obvious  and  unnecessary  danger  In  an 
accident-insurance  case,  where  there  is  no  express 
evidence  as  to  how  he  got  into  tbe  cattle  guard. 
Wright  V.  Sun  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  28  U.  a  a  P.  221. 

But  the  presumption  that  the  assured  did  not 
voluctarily  put  bis  life  in  Jeopardy  t)ecause  of  tbe 
known  instinct  which  prompts  everyone  to  pre- 
serve life,  arising  in  an  action  Upon  an  accident, 
insurance  policy  conditioned  against  liability  Id 
case  of  injury  from  voluntary  exposure  to  unnec- 
essary danger,  is  overcome  by  tbe  presumption, 
aided  by  tbe  finding  of  tbe  jury,  that  the  assured 
was  in  bis  right  mind  an^  capable  of  oontrolUng 
his  action.  Fol lis  v.  United  States  Mut.  Aooi.  Asso. 
94  Iowa,  485,  28  L.  R.  A.  78. 

So,  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge,  in  an  action 
upon  an  accident  insurance  policy  conditioned 
against  liability  in  case  of  injury  from  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  that  if  plaintllTs 
injuries  happened  in  consequence  of  such  exposure 
tbe  verdict  must  be  for  tbe  defendant,  though 
correct  in  law  in  the  abstiact,  is  not  reversible 
error,  wbere  the  court  charged  that  if  the  iujuriea 
were  unintentional  and  did  not  happen  in  oonse- 
quence  of  voluntary  exposure  the  plaintiff  ooald 
recover,  otherwise  noU  Hess  v.  Van  Aoken,  U 
Misc.  42Si  J*.  H.  a 
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^ught  not  to  be  admitted  unless  the  terms  of 
"this  iadorsement  will  bear  no  other  rational 
interpretation.  If  the  terms  used  are  Imper 
"feet  or  ambiguous  it  is  the  fault  of  the  defend- 
ants. It  is  their  contract,  and  the  construc- 
tion of  it  must  be  most  strongly  against  them." 
And  it  was  held  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover. 

The  case  of  Union  Mut.  Aeei.  Asw,  ▼.  F)^o- 
J»ard,  134  111.  228,  10  L.  R.  A.  888.  is  an  in- 
-«tnictive  case.  The  opinion  states:  "The 
principal  contention  of  appellant  is  that  the 
-deceased  was  killed  while  engaged  temporar- 
ily in  an  act  or  occupation  classed  as  more 
bazardous  than  the  one  in  which'  he  was  ac- 
•oepted,  and  that  appellee  is  therefore  entitled 
to  recover  only  the  amount  provided  for  such 
hazardous  risk  and  occupation.  The  conten- 
"tlon  of  appellee  is  that  there  was  no  change  of 
•occupation  within  the  meaning  of  the  by-laws 
•«nd  certificate  of  Insurance.  The  deceased 
was  a  hardware  merchant.  He  did  not  follow 
'the  occupation  of  hunter  for  hire  or  profit 
He  was  killed  while  engaged  in  the  act  of 
^untin^  as  a  recreation,  and  it  does  not  appear 
-that  he  had  bunted  with  a  gun  on  any  occa- 
sion since  the  issuance  of  the  policy,  other 
'4han  that  upon  which  the  accident  ocrurred. 
.  .  .  The  language  of  .  .  .  [the  policy] 
"Is,  'Any  member  receiving  an  injury  while 
-engaged,  temporarily  or  otherwise,  in  an  occu- 
pation more  hazardous  than  the'one  in  which 
he  was  engaged  when  insured/  etc.  'Occupa- 
tion' is  defined  by  lexicographers  to  mean 
''that  which  occupies  or  engages  the  time  or 
-attention;  the  principal  business  of  one's  life; 
irocatlon:  employment;  calling;  trade.'  The 
-classiOcation  of  hazards  in  .  .  .  [the]  by  laws 
is  made  upon  the  basis  of  occupations.  Mer- 
•chants  and  those  following  other  vocations  are 
placed  in  division  'A;'  grain  measurers  and 
others  in  division  *B.'  .  .  .  The  by-laws 
in  question  must  receive  a  reasonable  construc- 
tion. It  would  be  unreasonable  and  absurd  to 
liold  that  the  merchant  who  at  one  time  meas- 
ured a  few  bushels  of  grain,  at  another  hung 
a  few  rolls  of  wall  paper  upon  his  own  prem- 
ises, at  another  drove  a  team  of  horses  in  a 
-carriage  or  wsgon,  and  at  still  another  rowed  a 
skiff  for  exercise  or  recreation  became,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  by  laws, 
-at  these  several  times  a  grain  measurer,  a 
paper  hanger,  a  teamster,  and  a  boatman,  re- 
jpectively.  The  word  'occupation,'  as  found 
in  tbese  by-laws,  must  be  held  to  have  refer- 
-€nce  to  the  vocation,  profession,  trade,  or  call- 
ing which  the  assured  is  engaged  in  for  hire  or 
for  profit,  and  not  as  precluding  him  from  the 
performance  of  acts  and  duties  which  are 
-simply  incidents  connected  with  the  daily  life 
-of  men  in  any  or  all  occupations.  ...  It 
is  urged,  however,  that  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance contains  the  words,  'in  any  act  or  occupa- 
tion.' instead  of  the  mere  words,  in  another 
•occupation,'  found  in  the  by- laws,  and  that 
the  words,  'while  engaged,  temporarily  or 
otherwise,  in  an  act.'  cannot  be  ignored,  but 
that  they  have  a  definite  and  clear  meaning, 
and  must  be  given  legal  force  and  effect.  It 
*la  to  be  noted  that  the  words  used  in  the  con- 
tract are  words  selected  and  used  by  the  cor- 
iMration  itself,  and  are  therefore  to  be  inter- 
preted most  strongly  against  it,  or  that,  at  all 
^0  L.  a  A.  i 


events,  they  are  to  be  construed  according  to 
their  common  and  literal  meaning,  in  favor  of 
the  insured.  .  .  .  We  have  already  seen 
that  the  classification  of  hazards  made  in  the 
by  laws  is  predicated  only  upon  occupations. 
There  is  not  in  the  by-laws  or  in  the  record 
any  classification  of  hazards  in  respect  to  acts, 
—in  other  words,  there  is  no  act  which  is 
classified  as  more  hazardous  or  less  hazardous 
than  another,  and  no  act  which  is  classed  as 
more  hazardous  than  the  occupalioo  desig- 
nated in  the  certificate  of  insurance  issued  to 
the  deceased.  The  case,  then,  does  not  stand 
otherwise  than  it  would  if  the  word  *act'  were 
not  found  in  the  contract."  See  North  Ameri- 
can L.  A  Acei.  Ins.  Go,  ▼.  Burrovgfis,  69  Pa. 
48,  8  Am.  Rep.  218;  Ttieker  v.  Mut,  Ben.  Life 
Ins,  Co.  60  Hun,  60.  Upon  the  feature  of  the 
case  just  discussed,  the  court,  correctly  as  we 
think,  charged  the  jury  as  follows:  *'It  is 
provided  in  the  conditions  printed  in  the  pol- 
icy or  certificate  of  memberabip,  among  other 
things,  *Said  policy  shall  be  wholly  void  as  to 
all  accidents  occurring  when  engaged  in  any 
profession,  employment,  or  exposure  not  rated 
in  the  policy  as  a  preferred  occupation;'  and  it 
is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  plaintiff  was 
so  engaged  at  th^time  he  lost  his  hand.  It  to 
claimed  by  the  piaintiff,  however,  that  he  waa 
not  using  the  saw  at  all  for  any  purpose  at  the 
time  he  lost  his  hand,  and  had  not  been  for 
some  time  prior  thereto.  The  burden  of  proof 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  using  the  saw 
at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand  is  upon  the  de- 
fendant, and  if  you  find  tbat  the  defendant 
has  failed  to  prove  its  contention  in  this  re- 
gard by  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  then  you 
will  have  no  further  occasion  to  consider  tbis 
branch  of  the  case.  In  considering  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  engag'd  in 
any  employment,  profession,  or  exposure  not 
rated  in  the  policy  as  a  preferred  occupation 
at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand,  I  charge  you  that 
engaging  in  an  occupation  on  the  part  of  the 
person  insured  against  injury  by  accident  does 
not  mean  a  casual  engaging  such  ss  most  men 
do,  or  may  do,  or  may  resort  to  during  the  in- 
tervals of  time  when  their  usual  employment 
does  not  engage  them,  but  rather  to  engaging 
in  such  employment  as  a  usual  business:  and, 
even  though  you  find  that  the  plaintiff  inci- 
dentally engaged  in  sawins:  off  blocks  from 
boards  at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand,  you  would 
not  for  tbat  reason  be  required  to  find  that  he 
was  injured  while  engaged  in  a  profession, 
occupation,  or  exposure  not  rated  in  the  policy 
as  a  preferred  occupation.  The  language  of 
this  condition  of  the  policy  must  meet  with  a 
reasonable  construction  at  your  hands.  If  the 
plaintiff  was  actually  engaged  in  sawing 
blocks  at  the  time  he  lost  his  hHud,  it  will 
then  be  a  question  of  fact  for  you  to  deter- 
mine whether  tbis  act  was  one  that  pertained 
incidentally  to  his  regular  occupation,  or 
whether  it  pertained  to  that  more  hazardous 
occupation  not  classed  as  preferred.  With 
the  burden  of  proof  on  this  issue  upon  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  determining  tbis  question  yoa 
can  and  should  take  into  consideration  wbetber 
under  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  was  ensraged, 
if  you  find  he  was  engaged,  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  in  sawing  blocks  for  his  own  use,  or 
whether  he  was  engaged  in  sawing  blocks 
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for  someone  else;  and  if  you  find  from  the 
evidence  and  circumstances  surrouDding  the 
case,  as  shown  to  you  here  in  the  evidence, 
that  the  sawing  off  of  these  blocks  was  for 
his  own  use,  and  if  you  find  that  the  plaintiff, 
^awine  them  off  at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand, 
was  incident  to  his  ordinary  occupation,  you 
will  be  at  liberty  still  to  find  for  the  plaintiff. 
Nearly  every  man,  whatever  his  occupation  in 
the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  occasionally  does 
an  act  or  thing  in  connection  with  his  ordinary 
avocation  which  might  also  pertain  to  some 
other  occupation.  For  instance,  the  man  in- 
sured in  this  company  as  a  bank  cashier  might, 
while  engaged  in  chopping  his  own  firewood, 
accidentally  cut  his  foot  with  an  az,  and  still 
it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  had 
changed  his  occupation  from  a  bank  cashier 
to  a  woodchopper.  This  chopping  his  own 
wood  could  be  an  incident  to  his  occupation 
as  a  bank  cashier,  although  it  might  also  be 
an  incident  to  the  occupation  of  woodchopping. 
The  same  rule  would  hold  in  regard  to  sawiog 
off  blocks  from  a  board.  A  man  insured  as  a 
bank  cashier  might,  for  his  own  use.  desire  or 
engage  in  sawing  off  blocks  from  a  board,  and 
still  it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  for 
that  reason  be  had  cbnngedj^is  occupation,  or 
was  engaged  in  an  act  pertaining  to  a  profes- 
sion, occupation,  or  exposure  not  classed  in 
this  policy  as  a  preferred  occupation.  As  I 
stated  above,  this  is  a  question  of  fact  for  you 
to  decide  from  all  the  evidence  that  has  been 
introduced  in  the  case.  Of  course,  if  you  do 
not  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
was  engaged  in  the  act  of  sawing  when  he  lost 
his  hnod,  you  will  have  no  occasion  to  inquire 
further  on  this  branch  of  the  case.  It  is 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  quit  saw- 
ing a  few  minu'es  before  the  accident.  If  you 
find  from  the  evidence  that  this  was  the  case, 
then  it  would  be  entirely  immaterial  whether 
some  time  before  the  accident  he  had  been  en- 
gaged in  an  act  of  sawing.  That  question  be- 
comes material  only  in  case  you  find  that  he 
was  actually  engaged  in  operating  the  saw  at 
the  time  he  lost  his  hand."  We  think  the  case 
in  principle  is  like  the  case  of  John  Hancock 
Mvt.  L,  Ins.  Co,  V.  Moore,  84  Mich.  45. 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the 
question  whether,  when  the  assured  has  shown 
the  injury  to  be  the  result  of  an  accident,  the 
burden  is  then  upon  the  defendant  to  show, 
by  way  of  defense,  that  the  accident  was 
within  the  exceptions  named  in  the  certificate 
of  insurance.  We  think  this  question  must 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Freeman  v. 
Travelers*  Jns.  Go.  144  Mass.  572.  In  this  case 
the  court  cited  with  approval  from  Piedmont 
d  A.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Swing,  92  U.  8.  377,  23 
L.  ed.  610,  as  follows:  "In  an  action  upon  a 
policy  which  contains  many  provisos  and  con- 
ditions, there  is  a  practical  wisdom,  which 
courts  have  recognized,  in  compelling  the  in- 
surance company  to  allege  and  prove  the  want 
of  compliance  with  any  particular  proviso  or 
condition  on  which  it  relies."  Niblack,  Mut. 
Ben.  8oc.  p.  707,  and  cases  there  cited.  See 
John  Hancock  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mo)re,  84 
Mich.  44.  It  is  urged  that  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover, because  he  voluntarilv  exposed  himself 
to  unnecessary  danger,  and  his  injury  was  the 
result  of  his  own  negligence.  In  relation  to 
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this  defense,  the  judge  charged  the  Jury,  after 
calling  their  attention  to  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the    certificate  of  insurance:     "A 
member  of  this  company  must  not  be  negli- 
gent; and  if  he  receives  injuries  through  his^ 
own  carelessness  or  negligence,  or  rather  con- 
tributory negligence,  he  could  not  recover  un- 
der this  policy  because  he  agrees  to  use  all  duo- 
diligence  for'his  personal  safety  and  protec- 
tion.    In  other  words,  he  must  be  ordinarily 
diligent  in  trying  to  protect  himself.     He  can- 
not be  negligent,  and  run  into  danger,  and 
then  charge  the  company,  if  he  does  it  delil)er- 
ately.     I^egligence,  in  its  legal  sense,  is  no- 
more  or  less  than  a  failure  to  observe  fully  that 
degree  of  care,  precsmion,  and  diligence  which 
the  circumstances  justly  demand  whereby  an. 
injury  is  occasioned.     It  means  the  doing  of 
something  which  a  person  of  ordinary  care, 
prudence,  and  discretion  would  not  do  under 
the  particular  circumstances  whereby  an  in- 
jury is  occasioned.     If  you  find  in  this  case 
that  there  was  negligence  in  such  a  degree  as. 
I  have  mentioned,  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  as  I  shall  hereafter  instruct  you, 
he  could  not  recover.     If  an  injury  occurred 
within  either  of  the  exceptions  I  have  read  Xo- 
you,  there  could  be  no  recovery,  because  the 
terms  of  the  policy  exclude  such  injuries.    For„ 
if  the  person  is  injured  under  this  policy  while 
voluntarily  exposing  himself  to  unnecessary 
danger,  it  wduld  not  be  accidental.     A  condi- 
tion of  the  certificate  is  to  the  effect  that  in- 
surance under  said  policy  or  certificate  shall 
not  extend  to  or  cover  accidental  injuries  caused 
by  the  insured  voluntarily  exposing  himself  to 
unnecessary  danger;  and  the  defendant  claims, 
under  this  condition  and  provision,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  in  this  case.     In  order  for 
the  defendant  to  successfully  defend   under 
this  condition,  it  must  show  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  did  vol- 
untarily expose  himself  to  unnecessary  danger 
at  the  time  of  the  loss  of  his  hand.     I  charge 
you,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  he  did  not  volun- 
tarily expose  himself  to  unnecessary  danger 
by  going  into  Beckley  &  Austin's  planing  mill. 
The  mere  going  into  the  planing  mill  could 
not  be  such  an  exposure;  and  whether,  while 
in  there,  he  exposed  himself  voluntarily  to  un- 
necessary danger  is  a  question  of  fact  for  yoa 
to  determine,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on 
the  defendant  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  did  so 
expose  himself.     Upon  this  question  I  charge 
you  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  go  into 
the  planing  mill:  and  if,  while  in  there,  he 
conducted  himself  as  a  man  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence and  caution  would  conduct  himself  un- 
der like  circumstances,  then  he  cannot  be  said 
to  have  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  un- 
necessary danger;  and  the  burden  of  proof  i» 
upon  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  plaintiff, 
while  in  the  planing  mill,  did  not  conduct  him- 
self as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  and  cau- 
tion would  or  should  conduct  himself.     It  is 
claimecl  in  this  case  by  the  defendant  that  the 
plaintiff  purposely  and  intentionally  sawed  off 
his  hand.     If  he  intentionally  and  purposely 
sawed  off  his  band,  of  course  he  cannot  re- 
cover in  this  case.     This  is,  however,  entirely 
a  question  of  fact  for  you  to  determine;  and  I 
charge  you  also  that  on  this  proposition,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show 
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tbat  the  plaintiff  did  inteDtionally  and  pur- 
poeely  saw  off  bis  hand.  It  is  for  ^ou  to  say 
whether,  under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the 
defendant  has  proved  that  question  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.  I  also  instruct 
yon  on  the  part  of  the  defense:  The  plaintiff 
must  prove  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence 
tbat  the  injuries  for  which  he  seeks  to  recover 
were  received  from  external,  violent,  and  ac- 
cidental means  within  the  provision  and  out- 
aide  of  the  exceptions  of  the  policy  upon  which 
this  suit  is  brought.  He  must  satisfy  you  that 
he  did  not  voluntarily  expose  himself  to  un- 
necessary danger,  and  also  that  he  was  not 
injured  while  doing  or  performing  any  act  or 
thing  pertaining  to  any  occupation  classed  by 
the  defendant  association  as  more  hazardous 
an  occupation  than  the  occupation  under 
which  the  contract  sued  upon  was  issued, 
plaintiff  having  been  insured  as  cashier  of  the 
First  National  Bank.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  to 
prove  either  one  of  these  elements,  it  will  be 
your  duty  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant. If  ihe  plaintiff  voluntarily  exposed  him- 
self to  unnecessarv  danger,  your  verdict  must 
be  for  the  defendant.  By  the  words  "doing 
or  performing"  anything  pertaining  to  an  oc- 
cupation classed  by  the  defendant  association 
as  more  hazardous  than  the  occupation  under 
which  the  contract  sued  upon  was  issued,  is 
meant  any  act  naturally  belonging  to  or  done 
by  a  man  engaged  in  that  occupation.  It  was 
not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  engaged  in 
the  actual  act  of  sawing.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  any  act  naturally  done  by  a  man  who 
acts  as  a  sawyer,  whether  of  preparation  for 
the  act  of  sawing  or  done  after  the  act  of  saw- 
ing, is  an  act  pertaining  to  the  occupation  of 
a  sawyer.  Again,  if  the  injury  to  the  plain- 
tiff resulted  in  whole  or  in  part  from  his  own 
neglisence,  then  he  cannot  recover.  Again, 
if  the  plaintiff  stood  leaning  against  the  table, 
and  his  foot  slipped,  so  as  to  throw  him  or  his 
arm  upon  the  table,  causing  this  injury,  he 
was  ftutliy  of  neglig^^nce,  and  cannot  recover. 
The  plaintiff  must  prove  by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  that  the  in  juries  for  which  he 
seeks  to  recover  were  received  from  external, 
violent,  and  accidental  means,  within  the  pro- 
visions and  outside  of  the  exceptions  of  the 
policy  upon  which  this  suit  is  brought.  That, 
you  understand,  would  be  the  law  governing 
this  particular  contract  This  injury,  if  at 
all,  must  be  external,  it  must  be  violent,  and 
it  must  be  by  accident;  and  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  show  that.  Tf  the  plaintiff  volun- 
tarily exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger, 
of  course  your  verdict  must  be  for  the  defend- 
an  t. "  He  also  ch  arged  the  jury :  *  *  No  w ,  gen  - 
tlemen,  one  very  Important  question  that  arises 
for  yOnr  consideration  in  this  case  is,  Was  the 
injury  received  by  Mr.  Hess  because  he  volun- 
tarily exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger? 
If  you  shall  find  in  the  affirmative  of  this 
proposition,  that  ends  this  case,  and  your  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  defendant,  'No  cause  for 
action.'  And  this  question  is  for  you  to  deter- 
mine under  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.  If 
you  so  find  upon  the  affirmative  of  that  propo- 
sition, then  the  defendant  should  prevail.  Was 
this  act  of  Mr.  Hess  a  voluntary  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger?  To  make  him  guilty  of 
a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
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he  must  intentionally  have  done  some  act 
which  a  reasonable,  ordinary,  and  prudent  per- 
son would  pronounce  dangerous.  The  undis- 
puted evidence  shows  that  he  went  into  this 
planine  mill  on  a  matter  of  business  belween 
himself  and  the  proprietor.  The  evidence  also 
shows  that  other  persons  were  at  the  time  in 
the  mill,  and  there  is  some  evidence  that  it  was 
not  an  unusual  thing  for  persons  having  busi- 
ness there  to  go  into  that  mill,  and  transact 
business  with  the  proprietors  or  their  servants, 
as  the  case  might  be*  Now,  it  is  true  that  Mr. 
Hess  voluntarily  went  into  this  planing  mill, 
but  there  is  a  clean  distinction  between  a  volun- 
tary act  and  a  voluntary  exposure  to  danger. 
The  approach  to  an  unknown  or  unexpected 
danger  does  not  make  the  act  voluntary  ex- 
posure thereto.  The  result  of  the  act  doea 
not  necessarily  determine  the  motives  which 
prompted  the  action.  The  act  may  be  volun- 
t ary ,  yet  the  exposure  may  be  i n  vol un  lary.    Aai 

I  said  before,  these  are  matters  for  you  to  de- 
termine under  all  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing this  case,  and  in  the  light  of  the  evidence 
as  you  find  it." 

So  far  as  the  question  of  the  negligence  of 
the  plaintiff  is  involved,  the  charge  was  quitei 
as  favorable  for  the  defendant  as  it  was  en- 
titled to  have  it  made.  See  Niblack  Mut.  BeiK 
Soc.  pp.  704-707;  Freeman  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Go.  144  Mass.  572:  Tucker  v.  Mutual  Ben.  Lift 
09.  50  Hun.  50;  Providence  L.  Ins.  dt  I.  Go.  v. 
Martin,  82  Md.  810;  Fidelity  A  G.  Go.  v.  Gham- 
hers.  93  Va.  188  40  L.  R.  A.  482;  Keens  v.  Nef» 
Enoland  Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  161  Mass.  149;  Equi- 
table Arci.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Oslorn,  90  Ala.  201, 13  U 
R.  A.  267;  Schneider  v.  Provident  L.  Ins.  Go.  24 
Wis.  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  157;  Bess  v.   Van  Auken, 

II  Misc.  422;  Manufacturers^  Acci.  Indemnity 
Go.  V.  Dorgan,  16  U.  S.  A  pp.  290.  58  Fed.  Rep. 
945,  7  C.  C.  A.  581.  22  L.  R.  A.  620;  May,  Insw 
^  580.  It  is  urged  that  this  charge  is  inconsist- 
ent with  itself.  So  far  as  this  criticism  is  well 
taken,  it  grows  out  of  the  fact  that  the  cir- 
cuit judge  gave  some  of  the  requests  to 
charge  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  which 
were  more  favorable  to  it  than  the  law  would 
justify.  So  far  as  there  was  error  in  the 
charge  as  given,  it  was  in  the  defendant's  favor 
and  it  cannot  complain.  The  error  assigned 
in  relation  to  the  admission  of  testimony,  we 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  discuss,  as  we  are 
satisfied  if  is  not  well  taken. 

Judgment  is  a  firmed. 

Longf,  Ch.  J.,  and  Montgomerj'  and 
Hooker,  JJ.,  concur. 

Ghrant,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  cannot  concur  in  that  part  of  my  Brother 
Moore's  opinion  wherein  he  approves  the  fol- 
lowing charge  of  the  court:  *'In  considering 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
engaged  in  any  employment,  profession,  or 
exposure  not  rated  in  the  policy  as  a  preferred 
occupation  at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand,  I 
charge  you  tbat  engaging  in  an  occupation  on 
the  part  of  the  person  insured  against  injury 
by  accident  does  not  mean  a  casual  engaging^ 
such  as  most  men  do,  or'may  resort  to  during 
the  intervals  of  time  when  their  usual  employ- 
men(  does  not  engage  them,  but  rattier  to 
engaging  in  such  employment  as  a  usual  busl- 
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and,  even  though  you  find  that  the 
plaintiff  incidentally  engaged  in  sawing  off 
blocks  from  boards  at  the  time  he  lost  bis 
hand,  you  would  not,  for  that  reason,  be  re- 
quired to  find  that  he  was  injured  while  en- 
gaged in  a  profession,  occupation,  or  exposure 
not  rated  in  the  policy  as  a  preferred  occupa- 
tion. The  language  of  this  condition  of  the 
policy  must  meet  with  a  reasonable  construc- 
tion at  your  hands.  If  the  plaintiff  was  actu- 
ally engaged  in  sawing  blocks  at  the  time  be 
lost  his  hand.  It  will  then  be  a  question  of  fact 
for  you  to  determine  whether  this  act  was  one 
that  pertained  incidentally  to  his  regular  occu- 
pation, or  whether  it  pertained  to  that  more 
hazardous  occupation  not  classed  as  preferred. 
With  the  burden  of  proof  on  this  issue  upon 
the  defendant,  and  in  determining  this  question 
you  can  and  should  take  into  consideration 
whether,  under  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  was 
engaged,  if  you  find  he  was  engaged  at  the 
time  of  the  injury  in  sawing  blocks  for  bis  own 
use,  or  whether  he  was  engaged  in  sawing 
blocks  for  someone  else;  and  if  you  find  from 
the  evidence  and  circumstances  surrounding 
the  case,  as  shown  to  you  here  in  the  evidence 
that  the  sawing  off  of  these  blocks  was  for  his 
own  use,  and  if  yon  find  that  the  plaintiff, 
sawing  them  off  at  the  time  he  lost  his  hand, 
was  incident  to  his  ordinary  occupation,  you 
will  be  at  liberty  still  to  find  for  the  plaintiff. 
Nearly  every  man,  whatever  his  occupation  in 
the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  occasionally  does 
an  act  or  thing  in  connection  with  his  ordinary 
avocation  which  mieht  also  pertain  to  some 
other  occupation.  For  instance,  the  man  in- 
sured in  this  company  as  a  bank  cashier  might, 
while  engaged  in  chopping  his  own  firewood, 
accidentally  cut  his  foot  with  an  ax,  and  still 
it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  had 
changed  his  occupation  from  a  bank  cashier  to 
a  woodchopper.  Thin  chopping  his  own  wood 
could  be  an  incident  to  his  occupation  as  a  bank 
cashier,  although  it  might  also  be  an  incident 
to  the  occupation  of  woodchopping.  The 
same  rule  would  hold  in  regard  to  sawing  off 
blocks  from  a  board.  A  man  insured  as  a  bank 
cashier  might,  for  his  own  use,  desire  or  en- 
gage in  sawing  off  blocks  from  a  board,  and 
atiti  it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  for 
that  reason  he  had  changed  his  occupation,  or 
was  engaRed  in  an  act  pertaining  to  a  profession, 
occupation,  or  exposure  not  classed  in  this 
policy  as  a  preferred  occupation."  The  policy 
of  insurance  prohibited  plaintiff  from  engaging 
"in  any  profession,  employment,  or  exposure 
not  herein  rated  as  a  preferred  occupation." ^ 
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I  recogniee  the  rule  that  such  a  policy  Is  not 
avoided  when  the  insured  engages  in  those  acts 
wbich  are  common  to  those  engaged  in  the  oc- 
cupations referred  to,  or,  in  other  words,  are 
common  to  mankind.  As  the  learned  circuit 
judge  said,  the  plaintiff  might  cho|5  his  own 
firewood,  he  might  saw  off  blocks  from  a 
board  with  a  wood  or  hand  saw,  but  it  is  differ- 
ent when  he  goes  into  a  dangerous  place  and 
assumes  to  run  a  dangerous  machine  with 
which  he  is  unfamiliar.  Plain  iff  might,  with- 
out  avoiding  his  policy,  go  out  in  his  row  boat; 
but  if  he  should  deliberately  undertake  to 
shoot  a  dangerous  rapid  he  would  voluntarily 
expose  himself  in  a  manner  not  authorized  by 
his  policy.  A  man  may  enter  his  own  manu- 
factory, or  that  of  another,  to  observe  the 
engine  or  other  machinery,  without  avoiding 
such  a  policy;  but  if  he  should  undertake  to 
manage  the  enelne,  either  for  pleasure  or  busi- 
ness, he  would  then  become  * 'engaged  in  an 
exposure"  prohibited.  Fishing,  hunting,  boat- 
ing, woodchopping,  and  many  other  like  acta 
which  men  usually  do  are  not  prohibited  by 
these  policies;  but  the  rule  cannot  be  extended 
to  include  every  danger  and  risk  to  which  the 
insured  may  see  fit  to  expose  himself.  This 
case  is  parallel  to  Knapp  v.  Preferred  Mut. 
Aeci.  Aeeo,  58  Hun.  84,  wherein  the  plaintiff 
was  attempting  to  operate  a  buzz  saw.  The 
court  said:  '*The  work  of  operating  a  buzz 
saw  is  proverbially  dangeroua,  and  is  probably 
not  less  so  when  engaged  in  for  amusement 
than  when  practised  as  a  business  or  occupa- 
tion." It  appears  to  me  contrary  to  reason  to 
hold  than  an  insured  mav,  for  amusement  or 
temporary  utility,  expose  himself  to  a  risk  far 
more  daneerous  to  him  than  to  one  who  is  en- 
gaged in  tne  business.  The  court  should  have 
instructed  the  jury  that  if  this  injury  occurred 
while  he  was  using  the  saw  he  could  not  re- 
cover. Counsel  cites  the  case  of  This  Ptaintijf 
V.  Van  Auken.  11  Misc.  422,— another  case 
growing  out  of  this  same  accident.  This 
point,  however,  was  not  involved  in  that  case. 
The  contrary  request  was  preferred  in  that 
case,  and  refused.  The  ruling  was  sustained 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence 
upon  which  to  base  it.  That  is  not  this  case. 
There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
might  have  found  that  plaintiff  was  injured 
while  using  the  saw.  For  this  error  I  think 
the  case  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

Rehearing  denied  June  1&^  1807* 
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Keith  M.  HUBBELL. 
a»  Ohio  St.  S18.) 

^1.   Death  eaused  by  acetdental  drowii- 

iB^  l8  death  'through  external,  rloleot,  and  ac- 
cidental means,**  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Btipulatlon  of  an  accident  policy  which  giye^  in- 
demnity agaiast  death  by  such  means. 

S«  The  term  "Toliintarjr  ezpoenre  to 
unneeeesary  dan^^er***  in  an  accident 
policy  does  not  embrace  every  exposure  of  the 
assured  that  mitrht  have  been  avoided  by  the  ex- 
erciae  of  due  care  on  his  part.  It  relates  to  dan- 
irers  of  a  subetaatial  character,  of  which  the 
assured  at  the  time  bad  icnowledge,  and  to  which 
be  purposely  and  consciously  exposed  himself, 
intending  at  the  time  to  assume  all  the  risks. 

3.  And  where  »  traTelinflp  salesman, 
who  holds  an  aceident  pollojr  inued  to 
him  ae  such  salesman,  is  confronted,  while  in  pur- 
suit of  bis  business,  with  possible  danger  because 
of  aelough  in  a  public  road  on  his  regular  lice 
of  travel,  over  which  be  has  passed  twice  a  year 
for  thirteen  years,  aod  makes  inquiry  of  other 
men  living  in  the  vicinity  as  to  the  existence  of 
danger  at  the  time,  and  receives  opinions,  some 
expressing  fears  of  danger,  and  others  to  the 
contrary,  and  acting  on  his  own  judgment, 
formed  from  such  opinions  and  from  bis  previ- 
ous knowledge,  and  from  appearances  at  the 
time,  in  good  faith  concludes  that  there  is  no 
danger  to  his  life  In  crossing,  and  attempts  to 
cross,  and  is  acctdeo tally  drowned,  such  attempt 
is  not  a  "voluntJiry  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger,** within  the  meaning  of  the  policy. 

(June  8,1807.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hsmilton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  afflriBing 
a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  of  CiDcin- 
nati,  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  oo  an 
accident  insurance  policy.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Spear*  J. : 

The  action  of  the  plaintiff  below  (defendant 
in  error  here),  commenced  in  the  superior  court 
of  Cincinnati,  was  upon  two  policies  of  acci- 
dent insurance,  for  |5,000  each,  issued  bv  the 
association  on  the  life  of  her  husband.  Wake- 
man  Hubbell,  whose  death  was  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  accidental  drowning.  The 
answer  set  up  that  a  condition  of  each  of  the 
jiolicies  was  that  the  "contract  shall  not  ex- 
tend to  or  cover  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger/'  and  "that  the  said  Wake- 
man  Hubbell  met  his  death  solely  in  conse- 
quence of  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger,  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of  December, 
1892,  while  attempting  to  cross  a  slough  caused 
by  backwater  from  the  Tombigbee  river,  near 
Vienna,  in  the  state  of  Alabama;  that  the  said 
Wakeman  Hubbell  well  knew  the  dangerous 
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condition  of  said  slougb,  and  was  warned  of 
said  danger  by  others,  but  persisted,  notwith- 
standing such  warnings  and  known  danger,  in 
an  effort  to  make  such  crossing,  and  in  such 
effort  lost  his  life  by  drowning.  That  this  de- 
fendant denies  that  such  drowning  was  acci- 
dental, or  due  to  any  cause  whatever  other 
than  such  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger/'  The  reply  denied  the  new  matter.  In 
the  charge  to  the  jury,  the  judge,  after  stating 
the  issues,  at  request  of  plaintiff,  gave  the  fol- 
lowing instructions:  *'(1)  It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  policies  set  forth  in  the  petition  were 
duly  issued,  and  were  in  force  at  the  date  of 
the  death  of  Mr.  Hubbell.  If.  therefore, 
you  find  that  he  died  by  drowning  at  the  time 
and  place  named  in  the  petition,  and  that  his 
death  was  accidental,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  his  wife,  the  plain i iff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  insurance,  unless  you  should  find 
that  Mr.  Hubbell  voluntarily  exposed  himself 
to  unnecessary  danger.  (2)  If  the  jury  find 
that  Mr.  Hubbell  was  familiar  with  the  ford 
at  and  before  the  date  on  which  he  lost  his 
life,  and  that  he  judged  from  the  appearance 
of  the  slough  and  the  landmarks  thereabout, 
and  from  such  information  as  he  bad,  that 
there  was  no  danger  to  his  life  in  crossing, 
and,  In  the  exercise  of  his  judgment,  in  good 
faith,  though  erroneous,  undertook  to  cross, 
and  lost  his  life  thereby,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  recover.  (8)  Even  if  the  jury 
should  find  that  Mr.  Hubbell  had  been  warned 
by  some  person  or  persons  that  the  ford  was 
dangerous,  he  would  not  be  l>ound  by  such 
warning,  but  was  entitled  to  act  upon  the 
opinion  of  others,  and  upon  his  own  knowl- 
edge and  experience  of  the  ford,  if  you  find 
that  he  had  soch  knowledge  and  experience." 
And  at  the  request  of  defendant,  the  follow- 
ing: "(l)If  the  jury  find  that  Mr.  Hubbell,  be- 
ing aware  of  the  danger  to  his  life,  attempted 
to  cross  the  ford,  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  was 
a  necessity  that  be  should  cross  at  that  time; 
and  if,  therefore,  be  voluntarily  exposed  him- 
self to  a  known  danger,  the  danger  was, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  policy,  unnecessary. 
(2)  If  the  jury  find  that  there  was  another 
road  to  Vienna,  and  it  was  not  neoessarv  for 
Mr.  Hubbell  to  cross  the  slough  to  reach  Vi- 
enna, then  it  was  unnecessary  for  him  to  expose 
himself  to  the  danger  of  fording  it.  (8)  The 
Jury  must  find  from  the  evidence  that  Wake- 
man  Hubbell  was  accidentally  drowned,  or  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover.  (4)  The  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  affirmatively 
that  Wakeman  Hubbell  was  accidentally 
drowned  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  aod, 
without  such  affirmative  proof,  plaintiff  can- 
not recover.  (5)  The  woras  'voluntary  expoj»- 
ure  to  unnecessary  danger*  mean  an  exposure 
willinglv  undertaken  of  a  hazard  which  ne- 
cessity does  not  require." 

Exception  was  entered  by  defendant  to  each 
of  the  propositions  given  for  plaintiff.  A  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff  having  been  returned,  and 
judgment  thereon  rendered,  which  was  af- 
firmed by  the  circuit  court,  the  association 
prof^cutes  error  here  to  obtain  a  reversal  of 
those  judgments. 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  432;  47  L.  R.    A.  G50. 


454 


Ohio  Supreme  Court. 


JUH% 


MeoTB,  Follett  A  Kelley  and  Milton 

Sater,  for  plaintifT  in  error: 

Wnen  the  facts  constituting  the  alleged  ex- 
posure are  undisputed,  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  provision  of  the  policy  has  been 
violated  is  one  of  law. 

Shaffer  v.  Traveler^  Tns,  Co.  31  111.  App. 
112;  Tutile  v.  TraveUert^  Ins.  Co.  184  Mass. 
175.  45  Am.  Rep.  816;  Williams  v.  United 
JStates  Mut.  Aeei,  Aseo.  188  N.  Y.  870;  Saw- 
(die  V.  Railway  Pass.  Asaur.  Co.  16  Blatchf. 
216:  Cornish  v.  Accident  Ina.  Co.  L.  R.  28  Q. 
B.  Div.  453;  LoveU  v.  AeeiderU  Ins.  Co.  8  Ids. 
L.  J.  877,  5  Ins.  L.  J.  659;  Burkhardt  v.  Trav- 
eler^ Ins.  Co.  102  Pa.  262,  48  Am.  Rep.  205: 
Travelert^  Ins,  Co.  v.  Seaver,  19  Wall.  581,  22 
L.  ed.  155;  Bon  v.  Bailttay  Pass.  Assur.  Co. 
56  Iowa,  664,  41  Am.  Rep.  127. 

The  court  should  have  held,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  in  this  case,  that  the  provision  of  th^ 
policies  exempting  the  company  from  liability 
for  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger had  been  violated,  and  should  have 
granted  defendant's  motion  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Conhoy  V.  Railway  Officials  A  E.  Aed.  Asso. 
(Ind.  App.)  48 N.  E.  1017;  Carpenter  v.  Ameri- 
can Acci.  Co.  46  8.  C.  541;  FoUfs  v.  United 
States  Mul.  Acci.  Asso.  94  Iowa,  435,  28  L.  R. 
A.  78;  Beau  v.  Employers*  Liability  Assur. 
Corp.  50  Mo.  App.  459;  Keene  v.  New  Eng- 
Ittnd  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  161  Mass.  149; 
I'uttle  V.  lYadclUrt^  Ins.  Co.  184  Mass.  175,  45 
Am.  Rep.  316;  1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d 
ed.  pp.  806  et  seq:  1  Beach,  las.  §§  276  et  seq,; 
2  Bacon.  Ben.  Soc.  §  492;  Niblack.  Mut.  Ben. 
Soc.  §  867  et  seq;  Neil  v.  Travelert^  Ins.  Co.  17 
Can.  L.  J.  44;  Travelers"  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones.  80 
Ga.  541;  Badenfeld  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  Acd. 
Asso.  154  Mass.  77,  18  L.  R.  A.  268,  noU; 
Duncan  v.  Preferred  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  27  Jones 
&  S.145;  Equitable  Acci.  Ins.  Co.y.  Otborn,  90 
Ala.  201,  18  L.  K  A.  267;  Standard  Ins.  Co. 
▼.  Langston,  60  Ark.  881. 

Messrs.  Ramsey,  Mazwell.  Ai  Ramsey, 
for  defendant  in  error: 

This  case  is  not  to  be  determined  by  any  of 
the  general  rules  of  law  relating  to  negligence, 
but  solely  by  a  consideration  of  the  express 
language  of  the  contract. 

Schneider  v.  Provident  L.  Ins.  Co.  24  Wis. 
28,  1  Am.  Rep.  157;  Collins  v.  Bankers^  Acd. 
Ins.  Co.  96  Iowa.  216;  Equitable  Acd.  Ins.  CO. 
V.  Osborn,  90  Ala.  201,  18  L.  R.  A.  267;  Fi- 
delity it  C.  Co.  V.  Chambers,  98  Va.  138,  40  L. 
R.  A.  '432;  Eerfe  v.  National  Acci.  Soc.  4  App. 
Div.  892;  Lehman  v.  Great  Eastern  Casualty 
it  I.  Co.  1  App.  Div.  424;  Tucker  v.  Mutual 
Ben.  Life  Co.  50  Hun,  50;  National  Benefit 
Asso.  V.  Jackson,  114  III.  583;  2  May,  Ins.  2d 
ed.  $  580. 

The  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  show  that  Mr.  Hubbell's  exposure  to 
danger  was  both  voluntary  and  unnecessary. 

Freeman  v.  Travelers'  Ins,  Co.  144  Mass.  572; 
Badenfeld  v.  Masnadiusetts  Mut.  Acd.  Asso.  154 
Mass.  77,  13  L  R.  A.  263;  Keene  v.  New  Eng- 
land Mut.  Aed.  Asso.  161  Mass.  149;  Jones  v. 
United  States  Mut.  Acd.  Asso.  92  Iowa,  652. 

Spear,  J.,  delivered   the  opinion  of   the 

court: 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  deceased  was 
40  L.  R.  A. 


about  sixty  years  of  age,  a  traveling  salesman 
by  occupation,  and  at  the  time  of  the  occur- 
rence in  good  health,  and  in  full  possession  of 
bis  mental  faculties.  He  was  drowned  while 
crossing  at  a  public  ford  through  a  slough 
caused  by  backwater  from  the  Tombigbee 
river,  near  Vienna,  in  the  state  of  Alabama, 
on  the  afternoon  of  December  27,  1892.  The 
ford  was  a  part  of  the  state  road  lying  between 
a  cross  roads  settlement  known  as  ^'Buntins" 
and  Vienna,  the  places  being  about  9  miles 
apart.  There  was  no  other  public  road  con- 
necting the  two  points,  although  there  was  a 
byway  through  plantations  around  by  a  place 
called  the  "Lee  Place,"  some  3^  miles  further, 
which  way  also  led  over  a  slough  caused  by 
like  backwater,  the  condition  of  which  was 
not  then  known.  Hubbell  had  traveled  the 
state  road  twice  a  year  for  thirteen  years,  and 
was  more  or  less  acquainted  with  the  ford 
where  the  occurrence  took  place.  He  had 
stayed  near  Bun  tins  the  night  of  the  26th,  and 
left  that  place  about  3  o'clock  in  the  afternoon 
of  the  27th.  in  a  buggy  drawn  by  two  horses 
hired  of  a  liveryman  near  there,  and  driven  by 
a  colored  man  named  Emmitt  Cavett.  It  was 
understood  in  the  neigh t)orhood  that  a  colored 
boy,  havinfi:  in  charge  some  mules,  a  few  days 
before,  had  to  go  around  by  the  Lee  place  be- 
cause the  water  at  the  ford  was  up  so  that 
fording  was  thought  to  be  dangerous,  and  thia 
information  was  conveyed  to  Hubt>ell,  but  the 
water  at  the  ford  was  subject  to  rapid  changes, 
and  might  be  high  at  one  time,  and  easily 
fordable  in  a  few  hours  after.  Hubbell  made 
inquiries  of  a  number  of  persons  living  in  the 
vicinity  of  Buntins  as  to  its  condition.  The 
evidence  tends  to  show  that  opinions  were  ex- 
pressed—some favorable  and  others  unfavora- 
ble— with  respect  to  the  presence  of  danger 
there:  but  no  one  claimed  to  have  knowledge, 
and  the  exact  condition  of  the  ford  that  after- 
noon was  not  known.  There  had  been  a  little 
rain  thereabouts  within  the  few  days  past,  but 
not  much,  and  the  roads  were  fairly  good.  It 
had  rained  above.  Vienna  was  on  Hubbell's 
regular  route  and  was  to  be  his  next  stopping 
place.  He  had  upon  his  person  some  $700  or 
$800  in  money  collected  within  the  two  or 
three  days  previous.  On  the  way  to  the  ford, 
and  a  short  distance  from  Buntins,  the  driver 
turned  off  the  state  road,  intending  to  drive 
around  by  the  Lee  place.  Hubbell  stopped 
him,  and  a  conference  ensued,  in  which  the 
driver  said  to  Hubbell  that  one  Wilder  had 
told  him  that  they  could  not  go  the  direct 
road,  because,  he  said,  he  had  sent  a  boy  over 
there,  and  he  could  not  cross,  and  that  they 
would  have  to  go  bv  the  Lee  place.  Wilder 
was  one  of  those  of  whom  Hubbell  had  in- 
quired, and  who  mentioned  the  circumstance 
of  the  boy  with  the  mules,  which  was  two 
days  before.  By  direction  of  Hubbell,  the 
drive;  against  his  own  inclination,  turned 
back,  and  they  continued  on  the  public  road. 
The  driver's  objection,  expressed  later,  was 
not  that  he  feared  bodily  danger,  but  it  was 
cold,  and  he  feared  getting  weu  They  pres- 
ently reached  the  slough.  The  road  dipped 
into  the  water.  They  stopped.  It  was  80  to 
85  feet  to  the  opposite  slope.  There  was  no 
current.  Hubbell  said  to  the  driver  that  the 
water  was  not  more  than  8  or  4  feet  deep,  ac- 
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wording  to  old  signs  setting  out  there,  and 
that  he  always  noticed  them.  "That's  no 
water  there  to  stop  us,  at  all.  You've  been 
kicking  all  along  about  the  slough  being  so 
bad,  and  IWe  been  traveling  here  about  ihir- 
leen  or  fourteen  years.  I  never  found  this 
«lough  in  as  fine  a  fix  as  it  is  now,  in  all  my 
-traveling  here,  and  you  acknowlege  your- 
self you  never  saw  it  in  such  good  flz,~no 
water  nor  mud  on  the  sides  of  the  road, — 
4iDd  that  is  the  reason  I  wanted  to  come  this 
road  instead  of  the  road  around.  Public 
xoads  are  always  kept  up.  I  have  traveled 
liere  when  the  roads  were  three  times  as  bad, 
«nd  also  have  crossed  this  slough,  and  more 
water  there  than  seems  to  be  there  now.'* 
They  entered  the  water,  and  again  stopped. 
Hubbeirs  valise  was  on  the  floor  of  the  buggy, 
<>ebind  the  seat.  The  driver  asked  if  he  had 
.anything  he  did'nt  want  to  get  wet.  Hubbell 
replied :  "Yes;  I  don't  want  my  valise  to  get 
wet.  Qo  ahead  and  ^et  it,  though  I  don't 
think  the  water  will  reach  that  high."  The 
-driver  then  got  the  valise  and  put  it  on  the 
•«eat.  They  started  across.  Giving  the  words 
of  the  driver:  "We  made  a  few  steps,  when 
the  horses  commenced  swimming.  The  water 
then  struck  us  in  the  fare,  and  he  jumped 
^nd  cauf^ht  the  lines.  It  seemed  that  he 
wanted  to  turn  around.  This  pulled  the 
horses  out  of  the  road  when  he  pulled  the 
lines,  and  I  caught  hold  of  the  lines  to  try  and 
^et  back  in  the  mad,  and  I  was  going  on  all 
right,  and  would  have  kept  on  all  right  if  the 
t)uggy  had  not  struck  a  stake  driven  into  the 
jground.  Then  the  buggy  hung.  [This  stake 
was  not  seen  by  him  nor  was  its  presence 
known  to  him  until  the  buggy  struck  it.1 
fie  asked  me  what  I  would  do  now.  1  told 
him  I  was  going  to  cut  the  horses  loose.  Mr. 
Hubbell  said:  'Let  the  horses  alone,  and  save 
^me  and  yourself.  I  will  pay  for  the  horses. 
1  have  paid  for  one  pair,  and  1  will  pav  for 
these.  Sate  me.  Can't  you  swim?  I  told 
"him,  *Yes.'  He  said,  'You  swim  out,  and 
take  me  out  on  your  back,  for  I  can'i  swim  a 
lick.'  1  told  him,  'We  were  directed  to  come 
this  way,  and  after  I  got  here  I  would  have 
turned  around,  but  you  said  there  was  no  dan- 
.^r.  which  I  did  not  think  there  was  noyself, 
any  further  than  just  me  getting  wet.'  *I  wish 
I  had  have  let  you  turn  around  when  you 
wanted  to,  but  you  heard  Mr.  Whitten  say  to 
me  to  keep  right  in  the  middle  of  the  road. 
Don't  you  think  noways  hard  of  me,  Emoiitt. 
J)o  all  you  can  to  get  me  out  of  here.'  I  said 
I  could  not  swim  with  him  on  my  back. 
''Well,  what  in  the  world  am  I  going  to  do, 
Emmitl?  'I  am  freezing.*  I  said:  'Ob,  no, 
vou  are  not  freezing:  you  are  just  a  little  cold. 
You  have  on  better  clothes  than  I  have,  and  I 
lack  a  heap  from  freezing.'  He  then  had  hold 
of  me,  when  we  were  talking.  He  said:  I 
«ni  afraid  for  you  to  leave  me.'  I  said:  'flow 
4m  1  to  get  you  out?  I  can't  swim  with  you 
•on  my  back.'  He  then  asked:  'What  am  I 
agoing  to  do?  How  am  I  to  get  out?'  He  said: 
*You  must  not  leave  me  here  at  all.'  1  asked 
liim:  'Then  what  are  we  going  to  do.  just 
•slay  here  and  drown?  We  will  freeze  or 
-drown  unless  I  go  off  and  get  a  boat.  He  then 
turned  me  loose,  and  told  me  to  go  and  get  a 
4x)at  just  as  quick  as  I  could.  I  left  him  then, 
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I  and  started  to  hunt  for  a  boat  I  stepped  into 
the  waer  and  tried  to  swim,  and  I  failed  to 

I  swim  myself.  He  was  talking  to  me  the  whole 
time:  'Emmitt,  you  are  drowning,  and  what 
will  I  do?'  This  he  repeated  time  and  again, 
and  finally,  at  last,  I  got  to  the  shore.  He 
says:  'Emmitt,  go  ahead,  old  boy.  Mr.  Eil  md 
told  roe  you  are  all  right,  and  I  believe  you  are; 
and  also  Mrs.  Dillard.'  I  was  now  at  the 
shore,  and  used  every  effort  to  get  a  boat. 
Oaveit's  effort  to  get  a  boat  in  time  proved  un- 
availing. When  help  reached  the  scene.  Hub- 
bell was  found  out  of  the  buggy,  drowned. 

This  extended  statement  of  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  case  has  been  given 
because  it  seems  to  us  that  the  facts,  when 
fully  stated,  have  the  effect  to  much  simplify 
the  question  of  law  involved.  The  construc- 
tion of  the  clause  "voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger"  has  not  heretofore  been  pre- 
sented to  this  court,  although  the  question  has 
been  the  subject  of  numerous  adjudications  in 
other  jurisdictions.  A  citation  of  the  author- 
ities pro  and  con  will  be  found  in  the  full 
briefs  of  counsel,  which,  with  the  able  discus- 
sion of  the  legal  propositions  there  so  fully 
given,  permits  a  disposal  of  the  case  with  more 
brevity  than  might  otherwise  be  fitting.  The 
policy  covered,  with  the  exception  before 
stated,  and  others  not  important  to  be  recited, 
death  "through  external,  violent,  and  acci- 
dental means.'*  It  will  not  be  doubted  that  the 
definition  of  "death  by  accidental  means" 
given  by  the  trial  judge  to  the  jury,  tie,, 
"Any  event  which  takes  place  without  the 
foresight  or  expectation  of  the  person  acted 
upon  or  affected  by  the  event,"  was  a  proper 
definition,  and  there  is  no  reasonable  question 
that  the  facts  proved  warrant  the  conclusion 
by  the  triors  that  the  assured  came  to  his  death 
by  accidental  means.  Audit  is  now  settled 
by  uniform  adjudications  that,  although  the 
drowning  is  the  result  of  the  action  of  water 
internally,  yet  the  water  is  external,  and  that 
accidental  death  by  drowning  it  produced 
"through  ex'ernal,  violent,  and  accidental 
means,"  within  the  import  of  an  accident  pol- 
icy. It  being  thus  suflSciently  shown  by  the 
evidence  of  plaintiff  that  the  assured  came  to 
his  death  within  the  general  terms  of  the  pol- 
icy, the  burden  rested  upon  the  company  to 
prove  that  a  recovery  was  defeated  by  reason 
of  the  exception  pleaded,  ote.,  that  death  was 
the  result  of  "voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger."  It  is  clearly  not  enough,  in 
such  case,  to  show  that  the  deceased  was  neg- 
ligent. "Negligence,"  in  its  usual  legal  signi- 
fication, has  no  place  in  measuring  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  company  under  an  ordinary  accident 
insurance  policy,  for  its  presence  would  over- 
turn the  primary  theory  of  the  contract.  Ac- 
cidents are  the  result,  very  largely,  of  the  fail- 
ure to  observe  due  care;  and  yet  the  contract 
is  intended  as  a  remuneration  in  case  of  acci- 
dent, and  it  is  to  procure  the  obligation  of  the 
company  to  pay  this  remuneration  that  the  as- 
sured pays  the  premium.  As  stated  by  Allen, 
J.,  in  Keene  v.  New  England  Mut.  Acei.  Asso, 
161  Mass.  149,  "By  taking  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance agaiost  accidents,  one  naturally  under- 
stands that  he  is  to  be  indemnified  against  acci^ 
dents  resulting  in  whole  or  in  part  from  his  own 
inadvertence.      A  literal  construction  of  the 
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words  "ToluDtary  exposure  to  uoneceflsary  dan- 
ger" might  embrace  any  exposure  nol  actually 
required  by  the  circumstances,  or  enforced  by 
the  superior  will  of  others,  as  well  as  every 
danj^er  attending  such  exposure  that  might 
have  been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care.  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  lan- 
guage of  exceptions  in  such  policies,  limiting 
the  liability  of  the  company,  are  to  be  con- 
strued favorably  to  the  insured,  and  doubts 
and  ambiguities  resolved  against  the  insurer. 
The  words  of  the  exception  are  not,  therefore, 
to  be  literally  interpreted.  We  think  reason  as 
well  as  the  clear  weight  of  authority  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  words  of  the  exception 
should  be  held  to  relate  to  dangers  of  a  sub- 
stantial character  which  the  assured  realized. 
The  voluntary  exposure  requires  an  exercise  of 
the  will.  The  party  must  intentionally  and 
consciously  assume  the  risk.  This  necessarily 
involves  knowledtre  that  the  danger  exists,  and 
tbat  the  risk  will  follow  an  attempt  to  brave  it. 
The  act  done  may  be  voluntary,  but  it  cannot 
involve  "voluntary  exposure"  unless  the  ex- 
posure is  understood.  Before  the  party  can 
voluntarily  expose  himself  to  danger,  he  must 
know  of  its  existence.  See  Travelerif  Ins.  Co. 
V.  MiieheU,  47  U.  8.  App.  260,  U  0.  0.  A.  805. 
78Fed.  Rep.  764. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  pass  on  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  but  some  features  may  with 
propriety  be  adverted  to,  and  its  general  legal 
eflfect  indicated.  The  policy  describes  Mr. 
Hubbell  as  engaged  in  the  occupation  of  trav- 
eling salesman,  and  the  contract  was  intended 
to  cover  risks  incurred  in  the  pursuit  of  that 
business.  He  was  pursuing  this  line  of  busi- 
ness, and  was  on  one  of  the  usual  routes  of 
travel,  when  he  met  his  death.  In  the  line  of 
duly  to  bis  employer,  it  was  important  that  he 
make  Vienna  without  unreasonable  delay,  and, 
unless  the  way  involve  substantial  risks,  it  was 
bis  duty  to  reach  that  point  that  day.  In  this 
sense,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  make  the 
trip  then.  He  had  not  gone  out  of  his  way 
to  seek  perils,  nor  for  any  ulterior  or  outside 
purpose,  but  was  on  a  public  highway,  and  the 
only  one  leading  to  his  destination.  It  is  a 
significant  circumstance,  also,  that  no  one 
whom  he  heard  speak  on  the  subject  indicated 
that  the  road  itself  was  at  all  out  of  repair. 
The  water  on  it  was  still — not  running— water, 
and  hence  it  was  not  natural  to  anticipate  any 
washing  or  impairment  of  the  road.  The  pres- 
ence of  the  backwater  over  it  was  the  onlv 
source  of  probable  danger  to  be  considered. 
Fords  are  common  in  many  sections  of  the 
country,  especially  in  the  newer  portions.  To 
refuse  to  cross  them  is  to  refuse  to  travel. 
There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  that  the 
road  itself  was  out  of  order,  and  it  was  the 
belief  of  the  prudent  driver,  even,  that,  had 
the  team  been  kept  in  the  road,  a  safe  crossing 
would  bBve  been  made.  If  the  crossing  of  the 
ford  at  that  time  was  dangerous,  and  Hubbell 
was  conscioua  of  the  danger  and  consciously 
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assumed  the  risk,  that  was  a  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  it,  and  would  prevent  a  recovery. 
But  the  attempt  to  cross  because  it  was  a  forck 
was  not  necessarily  and  per  »  a  dangerous 
act,  and  plaintiff  showed  a  right  to  recover  un- 
less the  circumstances  were  such  as  disclosed 
to  Hubbell  that  the  attempt  to  cross  would  be- 
dangerous.  This  does  not  imply  that  he  might 
recklessly,  and  in  a  foolhardy  way,  rush  into- 
probable  danger,  even  though  he  was  at  the 
time  pursuing  his  legitimate  calling.  But 
where  different  men,  having  substantially 
equal  means  of  judging,  would  differ  in  opin- 
ion as  to  the  safety  of  an  act,  it  cannot  be  saidr 
to  be  foolhardy.  The  attempt  to  cross  under 
the  conditions  which  surrounded  Hubbell- 
would  be  largely  a  matter  of  temperament.  A. 
verv  timid  person  would  be  likely  to  shrink, 
and  refuse;  a  courageous  one  would  be  likely 
to  go  ahead.  The  former  would  see  troops  or 
lions  in  the  way:  the  latter  would  think  the  way^ 
clear.  That  Hubbell  thought  the  way  free- 
from  substantial  danger,  his  conduct  abund- 
antly attests.  His  panicky  f;rasping  of  the- 
lines  when  imminence  of  peril  dawned  upoik 
him  is  not  to  be  counted  against  him.  Even 
under  the  rule  of  contributory  negligence,  hl» 
actions  in  the  face  of  great  peril,  though  un- 
wise, would  not  condemn  him.  It  is  a  recog- 
nized rule  that  where  one  is  confronted  with  » 
sudden  emergency  the  failure  on  his  part  to 
exercise  the  ^est  judgment  possible  does  not 
establish  lack  of  care.  We  think  that  Hub- 
beirs  previous  acquaintance  with  this  ford 
and  the  landmarks  thereabouts,  and  the  in- 
formation received  from  others  at  the  time,, 
justified  him  in  exercising  his  own  judgment;, 
and  if  he  did  so  in  good  faiih,  and  in  ibe  be- 
lief that  there  was  no  dancer  to  his  life  ii^ 
crossing,  however  erroneously  he  judged.  hi» 
act  in  attempting  to  cross  was  not  a  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger.  Nor  was  the- 
warning  of  others  more  than  a  circumstance  to 
be  considered.  Such  warning  was -but  the  ex- 
pression of  an  opinion,  and  he  had  received 
opinions  to  the  contrary.  It  was  a  part  of  the 
circumstances.  It  did  not  of  itself  forbid  the- 
exercise  of  personal  judgment.  The  question, 
therefore,  of  whether  the  attempted  crossing- 
was  or  not  a  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger,  was  for  the  jury,  and  not,  as  now 
contended  by  plaintiff  in  error,  solely  a  ques- 
tion  of  law  to  be  determined  by  the  court. 
Indeed,  counsel  at  the  trial  seem  to  have  re- 
garded it  as  a  question  for  the  jury,  as  is  indi- 
cated bv  their  first  request  to  charge. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  charge  given  at  tb^ 
request  of  plaintiff  below.  The  record  sbows^ 
as  against  the  objections  of  plaintiff  in  error, 
that  not  only  substantial  but  technical  justice- 
was  done  by  the  judgments  of  the  superior 
and  circuit  courts,  and  they  should  not  be  dl^ 
turbed. 

Judgment  afflrmecL 
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*1.  Afire  started  by  defendajit'B  negli- 
|[^enoe»  after  spreading  one  mile  and  a  quarter 
to  tiie  nortbeast,  near  plain  tiffs*  property,  met  a 
fire  bavlQff  no  responsible  origin,  ooming  from 
the  nortbwest.  After  tbe  union,  fire  swept  on 
from  tbe  nortbwest  to  and  into  plaintiffs*  prop- 
erty, causing  its  destruction.  Either  fire,  if  tbe 
other  bad  not  existed,  would  have  reached  the 
property  and  caused  its  destruction  at  the  same 
time.    Held: 

(a)  That  tbe  rule  of  liability  in  case  of  joint 
wrongdoers  does  not  apply. 

(b)  That  tbe  independent  fire  from  the  north- 
west became  a  superseding  cause,  so  that  the  de- 
struction of  the  property  could  not,  with  reason- 
able certainty,  be  attributed  In  whole  or  in  part 
to  the  fire  having  a  responsibie  origin:  that  the 
chain  of  responsible  causation  was  so  broken  by 
the  fire  from  the  northwest  that  the  negligent 
fire,  if  it  reached  the  property  at  all,  was  a  re- 
mote,  and  not  the  proximate,  cause  of  the  loss. 

8*  Alter  the  fire  swept  ewerythin^  of  » 
eombufltible  character  clean*  on  both 
Bides  of  defendant's  right  of  way,  plaintiffs* 
horses,  that  were  running  at  large,  went  upon 
tbe  railway  track  and  were  killed  by  a  passing 
train  without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  train- 
men. Tbe  right  of  way  bad  never  been  fenced 
as  required  by  law.    Held: 

(a)  That  the  rule  of  absolute  liability,  under 
the  statute  requiring  railway  companies  to  fence 
tbeir  tracks,  applies  only  where  tbe  loss  is  pro- 
duced, in  whole  ur  in  part,  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure to  fence. 

(b)  That  in  the  circumstances  stated  the  chain 
of  causation  reaching  from  the  failure  to  fence 
was  broken  by  the  fire  that  would  unquestiona- 
bly bad  destroyed  the  fence  if  it  bad  existed,  so 
that  tbe  failure  to  fence  cannot  be  said  to  have 
contributed  to  the  entry  of  tbe  horses  upon  the 
railway  track. 

8.  The  rales  require  the  prlntinn^  of  a 
ease  by  the  appellant*  and  one  brief  on 
each  side,  on  appeal  to  this  court;  they  also  per- 
mit a  reply  on  each  side.  Costs  as  of  right,  for 
printing,  are  limited  to  such  as  are  reasonably 
necessary  or  permitted  under  the  rules. 

(March  22, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marinette  County  in 
fayor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  caused  by  fire  al- 
leged to  have  been  negligently  set  out  by  de- 
fendant, and  for  horses  killed  by  It.    Severscd. 

Statement  hv  Marshall,  J. : 
Tbe  complaint  sets  forth  four  causes  of  ac- 
tion a>  law: 
(1)  For  compensation  for  the  destruction  by 

•Headnotes  by  Mabbhall,  J. 


a  fire  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1893,  of  a  lum- 
ber camp,  several  buildings,  the  camp  eauip- 
age  for  a  large  number  of  men,  some  lumber,, 
and  a  quantity  of  posts,  poles,  ties,  slabs,  and 
otber  personal  property  at  Corliss,  Wisconsin, 
of  tbe  alleged  value  of  $58,820.79,  upon  the- 
ground  that  a  fire  was  started  at  a  point  on  de- 
fendant's right  of  way  about  a  mile  and  a 
quarter  southwest  of  such  property  by  the  es- 
cape of  cinders  from  one  of  defendant's  en- 
gines to  dry,  combustible  material  negligently 
left  on  its  right  of  way,  which  fire  spread  to- 
such  property  and  did  the  mischief  com- 
plained of. 

(2)  To  recover  for  the  loss  of  two  horses  of 
the  value  of  $500,  killed  May  20.  1898,  by  one 
of  defendant's  engines  on  its  right  of  way, 
where  such  horses  strayed  because  defendant 
failed  to  fence  such  right  of  way  as  required 
by  law. 

(8)  To  recover  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
one  horse  of  the  alleged  value  of  $225,  killed 
by  one  of  defendant's  engines  on  its  right  of 
way,  on  the  18th  day  of  March,  1^92;  where 
it  strayed  because  defendant  failed  to  fence 
such  right  of  way  as  required  by  law. 

(4)  To  recover  compensation  for  the  loss  of  a 
cow  of  the  alleged  value  of  $50,  killed  tbe  27th 
day  of  August,  1892,  by  one  of  defcndant's- 
engines  on  its  right  of  way,  where  it  strayed 
because  defendant  failed  to  fence  such  right  of 
way  as  required  by  law. 

The  judgment  prayed  for  was  $60,825,  with 
costs. 

The  answer  put  in  issue  tbe  origin  of  the 
fire  alleged  to  have  destroyed  the  property 
mentioned  in  the  first  cause  of  action,  tbe  value 
of  such  propetty,  and  also  all  other  disputed 
matters  covered  by  tbe  verdict,  hereinafter 
mentioned.  On  the  trial  facts  were  admitted 
entitling  plaintiff  to  recover  on  the  third  and 
fourth  causes  of  action,  and  there  was  no  con- 
troversy upon  the  evidence  but  that  the  horses 
mentioned  in  the  second  cause  of  action  were 
killed  by  one  of  defendant's  engines  as  alleged, 
and  that  defendant  failed  to  comply  with  the 
laws  of  this  state  in  respect  to  fencing  its  right 
of  way.  The  circumstances  leadiug  up  to  the 
entry  of  the  horses  upon  the  right  or  way  were 
that,  because  of  danger  of  the  destruction  of 
the  stables  where  the  horses  were  located  on 
the  20th  day  of  May,  1898,  they  were  turned 
loose  and  driven  toward  a  place  of  safety  away 
from  the  defendant's  track;  that  later  in  the 
day  and  after  the  fire  had  swept  over  the  coun- 
try up  to  the  right  of  way.  the  horses  returned 
to  tbe  vicinity  of  their  stables  and  in  doing  so 
went  upon  the  defendant's  track  and  were 
killed  by  a  passing  engine,  which  was  going 
very  slowly  on  account  of  existing  conditious 
in  regard  to  smoke  and  recent  burning. 

As  to  the  origin  of  the  fire  which  destroyed 
the  plaintiffs'  property,  there  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that,  about  9  o'clock  on  the 
morning  of  the  20th  of  May,  1898,  a  fire  was 
started  in  some  way  by  a  passing  engine,  in 


NoTB.— For  liability  for  fires  which  spread  to  the  I 
liropercy  of  others,  see  Brown  v.  Brooks  (Wis.)  21 
ii.  B.  A.  25S,  and  noU;  also  Day  v.  H.  a  Akeley  I 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Lumber  Co.  (Minn.)  88  L.  B.  A.  (OS:  Anderson  v» 
Miller  (Tenn.)  81  L.  B.  A.  aOA. 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  794;  46  L.  R.   A.  072;  47  L.  R.  A.  646. 


466 


WlBOONfim  SUPBEICB  COUBT. 


Mar.» 


combustible  material  on  the  defendant's  right 
of  way  near  Boom  Hill,  a  mile  and  quarter 
southwest  of  Corliss,  where  plaintiff's  property 
was  located;  that  the  wind  at  that  time  was 
blowing  from  the  south  and  southwest;  that 
the  fire  spread  for  a  time  in  a  northerly  and 
northeasterly  direction,  carried  by  the  wiad 
blowing  from  the  south  and  southwest;  that 
towards  noon  the  wind  changed  to  the  west; 
that  between  twelve  and  one  o'clock  the  wind 
changed  so  as  to  blow  from  a  northwesterly  di- 
rection, and  increased  to  a  gale;  that  at  the 
time  the  tire  was  spreading  north  from  Boom 
Hill  as  stated,  there  was  a  fire  some  distance 
northwest  of  plaintiffs'  property,  which,  as  the 
wind  changed  to  the  west  and  northwest  and 
Increased  to  a  gale,  was  carried  southeasterly 
and  easterly  to  the  vicinity  of  such  property, 
so  as  to  meet  the  line  of  fire  from  the  south- 
west before  that  reached  said  property;  there- 
after and  about  1  o'clock,  carried  by  the  strong 
gale  of  wind  aforesaid,  fire  swept  down  from 
Uie  west  and  northwest,  to  and  into  said  prop- 
erty, and  caused  the  destruction  complained  of. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  in  substance, 
among  other  things,  that  if  they  found  that 
the  fire  set  by  the  defendant's  engine  was  at- 
tributable to  its  negligence,  and  was  the  sole 
-cause  of  the  destruction  of  plaintiffs'  property, 
they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  entire  dam- 
age they  thereby  sustained;  that  if  the  jury 
found  that  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  con- 
tributed to  produce  the  fire  which  caused  the 
•damage,  and  that  there  were  other  fires  which 
also  contributed  to  the  loss,  and  they  could 
figure  out  what  amount  of  such  damage  re- 
sulted from  the  fire  originated  from  such  neg- 
ligence, they  might  do  so. 

The  jury  rendered  a  special  verdict  in  sub- 
stance as  follows: 

(1)  The  defendant's  engine  No.  408  set  fire 
on  its  right  of  way  at  a  place  called  Boom  Hill, 
on  the  morning  of  May  20,  1898. 

(2)  The  fire  spread  to  plaintiffs'  cedar  yard 
and  camp  at  Corliss,  and  set  fire  to  the  same. 

(8)  There  was  another  fire  which  came  from 
the  northwest  at  the  same  time  and  was  driven 
into  the  plaintiffs'  yard  and  camps  and  set  fire 
to  the  same. 

(4)  The  fire  which  came  from  the  northwest 
united  with  the  fire  set  by  defendant's  engine 
before  reaching  the  cedar  yard. 

(5)  Defendant's  engine  was  properly  con- 
structed and  equipped  to  prevent  the  escape  of 
sparks  and  cinders,  and  it  was  in  good  condi- 
tion and  properly  managed. 

(6)  Derendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  on 
account  of  the  condition  of  its  right  of  way 
where  the  fire  stated,  which  caused,  or  con- 
tributed to,  the  starting  of  the  fire. 

(7)  There  was  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  which  caused  the 
fire  to  start  on  its  right  of  way. 

(8)  Such  want  of  ordinary  care  consisted  in 
not  keeping  the  right  of  way  reasonably  clear 
of  combustible  material. 

(9)  Plaintiffs'  damage,  caused  by  the  fire 
started  by  defendant's  negligence,  we  assess  at 
60  per  cent  of  their  claim,  less  the  insurance, 
amounting  to  $26,182  98. 

Defendant's  counsel  made  several  motions  to 
correct  the  verdict  and  for  judgment  thereon: 
also  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  verdict  and 
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the  evidence,  dismissing  the  complaint  as  to 
the  first  cause  of  action,  also  as  to  the  second 
cause  of  action:  also  a  motion,  in  effect,  for 
such  judgment  in  its  favor  as  the  court  might 
decide  it  was  entitled  to  on  the  verdict;  also 
for  an  order  setting  aside  the  verdict  as  con- 
trary to  the  evidence  and  for  other  reasons,  and 
granting  a  new  trial.  All  of  such  motions 
were  denied  azvd  due  exceptions  to  the  denials 
taken.  Plaintiffs'  counsel  moved  on  the  ver- 
dict for  such  judirment  as  the  court  might  de- 
cide they  were  entitled  to.  On  such  motion  the 
court  construed  the  verdict  of  the  jury  as  ap- 
portioning the  fire  loss  equally  between  the  fire 
originatecT  by  the  defendant  and  the  fire  that 
came  from  the  northwest,  which  was  of  un- 
known origin,  upon  the  theory  that  as  the  fires 
united  and  entered  the  yard  together,  only  half 
of  the  loes  was  attributable  to  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant.  As  a  matter  of  law  the 
court  held  that  as  defendant's  negligence  in 
starting  the  Boom  Hill  fire  contributed  to  pro- 
duce the  loss,  it  was  responsible  for  the  entire 
damage,  measured  by  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  property  destroyed,  and  legal  interest 
thereon  from  the  date  of  the  fire.  Thereupon 
judgment  was  ordered  for  the  entire  value  of  the 
property  destroyed,  less  the  insurance  received, 
such  yalue  on  the  verdict,  under  the  charge, 
being  computed  by  the  court  at  $55,865.87, 
and  the  insurance  $1,760.  Judgment  was  also 
ordered  for  the  value  of  the  two  horses  men- 
tioned iB  the  second  cause  of  action  as  found 
by  the  lury,  with  interest  from  the  time  they 
were  killed,  and  for  the  undisputed  value  of 
the  horse  and  cow  mentioned  in  the  third  and 
fourth  causes  of  action,  with  interest  from  the 
time  thev  were  killed,  amounting  in  all  to  the 
sum  of  $59,584.86.  Due  exception  was  taken 
to  the  order.  Judgment  was  entered  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  order,  from  whieh  this  ap- 
peal was  taken. 

Messrs.  Alfk*ed  H.  Bright  and  G^reone* 
Vroman,  Fairchild*  North*  is  Parker 

for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Webster  Ai  Classen,  for  respond- 
ents: 

An  injury,  caused  by  negligence,  can  only 
be  recovered  for  when  the  facts  are  such  that 
it  can  be  inferred  from  them  that  the  injury 
was  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
the  negligent  act,  and  might  or  ou^ht  to  have 
been  foreseen  under  all  the  circumstances. 
This  inference  is  for  the  iury  or  the  court,  ac- 
cording to  the  case  made.  If  the  facis  pre- 
sented have  so  uncertain  a  tendency  as  to 
leave  the  mind  in  doubt  as  to  what  should  be 
inferred  in  respect  to  these  particulars,  the 
court  can  make  no  deductions;  ihey  must  be 
made  by  the  juiy;  but  when  the  facts,  found 
or  undisputed,  are  of  such  a  nature  that  clear 
conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  them,  it  is  no 
objection  to  the  verdict  that  the  jurors  them- 
selves have  not  drawu  such  conclusions  and 
stated  them  as  facts,  for  they  may  and  should, 
in  such  cases,  be  made  by  the  court. 

Maitland  v.  Qilbert  Paper  Co.  (Wis.)  72  N. 
W.  1124;  Deisenrieter  y.  KrauaMerkel  Malt- 
ing Go,  (Wis.)  73  N.  W.  875;  Atkinson  y. 
Goodrich  Transp.  Go.  60  Wis.  141,  50  Am. 
Rep.  852;  Morrison  v.  Madison  CWis.)  71  N. 
W.  882, 
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It  was  onnecessary  for  the  pla1nti£F8  to  put 
'in  proof  as  to  or  ask  the  court  to  submit  ques- 
tions to  the  jurors  to  have  them  determiDe 
-the  likelihood  of  the  wind  to  blow,  change  its 
•course  and  velocity,  and  spread  fire  over  such 
-a  surface. 

Donovan  v.  Chicago  dt  N.  W,R  Co.9%  Wis. 
^78;  Marvin  v.  Chicago,  M.  dt  8t,  R  B.  Co. 
-79  Wis.  140.  11  L.  R.  A.  506. 

Negligence  of  defendant  in  respect  of  its 
Tight  of  way  at  the  point  where  its  engine  set 
^he  fire,  being  found,  if  it  further  appears  by 
Undings  supported  by  sufficient  evidence  or  by 
undisputed  evidence,  always  equivalent  to  a 
special  finding  {Murphy  v.  Weil,  89  Wis.  150: 
Menominee  Birer  Sash  db  Door  Co,  v.  Milwau- 
JteedbN,  B.  Co,  91  Wis.  447),  (1)  that  the  sea- 
-son  was  a  dry  one,  (2)  that  the  fire  so  set 
spread  through  the  agency  of  the  wind,  a  dis- 
tance of  140  rods,  in  an  unbroken  course  over 
the  intervening  ground — which  presupposes 
the  presence  there  of  material  to  feed  upon — 
to  the  barns  and  grain  stacks  of  an  adjoining 
•owner,— such  owner  being  guilty  of  no  negli- 
gence,— all  of  the  requirements  of  the  doctrine 
of  "proiimate  cause,"  so  far  as  facts  are  con- 
cerned, are  satisfied:  nothing  remains  but  to 
make  the  proper  inferences. 

Kelhgg  v.  Chicago  dt  N.  W.  B.  Co.  26  Wis. 
1323,  7  Am.  Rep.  69:  Austin  v.  Chicago,  M.  A 
j».  P,  B,  Co.  98  Wis.  496;  Deiseurieter  v. 
Kraus-Merkel  Malting  Co,  (Wis)  72  N.  W.  785. 

It  was  for  the  court  to  infer  that  the  injury 
done  to  the  plaintiffs  by  defendant's  negligence 
was  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
such  negligence,  and  might  or  ought  to  have 
4)een  foreseen  under  the  circumstances. 

Austin  V.  Chicago,  M,  df  Si.  P.  B.  Co,  98 
Wis.  496:  Louisville,  N.  A.  dt  C.  B.  Co.  v. 
JNitsche,  126  Ind.  229.  9  L.  R.  A.  750;  Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co,  v.  liichardson,  91  U.  8.  454,  23 
L.  ed.  856;  Keflogg  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W,  B,  Co, 
^6  Wis.  223,  7  Am.  Rep.  69;  Spanlding  v. 
Chicago  di  A'.  W.  R,  Co.  80  Wis.  110.  11  Am. 
Rep.  550;  Milwaukee  A  St,  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Kel- 
logg, 94  U.  8.  475,  24  L.  ed.  269;  Kschert  v. 
Chicago,  St,  P.  M.  A  0.  R.  Co,  87  Wis.  172; 
OMons  V.  Wisconsin  Valley  B.  Co.  58  Wis. 
S85;  Oram  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Go.l  N.  D.  252; 
OrisseU  v.  Bousatonic  R.  Co.  54  Conn.  447; 
McCleUnn  v.  St.  Paul.  M,  d  M.  B.  Co.  58  Minn. 
104;  Chicago  ds  E,  B.  Co.  v.  Luddington,  10 
Ind.  A  pp.  636. 

Where  a  fire  has  been  negligently  set,  the 
party  responsible  for  it  c  uld  not  excuse  him- 
self for  it  by  showing  that  at  the  time  it  was 
set  it  had  the  appearance  of  rain. 

yeedham  v.  Eing,  95  Mich.  808:  Union  P, 

B.  Co.  V.  McCuUom,  2  Kan.  App.  819. 

See.  for  a  full  review  of  the  question  and 
citation  of  authoriiies— 

Chicago,  B.  I.  d  P.  B,  Co,  v.  McBride,  54 
Kan.  172  See  also  Chicago  dt  E.  R.  Co,  v.  Lud 
dingtoii,  10  Ind.  App.  686;  Northern  P.  B.  Co,  v. 
Lewis,  7  U.  8.  App.  234.  51  Fed.  Rop.  658,  2 

C.  C.  A.  446:  Qticago,  St.  L  dbPB.  Co.  v.  Will 
tarns,  131  Ind.  80:  Louisville,  N,  A.  d  C.  B, 
Co.  V.  Nitsche,  126  Ind.  229.  9  L.  R.  A.  750; 
Brummit  v.  Furness,  1  Ind.  App.  401:  Salis- 
bury V.  Berehenroder,  106  Mass.  458,  8  Am. 
Rep.  854. 

Having  found  an  efficient  producing  cause 
for  the  destruction  of  the  yard,  set  in  motion 
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by  the  defendant  and  continued  in  unbroken 
progress  until  the  Injury  was  accomplished,  it 
was  enough  to  charge  the  defendant. 

Milwaukee  d  St.  P,  B.  Co,  v.  Kellogg,  94  TJ. 
8.  469,  475,  24  L.  ed.  256.  259:  Kalckhoff  v. 
Znehreaut,  43  Wis.  874;  Hepler  v.  ^ate,  59 
Wis.  46;  Murphy  v.  MaHin,  68  Wis.  27'«; 
Stewart  v.  Bipon,  88  Wis.  584;  Chicago  d  E. 
B.  Co.  V.  Luddington,  10  Ind.  636;  Chicago  d 

B.  B.  Co.  V.  Bailey  (Ind.  App)  46  N.  E.  688. 
The  verdict  establishes  that  the  northwest 

fire,  and  the  fire  due  to  defendant's  negligence, 
joined,  entered,  and  together  destroy^  the 
plaintiffs'  yard  and  camps.  Defendant's  lia- 
bility is  the  same  as  though  the  fire  due  to  its 
negligence  was  the  sole  cause  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property,  whether  the  northwest 
fire  was  tortious  or  not,  the  reason  of  the  rule 
that  makes  the  tortfeasor,  in  such  a  case,  lia- 
ble, as  Uiough  his  wrongful  act  caused  the  en- 
tire damage  being  that  the  damages  cannot  be 
apportioned  and  the  innocent  loser  shall  not, 
because  he  cannot  apportion  them,  be  deprived 
of  his  remedy  and  the  wrongdoer  go  free. 

Slater  v.  Mersereau.  64  N.  Y.  138;  Westfidd 
Gas  d  Mill.  Co.  v.  Abernathy,  8  Ind.  App.  78; 
Bostan  d  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Shanty,  107  Mass.  568; 
ChuTchUl  V.  Bolt,  181  Mass.  67,  41  Am.  Rep. 
191;  Stone  Y.  Dickinson,  5  Allen,  29,  81  Am. 
Dec.  727, 7  Allen,  26;  Matthews  v.  Delaware,  L, 
d  W,  B.  Co.  56  N.  J.  L.  84,  22  L.  R.  A.  261; 
EUis  V.  Howard,  17  Yt.  880;  South  Bend  Mfg. 
Co,  V.  Liphart,  12  Ind.  App.  185;  Valparaiso 
V.  Mofltt.  12  Ind.  App.  250;  Kansas  City,  Ft, 
S,  d  M.  B  Co.  V.  Stoner,  10  U.  8.  App.  209, 
51  Fed.  Rep.  649,  2  C.  C.  A.  487:  Phmnix  Ins, 
Co  V.  The  Atlas,  98  U.  8.  802,  23  L.  ed.  885; 
Stnrgis  v.  Boyer,  24  How.  122.  16  L.  ed.  594; 
The  Beaconsfleld,  158  U.  8.  808.  89  L.  ed.  993; 
Folsom  V.  Apple  Biver  Log  Driving  Co.  41  Wis. 
602;  Stale,  Beynclds,  v.  Bahcock,  42  Wis.  138; 
Washington  d  G.  B  Co.  v.  ffickey,  166  U.  8. 
521,  41  L.  ed.  HOI ;  Bishop.  Non-Contr. 
Law,  §§  39,  518;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law.  p.  440;  Chicago.  B  L  d  P.  B,  Co.  v.  Sut- 
ton,%l  U.  8.  App.  810,  63  Fed.  Rep    894,  11 

C.  C.  A.  251;  ^Uick  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  B, 
Co,  98  Mich.  875,  18  L.  R.  A.  154;  Dreher  v. 
Fitchburg,  22  Wis.  675,  99  Am.  Dea  91,  and 
cases  cited;  Jones  v.  United  Stales,  48  Wis  385; 
Arimond  v.  Green  Bay  d  M,  Canal  Co.  85 
Wis  41. 

No  wrongdoer  ought  to  be  allowed  to  appor- 
tion his  own  wrong;  and  as  a  loss  has  actually 
happened  while  hte  own  wrongful  act  was  in 
force  and  operation,  he  ought  not  to  be  per- 
mitted to  set  up  as  a  defense  that  there  was  a 
more  immediate  cause  of  the  loss.  To  entitle 
such  a  party  to  exemption,  he  must  show,  not 
only  that  the  same  loss  might  have  happened, 
but  that  it  must  have  happened  if  the  act  com- 
plained of  had  not  been  done. 

Se  leek  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S,  R  Co.  98 
Mich.  875,  18  L.  R.  A.  154;  Cooley,  Torts, 
p.  76.  and  note  to  p.  78;  Dacis  v.  Garrett,  6 
BIng.  716;  Baltimore  d  P.  B,  Co.  v.  Reaney, 
42  Md.  117;  Beauehamp  v.  Saginaw  Min.  Co. 
50  Mich.  172. 

The  proposition  that  the  plaintiffs,  injured 
by  the  two  concurring  fires,  cannot  have  a  re- 
covery against  the  tortious  author  of  one  of 
them,  where  he  fails  to  show  that  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property,  by  the  independent  cause 
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found  by  the  jarj.  the  northwest  fire,  was  oot, 
or  where  the  defendant  shows  it  was,  ioevita- 
ble,  if  Vbe  fire  had  never  been  started  on  the 
right  of  war  at  all, — ^is  clearly  unsouDd. 

Boston  <i  A.  B,  Co.  ▼.  manly,  107  Mass. 
568;  ChurchiU  v.  Holt,  181  Mass.  67,  41  Am. 
Kep.  191;  Stone  v.  Dickinson,  5  Allen,  29,  81 
Am.  Dec.  727,  7  Allen,  26:  Ellis  ▼.  Howard, 
17  Vi.  830;  Westfidd  Qas  A  Mill  Oo,  ▼.  Aber- 
nathy,  8  Ind.  App.  78;  and  Slater  v.  Mersereau, 
64  N.  Y.  188. 

Defendant's  contention  is  directly  opposed  by 
the  doctrioe  that  determines  ihe  liability  of 
joint  tortfeasors,  acting  iDdependently. 

McCleUan  ▼.  St.  Paul,  M.  A  M.  B.  Co,  68 
Minn.  104;  Grand  Trunk  B,  Co.  v.  Oummings, 
106  U.  8.  700,  27  L.  ed.  266;  Stetler  v.  Chicago 
A  S.  TF.  B,  Co,  46  Wis.  497,  49  Wis.  609; 
Haley  y.  Jump  River  Lumber  Go.  81  Wis.  412; 
Atkinson  v.  Ooodrieh  Transp.  Co.  60  Wis.  141, 
60  Am.  Rep.  852;  Folsom  v.  Apple  Biter  Log- 
Driving  Co.  41  Wis.  602,  and  State,  BeyncUds, 
y.  BabcocK  42  Wis.  188. 

I^eiiber  the  main  track  nor  spur  track  ever 
having  been  fenced,  the  liability  of  defendant 
for  killing  the  horses  was  absolute. 

Sanborn  &  Berryman,  Anno.  Stat  §  1810: 
Quackenbush  v.  Wisconsin  db  M.  B.  Co.  62 
Wia  411.  71  Wis.  472;  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  B. 
Co.  y.  Mathews,  165  U.  8.  1,  41  L.  ed.  611. 

Marshall*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

.  The  foregoing  brief  statement  is  believed  to 
preseut  clearly  the  only  questions  necessary  to 
be  coDsidered  in  determining  this  appeal. 
Numerous  questions  were  suggested  and  er- 
rors assigned  and  exhaustively  and  ably  dis- 
cussed in  the  numerous  briefs  of  eminent 
counsel  who  represent  the  parties  in  this  court, 
most  of  which  questions  and  alleged  errors,  in 
what  is  deemed  to  be  an  orderly  consideration  of 
the  cause  are  not  necessarily  reached  in  arriv- 
ing at  a  final  conclusion  as  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  That  will  appear  from  what  follows, 
and  is  the  reason  why  such  questions  have  not 
been  considered  or  decided.  No  further  pro- 
ceedings in  this  case  will  involve  them,  and 
they  are  not  of  such  a  character  that  a  decision 
of  them  would  be  important  to  trial  courts  in 
the  future.  This  is  said  as  to  the  greater  part 
of  the  field  covered  by  the  case  and  briefs  of 
counsel,  not  by  way  of  criticism,  for  it  is  rea- 
sonable and  commendable  that,  at  least  where 
so  \tLTiie  a  sum  of  money  as  the  Judgment  here 
calls  for  is  involyed.  all  questions  deemed  by 
counsel  in  any  way  liable  to  affect  the  final  re- 
sult in  any  view  of  the  case  be  suggested  to  the 
court;  yet,  where  no  trial  follows  the  result 
here,  the  questions  necessary  to  a  determination 
of  the  appeal  are  all  that  it  is  profitable  to  dis- 
cuss, unless  others  are  of  special  importance  as 
future  guides. 

The  controlling  question  on  the  record,  as 
we  view  it,  is.  What  was  the  proper  judgment 
on  the  first  cause  of  action  according  to  the  un- 
disputed facts  and  the  facts  found  by  the  jury? 
The  respondents  stand  on  the  findings  of  the 
jury  as  verities,  and  must  prevail,  if  at  all.  on 
the  case  as  tbus  determined.  On  the  various 
motions  made  by  the  parties  the  court  was 
called  upon,  if  the  verdict  stood  the  test  of  the 
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motion  to  set  it  aside  as  contrarr  to  the  evi* 
dence  and  for  other  reasons,  to  order  judgment 
for  appellant  or  respondents,  according  to  the 
determination  reached  on  the  questions  of  law 
which  it  presented.  Such  questions  were  de- 
termined in  respondents*  favor.  The  princi- 
ples tbey  involved  will  clearly  appear  to  be  of 
far-reaching  importance  by  a  brief  reference  to* 
the  facts. 

The  jury  found  that  the  southwest  fire,  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  neg- 
ligence, and  to  have  originated  about  one  mile 
and  a  quarter  southwest  of  the  property  de- 
stroyed, did  not  reach  such  property  so  as  to^ 
affect  it  as  an  independent  agency:  that  an- 
other fire  came  from  the  northwest,  and  sa 
united  with  the  other  that  the  identity  of  both 
as  independent  agencies  was  lost  before  any 
fire  reached  such  property;  that  when  the 
northwest  fire  reached  the  line  of  the  south- 
west fire,  so  there  was  in  fact  but  one  fire,  it 
swept  on  into  the  yard,  and  set  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty on  fire  and  destroyed  it.  While  the  jury 
found  that  both  fires  caused  the  burning,  as 
they  said  that  but  one  fire  entered  the  yard 
and  that  swept  into  it  from  tbe  northwest,  the 
direction  from  which  the  independent  fire  of 
unknown  origin  came,  it  is  hard  to  perceive 
how  the  fact  can  be  that  the  southwest  fire,  aa 
an  efficient  agent,  ever  reached  the  scene  of 
the  destruction.  But,  looking  at  the  verdict 
in  the  most  favorable  view  for  tbe  respondents, 
and  giving  it  the  most  favorable  construction 
it  will  reasonably  bear,  it  is  to  the  effect  that 
the  damage  was  done  solely  by  one  fire;  that 
such  fire  was  mkde  up  of  two  independent  fires 
which  united  before  the  property  was  reached^ 
one  for  which  defendant  was  responsible,  and 
the  other  having  no  known  responsible  origin^ 
so  that  if  the  responsible  agent  had  not  existed 
at  all,  the  loss  would  have  been  the  same  in  all 
respects,  as  to  time,  manner,  and  extent.  We 
are  strongly  persuaded  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  finding  of  tbe  jury  that  the  southwest  fire, 
as  an  efficient  agent,  reached  the  plaintiff's 
property,  either  by  union  with  the  northwest 
fire  or  otherwise,  is  contrary  to  undisputed 
facts  and  all  reasonable  probabilities;  but  that 
is  one  of  tbe  questions  not  necessary  to  decide, 
if,  taking  the  verdict  as  it  stands,  defendant  is 
not  liable. 

That  we  correctly  construe  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  cannot  be  reasonably  questioned. 
Tbe  trial  judge,  in  a  very  elaborate  opinion,, 
delivered  in  disposing  of  the  motion  for  judg- 
ment, gave  it  tbe  same  construction.  He  saiur 
"Each  fire  reached  tbe  yard  only  aa  part  of 
one  common  fire,  and  either  in  the  absence  of 
tbe  other  would  have  reached  and  fired  tbe. 
yard  the  same  as  the  joint  fire  did.  In  that 
sense  both  reached  the  yard  at  the  same  time, 
although  tbey  united  some  distance  away  front 
it.  Under  the  law  governing  the  case  it  is  im- 
material how  far  away  they  united."  And 
again:  "We  reach  the  conclusion  that  neither 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  because 
the  event  would  have  occurred  without  either 
cause,— tbe  other  cause  existed, — each  was 
conceded ly  a  cause  sufficient  to  produce  the  in- 
jury. The  injury  was  produced  hj  the  con- 
current action  of  both,  but  neither  was 
the   proximate    cause,    because    the   other. 
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'witbont  it,  would  have  produced  the  same  re- 
4s;n1t."  The  log:ic  of  the  learned  circuit  judge, 
as  to  the  proximate  cause,  would  hardly  hear 
the  test  of  careful  analysis.  It  may  be  to  take 
his  language  literallv  would  not  convey  the 
real  meaning  intended.  Where  two  causes 
•concur  m  producing  a  certain  result,  either  of 
which  would  produce  the  same  result  regard- 
less of  the  other,  it  is  not  an  accurate  statement 
-of  the  situation  to  say  that  neither  is  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  such  result,  using  the  term  as 
we  apprehend  the  learned  jud^e  did,  as  de- 
scriptive of  the  antecedent  or  producing  cause 
and  not  in  the  strict  legal  sense  of  a  cause 
referable  to  human  agency  on  a  line  of  re- 
aponsible  causation.  In  the  mere  physical 
.aenseof  producing  antecedent,  it  is  more  proper 
to  say  that,  in  &e  circumstances  suggested, 
neither  fire  was  the  sole  proximate  cause  of 
the  loss. 

From  what  has  preceded  it  is  apparent  that 
the  legal  question  presented  to  the  trial  court 
and  decided  in  j>1aintiff'8  favor,  in  granting 
their  motion  for  judgment  and  denying  that 
•of  the  defendant,  is  the  following:  Where 
two  independent  efOicient  causes  unite  and  pro- 
duce an  injury  to  another,  one  of  which  is 
traceable  to  a  responsible  person  whose  negli- 
gence set  it  in  motion,  under  such  circum- 
stances that  he  is  chargeable  with  knowledge 
that  it  miffht  cause  an  injury  to  another  as  a 
natural  and  probable  result  of  his  conduct,  and 
the  other  cause  is  not  traceable  to  any  known 
responsible  agent,  each  of  which  causes,  how- 
ever, without  the  concurrence  of  the  other 
would  produce  the  same  injury,  that  is,  so 
that  the  injury  would  happen  at  the  same  time 
and  to  the  fame  extent  regardless  of  the  re- 
•aponsible  agency,  does  a  cause  of  action  against 
auch  agency  accrue  to  the  injured  person  for 
his  loss?  It  is  believed  that  the  solution  of 
that  question  is  governed  by  principles  as  old 
.as  the  common  law,— principles  so  long  and 
firmlv  established,  and  universally  recognized 
by  all  text- writers  and  courts,  that  were  it  not 
-for  the  learned  discussion  of  the  subject  by  the 
trial  court,  leading  up  to  the  conclusion  which 
•eventuated  in  the  ludgment  appealed  from, 
and  the  later  learned  discussion  by  counsel  in 
this  court  to  support  the  conclusion  thus 
reached,  the  decision  here  would  be  supported 
by  a  mere  statement  of  the  law  without  ex- 
tended discussion  or  citation  of  authorities; 
but  such  circumstances  seem  to  furnish  excuse, 
4it  least,  for  a  somewhat  different  course. 

It  seeme  to  have  been  conceded  on  the  trial 
below,  at  one  stage  of  the  proceedings,  that 
unless  the  alleged  negligent  fire  was  the  soIb 
cause  of  the  loss  complained  of,  there  could  be 
no  recovery  therefor.  Later,  in  the  submis 
sion  of  the  case  to  the  jurv.  it  appears  to  have 
been  uncertain  in  the  Judicial  mind,  whether, 
if  the  defendant  was  liable  at  all.  the  liability 
•extended  to  the  entire  loss,  or  only  to  a  portion 
of  it,  on  the  theory  that  there  might  be  an  ap- 
portionment of  the  loss  between  the  concur 
ring  causes.  But  it  was  finally  determined 
that  the  person  charged,  known  to  have  negli- 
gently originated  one  of  the  causes,  was,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  liable  for  the  entire  loss,  though 
It  would  have  happened  iust  the  same  from 
the  other  efficient  cause  or  unknown  origin. 
To  support  that  theory  numerous  cases  are 
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cited  to  the  effect  that  when  two  or  more  con- 
curring causes  produce  a  loss,  each  having  a 
responsible  source,  there  is  a  joint  and  several 
liability  for  the  entire  loss.  That  is  a  doctrine 
too  familiar  to  require  more  than  to  be  stated. 
When  the  facts  are  such  as  to  invoke  its  ap- 
plication, it  extends  to  where  each  of  the  con- 
curring causes  contributes  to  produce  the  re- 
sult and  is  nece&sary  to  it,  and  where  each  is 
sufficient  of  itself  to  produce  the  result,  and 
would,  in  the  given  case,  have  that  effect  re- 
gardless of  the  other,  and  whether  the  concur- 
rence of  the  causes  be  intentional  or  acci- 
dental. In  Eialey  v.  Jvmp  River  Lumber  Co. 
81  Wis.  412,  a  person,  on  one  theory  of  the 
case,  was  injured  by  negligence  of  a  coem- 
ployee  in  loading  a  car,  concurring  with  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  in  leaving  an  ob- 
struction in  dangerous  proximity  to  its  track. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  court  said  that 
each  was  liable  for  the  injury.  In  the  same 
line  is  Atkinson  v.  Ooodnch  Transp,  Co,  60 
Wis.  141,  60  Am.  Rep.  852,  where  negligence 
of  a  mill  owner  in  allowing  shavings  and  saw- 
dust to  accumulate  between  his  mill  and  a 
dock,  concurred  with  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant in  allowing  sparks  to  &  emitted  from  the 
smokestack  of  its  boat,  whereby  a  fire  was  set 
which  spread  to  plaintiff's  prof)erty  and  de- 
stroyed it.  The  court  held  the  defendant  lia- 
ble, and  Mr.  Justice  Taylor,  who  wrote  the 
opinion,  cited  in  support  of  it,  among  num- 
erous authorities,  the  elementary  rule  laid 
down  in  Wharton  on  Kegligence  at  §  144,  in 
substance  as  follows:  The  fact  that  one  re- 
sponsible person  contributes,  either  before  the 
interposition  of  another  or  concurrently  with 
such  interposition,  in  producing  the  danger,  is 
no  defense  as  to  either.  If  A  negligently 
leaves  certain  articles  in  a  particular  place,  and 
B  negligently  meddles  with  them,  supposing 
B's  negligence  to  be  made  out  and  he  is  a  re- 
sponsible party  under  the  limitHt  on  expressed, 
he  cannot  set  up  A's  prior  negligence  as  a  de- 
fense. Another  example  is  Johnson  v.  North- 
tcwtern  Teleph.  Exeh,  Co,  48  Minn  43B,  where 
a  weak  telephone  pole  was  negligentiv  left  in 
place  by  the  company.  For  a  limited  time  an 
adjoining  lotowner  allowed  the  company  to  re- 
enforce  the  ability  of  the  pole  to  stand  by  guy- 
ing it  to  his  building  with  a  wire.  After  a 
reasonable  time  had  elapsed  in  which  to  re- 
place the  defective  pole  with  a  suitable  one. 
the  property  owner  cut  the  guy  wire  and  the 
result  was  that  the  pole  fell  and  injured  the 
plaintiff.  On  one  theory  of  the  case  the  prop- 
erty owner  and  the  telephone  company 
were  both  negligent  and  without  the  concur- 
ring negligence  the  injury  would  not  have 
happened.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
court  said  that  each  was  liable  for  the  whole 
loss.  On  another  branch  of  the  rule  men- 
tioned, as  an  example  of  numerous  authori- 
ties that  miifht  be  cited,  is  Qovld  v.  Scitermer, 
101  Iowa,  582,  where,  on  one  theory  of  the 
case,  defendant's  neglijeence  concurred  with 
some  other  cause,  not  attributable  to  any  re- 
sponsible human  agency,  to  produce  the  in- 
jury, and  the  court  said,  in  effect,  that  the  de- 
fendant's wrong,  concurring  with  the  other 
cause,  and  both  operating  proximately  at  the 
same  time  in  producing  the  injury,  makes 
the  wrongdoer  liable  therefor.  That  was  on  the 
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theory  that  the  accident  would  Dot  have  oc- 
curred but  for  the  uegligeut  act.  On  another 
branch  of  the  rule  stated  may  be  cited  Slater 
▼.  Misrsereau,  64  N.  Y.  188,  where  there  were 
two  efficient  proximate  causes,  each  traceable 
to  the  negligence  of  a  responsible  party,  either 
of  which  would  have  caused  the  entire  injury 
regardless  of  the  existence  of  the  other,  and 
the  court,  by  Miller,  J.,  said  in  substance:  It 
is  no  defense  for  a  person  against  whom  negli- 
gence which  causes  damages  Is  established,  to 
prove  that  without  fault  on  his  part  the  same 
damage  would  have  resulted  from  the  negli- 
gent act  of  the  other,  but  each  is  responsible 
for  the  entire  damage.  Further  citation  of 
authority  along  this  line  is  deemed  unneces- 
sary. It  will  be  easily  observed  that  they  re- 
fer' first,  to  cases  where  there  was  a  concur- 
rence of  responsible  human  agencies,  both  of 
which  were  essential  to  the  result;  second,  to 
cases  where  there  was  a  concurrence  of  re- 
sponsible human  agencies,  either  of  which 
would  have  effected  the  result  regardless  of 
the  other;  third,  to  cases  where  there  was  a 
concurrence  of  a  responsible  human  agency 
and  some  other  cause,  and  the  former  was  an 
efficient  and  contributing  cause  and  essential 
to  the  result.  All  the  numerous  cases  cited  by 
respondents'  counsel,  and  those  cited  by  the 
learned  circuit  judge,  fall  within  one  or  the 
other  of  the  situations  mentioned,  as,  for  ex- 
ample. McGleUan  v.  81.  Paul,  M.  db  M,  R.  Co, 
58  Minn.  104,  much  relied  on  to  support  the 
judgment,  where  the  recovery  was  solely  on 
the  ground  tbat,  though  there  was  proof  of 
two  fires,  the  findinj^  of  the  jury  was  tbat  the 
fire  negligently  originated  by  defendant  was 
the  one  that  reached  the  plaintiff's  property 
and  the  sole  cause  of  its  destruction.  In  dis- 
cussing an  assignment  of  error  on  the  charge 
given  by  the  trial  court,  the  judge  who  de- 
liyered  the  opinion  said:  "If  two  fires  have 
been  set,  the  origin  of  one  or  both  of  which 
can  be  traced  to  the  negligence  of  a  party  or 
parties,  either  or  both  of  these  parties  can  be 
held  responsible  for  resulting  damages  in 
case  the  fires  mingle."  That  language  was 
wholly  unnecessary  to  a  decision  of  the  case, 
as  no  such  situation  was  presented,  and  unless 
read  in  the  light  of  well-understood  legal  prin- 
ciples and  the  circumstances  which  were  evi- 
dently in  the  judicial  mind,  it  would  be  very 
liable  to  mislead.  In  the  view  that  the  judge 
was  speaking  of  the  existence  and  concurrence 
of  two  fires,  both  attributable  to  the  negligence 
of  responsible  agencies,  so  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  rule  of  joint  wrongdoers,  the  lan- 
guage ceases  to  have  any  significance  in  sup- 
port of  the  theory  upon  which  this  judgment 
was  rendered  and  must  stand,  if  at  all.  That 
the  rule  of  ioint  tortfeasors  was  what  the 
court  referred  to  is  plain  from  what  was  sub 
sequently  said  by  way  of  illustration,  to  the 
effect  tbat,  where  the  injury  is  the  result  of 
two  concurrent  causes,  one  party  is  not  ex- 
empt from  full  liability  although  another  is 
equally  culpable.  To  say  that  the  learned 
court  intended  to  extend  tbat  rule  to  cases 
where  the  act  of  the  wrongdoer  concurs  with 
some  unknown  cause  not  attributable  to  any 
responsible  human  agency,  and  causes  dam- 
age, thereby  rendering  the  legal  consequences 
to  the  wrongdoer,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of 
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joint  wrongdoers,  whether  this  act  was  es8en> 
tial  to  the  result  or  not  would  be  a  conclu- 
sion not  warranted  by  a  careful  reading  of  the- 
whole  opinion,  and  inconsistent  with  the  set> 
tied  rule  of  law  on  the  subject,  recognized  by 
that  court  and  all  others,  as  we  shall  see  later. 

What  has  been  said  above  applies  to  Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co,  v.  Gummingg,  106  U.  8.  700,  27 
L.  ed.  266;  8tone  v.  Dickinson,  5  Allen,  29,  81 
Am.  Dec.  727,7  Allen,  26;  Stetlery.  Chicago  tB^ 
N,  W.  R.  Co.  46  Wis.  497.  and  the  numerous- 
other  cases  cited  by  respondents.  All  are  cases, 
of  joint  tortfeasors,  or  cases  where  the  injury 
would  not  have  happened  but  for  the  negli- 
gence complained  of.  Thev  do  not  touch  the 
real  question  we  are  called  upon  to  decide. 
What  is  the  situation  of  the  wrondoer  where  the- 
injury  would  have  taken  place,  necessarily, 
from  another  cause,  at  the  same  time  and  to 
the  same  extent,  regardless  of  his  conduct f 
That  is  the  question  presented.  The  discus- 
sion thus  far  has  proceeded  on  a  line  merely 
to  clearly  bring  out  and  recpgnize  the  well- 
known  principles  of  law  for  which  respond- 
ents contend  and  which  ruled  the  trial  court, 
and  show  their  inapplicability  to  the  facts 
found  by  the  jury. 

The  law  of  negligence  is  laid  on  reasonable 
lines  the  same  as  any  other  branch  of  juris- 
prudence. The  theory  upon  which  compen- 
sation goes  to  an  injured  person  from  another 
whose  negligence  proximately  caused  the  in- 
jury, is  not  that  of  punishment  for  the  wrong,, 
but  that,  in  justice  to  such  person,  compensa- 
tion is  due  lor  the  damages  caused  to  him  by 
such  negligence,  so  far  bs  the  same  can  be- 
reasonably  ascertained.  Where  the  wrong  of 
one  person  concurs  with  that  of  another  under 
such  circumstances  that  the  injury  would  not 
result  without  the  concurrence,  it  is  reasonable- 
to  hold  each  liable  for  the  entire  lo«s.  because^ 
the  same  would  not  have  occurred  if  the  neg- 
ligence of  either  were  absent.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  concurrence  of  the  two  causes,  each, 
in  a  sense,  under  such  circumstances,  is  the- 
prnximate  cause  of  the  loss,  because  there  was- 
responsible  human  causation  back  of  it.  with- 
out which  the  injury  would  not  have  hap- 
pened. Again,  where  two  causes,  each  at- 
tributable to  the  negligence  of  a  responsible- 
person,  concur  in  producing  an  injury  to  an- 
other, either  of  which  causes  would  produce 
it  regardless  of  the  other,  it  is  reasonable  to- 
ssy there  is  a  joint  and  several  liability,  bo- 
cause,  whether  the  concurrence  be  iutentional, 
actual  or  constructive,  each  wrongdoer,  iu  ef- 
fect, adopts  the  conduct  of  the  coactor,  and 
for  the  further  reason  that  it  is  impossible  to- 
apportion  the  damage  or  to  say  that  either 
perpetrated  any  distinct  injury  that  can 
be  separated  from  the  whole.  The  whole- 
loss  must  necessarily  be  considered  and  treated* 
as  an  entirely.  But  where  a  cause  set  in  mo- 
tion by  negligence,  reaches  to  the  result  com- 
plained of  in  aline  of  responsible  causation, 
and  another  cause,  having  no  responsible- 
origin,  reaches  it  at  the  same  time,  so  that 
what  then  takes  place  would  happen  as  the- 
effect  of  either  cause,  entirely  regardless  of 
the  other,  then  the  consequence  cannot  be  said^. 
with  any  degree  of  certainty,  to  relate  to  neg- 
ligence as  its  antecedent;  requisite  intelligent 
causation  necessary  to  legal  liability  is  want> 
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log,  leaving  so  ^ound,  in  reason  or  in  law, 
for  it  to  rest  upon.  To  further  illustrate:  If 
an  Injury  accrues  to  a  person  from  inability 
to  control  his  team,  where  that  is  more  than 
momentary,  concurring  with  a  defect  in  the 
highway,  and  the  injury  would  not  otherwise 
happen,  the  mere  concurrence  of  negligence 
of  the  municipality  responsible  for  the  defect 
"will  not  render  the  corporation  liable,  because 
the  condition  of  the  team  is  deemed  to  be  the 
real  producing  cause.  Jaekson  v.  Bellevieu, 
30  Wis.  260;  Houfe  r.  Fulton,  29  Wis.  296,  9 
Am.  Rep.  668;  Schillinger  v.  Ver(ma,  88  Wis. 
817;  Loberg  ▼.  Amherst,  87  Wis.  684;  Mo- 
Farlane  v.  Sullivan  (decided  at  this  term,  and 
not  yet  officially  reported)  (Wis.)  74  N.  "W. 
669;  Scannal  v.  Camhiidge,  168  Mass.  91; 
Babwn  ▼.  Riickport,  101  Mass.  98;  Palmer  v. 
Andoter,  2  Cush.  600.  Applying  the  same 
doctrine  in  Campbell  ▼.  Stilltoater,  82  Minn 
808,  50  Am.  Rep.  667,  the  court  held  that 
where  several  acts  or  conditions  of  things 
concur,  one  of  them  a  wrongful  act  or 
omission  of  some  person,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  such  person  might  reasonably 
have  anticipated  such  an  injury  as  the  natural 
and  probable  result  of  his  act  or  omission,  he 
is  liable,  provided  the  injury  would  not  have 
occurred  without  it.  The  general  rule,  so 
recognized  and  applied  by  that  court,  was 
stated  by  the  judge  who  wrote  the  opinion, 
thus:  In  cases  of  tort,  the  rule  as  to  the  proxi- 
mate cause  is,  that  where  several  acts  or  con- 
ditions of  things  produce  an  injury,  if  one  is 
the  wrongful  act  or  omission  of  the  defendant 
and  it  would  not  have  occurred  without  his 
act,  and  he  might  reasonably  have  anticipated 
the  result  as  the  natural  consequence  of  such 
act,  that  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  result. 
That  is  quite  inconsistent  iwith  the  construc- 
tion of  the  opinion  of  the  same  court  in  Mo- 
CleUan  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M,  R,  Go.  58  Minn. 
104,  confidently  pressed  upon  our  atttention, 
but  accords  with  the  construction  which  we 
have  given  to  it  and  which  was  clearly  what 
the  court  intended,  though,  as  before  incficated, 
language  was  used  that  might  lead  to  a  differ- 
ent conclusion  unless  viewed  in  the  light  of 
settled  legal  principles.  It  may  safely  be  said 
that  the  rule  stated  in  JHeClellan  v.  St.  Paul, 
M,  &  M,  R.  Co.  applies  in  all  cases  where  neg- 
ligence of  a  party  concurs  with  some  other 
cause  not  traceable  to  a  responsible  source. 
16  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  441,  and  notes; 
2  Thomp.  Neg.  1085;  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg. 
§  83;  Whitaker's  Smith,  Neg.  §  44:  Ring  v. 
Cohoes,  77  N.  Y.  83,  38  Am.  Rep.  574:  Ayrea 
v:  IJammondsport,  130  N.  Y.  665;  llfrey  v. 
Sabine  d  E.  T,  R.  Co.  76  Tex.  68:  Union 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Stone,  54  Kan.  83;  Carterville 
V.  Cook,  129  III.  162,  4  L.  R.  A.  721. 

The  logical  deduction  from  the  foregoing  is 
that  where  an  injury  accrues  to  a  person;  by 
the  concurrence  of  two  causes,  one  traceable 
to  another  person^  under  such  circumstances 
as  to  render  him  liable  as  a  wrongdoer,  and  the 
other  not  traceable  to  any  responsible  origin, 
but  is  of  such  efficient  or  superior  force  that 
it  would  produce  the  injury  regardless  of  the 
responsible  cause,  there  is  no  legal  liability. 
No  damage  in  such  circumstances  can  be 
traced,  with  reasonable  certainty,  to  the 
wrongdoing  as  a  producing  cause.  The  one 
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traceable  to  the  wrongdoer  is  superseded  by 
the  other  cause  or  condition,  which  takes  the 
place  of  it  and  becomes,  in  a  physical  sense, 
the  proximate  antecedent  of  what  follows. 

From  the  foregoing  the  conclusion  is  easily 
reached  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  is  not 
liable  for  the  fire  loss  from  the  facts  found  by 
the  Jury.  Its  negligence,  even  if  operating 
up  to  about  the  instant  the  fire  entered  the 
plaintiff's  property,  was  there  superseded  by 
the  independent  northwest  fire.  Whether  it 
can  be  said  that  after  the  two  fires  became  one^ 
the  element  attributable  to  the  defendant  con- 
tinued, though  its  identity  was  lost  in  the  com- 
bination and  it  was  superseded  by  the  fire  that 
swept  down  upon  the  property  from  the  north- 
west, it  cannot  be  said  that  the  result  which 
followed  would  not  have  occurred  but  for 
such  responsible  element.  On  the  contrary,  it 
stands  as  a  verity  in  the  case  that  it  would 
have  occurred  just  the  same,  regardless  of 
the  negligent  fire.  It  is  proper  to  say  that 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  tried 
the  case  and  asked  its  submission  to  the  jury 
with  a  very  clear  conception  of  the  legal 
principles  governing  it,  in  perfect  accord 
with  the  conclusion  which  we  have  reached. 
They  did  not  seek  or  expect  to  recover  upon 
any  other  theory  than  that  the  destruction  of 
plaintiffs'  property  was  caused  by  the  south- 
west fire,  and  thai  it  would  not  otherwise  have 
occurred  at  that  time.  One  of  the  counsel 
said,  in  substance,  during  a  colloquy  between 
him  and  the  court,  when  the  questions  for  sub- 
mission to  the  jury  were  being  settled:  We 
must  stand  or  fall  on  the  theory  that  the  south- 
west fire  spread  to  plaintiffs'  property  and 
destroyed  it,  and  that  no  fire  came  from  the 
norihwest  and  reached  the  properly;  that  if 
the  whole  loss  can  as  well  be  attributed  to  the 
northwest  fire  as  to  the  southwest  fire,  no 
assessment  of  damages  can  be  made  against 
the  defendant.  The  whole  difficulty  arose 
when,  after  the  verdict  was  rendered,  the  doc- 
trine of  the  liability  of  joint  wrongdoers,  or  of 
a  wrongdoer  when  his  act,  concurring  with 
some  other  cause  or  condition  having  no  re- 
sponsible origin,  produces  an  injury  which 
would  not  otherwise  occur,  was  applied  to  the 
verdict  unmindful,  apparently,  that  such  ver- 
dict did  not  present  facts  warranting  such 
application,  but  on  the  contrary  presented  facts 
which  brought  the  case  within  a  different  rule 
in  the  law  of  negligence. 

There  is  left  the  claim  for  the  two  horses, 
killed  on  the  day  of  the  fire,  by  s  raying  upon 
the  right  of  way  and  beiifg  run  down  bv  one 
of  defendant's  engines.  It  is  not  claimed  that 
there  was  any  negligence  of  the  employees  in 
charge  of  the  train  that  killed  the  horses.  The 
right  of  recovery  is  based  solely  upon  the  fact 
that  defendant  failed  to  perform  its  duty  in 
respect  to  fencing  the  right  of  way.  The 
statute  on  the  subject  (Rev.  Stat.  §  1810)  re- 
quires railroad  corporations  to  fence  their 
tracks,  and  provides  that  until  such  duty  is 
performed,  every  such  corporation,  and  every 
railroad  corporation  owning  any  such  road, 
shall  be  liable  for  all  damage  done  to  cattle, 
horses,  or  other  domestic  animals,  occasioned 
in  any  manner,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  the 
want  of  such  fence.  If  the  horses,  therefore, 
entered  upon  the  right  of  way  because  of  the 
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failure  of  the  defendaDt  to  comply  with  the 
Btatute,  then  the  rule  of  absolute  liability 
Attached.  Quaekenbush  v.  Wtseonnn  d  M,  R. 
Co.  62  Wis.  411.  There  is  do  finding  on  the 
•question  of  whether  the  entry  of  the  horses  on 
the  right  of  way  is  attributable  in  whole  or  in 
part  to  the  failure  to  fence  it  It  must  be  con- 
<^ded  that,  had  there  been  a  fence,  it  would 
necessarily  have  been  destroyed  by  the  fire 
that  occurred  two  or  three  hours  before  the 
horses  were  killed.  The  evidence  all  pointe 
that  way.  They  were  turned  out  of  their 
stable  and  left  to  run  at  large  to  preserve  them 
from  tbe  fire  that  destroyed  substantially 
«verythiDg  of  a  combustible  'character  on  both 
sides  of  the  railway  track  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
place  where  they  entered  upon  the  right  of  way. 
The  statute  is  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law.  It  is  a  penal  statute.  The  validity  of  it 
rests  wholly  upon  the  police  powers  of  the 
government  and  it  should  be  construed  with 
reasonable  strictness  so  as  not  to  go  beyond  its 
plain  letter  and  spirit.  That  is  a  general  rule 
of  construction  applicable  to  all  statutes  of  its 
class.  Sione  v.  Lannon,  6  Wis.  497;  Coleman 
V.  Hart,  87  Wis.  180;  State  v.  Hvek,  29  Wis. 
202;  Crumbly  v.  Ba/rdon,  70  Wis.  885.  Look- 
ing at  the  language  in  the  light  of  such  rule. 
It  m^ust  be  held  that  the  circumstances  of  the 
horses  going  upon  the  track  must  have  some 
causal  connection  with  the  failure  to  fence, 
not  the  mere  nonexistence  of  »  fe&oe  at  the 
time  of  the  entry,  or  there  is  no  liability  be- 
cause, of  the  failure  to  fence.  If  the  failure 
to  fence  did  not  reach  to  such  entry  because  of 
the  intervention  of  some  other  cause  or  con- 
dition, the  statutory  rule  of  absolute  liability 
does  not  apply.  That  has  been  held  in  cases 
where  horses  were  abandoned  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  It  was  certain  they  would  go 
upon  the  right  of  way  where  they  would  be 
liable  to  be  killed.  Conoin  v.  New  York  d  B. 
R  Co.  18  N.  Y.  42;  MissouH  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Roada,  88  Kan.  640;  Welty  v.  Indianapolis  db 
V.  R.  Co.  106  Ind.  56.  In  such  circumstances 
It  was  held  that  the  owner  of  the  horses  con- 
senied  to  their  destruction;  that  his  conduct 
was  not  mere  contributory  negligence,  which 
would  not  be  a  defense  under  the  statute,  but 
was  the  sole  proximate  cause.  That  the  law- 
makers intended  that  the  failure  to  fence 
should  be  at  least  a  contributing  cause  to  tbe 
€ntry  of  domestic  animals  upon  the  railway 
right  of  way  in  order  to  make  the  rule  of 
absolute  liability  applicable,  is  quite  clear, 
not  only  from  their  language,  but  from 
Its  being  followed  bi  a  provision  to  the  effect 
that  in  case  of  a  failure  to  maintain  a  fence 
after  once  constructed,  the  liability  for  the 
killing  of  domestic  animals  shall  not  extend 
to  losses  accruing  in  part  from  contributory 
negligence  of  the  persons  claiming  compen.«a- 
tion  therefor,  or  losses  accruing  from  defects 
in  the  fence  existing  without  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  railway  corporation.  Here 
there  was  a  superseding  overpowering  cause 
that  intervened  between  the  failure  of  duty  to 
fence  and  the  entry  of  the  horses  upon  the 
right  of  way,  which  took  tbe  place  of  the  de- 
fendant's negligence,  so  that  it  cannot  reason- 
ably t>e  saia  that  such  negligence,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part,  produced  the  loss  complained 
of.  In  following  the  chain  of  causation  from 
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the  death  of  the  horses  back,  we  find  it  tied  si 
the  antecedent  end  to  the  condition  created 
by  the  fire.  Over  that  we  cannot  pass  to  reach 
the  neglect  to  fence,  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances, became  a  remote  cause.  Our  duty 
ends  when  we  trace  the  chain  back  to  what 
must  stand  as  the  real  producing  cause,  causa 
proxima,  et  non  remota  speetaiur.  Tbe  rule 
clearly  applies  that  if,  between  an  injury  and 
prior  negligence,  which  might  have  produced 
It  had  the  effect  reached  that  far,  there  were 
a  superseding  cause,  though  not  traceable  to  a 
responsible  sourco.  which,  without  the  opera- 
tion of  the  negligence  contributing,  produced 
tbe  result  complained  of,  the  wrongdoer  is  not 
liable. 

It  follows  necessarily  from  the  preceding, 
that  the  trial  court  erred  in  holding  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  two 
horses  killed  on  the  day  of  the  fire.  There 
was  no  contest  as  to  the  right  to  recover  $860.94 
under  the  third  and  fourth  causes  of  action. 
Judement  in  plaintiff's  favor  should  have  been 
limited  to  that,  and  costs  taxed  according  to 
law.  The  judgment  should  have  been  other- 
wise in  favor  of  the  defendant.  There  is  a 
statement  in  the  motion  papers  indicating  that 
there  was  an  offer  of  judgment  in  the  case 
made  September  21,  1894  We  are  unable  to 
find  anything  in  the  record  indicatine:  tbe  na- 
ture of  that  offer,  so  as  to  determine  how  it 
legally  affects  the  question  of  costs  in  tbe 
lower  court;  therefore  no  directions  in  regard 
to  it  can  be  made.  The  question  of  costs  will 
therefore  be  left  for  such  court  to  determine 
when  the  case  again  reaches  it. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  printed  case 
and  briefs  satisfies  us  that  a  strict  compliance 
with  the  rules  calls  for  much  less  printing 
than  they  contain.  The  case  consists  of  547 
pages,  much  of  which  could  have  been  omitted 
entirely,  and  the  balance  have  been  much  con- 
densed. There  are  four  briefs,  including  a 
reply,  consisting  in  the  agitregate  of  a  little 
less  than  200  pages.  The  rules  require  but 
one  brief,  and  permit,  in  addi  ion,  a  reply. 
Where  there  are  several  counsel  on  the  snme 
side  and  they  deem  the  interests  of  their  client 
to  require  a  division  of  labor,  and  separate 
briefs  to  be  filed,  that  is  permissible;  but  the 
fact  remains  that  only  one  brief  on  a  side  is 
called  for  by  tbe  rules,  though  disbursements 
for  others,  permitted  in  proper  cases,  may  be 
allowed.  The  allowance  ordinarily,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right,  however,  goes  only  for  one  brief 
on  a  side  and  the  permit' ed  reply,  as  it  is  only 
necessarv  printing  that  is  taxable  Rgainst  the 
losing  p'arty,  Paine  v.  TrumbuU,  88  Wis. 
164.  It  is  considered  that  800  pages  would 
have  covered  all  printing  that  was  reasonably 
necessary  on  this  appeal,  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant;  therefore  disbursements  in  this  court 
on  that  account  muist  be  limited  to  that  amount 
of  printing. 

The  judgment  iff  the  Circuit  Court  it  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  ^ith  directions  to 
enter  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for 
$i60.94,  and  in  favor  of  the  defendant  as  to 
the  first  and  second  causes  of  action  in  the 
complaint,  costs  in  the  lower  court  to  be  taxed 
and  allowed  according  to  law;  costs  for  print- 
ing on  this  appeal  to  be  taxed  as  indicated  is 
the  opinion. 
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aiy  of  WAVERLY 

V. 

8.  H.  PAGE  €t  (d.,  Appta. 


( Iowa. 


^The  owner  of  a  eity  lot  will  not  bo  por- 
mittod  to  mi  up  a  natural  defireflsioa 

whiob  has  carried  off  the  surface  water  from  a 
large  section  of  the  city,  altbouffb  it  Is  not  teoh- 
DicaJly  a  watercourse,  if  the  city  has  undertaken 
to  keep  the  outlet  open,  and  its  obAtructlon 
would  be  followed  by  serious  injury  to  the  city 
and  the  people  interested  in  the  territory  drained. 

(April  9, 1808.) 

APPEAL  bj  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  District  Court  for  Bremer  County  en- 
Joining  defendaotH  from  obstructing  an  alleged 
watercourse.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  G.  W.  Ruddick.  for  appellants: 

The  power  of  the  city  to  divert  surface  water 
from  its  usual  course  and  take  It  through 
streets  and  alleys  Is  much  greater  than  in  case 
of  watercourses. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §§  1088-104a 

The  city  by  proper  and  reasonable  grading 
of  streets  and  alleys  can  generally  with  but 
moderate  cost  conduct  surface  water  that 
comes  into  its  limits  to  the  natural  outlet  for 
it,  60  as  to  protect  the  public  interest  and  pri- 
vate rights  alike  from  injury.  The  case  at  bar 
is  one  especially  strong,  calling  for  the  exercise 
of  its  powers  as  to  surface  water,  by  the  city. 

JSo  legal  right  of  any  kind  can  be  claimed 
jure  natures  in  the  flow  of  surface  water;  so 
that  neither  im  retention,  diversion,  or  repul- 
sion is  an  actionable  injury. 

Hoyt  V.  Hudson,  27  Wis.  «56,  9  Am.  Rep. 
475. 

It  would  be  highly  unreasonable  and  mis- 


l^OTR— /T^unetioiif  by  munidpalUies  aifainst  ntii- 
8a7ices  In  waters  and  wcUercounea. 


I.  Jn  general, 
XL  PoOution  and  other  mattere  affecting  hedUh, 

Upon  the  question  of  municipal  control  over 
nuisances  affecting  waters  and  watercourses  as 
aiiffbways  in  general,  see  note  to  Hagerstown  v. 
Witmer  (Md.)89  L.  B.  A.  649, 681. 

As  to  the  freneral  power  of  municipalities  over 
nuisances  in  waters  and  watercourses  in  matters 
•of  health,  safety,  and  personal  comfort,  see  note 
to  Harrington  v.  Providence  (R.  I.)  88  L.  B.  A.  806, 

AS  to  nuisances  by  the  obstruorion  of  navigation, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  thereon,  see  nate  to 
«outh  Carolina  S.  B.  Co.  v.  South  Carolina  R.  Co. 
<S.  C.)  4  L.  R.  A.  SO0. 

The  main  case,  Waverlt  v.  Pagb,  was  decided 
tinder  i  7S6  of  McClain*8  Code  of  Jowa,  which  gives 
«he  city  oouncO  power  over  "all  public  highways, 
bridges,  streets,  alleys,  public  squares,  and  com- 
mons within  the  city.**  and  to  **cause  the  same  to 
tw  kept  open,  and  in  repair,  and  free  from  nui- 
sances.** It  was  shown  that  the  defendant*8  acts 
would  dam  up  the  water  so  as  to  cause  an  overflow 
of  the  city  streets  to  the  great  injury  of  the  numer- 
ous inhabitants.  In  this  respect  it  would  seem  that 
the  defeodant*s  actions  would  oonsttcute  a  nui- 
sance reetrainable  in  equity  by  Injunction. 

I.  IngeneraL 

Without  attempting  to  exhaust  the  authorities 
vpon  the  question  it  may  be  stated  that  as  a  gen- 
•eral  rule  obstructions  to  navigation  are  public 
nuisances,  remedied  at  common  law  by  indictment, 
or  in  equity  by  an  information  filed  by  the  attor- 
ney general.  Allen  v.  Monmouth  County  Chosen 
Freeholdera,  18  N.  J.  Bq.  68,  7& 

In  a  case  where  the  commissioners  at  the  instance 
■of  the  attorney  general  sought  to  restrain  the 
building  of  a  dam  across  a  river  so  as  to  obstruct 
the  same.  It  was  said  that  structures  that  interfere 
with  the  common  right  of  navigation  are  a  nul- 
'Sance  at  common  law,  and  the  legislature  has  a 
right  to  make  reasonable  restraints  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public, and  enforce  them  by  reasonable 
fienalttes.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Woods,  108  Mass.  486,  11 
A.m.  Bep  880. 

So.  in  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  Canal  Co.  IS 
Fet.  91.  9  L.  ed.  1012,  wherein  equitoble  relief  by 
way  of  injunction  at  the  Instance  of  the  city  was 
•denied  upon  the  ground  of  want  of  authority  in 
<he  town.  It  was  held  that  the  Potomac  river  was  a 
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navigable  stream,  or  part  of  the  iua  publicum,  and 
any  obstruction  to  its  navigation  would,  upon  the 
most  eatablisbed  principles,  be  a  public  nuisance. 

If  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  are  doubtful,  equity 
will  not  grant  an  injunction  before  the  case  is  set- 
tled at  law,  although  where  the  right  is  dear  and 
the  injury  irreparable,  it  will  grant  the  relief 
sought  before  the  right  is  established  at  law.  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Hunter,  16  N.  C.  (I  Dev.  Eq.)  12.  In  this 
case  injunction  was  sought  by  the  attorney  gen- 
eral upon  the  relation  of  the  oitlxens  of  Baleigh  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  so  using  his  mill  dam 
as  to  be  injurious  to  the  health  of  the  town,  and 
the  injunction  was  made  perpetual,  although  the 
defendant  was  prosecuted  for  the  same  offense. 
The  facts  showed  that  there  had  been  a  mistrial, 
and  the  indictment  was  still  pending. 

So.  the  extension  of  a  wharf  so  as  to  occupy  8 
feet  out  of  a  breadth  of  akwutOO  feet  of  a  river 
valuable  for  navigation  purposes,  and  the  throw- 
ing of  tiles  into  the  bed  of  the  same,  is  an  obstruc- 
tion thereof,  and  a  nuisance  restraioable  by  the 
municipal  authorities  under  the  powers  vested  in 
them  by  statute.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Terry,  L.  B.  9  Chi 
4:88,  aO  L.  T.  N.  S.  21S. »  Week.  Bep.  306. 

Tn  People  v.  Gold  Bun  Ditch  &  Mln.  Co.  66  CaU 
188,  56  Am.  Rep.  (<0,  wherein  it  was  sought  to  re- 
stram  a  nuisance  dangerous  to  habitation  and  the 
cultivation  of  land  in  cities,  towns,  and  vi]lage8,and 
impairing  navigation,  it  is  stated  that  the  remedy 
to  prevent  the  erection  of  a  purpresture  and  nui- 
sance in  a  bay  or  navigable  river  is  by  Injunction 
at  the  suit  of  the  people  by  their  attorney  general, 
for  the  reason  that  the  people  of  the  state  are  in- 
terested in  the  question,  and  have  the  right  to  use 
all  bays  and  navigable  rivers  within  the  state,  and 
the  attorney  general  may  therefore  maintain  an 
action  in  the  name  of  the  people  to  prevent  the 
obstruction  of  a  public  highway,  which  all  the 
people  have  a  right  to  travel,  because  all  of  them 
have  an  interest  in  such  highway. 

So,  the  fact  that  a  power  exists  to  compel  the 
removal  of  an  obstruction  in  a  navigable  stream 
after  it  has  been  created,  does  not  prevent  an  ap- 
plication to  the  court  to  prohibit  the  erection  of 
such  obstruction  before  it  is  completed.  People 
V.  Vanderbilt,  88  Barb.  28S,  293.  In  this  case  action 
was  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  erecting  a  pier  in  New  York 
harbor,  so  as  to  obstruct  or  interfere  with  the  use 
and  enjoyment  thereof  for  the  purposes  of  com- 
merce and  navigation,  thereby  creating  an  en- 
croachment and  a  nuisance,  but  it  does  not  show 
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chievous  to  attach  the  legal  qualities  of 
watercourses  to  ravines  and  hollows  thus  serv- 
ing as  conduits  for  mere  occasional  accumula- 
tions of  surface  water;  and  especially  would  it 
he  so  within  the  limits  of  large  towns,  cities, 
and  villages,  where  the  population  is  dense 
and  the  quantity  of  land  owned  or  occupied 
by  each  individual  or  family  very  small.  Id 
such  cases  the  universal  understanding  and 
practice  are  that  owners  of  lots  may  fill  them 
up  or  change  their  natural  surface  to  suit  their 
own  tastes  or  convenience,  and  so  as  to  obstruct 
or  repel  the  surface  water  coming  from  the 
lots  of  others,  without  liability  for  injury. 

Beniz  V.  Armntrong,  8  Watts  &  S.  40.  42  Am. 
Dec.  265;  Linngaton  v.  McDonald,  21  Iowa, 
171.  89  Am.  Dec.  563;  Qibbs  v.  Williams,  25 
Kan.  214,  37  Am  Kep.  241. 

Suppose  the  plain ti£f  constructed  ditches 
along  the  streets  and  alleys  north  of  defend- 
ant's lots,  so  as  to  carry  this  surface  water  to 


the  river  alouff  those  streets.  Could  the  de- 
fendants enjoin  such  diversion  of  the  water 
from  their  lots?  That  will  hardly  be  claimeck 
to  be  the  law.  If  this  is  a  watercourse,  theo' 
defendants  have  property  right  in  the  flow  of 
the  water  that  cannot  be  taken  away. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  nearly  all  of  the  indica- 
tions of  a  watercourse  are  lacking. 

Howard  v.  IngeraoU,  18  How.  427,  14  L.  ed^ 
209;  Hinkh  v.  Atery,  88  Iowa,  62;  Qibbs  ▼. 
WUliams,  25  Ean.  814,  87  Am .  Rep.  241.  See 
BowUby  V.  Sfpeer,  81  N.  J.  L.  851;  Barnes  v. 
Sabron,  10  Nev.  217;  Parks  v.  Neuiburyport^ 
10  Gray,  28;  Dickinson  v.  Worcester,  7  Allen, 
19;  Bates  v.  Smith,  100  Mass.  181;  Borclisenium 
V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  d  0.  R.  Co.  96  Wis.  448. 

Messrs.  A,  M.  i  Potter  and  Gibson  &. 
Dawson,  for  appellee: 

A  well-defined  and  natural  course,  through« 
which  surface  water  flows,  is  a  watercourse. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  946,  and  note; 


that  It  was  at  tbe  instaooe  of  tlie  city  of  New  York, 
altbouffh  the  derendant  sought  to  justify  bis  acts 
under  authority  derived  from  the  city  authorities. 

In  case  of  a  grant  or  license  to  erect  a  dam,  pier, 
dock,  or  wharf,  or  other  obstruotloa  lo  a  navigable 
stream,  the  erection  cannot  be  held  a  nuisance, 
without  proof  of  tbe  fact  that  the  public  damage 
and  injury  resulting  from  tbe  obstruction  greatly 
exceed  the  public  benefits  of  tbe  erection,  and  per- 
haps not  even  upon  proof  of  an  entire  destruction 
of  tbe  jux  publicum;  but  any  obstruction  placed  In 
a  public  highway  without  right,  a  navigable  river 
standing  upon  the  same  footing,  will  be  a  nui- 
sance, and  the  courts  will  not  Inquire  whether  tbe 
advantage  arising  from  the  act  complained  of  will 
compensate  for  all  the  injury  and  inconvenience 
which  the  public  will  suffer  from  it  People  v. 
Vanderbilt,  88  Barb.  2H6.  287. 

In  that  case  tbe  court  upheld  tbe  general  rule 
that,  among  other  remedies  for  nuisances  in  the 
obstruction  of  public  navigation,  courts  of  equity 
will  grant  an  injunction  to  prevent  a  threatened 
or  attempted  obstruction. 

Equity  has  Jurisdiction  to  restrain  anypurpres- 
ture,  or  unauthorized  appropriation  of  the  public 
property  to  private  uses,  which  may  amount  to  a 
public  nuisance,  or  may  injuriously  affect  or  en- 
danger the  public  interests;  and  where  public  offi- 
cers, intrusted  with  the  protection  of  such  public 
Interests,  acting  under  tbe  sanction  of  t^eir  official 
oaths,  believe  the  intended  encroachment  will 
prove  injurious  to  the  navigation  of  canals,  private 
persons  sbouid  not  be  permitted  to  interfere  with 
the  waters  or  embankments  of  the  canals  con. 
trary  to  law,  upon  a  mere  opinion,  although  under 
the  sanction  of  an  OHth,  that  the  intended  trespass 
upon  the  public  rights  would  not  be  an  injury  to 
the  public,  iktiy.  Gen.  v.  Cohoes  Ck>.  6  Paige,  138, 
185,  29  Am.  Bee  765.  In  this  case  the  suit  was 
brought  upon  Information  sworn  to  by  tbe  canal 
superintendent  in  tbe  town  or  city  intrusted  with 
the  protection  of  the  public  interest  therein. 

As  showing  the  extent  of  tbe  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  this  kind  of  nuisance,  it  was  said  in  Peo- 
ple V.  St.  Louis,  10  [11.  851,  374,  875,  48  Am.  Dec.  339, 
wherein  tbe  people  sought  to  restrain  tbe  obstruc- 
tion of  the  Mississippi  river  as  a  public  nuisance, 
that  the  chancellor  has  no  discretion  to  refuse  the 
injunction,  but  was  bound  to  grant  it.  asanui- 
aance  could  never  be  abated,  and  the  public  rights 
to  that  channel  could  never  afterwards  be  enjoyed, 
as  the  nuisance  there  threatened  was  of  a  perma- 
nent character,  and  the  court  acting  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  any  act  of  the  character  Indicated  In 
that  action,  by  which  the  public  might  be  put  to 
great  expense  and  exposed  to  much  injury,  was  re- 
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stralnable  by  injunction.  While  the  above 
does  not  expressly  decide  the  question  of  municipal, 
power  in  such  cases,  yet  It  cites  and  relies  upon 
cases  wherein  the  courts  have  upheld  tbe  power 
of  a  municipality  to  abate  nuisances. 

Yet  a  wharf  is  not  of  itself  necessarily  such  a. 
nuisance  that  equity  will  enjoin  Its  erection,  and) 
it  does  not  import,  per  ^e,  irreparable  mischief*^ 
Laugblln  y.  Lamasoo  City,  6  Ind.  228,  227,  whereii^ 
tbe  court  refused  the  city  relief  as  the  wharf  was- 
not  a  nuisance  per  se,  and  damages  would  afforA 
Just  compensation. 

8o,  tbe  injury  to  flow  from  a  wharf  does  not 
readily  appear,  at  least  it  is  not  of  that  perma- 
nent Injurious  character  contemplated  by  tbe  au- 
tborities,  and  may,  in  many  cases,  be  compensatedt 
by  damages  which  will  check  its  continuance  in  ai» 
injurious  form.  Laugblln  v.  Lamasoo  City,  6  Ind. 
228,  227. 

In  Fresno  v.  Fresno  Canal  Irrig.  Go.  96  Gal.  179- 
184,  the  city  brought  action  to  obtain  a  decree  abat- 
ing as  a  nuisance  tbe  defendant's  ditch  or  canal> 
which  ran  through  certain  parts  of  the  city.  Tha- 
court  held  that,  if  tbe  nuisance  consisted  merely 
in  the  manner  and  form  in  which  the  canal  wa» 
conducted  and  managed,  it  was  a  nuisance  whicl^ 
could  be  remedied  without  a  total  destruction  at 
the  property,  and  that  therefore  the  oompany- 
should  be  enjoined  from  conducting  the  canal  io* 
such  a  manner  as  to  make  it  a  nuisance,  but  that  a. 
total  destruction  of  tbe  property  could  not  be  de- 
creed. 

In  Atty.  Glen.  v.  Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct  Corp^ 
183  Mass.  301,  868,  the  defendant  bad  sunk  wells  for- 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  supply  of  water,  and^ 
its  acts  in  so  doing  were  ultra  vires  and  Illegal,  an<^ 
not  only  impaired  tbe  rights  of  the  public  in  the- 
use  of  one  of  the  great  ponds  of  the  common- 
wealth,  which  belonged  to  the  public  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fishing  and  boating,  but  also  created  a. 
nuisance  by  lowering  the  pond  and  exposing  upon 
its  shores  slime,  mud,  and  offensive  vegetation,  very 
detrimental  to  the  public  health,  and  the  court  re- 
strained sucb  action.  In  this  case  tbe  court  looked 
upon  the  information  filed  by  the  attorney  gen-^ 
eralas  the  appropriate  remedy,  although  it  does> 
not  appear  that  the  same  was  taken  on  behalf  or 
tbe  city,  yet  the  public  health  of  tbe  same  was  af- 
fected by  the  nuisance. 

Mass.  Stat.  1866,  chap.  149,  creates  a  board  of  har- 
bor commissioners,  and  confers  upon  them  the- 
general  care  and  supervision  of  the  harbors  anifr 
tide  waters,  and  the  flats  and  lands  flowed  by  suck» 
waters.  By  6  5  all  erections  and  works  made  witb^ 
out  authority  from  tbe  legislature,  or  in  any  mai»- 
ner  not  sanctioned  by  the  oommissioners,  when 
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Washb.  Easem.  p.  809;  Angell,  Watercourses, 
^  4;  Whartoa  y.  Stevens,  84  Iowa,  107,  15  L. 
R  A.  630. 

Where  surface  water  habitually  flows  off 
over  a  fixed  and  determiDate  course  haviug 
reasonable  limits  as  to  width  so  as  to  be  uoi- 
f or  inly  discharged  at  a  definite  point,  though 
without  having  worn  out  a  channel  having 
definite  and  well-marked  banks,  the  line  of 
flow  is  a  watercourse. 

Lambert  v.  Alcorn,  144  IlL  818,  21  L.  R.  A. 
611. 

Where  surface  water  has  a  fixed  and  certain 
course  as  a  swale,  though  it  may  be  narrow  or 
broad,  its  flow  cannot  be  interrupted  to  the 
injury  of  an  adjoining  proprietor. 

Wharton  v.  JSieoens,  84  Iowa,  107, 15  L.  R. 
A.  630. 

Where  a  stream  flowing  between  well-de- 
fined banks  reaches  level  ground  and  spreads 
itself  out  over  a  wide  space  without  cutting 


for  itself  a  channel,  and  then  narrows  and 
flows  again  in  a  defined  channel  which  con- 
veys the  water  into  a  river,  it  does  not  cease  at 
any  point  of  its  course  to  Y)e  a  watercourse. 

24  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  899;  Washb. 
Easem.  p.  808. 

The  rule  of  either  the  common  law  or  the 
civil  law  does  not  control  in  this  state  as  to 
surface  water. 

Willitts  V.  Chicago,  B.  dh  K.  C.  B.  Co,  88 
Iowa,  284,  21  L.  R  A.  608;  ISarl  v.  De  Hart 
12  J>J.  J.  Eq.  283.  72  Am.  Dec.  895;  Umbert  vl 
Alcorn,  144  111.  813,  21  L.  R  A.  611. 

Robinson*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  is  a  city  of  the  second  class» 
organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  thia 
state.  It  includes  territory  on  both  sides  of 
the  Cedar  river,  and  is  intersected  from  east  to 
west  by  an   important  street,  known  as  'Bre- 


tbeir  direction  to  required,  witbin  tide  waters 
flowlDfr  into  or  through  any  harbor,  are  consid- 
eccKl  public  nuisances,  and  liable  to  Indlctmeot  as 
suob.  Power  Is  also  sri  ven  to  the  oommlssloners  to 
order  suits  on  behalf  of  the  oommon wealth  to  pre- 
vent,  or  stop,  by  injunction  or  otherwise,  any  such 
erection  or  other  nuisanoe  in  such  waters,  and 
the  attorney  general  and  district  attorney  are  di- 
rected to  commence  such  suits. 

In  Atty.  Qen.  v.  Woods,  108  Mass.  4BB,  informa- 
tion was  filed  at  the  instaooe  of  the  harbor  com- 
missioners to  restrain  the  building  of  a  dam  across 
a  river,  and  it  was  contended  by  tbe  defendant  that 
no  remedy  in  equity  existed,  as  there  was  a  full, 
adequate,  and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  that 
the  injunction  should  not  therefore  Issue  unless  it 
appeared  that  Irreparable  injury  was  to  be  pre- 
vented. Tbe  court  held  that  the  statute  gave  spe- 
cial remedies,  and  designated  the  cases  to  which 
they  should  be  applied,  and  that  the  remedy  by 
injunction  was  cumulative,  and  the  purpose  of  the 
statute  was  not  only  to  punish  all  encroachments 
upon  that  portion  of  tbe  public  domain,  but  also 
to  furnish  means  for  their  prevention  and  removal* 
and  therefore  the  obstruction  in  the  navigation  of 
the  river  by  means  of  the  dam,  being  such  as  to 
create  a  nuisance  of  a  serious  character  within  the 
tidal  waters,  the  court  directed  tbe  injunction. 

8o,  relleC  was  granted  In  Thompson  v.  Paterson  & 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  9  N.  J.  Eq.  6998,  on  behalf  of  certain 
named  parties  and  other  inhabitants  of  a  township, 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  position  in  which  the 
defendants  intended  to  erect  the  piers  and  draw  of 
a  proposed  permanent  railroad  bridge  on  a  line  of 
increasing  travel  was  not  one  which  would  do  tbe 
least  possible  injury  to  navigation.  The  evidence 
showed  thatthe  defendant's  draws  were  tobe  placed 
in  an  unusual  and  unnatural  position,  and  that  wit- 
nesses, who  were  best  able  to  form  an  opinion,  had 
testified  as  to  the  effect  of  such  proposed  erection. 
Tbe  con  rt  granted  a  temporary  Injunction  restrain- 
ing the  defendants  from  erecting  such  piers  and 
draws  In  the  proposed  position,  until  such  time  as 
tbe  proper  position  for  their  erection  could  be  de- 
termined. 

Where  tbe  aiBdavit  showed  that  the  deposits  of 
mash  Impeded  the  free  use  of  the  river  for  pur- 
poses of  navigation  by  diminishing  tbe  depth  of  the 
water  so  that  y^^ssHs  of  a  size  that  were  accus- 
tomed to  navigate  that  portion  of  the  river  could 
no  longer  do  so,  and  a  continuance  of  such  deposit 
diminished  the  depth  of  the  water  and  also  the 
else  of  the  vessels  capable  of  navigating,  so  much 
0o  that  In  time  not  even  a  row  boat  could  navlirate 
It,— it  was  held  that  suob  a  deposit  made  without 
ftutbority  was  a  public  nuisance  restrainable  by  in- 
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Junction  at  the  instance  of  tbe  municipal  author!- 
ties.  New  York  v.  Baumberger,  7  Bobt.  219, 
2S0. 

And  where  a  pier  In  course  of  erection  extended 
far  outside  of  the  bulk4iead  line  as  established, 
and  at  its  southeasterly  corner  and  on  a  line 
with  tbe  end  of  the  pier  an  arm  was  constructed 
and  extended  some  distance  for  greater  conven- 
ience in  securing  boats  running  to  and  from  tbe 
landing,  and  this  pier  subsequently  became  the 
property  of  a  railroad  company,  and  later  the  de- 
fendant oompeny  acquired  a  title  to  more  land 
covered  by  tbe  original  grant  and  commenced  the 
erection  of  a  pier  immediately  adjoining  the  pier 
of  the  railroad  company  without  leaving  any  In- 
tervening water  space,  and  extended  tbe  same  far 
beyond  into  tbe  waters  of  the  bay  and  outside  of 
tbe  bulk-bead  line  established  by  N.  r.  act  1857.  and 
at  the  end  of  such  structure,  and  outside  of  the 
bulk-head  line  and  the  line  of  the  orlgioul  grant« 
they  erected  a  club  bouse  which  was  connected 
with  the  pier  proper  by  a  trestle  bridge,  which 
structure  was  nearly  completed,— it  was  held  that 
an  action  was  properly  brought  to  enjoin  tbe  com- 
pletion of  the  structure,  and  compel  its  removal, 
as  such  erection  was  a  clear  violation  of  the  act  of 
1867,  which  prohibited  tbe  erection  of  piers  with- 
out leaving  an  intervening  space  of  100  feet.  Peo- 
ple V.  New  York  A  8.  I.  Ferrv  Co.  68  N.  Y.  71,  80, 
Affirming,  7  Hun,  105.  In  this  case,  as  in  People  v. 
Yanderbilt,  88  Barb.  286,  287.  tbe  attorney  general 
sued  in  the  name  of  the  people. 

In  New  York  v.  Cunard  8.  8.  Co.  61  Hun,  846,  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  city  to  secure  tbe  removal 
of  a  shed  erected  upon  piles  and  used  as  a  ware- 
house for  goods  shipped  upon  steamers  upon  the 
side  of  a  new  pier  extending  some  distance  irom  a 
certain  street  into  tbe  Hudson  river,  with  one  end 
upon  a  new  bulk-head  Ime  forming  a  westerly  line 
of  the  street,  260  feet  west  of  tbe  easterly  line  of 
tbe  street^  tbe  shed  extending  50  feet  westerly  from 
tbe  bulk-head  along  tbe  pier,  and  in  a  northerly 
direction  about  90  feet,  occupying  one  half  of  a 
certain  space  between  certain  piers.  Tbe  right  to 
maintain  the  shed  was  derived  under  tbe  resoiu- 
tlon  of  tbe  dock  department  of  the  city  of  New 
York.  Tbe  court  upbeld  the  action  of  the  munici- 
pal authorities,  restrained  tbe  maintenance  of  sucb 
shed,  and  ordered  it  to  k>e  removed,  the  resolution 
of  tbe  dock  commissioners  giving  no  power  to  erect 
tbe  shed,  which  was  unauthorized  and  contrary  to 
the  New  York  Laws  of  1871,  chap.  574, 1 6. 

So,  in  Dayton  v.  Robert8,l  Ohio  Deo.  885,  tbe  court 
granted  an  injunction  at  the  instance  of  the  cor. 
porate  authorities  to  prevent  the  making  of  a  fill 
in  a  certain  river,  thereby  injuring  levees  owned 
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mer  Avenue."  Tbrouph  tbe  central  porUon 
of  that  pan  of  the  lerriiory  west  of  the  river 
extends  a  watercourse  known  as  "Dry  Run." 
It  crosses  Bremer  avenue  near,  aud  east  of, 
Aspen  street,  which  extends  from  north  to 
south,  intersecting  the  avenue.  Tbe  run  has 
two  branches,  which  drain  about  1,500  acres 
of  land,  and  unite  within  the  city  liDiitB  at  a 
considerable  distance  northwest  of  the  cross- 
ing at  the  avenue.  Penn  street  is  parallel  to, 
and  about  140  rods  north  of,  it;  and  between 
the  two,  extending  from  east  to  west,  are  five 
other  streets.  The  run  crosses  Penn  street, 
and  the  distance  from  that  crossing  along  the 
run  to  the  r\ver  into  which  it  empties  is  866 
rods,  and  the  fall  is  about  24  feet.  The  gen- 
eral course  of  the  run  from  Penn  street  to  the 
river,  although  irregular,  is  southward  near 
Aspen  street  to  the  avenue:  thence  in  a  south- 
ea.«iicTly  direction  to  the  river.  From  Penn 
street  southward  for  a  distance  of  43  rods  the 
watercourse  is  discernible,  but  does  not  have 
well  defined  banks.  The  banks  are  more 
prominent  further  south,  and  from  a  point  42 


rods  north  of  tbe  arenue  to  the  avenue  are  rea- 
sonably well  defined,  although  not  sufficiently 
abrupt  to  prevent  the  cultivation  of  the 
ground  b;^  ordinary  methods,  and  the  running 
of  a  mowing  machine  over  it.  One  half  of 
the  bed  of  the  run  from  the  avenue  to  Penn 
street  has  been  cultivated,  and  the  larger  part 
of  that  which  has  not  been  cultivated  is  cov- 
ered with  sod.  The  banks  south  of  the  avenue 
are  well  defined,  and  gradually  increase  in 
height  towards  the  river.  The  watercourse  for 
a  distance  of  50  rods  from  the  river  is  from  8 
to  10  rods  wide,  and  its  banks  are  from  10  to 
15  feet  in  height.  The  defendants  own  several 
lots  at  the  intersection  of  the  avenue  and  Aspen 
street,  which  are  bounded  on  the  south  by  the 
avenue,  and  on  the  west  by  Aspen  street,  and 
over  which  the  watercourse  extends.  The 
lots  are  110  feet  wide  from  the  east  to  west, 
and  lb2  feet  long;  and  the  defendants  have 
commenced  to  raise  their  surface  about  2^ 
feet,in  order  to  erect  thereon  a  dwelling  house, 
and,  if  permitted  to  do  so,  will  fill  the  water- 
course.   The  effect  of  that  would  be  to  dam 


by  such  corporation,  and  interfering  with  the 
Dattiral  flow  of  water  In  tbe  stream. 

AiTHln,  in  Frankford  v.  Lenai«r,  2  Phila.  403,  408, 
409.  an  Injunction  was  flrraoted,  at  the  lostance  of 
tbe  borouffb  authorities,  to  cnjom  the  defendants 
from  erecting  a  wharf  encroaching  upon  tbe 
channel  of  a  certain  creek  as  a  nuisance,  althougrh 
the  defendants  bad  a  license  from  the  port  war- 
dens, as  tbe  wharf  in  question  extended  into  tbe 
l)cd  uf  the  river  below  low-water  mark,  and  was 
clearly  a  purpreature,  an  enorottchmeot,  and  in- 
trusion on  the  soil  belonerlng  to  the  state;  or  an  ef- 
fort to  appropriate  to  defendant's  individual  ad- 
▼antafce  a  benefit  common  to  tbe  entire  commuo* 
Ity,  which,  as  a  nuisance,  the  wardens  had  no 
power  to  license. 

And  in  Kavenswood  v.  Fleming,  2SW.  Va.  62, 
46  Am.  Uep.  48S.  an  injunction  was  flrranted,  at  the 
instance  of  the  city  authorities,  enjoining-  the  de- 
fendant from  erecting  a  wharf  opposite  to  bis  lot 
without  the  consent  of  the  corporate  authoritlea, 
as  the  only  remedy  which  would  give  full  and  ad- 
equate relief  in  such  case. 

Where  tbe  bill  seeking  to  restrain  the  construc- 
tion of  a  runway  as  a  public  nuisance  shows  a 
prima  fade  case,  not  only  of  tbe  right  of  tbe  city 
to  bring  tbe  suit,  but  also  for  granting  the  relief 
sought,'  a  demurrer  to  such  bill  should  be  over- 
ruled, and  the  defendant  should  answer  tbe  bill 
distinctly  averring  what  be  proposes  to  do,  espe- 
cially when  tbe  averment  is  accompanied  by  a  gen- 
eral charge  or  statement  that  tbe  driving  of  the 
piles  in  the  bed  of  tbe  river,  and  the  construction 
of  the  runway,  will  not  only  cause  a  diversion  of 
the  river  from  its  natural  course,  but  will  throw  it 
off  Its  natural  location  from  along  the  river  bank 
to  the  proposed  runway,  and  create  in  front  of  the 
city's  wharf  a  deposit  of  mud  and  sediment  suf- 
ficient to  render  it  impossible  for  boats  and  ves- 
sels engaged  in  navigation  to  approach  or  land  at 
such  wharf,  as  such  allegation  is  sufficiently  cer- 
tain, though  a  general  statement  of  the  essential 
ultimate  facts  upon  which  the  complainant  city 
rests  its  right;  and  in  such  a  case  it  Is  not  necessary 
to  aver  all  the  minute  circumstances  which  may 
be  proved  in  support  of  such  general  statement. 
St.  Louie  V.  Knapp  Co.  104  TJ.  a  668,  600,  26  L.  ed. 
888. 

In  tbe  following  cases,  however,  the  court  re- 
fused the  relief  sought: 

Where  the  city  authorities  sought  to  restrain  tbe 
usi>  of  property  for  any  other  purpose  than  a 
whurt,  by  tbe  erection  of  buildings  extending  mto 
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a  navigable  stream,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
space  so  covered  might  be  needed  in  the  cotistruo- 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  bridge,  that 
without  such  space  It  would  become  necessary,  ic 
order  to  alTord  proper  means  of  communication, 
to  impede  and  interfere  with  the  navigation  of  the 
river,  it  was  held  that,  as  there  was  no  specific 
prayer  that  the  encroachment  upon  the  street  might 
be  abated  as  a  nuisance,  or  any  argument  showing 
that,  under  tbe  general  prayer,  such  abatement 
might  be  decreed,  the  court  dismissed  the  bill  and 
refused  to  consider  that  question.  Chicago  v. 
Beed,  27  111.  App.  482,  486, 486. 

So,  where  a  wharf  encroached  in  some  measure 
upon  the  public  thoroughfare  and  river,  although 
it  was  not  very  protmble  that  it  would  interfere 
with  or  Incommode  tbe  public  but  such  wharf  was 
not  a  nuisance  in  itself,  or  likely  to  become  so,  and 
the  injuries  feared  as  impending  were  according 
to  the  affidavits  In  support  more  fanciful  than  real, 
ic  was  held  to  be  a  case  in  which  equity  would  re- 
fuse to  act  without  an  adjudication  at  law. 
Laugblin  v.  Lamasco  City,  0  Ind.  228, 227. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  New  Jersey  R.  ^  Transp.  Co.  8 
N.  J.  Eq.  186,  Information  was  filed  by  tbe  attorney 
general,  at  tbe  relation  of  certain  named  purtiea. 
for  and  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  thereat  of  the 
property  owners  in  the  town,  to  compel  the  abate- 
ment of  the  erection  of  a  railroad  bridge  acrosa  a 
river  as  a  public  nuisance.  The  court  denied  tbe 
injunction,  upon  tbe  ground  that  the  relator's 
proper  course  was  to  proceed  by  indictment  at 
common  law,  as  the  fact  whether  it  was  a  nuisance 
or  not  was  proper  to  be  tried  by  a  Jury  whether 
the  proceedings  were  in  that  court  or  elsewhere, 
the  court  of  law  being  a  more  appropriate  tri. 
bunai  for  all  matters  of  that  character. 

So,  the  court  refused  an  injunction  in  State, 
Board  of  Health,  v.  Bergen  County  Chosen  Free- 
holders, 46  N.  J.  Eq.  178,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
nuisance  was  not  sufficiently  shown  to  t>e  a  public, 
as  distinguished  from  a  private,  one,  the  mere 
fact  that  such  nuisance  had  a  tendency  in  that  di- 
rection not  being  sufficient  to  Justify  the  court  in 
granting  such  relief.  In  this  case  tbe  nuisance 
complained  of  was  the  use  of  the  river  as  a  sewer, 
thereby  rendering  its  water  foul,  noxious,  and 
hazardous  to  public  health. 

Again,  relief  was  refused  in  People y.  Horton,  64 
N.r.  610,  Affirming  6  Uun.  616,  where  tbe  injunction 
was  sought  at  the  instance  of  the  state  to  restrain 
the  defendants  floating  an  elevator  upon  the  shir 
canal  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  grain  f re  m 
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water  which,  if  uDobstructed,  would  flow  over 
the  bed  of  the  run,  and  turn  it  onto  lots  and 
streets  in  the  Ticinity;  and,  if  the  street  and 
other  lots  were  so  sraded  as  to  prevent  that 
effect,  a  dam  would  he  formed,  which  in  times 
of  high  water  would  cause  the  overflow  of  a 
large  portion  of  the  city  north  of  the  avenue, 
to  the  great  injury  of  the  numerous  inhabit- 
ants of  that  territory. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  Dry  run  is  a 
watercourse,  of  which  it  has  control,  and 
which  it  has  controlled  for  many  years;  that 
the  watercourse  should  have  been  keptopen,for 
the  purpose  of  draining  the  territory  through 
which  it  extends;  and  that,  should  it  be  ob- 
structed permanently,  great  and  irreparable 
Injury  would  result  to  the  city,  as  well  as  to 
its  inhabitants.  The  defendants  admit  that 
there  is  a  slight  depression  in  that  part  of  the 
city  designated  as  *'Dry  Run,"  but  deny  that 
it  ever  had  any  defined  channel  or  banks  as  a 
watercourse,  or  that  any  water  ever  flows 
through  it,  excepting  the  surface  water  from 
unusual  rainfal]8,or  other  extraordinary  causes, 


and  that  in  such  cases  the  flow  is  for  but  a  few 
hours  at  a  time;  and  they  insist  that  they  have 
a  right  to  fill  the  depression  in  their  lots  in 
the  manner  described.  They  contend  ihat  the 
water  which  would  fiow  north  of  the  avenue 
could  readily  be  turned  along  the  streets  and 
alleys  eastward  into  the  river,  and  that  it  is 
the  right  and  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  make 
provision  for  disposing  of  water  from  the  ter- 
ritory specified  in  that  manner.  There  is  not 
a  constant  flow  of  water  through  the  water- 
course in  question.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
dry,  except  in  case  of  melting  snow  or  of  un- 
usually heavy  rainfall;  and  on  such  occasions 
water  flows  into  it  but  a  few  days  at  a  time. 
It  sometimes  happens  that  when  an  exception- 
ally large  quantity  of  water  has  fallen  the 
watercourse  is  not  sufficiently  large  to  carry 
off  to  the  river  the  water  as  fast  as  it  accu- 
mulates, and  that  lots  and  streets  in  its  vi- 
cinity are  overflowed.  The  plaintiff  has  for 
many  years  assumed  control  of  the  run.  It 
has  proVided  artificial  channels  at  some  places, 
and  has  erected  numerous  bridges  over  it.  at 


Tessels  upoa  the  lakes  to  the  canal  boats.  In  tbis 
case,  however,  ft  does  not  appear  that  the  munlol- 
palltles  to  any  way  participated  In  the  proceedmys. 

Again,  a  mill  dam,  which,  if  a  nuisance  at  all« 
has  tieoome  so  br  the  gradual  growth  of  a  city 
around  it,  wili  not  be  abated  in  equity  at  the  In- 
Btance  of  the  public  authorities  as  a  nuisance, 
where  the  fact  that  It  la  a  ouisaoce  has  not  been 
eetabilshed  at  law.  New  GasCie  v.  iianey,  180  Pa. 
54A.{i6l,«L.R.  A.737. 

In  that  case  the  city  sought  |yy  bill  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  and  almte  as  a  nuisance  the  defendant's 
dam  across  a  certaia  creek  within  the  limits  of 
the  city  which  had  t)een  in  ezlsteooe  for  over  fifty 
years,  and  had  been  used  for  milling  and  manu- 
facturing purposea,  but  the  dam  in  question  was 
not  proved  to  be  a  nnltanoe  per  as.  The  court  re- 
fused the  relief  as,  if  it  was  a  nuisance  at  all.  It  had 
become  so  only  by  the  gradual  growth  of  the  city 
around  it,  and  by  the  emptying  of  the  cesspools 
into  it. 

In  Soranton  City  v.  Scranton  Steel  Co.  IM  Pa.  171, 
the  city  filed  a  bill  In  equity  to  restrain  encroach* 
menta  on,  and  to  remove  material  deposited  In,  the 
channel  of  the  river,  thereby  partially  filling  up  the 
channel,  greatly  narrowing  it,  causing  the  water* 
even  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  rise  of  the  river, 
to  back  up  and  overflow  its  banks  and  flood  the 
streets  of  the  dty,  thereby  greatly  damaging  and 
rajuring  public  and  private  property,  and  endan- 
gering the  safety  of  the  people  residing  near  the 
river  for  a  considerable  distance  above  the  works. 
It  was  alleged  that  if  such  encroachments  were  al- 
lowed, the  channel  would  not  be  sufficient  to  carry 
oir  the  water  naturally  flowing  therein,  and  great 
and  irreparable  Injury  would  be  done  to  public  and 
private  property.  The  court  refused  the  injunction 
as  the  evidence  that  the  filling  in  done  by  the  de* 
fendant  caused  injury  to  the  streets  was  very 
jUght  and  unsatisfactory,  the  preponderance  of 
testimony  showing  that,  instead  of  tending  to 
throw  the  water  upon  the  streets,  it  tended  to  keep 
it  off.  and  that  the  real  damage  was  caused,  with  a 
reasonable  degree  of  certainty,  by  the  erection  of 
piers  by  a  railroad  company. 

In  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  Oanal  Co.  12  Pet. 
m,  99, 9L.  ed.  1012, 1015,  a  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of 
the  city  and  the  citiaens  at  large,  to  restrain  the 
defendants  from  constructing  an  aqueduct  over 
the  Potomac  river  within  the  corporate  limits  im* 
mediately  above  and  west  of  the  principal  public 
and  private  wharves  of  the  town.  It  was  alleged 
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that  the  river  was  a  public  navigable  highway,  the 
free  use  of  which  was  secured  to  the  people  reside 
ing  on  Its  borders,  or  interested  in  Its  navigation; 
that  the  town  derived  its  chief  support  and  pros- 
perity from  the  trade  of  the  river,  and  that  larg» 
sums  of  money  had  been  expended  at  the  wharf  of 
the  town,  deepening  the  water,  etc.:  that  the  de- 
fendants had  constructed  a  massive  stone  pier,  and: 
were  about  to  constiuct  others;  that  by  the  use  of 
clay  and  earth  thrown  in  to  close  up  certain  darns*, 
used  by  the  defendant  In  the  construction  of  the- 
piers,  the  harbor  was  injured  and  the  depth  of  the 
water  diminished,  and  serious  future  injury  was 
apprehended  from  the  cauees.  The  court  denied 
the  relief  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  shown 
that  the  city  had  any  power  or  authority  given  to 
them  by  their  charter  to  take  care  of,  protect,  an<l 
vindicate  the  righta  of  the  citisens  of  the  town  in 
the  enjoyment  of  their  property,  or  In  removing  or 
preventing  any  annoyance  to  it,  and  that  snob 
power  did  not  attach  to  them  in  their  corporate 
character,  upon  any  principle  of  the  law  in  rela- 
tion to  corporations,  and  that  the  complainants 
roust  show  that  they  were  the  owners  of  property 
liable  to  bA  affected  by  t  he  nuisance,  and  so  affected 
as  to  suffer  special  damage,  that  the  right  to  pro- 
ceed In  equity  as  a  corporate  authority,  vested  in 
them  by  reason  of  their  duty  to  take  care  and  pro- 
tect the  interests  of  the  citisens,  was  not  of  itself 
sufficient,  and  the  difficulty  was  not  overcome  by 
araocia ting  with  them  the  citizens  as  persons  on 
whoe«  behalf  they  sued,  and.  that  the  nuisance  be- 
ing of  a  public  character,  the  ordinary  and  regu- 
lar  proceeding  was  by  way  of  indictment  or  in- 
formation at  law  or  by  proceedings  in  equity  by 
an  information  filed  in  the  name  of  the  attorney 
general. 

By  the  Bngllsh  public  health  act,  passed  in  the 
reign  of  Henry  VIU.,  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
Exeter  were  empowered  to  remove  obstructions  to 
the  navigation  of  the  river,  pajriog  compenratton 
to  the  owners  of  the  soil  where  the  obstructions 
were  situated.  It  was  held  that  such  act  did  not 
confer  the  conservancy  of  the  river  on  the  cor- 
poration,  neither  did  it  entitle  the  corporation  to 
file  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  pier 
in  a  river,  nor  did  it  confer  any  right  or  privilege 
on  the  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  S  41  of 
the  general  pier  and  harbor  act  of  1861,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent  the  erection  of  a  pier  in  the  river  without 
their  consent  being  obtained.  Exeter  v.  EarlDe- 
von,  L.  B.  10  Bq.  232, 18  Week.  Rep.  879. 
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a  great  expense.  Id  the  avenue  south  of  the 
lots  of  the  defendant  are  two  foot  brld^ses  and 
one  wagon  bridge.  A  walled  channel  has 
been  made,  which  commences  at  the  avenue, 
and  extends  southward.  It  is  16  feet  wide, 
and  4  feet  deep,  and  is  of  about  sufficient  ca- 
pacity to  carry  off  the  water  which  flows  from 
north  of  the  avenue  in  times  of  ordinary  high 
water. 

There  are  authorities  which  hold  that  de- 
pressions in  the  surface  of  the  earth,  through 
which  water  flows  only  in  times  of  high  water, 
are  not  watercourses,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law  which  forbids  the  obstruction  of 
watercourses,  and  within  the  rule  of  such  au- 
thorities. Dry  run,  north  of  Bremer  avenue,  is 
not  a  watercourse,  and  any  proprietor  might 
lawfully  obstruct  the  flow  of  water  therein 
over  his  premises.  See  Hoyt  ▼.  Hudson,  27 
Wis.  666,  9  Am.  Rep.  478;  Oibbs  v.  Williams, 
^  Kan.  214,  87  Am.  Hep.  241. 


The  appellant  also  cites  the  cases  of  Cedar 
Falls  v.  Hansen  (Iowa)  78  N.  W.  685,  and 
Knostman  db  P.  Furniture  Co,  ▼.  Davenport 
99  Iowa,  689,  in  support  of  the  same  doctrine. 
In  the  former  of  these  two  cases  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  owned  three  lots,  in  which 
there  was  a  depression  which  furnished  an  out- 
let for  surface  water  from  a  pond.  The  pond 
was  filled,  but  surface  water  at  times  flowed 
from  the  same  territory  through  the  depres- 
sion. The  city  improved  the  street  near  the 
lots,  and  in  so  doing  made  a  ditch  along  one 
side  of  two  of  the  lots,  and  turned  it  onto  the 
third  lot,  so  that  water  from  the  ditch  passed 
into  the  depression  on  that  lot.  The  defendant 
had  placed  a  house  over  the  depression,  and 
was  about  to  fill  the  lot  to  the  level  of  the 
street,  and  thus  make  a  permanent  obstacle  to 
the  flow  of  water  in  the  depression;  and  we 
held  that  he  had  the  right  to  do  so.  That  con- 
clusion was  based  upon  the  rule  that  a  city 


As  to  Duisanoes  Injurious  to  health  arlsiDg  from 
waters  and  waterooarses,  see  note  to  Harrinffton  v. 
Providence  (R.  L)  38  L.  B.  A.  :^  324. 

TJpoD  ihe  question  of  nuisances  affeotlog  waters 
and  watercourses  as  bighways,  see  note  to  Hagers- 
town  V.  Witmer  (Md.)  39  L.  R.  A.  649, 681. 

n.  Pollution  and  other  matters  affecting  heaith^ 

In  North  Point  Oonsol.  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Utah  ^  8.  L. 
Canal  Go.  (Utah)  62  Pac.  168.  an  Injunction  was 
granted  to  restrain  defendants  from  discharglofr 
befouled  water  into  a  certain  canaL  The  Oomplled 
Laws  of  the  territory,  %  4666,  Laws  of  1888.  made 
the  fou  liner  of  the  waters  of  a  canal,  from  which  a 
number  of  persons,  more  than  three,  obtained 
water  for  Irrlfration,  culinary,  and  other  domestic 
purposes,  a  public  nuisance,  as  the  fouling  of  such 
water  made  it  unfit  for  use. 

In  Brookllne  v.  Mackintosh,  1B3  Mass.  216,  the  city 
flooght  an  iojunction  to  restrain  defendant  from 
corrupting  and  poUutinflr  the  waters  of  a  river  from 
which  plaintiff  took  water  for  the  domestic  pur- 
poses of  its  inhabitants,  but  the  court  refused  to 
enjoin  the  defendant*s  business,  as  it  was  not  shown 
that  the  alleged  pollution  made  any  preceptlble 
difference  in  the  water,  and  no  trace  of  poison  was 
found  in  it. 

Where  a  pond,  and  the  waters  of  a  stream  run- 
ning into  It.  were  taken  by  the  city  for  purposes  of 
aupplyinfr  its  Inhabitants  with  pure  water,  and  the 
city  souRht  by  petition  to  restrain  the  pollution  of 
such  stream  under  the  Massachusetts  Statutes  of 
1884,  chap.  154,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  city 
had,  by  means  of  a  dike,  prevented  the  waters  of 
the  stream  from  runnlnir  into  and  polluting  the 
waters  of  the  pond,  was  no  defense.  The  court 
therefore  granted  the  injunction  as  the  city  had 
the  right  to  br*  protected  against  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  works  for  the  preservation  of  the  pur- 
ity of  the  water  from  such  a  cause,  the  fact  that 
the  city  had  been  bound  to  resort  to,  and  was  able 
by  means  of,  special  works  to  prevent  the  natural 
result  of  the  defendant's  act  being  no  Justification 
for  the  continuance  of  such  illegal  fouling.  Martin 
V.  Gleaeon.  139  Mass.  183. 100. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Hunter,  16  N.  C.  (I  Dev.  Bq.)  12, 
ttie  excavations  from  the  defendant's  pond  and 
mill  dam  bad  rendered  the  inhabitants  unhealthy, 
nnd  the  bill  filed  at  the  instance  of  the  citiaens 
prayed  a  perpetual  injunction.  The  court  granted 
the  relief  sought  as  the  rights  infringed  were  of  a 
character  not  In  the  least  doubtful,  the  health  and 
comfort  of  the  relators  themselves  and  others  for 
whom  they  acted  being  Injured  by  the  nuisance. 

So,  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Steward,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  416, 417, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


wherein  the  attorney  general  Joined  with  the  inhab- 
itants in  restraining  a  trade  or  business  as  a  pub- 
lic nuisance,  the  court  enjoined  the  defendants 
from  permitting  the  blood  of  the  hogs  slaughtered 
upon  the  premises  to  flow  into,  and  pollute  the 
waters  of,  a  creek  as  a  nuisance  detrimental  to 
health. 

The  Injunction  granted  In  the  above  case  was 
made  perpetual  as  the  defendants  avowed  their 
intention  to  permit  the  blood  to  be  discharged  into 
a  stream,  thereby  necessarily  polluting  the  waters 
thereof,  and  rendering  them  unfit  for  use,  Atty. 
Gen.  v.  Steward,  21 N.  J.  Bq.  84a 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Blount,  10  N.  C  (4  Hawks)  884, 
16  Am.  Dec.  626,  an  injunction  was  sought  to  re. 
strain  defendant  from  erecting  a  mill  and  dam  on 
a  stream  in  the  vldnity  of  the  town,  upon  the 
ground  that,  if  such  act  were  permitted,  great  and 
Irreparable  mischief  would  ensue,  as  the  noxious 
vapors  arising  from  the  pond  would  materially  af- 
fect the  sal ubrity  of  the  town.  The  court  held  that 
as  It  was  shown  that,  not  merely  interferenoe  with 
the  inhabitants  to  a  moral  certainty  existed,  but 
that  if  the  work  was  suffered  to  proceed  the  health 
of  the  community  would  be  put  in  Jeopardy,  the 
relief  would  be  granted,  as  In  such  a  case  it  was 
bound  in  duty  to  inter poee,  the  climate  being  such 
that  a  collection  of  stagnant  water  would  render 
the  Inhabitants  unhealthy.  The  injunction  wms 
therefore  made  perpetual. 

But  in  Baltimore  v.  Warrent  Mfg.  Go.  60  Md.  96. 
108,  the  court  refused  an  injunction,  at  the  instance 
of  the  public  authorities,  to  restrain  the  defendants 
from  polluting  a  certain  river,  which  was  the 
source  of  supply  for  water  to  the  city  for  drinking 
and  other  purpoaes,  where  the  allegations  were  not 
sufficiently  definite  without  evidence  in  support, 
the  facts  not  showing  how  such  water  became  im- 
pregnated, and  to  what  extent. 

In  the  above  case  it  is  stated  that,  if  the  defend- 
ants, being  upper  riparian  proprietors,  and  as 
such  entitled  to  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water  In- 
cluding the  right  to  apply  it  in  a  reasonable  way  to 
the  purposes  of  trade  and  manufacture,  by  using 
the  water  of  the  stream  In  an  unreasonable  man- 
ner, had  defiled  the  same  In  suoh  manner  and  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  operate  as  an  actual  Invasion 
of  the  rights  of  the  complainanta,  the  latter  were 
clearly  entitled  to  redress  by  action  at  law,  and,  in 
case  the  nuisance  was  oontinued,  to  summary  re- 
lief by  injunction. 

As  to  the  municipal  control  over  nutoanoes  relat- 
ing to  health  caused  by  the  fouling  and  pollution 
of  waters  and  watercourses,  see  note  to  Barrings 
ton  V.  Providence  (B.  D  88  L.  B.  A.  80&         B.  W. 
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may  bring  its  streets  to  jcrade;  that  by  doing 
ao,  it  may  turn  surface  water  from  its  natural 
•course,  and  owners  of  lots  below  grade  cannot 
•<x>m plain,  becau^^e  of  their  rieht  to  protect 
themselves  by  bringing  their  lots  to  grade. 
The  fact  was  also  mentioned  that  the  city 
had  changed  the  course  through  which  water 
naturally  flowed  over  two  of  the  lots  of  the 
defendant.  It  was  said,  in  effect,  that,  in 
^ew  of  the  power  of  the  city  to  make  the 
•changes  it  did  without  liability,  the  defendant 
should  be  permitted  to  bring  his  lot  to  grade, 
•even  though  by  so  doing  he  obstructed  the 
natural  waterway.  In  the  Davenport  Case  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  hold  the  city  liable  for  al- 
leged negligence  in  fsiling  to  provide  adequate 
•ineans  for  carrying  off  surface  water.  What 
was  said  in  the  two  cases  respecting  the  right 
of  a  lotowner  to  bring  bis  lot  to  grade  must 
be  considered  with  the  facts  to  which  the 
statements  made  were  applied.  The  charac- 
teristics of  the  depression  considered  in  the 
Cedar  Falls  Case  were  somewhat  lilse  those  of 
that  part  of  Dry  run  north  of  Bremer  avenue; 
but.so  far  as  we  are  ad  vised,  the  course  which 
the  city  had  pursued  towards  it,  and  the  effect 
<f  obstructing  it,  were  wholly  unlike  the 
course  pursu^  by  the  city,  and  the  effect  to 
l)e  apprehended  from  the  proposed  obstruc- 
'tion,  in  (bis  case.  The  plaintiff  bad  for  many 
years  followed  the  plan  of  keeping  Dry  run 
open  for  the  di^^cbarge  of  surface  water  which 
should  be  gathered  from  the  territory  it 
drained  north  of  Bremer  avenue.  An  outlet 
for  that  water  was  a  great  and  pressing  ne- 
•cessity,  and  to  maintain  such  an  outlet  the 
plaintiff  made  substantial  and  expensive  im- 
provements, of  a  permanent  character,  to 
%eep  open  the  natural  outlet.  What  it  did  in 
that  respect  was  authorized  in  §  8  of  chapter 
^  of  the  Acts  of  the  19th  General  Assembly, 


which  gave  to  cities  the  power  *'to  deepen, 
widen,  cover,  wall,  alter,  or  change  the  channel 
of  watercourses  within  their  corporate  limits," 
and  by  §  527  of  the  Code  of  1873,  which  pro- 
vided that  "the  city  council  shHll  have  the  care, 
supervision, and  control  of  all  public  highways, 
bridges,  streets,  alleys,  public  squares,  and 
commons  within  the  city,  and  shall  cause  the 
same  to  be  kept  open  and  in  repair.  .  .  ." 
In  the  case  of  Wharton  v.  Stevens,  84  Iowa, 
107,  15  L.  R.  A.  630.  the  proprietor  of  a  farm 
claims  the  right  to  obstruct  the  flow  of  sur- 
face water  from  an  adjoining  farm  throueh 
a  natural  depression  in  the  surface  of  the 
land;  but  we  held  that  the  right  did  not  exist, 
and,  in  speaking  of  surface  water,  siiid 
"When  such  water  flows,  by  a  well  defined 
and  natural  course,  upon  lower  lands,  that 
flow  cannot  be  interfered  with  by  either  the 
upper  or  lower  proprietor.  But  when  such 
water  has  no  defined  course,  but  spreads  out 
over  the  land  without  a  well  defined  course, 
it  may  be  turned  by  the  landowner  in  any 
direction.  But  where  surface  water  has  a 
fixed  and  certain  course,  as  a  swale,  though  it 
may  be  narrow  or  broad,  its  fiow  cannot  be 
interrupted,  to  the  injury  of  an  adjoining  pro- 
prietor." See  also  W^tY/«v.  Chicago,  B.  A  K. 
O.R.Go.^  Iowa,  281.  21  L.  R.  A.  608;  Barl 
V.  De  Hart,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  283.  72  Am.  Dec 
895:  Lambert  v.  Alcorn,  144  111.  813, 21  L.  R. 
A.  611. 

The  rule  announced  in  the  case  of  Wharton 
▼.  Stevens  is  applicable  in  this  case.  The  ob- 
struction of  Dry  run  in  the  manner  proposed 
by  the  defendants  is  unauthorized,  and  would 
be  followed  by  consequences  too  serious  to  the 
plaintiff  and  the  people  interested  in  the  ter- 
ritorv  drained  by  the  run  to  be  permitted. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  appears  to  te 
right,  and  it  is  affirmed. 


ARIZONA  SUPREME  COURT. 


A.  BARRY,  AppU, 
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R.  F.    EIREIiAND  et  al. 
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"%. .  Promises  do  not  lay  a  fonndatioB  fbr 
an  estoppel*  if  the  promlseo  is  not  Id  any  way 
prejudfoed  by  them,  or  induced  thereby  to  do,  or 
omit  to  do,  anyttaiDHr  to  bis  dlsadvaataffe,  or  in 
any  way  to  cbanffo  his  status. 

-8.  Blere  promises  to  pay  a  for^d  note 
do  not  lay  a  foundation  for  liability,  in  the  at>- 
•eoce  of  circumstances  to  create  an  estoppel,  and 
when  the  promises  were  made  after  maturity, 
without  consideration,  and  wichont  full  knovrl. 
edffe  of  the  material  facts  In  relation  to  the  note. 

(April  16, 18Q6). 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Maricopa  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 


NoTB.— As  to  tbe  liability  of  a  person  whose  sifr- 
•aature  Is  forged  on  commercial  paper,  see  note  to 
Traderls  Nat.  Bank  y.  Sogers  (Mass.)  86  L.  R.  A.  680. 
ASk  L.  R.  A. 


enforce  payment  of  a  promissory  note.  ^ 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  L.  H.  Chalmers  for  appellant. 

Mr,  Joseph  Campbell*  for  appellees: 

When  the  term  "ratify"  is  used  in  connec- 
tion with  a  contract,  it  is  only  applicable  to  a 
contract  made  by  a  party  acting,  or  assuming 
to  act,  for  another.  There  must  be  some  rela- 
tion, actual  or  assumed,  of  principal  and  agent. 

BUison  ▼.  Jackson  Water  Co.  12  Cal.  542; 
Puget  Sound  Lumber  Oo.  v.  Krug,  89  Cal. 
237;  MiteheU  v.  Minnesota  FireAjsso.  48  Minn. 
278. 

Before  it  can  be  contended  that  a  principal 
has  ratitied  the  unauthorized  act  of  bis  aaent, 
it  must  be  shown  that  he  was  made  acquainted 
with  all  tbe  material  facts. 

Puget  Sound  Lumber  Go,  ▼.  Krug^  89  Cal. 
237:  We^Um  Nat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong,  152  U. 
S.  846,  88  L.  ed.  470. 

The  principal  is  under  no  obligation  to  ac- 
cept the  assumed  agent's  act.  The  law  im- 
poses on  him  no  duties  to  make  inquiries  about 
it. 

Bmifth  T.  Lifneh,  7  Colo.  App.  8Sa 
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Appellees'  uames  were  forged  to  the  note. 
Even  if  ihey  did  promise  to  pay  the  note  they 
are  not  bound,  and  appellant  cannot  recover. 

2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  p.  864:  Oiosley  v.  Philips, 
78  Kv.  517,  8»  Am.  Rep.  2M:  SMsler  v.  Van- 
diAe'92  Pa. 447,  87  Am.  Rep.  702;  MeHuah  ▼. 
^tvyikiil  County,  67  Pa.  891,  5  Am.  Rep. 
445;  Workman  v.  Wnght,  88  Ohio  St.  405,  81 
Am.  Rep.  546;  Oarrott  v.  FUiUiff,  88  Ky.  884; 
Smith  V.  Tramel,  68  Iowa,  488;  Ferry  v.  Tay- 
lor, 83  Mo.  828;  Henry  t.  Heeb,  114  Ind.  276; 
First  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Holan,  68  Minn.  625;  WO- 
mm  V.  Hayes,  40  Minn.  681,  4  L.  R.  A.  196. 

A  contract  which  assumes  the  civil  respon- 
sibility for  an  act  done  by  another  in  such  a 
manner  that  it  amounted  to  a  crime  against  the 
state  is  Toid. 

Greenhood.  Pub.  Pol.  p.  210;  2  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst  p.  864. 

Davis*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  against  the  defendants,  E.  B.  Kirk- 
land,  R.  F.  Kirkland,  and  George  E.  Lorin^, 
upon  a  promissory  note.  The  defendant  E. 
B.  Eirkland  made  default,  and  the  defendants 
R  F.  Eirkland  and  George  E.  Loriog  an- 
swered under  oath,  denying  the  execution  of 
the  note.  The  cause  was  tried  without  a  jury, 
and  the  fiDdiogs  of  the  court  were  that  the  de- 
fendants R.  F.  Eirkland  and  GkorgeE.  Loring 
did  not  sign  the  note:  that  the  placing  qf  their 
names  thereon  was  not  done  by  tbeir  author- 
ity, knowledge,  or  consent,  but  that  tbeir 
names  were  forged  thereto.  The  court  further 
found  that  the  oral  promises  of  R  F.  Eirkland 
and  George  B.  Loring  to  pa^  said  note  were 
made  under  the  misapprehension  that  they  had 
originally  signed  said  note;  that  at  the  times 
when  said  promises  were  made  said  note  was 
not  exhibited  to  either  of  them  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  they  were  made  without  knowledge 
of  the  material  facts  in  relation  to  said  note; 
that  said  promises  were  made  without  any  con- 
sideratioD  whatever,  and  after  the  maturity  of 
the  note;  that  by  reason  of  said  promises  the 
plaintiff  was  in  no  way  affected  or  injured,  or 
induced  to  change  his  relations  regarding  said 
note;  and  that,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  neiiher 
of  said  answering  defendants  were  liable  for 
the  payment  thereof.  Judgment  was  entered 
accordingly  in  their  favor.  From  the  judg- 
ment and  the  order  overruling  his  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  the  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

Under  the  pleadings  and  findings  of  the 
court  below,  it  may  t^  assumed  that  the  names 
of  R.  F.  Eirkland  and  George  E.  Loring.  ap- 
pearing upon  said  note,  were  forgeries,  as  there 
is  abundant  evidence,  we  think,  to  support  this 
conclusion.  But  it  is  claimed  by  the  appellant 
that  the  two  defendants,  by  their  acts  subse- 
quent to  the  forgery,  if  forgery  it  was,  are  es- 
topped from  denying  the  genuineness  of  their 
si^nHtures,  and  that  they  are  liable  as  having 
adopted  the  forgery.  The  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  that  the  defendants  E.  B.  Eirkland  and 
R.  F.  Eirkland  were  brothers,  and  that  the 
defendant  George  E.  Loring;  was  their  acquaint- 
ance and  associate  of  eighteen  or  twenty  years; 
that  R.  F.  Eirkland  and  Loring  had  each 
previously  been  join  ly  obligated  with  E.  B. 
Eirkland;  that  on  May  1,  1891,  the  latter  was 
40  L.  R.  A. 


indebted  to  the  appellant  in  the  sum  of  $80(^ 
on  a  certain  former  note  given  by  him,  upoa 
which  Loring  was  liable  as  surety;  that  appel- 
lant delivered  to  E.  B.  Eirkland  a  new  note» 
in  blank,  for  the  renewal  of  the  former  obliga- 
tion, and  on  the  following  day  the  latter  re- 
turned the  new  note  to  tbe  appellant,  with  hia. 
own  and  the  names  of  Gkorge  E.  Loring  anift 
R.  F.  Eirkland  signed  thereto,  and  this  is  the 
note  which  was  sued  on.  The  appellant 
claimed  to  have  had  various  conversations- 
with  R.  F.  Eirkland  and  Loriog  about  the 
note,  and  that  they  had  promised  to  pay  it.  but 
he  did  not  testify  that  he  had  ever  exhibitedi 
the  instrument  to  ehber  of  them.  The  de- 
fendant R.  F.  Eirkland  admitted  in  his  testi- 
mony that  he  had  on  several  occasions  prom- 
ised to  pay  tbe  note,  but  claimed  that  he  had 
done  so  under  the  mistaken  assumption  that  he 
had  really  signed  it.  It  plainly  appears,  too, 
that  whatever  promises  were  made  by  either  R. 
F.  Eirkland  or  Loring  were  made  after  the 
maturity  of  the  note,  and  without  any  consid- 
eration. It  is  not  shown  that  the  appellant 
was  in  any  way  prejudiced  by  them,  or  thai 
they  induced  him  to  do,  or  omit  to  do,  any- 
thing whatever  to  his  disadvantage,  or  that  hi» 
status  by  reason  thereof  was  in  any  respect 
changed.  Under  these  circumstances,  no* 
foundation  for  an  estoppel  exists.  1  Dan. 
Neg.  Inst.  §859;  Workman^.  TFnV/^^  33  Ohio 
St.  405.  81  Am.  Rep.  646;  Moore  v.  Robinson. 
62  Ala.  587;  Orossan  v.  May,  68  Ind.  242.  If  it 
be  contended  that,  without  regard  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  estoppel,  the  defendants  are  liable  as- 
having  adopted  the  forgery,  the  authorities 
cited  by  appellant  will  not  sustain  his  conten- 
tion, under  the  facts  in  this  case,  as  a  short  re- 
view of  the  former  will  readily  disclose.  la 
Woodruff  "9.  Munroe,  88  Md.  147.  it  was  held: 
*'If,  in  an  action  against  an  indorser  of  a  prom- 
issory note  by  tbe  bona  fide  holders  thereof,  it 
be  shown  that  the  indorsement  was  not  gen- 
uine, and  the  defendant  did  not  ratify  or  sanc- 
tion it  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the  note,  and 
its  uansfer  to  plaintiffs,  he  is  not  liable.  Bui 
if  he  adopted  the  note  prior  to  its  maturity, 
and  by  such  adoption  assisted  in  its  negotia- 
tion, he  would  be  estopped  from  setting  up  the 
forgery  in  a  suit  by  a  bona  fide  holder.  But 
any  admissions  by  the  defendant  made  subse- 
quently to  the  maturity  of  the  note  would  not 
be  evidence  that  he  had  authorized  the  indorse- 
ment of  his  name  thereon."  Oasco  Bank  v. 
Keene,  53  Me.  108,  is  a  case  where,  on  account 
of  the  defendant's  admission  of  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  signature,  the  bank  refrained  from 
proceeding  against  the  person  from  whom  it 
received  &e  note,  and  the  court  held  the  de- 
fendant thereby  estopped  from  denying  hi» 
signature.  In  Qreenfield  Bank  v.  Crafts,  4 
Allen,  447,  the  court  was  considering  the  case 
of  a  party  acting  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  note  was  signed,  and  the 
want  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  actor  to 
sign  his  name,  but  who  understandingly  and 
unequivocally  adopted  the  signature,  and  as- 
sumed the  note  as  his  own.  Dow  v.  Spenny, 
29  Mo.  890,  went  on  tbe  proposition  that  the 
lower  court  erred  in  chargitig  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  signatures  of 
the  defendants  on  the  note  were  their  genuine 
signatures.    In  Crout  v.  De  WcHf,  1  R.  L  898,. 
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the  third  clause  of  the  syllahus  la,  "Where  the 
person,  whose  signatare  is  forced,  promises 
the  forcer  to  pay  the  note,  this  amounts  to 
ratlflcaUon  of  the  signature,  and  hinds  him." 
But  an  examination  of  the  case  shows  that 
cTidence  was  offered  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff 
had  bought  the  paper  in  consequence  of  what 
the  defendant  said  to  him,  and  the  court 
charged  that  if,  before  purchasing  the  note, 
plaintiff  asked  defendant  if  he  should  buy,  and 
was  told  he  might,  defendant  could  not  excuse 
himself  on  the  ground  of  forgery.  So  that 
the  case  may  he  put  upon  the  ground  of  es- 
toppel. InS/iiskrv.  Fandi**  [92  Pa.  447],  37 
Am.  Rep.  704,  it  was  held  that  a  promise,  by 
one  whose  indorsement  on  a  note  is  forged,  to 
pay  tlie  same,  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 
This  is  the  entire  line  of  authorities  cited  by 
counsel  for  appellant,  and  it  will  be  seen  that, 
in  so  far  as  they  are  applicable  to  the  case  at 
bar,  they  support,  rather  than  impugn,  the 
holding  of  the  lower  court.  There  are  num- 
erous authorities  which  hold  that  a  forgery 
cannot  be  ratified.  Brooke  v.  Hook  is  an  Eng- 
lish case  [L.  R.  6  Exch.  89],  reprinted  in  3 
Alb.  L.  J.  265.  This  was  a  case  where  the 
defendant's  name  was  forced,  and  be  had  given 
a  written  memorandum  that  he  would  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  bill.  Chief  Baron  Kelly 
places  his  opinion  upon  the  grounds  (1)  that 
the  defendant's  agreement  to  treat  the  note  as 
his  own  was  in  consideration  that  plaintiff 
would  not  prosecute  the  forger;  and  (2)  that 
there  was  no  ratification  as  to  the  act  done,  the 
signature  to  the  note  being  illegal  and  void, 
and,  though  a  voidable  act  may  he  ratified,  it 
is  otherwise  when  the  act  is  originally,  and  in 
its  inception,  void*    The  opinion  fully  recog- 


nizes the  proposition  that  when  acts  or  admis- 
sions alter  the  condition  of  the  holder  of  th& 
paper  the  party  is  esiopped,  but  it  is  necessary 
that  such  9  case  be  made.  In  MeHvffh  v. 
SchuylkiU  County,  67  Pa.  391, 5  Am.  Rep.  445. 
the  defense  to  a  bond  was  forgery.  The  court 
below  charged  that  if  the  obligor  subsequently 
approved  and  acquiesced  in  the  forgery,  or 
ratified  it,  the  bond  was  binding  on  him.  It 
was  held  that,  there  being  no  new  considera- 
tion, the  instruction  was  error;  also,  that  a  con- 
tract infected  with  fraud  was  void,  not  void- 
able, and  confirmation,  without  a  new  consid- 
eration, was  nudum  pactum.  This  propositioa 
is  recognized  in  2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  ^  1352: 
**When  no  principle  of  estoppel  applies,  and 
when,  through  mistake,  a  party  states  that  bia 
signature  is  genuine,  and  afterward  discover- 
ing his  error  speedily  corrects  it,— that  is  to 
say,  before  the  holder  has  changed  his  rela- 
tions to  the  paper  or  anyone  has  dealt  with  it 
upon  the  faith  of  his  admissions,  we  know  of 
no  principle  of  law  which  prevents  the  forgery 
from  being  pleaded."  Upon  the  principles  laid 
down  in  these  authorities,  we  cannot  see  bow 
any  mere  promises  to  pay  a  forged  note  can 
lav  the  foundation  for  liability  of  the  appellees, 
when  there  appear  no  circumstances  to  create 
an  estoppel,  and  the  promises  were  made  after 
maturity,  without  consideration,  and  without 
full  knowledge  of  the  material  facts  in  relation 
to  said  note. 

Finding  no  error  in  the  record,  the  judgment 
M  affirmed. 

Street,  Oh.  J.,  and  Doan  and  Sloan* 

JJ.,  concur. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


LITTLE  ROCK  TRACTION  &  ELECTRIC 
COMPANY,  Appt.,     . 
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Albert  WALKER. 
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.Ark.. 


The  arrest  of  a  street-ear  passenger 
by  a  policeman  called  hy  the  con- 
ductor of  the  car  to  arrest  and  take  him  off, 
on  the  charffe  of  ridtnff  without  payment  of  fare, 
does  not  render  the  carrier  liable  for  false  Im- 
prtsonment,  when  the  conductor  bad  been  au- 
thorized only  to  put  delinquent  passengers  off 
the  oar. 

{Wood,  J.,  dissents.) 

(March  10, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Pulaski  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  malicious  prosecution.  Be- 
tersed. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesers,  Rose.  Hemingway,  &  Rose» 

for  appellant: 

In  order  to  maintain  an  action  of  malicious 
prosecution  both  malice  and  want  of  probable 
cause  must  be  shown. 

Chritman  v.  Carney,  33  Ark.  316. 

The  agent  can  bind  his  principal  only  within 
the  scope  of  his  real  or  apparent  authority. 
By  employ  1 11 1;  a  man  for  the  humble  duties  of 
conductor,  with  nothing  to  do  except  to  collect 
fares  and  help  ladies  on  and  off  the  cars,  does 
the  company  clothe  him  with  the  power  to  ar- 
rest and  prosecute  citizens  at  his  plea'sure? 

Central  R,  Co.  v.  Brewer,  78  Md.  894,  27  L. 
R.  A.  63;  Carter  v.  Howe  Maeh.  Co.  51  Md. 
290,  34  Am.  Rep.  811;  PreeeUy  v.  MobiU  d  G, 
R.  Co,  15  Fed.  Rep.  200;  Mali  v.  Lord.  89  N. 
Y.  881,  100  Am.  Dec.  448;  Eastern  Counties 
R  Co.  V.  Broom,  6  Exch.  814;  Roe  v.  Birken- 
head L.  d  C.  Junction  R.  Co.  7  Exch  36; 
Poulton  V.  Tj>ndon  dt  8.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  2  Q.  B. 
634;  Edwards  Y.  London  db  N.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R. 


NOTB.— As  to  carrier*8  liability  for  false  Im- 
prisonnent  of  passenger,  see  Mulilfran  v.  New 
Yorkft  K.  B.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)14  L.  Et.  A.  791. and  note; 
OUMnffham  v.  Ohio  Biver  R.  Co.  (W.  Ya.)  14  L.  R. 
40L.R.A. 


A.  796;  Palmeri  v.  Manhattan  R.  Go.  (N.  Y.)  16  L. 
Et.  A.  laS;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Brewer  (Md.)  27  L.  R. 
A.  63. 
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5  C.  P.  445:  AVen  v.  London  dkS.W.  K  Co. 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B  65;  1  Biddle,  Ins.  §  118. 
Mr.  J.  H.  Harrod  for  appellee. 

Bunn,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  oplnioD  of  the 
court: 

Tbis  is  a  suit  for  malicious  prosecution  by 
Albert  Walker,  the  appellee,  against  the  street 
car  compHDj  of  Little  Rock.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendnnt  appeals. 

Walker  was  a  passenger  on  one  of  defend- 
ant's cars,  known  as  the  "West  Ninth  car," 
running  from  the  west,  on  Ninth  street,  to  the 
junction  uf  the  several  car  lines  at  the  crossing 
of  Ninth  and  Main  streets,  having  paid  his 
fare.  When  his  car  arrived  at  the  junction, 
and  was  stopped,  as  usual,  on  the  east  track  on 
Mnin  street,  and  just  north  of  Ninth  street, 
olaiutiff  alighted  from  the  same:  and  he  took 
uis  seat  at  the  nearby  corner  of  the  sidewalk 
u>  await  the  arrival  of  the  Fifteenth  street  car, 
soming  from  the  south  along  tbe  east  track  on 
Main,  and  going  to  the  Union  Depot.  While 
at  this  corner  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  conver- 
sation with  a  woman,  subsequently  a  witness 
in  the  case;  and  the  Fifteenth  street  car  came 
up,  and  stopped  the  usual  distance — 15  or  20 
feet — in  rear  of  the  Ninth  street  car  on  the 
flame  track  as  aforesaid.  Then  the  Ninth  street 
car  moved  off  down  Main  street,  and  in  the 
usual  interval  of  time  the  Fifteenth  street  car 
followed.  Tbe  plaintiff  neglected  to  board  the 
latter  as  he  intended,  until,  as  he  testifles,  it  had 
started  and  was  moving  off  slightly;  as  bis 
companion  testifies,  until  the  car  had  gone  15 
or  20  feel;  and  as  the  conductor  on  the  car  tes- 
tifies, after  it  had  gone  half  way  to  Eighth 
street.  Elsewhere  plaintiff  also  stated  that  he 
boarded  the  Fifteenth  street  car  at  Ninth  and 
MhIu.  and  that  then  the  transfer  man  said, 
"Transfer  one."  When  the  conductor  passed 
throueb  the  car,  collecting  fares,  he  accosted 
plaintiff,  sitting  in  the  rear  end,  and  demanded 
bis  fare,  which  he  refused  to  pay,  saying  that 
be  was  a  "transfer;"  meaning  that  he  was  en 
titled  to  be  transferred,  having  come  to  the 
junction  as  a  paid  passenger  from  West  Ninth, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  continue  to  his  des- 
tination without  paying  additional  fare.  There 
arose  a  controversy  between  him  and  the  con- 
ductor, wbo  contended  that  he  had  not  gotten 
on  the  car  before  ii  left  the  junction,  and  that, 
therefore,  he  had  not  been  transferred.  The 
conductor,  being  a  new  roan  in  the  business, 
consulted  with  the  motorman,  who  was  an  ex- 
perienced man,  as  to  what  to  do  in  the  premises 
and  was  informed  that  the  rule  was  to  put  the 
passenger  off  if  he  refused  to  pay  his  fare;  and 
this  in  fact  seems  to  have  been  tbe  rule.  So  at 
Fourth  street  the  conductor  called  to  his  aid 
Rainwater,  a  policeman,  and  directed  him  to 
put  Walker  off,  as  he  testified,  but,  as  the 
policeman  testified,  directed  him  to  arrest  him 
and  take  him  off.  The  policeman  arrested 
plaintiff  accordingly,  and,  on  arriving  at  Mark- 
bam  street,  took  him  to  the  office  of  the  police 
jnd&re  at  tbe  city  ball,  which  is  near  by;  and  on 
the  following  day  the  plaintiff  was  tried,  on  a 
charge  preferred  by  the  policeman,  for  violat- 
ing a  city  ordinance  which  made  it  a  misde- 
meanor for  any  person  to  ride  on  a  street  car 
without  paying  his  fare.  And  the  conductor 
and  the  transfer  agent,  whose  post  was  at  the 
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junction  aforesaid,  were  sammoned  and  testi- 
fied; and  the  plaintiff  was  discharged,  and  then 
brought  this  suit  against  the  street  car  company 
for  malicious  prosecution,  as  stated. 

The  proof  of  the  rules  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany is  very  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory,  but 
we  gather  tbis  much  from  the  testimony:  That 
transfers  of  passengers  from  the  cars  of  one 
line  to  another  were  allowed  to  be  made  only 
at  the  junction  named;  that  a  passenger  alight- 
ing from  an  incoming  car  remained  in  the 
vicinity  until  the  arrival  of  the  car  to  which  he 
asked  to  be  transferred,  and,  having  been 
within  the  view  of  the  transfer  agent  from  the 
time  he  alighted  from  the  other  car,  on  his 
boarding  the  latter  car  the  transfer  agent  sig- 
nalled or  called  to  the  conductor  thereon  that 
one  was  transferred,  or  whatever  the  number 
might  be,  and  the  conductor  in  this  way  was 
directed  to  demand  no  additional  fares  from 
these  transferred  passengers.  Whether  it  was 
allowable  for  a  passenger  to  board  his  second 
car  after  it  had  been  put  in  motion,  the  wit- 
nesses do  not  inform  us,  except  inferentially. 
From  one  of  the  questions  put  to  tbe  transfer 
agent  and  answered  by  him,  one  would  infer 
that  when  a  passenger  alighted  from  an  incom- 
ing car  the  transfer  agent  called  out,  "Transfer 
the  party."  Such  a  direction  would  be  non- 
sensical, until  the  car  to  which  he  wished  to  be 
transferred  should  arrive,  and  we  presume  that 
is  what  was  meant.  However  this  may  be,  we 
will  assume,  for  the  sake  of  tbe  argument,  at 
least,  that  the  police  judgment  was  based  upon 
a  proper  construction  of  tbe  testimony,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  ride  on  the 
Fifteenth  street  car  to  his  destination  without 
paying  the  additional  fare,  and  that  hia  eject- 
ment from  the  car  was  wrongful,  and  that  his 
subsequent  prosecution  was  also  wrongful; 
and  even,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  we 
will  say  that  the  arrest  and  prosecution  were 
at  the  instance  of  the  conductor,  and  that  from 
his  conduct  in  relation  thereto  malice  may  be 
inferred.  This  brings  us  squarely  to  the  only 
strictly  legal  proposition  in  this  case,  and  that 
is,  Was  the  defendant  company  liable  for  tbe 
acts  of  its. employee,  the  conductor,  in  this  re- 
gard ?  The  defendant's  contention  is,  in  effect, 
that  it  is  not  liable  unless  there  is  proof  of  its 
express  authority  to  its  employee  to  arrest  and 
prosecute  delinquent  passengers  for  violation  of 
the  law  on  the  subject.  In  determining:  what 
may  be  regarded  as  express  authority,  we  may 
include,  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  not 
onlv  authority  given  in  express  words,  but  such 
authority  as  necessarily  follows  by  implica- 
tion from  the  express  language  conferring 
the  authority.  Central  R  Co.  v.  Breioer,  78 
Md.  894,  27  L.  R.  A.  63,  was  a  case  wherein 
"a  person,  on  entering  a  street  railway 
car,  deposited  in  the  fare  box  a  coin  resem- 
bling a  five  cent  piece  or  nickel,  and  shortly 
thereafter  was  informed  by  the  drlv«r  that  be 
had  dropped  a  lead  nickel  into  the  box  [point- 
ing it  out  to  him],  and  was  requested  to  re- 
deem it,  and  he  refused  to  do  so,  and  he  [after 
leaving  the  car]  was  subsequently  arrested  and 
held  to  bail  at  the  instance  of  officers  of  the 
railway  company  on  the  charge  of  passing 
counterfeit  money."  Upon  the  evidence  the 
United  States  Commissioner  before  whom  tbe 
preliminary   trial  was  had  discharged  him. 


(806 


Ltttlb  Rook  Tbactton  A  Elbctric  Co.  ▼.  Walksb. 


475 


tind  he  then  broiiffht  the  salt  for  malicious 
prosecution  and  false  arrest.  The  trial  court 
having  given  four  several  instructions  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  asked 
the  following  instruction,  which  was  not  cov 
•ered  by  any  of  those  given,  and  the  same  was 
refused,  to  wit:  "(2)  That  there  is  no  evi- 
•dence  in  the  case  legally  sufficient  to  prove 
that  any  of  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  de- 
fendant corporation  was  authorized  by  the 
•company  to  have  the  arrest  made  which  is 
•complained  of  in  the  declaration  or  that  the 
company  subsequently  adopted  and  ratified 
ibe  acts  of  said  officers  or  ageuts.  and  the  ver- 
•diet  must  be  for  the  defendant."  After  dis- 
posing of  the  various  other  questions  in- 
volved, the  supreme  court  of  Maryland  held 
that  the  company  was  not  liable  for  the  acts  of 
the  superintendent  in  causing  the  arrest  and 
prosecution  of  the  plaintiff;  there  being  shown 
no  express  authority  from  the  company  to  him 
to  do  so,  nor  ratification  by  it  afterwards,  as 
was  assumed  in  the  instruction  asked  and  re- 
fused. To  the  same  effect  are  Garter  v.  Batte 
Maeh.  Co.  51  Md.  290,  84  Am.  Rep.  811; 
Preuiey  v.  Mobile  <fe  G.  R.  Co.  15  Fed.  Rep. 
199;  MaXi  ▼.  Lord,  89  N.  Y.  881.  100  Am. 
Pec.  448;  1  Biddle,  Ins.  g  118;  and  the  follow- 
ing English  cases,  to  wit:  Eastern  Counties  R. 
Co.  V.  Broom,  6Exch.  814;  RoeY.Birkenhend, 
L.  d  0.  Junction  R.  Co.  7  Ezch.  86;  Poulton 
T.  London  d  8.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  2  Q.B.  534; 
Edwards  v.  London  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  5C. 
P.  445;  and  Allen  v.  London  d  8,  W.  R.  Co 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  65.— all  cited  in  appellant's 
l)rief.  There  is  in  the  case  at  bar  no  proof  of 
tin  express  authority  from  the  company  to  the 
fttreetcar  conductor  to  prosecute  a  passenger 
for  refusing  to  pay  his  fare.  Moreover,  there 
is  no  connection  whatever  between  his  author- 
ity to  put  a  delinquent  passenger  off  his  car 
<given  expressly  under  the  rules  of  the  com- 
pany), and  thus  prevent  a  further  imposition 
on  the  part  of  the  passenger,  and  the  authority 
to  arrest  him  and  prosecute  him  for  a  viola- 
tion of  the  criminal  laws  in  attempting  to  ride 
•on  the  car  without  paying  his  fare.  Nor  can 
the  limited  authority  of  a  car  conductor  from 
Ibe  company  to  put  a  delinquent  passenger  off 
he  enlarged  by  his  calling  to  his  aid  a  police- 
man, whose  general  powers  as  such  are  to 
make  arrests  and  prosecute  for  violation  of  the 
municipal  law.  frothing  else  being  said,  in 
such  a  case  the  policeman  is  called  in  to  aid 
the  conductor  in  the  execution  of  the  conduct- 
or's powers,  and  not  those  belonging  to  his 
office  generally.  Of  course,  the  conductor 
could  have  independently,  and  on  his  own  re- 
sponsibility, caused  the  arrest  to  be  made,  and 
oould  have  prosecuted;  but  could  he  do  so  as 
•conductor  of  the  street  car?— is  the  question 
here,  and  the  authorities  cited  are  to  the  effect 
that  he  could  not  do  so,-  and  bind  his  com- 
pany, without  express  authority  being  shown. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  conductor,  in  this  in- 
-etance,  in  all  probability,  never  intended  to  do 
more  than  act  upon  the  advice  of  the  ex- 
perienced motorman  (that  is.  put  the  plaintiff 
off  the  car),  and  never  had  the  idea  of  prose- 
-cution,  maliciously  or  otherwise;  and  all  the 
play  between  himself  and  the  policeman  as  to 
their  use  and  understanding  of  the  words  ''put 
off"  and  "arrest"  amounts  to  nothing  more 
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than  an  illustration  of  the  fact  that  we  give 
meaning  to  words  according  to  the  lingo  of 
our  several  callings,  and  as  habit  and  associa- 
tion have  determined.  But  we  express  no 
fixed  opinion  as  to  the  facts.  The  plaintiff's 
counsel  cite  many  authorities  which  they  con- 
tend are  in  contradiction  to  the  doctrines  of 
the  Maryland  and  other  decisions  cited.  But, 
after  a  careful  examination  of  all  of  them,  we 
find  no  real  confiict  between  the  principles 
they  announce  and  the  principles  of  the  cases 
cited  by  appellant.  The  difference  is  alwnys 
between  the  state  of  facts  or  the  state  of  plead- 
ings. In  concluding  tbeir  argument  and  cia- 
tion  of  authorities,  they  say  that  "every 
phase  of  the  question,  and  every  principle  in- 
voked in  this  case,  has  been  paired  upon  by 
the  court  of  appeals  of  New  Turk,  and  de- 
cided against  the  contention  of  appellant's 
counsel.*^  in  the  case  of  Lynch  v.  Metropolitan 
FAev.  R.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  77,  48  Am.  Rep.  141. 
In  that  case  Lynch  purchased  a  ticket  for  a 
passage  upon  defendant's  railway,  and  en- 
tered one  of  its  cars.  Before  reaching  his 
destination  he  lost  his  ticket,  and  when,  after 
getting  off  at  the  end  of  his  journey  on  the 
train,  he  attempted  to  pass  through  the  gate  of 
the  inclosure  of  the  depot,  he  was  stopped  by 
the  gatekeeper,  and  informed  that  he  could 
not  pass  out  until  he  showed  bis  ticket  or  paid 
bis  fare,  which  appears  to  have  been  the  rule 
of  (he  company.  He  explained  the  purchase 
and  subsequent  loss  of  his  ticket  to  the  gate 
keeper,  and  insisted  on  passing  out,  but  was 
pushed  back  by  the  gate  keeper,  wbo  then 
sent  for  a  police  officer,  and  directed  him  to 
arrest  the  plaintiff,  which  he  then  and  there 
did.  and  took  him  to  the  police  station,  where 
the  gate  keeper  lodged  a  complaint  against 
him,  and  he  was  locked  up  overnight:  and  on 
the  hearing  the  next  morning  the  gate  keeper 
appeared  in  the  prosecution,  but  ihe  plaintiff 
was  discharged.  Defendant  [the  railway 
company]  had  given  orders  to  its  gate  keepers 
not  to  let  passengers  out  until  they  either  paid 
their  fares  or  showed  tickets."  In  an  action 
for  false  imprisonment  by  the  plaintiff  against 
the  company,  the  court  held  "that  the  deten- 
tion was  unlawful,  that  defendant  [the  rail- 
way company]  was  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
the  gate  keeper,  and  that  plaintiff  [Lynch] 
was  entitled  to  recover."  There  was  no  doubt 
in  that  case  but  that  the  detention  was  not 
only  unauthorized  by  any  law,  but  was  in  vio- 
lation of  all  law;  and  the  first  proposition, 
that  the  imprisonment  was  false,  followed  as  a 
matter  of  course.  The  court  had  found  that 
the  gate  keeper  did  exactly  what  the  company 
had  expressly  ordered  him  to  do  under  such 
circumstances,  and,  of  course,  could  but  bold 
that  the  company  was  liable.  The  gate  keeper 
was  simply  acting  in  the  plain  line  of  his  au- 
thority and  duty  to  his  master,  and  that  made 
the  latter  liable.  The  circumstance  of  the 
prosecution  seems  not  to  have  been  commented 
upon,  except  as  an  incident  of  the  false  im- 
prisonment, probably  given  only  as  a  part  of 
the  whole  transaction.  Whether  the  gate 
keeper  had  express  authority  to  prosecute  or 
not  is  not  shown  in  evidence,  and  that  fact 
was  not  necessary  to  a  judicial  determination 
of  the  case,  as  it  was  one  of  false  imprison- 
ment, and  not  of  malicious  prosecution.    The 
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moit  that  could  have  been  made  of  the  de- 
feose  by  the  company  was  a  plea  of  tUtra 
vires,  which  is  do  defense  in  such  cases. 
There  is  error  in  the  second  instruction  given 
on  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  which  it  is  as- 
sumed, in  effect,  that  the  authority  to  arrest 
and  prosecute  for  the  criminal  offense  ^rows 
out  of  the  authority  to  put  off  the  cars  for  re- 
fusing to  pay  iare,  there  being  want  of  proof 
of  express  authority  to  prosecute. 
Seversed  and  remanded. 


Wood*  J.,  dissents,  holding  that,  in  order 
to  maintain  a  suit  of  this  kind  against  the  cor- 
poration, it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  it» 
agent,  who  instigated  the  malicious  prosecu- 
tion, or  at  whose  instance  it  was  brought 
about,  had  any  express  authority  from  the 
corporation  to  do  the  act  compiaioed  of,  but 
that  such  authority  may  be  and  will  be  im- 
plied if  the  agent  in  doing  the  act  is  actint^ 
within  the  scope  of  his  real  or  apparent  au> 
thority. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


BmDy  KENNEDY,    Appt, 
Bilas  BURNAP  etal,  BeapU, 


-Oal.. 


1.  An  easement  of  lifrl^t  or  air  does  not 
pass  by  Implication  on  a  ooDveyaaoe  of  a 
building  with  windows  iookiner  out  over  vacant 
lots  the  title  to  which  remains  in  the  gxuDtor.  al- 
though the  enjoyment  and  value  of  the  building 
will  be  greatly  impaired  by  erecting  a  structure 
In  close  proximity  to  it  on  the  vacant  lots. 

8.  An  architect  snperTistnc:  the  oon- 
stmction  of  a  building  and  glvlog  notice  of 
an  Intention  to  build  may  be  Joined  with  the 
owner  of  the  premises  as  a  defendant  in  a  suit 
for  an  injanotion  against  the  building. 

(April  1,1898J^ 

A  PPEALby  plaintiff  from  aiudgment  of  the 
-tx  Superior  Court  for  San  Diego  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  defendants  from  cutting  off  the  light 
aod  air  from  plaintiff's  window.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  Commissioner's 
opinion. 

Messrs.  A«  C.  Moaser  and  Haines  & 
Ward,  for  appellant: 

The  foUowmg  provisions  of  the  Civil  Code 
relate  to  the  subject: 

^  801.  "The  following  land  burdens,  or 
servitudes  upon  land,  may  be  attached  to  other 
land  as  incidents  or  appurtenances, and  are  then 
called  easements.  .  .  .  The  right  of  re- 
ceiving air,  light,  or  heat  from  or  over,  or  dis- 
charging the  same  upon  or  over,  land." 

§  662.  ''A  thing  is  deemed  to  be  incidental 
or  appurtenant  to  land  when  it  is  by  right  used 
with  the  land  for  its  benefit,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  way,  or  watercourse,  or  of  a  passage  for  light, 
air,  or  heat  from  or  across  the  land  of  an- 
other." 

§  1084.  **The  transfer  of  a  thing  transfers 
also  all  its  incidents,  unless  expressly  excepted; 
but  the  transfer  of  an  incident  to  a  thing  does 
not  transfer  the  thing  itself." 

§  1104.  "A  transfer  of  real  property  passes 
all  easements  attached  thereto,  and  creates  in 
favor  thereof  an  easement  to  use  the  other 
real  property  of  the  person  whose  estate  is  trans- 


NOTB.— For  easement  of  light  and  air,  see  note 
to  Case  V.  Minot  (Mass.)  2SL.  K.  A.  638,  and  Jones  v. 
Miilsaps(Mi88.)»  L.  B.  A.  158. 
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feired,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  such  property  was  obviously  and 
permanently  used  by  the  person  whose  estate  i» 
transferred,  for  the  benefit  thereof,  at  the  time- 
when  the  transfer  was  agreed  upon  or  com- 
pleted." 

§  1107.  "Every  grant  of  an  estate  in  real 
property  is  conclusive  against  the  grantor,  also- 
against  everyone  subsequently  claiming  under 
him,  except  a  purchaser  or  encumbrancer  who* 
in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration 
acauires  a  title  or  lien  by  an  instrument  that 
is  Drst  duly  recorded." 

The  transfer  of  the  property  created  in  favor 
thereof  easements  to  use  the  other  adjoining 
real  property  of  Han  bury  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  such  property  was- 
obviously  and  permanently  used  by  Han  bury, 
who  transferred  his  estate  in  the  Tremont  prop- 
erty at  the  time  such  transfer  of  the  Tremont 
was  made. 

Sparks  V.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186:  Cave  v.  Orctfts, 
58  Cal.  185;  Farmer  v.  TJkiah  Water  Co.  56. 
Cal.  11;  Cross  v.  Kiits,  69  Cal.  217.  68  Am. 
Rep.  658;  Quinlan  v.  NobU,  75  Cal.  250; 
Standart  v.  Round  Valley  Water  Co.  77  Cal. 
89^;  Coonradt  v.  Hill,  79  Cal.  587;  Glyne  v, 
Benieia  Waier  Co,  100  Cal.  810;  Lamjmian  v. 
Miiks,  21  N.  Y.  505;  Heartt  v;  Kruger,  121  N. 
Y.  886.  9  L.  R.  A.  185. 

The  transfer  of  a  thing  transfers  all  of  it» 
incidents  and  appurtenances. 

McShane  v.  Carter,  80  Cal.  810;  2  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  ed.  1894,  ♦♦29,  80;  Lampman  v. 
Milks,  21  N.  Y.  505;  Bobinson  v.  Otapp,  65 
Conn.  865,  29  L.  R.  A.  582. 

An  implied  easement  of  light  and  air  will  be- 
sustained  in  case  of  real  necessity. 

Turner  v.  Thompson,   58  Ga.  268,  36  Am. 
Rep.  297;  RennysorCs  Appeal,   94  Pa.  147,  8^ 
Am.  Rep.  777. 

Mr,  N.  H.  Conklin*  for  respondents: 

The  grantee  cannot  extend  the  right  granted 
beyond  the  terms  of  the  grant,  and  it  would 
seem  as  if  the  grantor  had  expressly  sought  to- 
protect  his  unsold  premises  from  the  unjust 
claim  that  has  been  put  forward. 

Re  Vance,  100  Cal.  425;  Faitre  v.  Daley,  9^- 
Cal.  664;  Montgomery  v.  Sturditant,  41  Cal. 
290;  BarneH  v.  Barneti,  104  Cal.  298. 

By  the  deed  everything  outside  of  the  land 
covered  by  the  Tremont  house  was  excepted. 

Sparks  v.  Hess.  15  Cal.  196;  2  Washb.  Reah 
Prop.  5th  ed.  p.  861. 
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Lampman  t.  MOks,  91  N.  Y.  505,  has  been 
•oTerniled  bj  the  New  York  courts. 

Myer$  y.  Gemtnel,  10  Barb.  537;  Doyle  y.  Lord, 
4i4  N.  Y.  482,  and  eases  cited. 

An  easement  uncertain  in  its  extent  and 
duration,  without  any  written  or  record  evi- 
dence of  its  existence,  fettering  estates  and 
laying  an  embargo  upon  (he  hand  of  improve 
ment  which  carries  the  trowel  and  the  plane, 
«nd,  as  applied  to  a  subseauent  purchaser, 
^against  the  spirit  of  our  recording  acts,  and  not 
demanded  by  any  consideration  of  public 
policy—surely^  should  not  be  held  to  exist  by 
mere  implication. 

Morrison  v.  Marguardt,  24  Iowa.  85,  92  Am. 
Dec.  444.  See  also  Collier  v.  Pierce,  7  Gray. 
18,  66  Am.  Dec.  458;  Keater.  Hugo,  115  Mass. 
204, 15  Am.  Rep.  80;  Keiper  v.  Klein,  51  Ind. 
316;  BaverUick  v.  Sipe,  88  Pa.  868;  Benny»on*9 
Appeal  94  Pa.  147,  89  Am.  Rep.  777;  MvUen 
T.  Strieker,  19  Ohio  St.  188.  2  Am.  Rep.  879. 

There  is  no  necessity  for  such  an  easement 
4is  claimed  by  appellant.  The  plans  of  the 
building  show  broad  halls,  and  50  feet  of  front 
jiod  rear  exposed  for  lifbt  and  air. 

Powell  V.  Sims,  5  W.  Va.  1.  18  Am.  Rep. 
^29:  Rennyson's  Appeal,  94  Pa.  147,  89  Am. 
Rep.  777. 

The  rights  claimed  by  appellant  should  be 
free  from  reasonable  doubt  to  justify  an  in- 
junction. 

Snowden  v.  Noah,  Hopk.  Ch.  847,  14  Am. 
Dec.  547:  Hinehman  v.  Pater  son  Horse  R.  Co. 
17 N.  J.  Eq.  75. 86  Am.  Dec.  262;  1  High.  Inj. 
§8. 

Chipman,  C,  filed  the  foUowing  opinion: 
Action  for  an  injunction.  The  defendant 
Bumap  had  judgment,  from  which  plaintiff 
uppeals  on  the  judgment  roll,  including  bill  of 
^exceptions  presenting  motion  to  strike  out 
'Certain  alleviations  in  the  amended  complaint, 
And  the  ruling  of  the  court  thereon.  But  two 
<)uestions  are  involved:  (1)  That  the  court 
erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  made  on  the 
ground  of  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant; 
and  (2)  that  the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  as  to  that  portion  of  the  amended 
complaint  relating  to  light  and  air.  and  for 
like  reasons  the  court  erred  in  striking  from 
the  amended  complaint  "all  matters  relating 
to  light  and  air."  The  motion  to  strike  out 
having  been  granted,  the  result  was  to  leave 
the  complaint  shorn  of  facts  suflScieot  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.  It  appeared  from  the 
•complaint:  That  in  1887 one  Hanbury  owned 
•certain  lots  and  parts  of  lots  in  the  city  of  San 
Diego,  frontini?  145  feet  on  Third  street  and 
100  feet  on  D.  street.  He  built  a  lodging 
house  on  the  north  60  feet  of  the  tract  in  1881, 
fronting  on  Third  street,  and  running  back  90 
feet.  The  lower  story  was  finished  for  stores, 
•and  above  this  story,  and  in  each  of  the  three 
upper  stories,  windows  opened  out  upon  the 
vacant  lots,  admitting  light  and  air  to  the 
aouth  part  of  the  building,  which  were  alleged 
to  be  necessary  for  the  use  of,  and  to  render 
habitable,  this  part  of  the  house.  That  Han- 
4)ury  used  the  house  in  this  condition  until 
May  2,  1890,  when  he  sold  it,  and  the  land  on 
which  it  rested,  to  plaintiff's  testator.  That 
Hanbury  retained  ownership  of  the  remaining 
lots  until  September  18,  1892,  when  he  sold 
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them  to  the  Savinn  Bank  of  San  Diego  county, 
and  on  January  w,  1896.  the  bank  sold  the  lots 
to  defendant  Burnap.  That  on  May  9,  1896, 
Burnap  began  the  erection  of  a  three-s'ory 
building  on  his  lots,  and  close  to  and  against 
plaintiff's  building,  so  as  to  entirely  close  up 
and  darken  the  said  windows  in  her  building, 
and  shut  off  all  light  and  air.  That  these  win- 
dows had  been  used  as  formerly,  and  up  to 
the  time  of  defendant's  purchase.  It  was  al- 
leged that  the  proposed  building  would  destroy 
one  third  the  value  of  plaintiff's  property,  and 
render  the  south  part  of  the  house  uninhabita- 
ble and  unfit  for  use,  and  cause  irreparable 
damage. 

1.  The  principal  contention  of  appellant  is 
that  the  court  erred  in  sustaioing  the  demurrer 
and  granting  the  motion,  because  from  the 
facts  pleaded  it  clearly  appeared  that  there 
were  appurtenant  to  the  premises,  as  a  domi- 
nant estate,  easements  of  lieht  and  air  through 
the  door  and  windows  in  the  south  wall,  over 
the  land  adjoining  it  on  the  south,  as  the  servi- 
ent estate.  It  is  claimed  that  under  the  provi- 
sions of  ^§  662.  801,  1084,  1104.  and  1107  of 
the  Civil  Code,  and  the  decisions  of  this  court, 
the  complaint  showed  the  existence  of  such 
easements  of  light  and  air.  with  which  defend- 
ants threatened  to  interfere.  The  conveyance 
from  Hanbury  to  Kennedy  was  a  grant  deed. 
Appellant  disclaims  any  right  by  prescription 
or  by  user,  and  so  denies  the  authority  of 
Wfsfern  Oranite  dt  M.  Co,  v.  Knickerbocker, 
108 Cal.  Ill,  where  it  was  said:  "The  doctrine 
that  a  proprietor  of  land  may  bv  user  acquire 
an  easement  over  adjoining  land  for  the  pas- 
sage of  light  and  air  does  not  prevail  in  this 
country."  The  claim  broadly  made  is  that  the 
easement  of  lignt  and  air  passes  by  implied 
grant  under  our  statute.  It  would  seem  to  us 
that  the  reasons  for  supporting  a  right  bj  pre- 
scription are  even  stronger  than  can  be  ad- 
vanced in  support  of  an  implied  grant.  The 
questions  are  closely  allied,  and  are  often 
found  discussed  together,  and  as  depending  on 
like  reasons.  But  three  states  of  the  American 
Union  retain  the  common  law  upon  this  subject, 
to  wit,  Illinois.  New  Jersey,  and  Louisiana. 
The  first  American  case, — Story  v.  Odin  (1815) 
12  Mass.  157.  7  Am.  Dec.  46,— which  has  been 
so  often  referred  to  as  authority  for  the  pre- 
scriptive right,  was  long  ago  overruled  in  that 
state.  As  recently  as  1874.  in  Keats  v.  Httgo, 
115  Mass.  204,  15  Am.  Rep.  80,  the  cases  were 
re  examined,  and  the  doctrine  very  ably  con- 
sidered, by  Gray,  Ch.  J.:  and  he  there  shows 
that  even  in  Story  v.  Odin  the  right  by  pre- 
scription was  not  necessarily  involved.  This 
case  in  115  Mass.  is  valuable,  however,  for  its 
discussion  of  the  precise  question  now  before 
us.  It  was  there  said:  "The  reasons  upon 
which  it  hHs  been  held  that  no  grant  of  a  right 
to  air  and  light  can  be  implied  from  any  length 
of  continuous  enjoyment  are  equally  strong 
against  implying  a  grant  of  such  a  right  from 
the  mere  conveyance  of  a  bouse  with  windows 
overlooking  the  land  of  the  grantor.  To  im- 
plv  the  grant  of  such  a  right  in  either  case, 
without  express  words,  would  greatly  em- 
barrass the  improvement  of  estates,  and,  by 
reason  of  the  very  indefinite  character  of  the 
right  asserted,  promote  litigation.  The  sim- 
plest rule,  and  that  best  suited  to  a  country 
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like  onrs.  Id  which  changes  are  taking  place  in 
the  ownership  and  the  use  of  lands,  is  that  no 
right  of  this  character  can  he  acquired  without 
espresa  grant  of  an  interest  in,  or  covenant  re- 
lating tOy  the  lands  over  which  the  ritrht  is 
claimed."  The  leading  case  in  New  Yorkstate 
is  Parker  v.  Foote,  19  Wend.  809.  Bronaon,  J., 
in  the  opinion  for  the  court,  said:  *' . 
There  is.  I  think,  no  principle  upon  which  the 
modern  English  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  light 
can  be  supported.  It  is  an  anomaly  in  the 
law  It  may  do  well  enough  in  England.  .  .  . 
but  it  cannot  be  applied  in  the  growing  cities 
and  villages  of  this  country,  without  working 
the  most  mischievous  consequences."  In  Mor- 
rison  V.  Marguardt,  34  Iowa,  85.  92  Am.  Dec. 
444,  Dillon,  J.,  presents  the  subject  in  a  still 
different  light,  reaching  the  same  result.  He 
said:  "Surely  such  an  easement  uncertain  in 
its  extent  and  duration,  without  any  written 
or  record  evidence  of  its  existence,  fettering 
estates,  and  laying  an  embargo  upon  the  hand 
of  improvement,  which  carries  the  trowel  and 
the  plane  and,  as  applied  to  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser, against  the  spirit  of  our  recording  acta, 
and  not  demanded  by  any  consideration  of  pub- 
lic policy, — surely  such  an  easement  should  not 
be  held  to  exist  'by  mere  implication."  The 
question  will  be  found  more  or  less  fully  treated 
in  Keiper  v.  Klein,  51  Ind.  316;  also  in  Mullen 
V.  Strieker,  19  Ohio  St.  138,  2  Am.  Rep.  379; 
Bennpson'a  Appeal,  94  Pa.  147,  39  Am.  Rep. 
777.  We  have  no  hesitation  in  adopting  the 
prevailing  rule  in  this  country,  and  are  con- 
tent with  the  reasons  upon  which  it  rests.  Nor 
do  we  think  there  is  anything  in  our  statutes 
restraining  us  from  so  holding. 

Appellant  insists  that  our  Code  provisions  as 
to  easements  are  * 'substantially  the  same  .  .  . 
as  .  .  .  I  he  common  law,"  and  therefore '*must 
be  construed  as  continuations  thereof."  Civil 
Code,  §  5.  Counsel  presents  with  much  force 
and  ability  the  proposition  that  §  1104,  Id.,  has 
converted  what  at  common  law  were  implied 
easements  of  light  and  air  by  severance  of 
estate  into  statutory  easements  by  such  sever- 
ance; and  he  urges  that  the  rejection  of  this 
easement  created  by  prescription  does  not  nec- 
essarily justify  the  judicial  repeal  of  the  stat- 
utory easement  creaied  by  severance.  The 
provisions  of  §  1104,  so  much  relied  upon  by 
appellant  as  creating  by  severance  the  very 
easement  in  question,  we  do  not  think  have  the 
effect  claimed.  The  easement  created  is  in 
favor  of  the  land  transferred,  and  is  the  right 
to  use  other  real  property  of  the  transferrer 
'in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  such  property  was  obviously  and  perma- 
nently used  by  the  person  whose  estate  is  trans- 
ferred." If  the  easement  claimed  was  the 
right  to  use  a  ditch  or  pipe  through  which  wa- 
ter was  conveyed  to  the  property  sold,  and  on 
which  it  was  used  as  beneficial  and  necessary, 
there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  holding  that 
the  property  retained  by  the  transferrer  was 
"obviously  and  permanently  used  by  him  .  .  . 
at  the  time  when  the  transfer  .  .  .  was  com- 
pleted." There  would  exist  such  relationship 
of  the  two  properties— the  part  sold  and  the 
part  retained — as  to  justify  what  was  said  in 
Cave  v.  OrafU,  63  Cal.  135,  that  "when  the 
owner  of  lands  divides  his  property  into  two 
parts,  granting  away  one  of  them,  he  is  taken 
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by  implication  to  include  in  his  grant  all  sucb 
easements  in  the  remaining  part  as  are  neces- 
sary^ for  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  part 
which  he  grants,  in  the  form  which  it  assumes 
at  the  time  he  transfers  it."  Where  a  town  or 
city  lot  has  a  frontage  on  a  street  and  on  an  al- 
ley in  the  rear,  by  means  of  which  light  and 
air  may  be  obtained,  and  a  building  is  erected 
thereon,  we  cannot  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
windows  on  the  side  overlooking  another  lot 
are  necessary  to  the  beneticial  use  or  reasona- 
ble enjoyment  of  the  building;  nor  can  we  say 
that,  if  the  owner  of  two  lots  so  constructs  hia 
house  on  one  of  them  as  to  obtain  light  and  air 
in  part  through  windows  overlooking  the  va- 
cant lot,  he  thereby  makes  such  "obvious" 
and  "permanent"  use  of  these  openings  and  of 
the  lot  as  to  be  held  by  implication  to  transfer 
an  easement  over  the  vacant  lot  when  he  sella 
fhe  lot  built  upon.  Indeed,  it  cannot  be  said 
there  was  any  use  made  of  the  vacant  land,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  way  or  a  pipe  as  a  conduit  for 
water  to  the  granted  premises;  nor  would  it 
be  reasonable  to  presume  that  by  the  mere  use 
of  openings  to  admit  light  and  air  the  transfer- 
rer of  the  property  intended  that  the  use  of 
these  openings  made  by  him  was  to  be  jier- 
manent,  and  to  imply  a  grant  to  the  use  of  hia 
land  retained  by  him  for  such  permanent  use. 
The  statute  was  not,  in  our  opinion,  intended 
to  create  any  such  right  by  severance  of  the 
estate.  That  light  and  air  may  be  the  subject 
of  an  easement  cannot  be  doubted.  The  stat- 
ute says  so  plainly.  §  801.  That  light  and 
air  may  also  become  appurtenant  to  land 
is  equally  clear.  Ibid.,  and  §  662.  And  we 
must  concede  that  the  transfer  of  a  thing  trans- 
fers all  its  incidents,  unless  expressly  excepted. 
§  1084.  And  we  must  also  concede  (for 
the  statute  says  so)  that  the  transfer  of  real 
property  passes  all  easements  attached  thereto, 
and  creates  in  favor  thereof  an  easement  to  use 
the  other  real  property  of  the  grantor  in  the 
manner  such  property  was  obviously  and  per- 
manently used  by  the  person  whose  estate  is 
transferred.  §  1104.  All  this  is  true,  but 
it  always  remains  to  be  determined  in  a 
given  case  whether  an  easement  in  fact  exists, 
or  may  be  presumed.  Section  662,  it  is  true, 
says  that  a  thing  is  deemed  appurtenant  to 
land  when  it  is  by  right  used  with  the  land  for 
its  benefit,  but  the  * 'thing"  referred  to  must 
have  a  legal,  recognized  existence.  Not  every 
"thing"  IS  deemed  to  be  appurtenant,  even 
when  by  semblance  of  right  used  with  the 
land  foritst)eneflt.  The  use  of  light  and  air 
through  the  windows  overlooking  defendant's 
lots  was  by  right,  in  the  sense  that  it  did  not 
harm  the  owner  or  his  property;  but  it  would 
not  follow  necessarily  that  this  air  or  light  i» 
to  be  deemed  appurtenant  to  plaintiff's  land, 
or  that  the  enjoyment  was  by  strict  right.  Mr. 
Washburn  says:  While  "many  of  the  rules 
in  reference  to  easements  of  ways  apply  to 
those  of  light  and  air,  .  .  .  it  must  be  ob- 
vious that  in  the  original  acquisition  of  the 
right  a  different  rule  mus^  prevail. "  2  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  5th  ed.  361.  And  it  was  held  in 
Mullen  y.  Strieker,  19  Ohio  St.  138.  2  Am. 
Rep.  379:  "Where  the  owner  of  two  adjacent 
lots  conveys  one  of  them,  no  grant  or  reserva- 
tion of  an  easement  for  light  and  air  will  be 
implied  merely  from  the  nature  or  use  of  the 
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■truciure  upon  the  lots  at  or  priOT  to  tHe  time 
of  the  conveyaDce."  Nor  do  we  think  that 
§  5  of  the  Ciyil  Code,  relied  upoD,  reBtraios 
us  from  follow iDg  the  generally  accepted  doc- 
IriDe  in  this  country.  Where  our  Code  pro- 
visions are  substantially  the  same  as  the  com- 
mon law,  they  are  to  be  construed  as  contio na- 
tions thereof,  and  not  as  new  enactments. 
Ibid.  It  is  a  part  of  the  common  law  itself, 
however,  that  the  colonists  took  with  them 
only  such  parts  thereof  as  were  adapted  to 
their  new  conditioDS  and  surroundiogs.  1 
Uambl.  (original  page)  107,  and  notes  of  editor, 
p.  280.  bee  cases  cited  in  2  Wait,  Act.  &  Def. 
p.  282.  The  common  law  referred  to  in  our 
statute  is  such  only  as  conforms  to  our  institu- 
tions and  form  of  goTernment,  and  is  applica- 
ble to  the  habits  and  conditions  of  society. 
Ibid.;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  52. 

Before  we  should  feel  bound  to  hold  that 
light  and  air  are  easements  as  they  were  re- 
garded in  England,  to  be  governed  in  their 
acquisition,  enjoyment,  and  disposition  under 
common  law  rules,  we  should  require  it  clearly 
to  appear  that  our  statute  is  sut)stantia]ly  the 
same  in  all  these  respects  as  the  common  law. 
But  the  statute  does  no  more  than  to  declare 
that  they  may  be  the  subject  of  an  easement. 
We  think  our  court  is  left  free  to  say  that, 
while  an  easement  of  light  or  air  such  as  is  here 
claimed  may  be  created,  no  such  easement  will 
be  held  to  pass  by  implication.  Conceding, 
therefore,  that  plaintiff  enjoyed  what  would 
be  an  easement  at  common  law  in  England, 


and  that  by  the  transfer  of  title  to  the  land 
there  would  have  been  an  implied  grant  of  this 
easement  in  that  country,  we  are  still  of  the 
opinion  that  no  such  easement  was  created  un- 
der our  law,  nor  did  any  such  easement  pass 
by  implied  grant.  When  Hanbury  sold,  with- 
out an^  grant  of  the  passage  for  air  and  light 
over  his  retained  lots,  the  privilege  ceased;  and 
he  could  have  immediately  built  upon  the  va- 
cant lots,  as  his  successors  in  estate  now  pro- 
pose to  and  may  do. 

2.  Sanderson,  one  of  the  defendants,  was 
the  owner's  architect,  and  it  was  alleged  that 
he  was  personally  supervising  the  work,  and 
gave  the  notices  of  intention  to  build.  He  was 
but  the  servant  and  employee,  as  were  the 
workmen  on  the  building,  and  had  no  interest 
in  the  suit.  The  general  prayer  of  the  biU 
would  have  reached  him,  without  being  made 
a  party.  We  think,  however,  while  not  a 
necessary  party  defendant,  it  was  competent 
for  plaintiff  to  make  him  one,  and  his  remedy 
to  relieve  himself  was  not  by  demurrer.  At 
the  same  time,  we  do  not  see  that  the  ruling  of 
the  court  was  such  injury  as  to  warrant  us  in 
remanding  the  case,  especially  as  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained  against  any  defendant. 
The  judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed* 

We  concur:    Britt,  C. ;  Beleher,  (X 

Per  Cariam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  are  a  firmed. 


CONNECTICUT  SUPREME  COURT  OP  ERRORS. 


Town  of  BRISTOL,  Appt, 

NEW  ENGLAND  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 
(70  Conn.  80ft.) 

1*  A  map  of  a  propiised  abntment  In  a 
highway  to  support  an  overbead  railroad  is 
■afllcleut  If  it  contains  such  reference  to  menu* 
meets  Id  the  vicinity  of  its  site  that  a  competent 
surveyor  can  ascertain  the  points  at  which  to  set 
stakes. 

8«  An  order  of  the  railroad  eommiMion 
dlrectinir  the  abolition  of  a  e^Ule 
croesind^  sufficiently  describes  the  abutments 
to  be  erected  in  the  highway  if  it  refers  to  a  map 
npon  which  they  are  delineated. 

8.  The  board  of  railroad  eommiasion- 
erSt  one  of  whom  is  required  by  law  to  be  a  civil 
engineer,  will  be  presumed  to  have  made  no  order 
for  the  construction  of  a  public  work  which  can- 
not be  precisely  executed. 

4*  I<and  eovered  hy  a  highwB,y  may  be 
oceupled  by  tbe  railroad  commissioners  for  the 
oonstruction  of  a  bridflre  to  abolish  a  ^rade  cross- 
fnir  if  necessary  to  abate  a  nuisanoe. 

6*  A  town  cannot  enjoin  the  erection  of 
abutments  in  one  of  its  hiflfhwaysiD  pur- 


NoTC—As  to  tbe  liability  for  cost  of  ohanRlng 
irrade  of  street  to  avoid  (rrade  crottsiD^Tf  see  note  to 
Kelly  V.  Minneapolis  (Mion.)  26  L.  R.  A.  82. 
40  L,  R.  A. 


suance  of  an  order  by  the  railroad  commission  to^ 
abolish  a  err&de  crosslnR;  but  if  it  refrards  its 
rights  encroached  upon  it  must  appeal  from  tbe 
order. 

6.  A  suHieient  appropriation  of  a  por> 
tlon  of  a  highway  for  the  abutment  of  a 
bridge  for  tbe  uooiltloo  of  a  frrade  crossing:  is 
made  by  an  order  of  the  railroad  commissioners 
directing  it  to  be  made  and  refcrrinir  to  a  map 
showinir  the  abutment  in  the  hiirhway  without 
formally  condemniner  or  discontinuioir  the  por- 
tion of  the  hiffhway  covered. 

7.  An  order  by  the  state  railroad  com- 
mission requirinif  the  abolition  of  a 
fl^rade  erossing^^  which  refers  to  a  plan  of  tbe 
work  showing  abutments  in  the  highway,  is  a  de- 
fense to  a  suit  by  the  municipality  to  enjoin  the 
railroad  company  from  placing  the  abutments  in 
the  highway. 

8*  A  railroad  company  defendinip  a 
suit  to  essoin  it  fi^m  placing^  abut- 
ments in  a  hiflfh^^ay  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  acting  under  order  of  the  state  railroad  com- 
mission has  the  burden  of  proving  the  existence 
of  the  order  and  of  the  identity  of  the  structure 
which  it  has  threatened  to  build  with  that  desljf- 

'  nated  in  the  order. 

9*   A  judi^ment  will  not  be  reversed  for 

failure  to  sustain  a  demurrer  for  reasons  not 
specified  therein. 
10.   Directing^  abutments  to  be  placed 
on  the  street  lines  in  an  order  of  the  8tat» 
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railroad  commiselon  for  the  abolltioo  .of  a  grade 
croeslnflT  does  not  preclude  lae  plaoioff  of  other 
abutments  In  the  street  by  referenoe  to  a  map 
showing  them  so  located. 

(January  fSl,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Hartford  County 
Id  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  lo  en- 
inin  the  ereciion  of  an  abutment  in  a  public 
highway.    Affirmed. 

The  Slate  railroad  commission  passed  an  or 
der  for  the  separation  of  a  grade  crossing  in  the 
town  of  Bristol.  The  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany was  attempting  to  comply  with  the  order 
when  this  bill  was  nled  to  enjoin  it  from  doing 
60  00  the  ground  that  it  would  result  in  an  un- 
lawful encroachment  on  the  highway. 

The  material  part  of  the  order  is  as  follows: 

''We,  being  of  opinion  that  tbe  finan- 
cial condition  of  tbe  said  New  York  &  New 
England  Railroad  Company  will  warrant 
such  order,  and  that  public  safety  requires  tbe 
same,  do  hereby  order  such  crossing  removed, 
and  do  determine  and  order  that  the  following 
alterations,  changes,  and  removals  be  made  and 
done,  to  wit:  That  the  method  of  crossing  be 
altered  so  that  said  highway,  instead  of  crof^s- 
ing  said  tracks  at  grade,  as  at  present,  be  car- 
ried under  said  tracks,  and,  for  that  purpose, 
that  the  location  of  the  said  crossing  be  changed 
by  the  removal  of  said  tracks  from  their  pres- 
ent location  to  a  point  about  80  feet  southerly 
therefrom;  the  same  being  carried  over  said 
highway  on  a  double  track  iron  bridge,  with 
not  less  than  12  feet  clear  head  room,  with 
stone  abutments  located  upon  the  street  lines 
upon  each  side,  and  with  supporting  columns 
upon  the  latter  lines  of  the  street  (said  street 
being  excavated  so  much  as  may  be  necessary 
to  give  said  head  room),  with  approaches  not 
exceeding  9  feet  in  a  hundred  on  the  north  side 
of  said  crossing,  and  level  upon  the  south  side, 
and  not  exceeding  5  feet  in  a  hundred  on 
North  Main  street,  and  4  feet  in  a  hundred 
on  Prospect  street;  said  alterations  and  changes 
beine  also  delineated  and  shown  on  two  maps 
on  file  in  this  office,  one  marked:  'N.  Y.  &  N. 
E.  R.  R.  Proposed  Undercrossing  of  Main 
fitreer,  Bristol.  Conn.  Scale  50  feet  to  one  inch. 
Chief  Engineer's  Office.  Boston,  February 
10th,  1891.  L.  B.  Bidwell,  Chief  Engineer.* 
And  the  other  marked:  'Proposed  Change  of 
Main  Street  Crossing,  Bristol,  Conn.  Scale, 
40  feet  to  one  inch.  Boston,  February  10th, 
1891.  L.  B.  Bidwell,  Chief  Engineer.'  All 
of  said  alterations,  changes,  and  removals  to  be 
made  and  done  by  said  railroad  company,  and 
the  expense  thereof,  including  the  damages  to 
any  person  whose  land  is  taken,  and  the  special 
damni^es  which  tbe  owner  of  any  land  adjoin- 
ing the  public  highways  shall  sustain  by  rea- 
son of  any  change  in  the  grade  of  such  high- 
ways in  consequence  of  any  change,  alteration, 
or  removal  above  ordered,  to  be  paid  bv  said 
railroad  company:  George  M.  Woodruff.  W. 
H.  Hayward,  Wm.  O.  Seymour,  Railroad 
Commissioners." 

Messrs.  Hunfrerford*  Hyde,  Joiilyii,  A 
Gilman  and  Epaphroditus  Peck,  for 
appellant: 

Unless  such  an  encroachment  is  justified  by 
the  facts  pleaded,  the  second  defense  is  in- 
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sufficient,  and  the  demurrer  to  it  should  have 
been  sustained 

Hotehkiss  v.  ^Plunketi,  60  Conn.  280;  Usher  r. 
Waddingham,  69  Conn.  412;  Stephen,  PI.  9th 
Am.  ed.  200. 

The  act  regulates  the  procedure,  and  pro- 
vides for  a  full  statement  of  the  scope  of  the 
action  proposed. 

If  the  railroad  commisstoners  proceed  on 
their  own  initiative,  thev  '^shall  proceed  in  all 
respects  as  to  method  of  procedure  and  assess- 
ment of  expense  as  if  the  said  directors  had 
voluntarily  applied  therefor." 

Acts  of  1889,  chap.  220,  §  1;  New  York  AN. 
E,  R.  Oo,*s  Appeal,  62  Conn.  627. 

That  is,  they  must,  In  their  preliminary  or- 
der.  define  the  scope  of  the  action  proposed  to 
be  taken,  and  notify  the  parties  in  interest 
thereof. 

The  railroad  commissioners  defined  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  action  to  be  **the  removal  of 
the  grade  crossing  of  their  road  and  the  high- 
way known  as  Main  street."  the  question  to  be 
heard  *'as  to  what  alterations,  changes,  or  re- 
movals, if  any,  shall  be  made  at  said  crossing, 
and  by  whom  done."  and  they  cited  in  as  land- 
owners to  be  affected  '*the  owners  of  the  land 
adjoining  said  crossing,  and  adjoining  that 
portion  of  said  highway  to  be  changed  in 
grade. 

Only  one  highway.  Main  street,  is  thought 
of  as  to  be  affected;  North  Main  street  is  no- 
where mentioned,  no  alteration  of  it  is  pro- 
posed, and  no  notice  is  given  to  the  owners 
of  land  adjoining  it 

The  only  reference  to  any  other  street  than 
Main  street  is  purely  incidental;  is  not  made 
with  any  reference  to  the  bridge  or  its  abut- 
ments, but  for  the  purpose  only  of  determining 
the  grade  of  the  approaches. 

Is  it  possible  to  construe  this  order  as  order- 
ing the  taking  for  railroad  purposes  of  a  large 
section  of  a  highway,  when  such  taking  is 
nowhere  mentioned,  nor  such  highway  men- 
tioned except  with  reference  to  its  grade? 

There  is  no  denial  that  the  abutment  ia 
within  North  Main  street,  nor  that  it  is  cor- 
rectly described  in  the  complaint;  but  an  alle- 
gation that  the  abutment  so  described  will  be 
*'in  exact  accordance  with  the  said  order  .  .  . 
and  with  said  maps." 

The  assertion  or  the  denial  of  a  legal  conclu- 
sion, without  showing  the  facts  which  support 
or  forbid  such  conclusion,  means  nothing.  A 
demurrer  to  such  a  pleading  must  always  be 

fit  IB^  11.1  fl^Hi 

Woodruff  T.  New  York  <ft  N.  E.  B.  Co,  59 
Conn.  63. 

The  plaintiff  could  not  reply  to  this  by 
merely  reiterating  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint; the  only  allegation  which  the  plaintiff 
could  deny  is  that  the  encroachment  described 
is  in  accordance  with  said  order  and  maps. 

The  issue  raised  hereby  would  be  merely  as 
to  what  the  order  and  maps  authorize,  and 
this  is  not  an  issue  of  fact,  but  of  law. 

Auffmordt  v.  Stevens,  46  Conn.  418;  Oibbsy. 
Qilead  Ecclesiastical  Soc.  38  Conn.  167:  Jordan 
V.  Patterson.  67  Conn.  479;  StaU  v.  Main,  69 
Conn.  187;  Hotehkiss  v.  Biggins,  52  Conn.  218, 
62  Am.  Rep.  682. 

This  is  particularly  so  of  a  judicial  record. 

Oallup  V.  Fox,  64  Conn.  491. 


1898. 


Bristol  t.  New  Ehglahd  R.  Co. 
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Jurisdictional  facts  must  appear  upon  tbe 
face  of  tbe  record  of  a  special  tribunal. 

Raymond  v.  BeU,  18  Gono.  81;  Sears  ▼. 
Terry,  26  Conn.  273. 

Mr.  Edward  D.  Bobbins  for  appellee. 

Hamerflley*  J.,  delirered  the  opinion  of 
tbe  court: 

Tbe  complaint  alleges  tbat  tbe  defendant 
intends  to  build  a  bridge  for  carrying  its  rail- 
road tracks  over  Main  street  at  tbe  corner  of 
tbat  street  and  Nortb  Main  street  (they  being 
highways  within  the  limits  of  tbe  town  of 
Bristol),  and  threatens  to  build  a  stone  abut- 
ment in  connection  with  said  bridge,  so  as  to 
encroach  upon  North  Main  street,  and  occupy 
a  strip  thereof,  as  shown  by  tbe  annexed  map, 
marked  '^Exhibit  A"  and  claims  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  defendant  from  building 
any  structure  within  the  limits  of  Norih  Main 
street  Exhibit  A  is  a  map  (drawn  to  a  scale) 
purporting  to  be  a  facsimile  of  the  defeodani's 
plan  and  profiles  for  the  abolition  of  the  Main 
street  grade  crossing  at  Bristol,  prepared  and 
signed  by  its  chief  engineer.  The  right  of 
the  plaintiflF  to  ask  an  injunction  arises  from 
tbe  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  law,  as  tbe 
agent  of  tbe  state  in  the  maintenance  and  care 
of  these  highways;  and  the  defendant,  in  its 
second  defense,  sets  up  tbe  paramount  au 
thority  of  the  state,  exercised  through  an  order 
of  the  railroad  commissioners,  appropriating 
this  portion  of  the  highway  as  necessary  for 
the  abolition  of  a  public  nuisance  endangering 
tbe  lives  of  its  citizens  who  use  the  highways. 
The  answer  contains  a  first  defense,  in  which 
each  allegation  of  the  complaint  is  either  de- 
nied or  admitted,  and  a  second  defense,  which 
purports  to  allege  extrinsic  facts  sufficient,  if 
proved,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action,  ad  nut- 
ting for  the  purposes  of  the  defense  the  facts 
stated  in  the  complaint  The  allegations  of 
the  defense  are:  (1)  The  existence  of  an  order 
by  the  railroad  commissioners  directing  the 
defendant  to  remove  its  present  grade  crossing 
of  Main  street,  and  for  that  purpose  changing 
the  location  of  said  crossing  to  a  point  80  feet 
floutherly,  at  tbe  corner  of  Main  and  North 
Main  streets,  and  directing  the  defendant  to 
there  build  over  Main  street,  and  adjoining 
North  Main  street,  a  bridge,  with  a  wing  or 
supporting  abutment,  whose  location  is  defi- 
nitely fixea  by  tbe  maps  which  are  a  part  of 
tbe  order.  (2)  The  structure  which  tbe  de- 
fendant threatens  to  build,  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  shown  on  the  maps  contained 
in  the  complaint,  is  in  exact  accordance  with 
the  command  of  tbe  commissioners  contained 
in  the  order,  and  tbe  maps,  which  are  a  part 
thereof.  If  these  allegations  of  fact  are  denied 
and  proved,  a  complete  defense  to  the  action 
is  established.  Instead  of  replying,  by  denial 
or  otherwise,  to  the  defense,  the  plaintiff  has 
demurred;  and  the  action  of  the  court  in  over 
niling  tbat  demurrer  is  the  only  error  assigned 
in  this  appeal. 

Before  dealing  directly  with  the  demurrer, 
we  consider  what  seems  to  be  the  plaintiff's 
conception  of  the  fundamental  defect  claimed 
to  be  apparent  in  the  second  defense.  It  is  this: 
An  inspection  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  commissioners  does  not  clearly  indicate 
what  portion,  if  any,  of  the  land  within  the 
40L.  R.  A. 


true  limits  of  the  highway,  is  to  be  covered  bj 
the  structure  authorized.  This  claim  is  true, 
but  it  must  be  distinguished  from  a  claim  con- 
founded with  it,— tbat  tbe  record  does  not 
precisely  indicate  tbat  portion  of  the  surface 
of  the  land  which  the  structure  authorized  is 
to  occupy.  The  latter  claim  is  not  true.  A 
map  (drawn  to  a  scale)  locating  the  structure 
in  accordance  with  distances  from  permanent 
and  known  monuments  describes  its  actual 
location  as  precisely  as  is  possible.  Such  is 
the  character  of  the  map  now  in  question.  It 
purports  to  denote  corners  of  permanent  build- 
ings, and  the  center  line  of  the  appellee's 
present  location,  fixed  by  public  authority, 
and  made  a  matter  of  public  record.  It  is  un- 
necessary that  a  map  of  a  projected  structure, 
of  the  nature  of  that  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  orders  of  the  railroad  commissioners, 
should  be  so  drawn  as  to  describe  every  pos- 
sible monument  in  the  vicinity  of  its  site.  It 
is  enough  if  it  describes  such,  and  so  many, 
tbat,  when  received  upon  the  ground,  and  in 
relation  to  the  ground,  a  competent  surveyor 
can  ascertain  the  points  at  which  to  set  his 
stakes.  The  presumption  is  that  the  board  of 
railroad  commissioners,  one  of  whose  mem- 
bers tbe  law  requires  to  be  a  civil  engineer, 
has  made  no  order  for  the  construction  of  a 
public  work  which  cannot  be  preciselv  exe- 
cuted. On  demurrer,  the  answers  which  set 
forth  such  an  order  were  entitled  to  the  sup- 
port  of  that  presumption.  Tbe  exact  position 
of  tbe  land  to  be  occupied  being  thus  suffi- 
ciently shown,  any  statement  in  the  order  of 
tbe  precise  point  where  the  actual  line  of 
North  Main  street  crosses  this  land  is  imma- 
terial to  the  sufflciencv  of  the  defense.  The 
commissioners  are  dealing  with  the  abatement 
of  a  nuisance.  Their  authority  to  order  such 
construction  of  a  bridge  as  is  nece^ary  to  most 
thoroughly  abate  that  nuisance  is  complete, 
including  the  power  to  occupy  land  covered 
by  a  highway.  They  have  no  authority  to  de- 
termine the  disputed  lines  of  a  highway,  and 
were  not  bound  to  do  so  in  making  the  order. 
The  defense  set  up  is  complete,  whether  the 
land  the  defendant  is  ordered  to  occupy  is 
covered  to  the  extent  of  i  foot  or  of  20  feet  by 
the  easement  of  a  highway.  If  the  plaintiff, 
as  guardian  of  that  highway,  thought  its  limits 
were  unnecessarily  encroached  upon,  it  was 
its  duty  to  appeal  from  tbe  order.  Tbe  legal 
exercise  of  discretion  by  the  commissioners 
cannot  be  challenged  in  any  other  way. 

But  in  this  connection  the  plaintiff  claims 
tbat  tbe  record  does  not  clearly  show  that  the 
commissioners  intended  that  any  portion  of 
the  highway  should  be  occupied  We  think 
the  record  does  clearly  show  tbat  the  commis- 
sioners made  this  location  with  full  under- 
standing that  the  land  occupied  might  be,  and 
probably  was.  within  tbe  limits  of  this  high- 
way.  Assuming  that  there  must  be  an  intention 
to  appropriate  the  portion  of  the  high  way  within 
the  limits  of  the  land  designated,  we  think  tbat 
intention  sufficiently  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
record,  which  includes  the  order  expressed  in 
writing  and  in  maps.  The  commissioners 
apparently  decided  that  tbe,  structure  de- 
scribed, coTering  tbe  land  defined,  was  neces- 
sary to  the  abatement  of  the  nuisance,  not- 
withstanding a  portion  of  the  land  defined 
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might  be  covered  by  the  adJoiDioe  highway, 
and  ordered  the  defendant  to  build  that  struc- 
ture. This  they  hod  the  power  to  do,  and 
were  not  bound*  to.  ^rst  adjudicate  the  legal 
limits  of  that  highway,  and  then,  in  addition 
to  the  limitation  of  the  use  of  the  highway 
necessarily  involved  in  the  location  of  the 
structure  ordered,  to  formally  condemn  or  dts 
continue  as  a  highway  a  precise  number  of 
square  feet.  The  decision  made,  and  the 
structure  ordered,  were  a  suflflcient  appropria- 
tion for  that  purpose  of  such  portion  of  the 
highway  as  actually  covered  land  designated. 
It  follows  that  when  the  defendant  alleges  the 
existence  of  this  order,  and  that  the  structure 
it  threatens  to  build  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint is  in  exact  accordance  with  the  order,  it 
sets  up  a  complete  and  valid  defense,  consist- 
ent with  the  truth  of  the  essential  allegations 
of  the  complaint;  it  alleges  facts,  and  not  con- 
clusions of  law;  it  assumes  the  whole  burden 
of  proof  properly  belonging  to  it  (i.  «.,  the 
burden  of  proving  the  existence  of  the  order, 
and  the  identity  of  the  structure  it  has  threat- 
ened to  build,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  with 
the  structure  it  has  been  ordered  to  build);  and 
it  does  not,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  allege 
facts  that  in  any  event  can  be  held  equivalent 
to  a  general  denial,  for  it  admits  the  allegation 
material  to  the  plaintifTs  case,  that  the  threat- 
ened structure  is  within  the  limits  of  the  hiirh- 
way.  And  if  the  defendant  fails  to  establish 
by  proof  the  existence  of  the  order,  and  the 
identity  of  the  structures,  the  admission  of  this 
fact  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  Judgment.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  defendant  does  prove  the 
facta  it  has  alleged,  then  the  fact  admitted, 
material  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  becomes  imma- 
terial to  the  case  the  defendant  had  established, 
and  whether  the  fact  so  admitted  is  in  reality 
a  fact  or  not  cannot  affect  the  defendant's 
right  to  a  judgment.  "All  demurrers  shall  dis- 
tinctly specify  the  reasons  why  the  pleading 
demurred  to  is  insufficient."  Gen.  Stat.  §878. 
Reasons  for  claiming  the  insufficiency  of  the 
second  defense,  not  specified  in  the  demurrer, 
do  not  demand  discussion.  The  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  be- 
cause the  trial  court  did  not  sustain  the  de- 
murrer for  reasons  not  specified.  The  first 
reason  stated  in  the  demurrer  is  too  general  to 
have  any  force.  It  is  claimed  under  the  fourth 
reason  that  the  clause  in  the  written  i^rtion  of 
the  order  directing  the  building  of  a  bridge 
over  Main  street,  "with  not  less  than  12  feet 
clear  head  room,  with  stone  abutments  located 
upon  the  street  lines  upon  each  side,  and  with 
supporting  columns  upon  the  gutter  lines  of 
the  street,"  controls  the  subsequent  clause, 
directing  changes  in  North  Main  street,  and 
contradicts  and  renders  invalid  that  portion  of 
the  order  contained  in  the  maps  which  directs 
in  detail  the  changes  to  be  made  in  North 
Main  street,  and  fixes  the  exact  location  upon 
the  surface  of  the  land  of  the  supporting  wall 
or  abutment  to  be  there  built.  We  do  not  so 
read  the  order.  The  description  of  the  bridge 
over  Main  street  as  one  with  abutments  on  the 
street  lines,  and  supporting  columns  on  the 
l^utter  lines,  of  that  street,  exhausts  its  force 
in  describing  the  abutments  and  supporting 
columns  mentioned,  and  that  description  can- 
not be  construed  as  applicable  to  the  portions 
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of  the  order  dealing  with  changes  in  other 
streets,  nor  as  compelling  a  wing  or  supportioji^ 
abutment  on  North  Main  street  to  be  located 
upon  the  street  line,  notwithstanding  the  por- 
tion of  the  order  directing  these  changes 
locates  with  certainty  the  abutment  in  a 
different  place.  Giving  the  widest  allowable 
scope  to  the  language  of  the  two  other  reasons, 
they  present,  in  addition  to  the  points  already 
considered,  only  this  claim:  That  the  railroad 
commissioners  bad  no  power,  in  their  order 
for  the  elimination  of  the  grade  crossing  at 
Main  street,  to  direct  the  abutment  in  question 
to  be  built  within  the  lines  of  North  Main 
street ;  and,  if  they  had  such  power,  they  have 
not  given  such  directions.  If  the  commis- 
sioners had  the  power  to  order  the  erection  of 
the  abutment  as  described,  covering  a  portion 
of  the  highway,  it  is  immaterial  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  second  defense,  for  reasons 
already  stated,  whether  or  not  the  abutment 
ordered  actually  extends  within  the  legal  lines 
of  North  Main  street.  That  they  had  the 
power,  under  chapter  220  of  the  Public  Acta 
of  1889.  to  order  any  changes  or  alterations  in 
highways,  including  their  partial  discontinu- 
ance, necessary  to  the  elimination  of  a  danger- 
ous grade  crossing  (of  which  necessiiy  the 
commissioners  are  the  judges),  subject  to  a 
review  of  their  proceedings  on  appeal  to  the 
superior  court,  and  that  the  law  conferring 
this  power  is  constitutional,  is  too  well  settled 
to  be  now  questioned.  Suffleld  v.  New  Haven 
d:  N.  Co.  68  Conn.  86S,  870;  Fairfiei^s  Appeal, 
57  Conn.  167,  171;  Doolittle  v.  Branford,  59 
Conn.  403,  407;  GvUen  v.  New  York,  N,  H.  db 
H.  R.  Co,  66  Conn.  211,  222;  New  York  db  N. 
E,  R,  Co.'s  Appeal,  62  Conn.  527.  An  appeal 
was  taken  from  the  order  in  question  to  the 
superior  court,  and  the  order  was  affirmed  by 
that  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the  superior 
court  was  affirmed  by  this  court,  in  the  case 
last  cited.  To  all  these  proceedings  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  party.  So  far  as  concerns  thia 
plaintiff,  the  question  of  public  safety,  and 
that  of  necessity  of  occupying  any  portion  of 
North  Main  street  for  the  elimination  of  the 

frade  crossing  as  ordered,  is  re»  judicata, 
)ooliitle  V.  Branford,  59  Conn.  411.  The 
plaintiff  suggests  in  argument  that  the  course 
of  proceedings  by  the  commissioners,  as  recited 
in  the  order,  lays  no  valid  foundation  for  an 
order  directing  changes  in  North  Main  street 
The  record  of  the  commissioners'  proceedings, 
on  its  face,  seems  sufficient  to  justify  any 
necessary  change  in  that  highway;  and,  being 
sufficient  on  its  face,  the  question  of  some  pos- 
sible latent  defect  cannot  be  raised  by  this  de- 
murrer, even  if  the  plaintiff  could  raise  it  in 
any  other  way  than  by  appeal. 

The  brief  and  argument  of  the  plnintiff  sug- 
gest that  its  real  grievance  is  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  second  defense  in  some 
way  cuts  off  or  abridges  its  right  to  establish 
upon  trial  the  claim  that,  whatever  this  order 
mav  apparently  say,  the  commissioners  did  not 
in  fact  intend  to  authorize  the  occupation  of 
any  part  of  North  Main  street,  and  therefore 
did  not  authorize  an  abutment  extending  over 
the  line  of  that  street.  We  fail  to  see  how 
this  right,  if  the  plaintiff  has  such  a  right^  is 
in  any  way  affected  by  the  mode  of  pleading 
the  second  defense,  or  how  the  demurrer  can 
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be  coDBtnied  as  specifylog  such  a  reason  for 
the  inaufflcicDcy  of  the  pleading.  If  the  plain- 
tiff can  in  this  action,  or  in  any  other  action, 
attack  the  validity  of  the  order,  or  establish  a 
meaDiog  not  apparent  on  its  face,  becaose  the 
order  was  made  under  a  misapprehension  of 
essential  conditions,  it  certainly  cannot  do  so 
by  means  of  this  demurrer.  We  think  the 
question  raised  by  tbe  demurrers  to  the  second 
defenses  to  the  first  and  second  counts  do  not 
materially  differ.  No  claim  was  made  in 
argument  that  the  same  considerations  did  not 
apply  to  both  demurrers. 

There  may  be  doubt  whether  tbe  true  theory 
of  the  practice  act  would  not,  in  a  case  like 


this,  require  the  defendant  to  allege  the  facta 
set  up  in  the  second  defense  In  connection  with 
those  set  up  in  the  first  as  a  single  defense, 
rather  than  to  make  such  facts  the  basis  of  a 
separate  and  distinct  defense.  .  The, practical 
results  of  following  either  form  may  be  sub- 
stantially the  same,  and  any  error  in  such  a 
matter  is  waived,  if  not  specified  in  a  demurrer. 
As  tbe  question  is  not  material  to  our  decision, 
we  merely  mention  the  doubt,  in  order  to 
avoid  any  implied  approval  of  the  form  fol- 
lowed. 

There  i$  no  error  in  the  judgment  qf  the 
Superior  Court. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


SAVANNAH.    FLORIDA,  &    WESTERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Lula  QUO. 
( Ga. ) 

*1.  A  vwSiromA  eompaAjr  Ifl  liable  in 
damageg  to  a  female  for  an  assault  with 
intent  to  commit  rape  upon  her  person  by  one 
employed  by  sacb  railroad  company  as  a  baRiraffe 
master  upon  a  train  on  wblcb  such  female  is  at 
tbe  time  beiner  conveyed  as  a  passenger. 

2.  A  member  of  a  Jury  impaneled  to 
try  a  case  is  not  by  this  fact  debarred  from 
testifying  in  such  case  as  a  witness.  If  otherwise 
competent. 

S*  The  verdiet  is  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence*  and  tbe  errors  complained  of  are  not 
sufficient  to  require  the  granting  of  a  new  trlaL 

(November  27, 1807.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Ware 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  assault  made  upon  her  by  one  of 
defendant's  employees  while  she  was  a  passen- 
ger on  its  train.     Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Meeer9.  Erwin*  Du  Big^non*  ft  Chls- 
holm«  for  plaintiff  io  error: 

A  master  is  liable  for  tbe  acts  of  bis  serv- 
ant only  when  tbe  servant  is  acting  in  the 
course  of  his  employment 

Savannah,  F,  db  W,  R.  Co.  v.  Wall,  ©6  Ga. 
828;  Georgia  B.  <ft  Bicg.  Co,  t.  Wood,  94  Ga. 
124;  WHght  y.  Georgia  B.  d  Bkg,  Co.  84 
Ga.  837;  LouietiUe,  K  0.  dk  T.  B.  Co.  v. 
Douglaee,  69  Miss.  728:  Smith  v.  New  York 
C.  d  H.  R  R.  Go.  78  Hun,  624:  Candiff 
V.  LouietiUe.  N.  0.  d  T.  B.  Co.  42  La.  Ann. 
477;  International  db  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
tSS  Tex.  607;  Isfiaee  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  47 
N.  Y.  122.  7  Am.  Rep.  418;  How   ▼.  New- 

•Headnotes  by  Cobb,  J. 


march,  12  Allen,  49;  Corcoran  ▼.  Concord  d 
M.  B.  Co.  6  U.  S.  App.  458,  56  Fed.  Rep. 
1014,  6  C.  C.  A.  281;  Story,  Agency,  §  456; 
Foster  ▼.  Eesex  Bank,  17  Mass.  479,  9  Am. 
Dec.  168;  Merelianti  Nat.  Bank  y.  Gvilmar- 
tin.  88  Ga.  797, 17  L.  R.  A.  822;  International 
d  G.  N.  B.  Co.  y.  Andereon,  82  Tex.  516. 

Tbe  baggage  master  committed  an  act 
"lacking  both  in  tbe  rendition  of  and  in  tbe 
intent  to  render  any  service  to  tbe  employer. 
He  represents  nobody  but  himself.  He  throws 
off  all  allegiance  to  bis  master  and  takes  the 
part  of  a  common  enemy  to  all  concerned." 

Hoioe  y.  Newmareh,  12  Allen,  57. 

There  was  no  evidence  proving  that  tbe  al- 
leged act  was  within  the  scope  of  tbe  author- 
ity or  employment  of  Munroe,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  tbe  evidence  showed  clearly  that 
such  an  act  was  not  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  employment,  or  service. 

Sheibiey  v.  BiU,  57  Ga.  282:  Wagner  T.  Rob- 
inson, 56  Ga.  47;  Johnson  y.  Quin,  51  Ga.  289; 
Remoiek  y.  La  Grange  Bank,  29  Ga.  200; 
Daniel  y.  Johnson,  29  Ga.  207;  Water  Lot  Co. 
V.  Jones,  80  €hi.  944. 

The  testimony  of  the  person  making  the 
charge  should  be  scrutinized  with  care  by  the 
Jury,  and  any  testimony  as  to  tbe  lewdness  or 
prostitution  of  ber  person  should  be  consid- 
ered in  determinins:  to  what  extent  her  testi- 
mony is  worthy  of  belief. 

Wood  y.  State,  48  Ga.  293. 15  Am.  Rep.  664; 
McDaniei  v.  Walker,  29  Ga.  266. 

Messrs.  Toomer  ft  Roynolds*  for  de- 
fendant in  error: 

•Under  the  Code  and  two  very  recent  deci- 
sions of  this  court  a  railroad  company  is  liable 
for  injury  and  damage,  as  alleged  in  tbe  plain- 
tiff's declaration  and  proved  on  the  trial. 

Ga.  Code,  §  2321;  Brunswick  d  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Bostwtck,  100  Ga.  96;  Smith  v.  Savannah, 
F.  d  W.  R.  Co.  100  Ga.  96. 

Cobb*  J.,  delivered   tbe  opinion   of   the 
court: 
Lula  Quo  sued  the  Sayannah,  Florida,  A 


NOTB.— As  to  carrier*s  liability  for  assaults  on  I  Western  R.  Go.  <Utah)  80  L.  R.  A  297;  Lucy  v* 
pasaeuffers,  see  note  to  Davis  r.  Houfrhtelin  (Neb.)    Cblcafro  Gt.  W.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  81  L.  B.  A.  661;  and 
U  L.  R.  A  787;  also  Baltimore  ft  O.  B.  Oo.y.  Bar-  i  West  Mer—*-'-  «— —  --    -  *— ^  -.— -  x  «-  » 
Rer  (Hd.)  »  L.  R.  A  220;   Kranta  v.  Bio  Omnde  I  B.  A.  427. 
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Western  Rftllway  Company,  alleging  that  on 
June  18,  lb96,  While  she  was  a  passenger  upon 
the  train  of  the  defendant,  one  Munroe,  an 
employee  of  the  defendant,  unlawfully  as- 
saulted her  and  attempted  to  commit  a  rape 
upon  her  person,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
negligent  in  not  protecting  her,  and  in  having 
such  employee  in  its  service;  it  being  known  to 
the  company  that  he  was  notoriously  a  disso- 
lute and  abandoned  character.  Upon  the  trial 
the  evidence  was  conflicting,  but  there  was 
evidence  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  which,  if 
credible,  established  the  allegations  in  her  i>e- 
tition.  It  appeared  from  this  evidence  that  the 
person  committing  the  assault  was  a  baggage 
master  on  the  train,  and  that  he  came  into  the 
part  of  the  coach  in  which  plaintiff  was  sitting 
alone,  and,  having  fastened  both  of  the  doors 
of  the  car,  committed  the  assault  upon  her 
which  is  the  subject-matter  of  her  complaint, 
and  did  not  desist  until  someone  came  to  one 
of  the  doors,  and  witnessed  what  was  trans- 
piring in  the  car.  The  Jury  returned  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  |2,000.  and,  the 
defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  being  over- 
ruled, it  excepted. 

When  a  contract  of  carriage  is  entered  into 
between  a  passenger  and  a  carrier,  there  arises 
out  of  the  relation  thus  created,  not  only  a  dut^ 
to  safely  transport  the  passenger  to  the  desti- 
nation fixed  in  the  contract,  but  also  to  pro- 
tect him  from  injury,  violence,  insult,  and  ill 
treatment  at  the  bands  of  the  servants  of  the 
carrier  who, are  in  charge  of,  or  connected  in 
any  way  with,  the  carnage  in  which  the  pas- 
senger is  being  transported.  5  Am.  &  Eng. 
JBnc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  541.  This  seems  to  be 
the  settled  doctrine  of  this  state.  Western  d 
A.  R,  Co,  V.  Turner,  72  Ga.  292.  68  Am.  Rep. 
842;  Atlanta  d  W.  P.  B,  Co.  v.  Condor,  75  Ga. 
51;  East  Tennessee,  V,  <&  G,  R,  Co.  v.  Fleet- 
wood, 90  Ga.  28;  Cole  t.  Railroad  Co.  (last 
term)  29  S.  E.  — .  While  a  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers  owes  a  duty  to  all  of  its  passengers  to 
protect  them  from  violence  and  insult  on  the 
part  of  its  servants,  it  owes  an  especial  duty  to 
female  passengers,  to  protect  them  from  insult 
and  abuse.  In  the  case  of  Chamberlain  v. 
ChandUr,  8  Mason,  242,  Judge  Story,  in  dis- 
cussing the  question  now  under  consideration, 
uses  the  following  language:  "In  respect  to  pas- 
sen  crers,  the  care  of  the  master  is  one  of  peculiar 
responsibility  and  delicacy.  Their  contract 
with  him  is  not  for  mere  ship  room,  and  per- 
sonal existence  on  board;  but  for  reasonable 
food,  comforts,  necessaries,  and  kindness.  It 
is  a  stipulation,  not  for  toleration  merely,  but 
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for  respectful  treatment,  for  that  decency  of 
demeanor  which  constitutes  the  charm  of  so- 
cial life;  for  that  attention  which  mitigates 
evils  "fritbout  reluctance,  and  that  promptitude 
which  administers  aid  to  distress.  In  respect 
to  females,  it  proceeds  yet  farther,  it  includes 
an  implied  stipulation  against  obscenity,  that 
immodesty  of  approach,  which  borders  on 
lasciviousness,  and  against  that  wanton  disre- 
gard of  the  feelings  which  aggravates  every 
evil,  and  endeavors  by  the  excitement  of  ter- 
ror, and  cool  malignancy  of  conduct,  to  inflict 
torture  upon  susceptible  minds.  What  can  be 
more  disreputable,  and  at  the  same  time  more 
distressing,  than  habitual  obscenity,  harsh 
threats,  and  immodest  conduct,  to  delicate  and 
inoffensive  females?  What  can  be  more  op- 
pressive than  to  confine  them  to  their  cabins 
by  threats  of  personal  insult  or  injury?  What 
more  aggravating  than  a  malicious  tyranny, 
which  denies  them  every  reasonable  request, 
and  seeks  revenge  by  withholding  suitable 
food  and  the  common  means  of  relief,  in  cases 
of  seasickness  and  ill  health?"  In  the  case  of 
Nieto  V.  Clark,  1  Cliff.  145,  this  decision  of 
Judge  Story's  was  cited  with  approval  by 
Judge  Cliflord.  While  it  is  true  that  in  two 
cases  cited  the  carrier  whose  liability  was  un- 
der consideration  was  a  carrier  by  water,  still 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  these  cases  has  been 
followed  in  cases  where  suits  were  brought  for 
wrongs  of  a  similar  nature  inflicted  upon  pas- 
sengers in  a  railway  carriage.  See  Craken  v. 
Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  36  Wis.  657,  17  Am. 
Rep.  504;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  r.  Ballard, 
»5  Ky.  807. 

2.  One  of  the  jurors  impaneled  to  try  this 
case  was  called  from  the  jury  box,  and  placed 
upon  the  stand  as  a  witness.  To  this  proceed- 
ing the  defendant  objected  on  the  ground  that 
a  person  who  had  been  selected  as  a  juror  in  a 
case  was.  by  reason  of  such  relation  to  the  case, 
disqualified  to  testify  as  a  witness.  It  is  too 
well  settled  to  admit  of  discussion  that  a  juror 
is  not  incompetent  to  testify  as  a  witness  solely 
on  account  of  having  been  impaneled  and 
sworn  in  the  case,  if  be  is  otherwise  compe- 
tent. Civil  Code,  §  6837;  Chattanooga  R.  d 
C.  R.  Co,  V.  Otoen,  90  Ga.  266  (9),  and  cases 
cited. 

8.  There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  author- 
ize the  verdict,  and  none  of  the  alleged  errors 
were  such  as  to  require  the  granting  of  a  new 
trial. 

Judgment  qfflrmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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IDAHO  SUPREME  COURT. 


ADA     COUNTY     FARMERS'     IRRIGA- 
TION  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V, 

FARMERS'  CANAL  COMPANY,  Limited, 
Bespt. 

i Idaho ) 

*1.   PoflseMory  Hf^hts  to  vighim  of  way 

for  IrrlgatiDff  ditches,  and  the  right  to  the  use  of 

water,  may  each  have  an  existeooe  independeot 

of  the  other. 
8.   Aditcbmaybeeonveyedtreservlogthe 

water  right,  or  the  water  right  maj  be  conveyed, 

reserving  the  ditch. 
8.  Under  the  prowisiona  of  §  288  6»  Rev. 

Stat,  possessory  rights  to  ditch  and  water  rights 

are  real  property  or  real  estate. 
4.   The  owner  of  a  ditch  on  pnblie  lands 

of  the  United  States  does  not  forfeit  the  same 

merely  by  nonuser. 

(January  21,1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Ada  County  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
posaeasion  of  a  right  of  way  for  an  irrigating 
ditch.    Ajprmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Me99r».  Hawley  ft  Puckett,  J.  H. 
Richards^  and  Hug^h  E.  McElory,  for 
appellant: 

An  action  to  establish  a  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  a  right  of  way  over  which  to  divert 
water  cannot  be  maintained  exclusively  of  the 
right  tu  divert  water,  especially  as  against  one 
who  has  such  right  to  divert 

Smiths.  Havkin$,  110 Cal.  122. 

There  is  only  one  way.  so  far  as  this  contro- 
versy is  concerned,  to  acquire  the  right  to  the 
possession  of  a  right  of  way  over  the  public 
domain,  and  that  is  as  follows:  **'VS'henever 
by  priority  of  possession,  rights  to  the  use  of 
water  for  .  .  .  agricultural  .  .  .  pur* 
poses  have  vested  and  accrued  .  .  .  the 
right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  .  .  . 
canals  .  •  .  is  acknowledged  and  con- 
firmed." 

U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  2889. 

Not  having  attempted  to  sustain  the  allega- 
tions relative  to  acquiring  a  right  to  the  use  of 
water,  what  possible  claim  of  right  can  respon- 
dent have  under  these  provisions  to  the  right 
of  way  in  controversy  herein? 

Since  the  right  of  way  cannot  exist  without 
the  water  right,  it  follows  that  the  same  meas- 
ure of  diligence  will  be  required  to  maintain 
lawful  possession  of  the  one  as  of  the  other. 

Messrs  N,  M.  Roick  and  W.  E*  Borah, 
for  respondent: 

Possessory  rights  to  ditches,  and  possessory 
rights  to  water,  may  each  have  an  existence 
independent  of  the  other. 

A  person  may  convey  a  water  right,  reserv- 

•Headnotes  by  BnXiLrvAN,  Ch.  J. 

Note.— As  to  abaodonroent  of  rights  of  prior  ap- 
propriators,  see  note  to  Hewitt  v.  Story  (C.  C  App. 
Qiha)80L.R.A.»8. 
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ing  the  ditch,  or  convey  a  ditch  independent 
of  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  accustomed 
to  flow  therein. 

Kinney,  Irrigation,  §  224,  and  cases  cited  la 
note:  Heed  v.  Juicer,  27  Cal.  58. 

Interest  in  a  water  ditch  is  real  estate,  and 
can  only  be  transferred  by  deed,  prescription, 
or  condemnation. 

Bvrnham  v.  Freeman,  11  Colo.  601;  Smith 
v.   aSara,  48  Cal.  871. 

Clijford  V.  Larrien  (Ariz.)  11  Pac.  307, 
recognizes  ownership  of  a  ditch  in  one  person, 
and  ownership  of  water  running  therein  in 
anothei . 

A  ditch  constructed  on  unoccupied  public 
lands  of  the  United  States  is  held  by  grant, 
and  the  owner  of  such  ditch  does  not  forfeit 
his  rieht  thereto  merely  by  non-user. 

W^eh  V.  Garrett  (Idaho)  51  Pac.  405. 

There  can  be  no  abandonment  without  some 
action  of  the  will  and  an  intent  to  abandon, 
but  such  intent  may  be  inferred  from  the  acta 
and  declarations  of  the  party  against  whom  the 
relinquishment  is  claimed. 

Gaseert  v.  Noyes,  18  Mont.  216;  Wimer  ▼. 
Simmons,  27  Or.  1. 

SulliTan*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a 
certain  right  of  way  for  an  irrigating  ditch  in 
Ada  county,  on  which  is  situated  an  uncom- 
plete canal.  It  is  allecred  io  the  complaint  that 
on  the  18th  day  of  January,  lb96,  one  Eagleson 
located  a  water  right,  the  water  appropriated 
thereby  to  be  used  in  the  irrigation  of  certain 
lands  therein  described.and  that  a  notice  thereof 
was  duly  posted  on  the  south  bank  of  Boisd 
river,  about  1  mile  above  what  is  known  as  the 
•'New  York  Dam  Site,"  and  nearly  opposite 
the  mouth  of  Sheep  gulch,  in  Ada  county  (that 
being  the  place  of  intended  diversion),  whereby 
he  claimed  the  waters  of  said  river,  to  the 
amount  of  800  cubic  feet  per  second;  that 
within  the  time  required  by  law  a  copy  of  said 
notice  was  filed  for  record  in  the  recorder's 
olfice  of  Ada  county,  and  a  duplicate  copy 
thereof  in  the  office  of  the  state  engineer;  that 
.oaid  Eagleson,  who  Is  designated  ''promoter^' 
in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  corporation  thereafter 
to  be  formed,  began,  within  sixty  days  after 
posting  said  notice,  to  construct  a  canal,  by 
surveying,  laying  out,  and  staking  off  a  right 
of  way.  Then  follows  a  description  of  said 
right  of  way,  which  substantially  covers  the 
the  right  of  way  claimed  by  the  defendant  cor- 
poration, and  commonly  known  and  designated 
as  the  ''New  York  Canal  Right  of  Way."  It 
is  also  alleged  that  Eagleson,  after  said  18th 
day  of  January,  1896,  became  and  was  in  the 
lawful  and  undisputed  possession  of  said  right 
of  way,  and  proceeded  with  diligence  in  the 
construction  of  a  ditch  thereon:  that  thereafter, 
on  the  10th  day  of  February,  1696,  said  Eagle- 
son,  together  with  others,  organized  the  corpo- 
ration plaintiff  and  appellant,  and  that  on  the 
20tb  of  February  said  Eagleson  conveyed  to  said 
corporation  all  of  the  rights  he  had  acquired  in 
and  to  said  water  right  and  right  of  way;  that 
thereupon  the  plaintiff  corporation  took  pos- 
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lesslon  of  said  right  of  way,  and  diligeDtly 
proceeded  with  the  coDstructioa  of  a  canal 
upon  said  right  of  way;  that,  while  the  plaintiff 
was  such  owner  and  in  possession  of  said  ri/Eht 
of  way,  th^  defendant  corporation,  on  or  about 
the  20th  day  of  April.  1896,  wilfully  and  ma- 
liciously, with  force  and  violence,  and  with- 
out right  or  title,  drove  the  plaintiff,  its  agents 
and  employees,  therefrom,  and  took  possession 
of  said  right  of  way,  except  that  part  situated 
between  the  point  where  the  said  notice  of 
location  of  water  right  was  posted  and  the 
point  commonly  known  as  the  "New  York 
Dam  Bite,"  and  ever  since  has  withheld,  and 
still  withholds,  possession  thereof;  that  defend- 
ant has  committed  waste  on  said  right  of  way, 
to  plaintiff's  damage  in  the  sum  of  |1,000. 
The  second  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  com- 
plaint is  equitable  in  its  nature,  and  under  it  a 
temporary  injunction  was  granted.  Plaintiff 
prays  judgment  for  possession  of  said  right  of 
way,  and  for  $2,000  damages,  and  for  an  in- 
junction. The  defendant  makes  an  answer, 
and  files  a  cross  complaint.  In  them  are  set 
forth  a  brief  history  oi  the  organization  of  the 
Idaho  Mining  &  Irrigation  Company:  its  own- 
ership of  certain  water  rights,  and  the  greater 
portion  of  the  right  of  way  described  in  the 
complaint;  the  operations  of  said  company, 
and  its  expenditure  of  about  $800,000  upon 
said  right  of  way,  in  surveying  and  construct- 
ing a  very  large  canal,  about  6  miles  in  length, 
'  which  resulted  in  the  insolvency  of  said 
com  pan  V,  and  a  large  indebtedness  to  one  W. 
C.  Bradbury  for  constructing  said  canal;  the 
purchase  of  said  canal,  right  of  way,  and 
water  rights  of  said  company  by  said  Bradbury 
at  sheriff's  sale,— and  alleges  the  organization 
of  the  defendant  corporation,  and  the  sale  and 
transfer  to  it  by  Bradbury  of  said  canal  and 
right  of  way,  and  the  work  done  by  said  de- 
fendant com  pan  jr  tbereon  since  its  purchase 
thereof.  The  trial  was  by  the. court  without 
a  jury,  and  Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  that  part  of 
the  right  of  way  situated  above  the  said  New 
York  dam  site;  and  it  rendered  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  for  the  remainder  of 
said  right  of  way,  or  that  below  said  dam  site. 
A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  interposed  by  the 
appellant,  and  denied  by  the  court.  The  ap- 
peal is  from  the  judgment  and  an  order  over- 
ruling the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

This  appeal  involves  the  right  to  the  posses- 
sion and  ownership  of  that  portion  of  said 
right  of  way  below  said  dam  site;  no  appeal 
having  been  taken  from  the  judgment  award- 
ing that  part  of  said  right  of  way  above  said 
dam  site  to  the  appellant.  It  appears  from  the 
record  that  one  Eagleson  located  a  water  right 
on  Bois6  river  on  January  18, 1896,  with  a  view 
of  diverting  the  water  by  means  of  a  canal, 
and  surveyed  a  right  of  way  therefor,  which 
right  of  way  was  substantially  the  same  as  the 
riffht  of  way  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
**New  York  Canal  and  Right  of  Way"  the  in- 
tention being  to  appropriate  said  right  of  way), 
and  the  uncompleted  canal  situated  thereon; 
that  thereafter,  on  the  10th  of  February,  1816, 
said  Eiigleson,  with  others,  organized  the  cor- 
poration plaintiff,  and  on  the  29ih  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1896,  conveyed  whatever  title  he  had 
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acquired  to  said  right  of  way  and  water  right 
to  said  corporation;  that  thereupon  said  cor- 
poration began  the  construction  of  a  canal  on 
said  right  of  way;  that  on  or  about  April  20, 
1896,  the  defendant  corporation,  through  its 
agents  and  employees,  drove  the  agents  and 
employees  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  there- 
from, and  took  possession  thereof  for  the  de- 
fendant., except  that  portion  situated  above 
said  New  York  dam  site.  It  further  appears 
that  some  time  prior  to  the  year  1890  the  Idaho 
Mining  &  Irrigation  Company,  a  corporation, 
had  planned  a  system  of  canals  for  diverting 
water  from  Boise  river,  and  designated  it  the 
"New  York  Canal  System."  That  system, 
aside  from  necessary  laterals,  consisted  of  the 
Main  canal  and  the  Phylis  canal.  The  latter 
was  taken  out  of  Boise  river  al)out  14  miles 
below  Boise  City,  was  about  87  miles  in  length, 
and  had  a  capacity  of  about  uOO  cubic  feet  of 
water  per  second,  and  was  completed  to  Snake 
river  in  June,  1890.  The  Main  canal  was  de- 
signed to  be  taken  out  in  the  canon  some  miles 
above  Boise  City,  and  it  was  to  be  constructed 
40  feet  wide  on  the  bottom,  and  to  carry  12 
feet  in  depth  of  water.  The  main  canal  was 
known  as  the  "New  York  Canal,"  and  the 
record  shows  that  the  water  from  it  was  to 
have, been  distributed  by  a  system  of  laterals. 
The  Phylis  canal  was  to  be  supplied  with 
water  partly  from  Bois6  river,  and  partly  by 
taking  up  the  waste  water  from  said  main 
canal.  The  Phvlis  canal  has  been  in  use  since 
its  completion,  in  1890.  Work  was  begun  on 
the  New  York  canal  in  1890.  and  up  to  April, 
1891,  the  company  had  expended  $300,000  in 
its  construction,  completing  a  section  6  miles 
in  length,  when  the  company  became  insol- 
vent, and  was  owing  to  the  contractor,  W.  C. 
Bradbury,  who  constructed  said  work,  a  large 
sum  of  money.  Thereupon  Bradbury  filed  a 
lien,  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  upon  the 
right  of  way  and  canal  in  controversy,  and 
also  upon  the  Phvlis  canal,  which  lien  was 
foreclosed,  and  said  rights  of  way  and  canal 
sold  at  sheriff's  sale  to  said  Bradbury,  who 
thereafter  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed  to  the  same. 
February  8,  1894;  said  Bradbury  thus  became 
the  owner  of  said  canal  system,  and  of  all 
rights,  interests,  and  privileges  theretofore 
held  and  owned  by  said  Idaho  Mining  &  Irri- 
gation Company.  It  appears  than  an  associa- 
tion, composed  of  many  farmers,  began  nego- 
tiation in  January,  1896.  with  Bradbury  for 
the  purchase  of  said  New  York  canal.  Said 
association  was  thereafter  merged  in  the  de- 
fendant company,  the  Farmers'  Canal  Com- 
pany, Limited,  which  company  was  incorpo- 
rated in  March,  1896.  About  176  farmers 
became  stockholders  in  said  corporation.  As 
a  result  of  said  negotiations,  said  company 
took  possession  of  said  canal  on  February  21, 
1896,  on  which  day  a  deed  and  contract  were 
drawn  between  Bradbury  and  said  company; 
but  said  deed  was  not  delivered  until  April  10, 
1896.  It  appears  that  W.  W.  Lynch.  L  N. 
Hall,  and  others,  located  a  water  right  on 
Bois6  river,  Januair  24,  1896,  at  the  mouth  of 
the  canon  above  referred  to.  which  right  they 
thereafter  conveyed  to  the  defendant  company. 
After  defendant  took  possession  of  said  canal 
as  aforesaid,  it  caused  the  right  of  way  below 
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the  mouth  of  said  canon  to  be  resurveyed  and 
cross-sectioned,  and  began  work,  and  expended 
in  cash  and  labor  on  said  canal  about  $2,500, 
up  to  February,  1897.  It  appears  that  the 
plaintiff  (the  appellant  company)  had  procured 
an  injunction  on  June  6,  lb96,  against  the  de- 
fendant company,  whereby  said  company  was 
restrained  from  interfering  in  any  maDoer  with 
the  right  of  way  for  said  canal  in  said  canon, 
above  the  point  where  the  said  Lynch  and  Hall 
water  location  was  made.  TheVeafter  the  de- 
fendant company  did  no  work  above  that 
point  It  appears  that  some  work  had  been 
done  in  said  canon  by  the  New  York  Canal 
Company,  which  is  another  name  for  tbe  Idaho 
Mining  &  Irrigation  Company.  After  Brad- 
bury had  obtained  title  to  said  canal  by  sher- 
iff's deed,  it  appears,  he  procured  surveys, 
plans,  and  estimates  for  a  dam  across  Boise 
river  at  the  lower  end  of*  said  canon,  some  2 
miles  below  the  original  bead  of  the  New  York 
canal,  with  the  avowed  intention  of  raising 
water  so  as  to  use  that  portion  of  the  New 
York  canal  that  was  completed,  and  also  for 
tbe  purpose  of  developing  a  water  power,  and 
later  obtained  a  report  upon  the  subject,  with 
a  view  of  interesting  capital  in  the  undertak- 
ing. In  conveying  said  canal  and  right  of 
way  to  the  defendant  corporation,  Bradbury 
reserved  the  exclusive  rigbt  to  develop  said 
water  power,  but  conveyed  to  defendants  two 
certain  water  rights,  which  are  described  in 
the  deed  from  Bradbury  to  defendant,  and  will 
be  hereafter  referred  to  as  water  rights  located 
by  Burns  and  Foote. 

Numerous  errors  are  assigned,  but  tbe  main 
question  for  decision  is,  Did  the  defendant 
establish  a  superior  right  to  the  possession  of 
«aid  right  of  way? 

Tbe  first  contention  of  appellant  is  that  an 
action  to  establish  a  right  to  ifae  possession  of 
a  right  of  way  on  the  public  domain,  over 
which  to  divert  water,  cannot  be  maintained 
unless  tbe  parties  have  first  acquired  a  right  to 
divert  water;  and  it  cites  §  2889,  United  States 
Rev.  Stat  The  respondent  alleges  in  its  cross- 
complaint  that  it  procured,  by  purchase,  a 
water  rigbt  from  Bradbury;  and  it  is  con- 
tended by  appellant  ibat,  as  the  defendant 
failed  to  prove  that  allegation,  the  rigbt  to  the 
possession  of  said  rigbt  of  way  cannot  be  main- 
tained. It  must  be  remembered  that,  at  the 
date  of  the  location  of  the  water  right  and 
right  of  way  under  which  appellant  claims, 
Bradbury  was  the  owner  of  said  right  of  way 
and  partially  completed  canal;  and  conceding 
that,  because  of  the  delay  in  tbe  construction 
of  said  canal,  the  water  rights  located  by 
Bums  and  Foote  had  been  forfeited  we  do 
not  think  that  worked  a  forfeiture  of  said  un- 
completed canal  and  right  of  way.  At  that 
time  Bradbury  was  tbe  owner  of  a  water  risrht 
consisting  of  8U0  feet  per  second  of  the  waters 
of  said  Boise  river,  and  was  diverting  said 
water  through  the  Pbylis  canal,  which  was  a 
part  of  said  New  York  Canal  System,  and  of 
which  system  said  New  York  canal  was  in- 
tended, when  completed,  as  the  main  canal. 
That  being  true,  had  Bradbury  retained  the 
ownership  of  the  canal  and  right  of  way  in 
dispute,  he  could,  on  the  completion  of  said 
canal,  haye  diverted  through  it  a  part  or  all  of 
the  water  that  had  been  appropriated  for  di- 
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version  through  said  Phylis  canal,  and  thus 
had  a  valid  use  for  such  canal,  and  a  water 
right  in  connection  therewith,  or  might  have 
utilized  said  canal  by  water  sub^queotly 
located  and  appropriated  or  purchased.  The 
record  does  not  show  the  slightest  intention  to 
abandon  said  rigbt  of  way  and  canal,  nor  is 
there  any  proof  of  forfeiture.  We  are  of  tbe 
opinion  that  possessory  rights  to  ditches  and 
to  tbe  use  of  water  may  each  have  an  existence 
independent  of  the  other..  A  ditch  may  be 
conveyed,  reserving  the  water  right,  or  the 
water  right  may  l^  conveyed,  reserving  the 
ditch.  Clifford  v.  iMrrien  (Ariz.)  11  Pac.  897. 
Ditches  and  water  rights  are  real  estate,  under 
the  provisions  of  ^  2825,  Rev.  Stat.  See 
also  Kinney,  Irrigation,  §  224;  Reed  v.  Spieer, 
27  Cal.  58.  In  Welch  r.  OarrtU  (Idaho)  51 
Pac.  405,  this  court  held  '*that  a  ditch  con- 
structed .  .  .  on  unoccupied  public  lands  of  the 
United  States  is  held  bv  grant,  and  the  owner 
of  such  ditch  does  not  forfeit  his  right  thereto 
merely  by  nonuser."  The  plaintiff  seeks  to 
appropriate  to  its  own  use  said  canal  and  right 
of  way,  on  tbe  ground  that  its  grantors  had 
acquired  a  right  to  divert  water,  and  had 
located  a  right  of  way  for  an  irrigating  ditch 
over  and  upon  tbe  ri^ht  of  way  claimed  by 
respondent,  and  places  its  claim  on  the  ground 
that  said  last-named  right  of  way  had  been 
forfeited  or  abandoned.  Forfeiture  or  aban- 
donment presupposes  a  prior  valid  right 
Abandonment  is  a  question  of  intention,  and 
forfeitures  are  not  favored,  and  must  be  clearly 
established.  The  record  does  not  show  aban- 
donment, and  we  do  not  think  the  loss  of  the 
right  to  divert  water  under  a  specific  location 
necessarily  forfeits  the  right  to  an  irrigating 
canal  or  right  of  way  for  one.  It  is  not  con- 
tended or  claimed  that  appellant  acquired  title 
to  said  right  of  way  and  canal  through  pre- 
scription, or  otherwise  than  by  locating  a  right 
of  way  over  it  in  January,  1896,  at  which  time 
Bradbury  was  the  owner  and  in  possession 
thereof,  and  shortly  thereafter  sold  the  f^ame 
to  the  defendant.  In  fact,  negotiations  were 
in  progress  between  Bradbury  and  the  pro- 
moters of  the  defendant  corporation  for  a  sale 
and  purchase  of  said  canal  and  right  of  way 
at  the  time  plaintiffs'  grantors  made  the  alleged 
location. 

The  Lynch  and  Hall  location  had  been  made 
prior  to  the  purchase  of  canal  and  right  of  way 
of  Bradbury  by  defendant,  and,  although  tbe 
defendant  did  not  plead  said  Lynch  and  Hall 
water  right  in  the  trial  of  the  case,  the  court 
permitted  its  proof;  and  that  is  assigned  as 
error.  Section  4225.  Rev.  Stat,  provides  that 
no  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the 
pleadings  and  proof  is  deemed  to  be  material 
unless  it  has  actually  misled  the  adverse  party 
to  his  prejudice  in  maintaining  his  action  or 
defense  upon  its  merits.  Had  an  amendment 
been  offered,  setiing  forth  the  location  and 
purchase  of  said  water  right,  we  think  the 
court  would  have  been  warranted  in  allowing 
it;  and.  besides,  we  do  not  think  that  tbe  vari- 
ance referred  to  misled  the  plaintiff  to  his 
prejudice.  Section  4231,  Rev.  8»at.,  provides 
that,  in  every  stage  of  an  action,  courts  must 
disregard  any  error  or  defect  in  the  pleadings 
or  proceedings  which  does  not  affect  the  sub- 
stantial rights  of  the  parties,  and  that  no  Judg- 
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ment  shall  be  revened  or  affected  by  reason  of 
such  error  or  defect.  However,  in  our  view 
of  this  case,  it  was  not  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  defendant  to  show  the  purchase  of  said 
Lynch  and  Hall  water  right,  to  establish  its 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  uncompleted 
canal  and  right  of  way  in  dispute.  The  Idaho 
Mining  &  Irrigation  Company  had  expended 
three  or  four  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  at- 
tempting to  complete  said  New  York  Canal 
System,  and  became  insolvent.  The  con- 
tractor, Bradbury,  was  a  large  creditor,  and 
had  done  much  of  the  work  in  constructing 
said  system,  and  had  to  take  the  same  in  pay- 
ment of  such  indebtedness.  It  appears  that 
he  was  unable  to  complete  said  system,  and 
sold  said  right  of  way  and  uncoinpleted  canal 
to  the  defendant  corporation,  composed  of  a 
large  number  of  farmers,  who  own  land  that 
may  be  irrigated  from  euedd  canal  extended. 


Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  it  would  be  re- 
pugnant to  everv  principle  of  justice  and 
equity,  and  would  result  in  connscation,  to 
hold  that  plaintiff  became  the  owner  of  said 
uncompleted  canal  and  right  of  way,  and  was 
entitled  to  the  possession  thereof.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  Bradbury  had  not  forfeited 
said  canal  and  ri^ht  of  way,  that  he  bad  a  law- 
ful right  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  to  the 
respondent,  that  he  did  so,  and  'that  respond- 
ent is  the  owner  of  said  right  of  way,  and  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  of  the  same. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be 
affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered,  with  costs  in 
favor  of  respondent. 

Huston  and  Quarles»  JJ.,  concur. 

Rehearing  denied. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Henry  WELLENVOSS  et  al„  Appts., 

V. 

GRAND  LODGE  OF  KNIGHTS  OF  PYTH- 
IAS  of  Kentucky  et  al. 
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1*   A  mandatory  injunction  to  compel 
the  secret  password  of  the  grand  lod§f  e 

of  a  benevolent  society  to  be  given  to  a  delegate 
of  a  subordinate  lodire,  and  to  permit  him  to  par- 
ticipate In  tbe  deliberations,  is  not  within  the 
province  of  a  court  of  equity,  where  it  is  not 
shown  that  any  right  of  property  is  endangered, 
although  an  irreparable  injury  may  be  done  to 
tbe  delegate  and  to  hia  lodge  by  excluding  him. 
8.  An  allegration  that  a  person  pays 
dues  to  a  lod^,  and  that  lodge  pays  to  a 
grand  lodge,  and  that  both  bodies  are  chartered 
benevolent  societies,  does  not  sufficiently  allege 
that  they  have  any  rights  of  property  in  the 
grand  lodge. 

(April  16, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Pulaski  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  brought  to  com- 
pel defendants  to  recognize  tbe  right  of  Well- 
envoss  to  admission  to  defendant's  councils. 
Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr.  O.  H.  Waddle  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  W.  A.  Morrow  and  James  A* 
Garrison  for  appellees. 

White»  J.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellants,  Henry  Wellenvoss  and 
Ubiand  Lodge.  No.  4.  Enii^hts  of  Pythias  of 
Louisville,  Kentucky,  by  this  proceeding  in 
the  circuit  court,  sought  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion against  appellees,  Thomas  B.  Mathews, 


NOTS.— As  to  rights  of  members  of  benefit  socie- 
ties, see  also  Lavaile  v.  Soci6t6  St.  Jean  fiaptiate 
De  WoonsooketCB.  L)  16  L.  B.  A.  882. 
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grand  choncellor  of  the  Grand  Lodge  of  the 
Knights  of  Pythias  of  Kentucky,  and  the 
Grand  Lodge  of  the  Knights  of  'Pythias  of 
Kentucky,  commanding  Matthews,  as  grand 
chancellor,  to  impart  to  appellant  Wellenvoss 
the  password  of  the  grand  lodge,  and  com- 
manding the  grand  lodge  to  receive  Wellen- 
voss into  its  body,  and  to  permit  him  to  partic- 
ipate in  its  delibieratioDS  as  a  regular  author- 
ized delegate  of  appellant  Uhland  lodge,  at  tbe 
regular  session  of  that  body  at  Somerset.  Ken- 
tucky, in  fiepteraber,  1895.  The  jsetition  al- 
leges that  appellant  Wellenvoss.is  a  member  of 
Ubiand  lodge,  in  good  standing,  and  has  been 
since  1869,  and  that  Uhland  lodge  is  a  member 
in  good  standing  of  appellee  grand  lodge,  and 
as  such  member  is  entitled  to  representation  in 
the  deliberations  of  said  body,  as  well  as  to 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  pretainins:  thereto, 
and,  in  accordance  with  its  rights,  had  selected 
and  commissioned  appellant  Wellenvoss  as  its 
representative  to  the  mnd  lodge,  and  that 
appellees  had  wrongfully,  and  without  right 
or  authority,  excluded  appellant  Wellenvoss 
from  its  deliberations.  The  [)etition  also  al- 
leges that  both  appellant  Uhland  lod^e  and  ap- 
pellee grand  lodge  are  benevolent  societies,  the 
appellant  being  subordinate  and  deriving  its 
charter  from  appellee.  It  is  alleeed  that  ap- 
pellant Wellenvoss,  by  the  laws  of  the  order, 
pays  regular  dues  to  appellant  Uhland  lodge, 
to  be  used  as  the  lodge  chooses,  according  to 
its  laws;  that  Uhland  lodge  pays  regular  dues 
to  the  grand  lodge  to  defray  its  legitimate  ex- 
penses, etc.  It  is  alleged  that,  unless  the  court 
grant  a  mandatory  injunction,  great  and  irre- 
parable injury  will  be  done  to  ^th  appellants, 
in  that  Wellenvoss  will  be  deprived  of  his 
rights  as  representative  and  Uhland  lodge  will 
be  denied  its  right  of  representation.  Appel- 
lants, when  they  filed  their  petition,  gave  no- 
tice and  afterwards  entered  motion  before  the 
judge  of  the  circuit  court  in  chambers  for  the 
writ.  Appellees  appeared,  and  filed  demurrer; 
and  also  filed  answer;  also  afiSdavtts  denyinf^ 
appellant's  right  to  the  relief  sought    Appel- 
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laDta  filed  affidavits  in  support  of  the  motion, 
and  on  bearing  before  tbe  judge  in  cbambers, 
tbe  writ  was  refused.  Appellants  afterwards 
filed  an  amended  petition,  in  wbicb  tbe  onlj  al- 
legation is  tbat  botb  appellant  Ubland  lodge  and 
appellee  grand  lodge  are  regular  incorporated 
bodies  by  tbe  laws  of  Keotucky.  On  final 
bearing,  tbe  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  as  amended,  and,  appellants  declining 
to  plead  further,  the  action  was  dismissed,  and 
from  Uiat  judgment  this  appeal.is  taken. 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is. 
Does  tbe  petition  as  amended  present  a  cause 
of  action?  By  tbe  allegations  of  tbe  petition 
there  is  no  right  of  property  involvea.  The 
only  right  claimed  to  have  been  violated  is  tbe 
social  right  of  Wellenvoss  to  participate  in  tbe 
deliberations  of  the  grand  lodge  and  tbe  right 
of  Ubland  lodge  to  ba?e  representation.  It  is 
not  alleged  that  appellee  grand  lodge  abso- 
lutely refused  Ubland  lodge  representation, 
but  taking  tbe  pleading  in  its  usual  way,  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader,  ibe  only  denial 
by  the  grand  lodge  was  tbe  right  of  Wellen- 
voss  to  represent  Ubland  lodge,  which  was  not 
a  property  or  civil  right,  but  only  social.  Tbe 
petition  alleges  that  over  tbe  subordinate 
lodges,  of  which  Ubland  lodge  is  one,  there  is 
a  grand  lodge  for  the  state,  appellee;  and  o?er 
the  grand  lodges  of  the  several  states  a  supreme 
lodge.  It  is  argued  by  appellee  that,  as  ap- 
pellants have  informed  the  court  of  tbe  exist- 
ence of  a  supreme  body,  the  natural  presump- 
tion would  follow  tbat  appellants  bad  a  right 
of  appeal  to  tbat  tribunal,  and  could  not  be 
beard  to  complain  in  tbe  courts  until,  at  least, 
they  had  exhausied  all  tbe  remedies  provided 
in  tbe  order.  There  is  force  in  this  contention, 
but  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  from  ibis  rec- 
ord tbat  this  right  of  appeal  actually  exists. 
The  supervisory  powers  of  ihe  supreme  body 
over  the  ffrand  lodges,  or  the  powers  of  tbe 
grand  lodges  over  the  subordinate  lodges, 
are  not  disclosed  by  tbe  pleadings,  and  we 
decline  to  speculate  or  presume  as  to  these 
powers.  By  this  action  the  chancellor  is  asked 
to  compel  tbe  proper  officer  of  a  secret  henev- 
olent  society  to  impart  to  a  person  the  secret 
password  that  will  admit  that  person  to  tbe 
meetings.  This  is  sought  because  it  is  alleged, 
and  for  the  purposes  now  will  be  taken  as 
true,  that,  if  appellant  Wellenvoss  be  not  ad- 
mitted, great  and  irreparable  injury  will  be 
done,  botb  to  Wellenvoss  and  Ubland  lodge. 
It  is  alleged  tbat  Wellenvoss  pays  dues  to 
Ubland  lodge,  and  tbat  Ubland  lodge  pays 
dues  to  appellee,  the  latter  being  Ob  pro  rata  of 
the  legitimate  expense  of  appellee.  We  are  of 
opinion  tbat  there  is  no  risht  of  property 
involved.  It  is  not  alleged  tbat,  by  the  denial 
of  appellee  toadmit  Wellenvoss  to  its  councils, 
appellant  Ubland  lodge  will  lose  any  risht  of 
propertv  or  be  endangered  in  any  right  of  prop- 
erty. It  is  not  alleged  tbat  appellee  is  pos- 
sessed of  any  property  in  which  appellant 
Ubland  lodge  has  an  interest.  It  is  not  al- 
leged tbat.  by  the  failure  of  Wellenvoss  to 
gain  admittance  to  the  appellee  as  tbe  repre- 
sentative of  Ubland  lodge,  be  will  lose  any 
right  of  property  either  in  the  crand  lodge 
or  in  Ubland  lodge.  Tbe  allegation  tbat  Wel- 
lenvoss pays  dues  to  appellant  Ubland  lodge, 
and  tbat  lodge  to  appellee,  and  tbat  both  bod- 
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ies  are  chartered  l>enevolent  societies,  does  not, 
of  itself,  state  such  rights  of  properly  as  would 
authorize  tbe  chancellor  to  interfere  because  of 
the  alleged  violation  of  the  property  rights. 
There  should  be  some  allegation  showing  that 
there  is  property  or  funds  in  tbe  hands  of  the 
society  in  which  a  oarty  is  directly  interested 
before  he  can  ask  the  aid  of  tbe  court  for  re- 
lief. 

We  are  referred  to  no  case  tbat  has  ever 
held  tbat  it  was  within  the  province  of  a  court 
oi  equity  to  compel  by  any  process  tbat  tbe 
secret  password  or  secret  work  of  any  social 
benevolent  society  be  imparted  to  a  person. 
On  tbe  contrary,  it  has  been  held  repeatedly 
by  this  court  tbat  courts  of  equity  cannot  re- 
vise or  question  ordinary  acts  of  church  disci- 
pline; and  in  tbe  case  of  Schmidt  v.  Abraham 
Lincoln  Lodge,  84  Ky.  490,  this  court  said: 
'*The  chancellor  will  not  or  cannot  restore 
him  to  membership,  or  require  tbat  be  shall 
be  permitted  to  attend  their  stated  meetings. '^ 
We  are  of  opinion  tbat,  as  no  right  of  prop- 
erty is  involved,  tbe  chancellor  could  not  in- 
terfere with  the  social  relations  of  this  society, 
and  therefere  properly  denied  the  mandatory 
injunction. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


H.  L.  McMURTRY,  Appt., 

«. 

PHILLIPS  INVESTMENT  COMPANY 

ei  al. 


(. 


.Ky.. 


An  "apartment  honae,**  constmcted  for 
residence  purposes  only,  is  not  a  breach  of 
a  condition  in  a  deed  affalnst  using  the  property 
except  for  "reeldeoce  purposes." 

(March  12,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  aciion  brought  to 
restrain  tbe  erection  of  an  apartment  house. 
Affirmed, 

1  he  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

J^fitws,  Simrally  Bodley,  ft  Doolan,  for 
appellant  I 

Tbe  covenanU  embodied  in  tbe  several 
deeds  to  lots  in  St.  James  Court  subdivision^ 
without  regard  to  extraneous  circumstances, 
prohibit  tbe  erection  of  the  building  proposed 
by  appellees. 

onus  V.  Bailey,  21  N.  H.  166. 

In  construing  this  covenant  the  court  must 
look  to  surrounding  circumstances  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  meaning  of  tbe  parties. 

1  Jones.  Real  Prop,  in  Conveyancing,  §  748; 
Oillis  V.  Baileg,  21  N.  H.  156;  Hutchinson  v. 
Vlrich,  145  111.  886,  21  L.  R.  A.  891. 

Where  tbe  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  divides 
it  up  Into  building  lots  for  sale,  pursuant  to  a 
building  scheme  or  residential  plan,  which  is 
published  to  the  world  by  him,  and  on  the 
faith  of  the  integrity  of  that  plan  purchasers 
are  induced  to  buy  lots  in  tbe  subdivision, 


NoTB.^For  apartment  bouse  as  a  stnirle  d  welUnir» 
Bee  Hutchinson  v.  Ulrioh  (HI.)  21 L.  B.  A.  801. 
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tbey  thereby  acquire  an  interest  io  all  the  de- 
taita  of  that  residential  plan  or  building  scheme, 
whether  it  is  established  or  proved  by  matter 
•of  deed  or  by  matter  in  pais. 

1  Jones,  Real  Prop,  in  Conveyancing, 
§§  785,  787,  744,  746,  748,  769,  771,  772,  780; 
2  Pom.  Eq.  Jut.  §§  688,  689;  8  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  §§  1295,  1842,  and  notes;  Tallmadge  v. 
Ukut  River  Bank,  26  N.  Y.  105.  2  Duer, 
-618;  Beals  y.  Case,  188  Mass.  188;  Goughlin  ▼. 
Bnrker,  46  Mo.  App.  54;  MaanoeU  v.  East 
River  Bank,  8  Bosw.  145;  Sharp  v.  Ropes,  110 
Mass.  885;  Parker  v.  Nightingale,^ h\\e^,  847, 
88  Am.  Dec.  682;  Fisher  v.  Beard,  82  Iowa, 
^58;  Jeffries  v.  Jeffries,  117  Mass.  189;  Limee 
Y.  Mixer,  101  Mass.  529;  ikknhorn  v.  Bice,  129 
Mass.  896;  Rano  v.  BigeUmo,  155  Mass.  848; 
Hopkins  t.  Smith,  162  Mass.  444;  Barrofo  v. 
Richa/rd,  8  Paige,  851,  85  Am.  Dec.  713; 
Western  t.  Macdermott,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  72;  WJiat- 
man  y.  Oibson,  9  Sim.  196;  Spicer  v.  Martin, 
L.  R.  14  App.  Cas.  20;  Rotoan  ▼.  Portland, 
«  B.  Mon.  282;  Memphis  d  St.  L.  Packet  Go. 
V.  Orey,  9  Bush,  145;  Orogan  ▼.  Bay  ward,  6 
Sawy.  498;  Washb.  Easem.  4th  ed.  pp.  115, 
116;  Washb.  Easem.  8d  ed.  pp.  96-106,  *62, 
^. 

The  testimony  of  an  architect  as  an  -expert 
witness  is  competent  to  show  the  meaniog  of 
the  words  "residence"  and  "apartment  house" 
-as  architectural  terms,  and  prove  that  they  have 
a  peculiar  and  technical  signification  in  that 
science  or  profession. 

Greenl.  Ev.  §§  277-280,  292;  Eaton  v.  Smith, 

^  Pick.   156;    The   Reeside,    2  Siimn.    569; 

Mead  v.  Northmstem  Ins.  Co.  7  N.  Y.  530: 

Astor  V.  Union  Ins.  Co.  7  Cow.  2U2;  Smith  v. 

Wilson,  8  Bam.  &  Ad.  728. 

Mr,  Bennett  H.  Youn|r*  also  for  appel- 
lant: 

A  purchaser  of  land  under  a  deed  contain- 
ing no  conditions  may  nevertheless  take  sub 
ject  to  certain  parol  restrictions  made  to  others 
by  bis  grantor,  where  he  had  knowledge,  or 
the  opportuuity  to  know,  of  such  restrictions 
before  making  his  purchase. 

Knapp  V.  Hall,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  44,  17  N.  Y. 
£upp.  487;  WiUis  v.  ffulbert,  117  Mass.  151; 
CoUinsY.  TiUou,  26  Conn.  868,  68  Am.  Dec. 
898:  Ball  v.  Solomon,  61  Conn.  482. 

In  the  Kentucky  mind,  "residence  pur- 
poses" and  "a  residence"  have  a  fixed  and  def- 
inite meaning.  It  has  never  been  the  habit  or 
-custom  to  use  those  words  in  Kemucky,  except 
as  expressing  a  place  where  a  family  live  in  a 
single  house. 

The  limitation  in  the  deed  is  notice  to  pur- 
-chasers,  and  puts  purchaser  on  notice. 

Tallmadge  t.  Easi  River  Bank,  26  N.  Y. 
107. 

A  purchaser  of  lots  takes  all  appurtenances, 
natural  or  acquired. 

Rovran  v.  Portland,  8  B.  Mon.  285;  Mem- 
phis &  St.  L,  Packet  Co,  v.  Qrey,  9  Bush,  146. 

Nobody  that  bought  these  lots  ever  had  anv 
idea  of  any  apartment  house  being  erected, 
and  such  a  restriction  on  the  use  of  the  prop- 
•erty  is  not  against  the  theorv  of  the  law,  but 
having  once  been  made,  it  should  be  the  eflFort 
of  the  courts  to  protect  parties  in  the  exercise 
4md  use  of  their  rights. 

Hutchinson  v.  VWich,  145  III.  836,  21  L.  R 
A.  891;  Amerman  v.  Deane,  132  N.  Y.  855. 
40L.R.  A, 


Mr.  E*  F.  Trabne  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  €•  B*  Seymonr  and  George  B. 
Eastin«  for  appellees: 

Equity  will  not  lend  its  aid  by  injunction  in 
this  class  of  cases  when  the  covenant  in  ques- 
tion is  too  vague  and  uncertain  to  be  specific- 
ally enforced,  but  will  leave  the  partv  ag- 
grieved in  such  case  to  pursue  his  remedy,  if 
any,  at  law. 

2  High,  Inj.  §  1135. 

A  restrictive  covenant  to  the  effect  that  the 
purchaser  is  to  erect  on  the  premises  herein 
described  "a  single  dwelling"  does  not  forbid 
the  erection  of  a  single  apartment  house. 

Hutchinson^.  Ulneh,  145  HI.  836. 21 L.  R.  A. 
891. 

Mr,  W.  S.  Pryor  also  for  appellees. 

'Hs^melriggf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the  erec- 
tion of  what  is  known  in  the  record  as  an 
''apartment  house"  on  St.  James' Court,  in 
the  cit;^  of  Louisville.  The  language  of  the 
restricting  clause  in  the  conveyance  controlling 
the  matter  is  as  follows:  "It  is  a  condition 
of  this  deed  that  the  property  herein  conveyed 
shall  be  used  for  residence  purposes  only,  and 
that,  in  erecting  a  residence  therein,  it  shall  be 
built  of  brick  or  stone,  and  shall  cost  not  less 
than  $7,000,  and  that  in  erecting  said  resi- 
dence the  front  wall  thereof  shall  be  not  lesa 
than  35  feel  back  from  the  sidewalk  line  of 
St.  James'  Court."  It  is  also  averred  that 
there  was  a  symmetrical  plan  for  improving 
this  court  with  single  and  segregated  private 
residences,  which  would  be  disturbed,  in  fact 
destroyed,  by  the  erection  of  the  house  com- 
plained of,  and  notice  of  which  plan  was 
given  the  public  by  advertisements,  posters, 
and  handbills  descriptive  of  the  character  of 
the  buildings  that  were  to  be  erected  in  the 
court.  The  proof  shows  that  the  building 
complained  of  is  to  cost  some  $40,000,  is  to  ^ 
of  brick  and  stone,  and  its  front  wall  is  to  be 
set  back  the  required  distance.  The  contro- 
versv  is  whether  this  house  is  to  be  used  for 
residence  purposes  only,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  deed.  The  explanation  of  its  character 
and  in  answer  to  the  claim  that  there  was  to 
be  in  it  a  public  or  semipubllc  restaurant,  the 
originator  of  the  scheme  to  erect  this  house  tes- 
tifies that  "there  is  to  be  no  restaurant  of  a 
public  nature.  There  is  to  be  everything  in 
this  house  to  make  housekeeping  comfortable. 
Every  apartment  in  the  house  is  to  have  a 
parlor  and  dining  room  and  one  or  more  bed- 
rooms and  a  kitchen.  Every  apartment  is  to 
have  more  than  one  bedroom.  There  is  only 
one  four-room  flat.  Provision  is  made  in  the 
house  for  hot  and  cold  water  and  all  other 
conveniences.  The  basement,  in  which  is  to 
be  a  large  dining  room,  to  be  used  by  the  oc- 
cupants of  the  bouse,  if  desired,  also  contains 
three  sets  of  laundry  tubs,  tbat  each  apart- 
ment may  have  one  or  more  days  to  use  in 
laundering  their  linen,  or  to  be  used  in  anv 
way  they  choose,  as  a  laundry  is  used  in  a  pri- 
vate residence.  A  part  of  the  basement  is  to 
be  used  for  storing  the  trunks  of  the  parties 
who  may  choose  to  put  their  trunks  out  of 
thei  r  apartments.  There  is  to  be  nothing  about 
it  of  a  cheap  or  nasty  kind.    There  it  but  one 
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house  in  St  James'  Court  coustnicted  of  as 
flue  materia],  and  that  is  the  Conrad  resi- 
dence." It  is  shown,  indeed  admitted,  that 
these  different  apartments  or  flats  are  places  for 
persons  to  reside  in;  but  it  is  contended  that 
the  language  of  the  restriction  convevs  the 
idea  of  a  single  residence,  for  a  sinj^le  family, 
or,  at  any  rate,  excludes  the  idea  of  a  number 
of  residences  under  the  same  roof  or  in  the  same 
house.  We  think,  however,  that  to  give  the 
language  used  this  meaning  would  be  to  ex- 
tend its  scope  beyond  the  expressed  intention 
of  the  parties.  The  purposes  for  which  the 
houses  to  be  erected  on  the  court  were  to  be 
used  were  "residence  purposes  only*/'  and  as 
the  house  in  controversy  is  to  be  constructed 
for  such  purpose  only,  and  is  not  to 
be  used  for  any  other  purpose,  we  do 
not  think  its  construction  is  at  all  prohibited 
by  this  restriction  clause.  If  the  intention 
bad  been  to  permit  the  erection  of  only  segre- 
gated private  residences,  the  instrument  would 
doubtless  have  so  provided.  In  Hutchinson 
▼.  Ulrieh,  145  HI.  336,  21  L.  R.  A.  891,  the 
purchaser  covenanted  to  erect  "  a  single 
dwelling,  costing  not  less  than  $7,500,  and 
further,  *'that  only  a  single  dwelling  is  to  be 


constrocted  or  placed  upon  each  50-foot  lot." 
It  was  held  that  the  intention  was  to  require 
the  property  to  be  used  for  residence  pur- 
po8es,and,  under  the  restrictive  clauses  named 
in  the  deed,  stores,  livery  stables,  warehouses, 
etc.,  could  not  be  erected,  but  that  flats  or 
apartment  houses  could  be  erected.  In  Oillis 
V.  Bailey,  21  N.  H.  156, the  language  was  suffi- 
ciently explicit  to  prohibit  the  erection  of  flats 
or  apartment  houses.  The  language  was:  '*In 
order  that  the  buildings  erected  thereon  may  not 
be  crowded  together,  but  may  each  be  sur- 
rounded by  a  space  of  open  ground;  and  for 
this  purpose  it  has  been  agreed  that  only  one 
single  dwelling  house,  with  a  shed,  barn,  or 
other  out- buildings  requisite  for  the  use  of 
the  same,  shall  be  .  .  .  erected,"  etc.  We  do 
not  think  the  language  we  have  here  to  deal 
with,  '*for  residence  purposes  only,"  is  as  re- 
strictive as  that  in  either  of  the  cases  cited. 
I'he  proof  as  to  the  general  plan  of  improving 
this  court,  as  shown  by  the  advertisements  of 
its  original  promoters,  is  indefinite,  and 
knowledge  of  them  was  not  brought  home  to 
the  appellee. 

We  think  the  chancellor  properly  refused 
the  relief  asked,  and  his  judgment  i$  affirmed. 


MAINE   SUPREME   JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Jacob  COHEN 

V. 

Anthony  O.  MANUEL. 

(01  Me.  274.) 

1.  The  liability  of  mn.   imikeeper  finr 
goodm  stolen  ftom.    a  peddler's  emrt 

while  Id  the  inkeeper^s  custody  ia  not  avoided  hy 
the  fact  tbat  tbe  peddler  bad  no  license  to  ped- 
dle, 88  he  did  not  iodflre  at  tbe  ion  as  a  peddler. 
8.  A  eax^  of  a  peddler  who  beeomes  a 
ipuest  at  an  inh  ifl  delivered  to  the  inn- 
keeper  for  safe  custody,  within  tbe  meaning  of 
Rev.  Stat.  obap.  27,  f  7,  wben*  by  his  direotioa  it 
is  placed  in  a  hvery  stable  belooginir  to  him,  al- 
though it  was  not  connected  with  the  inn. 

(January  22«  1806.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rnlings  of 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for  Penobscot 
County  made  during  tbe  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  hold  defendant  liable  as  innkeeper 
for  goods  of  plaintiff  lost  while  in  defendant's 
possession  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  plain- 
tiff's favor.     Onerruled, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesere.  J.  B«  Peaks  and  E.  C.  Smith*  for 
defendant: 

A  peddler  selling  goods  In  violation  of  the 
statute  cannot  recover  from  an  innkeeper  for 
the  loss  of  such  goods. 

Nohl—As  to  lnokeeper*B  nabllity  for  goods  of 
«iie8t,8ce  Olenn  v.  Jackson  (Ala.)  12  L.  B.  A.  888, 
andnoCs. 
40  U  R.  A. 


Lord  V.  Chadbourne,  49  Me.  489,  $6  Am. 
Dec.  290;  Bobineon  v.  Howafd,  7  Cush.  611. 

If  a  man  who  sells  goods  to  a  peddler  know- 
ing they  are  to  be  solain  violation  of  law  can- 
not recover  for  the  price  simply  because  he 
knew  they  were  to  be  sold  in  violation  of  law, 
much  less  can  a  man  who  is  selling  such  goods 
in  violation  of  law  recover  for  their  lofs 
against  an  innkeeper. 

Robinson  v.  Barrows,  48  Me.  186;  Mohneff  t. 
Cook,  26  Pa.  849,  67  Am.  Dec.  419. 

A  seller  cannot  recover  the  price  of  bar 
pressed  and  bailed,  and  not  branded  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  statute. 

Buxton  V.  Hamblen,  83  Me.  448;  Faye  t. 
Sovihard,  64  Me.  889. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  for  the  price 
of  lumber  which  is  not  surveyed  and  marked 
according  to  the  provisions  of  tbe  statute. 

Richmond  v.  Foss,  77  Me.  690. 

No  action  can  be  maintained  for  the  price  of 
hops  when  not  culled  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  tbe  statute 

Durgin  v.  Dyer,  68  Me.  148. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained,  either  in 
tort  or  assumpsit,  for  a  deceit  practised  in  the 
sale  of  a  horse  on  the  Fiord's  day. 

Plaisted  v.  Palmer,  68  Me.  576,  8  Am.  Rep. 
868;  Way  v.  Foster,  1  Allen,  4()8;  Myers  v. 
Meinrath,  101  Mass.  866;  McGrath  v.  Menoin, 
112  Mass.  467,  17  Am.  Rep.  119;  Lyons  v.  De- 
soteUe,  124  Mass.  887;  Stoett  v.  Poor,  11  Mass. 
549;  Patii^,  Frazier,  8  Mass.  71,  8  Am.  Dec. 
95. 

This  defendant  did  not  assume  the  relation 
of  innholder  towards  these  goods 

Arcade  Hotel  Co.  v.    Wiait,  44  Ohio  St.  88» 
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68  Am.  Rep.  788;  Neal  v.  Wilcox,  49  N.  C.  (4 
Jooes,  L.)  146,  67  Am.  Dec.  266;  Burgess  y. 
Clements,  4  Maule  &  8.  806;  11  Am.  &  Eog. 
Edc.  Law,  p.  28;  Pettigrew  v.  Barhum,  11  Md. 
484.  69  Am.  Dec.  219;  Garter  y.  Hchbs,  12 
Mich.  52,  88  Am.  Dec.  762. 

Mr.  Perefi^ne  White,  for  plaintiff: 

The  relation  of  landlord  and  ^uest  being  es- 
tablished, the  liability  of  the  mnkeeper  at- 
tached, regardleBS  of  the  business  calling  of 
the  ffuest. 

Nor  cross  v.  Norcross,^  58  Me.  163. 

Whatever  his  violation  of  the  license  law 
might  have  been,  it  in  no  way  contributed  to 
the  loss. 

Bakers.  Portland,  58  Me.  ?05,  4  Am.  Rep. 
274;  Davidson  v.  P&rtland,  69  Me.  116,  81  Am. 
Rep.  253. 

The  law  presumes  that  he  was  engaged  in  a 
legitimate  business.  The  law  never  presumes 
wrong;  he  who  sets  it  up  must  prove  it. 

Qrnntv.  Ward,  64  Me.  240;  Fayette  v.  Lit- 
ermore,  62  Me.  286. 

I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  authority  for 
holding  that  a  peddler,  going  from  town  to 
town,  in  this  state,  celling  eoods,  in  an  action 
to  recover  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  such 
goods,  or  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  is  re- 
quired to  prove  that  he  has  a  license  to  sell  the 
goods,  in  order  to  maintain  his  action  for  their 
loss  or  conversion. 

It  is  true  that,  formerly,  it  was  held  by  this 
court  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  for 
intoxicRliDg  liquors  intended  for  unlawful  sale 
In  this  state.  But  those  decisions  were  under 
the  statutes  of  1846,  1851,  and  1855,~-Iegisla- 
tion  that  was  afterwards  changed,  by  the  en- 
actment of  our  present  liquor  law  in  1858. 

Uamilton  v.  Goding,  55  Me.  419:  Adams  v. 
MeGlinchy,  63  Me.  474;  Bliss  v.  Winslow,  80 
Me.  274;  Union  Nat,  Bank  ^.Matthews,  98  U. 
8.  621,  25  L.  ed.  188. 

SaTafi^*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  on  the  case,  wherein  the 
plain  I  iff  claims  to  recover  of  the  defendant, 
an  alleged  innkeeper,  for  the  loss  of  his  goods 
while  he  whs  a  guest  at  the  defendant's  inn. 
The  plaintiff  was  a  peddler,  and  stopped  at 
the  defendant's  inn:  and  while  his  peddle  cart 
was  in  the  defendant's  stable  it  was  broken 
open,  and  the  goods  in  question  were  stolen 
therefrom.  By  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  jury,  under  instructions  to  which  no  ex- 
ceptions were  taken,  have  settled  that  the  de- 
fendant was  an  innkeeper;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  traveler,  and  a  guest  at  the  defendant's 
inn;  and  that  the  goods  were  lost  while  the 
plaintiff  was  defendant's  guest. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  plaintiff, 
being  a  peddler,  and  the  goods  lost  having 
been  merchandise  carried  bv  him  for  the  pur- 
pOise  of  sale,  is  not  entitled  to  recover  unless 
he  shows  affirmatively  that  he  was  licensed  as 
a  peddler  under  the  provisions  of  the  Public 
Laws  of  1889^  chap.  298.  The  defendant  also 
contends  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  he  is  liable,  if  at  all,  only  as  bailee,*  and 
not  as  innkeeper. 

1.  The  defendant's  bill  of  exceptions  states 
that  ''there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
at  the  time  of  the  loss  the  plaintiff  was  travel- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


ing  from  town  to  town,  and  from  place  to 
place  in  the  town  of  Brown ville,  selling  said 
goods  and  chattels,  in  violation  of  §  1,  chap. 
298,  of  the  Public  Laws  of  1889,  unless  the 
plaintiff  had  a  license  from  the  secretary  of 
state  so  to  do.  There  was  no  evidence  from 
either  plaintiff  or  defendant  as  to  whether  the 
defendant  had  a  license  or  not." 

The  defendant  requested  the  presiding  jus- 
tice to  instruct  the  jury  that  "an  innkeeper  is 
not  liable  for  the  loss  of  merchandise  carried 
by  a  peddler  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  who  stops 
at  said  inn,  unless  such  peddler  has  a  license 
to  peddle  under  the  laws  of  the  state."  This 
instruction  was  refused. 

There  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
plaintiff  did  have  or  did  not  have  a  license, 
and  the  defendant  claims  that  the  burden  to 
show  a  license  was  on  the  plaintiff.  But  we 
do  not  consider  or  decide  this  question,  be- 
cause, if,  as  we  hold,  the  want  of  a  license 
does  not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  recover- 
ing, the  matter  of  the  burden  of  proof  is  im- 
material. 

We  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  debarred 
from  maintaining  this  action,  though  he  may 
have  had  no  license  as  a  peddler. 

The  defendant  relies  upon  the  principles 
stated  in  Lord  v.  Chadboume,  42  Me.  429.  66 
Am.  Dec.  290;  Mohney  v.  Cook,  26  Pa.  842, 
67  Am.  Dec.  419,  and  other  cases.  It  is  true, 
in  the  language  of  Lord  v.  Chadbourne,  42  Me. 
429,  66  Am.  Dec.  290,  that  '*lhe  common  law 
will  afford  no  aid  to  a  parly  whose  claims  can 
be  successfully  enforced  only  by  a  violation 
of  its  principles,  or  in  direct  contravention  of 
a  statutory  enactment."  It  is  true,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Mohney  v.  Cook,  26  Pa.  842,  67  Am. 
Dec.  419,  that  "there  are  .  .  .  cases 
wherein  an  injured  party  will  be  remedileas, 
because  of  his  own  fault,  even  when  that  fault 
does  not  contribute  to  the  accident.  A  vessel 
engaged  in  the  slave  trade,  piracy,  or  smug- 
gling, and  injured  by  another,  or  the  keeper 
of  a  gambling  house,  injured  in  his  business 
by  a  neighboring  nuisance,  could  have  no 
remedy.  Not,  however,  because  the  persons 
are  out  of  the  protection  of  the  law  for  t^eir 
offenses,  nor  because  their  illegal  business 
brought  them  to  the  place  of  dan^r,  but  be- 
cause their  business  itself,  with  all  its  instru- 
ments, is  outlawed.  Prohibited  contracts, 
prohibited  trades,  prohibited  things,  receive 
no  protection."  Among  such  prohibited  con- 
tracts is  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  in- 
tended for  illegal  sale  in  this  state  ( Wasser- 
boe/ir  V.  Soulier,  84  Me.  165);  the  sale  of  hay 
pressed  and  baled,  and  not  branded  {Buxton 
V.  BamMen,  82  Me.  448);  the  sale  of  lumber 
not  surveyed  and  marked  {Richmond  v.  Foss, 
77  Me.  590);  the  sale  of  hoops  not  culled  {Dur- 
gin  V.  Dyer,  68  Me.  143). 

All  such  sales  are  expressly  or  by  implica- 
tion forbidden  by  law.  So,  a  party  has  been 
held  remediless  who  seeks  to  enforce  a  con- 
tract made  on  Sunday.  Totnle  v.  Larrabee,  26 
Me.  464.  And  he  who  suffers  an  injury  aris- 
ing from  his  violation  of  the  Sunday  law,  so- 
called,  is  equally  without  remedy.  W/teelden 
V.  Lyford,  84  Me.  114. 

The  language  in  Lord  v.  Chadbourne  and  in 
Mohney  v.  Cook,  above  cited,  is  a  correct  state- 
ment of  a  general  proposition.    How  inap- 
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plicable  it  is  to  the  case  at  bar  can  easily  be 
aeen  when  we  look  at  the  questions  which 
were  decided  in  these  cases.  Id  the  former, 
the  precise  question  decided  was  that  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  1851,  chap. 
211,  §  16,  no  action  whatever  could  be  main- 
tained for  intoxicating  liquors  or  their  value. 
Intoxicating  liquors  were  thus  practically  out- 
lawed. Trespass  a^inst  a  wrongdoer,  even 
could  not  be  maintained.  But  when  the  stat- 
ute was  modified  the  rule  was  modified  ac- 
cordingly, and  it  was  thereafter  held  that 
trespass  would  lie  for  the  unauthorized  con- 
version of  intoxicating  liquors,  even  though 
they  were  intended  for  illegal  sale  in  this  state. 
BamiltoM  y.  Uoding,  55  Me.  419;  Bluts  v.  Win- 
slow,  80  Me.  274;  Adamg  ▼.  McQHnehy,  66  Me. 
474.  In  Mohney  y.  Cook,  26  Pa.  849,  67  Am. 
Dec.  419,  the  question  actually  decided  was 
that  a  party  who  erects  an  obstruction  in  a 
navigable  stream,  and  thereby  occasions  an  in- 
jury to  another,  cannot,  in  an  action  for  such 
injury,  set  up  as  a  defense  that  the  plaintiff 
was  unlawfully  engaged  in  worldly  employ- 
ment on  Sunday,  when  the  injury  occurred. 

It  will  be  seen  in  the  illustrations  which  we 
have  given  that  a  remedy  has  been  refused  be- 
cause the  plaintifi's  right  of  action  was  di- 
rectly connected  with,  or  grew  out  of,  a  viola- 
tion of  law.  But  it  is  not  unlawful  for  a 
peddler,  with  or  without  license,  to  put  up  at 
an  inn.  The  plaintiff  did  not  lodge  at  the  de- 
fendant's inn  as  a  peddler,  but  as  an  individual. 
As  a  property  owner,  merely,  he  intrusted  his 
property  to  the  defendant's  safekeeping.  It 
was  not  unlawful  for  him  to  eat,  drink,  and 
be  sheltered  in  an  inn,  nor  to  deliver,  or  offer 
to  deliver,  his  money  and  other  property  to 
the  innkeeper  for  safe  custody.  If  his  prop 
erty  consisted  of  merchandise  carried  by  him 
for  the  purpose  of  sale  without  a  license,  in 
violation  of  law,  it  was  none  the  less  property. 
A  peddler  may  lawfully  care  for  and  protect 
his  property.  If  he  exposes  it  for  sale,  or  sells 
it.  without  license,  he  may  be  fined.  No  pen- 
alty attaches  to  the  merchandise  itself.  It 
cannot  be  seized  or  forfeited.  It  is  neither 
contraband  nor  outlawed.  The  lights  and 
liabiliiies  which  exist  between  the  innkeeper 
and  his  guest,  who  is  a  peddler,  are  created 
by  law,  and  grow  out  of  the  relation  between 
them,  and  are  in  no  degree  dependent  upon 
the  purpose  of  the  owner  to  sell  the  goods  at 
some  future  time  without  license.  It  is  there- 
fore the  opinion  of  the  court  that,  even  if  the 
plaintiff  had  no  license  to  peddle,  that  fact 
would  not  constitute  a  defense  to  this  action, 
and  that  the  requested  instruction  was  prop 
crly  refused. 

2.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendant's stable,  where  the  plaintiff's  peddle 
cart  was  kept,  was  a  livery  stable,  unconnected 
with  the  inn.  and  known  by  the  plaintiff  to  be 
so.  The  defendant  directed  the  plaintiff  to 
take  his  horse  and  cart  to  the  stable.  The 
plaintiff  did  so,  and  there  put  them  into  the 
care  of  the  defendant's  hostler.  The  defend- 
ant requested  that  the  jury  be  instructed  that 
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"an  innholder  is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  mer- 
chandise carried  by  a  peddler  who  stops  with 
{ said  innholder,  which  is  left  by  such  peddler 
in  a  livery  stable  known  by  said  peddler 
to  be  a  livery  stable,  and  not  connected  with 
said  inn."  This  request  was  refused,  and  we 
think  correctly  refused. 

The  defendant  does  not  claim  that  an  inn- 
keeper may  not  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  the 
merchandise  of  his  guest,  under  some  circum- 
stances; but  he  insists  that  when  the  plaintiff 
left  his  cart  in  the  liverv  stable,  *'not  con- 
nected" with  the  inn,  the  defendant's  liability, 
at  the  most,  was  that  of  bailee,  and  not  that 
of  innkeeper.  As  the  stable  belonged  to  the 
defendant,  and  was  used  by  him  for  putting 
up  the  team  of  his  guest,  we  understand  the 
expression  "not  connected."  as  applied  to  the 
stable,  to  mean  that  the  stable  was  not  phy- 
sically attached  to  the  inn,— that  it  stood  in  a 
different  place. 

By  the  statute  law  of  this  state  (Rev.  Stat 
chap.  27,  §  7)  an  innkeeper  is  not  liable  for 
goods  such  as  it  is  claimed  were  lost  in  this 
ca«e,  except  upon  delivery,  or  offer  of  deliv- 
ery, by  the  guest  to  the  innholder,  his  agents 
or  servants,  for  safe  custody.  The  plaintiff 
put  up  at  the  defendant's  inn.  He  thereby 
t)ecame  a  guest.  He  had  a  horse  and  piddle 
cart.  He  was  directed  by  the  defendant  to 
take  them  to  the  stable.  He  did  so.  He  put 
tbem  into  the  care  of  the  defendant's.hostler. 
This  constituted  a  statutory  delivery  to  the 
defendant.  It  is  clear  that  the  delivery  was 
"for  safe  custody,"  and  in  this  respect  this 
case  is  unlike  the  cases  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant, where  a  peddler  took  his  merchandise  to 
a  separate  room  to  show  and  sell  {Neal  v.  Wil- 
cox, 49  N.  C.  (4  Jones.  L.)  146,  67  Am.  Dec. 
266),  or  where  one  procured  from  the  land- 
lord a  lot  in  which  to  keep  bis  hogs  and  horses 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  and  selling  them 
(Burgess  v.  Clements,  4  Maule  &  S.  806).  or 
where  one  had  a  room  especially  for  the  pur- 
pose of  keeping  or  selling  his  goods  {Carter  v. 
Eohbs,  12  Mich.  52.  83  Am.  Dec.  763. 

When  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  thus  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant  for  safe  custody,  they 
"were  infra  hospitium.  Though  the  defend  ant 
directed  tbem  to  be  placed  in  a  stable  **not 
connected"  with  his  inn,  his  liability  was  not 
modified  or  discharged.  It  was  his  stable. 
It  was  the  place  he  selected  in  which  to  keep 
the  goods  safely.  That  the  place  was  not  con- 
nected with  the  inn  does  not  control.  Hilton 
V.  Adams,  71  Me.  19.  It  was  a  single  transac- 
tion,—the  putting  up  at  the  inn,  and  the  de- 
livery of  the  goods  to  the  defendant.  We  can- 
not doubt  but  that  the  defendant  received  the 
plaintiff's  gpods  as  an  innkeeper.  Norcross  v. 
Noreross,  53  Me.  168,  and  cases  cited;  Clute 
V.  Wiggins,  14  Johns.  175,  and  note  to  same 
case,  7  Am.  Dec.  449.  The  refusal  of  the  pre- 
siding justice  to  give  the  requested  instruction 
was  right-. 

The  defendant  waives  his  other  exceptions. 

Exceptions  ocerruled. 
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1.  The  mere  power  to  erect  and  main- 
tain  hospitals  and  pest  bouses  does  oot  Imply 
or  include  the  further  power  to  erect  and  main- 
tain tbem  in  suob  a  way  or  at  such  a  plaoeaswlU 
cause  injury  to  others. 

8.  Serious  injnrjr  to  the  value  of  the 
property  of  ttie  residents  of  a  locality  by  the 
establishment  of  a  pest  bouse  In  the  vicinity  will 
warrant  an  injunction  against  it. 

8*   Persons  who  locate  near  a  pest  house 

which  was  not  a  nuisance  when  established  be- 
cause it  was  a  secluded  locality  are  not  deprived 
of  redress  if  they  are  injured  by  It.  merely  be- 
cause they  have  voluntarily  chosen  to  reside  in 
close  proximity  to  it,  unless  the  right  to  maintain 
has  ripened  by  prescription  into  an  indefeasible 
riffht. 

4*  An  abandonment  of  the  nse  of  prop- 
erty for  a  quarantine  station*  which  will 
preclude  the  subsequent  resumption  of  its  use  for 
persons  with  contagious  diseases  after  people 
have  built  residences  in  the  vicinity  in  reliance 
on  such  abandonment,  is  made  when  the  city  dis- 
continues such  use  and  establishes  a  quarantine 
station  elsewhere,  aod  later  on,  after  improve- 
ments have  proirressed  in  the  vicinity,  bums  up 
the  hospital  butldiuRS  aod  pest  bouses,  and,  by 
resolution,  directs  the  sale  of  the  property. 

6*  A  contract  for  the  care  of  a  woman 
in  the  advanced  stag^es  of  leprosy*  by  a 
laborer  and  bis  wife,  who  are  unskilled  people 
and  have  no  authority  to  restrain  her  from  wan- 
dering away,  and  who  have  several  small  children 
In  their  family,  is  an  unreasonable  one,  the  exe- 
cution of  which  may  be  restrained,  because  of  its 
tendency  to  cause  a  dissemination  of  the  disease. 

6*  A  perpetual  ii^unction  may  be 
orranted  against  the  execution  of  a  contract 
for  the  care  of  a  person  baviogr  leprosy,  when  its 
tendeocy  is  not  to  protect  the  community,  but  to 
cause  a  dissemination  of  the  disease. 

(April  1,  iSOa) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Baltimore  City  en  joining 
defendant  from  using  certain  property  as  a 
hospital  for  the  care  of  a  person  afflicted  with 
leprosy.     Affirmed, 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Thomas  !•  Elliott  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  J.Charles Linthicum and  Enoch 
Harlan*  for  appellee,  Fairfield  Improvement 
Company: 

Equity  will  restrain  certain  nuisances  by  in- 
junction. 

Tbe  fact  tbat  tbe  defendant  is  a  municipal 
corporation  makes  no  difference. 

1  Dill  Mun.  Corp.  p.  448,  note;  Baag  v. 
Vanderburgh  County  Comrs,  60  Ind.  511,  28 


NOTB.— For  quarantine  regulations  by  health  au- 
thorities  in  general,  see  note  to  Hurst  v.  Warner 
(Mich.)  2B  L.  R.  A.  484.    See  aleo  Safford  v.  Detroit 
Bd.  of  Health  (Mich.)  88  L.  R.  A.  800. 
40  L.  R.  A. 

Sec  also  44  L.  R.  A.  474. 


Am.  Rep.  «54;   Brantly's  Digest,  743,  No.  5;. 
744,  No.  11. 

Tbe  true  criterion  as  to  wbelber  a  nuisanoe- 
is  sufficient  for  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere 
by  injunction  is,  "whether  toe  nuisance  com- 
plained of  will  or  does  produce  sucb  a  condi< 
tion  of  thiogs  as.  in  the  judgment  of  reasona- 
ble men,  is  naturally  productive  of  actual 
physical  discomfort  to  persons  of  ordinary 
sensibilities,  and  of  ordinary  tastes  and  habits, 
and  as,  in  view  of  tbe  circumstances  of  the 
case,  is  unreasonable  and  in  derogation  of  the 
rights  of  the  complainant." 

Dittman  v.  Repp,  50  Md.  523;  SusoueFianna 
Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Spangler,  86  Md.  562. 

Where  the  nuisance  operates  to  destroy 
health,  or  impair  the  comfortable  enjoyment 
of  property,  an  action  at  law  furnishes  no  ade- 
quate remedy,  and  protection  by  injunclioD* 
must  be  given. 

Woodyear  v.  Sehaefer,  57  Md.  18;  Gifford  v. 
Bahiee^  Hospital,  17  N.  Y.  8.  R.  886;  Bendelow 
V.  Wortelou)  Union,  36  Week.  Rep.  168. 

A  parly  injured  by  a  public  nuisance  may 
apply  to  a  court  of  equit^  to  prevent  such  nui- 
sance, if  its  existence  will  cause  a  substantial 
prejudice  to  his  property,  or  the  reasonable  en- 
joyment thereof. 

Hamilton  v.  Whitridge,  11  Md.  129.  69  Am. 
Dec  184;  Peck  v.  Elder,  8  Sandf.  126. 

There  can  be  no  prescriptive  right  to  a  pub- 
lic nuisance. 

PAiladelp7iia,  W,  A  B.  B.  Co.  v.  .State,  20  Md. 
157;  Woodyear  v.  tkhaefer,  57  Md.  8,  40  Am. 
Rep.  419:  Horner  v.  StaU,  49  Md.  284;  Wood, 
Kui-sances,  8d  ed.  §  18. 

Equity  will  review  acts  done,  or  in  contem- 
plation, and  claimed  to  be  done  in  accordance 
with  power  granted;  and  in  that  review  will 
see  that  tbe  reason  and  spirit  of  tbe  act  are 
complied  with;  that  the  power  granted  is  used 
in  reason. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  8d  ed.  §  758;  Vansant  ▼. 
Harlem  Stage  Go.  59  Md.  880:  Metropolitan  Asy- 
lum Diet.  V.  Hill,  44  L.  T.  N.  S.  653;  Bende- 
low  Y.  Worteiiow  Union,  36  Week.  Rep.  168; 
Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.  y.  Shugar,  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  488;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Acton  Local  Boards 
L.  R.  22  Ch.  Div.  221. 

The  power  of  the  board  of  health  does  not 
ex' end  to  tbe  removal  of  tenants  from  their 
houses,  and  closing  up  the  latter,  unless  justi- 
fied by  the  existence  of  a  pestilential  disease. 
8uch  action  will  be  restrained  by  injunction. 

Eddy  V.  Board  of  HeaUh,  10  Phils.  94. 

Messrs.  John  P.  Poe  and  Robert  Moss*, 
for  appellees,  commissioners  of  Anne  Arundel 
Couory: 

A  court  of  equity  has  tbe  same  power  to  en- 
join a  municipal  corporation  from  establishing 
or  continuing  a  nuisance  as  ii  has  to  enjoin  an 
individual,  and  what  would  be  a  nuisaoce.  if 
committed  by  an  individual,  will  be  treated  in 
a  court  of  equity  as  none  tbe  less  a  nuisance 
because  ordered  to  be  committed  by  a  munici- 
pality. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4  th  ed.  p.  448,  note,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

If,  on  the  one  hand,  it  be  argued  that  lep- 
rosy is  a  loathsome,  dangerous,  and  contagious 
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dlseue,  then  in  sending  her  to  the  neighbor- 
hood in  qaealioo,  the  appellants  were  unques- 
tionably establishing  what  in  law  is  a  nuisance, 
dangerous  to  life  and  bealth,  irreparably  de- 
structive to  property  and  property  rigbts,  and 
plainly  witbin  tbe  power  of  the  court  to  re- 
atrain  by  inlunction. 

Haag  ▼.  Vanderburgh  County  Comrs,  60  Ind. 
611, 28  Am.  Rep.  654. 

McSherry,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  tbe  court: 

This  appeal  was  taken  from  a  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Baltimore  city.  Tbat  decree 
enjoined  the  mayor  and  city  council  of  Balti- 
more from  placing  and  keeping  on  a  20-acre 
tract  of  land  owned  by  the  city  a'o  unfortunate 
woman  afflicted  with  leprosy.  This  land  ad- 
joins property  belonging  to  the  Fairfield  Im- 
provement Company  of  Baltimore,  and  the 
property  of  the  company  is  divided  into  build- 
ing lots.  Many  lots  bave  been  sold,  and  quite 
a  number  of  houses  bave  been  built  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  city's  land.  This  20  acre  tract 
was  acquired  b^  tbe  city  perhaps  half  a  century 
ago.  It  is  situated  some  8  miles  distant 
from  the  city,  and  lies  in  Anne  Arundel 
county.  Up  until  tbe  year  1883  it  was  occu- 
pied as  a  place  of  quarantine  against  contagious 
diseases  brought  towards  the  city  by  water, 
and  there  were  hospitals  upon  it  that  were 
used  for  the  isolation  and  treatment  of  similar 
diseases  originating  or  found  in  the  city  dur 
ing  the  prevalence  of  epidemics.  In  about  the 
year  just  named  tbe  mayor  and  city  council 
purchased  other  property,  located  near  Hawk- 
ins Point,  some  16  miles  distant  from  the  city, 
and  there  established  a  quarantine  station, 
which  has  ever  since  been  in  charge  of 
a  resident  physician  selected  by  the  city. 
There  have  been  no  cases  of  contagious  or  in- 
fectious diseases  treated  upon  this  20  acre  lot 
or  tract  since  18><2  or  1888.  and  it  was  subse- 
quent to  that  time  that  the  Fairfield  Improve- 
ment Company's  property  was  developed.  A 
great  many  persons,  chiefly  employees  of  fer- 
tilizer and  other  factories,  now  reside  in  Fair- 
field; and  doubtless  they  located  there  in  tbe 
belief  that  the  city  had  permanently  abandoned 
the  hospitals  and  pest  houses  formerly  used  in 
that  locality.  Tbe  ground  upon  which  the 
relief  by  injunction  was  sought  is  the  appre- 
hended injury  to  the  company's  contiguous 
property  by  the  placing  of  a  person  suffering 
with  such  a  loathsome  and  horrible  disease  in 
close  proximity  thereto.  The  statute  law  of 
the  state  confers  upon  the  mayor  and  city 
council  plenary  power  to  establish,  both  within 
and  beyond  the  city's  limits,  hospitals  and  pest 
houses  for  the  isolation  and  treatment  of  con- 
tagious and  infectious  diseases.  Coie  Pub. 
Local  Laws,  art.  4,  g^  878, 409.  The  preserva- 
tion of  the  public  health  renders  such  legisla- 
tion highly  essential,  and  the  authority  of  the 
general  assembly  to  enact  it,  in  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  of  tbe  estate,  is  beyond  ques- 
tion or  controversy.  Within  the  scope  of  the 
power  thus  granted,  tbe  whole  authority  of  the 
state  is  included  and  delegated  (ffarfiMm  v. 
Baltimore,  1  Gill,  264),  and,  therefore,  what 
ever  the  state  may  directly  do  in  furtherance  of 
these  objecis,  the  municipality,  clothed  with  a 
delegated  power  from  the  state,  may  also  law- 
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fully  perform,  though  there  may  be  a  differ- 
ence as  to  the  legal  consequences    resulting 
from  an  exercise 'of  tbe  power  by  the  state 
directly  and  those  flowing  from  an  exertion  of 
the  same  power  by  the  munioipality.    If  it  be 
conceded  that  the  state  may,  in  exercising  a 
public  power,  create  a  private  nuisance  with 
immunity,   the  immunity  grows  out  of  tbe 
public  necessity,  and    rests  upon  tbe  state's 
sovereignty;  but  it  cannot,  or,  at  all  events, 
will  not,  in  the  absence  of  an  explicit  legisla- 
tive declaration,   be   assumed  that  the  state 
would,  if  directly  exercising  the  same  power, 
so  exercise  it  as  to  produce  or  cause  an  injury- 
to  the  riffhts  of  propertv  of  an  individual,  un- 
less, perhaps,  the  very  doing  of  the  act  directed 
to  be  done  will  necessarily  and  unavoidably, 
under  any  condition,  result  in  the  creation  of 
what  would  be,  but  for  the  authorization,  a 
private  nuisance.    Tbe  delegation  of  a  power 
to  do  an  act,  while  conferring  full  authority  to 
perform  the  act  itself,  does   not,  therefore, 
without  more,  essentially  and  without  excepi- 
tion  carry  the  right  to  so  do  it  as  to  inflict  loss 
or  injurv  upon  an  innocent  individual.    As 
thus  understood,  the  power  of  the  municipality 
to  erect  and  maintain  hospitals  and  pest  houses 
may    be   exerted    and    applied    precisely   as 
the  same  power,  if  not  delegated,  could  hav» 
been  availed  of  by  the  state.    Acts  done  under 
sach  delegated  authority,  which  without  that 
authority  would  in  themselves  be  public  nuis- 
ances, furnish  no  ground  for  civil  or  criminal 
proceedings  at  the  instance  of  the  state;    for 
the  authority  to  do  the  acts  makes  them,  when 
done,  perfectly  lawful  as  respects  the  public, 
and,  l>elng  lawful,  there  is  no  superior  public 
right  which  they  invade  or  violate.      These 
are  what  have  been  sometimes  described  as 
"legalized  nuisances"  (Wood,  Nuisances,  chap. 
28).  since  they  are  strictly  nece.%sar^  and  prob- 
able results  of  legislative  authorization.    Thej 
ultimately    rest  for  their  sanction  upon  the 
paramount  power  of  the  legislature,  and  the 
importance  of  the  public  benefit  and  conven- 
ience involved  in  their  continuance  as  affect- 
ing  the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest  number. 
Norihirettern  Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park,  97 
U.  S.  659,  24  L.  ed.  1086.    But.  however  free 
from  interference  by  the  public  acts  of  this 
character  may  be  when  authorized  to  be  done 
by  a  municipality  under  competent  and  suffi- 
cient legislative  grant,  the  right  of  an  individ- 
ual to  complain  of  the  special  injury  sustained 
by  him  as  a  consequence  of  their  k>eing  done  is» 
ordinarily,  in  no  way  impaired  or  affected. 
The  mere  naked  grant  of  power  to  a  municipal- 
ity to  do  acts  which,  if  done  without  the  sanc- 
tion of  tbat  power,  would  be  nuisances,  does 
not,  in  all  Instances,  carry  with  it  a  guaranty 
of  immunity  from  claims  for  private  injuries 
tbat  result  directly  from  the  exercise  of  the 
power.    And  this  is  necessarily  so  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  explicit  or  implicit  legislative  dec- 
laration to  the  contrary,  because  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  be  presumed  from  a  general  grant 
of  au*bority  to  have  intended  to  sanction  or 
legalize  any  acts  or  any  use  of  property  that 
will  create  a  private  nuisance  which  will  in- 
juriously affect  the  property  of  another.    That 
the  state  may.  in  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power,  and  for  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health,  authorize  the  summary  destruction  of 
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private  property  cODtamioated  with  the  germs 
of  disease,  is  thoroughly  aod  definitively 
settled.  DeemB  v.  Baltimore,  80  Md.  174,  175. 
26  L.  R.  A.  541;  Boehm  v.  Baltimore,  61  Md. 
259;  MugUr  v.  Kansas.  128  U.  8.  628.  81  L. 
ed.  205.  But  there  is  a  broad  distiDCtlon  be- 
tween a  summary  destruction  of  an  offeDdiog 
thing  and  a  direct  injury  to  unoffending  prop 
erty;  that  is,  property  itself  not  liable  to  de 
struction  because  not  dangerous  to  the  public 
health  or  safety.  The  immediate  and  immi- 
nent danger  to  life  or  health  justify,  under  the 
police  power,  the  one;  while  the  other  is  left 
to  be  redressed  in  the  due  course  of  law.  How- 
ever broad,  therefore,  may  be  the  powers  of  a 
municipality  to  erect  and  maintain  hospitals 
and  pest  houses  for  the  segregation  and  treat- 
ment of  contagious  and  Infectious  diseases, 
and  however  necessary  their  exercise  mav  be, 
they  must,  generally  speaking,  be  exerted  and 
put  into  operation  subject  to  the  no  less  well- 
defined  right  of  the  individual  to  possess  and 
enjoy  his  unoffending  property  without  the 
molestation  of  a  nuisance.  It  cannot  be  pre- 
tended that  the  city  authorities  could,  even 
under  their  comprehensive  powers,  locate  a 
peat  house  in  the  midst  of  a  thickly  settled 
community.  The  right  to  locate  the  pest 
house  does  not  carry  with  it  or  include  the 
right  to  locate  it  in  a  place  where  other  per- 
sons would  be  exposed  to  the  contagion  and 
disease.  * 'Powers  given  by  statute  are  not  to 
be  used  to  the  peril  of  the  lives  or  limbs  of  the 
Queen's  subjects.  They  are  to  be  exercised 
reasonably,  and  with  due  care,  so  as  not  by 
negligence  to  cause  dangers  to  others,"— ob- 
served Watson,  B.,  as  quoted  in  2  Addison. 
Torts,  §  1041.  Where  commissioners  of  sew- 
ers and  boards  of  henlth  have  obtained  statu- 
tory powers  of  drain  age  into  rivers,  streams, 
and  natural  watercourses,  the  power  must  be 
exercised  so  as  not  to  create  a  nuisance,  or  in- 
terfere with  the  private  rights  of  individuals. 
2  Addison,  Torts.  §  1085.  The  mere  power  to 
erect  and  maintain  hospitals  and  pest  houses 
does  not  imply  or  include  the  further  power 
to  erect  and  maintain  them  in  such  a  way  or 
at  such  a  place  as  will  cause  injury  to  others. 
And  so  in  Broiter  v.  Aew  York,  8  Barb.  254, 
it  was  held  that  statutory  authority  given  to 
commissioners  of  emigration  to  lease  or  pur- 
chase docks  where  enaigrants  may  be  landed 
will  not  justify  them  in  leasing  for  that  pur- 
pose property  situated  in  a  thickly  populated 
part  of  a  city,  where  the  contemplated  use  of 
the  premises  would  be  a  serious  menace  to  the 
health  of  the  community.  See,  too,  Hnrfard 
County  Comrs.  v.  Wise,  71  Md.  62.  58;  West 
Orange  Twp.  ▼.  Field,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  600,  45 
Am.  Rep.  670;  Danhury  A  N,  R,  Co.  v.  Mr- 
walk,  87  Conn.  109;  Seifert  ▼.  Brooklyn,  101 
N.  Y.  186,  54  Am.  Rep  664;  Wood,  Nuis- 
ances, §  764. 

Whatever  immunity  a  municipality  may 
have  in  exercising  a  public,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  a  strictly  corporate,  power,  it 
does  not  result  from  some  collateral  act,  or 
from  the  negligent  doing  of  a  permissible  act^ 
The  infliction  of  an  iniury  upon  another  is 
neither  the  natural  nor  the  necessary  result  of 
an  exercise  of  the  power  to  build  a  hospital; 
but.  if  injury  does  ensue,  it  would  result  from 
the  collateral  circumstance  that  the  place  se- 
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lected  was  not  the  appropriate  site,  or  from 
the  negligent  method  of  doing  what  would 
otherwise  be  a  lawful  act 

Assuming  at  this  point  that  leprosy  is  a 
contagious  disease  Which  is  a  menace  to  the 
health  of  a  community,  and  assuming  also 
that  the  mayor  and  city  council  through  its 
health  department  were  about  to  utilize  this 
20-acre  tract  of  land  for  the  first  time  for  the 
erection  of  a  pest  house  thereon  for  the  recep- 
tion of  this  particular  patient,  there  can,  in 
view  of  the  legal  principles  just  discussed,  and 
in  the  light  of  the  facts  to  which  allusion  has 
been  made,  be  no  doubt  as  to  right  of  the 
Fairfield  Improvement  Company  to  invoke 
the  restrainins:  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  pre- 
vent the  establishment  of  such  a  nuisance. 
Wood,  Nuisances,  §  790.  But  it  is  insisted 
that  the  company  went  to  the  nuisance,  and  it 
is  denied  that  the  nuisance  went  to  the  com- 
pany, and  therefore  it  is  contended  that  the 
relief  sought  cannot  be  granted.  Though 
there  cannot  be  a  prescriptive  right  to  mam- 
tain  a  public  nuisance,  there  may  be  such  a 
right  as  to  a  private  one.  The  authority  given 
by  the  legislature  to  the  city  to  erect  such  a 
pest  house  prevents  it,  when  erected  and  used, 
from  being  a  public  nuisance.  If  it  be  no 
nuisance  at  all  when  erected,  because  of  being 
erected  in  a  secluded  locality,  persons  who 
afterwards  locate  near  it  are  not,  if  injured, 
deprived  of  redress  merely  because  they  have 
voluntarily  chosen  to  reside  in  close  proximity- 
to  it,  if  the  risrht  to  maintain  it  has  not  ripened 
by  prescription  into  an  indefearible  right. 
This  doctrine  was  set* led  in  Susquehanna  Fer- 
titizer  Co.  v.  Mal4)ne,  78  Md.  *^H0.  281,  9  L.  R. 
A.  787,  and  is  fully  supported  by  the  cases 
therein  cited. 

This  brings  us  to  an  examination  of  the 
facts,  90  that  we  may  determine  whether  they 
fall  within  the  principles  we  have  been  con- 
sidering. Iiepro.<«y  is.  and  has  always  been, 
universally  regarded  with  horror  and  loathing, 
end  it  is  conceded  to  be  an  incurable  disease. 
In  past  aces  its  unfortunate  victims,  shunned 
and  avoided  by  their  fellow  men.  viewed  by 
all  with  superstitious  dread,  wandered  about 
the  open  country,  naked  and  starving.  Hospi- 
tals for  the  relief  of  those  smitten  with  the 
terrible  mahidy  seem  to  have  been  unknown 
in  antiquity.  The  sufferers  were  eventually 
isolated  in  villages  occupied  by  them  exclu- 
sively. With  the  tide  of  emigration  westward 
during  the  decline  of  the  Roman  empire,  lep- 
rosy was  spread  over  Europe,  and  in  the 
Middle  Ages  it  prevailed  to  an  alarming  ex- 
tent; its  principal  ravages  dating  from  the 
crusades.  The  intiuence  of  Christianity  tem- 
pered the  rigor  of  the  alfliction,  and  as  early  as 
588  the  third  council  of  Lyons  directed  the 
bishops  of  each  city  to  feed  and  support  the 
lepers  at  the  expense  of  the  church.  In 
the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  centuries,  hospi- 
tals and  asylums  were  numbered  by  hundreds 
in  almost  every  country.  But,  whether  iso- 
lated in  villages  in  the  East,  or  segregated  in 
hospitals  in  the  West,  the  leper  was  com- 
pletely and  forever  an  outcast,  being  con- 
sidered both  legally  and  politically  dead.  The 
advance  of  civilization,  while  in  a  measure 
ameliorating  his  condition,  and  checking  the 
spread  of  the  pestilence,  stripped  the  disease  of 
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none  of  the  dread  with  which  it  had  always 
been  regarded  by  the  mat  majority  of  man- 
kind. The  horror  of  its  contaflpon  u  aa  deep- 
floated  to  day  aa  it  was  more  than  2,000  years 
ago  in  Palestine.  There  are  modem  theories 
«nd  opinions  of  medical  experts  that  the  con- 
tagion is  remote,  and  by  no  means  dangerous; 
but  the  popular  belief  of  its  perils,  founded  on 
the  Biblical  narrative,  on  the  stringent  provi- 
sions of  the  Mosaic  law  that  show  how  dread- 
f al  were  its  ravages  and  how  great  the  terror 
which  it  excited,  and  an  almost  universal  sen- 
timent, the  result  of  a  common  concurrence  of 
thought  for  centuries,  cannot,  in  this  day,  be 
shaken  or  dispelled  by  mere  scientific  assevera- 
tion or  conjecture.  It  is  not,  in  this  case,  so 
much  a  mere  academic  inquiry  aa  to  whether 
the  disease  is  in  fact  highly  or  remotely  con- 
tagious, but  the  question  is  whether,  viewed  as 
it  is  by  the  people  generally,  its  introduction 
into  a  neighborhood  is  calculated  to  do  a  seri- 
ous injury  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  there 
located.  As  to  this  the  record  leaves  no  room 
for  doubt  That  the  disease  is  contagious  no 
one  seems  to  deny.  Its  liability  to  contaminate 
others  is  the  element  that  makes  its  introduc- 
tion into  a  community  a  nuisance,  and  when  it 
is  conceded  that  the  purpose  is  to  place  this 
woman,  having  a  fully  developed  and  far-ad- 
vanced attack  of  leprosy,  in  charge  of  a  laborer 
and  bis  wife  who  have  had  no  experience  in 
such  a  case,  and  who  have  several  small  chil- 
dren in  their  family,  the  dan^r  of  spreading 
the  contagion  is  perfectly  obvious.  It  will  not 
do  to  say  that  the  children  are  to  be  separated 
from  their  parents.  There  would  be  great 
hazard  of  their  being  brought  in  contact  with 
the  patient.  The  record  abundantly  shows 
that  the  Fairfield  Improvement  Company's 
property  will  be  seriously  lessened  in  value, 
that  residents  of  the  vicinity  will  abandon 
their  homes,  if  this  unfortunate  and  afflicted 
woman  should  be  placed  where  the  city  pro- 
poses to  confine  her.  On  this  branch  of  the 
ease  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  facts  fully 
warranted  the  issuing  of  the  injunction.  "In 
all  such  cases  the  question  is  whether  the 
nuisance  complained  of  will  or  does  produce 
such  a  condition  of  things  as,  in  the  judgment 
of  reasonable  men,  is  naturally  productive  of 
actual  physical  discomfort  to  persona  of  ordi- 
nary sensibilities  and  of  ordinary  tastes  and 
habits,  and  as,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  is  unreasonable  and  in  derogation  of 
the  rights  of  the  complainant."  Dittman  v. 
Repp,  50  Md.  521,  629,  88  Am.  Rep.  825; 
Wood,  Nuisances,  g  66,  and  note  4,  and  cases 
therein  cited.  Inasmuch  as  the  infliction  of 
injury  on  any  individual  was  not  necessarily 
ooniemplated  in  the  grant  of  the  power  re- 
ferred to, — that  is  to  say,  was  not  a  necessary 
And  inevitable  consequence  of  an  exercise  of 
the  power  to  maintain  a  hospital,— the  right 
to  maintain  it  at  this  particular  place  in  the 
existing  circumstances  cannot  be  put  on  the 
ground  of  explicit  or  implicit  authorization; 
and  it  remains  now  to  inquire  whether  a  pre- 
scriptive right  is  possessed  by  the  cit^  to  build 
or  to  continue  a  pest  house  in  the  vicinity  of 
Fairfield.  Had  the  city  never  abandoned  this  lo- 
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cality  as  a  place  for  the  confinement  and  treat- 
ment of  contagious  diseases,  it  is  very  doubtful 
whether  its  right  to  place  this  patient  there 
could  now  be  challenged.  It  is  equally  doubt- 
ful whether  the  adjoining  property  would  ever 
have  been  Improved  ana  peopled  as  it  now  is 
if  the  old  quarantine  station,  hospitals,  and 
pest  houses  had  not  been  long  ago  discontin- 
ued. In  1888,  when  the  new  quarantine  prop- 
erty at  Hawkins  Point  was  purchased,  this  20- 
acre  tract  was  in  point  of  fact  abandoned  hj 
the  city  as  a  place  for  the  isolation  of  conta- 
gious diseases.  Later  on,  and  after  improve- 
ments had  progressed  in  the  vicinity,  the  hos- 
pital buildings  and  pest  houses  were  burned 
by  the  city  health  officers;  and  still  later  a 
resolution  was  adopted  by  the  city  council  di- 
recting the  sale  of  the  property,  except  that 
portion  which  had  been  used  as  a  burying 
ground  for  those  who  died  during  the  epi- 
demics years  ago.  When  persons  have  acted 
on  the  belief,  founded  on  such  palpable  evi- 
dence, indicating  that  the  city  had  physically 
abandoned  this  property  for  the  isolation  and 
treatment  of  contagious  diseases,  it  is  too  late, 
especially  when  that  physical  abandonment 
has  been  followed  by  the  passage  of  a  resolu- 
tion actually  directing  the  property  to  be  sold, 
to  assert  the  right  to  restore  the  place  to  its 
former  uses,  if  such  a  restoration  would  cause 
injury  to  those  who  have  in  good  faith  re- 
lied on  the  conduct  of  the  city  in  actually 
discontinuing  the  use  of  the  property  for  the 
purposes  of  quarantine  and  isolation.  The 
conclusion  of  fact  we  draw  from  the  record  is 
that  there  was  an  abandonment  of  this  prop- 
erty by  the  city  when  it  removed  its  quaran- 
tine officers  and  attendants  to  Hawkins  Point; 
and  the  city  cannot  now,  to  the  detriment  of 
the  appellee,  resume  the  occupation  of  this 
place  for  the  detention  of  this  patient.  She 
must  be  placed  elsewhere.  The  evidence 
shows,  as  we  have  indicated,  that  the  health 
authorities  of  the  city  propose  to  place  this 
woman  in  the  charge  of  a  laborer  and  his  wife. 
A  contract  has  been  made  with  them,  and  un- 
der it  this  laborer  and  bis  wife  agree  to  care 
for  the  patient.  They  are  unskilled  people. 
They  possess  no  authority  to  restrain  the 
woman  from  wandering  away,  and  they  have 
no  legal  right  to  detain  her  against  her  will. 
They  are  not  officers  of  the  city,  nor  clothed 
with  any  of  the  powers  of  the  board  of  health. 
They  are  simply  employed  by  the  city  to  care 
for  this  woman  on  the  city's  property,  where 
no  health  officer  or  city  official  is  stationed. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  place  of  her  pro- 
posed detention  belongs  to  the  city  adds 
nothing  to  the  power  of  the  laborer  to  hold 
her;  and  most  certainly  these  facts  do  not 
amount  to  the  establishment  of  a  hospital  un- 
der the  power  which  the  city  possesses.  The 
contract  is,  on  its  face,  unreasonable.  Its 
tendency  is  to  cause  a  dissemination  of  the  dis- 
ease, and  not  to  protect  the  community;  and 
for  this,  if  for  no  other  reason,  the  injunction 
ought  to  be  made  perpetual.  There  was  no 
error  committed  in  granting  the  relief  prayed, 
and  the  decree  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed. 
Decree  aJpniMd^  with  costs  above  and  below. 
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BimoD  John  O'HERRON 

V. 

William  GRAY  et  al,  AppU. 


Nora  L.  O'HERRON 

SAME. 
(168  Mose.  678.) 

!•  Oertifleates  of  stock*  evon  when  in- 
dorsed In  blank  for  the  purpoee  of  authoriz- 
ing the  makioff  of  an  InstrumeDt  of  transfer  over 
the  signature,  are  not  negotiable  securities. 

B*  A  sli^atare  to  a  blank  transfer  of 
eertifieates  of  stoek*  plainly  showing 
that  it  is  made  by  a  guardian  of  infant 
owners,  win  not  passagoodtiue  to  one  who  takes 
them  before  any  transfer  on  the  books  of  theoor- 
poration,  without  inquiry  and  merely  as  a  pledge 
for  a  debt  from  the  cashier  of  a  bank  in  which 
they  were  placed  for  safe  keeping,  but  from  which 
they  were  feloniously  taken  by  the  cashier. 

8*  Neelicrenoe  which  will  work  an  es- 
toppel against  reclaiming  property  must  be  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  purchase  or  advancement 
of  money  by  the  holder  of  the  propertyt  and  must 
enter  into  the  transaction  itself. 

4«  The  neg^li^nce  of  a  f^oardian  in 
leaving^  certificates  of  stock  indorsed  with 
her  signature  in  a  bank  for  safe  keeping  is  not 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  advance  of  money 
upon  them  to  a  cashier  of  the  bank  who  fAlonl- 
ously  takes  them,  sinoe  this  criminal  conduct 
could  not  reasonably  be  anticipated. 

6*  The  decree  of  a  probate  court  order- 
ing the  sale  by  a  guardian  of  shares  of 
stock  owned  by  infants  is  void,  when  it  was 
made  without  any  notice  to  them  or  to  the  guar- 
dlan,  upon  a  petition  signed  in  the  guardian*s 
name  without  any  authority. 

(JanelS,1807j 

APPEAL  by  defendants  Gray  ei  ah  from 
Judgments  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Suffolk  County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  a 
Buil  brouj^ht  to  reach  certain  shares  of  stock  in 
the  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad  Company,  which 
belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  minors, 
but  which  had  been  wrongfully  transferred 
until  they  reached  the  possession  of  appellants. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Henry  S.  Dewey»  for  appellants: 

By  the  signing  in  blank  of  the  transfer  in- 
dorsed upon  the  certificates,  and  by  the  deliv* 
ery  of  the  certificates  so  indorsed,  a  valid  trans- 
fer of  the  title  to  the  stock  was  effected,  by 
which  both  the  guardian  and  the  wards  are 
bound. 

Andrews  t.  Worcester,  N.  A  R.  K  Co,  159 
Mass.  64;  Central  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Williston,  188 
Mass.  244;  Pitchhurg  Sav  Bank  v.  Torrey,  184 
Mass.  289;  Stone  y.  Backett,  12  Gray.  227. 

At  common  law,  a  guardian  may  sell  the  per- 
sonal property  of  his  ward  without  obtaining 


Nora.— As  to  eifect  of  signature  to  prevent  de- 
nial of  liability  on  raised  negotiable  paper,  see  note 
to  Bxchanffe  Nat.  Bank  y.  Bank  of  Little  Bock  (C. 
a  App.  8tb  C.)  28  L.  B.  A.  680. 
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any  special  license  or  authority,  and  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  from  him  of  ^sucb  property  i» 
protected  and  is  entitled  to  the  property,  even 
though  the  guardian  misappropriates  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale;  and  this  rule  applies  to  shares 
of  stock. 

2  Kent.  Com.  18th  ed.  *228,  and  note  {d)-^ 
Ellis  Y.  Proprietors  of  Essex  Merrimack  Bridge, 
2  Pick.  248;  Field  v.  Schieffelin,  7  Johns.  Ch. 
150,  11  Am.  Dec.  441;  Bank  of  Virginia  ▼. 
Craig,  6  Leigh,  399;  Lamar  y.  Micou,  112  U. 
S.  452,  28  L.  ed.  751;  Maclay  ▼.  Equitable  LiU 
Assur.  Soc.  152  U.  S.  499.  88  L.  ed.  528. 

The  statute  of  this  commonwealth  relating 
to  the  granting  by  the  probate  courts  of  au- 
thority for  the  sale  of  personal  property  by 
guardians  does  not  change  the  rule  of  common 
law  as  to  the  power  of  the  guardian  to  sell;  for 
this  statute  is  permissive,  and  not  restrictive, 
and  the  purpose  is  only  to  provide  a  mode  by 
which  the  guardian  may  obtain  in  advance  a. 
Judicial  approval  of  the  sale. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  189,  ^  88;  Wallaee  v.  Holmes, 
9  Blatchf.  65;  May  v.  Skinner,  149  Mass.  876; 
Maday  v.  Eqvitahle  Life  Assur.  Soc.  152  U.  8. 
499,  88  L.  ed.  528.  And  see  Report  of  Com- 
missioners on  Revision  of  1830,  notes  to  chap. 
79,  §  22,  chap.  69,  §  11. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
minisirator  to  pledge  shares  of  stock  belonging, 
to  the  estate,  and  the  pledgee  is  protected,  even 
though  be  knew  that  the  executor  pledged  it 
as  an  executor 

Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  8d  ed.  §  474, 
and  cases  cited;  Qoodwin  v.  American  Nat. 
Bank,  48  Conn.  550;  Wood^s  Appeal,  92  Pa. 
879;  Carter  v.  Manufacturer^^  Nat.  Bank,  71 
Me.  448,  86  Am.  Rep.  888;  Oottberg  v.  United 
States  Nat.  Bank,  181  N.  Y  595. 

A  guardian  cannot  properly,  or  even  legally, 
take  In  bis  own  name  a  certificate  of  stock  tie- 
lonfiring  to  his  ward. 
The  guardian  has  no  title. 
Hicks  V.  Chapman,  10  Allen,  468;  BoUins  v. 
Marsh,  128  Mass.  116;  Harding  v.  Wdd.  128^ 
Mass.  587;  WiUwerth  v.  Leonard,  166  Mass. 
277. 

Estoppel  in  pais  arises  "independently  of 
contract,  from  act  or  conduct  which  has  in- 
duced a  change  of  position  in  accordance  with 
the  real  or  apparent  intention  of  the  party 
against  whom  the  estoppel'  is  alleged." 
Bi(?elow,  Estoppel,  5th  ed.  8,  458. 
Where  a  pledgee  of  certificates  of  stock  in- 
dorsed in  blank  takes  the  certificates  and  sella 
or  pledges  them  to  another,  who  takes  such 
certificates  in  good  faith  and  for  value  and 
without  notice  that  his  vendor  or  pledgeor  held 
them  as  a  pledge,  the  purchaser  or  pledgee 
from  the  pledgee  is  as  fully  protected  in  hia 
rights  as  though  the  person  with  whom  he  dealt 
was  the  absolute  owner  of  the  stock. 

The  pledgeor  of  stock  has  practically  no  pro- 
tection as  to  his  stock  except  the  honesty  and 
responsibility  of  his  pledgee.  The  bona  fide 
purchaser  or  pledgee  from  the  pledgee  ia 
equally  protected  whether  the  certificates  of 
stock  are  indorsed  by  the  pledgeor  or  vendor, 
or  are  indorsed  in  blank  by  some  previooa 
holder. 
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Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  8d  ed.  §478, 
and  cases  cited;  MeNHl  v.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank, 
46  N.  Y.  825,  7  Am.  Rep.  841;  JamU  ▼.  Bog- 
4r$,  18  Mass.  105;  Commercial  Bank  ▼.  £'(0r^ 
ri^M  22  Wend.  848,  84  Am.  Dec.  817;  Moore 
▼.  MetropoUian  Nat  Bank,  55  N.  Y.  41.  14 
Am.  Rep.  178;  Wood^e  Appeal.  92  Pa.  879;  Fat- 
man  ▼.  Jxfbaeh,  1  Duer,  854;  Oavi  v,  Hampton, 
16  Ner.  185;  Mount  Holly  L.  A  M.  Tump.  Co. 
V.  Ferree,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  117;  Oti$  i.  Gardner, 
105  ni.  486;  Cherry  ▼.  J^a»f,  7  Lea,  1;  PraU 
▼.  ^7<,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  479;  Colonial  Bank  t. 
Cad^,  L.  R.  16  App.  Cas.  267;  Barstow  ▼.  ^S^o- 
a^  Iff/i.  Ob.  64  Cal.  888.  49  Am.  Rep.  705; 
East  Birmingham  Land  Co.  ▼.  Dennie,  85  Ala. 
565,  2  L.  K  A.  886;  Ftnneylwinia  R,  Co.*s 
Appeal,  86  Pa.  80. 

The  assigDment  of  the  cerliflcate  of  stock 
estops  the  iransferrer  from  claiming  any  fur- 
ther title  in  the  stock  as  against  subsequent 
bona  fide  transferees,  although  such  asisign- 
ment  be  not  registered. 

Cook,  Stock  <&  Stockholders,  8d  ed.  g  878, 
and  cases  cited. 

The  decree  of  the  probate  court  having  Juris- 
diction over  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter, 
authorizing  the  sale  of  the  stock,  is  conclusive, 
and  cannot  be  attacked  in  any  collateral  pro- 
ceedings; not  even  could  it  he  attacked  in  a 
court  of  equity  for  fraud. 

Watere  y.  Stiekney,  12  Allen,  1.  90  Am.  Dec. 
122;  Fierce  v.  Pretcott,  128  Mass.  140:  McKim 
▼.  Doane,  187  Mass.  195;  Mooney  v.  Uinde,  160 


Meiers.  B.  Foster  and  H.  J.  Byaa  for 

appellees. 

Knowltoii»  J.,  deliTered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Each  of  the  plaintiffs  is  the  owner  of  stock 
in  the  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad  Company, 
represented  by  certificates  in  the  possession  of 
Gray,  Dewey,  &  Co ,  the  defendants.  The 
plaintiff  in  the  first  case  owned  two  certificates, 
— one  for  nineteen  shares,  and  one  for  twelve 
shares,— both  of  which  passed  into  the  hands  of 
the  appellants,  and  were  surrendered  by  them 
in  exchange  for  a  new  certificate  for  thirty-one 
shares,  issued  in  their  own  names.  The  plain- 
tiff  in  the  second  esse  is  the  owner  of  one  cer- 
tificate for  twelve  shares,  which  the  defendants 
received,  and  which  has  not  been  surrendered. 
Both  of  the  plaintiffs  are  minors,  and  their  re- 
spective certificates  were  made  in  their  own 
names.  These  certificates  were  deposited  for 
safe  keeping  by  their  mother,  who  was  their 
guardian,  in  the  Pittsfield  National  Bank. 
While  the  certificates  were  in  the  bank,  the 
guardian  borrowed  money  from  the  bank  for 
her  personal  use,  for  which  she  gave  her  notes, 
and  at  the  same  time  signed  upon  the  back  of 
each  of  her  son's  certificates  a  blank  form  of 
transfer,  with  a  signature  as  follows:  * 'Simon 
John  O'Herron,  by  Mrs.  Catherine  O'Herron, 
Guardian."  In  like  manner,  on  her  daughter's 
certificate,  she  signed  with  the  sigosture, 
"Nora  L.  O'Herron,  by  Mrs.  Catherine  O'Her- 
ron, Guardian,"  and  left  the  certificates  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment  of  her  notes. 
This  transaction  occurred  on  or  about  Decem- 
ber 17,  1889.  On  or  about  December  20, 
1889,  the  cashier  of  the  bsnk,  one  Francis, 
who  bad  accesato  the  vault  where  these  certifl- 
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cates  were  kept,  took  them,  without  authority 
from  anybody,  and  delivered  them  to  the  de- 
fendants as  security  for  one  of  his  personal 
debts.  In  May,  1890.  the  guardian  paid  her 
notes  at  the  bank.  Some  time  in  the  year  1891, 
the  defendants  took  the  two  certificates  stand- 
ing in  the  name  of  Simon  John  O'Herron  to 
the  office  of  the  Boston  A  Albany  Railroad 
Company,  and  asked  to  transfer  the  stock, 
and  have  a  new  certificate  issued  in  their  own 
names.  The  corporation  refused  to  permit  a 
transfer  of  the  stock  or  the  issue  of  new  certifi- 
cates, without  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  au- 
thorizing the  sale  of  the  stock.  Thereupon  the 
defendants  requested  Francis  to  procure  such 
a  decree.  He  then  had  a  petition  prepared,  by 
the  register  of  the  probate  court  for  the  county 
of  Berkshire,  in  the  name  of  the  guardian, 
praying  for  leave  to  sell  and  transfer  the  cer- 
tificates, and  he  signed  the  petition  as  follows: 
"Catherine  O'Herron,  Guardian,  by  E.  S. 
Francis."  On  this  petitioo,  on  July  21,  1891, 
the  probate  court  issued  a  decree  in  the  usual 
form,  authoriziog  the  guardian  to  sell  or 
transfer  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock. 
All  thift  was  done  without  notice  of  the  petition 
bv  publication  or  otherwise,  either  to  the  plain- 
tiffs or  to  their  guardian,  and  without  the 
knowledge  of  either  of  them.  The  transfer  of 
the  stock  was  then  made  on  the  books  of  the 
Boston  &  Albany  Railroad  Company,  and  a 
new  certificate  for  thirty- one  shares  issued  to 
the  defends nts.  Francis  continued  to  act  aa 
cashier  of  th<^  bank  until  his  death,  by  suicide, 
on  or  about  July  27.  Ib93,  when  his  fraudulent 
conduct  was  discovered,  and  his  estate  waa 
found  to  be  insolvent.  He  paid  the  dividenda 
on  the  stock  to  the  plaintiffs'  guardian  regu- 
larly as  loni;  as  he  lived.  At  the  time  of  re> 
ceiving  the  certificates,  the  defendants  sup- 
posed that  Francis  was  rightfully  in  possession 
of  them,  and  they  had  no  notice  of  his  want  of 
authority  to  pledge  them,  except  the  form  of 
the  certificates  and  of  the  transfers.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  defendants  acquired  a  good 
title  to  the  stock  as  against  the  plaintiffs.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  consider  the  origioal  claim  of 
the  bank  to  the  stock  as  security  for  the  loana 
to  the  ^ardian,  as  the  loans  were  paid.  It  is 
clear  that  the  guardian  had  no  right  to  pledge 
the  stock,  and  we  do  not  intimate  that  the  bank 
acquired  a  valid  title  to  it. 

Francis,  under  whom  the  defendants  de- 
rived their  title,  had  no  rieht  to  the  certificates, 
but  held  them  feloniously.  Thev  were  the 
general  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
special  property  of  the  bank,  which  had  the  pos- 
session of  them  as  bailee.  The  act  of  Francis 
in  taking  them,  and  pledging  them  as  his  own. 
if  not  Isrceny  at  common  law,  was  at  least 
embezzlement,  which,  by  our  statute,  is  deemed 
to  be  larceny.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  208,  §§  87, 41. 
A  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  from  one  who 
has  taken  property  in  such  a  way,  acquires  no 
title  to  it.  The  only  exception  to. this  rule^is 
when  the  property  consists  of  negotiable  secu- 
rities. Hfckls  V.  Isurtey,  101  Mass.  844.  845,  8 
Am.  Rep.  866;  Svooner  T.  Holmes,  102  Masa. 
503,  507,  8  Am.  Rep.  491.  But  certificates  of 
stock,  even  when  indorsed  in  blank  for  the 
purpose  of  authorizing  the  making  of  an  in- 
strument of  transfer  over  the  signature,  are  not 
negotiable  securities.    This  is  settled  by  the 
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hirbesi  aathority.  ShatD  t.  Spencer,  100  Mass. 
882,  888.  1  Am.  Rep.  115.  97  Am.  Dec.  107; 
ShatD  y.  MerchanU  Nat,  Bank,  101  U.  S.  557, 
665,  666,  25  L.  ed.  802:  Knox  ▼.  Eden  Musee 
Amerieain  Go.  148  N.  T.  441,  81  L.  R.  A.  77«: 
Bangor  Electric  Light  db  P,  Co,  t.  Bobineon,  52 
Fed.  Rep.  520;  London  A  0.  Bkg.  Co.  ▼.  Lon- 
don A  B.  Plate  Bank,  L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  DW.  282. 
It  is  plalD,  therefore,  that  the  defendaots  can- 
not maintain  their  claim  on  the  ground  that 
the  nature  of  the  property  takes  it  out  of  the 
general  rule  that  no  title  can  be  acquired  from 
one  who  has  no  title. 

It  is  contended  that  Stat.  1884,  chap.  229,  is 
applicable  to  these  cases.  If  we  assume  in  fa- 
vor of  the  defendants  that  this  statute  will 
protect  a  bona  fide  purchaser  or  pledgee  for 
value  to  whom  a  certificate  of  stock  has  been 
delivered  with  a  written  transfer  of  it,  or  a 
written  power  of  attorney  to  sell,  assign,  or 
transfer  it,  signed  by  the  owner,  it  does  not 
help  the  defendants.  The  signature  on  the 
back  of  these  certificates  was  not  that  of  the 
owner,  but  of  a  guardian  whose  trust  relation 
to  the  property  was  disclosed  on  the  face  of 
the  papers.  In  their  report  on  the  revision  of 
the  statutes  (1834),  the  commissioners  say,  in 
a  note  to  chapter  79,  §  22  (which  is  §  21  in 
the  final  enactment),  that  they  have  made  the 
provision  as  to  sales  of  property  by  guardians 
the  same  as  that  for  trustees  appointed  under 
wills.  The  provision  for  trustees  under  wills 
is  found  in  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  69,  §  11.  in  Gkn. 
Stat.  chap.  100,  g  14,  and,  with  certain  broader 
provisions  from  more  recent  legislation,  in 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  141,  g  20.  The  provision  in 
regard  to  guardians  is  found  in  Gen.  Stat, 
chap.  109,  ^  22.  As  a  part  of  the  history  of 
the  legi.<)lation,  see  also  Stat.  1817,  chap.  190, 
6  35,  and  Stat.  1820,  chap.  54,  §  8.  It  is  the 
duty  of  one  purchasing  property  held  by  a 
trustee  to  ascertain  whether  the  transaction 
appears  to  be  within  the  trustee's  authority. 
Atkinaon  v.  Atkinson,  8  Allen,  15;  Shaw  v. 
Spencer,  100  Mass.  882,  1  Am.  Rep.  115,  97 
Am.  Dec.  107;  Loring  v.  Saliebury  MilU,  125 
Mass.  188;  Smith  v.  Burgees,  188  Mass.  511; 
Loring  v.  Brodie,  184  Mass.  458:  Colonial  Bank 
V.  Cady,  L.  R.  15  A  pp.  Cas.  267:  Duncan  v. 
Jaudon,  15  Wall.  165,  21  L.  ed.  142. 

The  statute  does  not  protect  the  purchaser 
in  a  case  like  the  present. 

It  is  contended,  further,  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  estopped  from  reclaiming  their  property 
by  the  neglicrence  of  their  guardian  in  leaving 
their  certificates  at  the  bank,  indorsed  with 
ber  signature.  The  principle  which  the  de- 
fendants invoked  is  not  applicable  to  the  facts. 
Nef^ligence  which  will  work  an  estoppel  of 
this  kind  must  be  a  proximate  cause  of  the 
purchase  or  advancement  of  money  by  the 
holder  of  the  property,  and  must  enter  into 
the  transaction  itself.  Swan  v.  North  British 
Australasian  Co,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  608,  2  Hurlst. 
&  C.  175;  Colonial  Bank  v.  Cady.  L.  R.  15 
App.  Cas.  268,  282;  Baxendale  v.  Bennett,  L. 
R.  8  Q.  B.  Div.  525,  580;  Picker  v.  fxmdon 
County  Bkg,  Co,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  515:  Knox 
▼.  Eden  Musee  Amerieain  Co,  148  N.  Y.  441. 
81  L.  R  A.  779;  Arnold  v.  City  Bank,  L.  R 
1  C.  P.  Div.  578,  587.  588;  Sc/tofteld  v.  Earl 
Londesborough  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  586  [1896]  A. 
AO  L.R.  A. 


C.  514:  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Datenport,  97 
U.  S.  871,  24  L.  ed.  1049;  Bangor  Electric  Ughi 
db  P.  Co,  V.  Bobinson,  52  Fed.  Rep.  520. 

If  the  negligence  is  such  as  might  be  an  ap- 
propriate foundation  for  an  action  at  law  to 
recover  damages  by  one  who  advances  hia 
money,  it  may  be  availed  of  by  way  of  estop- 
pel, to  avoid  circuity  of  action.  But  the  facta 
of  this  case  fall  short  of  showing  such  negli- 
gence. The  guardian  intrusted  the  certificates 
to  a  national  bank  of  good  reputation.  Neither 
she  nor  anybody  else  had  any  reason  to  an- 
ticipate the  larceny  or  embezzlement  of  the 
property,  and  a  fraudulent  use  of  it,  to  de- 
ceive others,  by  a  trusted  officer  of  the  bank. 
She  had  no  reason  to  expect  that,  if  the  certifi- 
cates were  stolen,  anybody  would  take  them 
without  inquiring  whether,  aa  trust  property, 
they  had  been  disposed  of  by  the  guardian  for 
the  benefit  of  her  wards.  The  conduct  of  the 
guardian  was  not  a  cause,  but  a  mere  condi- 
tion, of  the  defendants'  advance  of  money 
upon  the  faith  of  the  certificatee.  A  criminal 
act  of  Francis  intervened  as  the  cause  of  the 
defendants'  loss;  and  this  the  guardian  had  no 
reason  to  anticipate. 

When  the  certificates  of  stock  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  defendants  they  showed  on  their 
face  that  they  had  not  been  assigned  or  trans- 
ferred by  their  owners,  but  only  bv  one  who 
stood  in  a  relation  of  trust  to  the  owners. 
The  transfer  had  not  been  completed,  and  the 
stock  still  stood  in  the  names  of  the  plaintiffs 
on  the  books  of  the  corporation.  There  was 
only  a  signature  of  the  guardian  upon  each 
certificate,  appended  to  a  blank  which  con- 
tained nothing  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  by  which  it  came  into  the  hands 
of  Francis.  Tl^ere  was  nothing  to  indicate 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  received  value  for  the 
stock.  Francis,  who  presen ted  the  ceri iflcates, 
was  usinsr  them  solely  for  his  personal  benefit. 
On  the  face  of  the  paper  there  was  notice  to 
the  defendants  that  they  were  trust  property 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  guardian.  The  de- 
fendants were  put  upon  inquiry,  and  they  bad 
no  right  to  receive  them  as  a  pledge  for  Fran- 
cis's debt,  without  at  least  having  information 
of  facts  which  would  warrant  them  in  believ- 
ing that  the  plaintiffs'  interests  had  been  pro- 
tected in  the  transaction  by  which  they  came 
into  the  hands  of  Francis.  Apparently  they 
made  no  inquiry,  but  took  them  as  they  were, 
knowing  that  the  plaintiffs  were  to  receive 
nothing. from  the  disposition  which  Francis 
then  made  of  them.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  principle  of  estoppel  that  can  be 
invoked  in  favor  of  the  defendants  to  deprive 
the  plaintiffs  of  their  property. 

The  decree  of  the  probate  court  does  not 
give  effect  to  the  claim  of  the  defendants.  It 
was  not  made  until  long  after  the  transfer  to 
them.  It  purported  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the 
stock,  and  not  a  pledge  of  it,  much  less  a 
pledge  of  it  for  the  benefit  of  others  than  the 
plaintiffs.  But,  above  all,  the  probate  court 
acquired  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case  as  against 
the  plaintiffs.  No  case  nor  any  proper  party 
was  ever  before  the  court  in  regard  to  the 
sale  of  the  stock.  The  unauthorized  signa- 
ture and  appearance  of  Francis  availed  noth- 
hag  as  against  the  plaintiffs  or  their  guardian. 
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Joehumtm  ▼.  Suffolk  Sav.  Bank,  8  Allen,  87; 
Seoit  T.  McNmU,  154  U.  8.  84,  46,  88  L.  ed. 
8M,  901. 

The  fact  that  the  Pittsfleld  NatioDal  Bank 
Is  paying  the  ezpenaea  of  the  plaintiffs'  litiga- 
tion ia  immaterial.  The  plaintiffs  are  pro- 
ceeding in  their  own  rights  and  on  their  own 
eqaitiea.  They  may  elect  to  proceed  to  re- 
cover back  their  stock,  even  though  they 
might  have  a  different  kind  of  remedy  against 
the  bank*    There  is  nothing  in  law  or  in  eq- 


uity to  forbid  their  acceptance 
the  litigation  as  the  bank  may, 
terest,  choose  to  render  them 
privity  between  the  bank  and 
The  act  of  Francis  bv  which 
obtained  iheir  possession  was  a 
the  bank  and  the  plaintiffs,  as 
the  defendants. 
Decree  in  each  ease  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 


of  such  aid  in 
for  its  own  in- 
.  There  is  no 
the  appellants, 
the  appellants 
wrong  against 
well  as  against 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT  (Division  t\ 


BUSINESS  MEN'S  LEAGUE  et  oZ.,  BespU., 

V, 

James  R.  WADDILL,  Appt 
i Mo. ) 

1.   The  mere  pomibility  of  ii^Jnry  by  an 

unooDStltutJonal  statute,  wblob  may  prevent  in- 
surance oonpanfes  from  making  snob  oontraou 
as  persons  might  otherwise  procure  tbem  to 
make,  will  not  autborlae  Injunctive  relief  In  be- 
half of  those  who  wish  such  ooDtracts. 
8.  An  ii^nBCtlon  aipatnst  the  approval 
by  the  auperintendeiit  of  the  insnraace 
department  of  a  uniform  poUey  of  iosur- 
aDoe,under a  statute  wblch  is  alleged  to  be  uocon- 
stltutlonal  as  an  attempt  to  delegate  to  him  legis- 
lative powers,  cannot  be  granted  on  behalf  of 
individuals  In  order  to  protect  them  In  the  rlgbt 
to  make  contracts  of  Insurance  to  suit  their  vary- 
ing needs  and  circumstances,  as  the  statute.  If 
nnoonstltutlonal,  cannot  stand  In  the  way  of  any 
eontniots  that  may  be  made. 

(April  1, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  City  of  St.  Louis 
in  favor  of  plaint iCTs  in  a  suit  to  prevent  the 
superintendent  of  insurance  from  approvini;  a 
form  for  a  uniform  insurance  policy.  Be- 
vereed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Afeeert,  lyke*  Yates,  A  Fyke*  for  apfiel- 
lant: 

The  petition  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

No  facts  are  alleged  which  show  that  any 
property  ri^ht  of  plaintiffs  will  be  in  any  man- 
ner affected  by  the  threatened  action  of  cfefend- 
ant.  Moreover,  the  petition  should  show  a 
particular  injury  to  plaintiffs  distinct  from  that 
which  they  might  suffer  in  common  with  the 
public. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  788,  796;  Bo- 
velman  v.  Kaneas  City  Boree  B.  Co.  70  Mo.  682; 
Seager  v.  Kankakee  County,  102  111.  060. 

Courts  of  equity  will  not  enjoin  the  acts  of 
executive  officers  of  the  government  within  the 


NoTB.— For  power  to  prepare  standard  Insuranoe 
policy,  see  0*Neil  v.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Pa.)  86 
L.  R.  A.  715;  Anderson  v.  Manchester  F.  Assur.  Co. 
(Minn.)  28  L.  K.  A.  009:  and  Dowling  v.  Lancasbire 
Ids.  Co.  (Wis.)  81L.  R.  A.  112. 
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scope  of  their  authority,  in  a  matter  resting 
in  their  jurisdiction  ;  nor  will  state  officers 
be  restrained  from  enforcing  a  law  of  the  state 
merely  upon  the  ground  of  its  alleged  uncon- 
stitutionality. 

2  High,  InJ.  2d  ed.  $  1826,  p.  871;  Qibbe  v. 
Oreen,  54  Miss.  508;  Miseisnppi  t.  Johnson,  4 
Wall.  475,  18  L.  ed.  487;  DvoeUing- Bouse  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Wiidar,  40  Kan.  561. 

The  state  has  the  right  to  prescribe  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  nre  insurance  companies 
may  do  business  in  this  state;  the  state  can 
prescribe  what  their  contracts  may  or  may  not 
contain. 

Daggs  v.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  186  Mo.  882,  85  L. 
R.  A.  227. 

Injunction  will  not  lie,  because  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  lend  its  aid  by  injunction  for 
the  enforcement  of  right  or  the  prevention  of 
wrong  in  the  abstract  and  unconnected  with 
any  injury  or  damage  to  the  person  seeking  the 
relief. 

1  High.  Inj.  2d  ed.  §  1,  p.  2. 

Messrs.  Orr,  Chriaiiet  Bates,  A  Bmee, 
for  respondents: 

The  act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  the  su- 
perintendent of  the  insurance  department  to 
approve  a  form  of  fire  insurance  policy  for  use 
in  the  state  of  Missouri  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
other  forms  was  an  attempted  delegation  of 
legislative  power,  and  was  therefore  unconsti- 
tutional and  void. 

Mo.  Const,  art.  4,  8  1;  O^Neil  v.  American 
F.  Ins.  Co.  166  Pa.  72.  26  L.  R  A.  716;  Douh 
ting  V.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  02  Wis.  68,  81  L. 
R.  A.  112;  Anderson  v.  Manchester  F.  Assur. 
Co.  60  Minn.  101,  2b  L.  R  A.  600;  Locke's  Ap- 
peal, 72  Pa.  401,  18  Am.  Rep.  716;  Cincinnati, 
W.  dt  Z.  B.  Co.  V.  Clinton  County  Comrs.  1 
Ohio  8t.  88;  Fidd  v.  Clark,  148  D.  8.  650, 681- 
604,  86  L.  ed.  204.  ."iOe  810. 

The  respondents,  being  residents  and  prop- 
erty owners,  had  such  a  property  interest  in 
the  right  to  contract  freely  for  fire  insurance 
(as  authorized  by  law)  that  they  were  compe- 
tent to  sue,  for  themselves  and  for  all  others 
similarly  situated,  to  restrain  the  appellant 
from  so  acting  in  excess  of  his  powers  under 
color  of  official  authority,  as  to  impair,  violate, 
or  interfere  with  such  right  of  contract. 

PeopU  V.  Canal  Board,  55  N.  Y.  800;  Wood 
V.  Brooklyn,  14  Barb.  425;  2  High,  Inj.  8d  ed. 
^8  1808,  1800,  pp.  1028,  1024,  and  cases  cited; 
1  Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  g  681,  note  2;  NemMyer 
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Afb., 


T.  Mmoun  A  M,  R.  Co.  53  Mo.  81,  14  Am. 
Rep.  894;  Matthis  ▼.  Cameron,  &4  Mo.  506; 
Banney  v.  Bader,  67  Mo.  476;  Wagner  v.  Meeiy, 
69  Mo.  150;  Denniton  v.  Kanuts,  95  Mo.  416; 
Li^ly  y.  Tobbein,  103  Mo.  488;  Cumminyi  v.  St. 
Louis,  90  Mo.  259. 

Williamst  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiffs  seek  an  injunction  to  prevent  the 
superintendent  of  the  insurance  department 
from  approving,  under  the  act  of  March  18, 
1895  (Acts  1895.  p.  194)  a  uniform  policy  of 
insurance,  to  be  used,  to  the  exclusion  or  all 
other  forms,  by  the  Gre  insurance  companies 
doing  business  in  this  state.  It  Is  claimed  that 
said  act  attempts  to  delegate  legislative  powers 
to  said  superintendent,  and  is  therefore  un- 
constitutional and  void.  The  petition  charges 
that  defendant,  who  was  such  superintendent 
at  the  time  this  suit  was  begun,  was  about  to 
approve  and  promulgate,  by  authority  of  said 
act,  a  form  of  policy  to  be  used  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  all  others  by  the  fire  insurance  com- 
panies doing  business  in  Missouri;  that,  when 
ao  approved,  he  would  forthwith  olBcially 
advise  all  such  companies,  or  'indicate  to 
them  expresslv  or  by  necessary  implication, 
that  from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1896,  it  would  be  unlawful  for  them,  and  each 
of  them,  to  issue  in  this  state  any  fire  or  light- 
ning policy  which  did  not  embrace,  and  in  all 
respects  conform  to,  the  said  exclusive  form 
which  the  said  superintendent  was  so  threaten- 
ing to  approve  and  promulgate."  It  is  alleged 
that  the  effect  of  such  action  will  be  to  force, 
induce,  or  enable  such  companies  to  employ 
Baid  form,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  under 
color  of  lawful  authority  or  leiral  requirement, 
and  thus  impose  upon  plaintiffs  and  all  others 
similarly  situated  harsh,  unfair,  and  unjust 
conditions  in  their  contracts  of  insurance,  and 
cause  them  serious  and  substantial  damages. 
Plaintiffs  are  alleged,  in  the  petition,  to  be 
owners  of  property  of  great  value  in  the  city 
of  St.  Louis.  Some  of  them  are  wholesale 
merchants,  who  carry  large  stocks,  and  are  in 
the  habit  of  keeping  the  same  insured.  It  is 
further  stated  that  plaintiffs  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  make  contracts  of  insurance  contain- 
ing such  terms  and  conditions  as  their  situation 
demanded,  and  that  they  had  the  right  so  to 
do.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  threatened 
action  of  defendant  will  deprive  them  of  that 
privilege,  and  prevent  them  from  making  con- 
tracts of  insurance  to  suit  their  varying  needs 
and  circumstances,  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  and  requirements  of  the  insurance  com- 
panies and  the  valid  laws  of  the  state,  and  that 
they  will  thereby  be  deprived  of  a  valuable 
property  right.  An  objection  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  any  evidence  under  this  petition  was 
interposed  by  defendant  and  overruled.  The 
circuit  court  granted  a  perpetual  injunction, 
and  from  that  decree  defendant  has  appealed, 
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and  renews  the  point  here  that  the  petition 
fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action. 

The  first  question  that  arises  for  determina- 
tion is  whether  plaintiffs  have  anv  standinir, 
in  equity,  to  maintain  this  suit.  They  do  not 
charge  that  defendant  was  about  to  mterfera 
directly  with  any  contract  which  they  had 
made  or  were  intending  to  make.  Their  real 
complaint,  stripped  of  all  unnecessary  matters, 
is  that  the  above-recited  act  of  the  legislature 
is  unconstitutional;  that,  nevertheless,  defend- 
ant Is  about  to  approve  a  form  of  policy  under 
it.  If  he  does  so,  they  say,  the  insurance 
companies  will,  either  under  the  erroneous 
belief  that  such  action  is  binding  upon  them, 
or  because  they  prefer  to  adopt  such  form, 
refuse  to  issue  any  other  kind  of  policy,  and, 
by  such  conduct  of  the  companies,  under  the 
guise  of  obedience  to  said  act,  plaintiffs  may 
be  not  able  to  make  contracts  of  insurance, 
which  they  otherwise  might  make.  We  know 
of  no  principle  that  will  authorize  a  party  to 
contest  the  validiu  of  a  legislative  act,  and 
enjoin  an  officer  from  carrying  out  its  pro- 
visions, simply  in  onier  that  another  person 
may  thereby  have  the  opportunity  to  make  a 
more  favorable  contract  with  him.  State  v. 
Hathaway,  106  Mo.  236.  Yet  this  seems  to  be 
plaintiff's  attitude  in  this  case.  "Injury,  ma- 
terial and  actual,  not  fanciful,  theoretical,  or 
merely  possible,  must  be  shown  as  the  neces- 
sary or  probable  results  of  the  action  sought 
to  be  restrained."  People  v.  Canal  Board,  55 
N.  T.  890.  There  is  no  analogy  between  this 
case  and  Newmeyer  v.  Missouri  A  M.  B.  Co. 
52  Mo.  81,  14  Am.  Rep.  94,  cited  by  respond- 
ent, and  the  line  of  cases  similar  to  that,  where 
it  is  decided  that  a  taxpayer  may  restrain  the 
illegal  action  of  county  courts,  whereby  the 
public  burdens,  of  which  he  must  bear  a  part, 
are  increased.  It  will  be  noted,  also,  that  all 
cases  cited  by  respondents  to  show  that  it  is  a 
delegation  of  legislative  power  to  authorize  the 
superintendent  of  insurance  to  prescribe  the 
terms  and  conditions  to  be  inserted  in  such 
policies  were  suits  upon  actual  contracts  of 
insurance,  and  were  not  proceedings  to  pre- 
vent possible  future  injury.  0*NeU  v.  Atneri- 
can  F.  Ins.  Co.  166  Pa.  72,  26  L.  R.  A.  715; 
Anderson  v.  Manchester  F.  Assur.  Co.  59  Minn. 
182,  28  L.  R.  A.  609;  Bawling  v.  Lancashire 
Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  68,  81  L.  R.  A.  112.  If  the 
act  is  unconstitutional,  it  cannot  stand  in  the 
way  of  any  contracts  plaintiffs  may  make. 
The  mere  possibility  of  injury  to  them  because 
they  may  be  unable  to  find  companies  that  will 
contract  with  them  upon  satisfactory  terms 
cannot  authorize  injunctive  relief  in  their  be- 
half. The  action  of  the  circuit  court  in  mak- 
ing the  injunction  perpetual  was  erroneous. 

Judament  reversed^  and  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  disisolTe  the  injunction  and 
dismiss  the  bill. 

All  concur. 


IW. 


Gbaham  t.  Smith. 
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Andrew   8.    GRAHAM,  Pff.    in  Err.,     \ 
William  W.  SMITH. 


Ga.. 


.) 


«The  owner  of  m,  dog^  has  siieh  a  prop- 
erty in  it  as  will  enable  blm  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  for  Ita  reoovery  in  oaae  of  itB 
wrongful  oonversion. 

(March  8. 1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Ricbmoud 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  of  trover  for  the  alleged 
wrongful  conyersion  of  a  dog.     Affirmed. 

The  suit  was  brought  in  a  mafi:i8trate'8  court, 
where  the  property  and  its  yalue  were  duly 
described.  Defendant  demurred  because  the 
dog  was  not  property  for  civil  purposes,  and 
could  not  be  the  subject  of  conversion,  and  be- 

«Headnote  by  hprnLm^  J. 


cause  plaintifTs  remedy,  if  any,  was  by  pos- 
sessory warrant,  and  not  in  trover.  The  mag- 
istrate oyerruled  this  demurrer,  and  his  de- 
cision was  sustained  by  the  superior  court. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  WillUun  D.  Van  Pelt  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Mr.  Sanmel  F.  GarUa^on  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

Property  may  exist  in  all  animals,  birds,  and 
fishes,  and  a  civil  action  may  be  maintained 
for  their  recovery. 

Ga.  Code  1882,  §  2240;  Manning  y.  Mitch- 
erwn,  69  Ga.  447,  47  Am.  Rep.  764;  2  Kent, 
Com.  pp.  349,  850;  Anderson,  Law  Diet 
Dogs,  78:  1  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  573. 

Trover  will  lie  for  the  recovery  of  a  dog. 

Oumminge  v.  Perham^  1  Met.  555;  Binstead 
v.  Buck,  2  W.  Bl.  1117;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  578;  Anderson,  Law  Diet.  872;  4  Bl. 
Com  236. 

In  the  American  courts  dogs  have  been  held 
to  be  a  species  of  property,  and  entitled  to  less 


Nora— Property  righU  in  doga, 

L  GeneraUy. 

n.  Acdona  of  trover^  replevin^  and 
in.  Actions  againat  common  carrien. 
lY.  ActionM  fttr  inSwriet  to  dogs  hg  rolOToad  and 

ttreet  cars. 
T.  RIghbtoMadogB. 

a.  Police  power, 

b.  UntatoftOly  kiUing  dogs, 
e.  Barking  and  howling  dogi, 

d.  Dangerous  dogs, 

e.  Tresvatsing  diH/s* 

f.  Sheep-hilling  dogs. 

g.  Dogs  chaHng  other  animals^ 
h.  Dogs  **at  large.'' 

L  Kgiing  a  dog  by  mistake. 
YI.  Criminal  actions  for  injuries  to  dogs. 
Yn.  Larceny  and  obtaining  a  dog  by  false  pre- 

tenses. 

vm.  value. 
IZ.  Am  to  Hcenseand  tax  laws, 

a.  OeneraUy. 

b.  Taking  property  without  due  process  of 

law, 

h  OeneraUy, 

It  seema  that  at  common  law  the  owner  of  a  doff 
bad  the  same  right  of  property  iD  it  aa  he  bad  in 
any  other  property,  except  in  oases  of  larceny,  and 
as  to  this  the  statute  of  10  Geo.  IIL,  chap.  18,  re- 
moved the  exception. 

The  owner  of  a  doir  has  such  a  riirht  of  property 
in  the  animal  that  he  may  maintain  an  action 
against  anyone  unlawfully  injurinir  or  killlnfr  him. 
Some  cases  ffo  so  far  as  to  hold  that,  under  the  po- 
lice power  to  kill,  the  owner  cannot  be  deprived  of 
his  dog  without  a  trial  of  bis  right  of  property 
guaranteed  by  the  Constitution,  but  there  is  some 
oonflict  of  authority  on  this  question.  The  owner 
may  maintain  an  action  of  trover,  replevin,  or  tree- 
pass  against  anyone  taking  his  dog  and  converting 
him  to  bis  own  use,  as  in  Graham  v.  Smith.  The 
owner  may  recover  the  value  of  his  dog  lost 
through  the  negligence  of  a  common  carrier.  As 
to  the  right  to  maintain  an  action  for  injuries 
caused  by  railroad  trains  to  a  dog  on  the  track, 
there  is  some  conflict  of  authority,  due  largely  to 
the  fact  of  the  propensity  of  the  dog  to  roam,  its 
Instinct  and  ability  to  escape  from  danger,  and  the 
inconvenience  which  would  be  caused  by  stopping 
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1  trains.  Many  of  the  states  by  statute  have  made 
dog  stealing  larceny,  and  some  have  construed 
statutes  against  taking  goods  or  other  property  to 
include  dogs,  hut  upon  this  question  there  is  some 
conflict.  At  common  law  a  prosecution  for  ma- 
licious mischief  could  be  had  for  maliciously  killing 
a  dog.  The  license  laws  of  the  states  are  generally 
held  not  to  be  tax  laws  or  a  doable  taxing,  but 
within  the  police  powers  of  the  state,  although 
some  states  provide  for  a  tax  upon  dogs  as  prop- 
erty. 

In  Hurley  v.  State,  80  Tex.  App.  888,  the  court 
adopted  the  language  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of 
State  V.  Harrlraan,  75  Me.  682,  46  Am.  Rep.  428.  and 
said  that  **a  dog  is  the  subject  of  ownership.  Tres- 
pass will  lie  for  an  injury  to  him.  Trover  Is  main- 
tainable for  his  conversion.  Replevin  will  restore 
him  to  the  possession  of  his  master.  He  may  be 
bought  and  sold.  An  action  may  be  had  for  hia 
price.  The  owner  baa  all  the  remedies  for  the  vin- 
dication of  hia  rights  of  property  in  this  animal  as 
in  any  other  species  of  personal  property  he  may 
possess.  He  is  a  domestic  animal.  From  the  time 
of  the 'pyramids  to  the  present  day,  from  the 
frozen  pole  to  the  torrid  sone,  wherever  man  has 
been,  there  has  been  his  dog.  Cuvier  has  asserted 
that  the  dog  was  perhaps  necessary  for  the  estat>- 
Ushment  of  civil  society,  and  that  a  little  reflection 
will  convince  us  that  barbarous  nations  owe  much 
of  their  civilization  above  the  brute  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  dog.  ...  It  may  be  said  that  he  was 
feres  natures;  but  all  animals,  naturalists  say,  were 
originally  feres  naturas^  but  have  been  reclaimed  by 
man,  as  horses,  sheep,  or  cattle;  but,  however 
tamed,  they  have  never,  like  the  dog,  become  do- 
mesticated in  the  home,  under  the  roof,  and  by  the 
fireside  of  their  masters." 

**Large  amounts  of  money  are  now  invested  in 
dogs,  and  they  are  largely  the  subjects  of  trade  and 
trafDc.  In  many  ways  they  are  put  to  useful  serv- 
ice, and,  so  far  as  pertains  to  their  ownership  as 
personal  property,  they  possess  all  the  attributes  of 
other  personal  property."  Mullaly  v.  People,  86  N. 
Y.  886. 

In  State  V.  Sumner,  2  Ind.  877,  It  was  said:  "A 
man,  therefore,  at  common  law  may  have  an  ab- 
solute property  in  him." 

In  Dodson  v.  Mock,  20  N.  C.  (4  I>ev.  A  B.  L.)  146. 
82  Am.  Dec.  677,  it  was  said  that  dogs  belong  to  that 
class  of  domiciled  animals  which  the  law  recognizes 
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legal  regard  and  protection  than  more  harmless 
and  useful  animals,  although  an  action  for  in- 
jary  may  be  maintained  by  their  owner. 

Wooifv,  Okalker,  81  Conn.  121,  81  Am.  Dec. 
175;  7en  Uopen  ▼.  Walker,  96  Mich.  386;  Bei- 
Hgmann  v.  Base,  81  Tex.  222,  18  L.  R.  A.  272; 
Wheatley  y.  Harris,  4  8need,468.  70  Am  Dec. 
258;  Johnson  v.  MoOonneU,  80  Cal.  515:  Brotm 
y.  CarpenUr,  26  Yt.  688.  62  Am.  Dec.  608; 
Parker  v.  Miie,  27  Ala.  480.  62  Am.  Dec.  776; 
Dunlap  V.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  561;  Harrington 
▼.  Miles,  11  Kan.  480,  15  Am.  Rep.  855; 
Aldrieh  v.  Wright,  58  N.  H.  898.  16  Am.  Rep. 
855;  Findlay  T.  Bear,  8  Serg.  &  R  671;  Put- 
nam V.  Payne,  18  Johns.  812;  Blair  v.  Fore- 
hand, 100  Mass.  186.  1  Am.  Rep.  94,  97  Am. 
Dec.  82;  Pen'y  v.  Phipps,  82  K.  C.  (10  Ired. 
L.)  259,  51  Am.  Dec.  887. 

As  a  requisite  for  the  maintenance  of  larceny 
the  state  must  allege  the  value  of  the  thiug 
stolen,  and  prove  it. 

Davis  y.  State,  40  Ga.  229;  Boberts  y.  Slate, 


55  Ga.  221;  Edwards  y.  State,  69  Ga.  788; 
Smith  y.  State,  95  Ga.  460. 

Where  possessory  warrant  wQl  lie,  trover 
will  lie. 

6  Wait,  Act.  &  Def .  pp.  128,  155. 

Little*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  official  report  states  the  facts.  It  is 
somewhat  difficult  to  determine  the  status  of 
the  dog  as  property  in  this  state.  It  is  not 
difficult  to  show  that  the  owner  has  a  property 
right  in  the  animal,  but  it  is  difficult  to  define 
the  nature  and  extent  of  it.  This  right  seems 
to  be  better  defioed  at  common  law  than  it  is  by 
the  construction  which  this  court  has  put  upon 
our  statuteft.  Our  Constitution  (art.  7,  g  2, 
1"  1)  impliedly  recognizes  dogs  as  property. 
It  provides  that  the  general  assembly  may 
impose  a  tax  upon  such  domestic  animals  as, 
from  their  nature  and  habits,  are  destructive 
of  other  property.    It  is  true  that  this  power 


as  property,  and  whatever  it  recoRoises  as  property 
It  will  protect  from  Invasion,  by  oivll  action  on  the 
part  of  the  owner. 

In  Harrington  v.  Miles,  11  Kan.  481«  15  Am.  Rep. 
866,  it  was  said:  "That  a  dog  was  property  was 
conceded  at  common  law,  as  also  that  the  owner 
might  maintain  a  civil  action  for  its  loss.*' 

In  Mowery  v.  Salisbury,  8S  N.  C.  176,  it  was  said 
that  '^property  in  dogs  is  recognized  by  the  law  and 
protected  against  wanton  and  needless  injury,  and 
a  civil  action  for  damages  may  be  maintained.*' 

In  Ex  parte  Cooper.  8  Tex.  App.  489,  80  Am.  Rep. 
162,  it  was  said:  ''In  some  of  the  states  dogs  are  by 
statute  placed  upon  the  same  footing  as  other  per-> 
Bonal  property." 

In  Laverty  v.  Hogan,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  Rep.  197, 
Affirmed  in  1  N.  Y.  S.  R.  84,  it  was  said  that 
dogs  are  the  subject  of  ownership,  and  are  some- 
times valuable  property,  and  for  an  injury  thereto 
an  action  will  lie. 

In  VTard  v.  State,  48  Ala.  161, 17  Am.  Rep.  81,  it 
was  said  that  the  common  law  gives  the  owner  of 
dogs  a  civil  action  to  recover  damages  for  their  de- 
struction and  injury. 

In  Shaw  v.  Craft,  37  Fed.  Rep.  817,  it  was  said 
that  dogs  upon  a  farm  are  regarded  as  domestic 
animals. 

In  State  v.  Giles,  1)25  Tnd.  ]84,  it  was  said  that  El- 
Uott's  (Ind.)  Supp.  I  386,  defining  the  word  *'ani- 
mal"  to  include  *'all  brute  creatures  and  all  domes- 
tic fowls,*'  embraced  dogs.  ■ 

In  VTilcoz  V.  State  (6a.)  39  L.  R.  A.  709,  it  was 
held  tbat  a  dog  was  a  domestic  animal. 

In  State  v.  MoDuffle.  84  N.  H.  828, 69  Am.  Bee.  616, 
it  was  said  that  **dog8  are  domesticated  or  tame 
animals,  and  as  much  the  subject  of  property  or 
ownership  as  horses,  cattle,  or  sheep.  ...  A  dog 
without  a  collar  is  the  subject  of  property." 

So  it  was  said :  "  We  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
property  of  its  owner  in  a  valuable  dog  is  not  quite 
ms  deservinir  of  protection  against  the  wilful  and 
malicious  injury  of  the  reckless  and  malignant^  as 
property  in  fruit,  shade,  or  ornamental  trees, 
whether  standing  in  the  garden  or  yard  of  their 
owner,  or  in  a  public  street  or  square,  or  any  other 
Species  of  personal  property.'* 

In  XJhlein  v.  Cromack,  109  Mass.  278,  it  was  said 
tbat  by  the  common  law  a  dog  is  property,  for  an 
injury  to  which  an  action  may  lie. 

In  Ten  Hopen  v.  Walker.  96  Mich.  286,  which  was 
an  action  for  unlawfully  killing  a  dog,  it  was  said: 
**It  is  settled  in  this  state  tbat  dogs  have  value,  and 
are  the  property  of  the  owner,  as  much  as  any 
other  animal  which  one  may  have  or  keep." 

And  in  Woolsey  v.  Haasi  66  Mo.  App.  198,  in  an  ao- 
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tion  for  shooting  and  wounding  plaintiff's  dog,  an 
instruction  was  properly  refused  which  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  law  did  not  reoognize  a  right  of 
property  in  dogs,  as  this  was  not  the  law  in  Missouri. 

A  recovery  in  an  action  of  trespass  was  allowed 
for  killing  the  dog  of  another  person  in  poasession 
of  a  third  party.  The  court  said  that  although 
they  were  not  regarded  at  common  law  of  such 
value  as  that  the  stealing  of  them  amounted  to  lar- 
ceny, yet  an  action  at  law  would  He  for  destroying 
them.  **There  is  no  distinction  between  them  and 
other  chattels  as  to  the  possession  necessary  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  action  of  trespass."  White  v. 
Brantley,  87  Ala.  480. 

So,  where  the  defendant  failed  to  justify  the  kill- 
ing of  a  dog  as  a  nuisance,  it  was  held  that  a  dog 
was  a  species  of  property  for  an  injury,  to  which  an 
action  at  law  could  be  sustained,  and  if  the  trespass 
was  aggravated  smart  money  could  be  allowed, 
even  if  the  property  had  no  pecuniary  value.  Par- 
ker V.  Miae,  27  Ala.  480. 62  Am.  Deo.  776. 

In  State  v.  Mease,  69  Mo.  App.  681,  it  was  said  that 
dogs  are  property  in  Missouri,  and  damaires  may  be 
recovered  civilly  for  injuries  to  them. 

In  Lynn  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  163.  it  was 
said  that  under  Texas  Penal  Code,  M  S72,  676,  pro- 
viding that  homicide  is  justified  in  the  protection 
of  the  person  or  property  against  any  other  and 
violent  attack,  homicide  may  even  be  justified  in 
the  possession  or  protection  of  the  dog  by  its  owner. 

In  Mullaly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.  865,  it  was  said: 
*' When  we  call  to  mind  the  small  spaniel  that  saved 
the  life  of  William  of  Orange  and  thus  probably 
changed  the  current  of  modern  history  (2  Motley's 
Dutch  Republic  898),  and  the  faithful  St.  Bernards, 
which,  after  a  storm  has  swept  over  the  crests  and 
sides  of  the  Alps,  start  out  in  search  of  lost  travel- 
ers, the  claim  that  the  nature  of  a  dog  is  essentially 
base,  and  that  he  should  be  left  as  prey  to  every 
vagabond  who  chooses  to  steal  him,  will  not  now 
receive  ready  assent" 

In  People  v.  Maloney,  1  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  698,  it 
was  said  tbat  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes  are 
inconsistent  with  the  common- law  rule  in  regard 
to  larceny,  and  "by  them  dogs  are  so  far  regarded 
as  property  as  to  be,  in  certain  cases,  the  sub- 
ject of  taxation.  The  owner  is  made  liable  for  the 
acts  of  his  dog:  thus  recognizing  that  a  dog  has  an 
owner,  and  consequently  that  the  thing  owned  is 
property.  For  every  civil  purpose,  not  only  by 
statute,  but  by  the  decisions  of  our  courts,  a  dog  is 
regarded  as  property." 

In  Ireland  v.  Higgins,  Cro.  Bliz.  pt.  1,  p.  12S,  it 
was  said  that  there  was  a  precedent  for  holding  that 
a  dog  is  property  In  13  Hen.  VIL,  BoU  86,  where  in 
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to  tax  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  police  regu- 
lation, and  is  made  the  exception  to  our  uni- 
form and  ad  aalortm  system  of  tsxation:  but 
the  words  giving  the  power  evidently  intend 
to  and  do  denote  the  doir  as  a  domestic  an- 
imal, and,  by  reference,  class  this  animal  with 
other  property.  Section  2965  of  the  Code 
recognizes  the  ownership  of  dogs,  in  that  it 
makes  the  owners  liable  to  suit  for  the  recov- 
ery of  damages  for  injuries  inflicted  by  their 
dogs  under  certain  circumstances.  Section 
4402  of  the  Code  makes  the  dog,  eo  nomine^  a 
subject  of  simple  larceny.  This  provision, 
however,  does  not  seem  to  bring  the  dog  as 
property  to  any  high  degree,  because,  in 
speaking  of  all  other  domestic  animals,  it  is 
provided,  "and  also  a  dog"  may  be  the  sub- 
ject of  simple  larceny,  implying;  two  things — 
that  he  was  not,  theretofore,  a  subject  of  simple 
laroenv,  nor  was  he  a  domestic  animal.  To 
one  of  OS,  at  least,  a  possible  reason  why  the 
dog  may  not,  by  common  consent,  have  been 


accorded  a  place  among  domestic  animals  not 
more  worthy  and  even  less  valuable,  is  sug- 
gested by  a  learned  writer  (Grotius)  when  lie 
says,  "The  reason  why  some  creatures  fly 
and  avoid  us  is  not  the  want  of  gentleness  and 
mildness  on  their  part,  but  on  ours."  In 
Jemiton  v.  Houth'waleTn  R.  Co.  75  Ga.  444,  58 
Am.  Rep.  476,  which  was  an  action  against  a 
railroad  company  for  the  negligent  and  mali- 
cious killing  of  a  dog  by  the  operation  of  a 
train  of  cars,  it  was  held  that  a  dog  is  prop- 
erty only  in  a  qualified  sense,  and  that  such 
an  action  would  not  lie:  snd  in  the  case  of 
BiitonY.  Stats,  93  6a.  111.-24  L.  R  A.  732.  it 
was  held  that  the  wilful  and  malicious  kill- 
ing of  a  dog  was  not  an  indictable  offense 
under  %  4627  of  our  Code.  In  the  latter  case, 
however,  the  ruling  was  based  on  the  con- 
struction that  the  subjects  of  that  particular 
statute  were  inanimate  property.  In  the  case, 
however,  of  Manning  v.  Miteherson,  69  Ga. 
447,  47  Am.  Hep.  764,  it  was  ruled  that  the 


trespass  for  assault  and  battery  the  defendant  justi- 
lied  that  J.  8.  was  possessed  of  a  doir  de  bonis  prop- 
fife,  and  delivered  It  to  him  to  keep,  and  tbat  tbe 
plaintiff  would  have  taken  it  from  him,  in  which  he 
resisted  him  and  in  defense  and  custody  of  his  dog 
be  beat  him,  and  the  hurt  which  he  had  was  de  mm 
tort  demesne^  etc.,  which  proveth  a  property  in  the 
doe*  when  he  Justifleth  the  beating  of  one  in  defense 
of  it.   2  Bdw.  II.  Avowry. 

In  St  Loais  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Stanfleld,  88  Ark.  648, 
87  L.  R.  A.  650,  it  was  said  that  '^the  common-law 
role,  even  in  cases  of  larceny,is  extremely  technical, 
and  has  no  sound  basis  to  rest  upon.  .  .  .  Except 
in  cases  of  larceny,  however,  the  dog  was  property 
at  the  common  law,  and  the  owner  had  his  remedy 
by  civil  action  for  tbe  loss  or  destruction  of  the 


In  Haywood  v.  State,  41  Ark.  479,  it  was  said  that 
every  species  of  personal  property  was  not  the  sub- 
ject of  Uroeny  at  common  law.  "For  example, 
dogs  were  treated  as  personal  property,  and  on  the 
death  of  their  owner,  if  not  disposed  of  by  wiU, 
went  to  his  executor  or  administrator  as  such.  So 
the  owner  of  a  dog  could  bring  a  civil  action  against 
one  who  injured  or  took  the  animal." 

1  Williams  on  Executors,  9th  Bug.  ed.  p.  830,  *617, 
says:  '^Chattels  animate  may  be  subdivided  into 
such  as  are  domestic  and.  such  as  are  feres  mUurci, 
In  such  as  are  of  a  nature  tame  and  domestic  (as 
horses,  dogs,  klne,  sheep,  poultry,  and  the  like)  a 
man  may  have  an  absolute  property,  and  they  are 
therefore  capable  of  being  transmitted,  like  any 
other  personal  chattel,  to  his  executor  or  adminia- 
trator." 

In  MuUaly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.  865,  it  was  said  that 
dogs  would  pass  as  assets  to  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator of  a  deceased  owner. 

In  4  Bum*s  Ecclesiastical  Law,  p.  297,  it  is  said  that 
**also  hounds,  greyhounds,  spaniels,  and  the  like,  as 
they  may  be  valuable,  and  may  serve  not  only  for 
delight,  but  for  profit,  shall  go  to  the  executors.'* 
Law  of  Test.  879. 

But  Noy*8  Maxims,  166,  says:  "If  a  man  die  seised 
of  any  lands,  and  do  not  dispose  of  them  by  his 
will,  they  descend  to  the  heir  as  aforesaid.  And  he 
shall  have,  not  only  .  .  .  but  any  other  of  . .  . 
the  hawks  and  the  hounds." 

In  1  Williams  on  Personal  Property,  p.  19,  it  was 
said:  **It  appears  to  have  been  formerly  thought 
that  hawks  and  hounds  were  not  subjects  of  person- 
al property,  but  would  descend  with  the  lands  to 
the  heir;  but  thisopinion  is  not  now  law;'*  and  Went- 
worth*s  Office  of  an  Executor  says:  *' Although  they 
he  for  the  most  part  but  things  of  pleasure,  that  hin- 
dretb  not;  but  they  may  be  valuable  as  well  as  instru- 
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ments  of  music,  both  tending  to  delight  and  exhila- 
rate the  spirits;  a  cry  of  hounds  hath  to  my  sense 
more  spirit  and  vivacity  than  any  other  music.'* 

In  Com.  V.  Maclin,  8  Leigh,  809,  it  was  said  the  pos- 
sessor has  a  base  property  in  dogs,  and  may  main- 
tain a  civil  action  for  injury  done  to  them. 

In  Wheatley  v.  Harris,  4  Sneed,  468,  70  Am.  Deo. 
268,  it  was  said  that  upon  the  question  whether  the 
owner  of  a  dog  has  such  a  property  in  him  as  will 
entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action  for  killing  or  in- 
juring the  dog,  there  can  be  no  doubt  The  court 
said  that  in  Ireland  v.  Hlggins,  Cro.  Eliz.  pt.  1,  p. 
126,  it  was  laid  down  that  the  law  takes  notice  of  a 
greyhound,  mastiff,  dog,  spaniel,  and  tumbler,  and 
trover  will  lie  for  them.  See  also  Wadhurst  v. 
Damme,  Cro.  Jao,  4fi,  Justifying  the  killing  of  a 
mastiff. 

In  Wright  V.  Bamscot,  1  Wms.  Saund.  84,  it  was 
argued  that  *in  Ireland  v.  Hfggins,  Cro.  Elfz.  pt.  1, 
p.  126,  it  was  said  that  the  law  takes  notice  of  a  mas- 
tiff, hound,  spaniel,  and  tumbler.'*  (But  in  Ireland 
V.  Biggins  this  statement  was  made  by  the  counaei 
in  argument.) 

But  in  Chunot  v.  Larson,  48  Wis.  686.  28  Am.  Bep. 
667,  it  was  said  that  "property  in  a  dog  is  of  pcM^uliar 
character.  A  man  is  not,  by  the  common  law,  con- 
sidered to  have  the  same  valuable  property  in  a 
dog  as  in  cattle  and  sheep." 

In  Ward  v.  State,  48  Ala.  161, 17  Am.  Bep.  81,  in  a 
larceny  case,  it  was  said  that  it  was  persuasive  to 
show  that  dogs  in  Alabama  are  not  regarded  aa 
property  in  the  proper  sense  of  that  term,  that  they 
are  neither  administered  as  such  nor  taxed  as  other 
property. 

In  Wilton  V.  Weston,  48  Conn.  825,  it  was  said  that 
**if  it  be  assumed  tbat  properly  in  dogs  stands  on  the 
same  ground  as  that  of  property  in  other  domestio 
animals,  such,  for  instance,  as  the  horse,  we  should 
be  compelled  to  concede  that  this  objection  [to  mak- 
ing a  town  liable  for  damages  done  by  dogs  where 
the  owners  reside  in  towns]  should  prevail,  and  the 
law  should  be  declared  invalid.  But  such  assump- 
tion is  unwarranted,  as  all  the  authorities  agree.** 

In  SenteU  v.  New  Orleans  &  C.  K.  Co.  166  U.  S. 
698, 41 L.  ed.  1168,  it  was  said:  "The  very  fact  that 
they  are  without  the  protection  of  the  criminal  law 
shows  that  property  in  dogs  is  of  an  imperfect  or 
qualified  nature,  and  that  they  stand,  as  it  were, 
between  animals /ercs  naturob,  in  which,  until  killed 
or  subdued,  there  is  no  property,  and  domestic 
animals,  in  which  the  right  of  property  is  perfect 
and  complete.  They  are  not  considered  as  being 
upon  the  same  plane  with  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  and 
other  domesticated  animals,  but  rather  in  the  cate- 
gory of  cats,  monkeys,  parrots,  singing  birds,  and 
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1b w  of  this  state  contemplated  that,  to  have 
property  io  aDimals  which  are  wild  by  nature, 
the  owner  must  have  them  within  his  actual 
possession,  custody,  or  control,  and  this  may 
he  done  by  taming,  domesticating,  or  confining 
them;  and  it  was  ruled  also  in  that  case  that  a 
possessory  warrant  would  lie  for  the  recovery 
of  a  bird  when  so  in  possession;  and  animals, 
by  that  decision,  come  under  the  same  class. 
It  is  therefore  apparent  that  an  owner  has 
property  in  his  dog.  and  that  this  property  is 
sufficient  to  support  an  action  to  recover  pos- 
session of  it  when  such  has  been  lost. 

Dogs  have  been  held  to  be  property  by  the 
courts  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  Kansas, 
Texas,  Connecticut,  Tennessee,  Michigan,  Ne- 
braska, Utah,  and  perhaps  in  other  states.  A 
contrary  ruling  has  been  made  in  several  of 
the  other  states.  His  status  seems  to  be  more 
clearlv  defined  bv  the  common  law.  The 
compilers  of  the  American  &  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law  (vol.  1,  p.  584)  lay  down  the 
proposition  that  "at  common  law  the  dog  is 


considered  a  tame,  harmless,  and  docile  an- 
imal." If  this  be  true,— and  our  inyestigatioa 
does  not  bear  it  out  to  its  full  meaning, — then 
the  owner  can  have  an  absolute  property  in 
such  animals,  because  animals  which  are  of  a 
tame  and  domestic  nature  are  the  subjects  of 
absolute  property.  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  572.  The  latter  proposition  is  supported 
by  reference  to  a  number  of  authorities.  We. 
however,  think  that  Chancellor  Kent  more 
correctly  lays  down  the  common- law  rule  that 
"animals /0ra  natura,  so  long  as  they  are  re- 
claimed by  the  art  and  power  of  man,  are  also 
the  subject  of  a  qualified  property;"  and  that, 
"while  this  qualified  property  continues,  it  is 
as  much  under  protection  of  law  as  any  other 
property,  and  every  invasion  of  it  is  redressed 
in  the  same  manner."  2  Kent,  Com.  §  848. 
Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  trover  lies  for  wild 
geese  which  have  been  tamed,  but  which, 
without  regaining  their  natural  liberty,  have 
strayed  away.  Amory  v.  Flyn,  10  Johns.  102, 
6  Am.  Dec.  816.     So  also  for  domestic  fowls. 


Bimilar  animals  kept  for  pleasure,  curiosity,  or 
caprice.*'  This  statement  should  have  l)een  quali- 
fied by  puttinsr  it  in  the  past  tense,  and  by  showinir 
that  most  of  the  states  had  placed  doirs  within  the 
protection  of  their  criminal  law  the  same  as  other 
property,  thus  reoognizinfr  the  rigrbt  of  property  in 
dofrs,  and  amonjr  these  some  of  the  states  cited  by 
the  learned  Justice  to  sustain  the  proposition  that 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  they  are  not  regarded  as 
the  subjects  of  larceny. 

The  law  gives  the  owner  the  right  of  reclamation, 
but  in  all  other  respects  the  owner  has  only  that 
qualified  property  in  him  which  he  may  have  in 
wild  animals  generally.  State  v.  flarriman,  76  Me. 
MS,  46  Am.  Rep.  423. 

In  Leach  v.  Elwood,  8  HI.  App.  453,  it  was  said 
that  while  it  may  be  true  that  owners  have  a  cer- 
tain right  of  property  in  their  dogs  not  recognized 
at  common  law,  nevertheless  they  are,  even  when 
domesticated,  of  that  wild  nature  and  destructive 
instinct  which  renders  the  animal  subject  to  any 
reasonable  police  regulations  that  have  been  es- 
tablished by  the  proper  authorities. 

In  Ex  parte  Cooper,  8  Tex.  App.  438, 80  Am.  Bop. 
352,  it  was  said  that  "dogs  hav^  always  been  held 
t)y  the  American  courts  to  be  entitled  to  less  legal 
regard  and  protection  than  more  harmless  and  use- 
ful domestic  animals.** 

In  Carthage  v.  Rhodes,  101  Mo.  176, 9  L.  R.  A.  852, 
it  was  said  that  while  in  a  sense  dogs  are  property, 
and  the  owner  may  invoke  the  aid  of  the  law  for 
their  protection  as  property  by  civil  action,  yet 
they  are  a  base  sort  of  property  having  no  market 
or  assessable  value,  do  not  enter  into  the  estimate 
of  the  appreciable  wealth  of  the  state,  and  never 
have  been  considered  subjects  of  taxation  for 
Te  venue. 

And  in  Blair  v.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  186. 1  Am. 
Rep.  04.  97  Am.  Dec.  82,  which  was  an  action  for 
killing  a  dog,  it  was  held  that  all  rights  of  property 
are  held  subject  to  such  reasonable  control  and 
regulation  of  Che  mode  of  keeping  and  using  as  the 
legislature,  under  the  police  power  vested  in  them 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  commonwealth,  may 
think  necessary  for  the  preventing  of  injuries  to 
the  rights  of  others,  and  the  security  of  public 
health  and  welfare. 

In  Milman  v.  Shockley.  1  Houst.  (Del.)  444,  it  was 
held  that  the  legislature  had  seen  proper  to  place 
all  sheep- killing  dogs  and  sheep- worrying  puppies 
in  the  category  of  public  nuisances,  which  anybody 
might  abate  and  put  out  of  the  pale  which  the  law 
bad  provided  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
property. 
40  L.  R  A. 


In  McKenzie  v.  Campbell,  1  U.  C.  Q.  B.  241,  where 
a  constable  was  Justified  in  killing  a  dog  that  was  at 
large  contrary  to  a  proclamation  of  the  mayor  un- 
der a  city  ordinance,  it  was  said  by  Robinson,  Ch. 
J.:  ^'Considering  the  light  in  which  the  common 
law  regards  a  property  in  dogs,"  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  corporation  have  under  the  statute  power 
to  make  such  laws  as  may  in  their  Judgment  seem 
best  calculated  for  at  once  arresting  the  evil. 

By  the  law  of  Aquillia  if  any  man  injuriously  kills 
the  four-footed  beast  of  another  which  may  be 
reckoned  among  his  cattle,  he  shall  be  condemned 
to  pay,  etc.  "As  the  law  does  not  speak  of  four- 
footed  beasts  in  general,  but  only  of  cattle,  we  may 
collect  that  wild  beasts  and  dogs  do  not  come 
within  the  intendment,  which  can  be  understood  to 
include  only  those  animals  which  feed  in  herds.** 
Cooper,  Justinian,  lib.  lY.,  tit.  III.  1 1. 

In  Blair  v.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  186, 1  Am.  Rep.  94, 
97  Am.  Dec.  82,  it  was  said:  **There  is  no  kind  of 
property  over  which  the  exercise  of  this  power  ig 
more  frequent  or  more  necessary  than  that  which 
is  the  subject  of  the  present  action.  In  regard  to 
the  ownership  of  live  animals,  the  law  has  long 
made  a  distinction  between  dogs  and  oats  and  other 
domestic  quadrupeds,  growing  out  of  the  nature  of 
the  creatures  and  the  purposes  for  which  they  are 
kept.  Beasts  which  have  been  thoroughly  tamed, 
and  are  used  for  burden  or  husbandry,  or  for  food, 
such  as  horses,  cattle,  and  sheep,  are  as  truly  prop- 
erty of  intrinsic  value,  and  entitled  to  the  same 
protection,  as  any  kind  of  goods.  But  dogs  and 
cats,  even  in  a  state  of  domestication,  never  wholly 
lose  their  wild  natures  and  destructive  instincts, 
and  are  kept  either  for  uses  which  depend  on  re- 
taining and  calling  into  action  those  very  natures 
and  instincts  or  else  for  the  mere  whim  or  pleasure 
of  the  owner;  and  therefore,  although  a  man  might 
have  such  a  right  of  property  in  a  dog  as  to  main- 
tain trespass  or  trover  for  unlawfully  taking  or 
destroying  it,  yet  be  was  held,  in  the  phrase 
of  the  books,  to  have  *'no  absolute  and  valu- 
able property"  therein  which  could  be  the  subject 
of  a  prosecution  for  larceny  at  common  law,  or 
even,  according  to  some  authorities,  of  an  action  of 
detinue  or  replevin,  or  a  distress  for  rent,  or  which 
would  make  him  responsible  for  the  trespasses  of 
his  dog  on  the  lands  of  other  persons,  as  be  would 
be  for  the  trespasses  of  his  cattle.** 

In  Jemison  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  76  Ga.  444^  it 
was  held  that  a  dog  was  not  property  except  in  a 
qualified  sense,  either  at  common  law  or  under  the 
statutes  of  this  state. 

Likewise   the  court  in  that  cose  said  that  doga 
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Leonard  ▼.  Belknap,  47  Yt.  603.  Blackstone 
^declares  that  the  property  in  a  dog  is  base 
property,  but  that  aucb  property  is  sufficient 
to  maintain  a  civil  action  for  its  loss.  4  B1. 
■Com.  286.  Professor  Schouler,  in  bis  treatise 
OD  the  law  of  Personal  Property  (§  49),  pro- 
nounces the  dog  to  be  a  tame  animal,  from 
which  definition  it  would  appear  that  an  owner 
•can  acquire  an  absolute  property  in  the  an- 
imal: and  be  distinguishes  this  animal  from 
auch  others  as  property  can  be  acquired  in 
■only  by  possession.  So  it  will  be  seen  that  at 
the  common  law  and  under  our  statutes  the 
owner  has  property  in  his  dog,  and  not  only 
ao.  but  such  property  right  is  sufficient  to 
maintain  a  dyil  action  to  recover  its  posses- 
aion. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  the  de- 
fendant in  error  brought  an  action  of  trover 
'  in  a  justice's  court  to  recover  possession  of  his 
dog.  A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  proceeding 
in  that  court,  which  was  overruled  by  the 
magistrate,  and  the  case  taken  to  the  superior 


court  bv  writ  of  certiorari;  whereupon  the 
judge  of  the  latter  court  held  that  the  ruling 
of  the  magistrate  was  correct.  So  do  we,  on 
the  authorities  before  referred  to.  The  ac- 
tion of  trover,  while  changed  with  us  in  some 
respects,  was  originally  a  special  action  on  the 
case,  in  favor  of  any  person  who  had  a  gen- 
eral or  special  propertv  in  goods,  against  any 
person  who  wrongfully  withheld  them  from 
his  possession.  The  special  or  qualified  prop- 
erty which  has  been  shown  to  exist  in  animals 
of  this  character  is  sufficient  to  support  this 
action.  The  action  lies  for  every  species  of 
personal  property,  animate  or  inamimate.  6 
Wait,  Act.  <&  Def.  pp.  128, 155.  The  question 
was  expressly  ruled  in  the  state  of  Massachu- 
seits,  even  though  the  courts  of  that  state  had 
declared  that  the  property  right  in  a  dog  was 
only  a  qualified  one.  See  Cummings  v.  Per- 
Jiam,  1  Met.  555.  The  question  was  likewise 
ruled  in  Bimtead  v.  Buck,  2  W.  Bl.  top  page 
1117.  * 

The  judgment  cf  the  court  behto  is  affirmed. 


are  not  property  In  such  a  sense  as  makes  them 
assets  belongrlofiT  to  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
person,  and  are  never  inventoried  or  appraised, 
however  numerous  or  valuable;  nor  are  they 
aubject  to  levy  and  sale*  so  far  as  we  are  in- 
formed. 

Under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1879,  fi  5484,  making  it  lawful 
for  any  person  to  kill  a  sbeep*kiIliofr  doflr*  an  in- 
struction that  the  law  recognizee  a  ricrbt  of  prop- 
erty in  dogs,  and  tbat  it  was  necessary  to  show  tbat 
tbe  dog  at  tbat  time  was  killing  sheep,  was  enone- 
ous.    Carpenter  v.  Lippitt,  77  Mo.  242. 

To  say  of  a  peer  of  tbe  realm  tbat  be  bad  no  more 
<x>nscienoe  than  a  dog  was  held  scandalous,  and  if 
spoken  of  any  other  person  an  action  upon  tbe  case 
would  lie.  Duke  Buckingham's  Case,  cited  In  8 
Bulst.  2%. 

n.  AeUom  of  trover,  replevin,  and  trespam 

In  Graham  v.  Smith  it  was  held  tbat  the  owner 
of  a  dog  has  such  a  property  in  it  as  will  enable  him 
to  maintain  an  action  of  trover  for  its  recovery  in 
•case  of  its  wrongful  conversion.  This  is  in  accord 
with  tbe  uniform  rule  of  law  in  such  cases. 

An  action  of  trespass  can  be  maintained  for  tak- 
ing away  a  dog,  and  an  action  of  replevin,  trover, 
or  for  conversion  can  also  be  maintained.  Binstead 
V.  Buck,  2  W.  Bl.  1117;  Ireland  v.  Higgins,  Cro. 
Eliz.l2&;  Mullalyv.  People,  86  X.Y.  385;  Gummings 
V.  Perbam,  1  Met.  666;  People  v.  Maloney,  1  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  608:  AthiU  v.  Corbet,  Cro.  Jac.  468;  Ed- 
wards v.  Engleton,  Hob.  288a;  Filow's  Case,  12  Hen. 
VIIL  8;  Millar  v.  Taylor,  4 Burr.  2344;  People,  Long- 
well,  V.  McMaster,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  132;  Lynn  v. 
State,  83  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  163;  People  v.  Campbell, 
4  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  886;  Queen  v.  Slade,  L.  R.  21  Q. 
a  Div.  488;  State  v.  Lymus,  26  Ohio  St  400,  20  Am. 
Hep.  772. 

So,  an  action  of  trover  was  maintained  for  a 
pointing  dog,  where  the  plaintiff  proved  the  dog  to 
be  his  property,  and  it  was  found  at  tbe  defendant's 
house  twelve  months  after  it  was  lost,  and  the  de- 
fendant demanded  twenty  shillings  for  twenty-nine 
weeks*  keep  before  he  would  deliver  up  the  dog. 
Binstead  v.  Buck,  2  W.  Bl.  1117. 

And  an  action  for  trover  will  lie  for  a  greyhound, 
and  it  need  not  be  averred  that  be  is  tame.  Ireland 
V.  Higgins,  Cro.  Eliz.  pt  1,  p.  125. 

In  State  V.  McDuffle,  84  N.  H.  623,  69  Am.  Dec.  616, 
4t  was  said  tbat  a  dog  without  a  collar  is  tbe  subject 
of  property,  and  trover  may  be  maintained  for  its 
conversion,  even  when  the  statute  authorizes  the 
killing  of  such  dog. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


'^A  trover  lies  for  conversion  of  a  spaniel  dog  be- 
cause it  was  reclaimed.  Enter  Pells  and  Leman 
adjudged  in  Banc  on  Demurrer.  See  Hub.  R.  Case 
363,  between  Pells  and  Leman,  and  brief  on  error 
afterwards  in  King's  Bench  where  no  opinion  was 
given  for  that,  but  was  reversed  for  another  cause, 
namely  for  default  of  tbe  original.  Intr.  Tr.  14 
Car.  B.  R.  Rot.  217."    1  Rolle,  Abr.  6. 

In  Mullaly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.  866,  it  was  said  that 
dogs  are  so  far  regarded  at  common  law  as  property 
that  an  action  of  trover  could  be  brought  for  their 
conversion. 

A  recovery  was  allowed  in  trover  for  a  dog,  and 
it  was  held  tbat  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  68,  I  12,  au- 
thorizing any  person  to  kill  a  dog  at  large  without 
a  licensed  collar  on,  did  not  warrant  a  person  to 
convert  him  to  his  own  use,  as  tbe  object  of  tbe 
statute  was  to  rid  society  of  a  nuisance.  Cummings 
V.  Perbam,  1  Met.  555. 

In  People  v.  Maloney,  1  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  693,  it 
was  said  tbat  tbe  owner  of  a  dog  may  bring  an  ac- 
tion for  an  injury  inflicted  upon  his  dog,  and  if 
taken  away  be  may  bring  replevin  or  trover. 

An  action  of  trespass  was  maintained  for  taking  a 
greyhound  with  a  collar,  and  the  plea  tbat  the  dog 
was  coursing  a  bare  on  tbe  defendant's  land,  and 
therefore  be  took  and  led  him  away,  was  deemed 
frivolous.    Atbill  V.  Corbet,  Cro.  Jac.  463. 

And  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  tbat  tbe  defend- 
ant with  force  and  arms  took  and  led  away  Quendam 
cariem  venaticum  pree,  etc..  a  Judgment  was  given 
for  plaintiff.    Edwards  v.  Engleton,  Hob.  283a. 

So,  in  an  action  of  trespass  charging  that  the 
defendant  beat  bis  servant  and  carried  away  one 
dog  called  a  bloodhound,  on  demurrer  it  was  held 
that  be  may  have  his  action  for  this  thing.  Filow's 
Case,  12  Hen.  VIII.  3. 

In  Millar  v.  Taylor.  4  Burr.  23U,  it  was  said:  **In 
the  year  book  of  12  Hen.  VIII.,  fol.  8,  a.  b.  Great 
Dispute  was  made  (upon  tbe  footing  of  property 
too)  whether  an  action  would  lie  for  taking  away 
a  bloodhound,  tbe  arguments  used  against  it  were 
such  as  have,  among  others,  been  used  upon  the 
present  occasion,  viz..  that  it  was  of  no  value  nor 
profit;  but  for  pleasure.  That  felony  could  not  be 
committed  of  It;  consequently  not  trespass.  Tbat 
when  tbe  dog  was  out  of  tbe  party's  possession  he 
ceased  to  have  any  property  in  him.  Tbat  a  dog 
was  not  titheable;  would  not  pass  by  a  grant  of 
omnia  bona.  That  replevin  or  detinue  would  lie  of 
a  dog." 

And  in  Jemison  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  75  Oa. 
444,  58  Am.  Rep.  476,  it  was  said  tbat  by  tbe  common 
law  and  under  our  Code  be  may  maintain  trespass 
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A  dag  is  the  subjeet  of  larceny  aoder  Ck>de 
1873,  «  8902.  making  It  a  crime  for  anyone  to  steal 
any  ''chattels^*  of  another. 

(April  8, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  W. 
B.  Quarton,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  for  Eoesuth  County,  dischargiDf? 


plaintiff  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from 
tie  'ustody  of  the  defendant,  to  which  he  had 
been  commiited  for  larceny  of  a  dog.  Be- 
versecL 

Statement  by  Deemer»  Ch.  J.: 

This  is  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding,  in  which 
plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  unlawfully  re- 
strained of  his  liberty  by  the  defendant,  who 
is  sheriff  of  Kossuth  county,  under  a  warrant 
of  commitment  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  said  county  on  an  Information  charging  the 

?laintiff  with  the  crime  of  larceny  of  a  dog. 
'he  district  Judge  discharged  the  petitioner^ 
and  defendant  appeals. 


vi  et  armig  for  wantonly  and  malloiously  killing  his 
dog. 

And  in  Band  v.  Sexton,  8  T.  U.  87,  a  reoov^ry 
was  had  in  tresiNiss  vi  et  armU  for  beating  the  plain- 
tiirs  dog,  whereby  the  dog  was  hurt  and  the  plain- 
tiflF  lost  the  use  of  him.  The  question  involved  was 
as  to  the  amount  of  costs  under  48  Bliz.  fi  6. 

In  People,  Longwell,  v.  McMaster,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
8. 18si,  it  was  said  that  civil  actions  may  be  main* 
tained  for  injury  to  or  conversion  of  dogs  as  in  re- 
gard to  other  domestie  animals. 

In  Lynn  v.  State,  88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  163.  it  was 
said  that  civil  actions  would  lie  for  the  recovery  of 
a  dog  or  for  his  conversion,  and  damages  could  be 
recovered  for  Injuries  done  or  imposed,  and  punish- 
ment inflicted  for  his  destruction. 

In  an  action  on  the  case,  where  it  was  alleged  that 
a  dog  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  which 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  did  as- 
sume to  deliver  the  said  dog  to  the  plalntiif  upon 
request,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  requested  him 
and  he  did  not  deliver  the  dog,  on  demurrer  it  was 
held  that  an  action  would  lie  for  the  dog.  Ireland 
▼.  Higgins,  Owen,  88. 

And  in  Ireland  v.  Higgins.  Owen,  98.  it  was  said 
in  argument  that  in  23  Eliz.  Leek's  Case,  one  had 
Judgment  to  recover  great  damages  for  a  blood- 
hound. 

In  People  ▼.  Campbell,  4  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  888,  it 
was  said:  *'An  action  can  be  brought  to  repos- 
sess one  of  a  dog  of  which  he  has  been  unlawfully 
deprived.*' 

So,  under  2  &  8  Vict.  chap.  71,  •  40,  providing  that 
upon  complaint  by  any  person  claiming  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  property  or  possession  of  any  goods 
whieh  are  detained  by  any  other  person,  the  value  of 
which  shall  not  be  greater  than  £16,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  such  magistrate  to  order  the  goods  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  owner  thereof,  the  word  ^'goods'*  was 
held  to  include  a  dog.  Queen  ▼.  Blade,  L.  R.  21  Q. 
B.  Div.  483. 

In  State  ▼.  Lymua,  28  Ohio  St.  400,  20  Am.  Rep. 
772,  it  was  said:  **At  the  common  law,  although  it 
was  not  a  crime  to  steal  a  dog,  yet  it  was  such  an 
invasion  of  property  as  might  amount  to  a  civil  In- 
Jury  and  be  redressed  by  a  dvil  action.'* 

In  8  Bacon.  Abr.  649,  Replevin  and  Avowry^  it  was 
said  that  replevin  does  not  lie  of  things  which  are 
fera  nalurcB^  as  dogs,  but  if  things  wild  by  nature 
are  made  tame,  or  are  reclaimed,  so  long  as  they 
continue  in  that  condition  tbejr  belong  to  the  per- 
son who  has  the  possession  of  them,  and  he  may 
bring  a  replevin.  But  it  was  said  that  a  replevin 
will  not  lie  for  a  maatilT  dog,  though  an  action  of 
trespass  will. 

ni.  AcMofit  against  common  earrfers. 

Where  a  railroad  or  transportation  company  re- 
ceived a  dog  as  a  common  carrier,  it  was  liable  for 
loss  of  the  dog  through  negligenoe  of  Its  employees. 
40  L.R.  A. 


Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Higdon,  94  Ala.  288, 
14  L.  R.  A.  615;  Stuart  v.  Crawley,  2  Stark.  888;  ' 
Cantling  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  64  Mo.  886; 
Kennedy  v.  American  Bzp.  Co.  22  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
278;  Ashenden  v.  London,  B.  A  S.  a  R.  Co.  L.  R.  fr 
Bxch.  Div.  190,  42  L.  T.  N.  &  688, 28  Week.  Rep.61U 
44  J.  P.  208. 

So,  a  limitation  of  liability  in  the  ticket  for  loss 
of  a  dog  by  a  railway  company,  restricting  the  right 
of  recovery  to  £2  unless  6  per  cent  of  the  value 
above  £2  is  paid  for  carriage  to  the  carrier,  was 
held  to  be  unreasonable  and  void,  under  17  &  18 
Vict.  chap.  31,  railway  and  canal  trafBc  act,  •  7,  pro- 
viding that  the  company  shall  be  liable  for  the 
loss  of  or  any  injury  done  to  any  animal  or  to  any 
articles,  goods,  or  things  in  the  receiving,  forward- 
ing and  delivery,  notwithstanding  any  notice  limit- 
ing liability,  providing  the  company  may  make 
such  conditions  as  the  court  or  Judge  shall  adjudge 
to  be  reasonable.  Dickson  v.  Great  Northern  K.  Co. 
L.R.18Q.B.Div.l78. 

A  condition  in  a  printed  ticket  that  the  railway 
companywill  not  be  liable  in  any  case  for  loss  or 
damage  to  a  dog  above  certain  specified  value  de- 
livered to  them  for  carriage,  unless  the  value  is  de- 
clared, is  not  Just  and  reasonable  under  railway  and 
canal  traffic  act  1864  (17  &  18  Vict.  chap.  81,  •  7).  pro- 
viding that  every  such  company  shall  be  liable  for 
loss  or  injury  to  horses  or  other  animals  notwith- 
standing any  notice  limiting  such  liability.  The 
railroad  was  held  liable  for  a  dog  lost  without  any 
neglect  or  default  on  its  part  or  that  of  the  con- 
necting line.  Ashenden  v.  London,  B.  &  S.  C.  B* 
Co.  L.  R.  6  Bxch.  Div.  190,  42  L.  T.  N.  &  686, 28  Week. 
Rep.  611, 44.1.  P.  208. 

Under  railway  and  canal  traffic  act  1864  (17  A  !• 
Vict.  chap.  81),  regulating  traffic  on  railways,  and 

1 1,  providing  that  ''traffic"  includes  "animals.**  and 

1 2,  providing  that  railway  companies  shall  afford 
reasonable  facilities  for  the  receiving  and  forward- 
ing and  delivery  of  traffic,  it  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  afford  reasonable  facilities  for 
carrying  dogs.  Dickson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1886),  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  176. 

And  a  company  was  liable  where  a  passenger  was 
required  by  the  conductor  to  place  his  dog  in  tlio 
baggage  car,  without  notice  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany's rules  required  a  baggage  master*s  fee,  and 
the  owner  refused  to  pay  any  fee  to  the  baggage 
master,  who  refused  to  put  the  dog  off  at  the  proper 
station  and  carried  the  dog  beyond  and  lost  it,  and 
the  owner  offered  to  pay  a  fee  before  he  knew  the 
dog  was  lost  Kansas  aty,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Hig- 
don, 94  Ala.  286, 14  L.  R.  A.  615. 

But  where  the  conditions  of  a  ticket  were  that 
the  railroad  company  would  not  be  liable  in  any 
case  for  loss  or  damage  to  a  dog  above  the  value  of 
£6,  unless  a  declaration  of  its  value  was  made  at 
the  time  of  booking,  and  would  be  liable  in  no  case 
for  an  injury  to  a  dog  of  whatever  value  when  suoli 
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pellaDt: 

Larceny  under  the  common  law  is  defined 
as  the  "felonious  taking  and  carrying  away  of 
the  personal  soods  of  another." 

4  Chitty's  B1.  Com.  p.  179. 

As  to  those  animals  which  do  not  serre  for 
food,  and  which,  therefore,  the  law  holds  to 
baye  no  intrinsic  yalae,  as  don  of  all  sorts, 
and  other  creatures  kept  for  wnim  and  pleas- 
ure, though  a  man  may  have  a  base  property 
therein,  and  maintain  a  civil  action  for  the 
loss  of  them,  yet  they  are  not  of  such  estima- 
tion as  that  the  crime  of  stealing  them  amounts 
to  larceny.  But  by  statute  10  Geo.  III.,  chap. 
18.  very  high  pecunisry  penalties,  or  a  long 
imprisonment  and  whipping  in  their  stead, 
may  be  inflicted  by  two  justices  of  the  peace 


(with  a  very  extraordinary  mode  of  appeal  to 
the  quarter  sessions)  on  such  a  steal,  or  for 
knowingly  harboring  a  stolen  dog,  or  bavins  in 
custody  the  skin  of  a  dog  that  has  been  stolen. 

4  Chitty's  BL  Com.  p.  190;  2  Russell,  Crimes, 
9th  ed.  p.  281. 

All  larcenies  at  common  law  are  of  goods 
and  chattels,  and  must  be  of  some  value,  but 
DO  particular  value  is  required. 

2  Bishop,  Crim.  L.  7th  ed.  §  767. 

If  the  carcass  was  of  any  value,  either  for 
food  or  for  its  hide,  it  would  be  the  subject  of 
larceny. 

Bishop,  Crim.  L.  g  775. 

The  reason  of  the  law  being  changed,  the 
law  is  also  changed. 

Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  11th  ed.  145. 

When  dogs  became  domesticated   and  of 


Injury  arose  from  fearer  restlvenefls, and  if  the  de- 
clared value  of  the  doff  exceeded  £5  the  price  of 
cooveyanoe  in  addition  to  regular  fare  would  be 
at  the  rate  of  2k  per  cent  or  S  d.  in  £1  upon  the 
declared  value  above  £5,  whatever  may  be  the 
amount  of  such  value  or  for  whatever  distance, 
and  the  plaintiff  made  no  declaration  of  value  and 
paid  3  a,  and  the  dog  was  placed  in  a  horse  box  and 
fastened  with  a  leather  collar  and  a  strap  to  the 
side  of  the  horse  box,  and  escaped  through  an 
open  window  and  was  lost,  a  judgment  against  the 
company  for  £21  was  set  aside  upon  the  ground  that 
the  conditions  in  the  ticket  were  just  and  reasona- 
ble. Harrison  v.  London.  B.  ft  8.  C.  R.  Co.  2  Best  ft 
8. 122,  81  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  8.  IIS,  8  Jur.  N.  8.  740, 6  L.  T. 
N.8.466. 

In  Ashenden  v.  London,  B.  ft  8.  C.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  5 
Bxch.  Div.  190.  42  L.  T.  N.  8.586,  28  Week.  Rep.  511. 
44  J.  P.  203,  it  was  said  that  Harrison  v.  London.  B.  ft 
8.  C.  R.  Co.  was  overruled. 

8o.  where  a  greyhound  was  delivered  to  a  carrier 
and  was  tied  by  a  cord  iu  a  watch-box.  but  slipped 
from  the  noose  and  was  lost,  the  carrier  was  respon- 
sible for  his  value.  8tuart  v.  Crawley,  2  Stark. 
888. 

So,  where  a  passenger  delivered  a  dog  to  the 
baggage  master  and  paid  the  charges  thereon,  a 
recovery  was  allowed  where  the  dog  was  lost  from 
having  t>een  put  off  at  the  wrong  station,  although 
the  company  had  a  rule  that  *Mlve  animals  are  al- 
lowed as  baggagemen's  perquisites,'*  but  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  plaintiff  bad  notice  of  such  rule. 
Cantling  v.  Hannibal  ft  St  J.  R.  Co.  64  Mo.  886, 14 
Am.  Rep.  478. 

And  an  express  company  was  liable  where  dogs 
were  shipped  for  exhibition,  which  fact  was  known 
to  the  company,  and  were  not  delivered  to  the  ad- 
dress until  ten  hours  after  their  arrival,  and  too 
late  to  compete,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
damages  includ  ing  anticipated  profits.  Kennedy  v. 
American  Bxp.  Co.  22  Ont.  App.  Rep.  278. 

The  case  of  Harrison  v.  London,  B.  ft  8.  C.  R.  Co. 
2Be8t  ftS.  122,31  L.  J.  Q.  a  N.  8.  113,8  Jur.N.S. 
740, 8  L.T.  N.  8. 480,  allowing  a  railroad  company 
to  exempt  itself  in  certain  cases  by  limiting  its 
liability  for  dogs,  was  overruled.  The  cases  hold- 
ing a  transportation  company  not  liable  do  so  on 
Che  ground  that  it  was  not  a  common  carrier. 

Where  a  greyhound  was  delivered  to  the  servants 
of  a  railroad  company  who  were  not  common  car- 
riers of  dogs,  and  the  fare  demanded  was  paid,  and 
in  transferring  the  greyhound  from  one  train  to 
another  which  had  not  then  arrived  the  dog  was 
fastened  to  an  iron  spout  on  the  platform  by  reason 
of  a  strap  and  collar  originally  put  on  by  the  owner, 
and  while  so  fastened  slipped  its  collar  and  ran 
upon  the  track  and  was  killed,  a  recovery  was  de- 
nied. Richardson  v.  North  Eastern  R.  B.  Co.  L.  R.  7 
40L.R.A. 


C.P.75,  41  L.  J.  a  P.  N.  8.  60,26  L.  T.  N.  8. 131,20 
Week.  Rep.  461. 

In  Richardson  v.  North  Eastern  R.  Co.  L.  R.  7  C. 
P.  76.  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  60, 26  L.  T.  N.  8.  131,  20 
Week.  Rep.  461,  the  case  of  Stuart  v.  Crawley,  2 
Stark.  828,  was  distinguished,  as  in  that  case  the  de- 
fendant was  a  common  carrier  and  here  the  defend- 
ants are  not,  and  in  that  case  when  the  dog  was  de- 
livered to  the  defendant's  servant  he  had  the  means 
of  seeing  that  it  was  insufficiently  secured  by  the 
cord  around  his  neck,  whereas  here  the  mode  of 
securing  the  dog  by  the  collar  and  strap  was  origi- 
nally adopted. 

Where  a  railroad  company  did  not  hold  itself  out 
as  a  common  carrier  of  dogs,  and  refused  to  accept 
hire  and  furnish  tickets  for  their  transportation, 
and  the  agent  referred  the  owner  to  the  baggage 
master,  who  told  him,  "You  know  the  rules  at>out 
dogs."  but  as  an  accommodation  consented  to  take 
the  dogs  in  his  oar  and  promised  to  look  after 
them,  for  which  he  received  $2.  no  recovery  could 
be  bad  for  the  loss  of  a  dog  under  a  complaint 
charging  the  defendant  as  a  common  carrier,  where 
the  proof 'showed  him  liable  as  a  private  carrier 
only.  Honey  man  v.  Oregon  ft  C.  R.  Co.  13  Or.  352, 
67  Am.  Rep.  20. 

IV.  AttAow  for  in^Hes  to  doffi  bv  raHroad  and 
street  can. 

In  CrriZBNS'  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Dew  it  was 
held  that  a  motorman  could  not  rely  upon  the 
quickness  and  celerity  of  a  dog  in  order  to  absolve 
the  company  from  all  duty  and  care  to  prevent 
running  over  the  dog  with  an  electric  car.  Rn^'  i^ 
street-railway  company  was  held  liable  for  the  kill- 
ing of  a  dog  by  an  electric  car,  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  motorman.  It  was  further  held  that  a 
dog  is  not  a  trespasser  on  a  street-oar  track  that  is 
laid  in  the  highway  on  the  same  level. 

But  under  Miss.  Code  1880,  •  1060,  providing  that 
in  all  actions  against  railroad  companies  for  dam- 
ages done  to  persons  or  property,  proof  of  injury 
inflicted  by  the  running  of  the  locomotives  or  cars 
of  such  company  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  want  of  reasonable  skill  and  care  upon  the  part 
of  the  company,  where  a  dog  was  killed  by  a  train 
a  recovery  was  denied  on  a  showing  made  that  the 
employees  of  the  company  did  all  that  could  be 
done  to  avoid  the  accident.  It  was  held  that  the 
presumption  was  that  the  dog  had  the  instinct  and 
ability  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  danger,  and  would 
do  so  unless  its  freedom  of  action  was  interfered 
with  by  other  circumstances.  Jones  v.  Bond,  40 
Fed.  Rep.  281. 

And  under  La.  Laws  1882,  p.  160  (act  July  8^  1682), 
providing  (•  2)  that  dogs  are  property,  but  no  dog 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  law  unless 
placed  upon  the  assessment  roll,  and  (13)  providing 
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Talue  to  roaDkind,  the  reason  for  this  ancient 
rule  became  obsolete  and  the  law  itself  was 
repealed. 

MvValy  v.  People,  86  N.  T.  365;  HayiDoad 
Y.  State,  41  Ark.  479;  StaU  v.  Bouse,  65  N.  0. 
815.  6  Am.  Rep.  744;  Clark,  Grim.  Cas.  Horn- 
book Series,  p.  332;  People  v.  Maloney,  1  Park. 
Grim.  Rep.  693;  People  v.  Campbell,  4  Park. 
Grim.  Rep.  886;  State  v.  Broutn,  9  Baxt.  53.  40 
Am.  Rep.  81;  Com,  v.  Hazelwood,  84  Ky.  681. 

The  principles  of  the  common  law,  ancient 
or  modern,  not  being  enforced  in  this  state 
except  so  far  as  they  are  applicable  to  our 
habits  and  conditions  of  society  ( Wagner  v. 
BUeell,  3  Iowa,  396;  Piereon  ▼.  Lane,  60  Iowa, 
60).  it  caonot  be  said  that  these  obsolete  rules 
were  in  force  in  this  slate  at  the  time  of  the 


enactment  of  §  8902  by  the  different  lec^isla^ 
tnres,  much  less  that  these  ancient  rules  were 
considered  by  the  legislature. 

Section  8902  of  the  Code  is  as  follows  'Mf 
any  person  steal,  take,  and  carry  away  of  the 
property  of  another  any  money,  goods,  or 
chattels,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny.^ 

The  words  "property,  goods,  and  chattels'' 
are  words  of  common  use  and  are  to  be  taken 
in  their  actual,  plain,  and  ordinary  sense. 

Equitable  L,  Ine.  Co.  ▼.  Oleaeon,  56  Iowa. 
47;  Blaekman  ▼.  Wadeworih,  65  Iowa,  80;  State 
V.  Phipps,  95  Iowa,  491;  State  v.  Smith,  4^ 
Iowa,  674. 

It  can  hardly  be  said  that  it  was  not  the  ob- 
ject of  the  statute  and  the  spirit  of  the  law  to 
make  it  a  crime  to  steal  property  of  any  kind 


that  In  civil  actl  cos  for  the  killinff  of  or  for  injuries 
done  to  dogs,  the  owner  cannot  recover  heyond  the 
amount  of  the  value  of  such  dofr  as  fixed  by  him- 
self in  the  last  assessment,  and  New  Orleans  city 
ordinance,  July  1, 1890,  providing  that  no  dog  shall 
be  permitted  to  run  at  large  without  a  license  tag, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  a  compliance  with 
the  law  of  the  state  and  the  ordinance  of  the  city  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  recovery  from  the  railroad 
company  for  negligently  killing  his  dog.  Sentell 
T.  New  Orleans  &  C.  R.  Co.  166  (J.  8.  008,  41  L.  ed. 
1169. 

For  prior  cases  see  St.  Louis  8.  W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Stan- 
fleld  (Ark.)  37  L.  R.  A.  669,  noU. 

T.  Bight  to  km  doge. 
a.  Police  power. 

The  question  of  the  right  of  property  in  dogs  en- 
ters largely  into  the  cases  of  the  *'right  to  kill  a 
dog,"  and  reference  is  made  to  the  case  of  Hubbard 
V.  Preston  (Mich.)  15  L.  R.  A.  249,  note  on  that  sub- 
ject. A  summary  of  the  cases  on  that  subject  may 
be  grouped  as  follows: 

The  following  cases  affirm  that  by  virtue  of  the 
police  power  certain  classes  of  dogs  may  be  killed: 
Leach  v.  Blwood,  8  111.  App.  458;  Haller  v.  Sheridan, 
27  Ind.  494;  Independence  v.  Trouvalle,  15  Kan.  70; 
State,  Curtis,  v.  Topeka.  36  Kan.  76,  69  Am.  Rep. 
629;  Com.  v.  Markham.  7  Bush,  487;  Hagerstown  v. 
Witmer,  86  Md.  293,  89  L.  R.  A.  649;  Tower  v.  Tower, 
18  Pick.  262;  Blair  v.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  136;  More- 
wood  V.  Wakefield,  188  Mass.  240;  Faribault  v.  Wil- 
■on.  34  Minn.  254;  Morey  v.  Brown,  42  N.  H.  373; 
Mowery  v.  Salisbury,  82  N.  C.  175;  Griggs  v.  Dlttoe, 
12  Ohio  St  601;  McKenzie  v.  Campbell,  1  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
241;  Jenkins  v.  Ballantyne,  8  Utah,  245. 16  L.  R.  A. 
689;  People,  Renshaw,  v.  Gillespie,  25  App.  Div.  91. 

Other  cases  deny  the  power:  Lowell  v.  Gathrigbt, 
97  Tod.  313;  Stebbins  v.  Mayer,  88  Kan.  678  (no  dty 
ordinance);  Bishop  v.  Fahay,  16  Gray,  61;  Kerr  v. 
Seaver,  11  Allen,  161;  Cozzens  v.  Nason,  109  Mass. 
276;  People,  Shand,  v.  Tighe.  9  Misc.  607:  Lynn  v. 
State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  153;  Heisrodt  v.  Hackett, 
84  Mich.  283;  Archer  v.  Baertschi,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  IX; 
Fox  V.  Mohawk  &  H.  River  Humane  Soo.  26  App. 
Div.  96. 

b.  Unlawfuay  kOUng  dogs. 

It  was  held  that  an  owner  may  recover  for  un- 
lawfully killing  his  dog.  Parker  v.  Mlse,  27  Ala. 
480,62  Am.  Dec.  776;  Johnson  v.  McConnell,  80  Cal. 
646;  Lowell  v.  Oathright,  97  Ind.  313;  Gibbons  v. 
Van  Alstyne,  29  N.  Y.  8.  R.  461;  Dodson  v.  Mock,  20 
N.  C.  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  146, 32  Am.  Dec.  677;  WheaUey 
T.  HarriH,4  Sneed.  468,  70  Am.  Dec.  266;  Heiligmann 
T.  Rose,  81  Tex.  SK,  13  L.  R.  A.  272. 

Where  a  constable  shot  a  dog  going  on  his  ao- 
eustomed  route  from  the  barn,  on  the  sidewalk,  to 
the  garden,  and  the  jury  found  a  special  verdict  to 
the  effect  that  if  the  defendant  was  not  justified  in 
40  U  R.  A. 


shooting  the  dog  the  damages  were  $76,  and  if  he 
was  justified  in  shooting  the  dog  they  found  a  ver- 
dict of  $200  for  shooting  into  the  fence  and  garden^ 
judgment  was  rendered  for  $276.  Swann  v.  Bowle» 
2  Cranch,  C.  C.  221. 

o.  Barking  and  houHing  doge. 

Some  oases  hold  that  a  barking  and  howling  dog 
may  not  be  killed.  Jaoquay  v.  Hartaell,  1  Ind* 
App.  600. 

Other  cases  affirm  the  right  to  kill  such  dog. 
Woolf  V.  Chalker.  81  Conn.  121,  81  Am.  Dec.  175; 
Brill  V.  Flagler,  28  Wend.  354,  Overruled  in  Dun- 
lap  V.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  661;  Laverty  v.  Hogan,  2  N. 
Y.  City  Ct.  Rep.  197. 

In  Hubbard  v.  Preston,  90  Mich.  221, 16  L.  B.  A. 

249,  the  oourt  said  it  was  a  question  for  the  Jury. 

d.  Dangerous  dogn, 

A  dangerous  dog  may  be  killed  in  self-defense. 
Woolf  V.  Chalker,  31  Conn.  121.  81  Am.  Dec  176; 
Reynolds  v.  Phillips,  13  111.  App.  557;  Anson  v. 
Dwight.  18  Iowa,  241;  Nehr  v.  State,  35  Neb.  638.  IT 
L.  R.  A.  771;  Credit  v.  Brown,  10  Johns.  265;  Put- 
nam V.  Payne,  13  Johns.  312;  Maxwell  v.  Palmer- 
ton,  21  Wend.  407;  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  66U 
People,  Dillon,  v.  Metropolitan  Police,  16  Abb.  Pr. 
167;  Laverty  v.  Hogan,  2  N.  Y.  aty  Ct.  Rep.  197; 
People,  Shand,  v.  Tighe,  9  Misc.  607:  Bowers  v.  Fitz- 
randolph,  Addison  (Pa.)  216;  Keck  v.  Halstead,  2 
Lutw.  630;  Spalght  v.  McGovem,  16  R.  1. 668, 7  L.  R» 
A.  888;  Brown  v.  Carpenter,  26  Vt.  688,  62  Am.  Dec. 
608;  Quigley  v.  Pudsey,  26  N.  S.240. 

In  Wright  V.  Wran8Ci)t,  2  Keble,  237,  1  Sid.  336, 
*Mn  an  action  sur  case  for  killing  a  mastiff  dog.  the 
defendant  Justified  because  the  plaintiff  suffered 
him  to  go  unmuzzled  and  that  he  fell  on  a  dog  kept 
by  the  defendant  for  preservation  of  the  house,  and 
that  the  defendant,  to  preserve  his  dog,  killed  the 
plaintiff's  dog.  which  per  T.  and  W.  is  ill,  without 
saying  he  oould  not  otherwise  do  It.  .  .  .  But 
per  Keeling,  Ch.  J.,  this  is  a  sufficient  Justification^ 
to  which  Moreton  inclined."  But  the  defendant 
not  attending  it  was  adjourned.  In  1  Wma.  8aund» 
84,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  was  bad.  and  Judg* 
ment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

Some  cases  held  that  under  the  evidence  the  kill- 
ing was  not  Justified.  Uhlein  v.  Cromack,  109  Mass. 
273;  Dodson  v.  Mock,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  146.32 
Am.  Deo.  677;  Perry  v.  Phipps,  32  N.  C.  (10  Ired.  L.> 

250.  61  Am.  Dec.  387;  Spalght  v.  McGovem,  16  R.  I. 
658,  7  L.  R.  A.  888  (contributory  negligence);  Clark 
V.  Webster.  1  Car.  ft  P.  104;  Hanway  v.  Boultbee,  4 
Car.  ft  P.  860, 1  Moody  ft  B.  16;  Morris  v.  Nugent,. 
7  Car.  ft  P.  672. 

e.  IVetpantna  dogs. 

It  is  generally  held  that  a  mere  trespassing  doir 
cannot  be  killed.  Brent  v.  Kimball,  60  lU.  211, 14 
Am.  Rep.  85;  Tyner  ▼.  Cory,  6  Ind.  216;  Dinwiddle 
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that  is  of  yalue.  This  is  the  common  meaning 
of  the  words  used,  and  must  prevail. 

EquiiaUe  L.  Ins.  Co.  y.  QUatan,  56  Iowa, 
46;  MarihaU  v.  B'aeks/iire,  44  Iowa,  478;  Hatri- 
man  v.  State,  2  Q.  Greene,  265. 

Meitrs.  Clarke  A  Cohenonr,  for  appel- 
lee: 

Under  the  common  law  a  dog  is  not  the 
snbiect  of  larceny. 

1  Hale.  PI.  0.  Ist  Am.  ed.  p.  512;  4  B1.  p.  286; 
2  Bishop.  Grim.  L.  i§  778;  1  McClain,  Grim. 
Law,  §  589:  Davis,  Griminal  Gode  and  Di«rest, 
p.  176;  Skite  v.  Lymus,  26  Ohio  St.  400.  20 
Am.  Rep.  772:  State  v.  Doe,  79  Ind  9,  41  Am. 
Rep.  599;  StaU  y.  Holder,  81  N.  G.  627.  81 
Am.  Kep.  517:  Ward  ▼.  State,  48  Ala.  161.  17 


Am.  Rep.  81;  12  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc  Law» 
p.  782. 

It  then  follows  that  if  a  dog  is  to  be  in- 
cluded in  subjects  of  which  larceny  can  be 
committed,  it  must  be  by  virtue  of  some  posi- 
tive statutory  enactment  including  them  Id 
the  subjects  of  larceny. 

Under  the  common  law  a  dog  belonged  in 
the  same  classification  of  animals  as  does  a 
coon,  all  of  which  were  held  not  to  be  the  sub- 
jects of  larceny. 

Warren  r.  State,  1  Q.  Greene,  111;  Shaul  v. 
Brown,  28  Iowa.  42.  4  Am.  Rep.  151. 

Statutes  worded  similarily  to  our  statute  do 
not  make  a  dog  the  subject  of  larceny. 

State  y.  Lymue.  26  Ohio  St.  400,   20  Am. 


T.  State,  103  Ind.  101;  Sosat  v.  State,  2  Ind.  App.  686; 
Marshall  v.  Blackshire,  44  Iowa,  475;  Barret  v. 
Utley,  12  Bush.  309;  Bowers  v.  Horeo,  90  Mich.  420. 
17  L.  R.  A.  778;  Qlllum  v.  Sisson,  68  Mo.  App.  616; 
Dudley  v.  Love,  80  Mo.  App.  420;  Woolsey  v.  Haas, 
66  Mo.  App.  196;  McDanlel  v.  State.  5  Tex.  App.  476; 
TowDsend  ▼.  Watben,  9  East.  277;  Comer  ▼.  Champ- 
neys,  olted  in  2  Marsh.  684. 

Other  cases  hold  that  such  dog  may  be  killed. 
SimmoDds  v.  Holmes,  61  Conn.  1, 15  L.  R.  A.  263; 
Dunning  y.  Bird.  24  111  App.  270;  U'pe  t.  Black- 
welder.  25  111.  App.  119;  Meoeley  v.  Carson,  56  111. 
App.  74;  Bradford  v.  McKlbben,  4  Bush,  646;  Bar- 
ret v.  Utley.  12  Bush,  809;  Hubbard  v.  Preston,  90 
Mich.  221. 16  L.  R.  A.  249;  King  v.  Kline,  6  Pa.  818. 

Where  a  confectioner  and  baker  placed  poisoned 
bread  and  cheese  behind  his  counter  underneath 
the  same  to  destroy  rats  and  mice,  and  plaintiil's 
dog,  while  his  daughter  was  waiting  to  be  served, 
went  under  the  counter  and  ate  some  of  the  pois- 
oned bread  and  cheese,  no  recovery  could  be  had. 
Stansfeld  v.  Boiling,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  799. 

Under  24  ft  25  Vict.  chap.  97.  •  41,  providing  that 
whosoever  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously  kill, 
maim,  or  wound  any  dog.  shall  be  punished,  a  con- 
viction could  not  be  had  for  placing  poisoned 
meat  in  a  garden  for  the  purpose  of  killing  a  tres- 
passing dog.  In  this  case  it  was  said  that  it  might 
be  an  ofTense  under  27  ft  28  Vict.  chap.  15.  •  2.  mak- 
ing it  criminal  to  set  up  poisoned  meat  calculated 
to  destroy  life.  Daniel  v.  Janes,  L.  R.  2  a  P.  Div. 
861. 

f.  Sheep-MUing  dogs. 

It  is  generally  held  that  sheep-killing  dogs  may 
be  killed.  Thompson  v.  State,  67  Ala.  106.  42  Am. 
Rep.  101;  Johnson  v.  McConnell,  80  Cal.  646  (Stat- 
ute); Milman  v.  Shockley,  1  Houst.  (Del.)  444  (Stat- 
ute); Hunt  V.  State,  8  Ind.  App.  883;  Carpenter  v. 
Lippitt,  77  Mo.  242  (Statute);  Brauer  v.  English,  21 
Mo.  App.  490;  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  561: 
Brown  v.  Hoburger,  62  Barb.  15;  Parrott  v.  Harts- 
field,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  ft  B.  L.)  110,  82  Am.  Dec.  678; 
Job  V.  Harlan,  18  Ohio  St  486;  Campbell  v.  Brown, 
1  Grant,  Cas.  82  (Statute);  Com.  v.  Gabby,  5  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  160;  Miller  y.  Spaulding,  41  Wis.  221. 

Other  cases  deny  the  right  unless  the  dog  is 
caught  in  the  act  or  the  statute  authorizes  it. 
Lentz  V.  Stroh.  6  Serg.  ft  R  84  (statute  not  retroac- 
tive): Wells  V.  Head,  4  Gar.  ft  P.  668. 

g.  DooB  ehaaing  other  animaU, 

Dogs  chasing  other  animals  cannot  be  killed. 
Spray  y.  Ammerman,  06  111.  809;  Livermore  v. 
Batohelder,  141  Mass.  179;  Hinckley  v.  Emerson.  4 
Cow.  851;  State  y.  Latham,  86  N.  C.  (18  Ired.  L.)  83; 
Janson  y.  Brown.  1  Campb.  41;  Vere  v.  Lord  Craw- 
dor,  11  Bast,  568;  Wright  v.  Ramscot,  1  Wms. 
Baund,  8i;  Kellett  y.  Stannard,  2  Ir.  C.  L.  liep.  156. 

Some  cases,  however,  affirm  the  right.  Ander- 
son y.  Smith,  7  111.  App.  854;  Barret  v.  Utley,  12 
Bush,  390;  Leonard  y.  Wilkins,  9  Johns.  233.  Boecher 
40  L.  K.  A. 


V.  Lutz,  18  Daly,  28;  Sutton  v.  Coover,  4  York,  22; 
Protheroe  v.  Mathews,  6  Car.  ft  P.  581;  Wadhurst  v. 
Damme,  Cro.  Jac.  45;  Barrington  v.  Turner,  8  Lev. 
28. 

If  a  man  hunt  with  a  tumbler  (greyhound)  in  my 
warren,  still  I  am  not  Justified  in  killing  the  tumb- 
ler with  my  mastiff  set  on  by  me.  This  case  was 
cited  in  Barrington  v.  Turner,  8  Lev.  28.  where  a 
recovery  was  denied  for  killing  greyhounds  which 
chased  a  deer  in  defendant's  park.  Lewins's  Case, 
2  Rolle,  Abr.  567. 

Where  the  defendant  Justified  klllinarthe  plain- 
tiff*s  mastiffs  to  prevent  them  from  killing  the 
plaintiff's  hogs  that  were  trespassing.  Hale  said: 
*The  Justification  of  killing  the  mastiffs  is  well 
enough;  for  a  man  may  not  set  mastiffs  upon  pigs 
to  kill  them,  but  he  may  hunt  them  with  a  little 
dog."  King  V.  Rose,  Freem.  C.  L.  847. 4  Raym.  228, 
8  Keb.  228. 

In  Wadhurst  y.  Damme,  Cro.  Jac.  45,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  trespass  for  killing  a  mastiff  dog.  a  defense 
that  the  dog  was  in  the  habit  of  killing  conies  io 
his  warren  was  held  good. 

A  recovery  could  not  be  had  for  damages  for 
killing  a  dog  which  chased  a  rabbit  into  the  lands 
of  the  defendant,  and  ran  against  a  dng  spear  and 
was  injured.  Jordin  v.  Crump,  8  Mees.  ft  W.  782, 11 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  74. 

In  Deane  v.  Clayton,  2  Marsh.  577, 1  J.  R  Moore, 
208.  7  Taunt,  489,  as  to  whether  the  owner  of  wood- 
land was  liable  for  placing  dog  spears  near  the 
paths,  thereby  killing  a  trespassing  dog  chasing  a 
hare,  the  owner  of  the  dog  using  all  his  endeavors 
to  call  in  his  dog.  was  not  decided. 

h.  Doge  ''at  large.*' 

Dogs  held  to  be  at  large.  Com.  v.  Chase,  6  Cush. 
248;  Com.  v.  Dow.  10  Met.  382;  Julienne  v.  Jackson, 
60  Miss.  84;  Nehr  v.  State,  85  Neb.  638. 17  L.  R.  A.  771; 
Griggs  V.  Dittoe,  52  Ohio  St.  601;  Jenkins  v.  Ballan- 
tyne,  8  Utah.  245, 16  L.  R.  A.  669;  Brown  y.  Carpen- 
ter, 28  Vt.  638,  62  Am.  Dec.  003. 

Dogs  held  not  to  be  at  large.  Lowell  v.  Gath- 
right,  97  Ind.  313;  Bishop  v.  Fahay,  15  Gray,  61;  Mc- 
Aneany  v.  Jewett,  10  Allen,  161;  Swann  v.  Bowie, 
2  Cranch,  C.  C.  221. 

i.  KiUing  a  dog  by  migtake. 

A  party  killing  a  dog  by  mistake  is  held  liable* 
Ranson  v.  Kitner.  31  III.  App.  242;  Harris  y.  Eaton, 
20  R  I.  pt  1,  p.  84;  Wright  y.  Clark,  60  Vt.  130, 28 
Am.  Rep.  496. 

VI.  Criminal  aetions /or  it^rtes  to  do08. 

A  criminal  prosecution  would  lie  at  common  law 
for  malicious  mischief  In  injuring  a  dog,  but  a 
diclum,  in  Missouri  denies  that  such  an  action  Oould 
be  maintained. 

In  King  v.  Chaloner,  12  Mud.  877.  "an  Informa- 
tion was  against  him  for  killing  my  Lord  S.'s  dog,, 
setting  forth  that  Lord  S.  was  riding  in  the  viU  of 
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Rep.  472;  StaU  ▼.  Doe,  79  Ind.  9.  41  Am.  Rep. 
599;  State  v.  Holder,  81  N.  C.  527,  81  Am. 
Rep.  617;  Ward  ▼.  State,  48  Ala.  161, 17  Am. 
Rep.  81;  12  Am.  &  Eog.  Edc.  Law.  p.  782;  1 
McClain,  CrimiDal  Law.  g  539. 

At  common  law  a  chose  io  action  was  not 
the  subject  of  larceny,  and  statutes  makinf^ 
•'personal  goods"  the  subject  of  larceny  are 
usually  construed  as  not  including  cboses  in 
action,  and  to  be  included  in  the  definition  of 
larceny  they  must  be  designated  in  express 
words'as  our  statute  has  done. 

12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  784 ;  United  Statei 
T.  Davie,  5  Mason.  856;  Warner  v.  Com.  1  Pa. 
St.  164.  44  Am.  Dec.  114;  Cvlp  ▼.  StaU,  1 
Port.  (Ala.)  83,  26  Am.  Dec.  857. 


The  terms  "goods^  and  "chattels"  cannot 
be  extended  by  implication  to  include  dogs, 
but  if  they  are  to  be  made  the  subjects  of  lar- 
ceny it  must  be  by  a  statutory  enactment  using 
express  words  for  that  purpose. 

Sentell  v.  New  Orleans  d  0.  E.  Co.  166  U.  8. 
698,  41  L.  ed.  1169. 

In  the  first  place,  the  common  law  adopted 
and  in  force  in  Iowa  is  the  common  law  and 
statutes  of  England  In  force  and  operation 
prior  to  the  year  1707.  the  date  of  the  union 
of  England  and  Scotland  under  the  title  of 
Great  Britain. 

aFerrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  881;  Reynolds 
▼.  Wilmeth,  46  Iowa,  693. 

The  statute  of  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18,  only 


D.  Id  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  that  his  grey- 
bound  beiDff  t'^^-nc  et  ibidem  following  him,  the  de- 
fendant drew  bis  sword,  and  tunc  et  ibidem  killed 
the  doff.  Not  eruilty  pleaded;  and  at  fii^t  prlus  the 
defendant  rdicta  verijleatione  confessed  the  ac- 
tion; and  the  postea  was,  'that  at  ni^i  priua  at  such 
a  day,  the  defendant  relicta  verificatiame  confrsscd 
the  action.*  Holt,  Chief  Justice.  *You  should 
not  have  mentioned  the  nisi  pritu  at  all,  but  have 
entered  it  as  of  a  term  before:  or,  since  you  have 
mentioned  it,  you  should  have  shewed  that  the 
Jury  was  called,  etc.,  and  then  the  defendant  re- 
Hcta^  etc.,  for  now  you  tell  us  of  a  niei  prlus,  and 
shew  notbinflr  that  was  done  there.'  Brotherick 
excepted,  that  it  did  not  appear  what  county  the 
dofr  was  in;  for  though  Lord  8.  is  said  to  be  in  Mid- 
dlesex, the  dosr  mi^ht  be  in  another  county,  and 
ad  tune  et  ibidem  shall  only  fro  to  the  vill,  which 
may  extend  to  more  counties  than  one.  Sed  Per 
Curiam;  Mt  shall  jro  to  both.' " 

In  a  criminal  prosecution  for  malicious  mischief 
in  shooting  a  dofr  the  court  said  that  many  actions 
have  been  brought  in  this  state  and  in  England  for 
injuries  to  such  property,  and  it  was  held  "if.  then, 
dogs  be  persona]  property,  they  are  protected  by 
the  law,  and  the  owner  has  such  an  interest  in  them 
as  that  he  can  protect  and  defend  them:  and  the 
destruction  of  them  from  malice  to  the  owner  Is,  in 
law,  malicious  mischief."  State  v.  Latham,  85  N.  C. 
<18  Ired.  L.)  83. 

But  in  State  v.  Mease,  00  Mo.  App.  fiSl,  it  was 
•aid  that  it  was  not  an  offense  at  common  law  to 
kill  a  dog,  and  that  in  that  respect  the  common 
law  is  stiil  in  force  in  Missouri.  (But  see  State  v. 
Latham,  and  Kinflr  v.  Chaloner,  mpra). 

Under  statutes  making  it  criminal  to  injure 
**property,*'  prosecutions  have  been  maintained  for 
injury  to  dogs.  State  v.  Sumuer.  2  Ind.  877;  Har- 
ness V.  State,  27  Ind.  426;  Sosat  v.  State,  2  Ind.  App. 
686;  State  v.  McDuffle.  84  N.  H.  628,  60  Am.  Deo. 
616;  Nohr  v.  State,  86  Neb.  688, 17  L.  R.  A.  77L 

But  the  converse  was  held  in  the  following  cases: 
State  V.  Marshall,  18  Tex.  55;  Patton  v.  State,  03  Ga. 
Ill,  24  L.  R.  A.  782;  Com.  v.  Maolin,  8  Leigh.  800; 
Davis  V.  Com.  17  Gratt.  617;  State  v.  Mease,  60  Mo. 
App.  581. 

A  dog  was  embraced  in  the  term  **a]l  brute  crea- 
tures."   State  V.  Giles,  125  Ind.  124. 

Or  "animal."    Warner  v.  Perry,  14  Hun.  337. 

**Or  other  beasts."  United  States  v.  Gideon,  1 
Minn.  202. 

But  a  dog  was  not  embraced  in  "domestic  ani- 
mals." State  V.  Harriman,  76  Me.  662,  46  Am.  Rep. 
423. 

Or  "cattle."    State  v.  Mease,  60  Mo.  App.  581. 

In  some  prosecutions  It  was  shown  that  the  word 
*'dog"  was  mentioned  speciflcally  in  the  statutes 
against  malicious  mischief.  Hewitt  v.  State,  121 
Ind.  245;  Kinsman  v.  State,  77  Ind.  182;  State  v. 
Pine,  80  Tex.  800;  McDaniel  v.  State,  5  Tex. App. 
475. 
40  L.R.  A. 


Under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  075.  •  71.  providing  that 
any  person  who  shall  maliciously  destroy  any  prop- 
erty shall  be  fined,  it  was  held  that  "a  man  there- 
fore at  common  law  may  have  an  absolute  prop- 
erty in  him"  (a  dog.)  "A  dog  then,  being  a  domestic 
animal,  is  a  subject  of  absolute  property,  and« 
though  not  intrinsically  for  his  flesh,  yet  extrinsi- 
cally  for  his  use,  being  of  some,  we  might  say  of 
much,  value,  the  killing  of  him  under  our  statute  is 
an  indictable  offense.*'  State  v.  Sumner,  2  Ind.  877. 

And  under  2  Gavin.  &  H.  (Ind.)  p.  462,  9 13,  provid- 
ing that  every  person  who  shall  maliciously  and 
mischievously  injure  any  property  of  another 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  malicious  trespass  and 
be  fined  not  exceeding  twice  the  value  of  the  dam- 
age done,  in  a  prosecution  for  killing  a  dog  it  was 
held  that  the  amount  of  damage  done,  and  not  the 
value  of  the  animal  killed,  constituted  the  basis  for 
the  penalty  and  as  a  matter  of  law.  The  court 
said:  **We  cannot  know  that  the  dog  was  of  no 
value  after  he  was  killed;  at  least,  it  is  a  fact  that 
cannot  be  left  to  inference.  Some  animals  are  of 
as  much  value  after  they  are  killed  as  before.  The 
damages  occasioned  by  the  injury  oomplained  of 
must  be  averred."    Harness  v.  State,  27  Ind.  425. 

And  a  conviction  was  had  under  Ind.  Stat.  Elli- 
ott's Supp.  8  448.  making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any 
person  to  mischievously  or  maliciously  injure  or 
kill  any  dog  that  has  been  listed  for  taxation,  except 
sheep-killing  dogs.    Hewitt  y.  State,  121  Ind.  245. 

Under  Ind.  act  March  7,  1883,  Acts  1883,  p.  148, 
providing  that  any  person  who  shall  mischievously 
injure  or  kill  any  dog  that  has  been  duly  listed  for 
taxation  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  except* 
ing  from  the  act  dogs  killed  while  damaging  prop- 
erty or  sheep-killing  dogs,  a  conviction  was  had 
where  a  dog  was  properly  listed,  and  was  not  dam- 
aging any  property,  and  was  not  shown  to  be  a 
sheep  killing  dog.  Dinwiddle  v.  State,  103  Ind.  101. 

A  conviction  could  be  had  under  Ind.  Elev.  Stat. 
1881, 1 1065,  providing  whoever  maliciously  or  mis- 
chievously injures  or  cau  ses  to  be  injured  any  prop- 
erty of  another  is  guilty  of  malicious  trespass,  not- 
withstanding the  act  of  March  7, 1888.  §  5.  providing- 
against  maliciously  injuring  or  killing  any  dog  that 
has  been  listed  for  taxation.  Sosat  v.  State,  2  Ind. 
App.  586. 

In  Sosat  V.  State,  2  Ind.  App.  586,  it  was  said  that 
the  case  of  Kinsman  v.  State,  77  Ind.  182,  was  de- 
cided before  the  dog  law  of  1888  and  1881  had  been 
enacted. 

In  Kinsman  t.  State,  77  Ind.  183,  under  2  Ind.  Bev. 
Stat  1876,  p.  462  a88I.  p.  186),  in  a  prosecution  for 
unlawfully,  maliciously,  and  mischievously  kill- 
ing a  dog.  it  was  said  that  ever  since  Ind.  act  of 
March,  1861,  providing  for  licensing  dogs,  the  laws 
of  this  state  have  recognized  the  property  in  dogs, 
and  have  required  that  their  owners  should  con- 
tribute certain  sums  to  the  revenue  of  the  town- 
ship on  account  of  their  ownership  of  such  prop- 
erty; that  the  first  aot  of  Maroh,  1861,  oalied  it  a 
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provided  for  the  paDisfaroent  for  taking  and 
carrying  away  a  dog,  but  did  not  make  it 
larceny. 

1  McClain,  Criminal  Law,  g  689;  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  chap.  83.  §  28. 

Criminal  and  penal  statutes  are  to  be  strictly 
construed,  and  their  effect  not  to  be  extended 
by  implication. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  874,  876,  887. 

Deemert  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  sole  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
whether  or  not  a  dog  is  the  subject  of  larceny. 
That  it  was  not  at  common  law  is  conceded. 
The  reasons  for  this  were  twofold:    First,  be- 


cause it  had  no  intrinsic  value;  and,  second, 
because  it  was  not  fully  domesticated,  but  hi 
nature  base.  The  courts  held  that  dogs,  al- 
though reclaimed,  could  not  be  used  for  food, 
but  were  kept  for  the  mere  whim  or  pleasure 
of  their  owners,  and  therefore  had  no  intrinsic 
value.  A  great  deal  of  research  and  eloquence 
has  been  wasted  in  attempting  to  show  the  fal- 
lacy of  this  rule.  It  appears  to  be  well  settled, 
however,  that,  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
modification  of  Uie  common  law,  do^s  are  not 
the  subject  of  larcenv.  State  v.  Lymus,  26 
Ohio  St.  400,  20  Am.  Rep.  772;  J^ate  v.  Doe, 
79  Ind.  9,  41  Am.  Rep.  599.  When  the  statute 
relating  to  larceny  covers  "personal  property 
in  general,''  or  **any thing  of  value,"  some 


lioense  fee,  and  the  act  of  March,  1865,  oalled  it  a 
towDBhlp  tax.  The  court  said  it  may  well  X)e  said 
that  any  article  of  property  which  the  law  subjects 
to  taxation  is  prima  facie  ao  article  of  value. 

Under  Blliott's  Supp.S  835,  puoishlnfr  cruelty  to 
animals  and  deflninur  the  word  "animal"  to  include 
all  brute  creatures  and  all  domestic  fowls,  a  con- 
viction could  be  had  for  mutilating  a  doff.  State  v. 
Giles,  125  Ind.  124. 

But  under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  •  2101«  providing 
that  whoever  cruelly  beats  or  needlessly  mutilates 
or  kills  any  animal  shall  be  fined,  etc.,  a  conviction 
could  not  be  had  where  some  fox  hounds  were 
killed,  and  the  defendant  by  mistake  believed  that 
they  were  chasiner  his  sheep,  althouflrh  the  bounds 
were  on  a  fox  trail.  Hunt  v.  State,  8  Ind.  App.  88S. 

In  a  prosecution  for  kllllnflr  a  doer  under  N.  H. 
Rev.  Stat.  chap.  216,  providing  that  if  a  person  wil- 
fully and  maliciously  commit  any  act  whereby  the 
personal  estate  of  another  shall  be  injured,  such 
person  shall  be  punished,  it  was  held  that  doffS  are 
the  subject  of  property,  and  capable  of  bclngr  wil- 
fully and  maliciously  injured  under  the  statute. 
State  V.  HcDuflle,  34  N.  H.  623,  68  Am.  Dec.  518. 

So,  under  a  prosecution  for  maliciously  killing'  a 
doflr  under  Neb.  Grim.  Code,  §  109,  providinfr  that  if 
any  person  shall  wilfully  and  maliciously  injure  or 
destroy  any  personal  property,  etc.,  it  was  held  that 
a  doff  was  property,  and  no  one  could  destroy  the 
flame  maliciously  without  making  himself  liable. 
Nebr  v.  State.  85  Neb.  688, 17  L.  R.  A.  771. 

In  State  v.  Marshall,  13  Tex.  56,  under  Tex.  Hart 
"Dig.  art  560.  providiner  that  if  any  person  shall  wil- 
fully and  maliciously  kill  any  horse,  cattle,  «roat, 
aheep.  or  swine,  or  shall  wilfully  injure  or  destroy 
any  property  of  another  he  shall  be  punished,  a  con- 
viction could  not  l>ehad  for  killinfr  adoflr.  The  stat- 
ute has  been  chanired  since  this  decision. 

In  State  v.  Marshall,  18  Tex.  56,  it  was  said  that  in 
flome  states  dofrs  are  by  statute  placed  upon  the 
flame  footingr  as  other  personal  property,  but  we 
have  in  this  state  no  statute  upon  the  subject  (ma- 
licious mischief).  **They  are  not  regarded  by  the 
law  as  being  of  the  same  intrinsic  value,  as  prop- 
erty, as  the  animals  enumerated  in  the  statute." 

But  under  Paschal*s  Dig.  art  2844,  providing  that 
if  any  person  shall  wilfully  kill,  maim,  wound,  poi- 
son, or  disfigure  any  dog  of  another  with  intent  to 
injure  the  owner  thereof,  he  shall  l>e  fined,  etc,  a 
conviction  could  be  had  for  killing  a  dog,  the  prop- 
erty of  A.  B.  This  statute  changed  the  rule  of  law 
in  Texas.    State  v.  Pine,  80  Tex.  899. 

And  under  Paschal's  Dig.  art.  2344,  a  conviction 
was  had  for  killing  a  trespassing  dog.  McDaniel  v. 
State,  5  Tex.  App.  476. 

In  an  action  for  false  Imprisonment  It  was  held 
that  under  N.  Y.  Sess.  Laws  1866,  chap.  682,  p.  1466, 
amending  Rev.  Statutes,  pt  4,  tit.  6.  chap.  1. 8  26,  and 
providing  that  any  person  who  shall  maliciously 
kill,  maim,  wound,  or  injure  other  animals  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  Laws  1867,  chap.  876, 8 

40L.  a  A. 


1,  providing  that  if  any  person  shall  needlessly  mu* 
ttlate  or  kill  any  living  creature  such  person  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  a  conviction  was  wrong- 
ful where  there  was  no  allegation  that  the  shooting 
of  a  dog  was  needlessly  or  maliciously  done.  War- 
ner V.  Perry,  14  Hun,  837. 

In  a  prosecution  for  malicious  mischief  for  kill- 
ing a  dog.  a  conviction  was  set  aside  because  of 
failure  of  proof  of  ownership.  The  court  said:  ^A 
dog,  although  for  some  purposes  regarded  in  law  as 
the  subject  of  property,  ministers  rather  to  the 
pleasure  than  to  the  necessities  or  profit  of  his 
owner,  especially  when  the  latter  Is  a  youth.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  such  an  article  as  the  father  is  bound 
to  furnish  to  his  minor  child  living  with  and  de- 
pendent upon  him.  The  dog  of  Chalmers  Bookman 
was  not  given  to  him  by  his  father,  nor  had  the 
latter  ever  owned  it  The  son's  title  was  wholly  In- 
dependent of  the  father."  State  v.  Trapp,  14  Rich. 
L.208. 

It  was  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  the  value  of 
adog'that  was  alleged  to  have  been  killed,  under 
Minn.  Rev.  Stat,  chap.  101,  •  89,  providing  punish- 
ment for  wilfully  and  maliciously  killing,  maim- 
ing, or  disfiguring  horses,  cattle,  or  other  beasts  of 
another  person.    United  States  v.  Gideon,  1  Minn. 


Under  Chi.  Penal  Code,  •  729,  providing  all  other 
acts  of  wilful  and  malicious  mischief  in  that  injur- 
ing or  destroying  any  other  public  or  private  prop- 
erty nor  herein  enumerated  shall  be  a  misde- 
meanor, a  conviction  was  had  for  the  wilful  and 
malicious  killing  of  a  dog.  Wilcox  v.  State  (Oa.)  80 
L.R.A.700. 

But  a  conviction  could  not  be  had  under  Ga.  Code, 
•  4627.  providing  that  acts  of  wilful  and  malicious 
mischief  in  the  injuring  or  destroying  of  any  other- 
public  or  private  property  not  herein  enumerated 
shall  be  punished,  as  this  was  intended  to  apply  to 
inanimate  property;  and  •  4612,  providing  against 
maliciously  maiming  or  killing  any  horse,  mule, 
bull,  steer,  ox,  cow,  calf,  heifer,  or  other  animal  un- 
der the  description  heretofore  given  of  horses  and 
cattle,  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  dogs.  Patton 
V.  State,  93  Ga.  111.  24  L.  R.  A.  732. 

In  Wilcox  V.  State  (Ga. )  39  L.  R.  A.  709,  it  was  said 
that  the  discussion  in  the  Patton  Case  as  to  whether 
dogs  were  property  was  not  necessary  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  question  Involved. 

So,  under  Va.  Laws  1822-23,  chap.  84,  •  1  (Sess. 
Acts,  p.  86),  providing  that  any  person  who  shal) 
knowingly  and  wilfully  without  lawful  authoritj 
destroy  or  injure  any  tree  or  property,  real  or  per 
sonal,  t)elonglng  to  another,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  a  conviction  could  not  be  had  for 
killing  dogs  belonging  to  another.  Com.  v.  Maclin,  3 
Leigh.  809. 

And  under  Va.  Code,  chap.  192,  •  53,  p.  796,  pro- 
viding that  if  a  person  unlawfully,  but  not  feloni- 
ously destroy,  deface,   or  injure  any  property, 
real  or  personal,  not  his  own,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
88 
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courts  hold  that  a  dog  is  included  and  he- 
comes  the  subject  of  larceny.  MuUaly  y.  Peo- 
ple, 86  N.  Y.  365;  Harrington  y.  Miles,  11  Kan. 
480, 15  Am.  Rep.  855;  flurie,v  v.  State,  80  Tex. 
App.  883;  State  v.  Taies,  10  Crim.,  L.  ll^ag. 
4&.  But  the  cases  are  by  no  means  harmoni- 
ous upon  this  proposition,  ^ee  Ward  v.  State, 
48  Ala.  161.  17  Am.  Rep.  31.  In  some  states 
it  is  suggested  that  in  subjecting  dogs  to  tax- 
ation they  are  thereby  made  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny under  the  generic  terms  **person8l  proper- 
ty" or  "chattels,"  found  in  the  statutes.  Com,  v. 
Bazelwood,  84  Ky.  681 ;  MuUaly  y.  People,  86  N. 
T.  865.  It  is  also  said  by  other  quite  as  re- 
spectable courts  that  these  taxes  are  not  imposed 


on  the  theory  that  dogs  are  property,  but  as  po- 
lice regulations,  and  therefore  such  taxatU)D 
does  not  bring  them  within  the  statute.  State  ▼. 
Doe,  79  Ind.  9.  41  Am.  Rep.  599,  and  State  v. 
£ymu8,  26  Ohio  St.  400,  20  Am.  Rep.  772.  See 
also  Sentell  y.  New  OrUane  d  G  R,  Co.  166  U  S. 
698, 41  L.  ed.  1169.  Our  statute  (Code  1878,  ^ 
3902)  makes  it  a  crime  for  anyone  to  steal  any 
money,  goods,  or  chattels  of  another;  and  if  dogs 
are  intended  to  be  included  it  must  be  under  the 
terms  *'goods  and  chattel?."  That  they  are  not 
goods  is  clear.  '  'Chattels/'  however,  is  a  broad- 
er and  more  comprebensiye  term,  and  includes 
all  kinds  of  property  except  the  freehold  and 
things  which  are  a  parcel  of  it.    The  supreme 


misdemeanor,  a  oonvlctlon  oould  not  l)o  had  for 
kllliner  a  dofr.    Davis  v.  Com.  17  Gratt.  617. 

And  an  Indictment  for  kllltngr  a  dogr  could  not  be 
sustained  un^r  Me.  lU^v.  Stat.  chap.  127,  f  1,  pro- 
Tldlngr  punishment  for  killing  or  wounding  "do- 
mestic animals."  State  v.  Hariiman,  75  Me.  662, 46 
Am.  Rep.  428. 

Under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  988S0,  providing- punishment 
for  persons  who  shall  wilfully  and  maliciously  kill, 
maim  or  wound  any  horse,  mare,  colt,  mule,  or  ass 
or  neat  or  horned  cattle  of  another,  and  19621,  pro- 
viding punlsbmeut  against  any  person  who  shall 
wilfully  and  maliciously  or  cruelly  malm,  wound, 
beat,  or  torture  any  horse  or  other  cattle,  a  con- 
viction could  not  be  had  for  killing  a  dog.  State  v. 
Mease,  69  Mo.  App.  581. 

And  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  9  8583,  providing  pun- 
ishment against  any  person  who  shall  wilfully  de- 
stroy or  injure  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise  or 
other  personal  property  of  another,  a  conviction 
could  not  be  bad  for  killing  a  dog,  as  this  statute 
was  applicable  to  inanimate  subjects  of  property, 
and  did  not  include  dogs.  State  v.  Mease,  69  Mo. 
App.  681. 

Under  8.  0.  act  Jan.  1861  (12  Stat.  atL.  908),  provid- 
ing for  malicious  trespass  against  certain  animals 
and  *'other  personal  property,*'  the  question  wheth- 
er the  malicious  killing  of  a  dog  was  embraced  with- 
in the  act  was  hot  decided.  State  v.  Trapp,  14  Rich. 
L.208. 

A  prosecution  could  not  be  maintained  for  mali- 
ciously killing  a  dog  listed  for  taxation,  under  Ind. 
act  March  7, 1883,  as  said  act  was  repealed  by  act 
May  5, 1891  (Acts  1891,  p.  468).  State  v.  Brugfa,  6  Ind. 
App.  588. 

No  reference  was  made  to  the  case  of  Sosat  v. 
State,  2  Ind.  App.  686,  probably  because  the  proee- 
eution  was  under  a  different  statute. 

In  a  suit  for  false  Imprisonment  where  a  man 
beat  a  small  dog  that  ran  out  barking  towards  him, 
and  he  was  arrested  a  mile  from  the  house  and  was 
taken  before  a  magistrate  and  was  discharged,  and 
it  was  pleaded  in  Justification  that  7  ft  8  Geo.  I\r. 
chap.  80, 9  24,  giving  magistrates  power  of  awarding 
compensation  in  cases  of  wilful  and  malicious  in- 
Jury  to  '^property,"  and  •  28,  authorizing  the  im- 
mediate apprehension  without  warrant  of  persons 
found  committing  any  offense  against  the  act^  the 
court  left  it  to  the  Jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  committed  a  wilful  injury  to  the  dog,  and 
secondly  whether  he  was  found  committing  that 
offense  and  immediately  apprehended,  and  a  ver- 
dict was  given  for  the  plaintiff.  Hanway  v.  Boult- 
bee,  1  Moody  ft  R.  15, 4  Gar.  ft  P.  850. 

Under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  ohap.  28,  •  8,  providing  that 
it  shall  be  an  offense  to  deposit  any  of  certain 
poisons  within  200  roads  ol  a  highway,  pasture,  field, 
or  other  improved  land  for  the  purpose  of  killing 
wolves,  foxes,  dogs,  or  other  animals,  an  indict- 
ment which  alleged  that  the  defendant  deposited 
poison  in  a  certain  field  within  200  rods  of  a  high- 
way and  pastu re  was  held  good  on  dem u rrer.  State 
V.  Bucknam  (Me.)  8  New  Bug.  Rep.  607. 
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In  regard  to  cruelty  to  animals,  in  some  cases  the 
prosecution  failed  on  account  of  evidence. 

So,  under  a  statute  against  cruelty  to  animals  a 
conviction  could  not  be  had  where  a  man  set  a  trap 
on  his  own  premises  in  a  bucket  of  slop,  and  a 
dog  that  had  been  In  the  habit  of  prowling  at 
night  and  committing  depredations  was  caught  by 
the  tongue.  Hodge  v.  State,  11  Lea,  528,  47  Am. 
Rep.  807. 

Where  a  party  lawfully  shot  a  neighbor's  dog 
which  was  trespassing,  and  told  the  owner  and 
policeman,  and  the  defendant  dragged  the  dog  into 
the  road,  where  he  died  some  hours  afterwards  in 
great  pain,  a  conviction  could  not  be  had  under 
12  ft  18  Vict.  chap.  92, 9  2,  for  illtreating  and  tortur- 
ing and  causing  to  be  cruelly  illtreated  and  tortured 
a  dog.  It  was  held  that  the  shooting  was  not  un- 
lawful, and  no  act  of  torture  under  the  statute  io 
this  case  was  done  by  the  defendant.  Powell  t. 
Knight,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  007, 26  Week.  Rep.  721. 

In  People,  Walker,  v.  New  York  Special  Sessions* 
4  Hun,  441,  it  was  held  that  although  a  dog  was  not 
a  beast  of  burden,  yet  it  was  not  cruelty  to  train 
and  subject  him  to  any  useful  purpose.  The  court 
said  that  his  use  upon  a  treadmill  or  upon  an  in- 
clined plane,  or  in  any  mode  by  which  his  strength 
and  docility  may  be  made  serviceable  to  man  is  com- 
mendable and  not  criminal,  but  his  abuse  while  so 
employed,  whenever  it  amounU  to  cruelty,  is  a 
crime  and  punishable  precisely  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances as  the  cruel  usage  of  thehig'her  animals. 

Among  the  earliest  laws  for  the  protection  of 
dogs  is  that  mentioned  in  7  Edinburgh  Bnc.  p.  644: 
**Thus.  this  animal  is  put  under  the  protection  of 
the  most  ancient  laws,  which  enact  that  'no  one 
should  disturb  or  stop  a  bloodhound  or  man  passing 
with  him  to  follow  thieves,  or  take  malefactors.'*' 

y  n.  Lareenu  and  obtaining  a  dog  by  faite  preUn$e$m 
At  common  law  it  was  not  larceny  to  steal  a  dog. 
The  reason  given  was  that  larceny  was  punishable 
by  death,  and  it  was  not  fit  that  a  man  should  suffer 
death  for  stealing  a  dog,  and  yet  it  was  larceny  to 
steal  a  hawk  because  used  by  princes  and  noblemen 
for  hunting.  At  the  same  time  the  right  of  prop- 
erty in  dogs  was  protected  by  allowing  a  civil  action 
for  their  recovery  or  for  injuries  done  to  them,  and 
a  statute  was  poiiBsed,  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18,  mak- 
ing it  a  criminal  offense  to  steal  a  dog.  In  this 
country  some  few  states  still  preserve  the  relics  of 
the  common  law  in  regard  to  prosecutions  for 
larceny  of  a  dog,  while  others  have  passed  statutes 
making  it  larceny.  In  regard  to  construing  stat- 
utes to  include  a  dog  which  make  it  larceny  to 
steal  goods,  chattels,  or  other  property  and  the 
like,  there  is  some  conflict  of  authority.  The  con- 
struction of  the  courta  in  Kansas,  Kentucky,  New 
York,  Tennessee,  and  Texas  was  that  a  dog  was  In- 
cluded in  such  a  statute.  In  Albama,  Indiana,  and 
Ohio  it  was  held  that  such  a  phrase  did  not  indnde 
dogs.  But  in  Ohio  this  was  changed  by  a  sutaae- 
quent  amendment  adding  ^'anything  of  value.** 
In  Coke  Litt  8, 109,  it  was  said  that  a  man  bath  a 
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coort  of  Eentuckr,  Id  the  case  of  Oom,  v.  Ed- 
Meiwood,  84  Ky.  wl,  held  that  a  dog  was  a 
"chattel,"  baaing  its  holding  upon  the  thought 
that  the  laws  of  that  state  recognized  dogs  as 
property,  for  the  reason  that  they  imposed  a 
tax  upon  them,  made  the  owner  liable  for 
damages  done,  and  recognized  the  animal  as 
property  in  all  ci^il  proceedings.  But  the  su- 
preme court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of 
Findlay  ▼.  Bear,  8  Berg.  &  R.  671,  held  to  ex- 
actly the  contrary  doctrine.  See  also  Beg.  y. 
Bcbinwn,  28  L.  J.  M.  C.  N.  8.  58.  Those 
courts  which  hold  that  a  dog  is  not  ''personal 
property,"  a  "thing  of  value,"  or  a  "chattel." 
bottom  their  conclusion  upon  the  assumption 


that  it  is  not  property  in  the  strict  aense  of  the 
term,  and  that  dogs  as  a  class  have  no  intrinsic 
value.  In  the  case  of  Warren  v.  State,  1  G. 
Greene,  106,  we  held  that  a  raccoon  was  ferm 
natura,  and  of  so  base  a  nature,  in  contempla- 
tion of  law,  as  that  one  who  stole  it  was  not 
guilty  of  a  larceny;  citing  Norton  v.  Ladd,  5 
N.  H.  204,  20  Am.  Dec.  573.  But  in  the  sub- 
sequent case  of  Anion  v.  Dwight,  18  Iowa,  241, 
which  was,  it  is  true,  a  civil  case,  we  said: 
*'DojES  may  be  personal  property,  and  have 
value."  Neither  of  these  cases  decides  the 
question  now  before  us,  although  it  must  be 
conceded  that,  if  we  follow  the  rule  of  the 
Warren  Case  to  its  logical  conclusion,  and 


mere  property  in  some  tbinjcs  wbicb  are  tame  by 
nature,  and  yet  in  respect  of  tbe  baseoeas  of  tbeir 
nature  a  man  shall  not  commit  any  larceny,  frreat 
or  small,  tbouirb  he  steal  them,  as  of  mastiffs,  blood- 
houndH.  or  other  kind  of  dogs,  or  oats. 

In  Lambard's  Birenaroba,  287,  citpd  In  Reg.,  v. 
Robinson,  Bell,  a  C.  3fi,  it  was  said  that  '*it  is  felonie 
to  steale  any  tbe  moveable  goods  of  any  person; 
but  because  it  may  in  some  cases  be  doubted 
whether  tbe  things  so  taken  are  to  bee  numbered 
amongst  moveable  goods  or  no  I  will  proceed  in 
particularitie  ...  to  take  dogges  of  any  kind* 
•   .   .    though  they  be  in  the  house,  is  no  felonie.'* 

And  a  person  could  not  be  convicted  of  ob- 
taining a  dog  by  false  pretenses,  since  it  was  not  an 
animal  In  respect  to  which  larceny  could  be  com- 
mitted. Reg.  V.  Robinson,  Bell  C.  0.  Si,  6  Jur.  N.  8. 
803,  »  L.  J.  M.  C.  N.  8.  68. 

In  1  Hale.  P.  a  5U,  it  was  said  that  **laroeny  can- 
not be  committed  in  some  things,  wbereof  the 
owner  may  have  a  lawful  property,  and  such  where- 
upon he  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass,  in  re- 
spect of  the  baseness  of  their  nature,  as  mastiffs, 
spaniels,  greyhounds,  bloodhounds'*  though  re- 
claimed; ''they  serve  not  for  food,  but  pleasure." 
But  it  was  said  to  be  larceny  to  steal  a  reclaimed 
hawk  because  used  by  princes  and  great  men,  and 
on  account  of  the  nobleness  of  its  nature. 

In  Swan's  Case,?  Coke,  18a,  it  was  said  that  a  man 
may  have  property  in  some  things  which  are  of  so 
base  a  nature  that  no  felony  can  be  committed  of 
stealing  them,  and  no  man  shall  lose  life  or  mem- 
ber for  them,  as  of  a  bloodhound  or  mastiff  mnlettua. 

In  State  v.  Latham,  85  N.  C.  (ISIred.  L.)  83;  Norton 
V.  Ladd,  6  N.  H.  208, 20  Am.  Dec.  678,  it  was  said  that 
by  the  old  authorities  a  dog  was  not  a  subject  of 
larceny  because  he  was  without  value,  but  not- 
withstanding it  is  a  species  of  property  recognized 
as  such  by  tbe  law,  and  for  an  injury  to  which  an 
action  at  law  will  be  sustained. 

In  Davis  v.  Ck>m.  17  Oratt.  617,  it  was  said  that  at 
common  law  a  conviction  of  larceny  could  not  be 
had  for  stealing  a  dog,  and  this  has  never  l>een  al- 
tered by  statute  notwithstanding  the  reason  for 
the  distinction  between  other  property  and  dogs 
has  long  since  ceased. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Maclin,  8  Leigh,  800,  and  State  v. 
If  cDuffle.  8i  N.  H.  628.  60  Am.  Dec.  616,  it  was  said 
that  by  the  common  law  the  property  in  dogs  is  not 
such  that  larceny  can  be  committed  by  stealing 
them. 

And  in  MuUaly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.  866,  it  was  said 
that  at  common  law  it  was  not  larceny  to  steal  a 
dog,  but  that  it  was  larceny  to  steal  the  '*skin  of  a 
dead  dog." 

1  Bums's  Justice  of  the  Peace,  p.  1174,  says:  **A 
lemark  has  been  made  by  Sir  John  Fielding  in  his 
*Obeervations  on  the  Penal  Laws,'  which  ought  to 
be  repeated  here.  He  ^recommends  it  to  all  per- 
sons to  put  brass  or  steel  collars  on  their  dogs' 
■eoka,  with  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  their 
owners,  and  to  fasten  them  with  a  padlock;  for  the 
stealing  such  coUars  being  felony,  it  will  facili- 
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tate  the  punishing  of  the  offender;  and  the  dog, 
when  found,  is  recoverable  by  action.'  " 

In  Jenkins  v.  Ballantyne,  8  Utah,  S4&,  16  L.  R.  A. 
680,  it  was  said  that  they  were  not  the  subject  of 
larceny  at  the  common  law.  *'Later  cases,  however, 
in. the  United  States,  holfl  that  such  property  is 
also  the  subject  of  larceny." 

In  People,  Shand,  v.  Tighe,  9  Misc.  607,  It  was  said 
that  the  excuse  of  the  courts  in  ancient  times  for 
not  regarding  the  dog  as  property  was  that  the  pre- 
scribed punishment  at  that  time  for  larceny  of 
property  of  the  value  of  12  pence  or  more  was 
death,  and  they  thought  it  not  fit  that  a  man  should 
die  for  a  dog,  and  yet  it  was  larceny  to  steal  a  tame 
hawk  or  a  dog's  hide. 

•In  Norton  v.  Ladd,  6  N.  H.  208, 20  Am.  Dec  678,  it 
was  said  that  things  of  a  base  nature  in  contempla- 
tion of  law,  as  dogs,  cats,  etc.,  cannot  by  tbe  com- ' 
mon  law  be  the  subject  of  larceny,  although  a  man 
may  have  property  in  them  which  the  law  will  pro- 
tect by  civil  action. 

In  State  v.  Holder,  81  N.  0. 627,  81  Am.  Rep.  617, 
and  Mowery  v.  Salisbury,  83  N.  C.  176,  it  was  said 
that  the  common  law  was  the  law  of  that  state  in 
regard  to  larceny  of  a  dog,  and  that  there  was  no 
statute  making  it  larceny  to  steal  a  dog. 

In  State  v.  Doe.  79  Ind.  9, 41  Am.  Rep.  609,  it  was 
said  that  the  owners  of  dogs  may  have  a  property 
in  them  which  the  law  will  protect;  that  they  are 
not  a  subject  of  larceny;  that  they  are  a  sub- 
ject of  malicious  trespass  as  held  in  Kinsman  v. 
State,  77  Ind.  183.  The  court  said  that  this,  how- 
ever, does  not*  settle  the  question;  It  does  not  fol- 
low that  tiecause  a  dog  is  tbe  subject  of  malicious 
trespass  it  is  the  subject  of  larceny. 

In  Blair  v.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  186,  1  Am.  Rep. 
94,  it  was  said  that  *'t>easts  which  have  been  thor- 
oughly tamed,  and  are  used  for  burden  or  hus- 
bandry, or  for  food,  such  as  hordes,  cattle,  and 
sheep,  are  as  truly  property  of  intrinsic  value,  and 
entitled  to  the  same  protection,  as  any  kind  of 
goods.  Bnt  dogs  and  cats,  even  in  a  state  of  do- 
mestication, never  wholly  lose  their  wild  natures, 

.  .  .  and  therefore  although  a  man  might  have 
such  a  right  of  property  in  a  dog  as  to  maintain 
trespass  or  trover  for  unlawfully  taking  or  de- 
stroying it,  yet  he  was  held.  In  tbe  phrase  of  the 
l)ooks,  to  have  "no  absolute  and  valuable  property 
therein,  which  could'  be  the  subject  of  a  prosecu- 
tion for  larceny  at  common  law,  or  even,  according 
to  some  authorities,  of  an  action  of  detinue  or  re- 
plevin or  a  distress  for  rent." 

Under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  6  2647,  providing  that 
anyone  who  sbaU  own  or  liart>or  a  dog  on  or  be- 
fore April  1,  ISas,  shall  pay  $1  for  a  registry  num- 
ber for  a  male  dog  and  $2  for  a  female,  and  $2  for 
each  additional  dog,  and  f  2848,  providing  that  It  is 
unlawful  for  any  unregistered  dog  to  mo  at  large 
and  anyone  may  kill  him,  and!  2049,  providing  thai; 
anyone  who  shall  steal  or  take  any  registered  dog. 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  a  conviction 
could  not  be  had  under  Rev.  Stat,  1881,  •  1983. 
making  it  grand  larceny  to  steal  **tho  personal 
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hold  that  the  terms  "goods  and  chattels,"  as 
used  in  this  crimiDal  statute,  are  to  be  inter- 
preted according  to  the  strict  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law,  we  must  ultimately  decide  that  dozs 
are  noi  the  subject  of  larceny.  Code  1878, 
^45,  IT  ^>  provides  that  words  and  phrases 
should  be  construed  according  to  the  context 
and  the  approved  usage  of  the  language;  psra- 
graph  10,  that  *'thc  word  'property'  includes 
personal  and  real  property;"  and  that  (IT  9) 
the  words  "personal  properly"  include  money, 
goods,  chattels,  evidence  of  debt,  and  things  in 
action.  In  the  case  of  State  v.  Phipps,  95  Iowa, 
491,  we  held  that  the  word  "chattel,"  as  used 
in  a  criminal  statute  relating  to  malicious  mis- 


chief, covered  horses  and  every  other  kind  of 
personal  property.  We  are  constrained  to  be- 
lieve that  the  definition  of  the  words  "goods 
and  chattels,"  as  used  in  the  statute  under 
consideration,  should  be  referred  to  the  com- 
mon understandinir  at  the  time  when  the  stat- 
ute was  enacted,  and  not  to  the  strict  rules  of 
the  common  law  that  have  no  application  to 
our  present  Ideas  with  reference  to  the  value 
and  use  of  domesticated  animals.  No  argu- 
ment is  needed  to  demonstrate  that  dogs  are  of 
much  grea'er  value  to  man  than  some  animals 
to  which  the  common  law  attributed  value  be- 
cause of  their  use  for  food.  Much  that  is  said 
by  Justice  Earl  in  the  Mullaly  Ccue  might  be 


roods  of  another*'  of  the  value  of  $25,  and  1 1934, 
makloir  it  petit  larcensr  to  steal  tbe  "personal  iroods 
of  another"  of  tbe  value  of  less  than  $26,  where  a 
4.og  was  stolen  in  1881,  as  he  was  not  the  subject  of 
laroen  J,  and  tbe  legrislature  did  not  intend  by  the 
words  "personal  iroods"  in  deflniner  frrandand  petit 
laroeny  to  include  doRS.  State  v.  Doe,  70  Ind.  9, 41 
Am.  Rep.  599. 

In  State  v.  Lymus.  26  Ohio  St.  400,  20  Am.  Rep. 
772,  it  was  said,  ^*in  descrlbingr  the  property  of 
which  a  larceny,  either  grand  or  petit,  may  be  com- 
mitted, the  statutes  of  this  state  use  the  words 
*firoods  and  chattels.'  ...  As  dogs,  at  the  common 
law,  were  held  not  to  be  the  subjects  of  laroeny, 
they  are  not  included  in  the  words  ^goods  and  chat- 
tels' as  used  in  the  statutes  referred  to."    • 

And  the  common-law  rule  that  dogs  are  not  such 
'  personal  property  as  is  the  subject  of  larceny  was 
held  to  apply  under  Ala.  Rev.  Oode,  •  8706,  providing- 
that  any  person  who  steals  any  personal  property 
under  aoy  other  circumstances  than  are  specified  in 
the  two  preceding  sections  is  guilty  of  petit  larceny. 
Ward  V.  State,  48  Ala.  161, 17  Am.  Rep.  81. 

So,  under  Pa.  act  April  6, 1790,  2  Sm.  Laws,  581, 
providing  that  if  any  person  shall  feloniously  steal, 
take,  and  carry  away  any  goods,  chattels,  etc.,  he 
shall  be  guilty  of  petit  larceny,  it  was  not  slander  to 
charge  that  the  plaintifT  stole  adog,as  there  could  be 
no  felony  of  a  dog.  Findiay  v.  Bear,  8  Serg.  &  R. 
671. 

In  2  Bast,  P;  C.  614,  it  was  said  that  there  are  some 
animals  which,  though  they  may  be  reclaimed,  are 
considered  of  so  base  a  nature  that  no  larceny  can 
be  committed  of  them,  and  the  same  rule  applied 
to  dogs.  But  now  by  statute  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18^ 
the  steallnff  of  dogs  is  made  punishable  upon  con- 
viction befbre  two  Justices. 

Blaokstone  says,  vol.  4,  p.  286,  as  to  those  ani- 
mals which  do  not  serve  for  food,  and  which  there- 
fore the  law  holds  to  have  no  intrinsic  value,  as 
dogs  of  all  sorts,  and  other  creatures  kept  for  whim 
and  pleasure,  though  a  man  may  have  a  base  prop- 
erty therein,  and  may  maintain  a  civil  action  for 
the  loss  of  them,  yet  they  are  not  of  such  estima- 
tion as  that  the  crime  of  stealing  them  amounts  to 
larceny.  But  by  stat.  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18,  very 
high  pecuniary  penalties,  or  a  long  imprisonment 
and  whipping  in  their  stead,  may  be  inflicted  by 
two  Justices  of  the  peace  (with  a  very  extraordi- 
nary mode  of  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions)  on 
such  as  steal,  or  knowingly  harbor  a  stolen  dog, 
or  have  In  their  custody  the  skin  of  a  dog  that  has 
been  stolen. 

In  Kex  V.  Helps,  8  Maule  &  S.  881,  a  conviction 
was  had  under  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18  (act  against 
dog  stealing.) 

Stat.  7  &  8  Goo.  IV.,  chap.  29,  8  81,  provides  that  if 
isiny  person  shall  steal  any  dog,  or  shall  steal  any 
beast  or  bird  ordinarily  kept  In  a  state  of  confine- 
ment, not  beiuflr  the  subject  Of  larceny  at  common 
law,  every  such  offender  being  convicted  thereof 
before  a  Justice  of  the  peace  shall  forfeit,  etc.  Dr. 
40  L.  R  A. 


Bums  in  Bums's  Justice  of  the  Peace,  vol.  3.  p.  675, 
questions  whether  under  this  statute  it  is  not 
doubtful  if  the  act  makes  it  penal  to  steal  a 
bitch. 

24  &  25  Victohap.  26,  and  8  ft  9  Victchap.  47,  and  7  ft 
8  Vict.  chap.  47,  were  enacted  airainst  stealing  a  dog, 
or  having  possession  of  a  stolen  dog  or  the  skin 
of  a  stolen  dog,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been 
stolen. 

In  Jemison  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  75  Oa.  444, 58 
Am.  Rep.  476,  it  was  said  that  at  common  law  a 
dog  was  not  the  subject  of  larceny,  and  slander 
could  not  be  brought  under  the  charge  of  stealinflr 
a  dog;  but  by  Ga.  Oode,  •  4402,  all  domestic  animals 
fit  for  food,  and  also  a  dog,  are  made  subjects  of 
simple  larceny. 

In  Weatbley  v.  Harris,  4  Sneed,  468,  it  was  said  by 
statute  10  Geo.  III.,  chap.  18,  to  steal  a  dog  was 
made  subject  to  penal  punishment  by  fine  or  im- 
prisonment at  the  discretion  of  the  Justices,  and 
for  the  second  ofTense,  in  addition,  the  dog  stealef 
was  to  be  whipped. 

In  State  v.  Brown,  9  Baxt.  S3,  40  Am.  Rep.  81,  it 
was  said  that  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  in  re- 
gard to  dogs  not  being  personal  property  within  the 
definition  of  larceny  was  abrogated  by  10  Geo.  III., 
chap.  18.  It  was  said  that  there  is  a  conflict  of  rul- 
ings in  the  different  states. 

In  Johnson  v.  MoConnell,  80  Gal.  545,  it  was  said 
that  at  common  law  and  in  some  of  the  states  dogs 
are  not  the  subject  of  larceny,  but  under  GaU 
Penal  Code,  •  491,  they  are  declared  to  be  property, 
and  made  subject  of  larceny. 

In  Woolf  V.  Chalker,  81  Conn.  121,  81  Am.  Deo. 
175,  it  was  said  at  common  law  property  in  a  dog, 
though  recognized,  has  always  been  held  to  be 
^'base,"  Inferior,  and  entitled  to  less  regard  and  pro- 
tection than  property  in  other  domestic  animals, 
and  the  court  said:  ^'Although  since  protected  by 
express  statutes  from  theft,  the  common-law 
estimate  of  property  In  them  has  never  been 
changed." 

In  Patton  v.  State.  98  Ga.  Ill,  24  L.  R.  A.  782,  it  was 
said:  **We  do  not  think  itprobable  the  legislature 
of  this  state  ever  regarded  the  dog  as  being,  in  a 
general  sense,  property  concerning  which  a  crim- 
inal olfense  could  be  committed.  After  provision 
is  made  in  the  6th  division,  title  1,  of  the  [Ga.]  Penal 
Code,  for  the  indictment  and  punishment  of  lar- 
cenies of  various  domestic amimals,  •  4402 provides 
as  follows:  *A11  other  domestic  animals  which  are 
fit  for  food,  and  also  a  dog,  may  be  subjects  of 
simple  larceny;  and  any  person  or  persons  who 
shall  steal  any  such  animal  or  animals  shall  be  pun- 
ished* etc  If  a  dog  had  been  considered  as  prop-' 
erty,  as  are  domestic  animals  fit  for  food,  it  is  not 
likely  that  it  would  have  been  deemed  necessary  to 
provide  especially  that  the  stealinflr  of  one  should  be 
simple  larceny." 

Tbe  stealing  of  a  dog  is  laroeny,  and  It  is  slander 
to  charge  another  person  with  stealing  a  dog.  It 
was  said  that  under  Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  338,  •  78,  thitf 
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g noted  with  proflt,  but  the  length  of  this  opiD- 
>n  forbids.  There  are  other  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  1878  which  recognize  property  in  dogs. 
Thus  we  find  that  an  owner  is  liable  for  all 
damages  done  by  his  dog  {%  1486);  that  dogs 
are  assessable  both  by  the  county  and  city  au- 
thorities (see  Acts  20th  €kn.  Assem.  chap.  7U, 
and  §  499.  Code  1873);  and  that  cities  may  re- 
quire dogs  to  be  kept  upon  the  premises  of  the 
owners  thereof  (17th  Qen.  Assem.  chap.  25). 
While  these  are  all  in  the  nature  of  police  regu- 
lations, yet  they  clearly  recognize  property  in 
dogs;  and  it  seems  to  us  they  are  comprehended 
within  tbe  term  ''chattels"  as  used  in  the  stat- 
ute defining  larceny.    Surely,  it  was  not  the 


intent  of  the  log1<«1aiurc  to  rcro/;tiizo  dogs  aa 
property  lor  ihi*  purposes  of  taxation,  and  yel 
leave  tbem  to  tbe  mercy  of  tliifves.  We  reach 
this  conclusion  unmindful  of  tbe  fact  that  tbe 
legislature  in  adopting  the  new  Code  added 
after  the  word  "chatt<rls"  as  it  appears  in  the 
Code  of  1878  these  words:  "Including  all  do- 
mesticated or  restrained  animals.*'  In  our 
opinion,  tbe  statute  covered  **dog8"  before  its 
amendment,  and  tbe  added  words  have  refer- 
ence to  other  animals  not  covered  by  the  generic 
term  ' 'chattels."  We  are  of  opinion  that  a  dog 
is  the  subject  of  larceny,  and  that  the  trial  court 
erroneously  discharged  the  appellee. 
Eeverted, 


taklnff  and  carrsinir  away  of  any  mooey,  ffoods, 
liirbts  In  action,  or  other  personal  property  or 
other  valuable  thing  whatever,  is  declared  to  be 
larceny,  and  the  legislative  act  levyiiifr  a  tax  on 
doffs  and  rendering  tbe  owner  of  a  doir  liable  for 
injuries  to  sheep,  indicate  that  a  dog*  is  property 
and  a  thing  of  value.  Harrington  v.  Miles,  11  Kan. 
4S1, 15  Am.  Bep.  866. 

And  under  Ky.  Gen.  Stat  chap.  29,  art.  11,  §  1, 
providing  for  the  punishment  of  persons  guilty  of 
larceny  of  goods  and  chattels,  it  was  held  that  a  dog 
was  property,80  as  to  bring  him  within  tbe  meaning 
of  tbe  term  **chattel,"  as  the  legislature  by  various 
acts  recognizes  tbe  dog  as  property,  such  as  by  the 
act  of  January  81, 1865,  making  them  liable  to  assess- 
ment and  taxation;  and  this  was  so  without  regard 
to  the  act  of  May  17,  1886,  providing  that  upon  the 
listing  of  a  dog  with  tbe  county  clerk  and  tbe  pay- 
ment of  taxes  therein  provided,  he  should  for  one 
year  from  that  time  be  considered  personal  prop- 
erty for  all  purposes  as  fully  as  any  other  kind  of 
personal  property.  The  court  said  that  be  was  al- 
ready personal  property.  Com.  v.  Hazelwood,  8i 
Ky.  681. 

In  State  v.  Mease,  69  Mo.  App.  581,  it  was  said 
that  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1880,  §  8535,  dogs  are  tbe 
subject-matter  of  larceny  by  special  statute. 

In  Carthage  v.  Rhodes,  101  Mo.  176,  9  L.  R.  A.  352, 
In  a  prosecution  for  falling  to  pay  a  license,  it  was 
said  that  dogs  by  statute  have  been  made  the  sut>- 
Ject  of  larceny. 

Under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  090,  §  1.  providing  that 
every  person  who  shall  be  convicted  of  stealing 
the  ''personal  property'*  of  another  of  the  value  of 
$26  or  under  shall  be  adjudged  guilty  of  petit  lar- 
ceny, and  p.  703,  •  83,  dettning  "personal  property*' 
to  mean  *'goods,  chattels,  elFects,  evidences  of 
rights  of  action,'*  etc.,  it  was  held  that  this  was 
comprehensive  enough  to  include  dogs.  Mullaly 
V.  People,  86  N.  7.  865. 

In  Mullaly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.866.  it  was  said  that 
a  system  of  taxation  of  dogs  is  enacted  in  Rev. 
Stat.  704,  and  *Mt  can  scarcely  be  supposed  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  regard  dogs  as  property  for 
tbe  purpose  of  taxation,  and  yet  leave  them  with- 
out protection  against  thieves." 

So  under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat  079, 1868  (68),  providing 
that  any  person  who  shall  be  convicted  of  the 
felonious  taking  and  carrying  away  of  personal 
property  of  another  of  the  value  of  more  than  $26 
•hall  be  adjudged  guilty  of  grand  larceny,  and  2 
Rev.  Stat.  702,  •  88,  defining  personal  property  to 
mean  goods,  chattels,  effects,  etc.,  an  indictment 
for  grand  larceny  for  stealing  one  dog  of  tbe  value 
of  $50 and  one  collar  of  tbe  value  of  $1,  the  property 
of  A.  B.,  was  maintained.  The  court  said  If  what 
Is  property  depends  upon  the  law  or  usages  of  so- 
efety  it  would  be  Impossible  to  say  that  the  quality 
of  tbe  exclusive  right  of  the  owner  to  the  use  or 
enjoyment  of  his  dog,  his  absolute  power  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  It,  and  the  other  characteristics  and 


attributes  of  property  had  not  been  impressed  by 
these  laws  and  usages  upon  a  dog.  People  v.  Camp- 
bell, 4  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  386. 

Under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  679,  •  68,  p.  709, 
f  88,  an  indictment  charging  grand  larceny  in  steal- 
ing a  dog  of  the  value  of  $100.  the  property  of  A. 
B.,  was  sustained.  People  v.  Bialoney,  1  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  693. 

In  People,  Sbaud,  y.  Tigbe,  9  Misc.  607.  it  was  said 
that  under  the  common  law  of  England  a  dog  was 
not  property,  and  it  was  not  larceny  to  steal  a  dog 
although  it  was  to  steal  a  dead  dog's  hide,  but  tbe 
world  moves  and  these  crudlilos  no  longer  exist, 
and  In  this  state  a  dog  is  property. 

In  Laverty  v.  Hogan,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  Rep.  197, 
and  People,  Longwell,  v.  McMaster,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  182,  it  was  said  that  dogs  are  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny. 

An  indictment  charging  that  tbe  defendants  in 
tbe  night  season  forcibly  broke  and  entered  a  sta- 
ble with  intent  to  steal  two  dogs,  and  that  so  enter- 
ing they  did  steal  two  dogs  of  the  value  of  $40,  was 
good,  as  the  larceny  act  of  Ohio  now  defines  prop- 
erty that  may  be  stolen  as  '"anything  of  value," 
and  a  dog  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  phrase 
**any thing  of  value."  State  v.  Yates,  .19  Ohio  L.  J. 
150. 

In  State  v.  Yates,  19  Ohio  L.  J.  150,  it  was  said  that 
since  tbe  decision  of  State  v.  Lymus,  26  Ohio  St. 
400,  20  Am.  Rep.  772,  which  held  that  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  larceny  act  did  not  include  a  dog, 
the  statute  has  been  changed,  and  the  words  now 
used  are  ^'anything  of  value.'* 

In  that  case  the  court  also  said  that  at  tbe 
common  law  dogs  were  property,  and  although 
it  was  not  a  crime  to  steal  a  dog,  yet  it  was  such  an 
invasion  of  property  as  might  amount  to  a  civil 
injury  and  be  redressed  by  a  civil  action;  but  "why 
trespass  would  lie  for  stealing  a  dog,  when  it  was 
no  crime  to  steal  him,  is  not  plain  toa  mind  un- 
versed in  that  'perfection  of  human  reason'  once, 
as  before  said,  part  of  tbe  common  law." 

Under  Pa.  act  May  15, 1889  (Pub.  I^ws,  222),  en- 
titled, "An  Act  for  tbe  Taxation  of  Dogs  and  the 
Protection  of  Sheep,"  and  providing  that  all  dogs 
in  this  commonwealth  shall  hereafter  be  personal 
property  and  subject  of  larceny,  a  conviction  was 
sustained.    Com.  v.  Depuy,  148  Pa.  201. 

In  Harris  v.  Eaton,  20  R.  I.  pt.  1,  p.  84,  it  wss  said 
that  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  93,  providing  for  licens- 
ing dogs,  makes  a  licensed  dog  property  and  the 
subject  of  larceny. 

Tbe  Ala.  act  February  12, 1887,  f  8,  providing  that 
anyone  who  shall  take  away  with  intent  to  steal  or 
bold  for  a  reward  a  dog  registered  under  that  act 
shall  be  punished  on  conviction  as  in  other  cases  oT 
larceny,  was  void  for  uncertainty,  as  the  act  did  not 
provide  punishment  dependent  upon  vahie,  or  that 
the  offender  should  be  guilty  of  grand  or  petit  lar- 
ceny, or  that  he  should  be  punished  as  in  oases  of 
grand  larceny  or  petit  larceny;  and  tbe  court  belQ 
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1.  Neg'Ugeiiee  Of  a  street-railwaj  eom- 
,  pany  in  operating  an  electric  car  with 
only  one  employee  who  does  duty  both  as 
motomuui  and  oonduotor,  on  a  line  laid  oq  a 
turnpike  at  ffrade,  where  pertons,  bort«8,  and  ve- 
i  hides  are  constantly  passing,  is  a  Question  for  tbe 
Jury. 


8«   Adoff  isnotatrespaeeeroaastrast-oar 

track  which  is  laid  in  the  highway  on  the  same 
le^el  with  it. 

8.  The  rl^ht  to  recowor  for  Injury  to  a 
doi^  is  not  lost  by  killing  him  under  tbe  honest 
but  mistaken  belief  that  he  was  fatally  injured. 

4.  A  motorman  cannot  rely  npon  the 
qniekneee  and  celerity  of  a  dofr  ^  *^ 
solve  himself  from  all  duty  and  care  to  prevent 
running  over  him  with  an  electric  car. 

6«  A  Jury  may  consider  common  knosrl- 
edge  and  observation  about  the  habits  and 
qualities  of  dogs. 

6>   The  owner  of  a  dog  hae  each  prop- 


that  the  act  created  an  offense,  but  it  filled  to  fix 
any  certain  punishment.  Johnston  v.  State,  100 
Ala.  32. 

A  dog  not  registered  under  Pa.  act  May  18,  1878i 
extending  the  act  of  April  6,  1854,  thoughout  the 
commonwealth*  was  not  the  subject  of  larceny  in 
a!county  in  which  the  option  act  of  June  12, 1878t 
bad  not  been  established.  Com.  v.  Hugglns,  4  Pa. 
Co.Ot.87L 

la  the  joote  to  Pepper  and  Lewis's  Digest,  1280,  it 
was  said:  *'But  8  8  of  the  act  of  1854.  April  8  (Pub. 
Laws,  288),  made  registered  dogs  personal  property 
and  the  subject  of  larceny,  the  act  of  1878,  June  12* 
(Pub.  Laws,  198,  •  8),  made  all  dogs  subjects  of  lar- 
ceny in  counties  which  by  vote  accepted  the  act, 
and  by  the  act  of  1898,  May  25  (Pub.  Laws,  180,  •  7>, 
.supplying  the  act  of  1880,  May  15  (Pub.  Laws,  22, 
1 8),  all  ddgs  id  this  commonwealth  shaU  be  tbe  sub- 
ject of  larceny.*' 

Under  Tenn.  Code,  •  51,  defining  '^personal  prop- 
erty*' to  mean  ^^goods  and  chattels,*'  a  dog  is  per- 
sonal property,  and  if  of  any  value  is  the  subject 
of  larceny  under  the  statute.  State  v.  Brown,  0 
Bazt.  68, 40  Am.  Rep.  81. 

Under  Texas  Penal  Code,  art  724,  defining  theft  to 
be  the  fraudulent  taking  of  corporeal  property  be- 
longing to  another,  and  $725,  providing  that  the  per- 
sonal property  must  be  such  as  has  some  specific 
value  which  can  be  ascertained,  embracing  every 
species  of  personal  property  capable  of  being  taken, 
and  art.  788,  providing  that  all  domesticated  animals 
and  birds  when  they  are  proved  to  be  of  any  specific 
value  are  within  the  meaning  of  ^^persoual  prop- 
erty," and  art.  870,  making  it  an  ofl'ense  to  wilfully 
kill,  wound,  poison,  or  disfigure  any  dog  or  other 
domesticated  animal,— a  dog  was  held  to  be  an 
animal  and  a  subject  of  theft.  Hurley  v.  State,  80 
Tex.  A  pp.  838. 

In  Lynn  v.  State,  88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  153,  it  was 
said  that  for  the  theft  of  a  dog  the  party  could 
be  convicted  of  a  felony. 

VIIL   Vaiw. 

The  value  of  a  dog  may  be  proved  as  that  of  any 
other  property,  by  evidence  that  he  was  of  a  partic- 
ular breed  and  had  certain  qualities,  and  by  witness- 
es who  knew  the  market  value  of  such  an  animal.  If 
any  market  value  be  shown.  Some  cases  hold  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  tbe  value  in 
an  action  for  unlawfully  shooting  a  dog.  This  was 
so  at  common  law,  yet  it  was  held  at  common 
law  that  the  absence  of  any  value  was  the  rea- 
son that  prevented  a  prosecution  for  larceny  of 
a  dog. 

In  Citizen's  Rapid  Toansit  Co.  v.  Daw  it  was 
held  that  the  value  of  a  dog  could  be  shown  by 
proving  his  pedigree,  in  addition  to  proof  of  quali- 
ties thatsBs^de  him  valuable  as  a  hunting  dog.  But 
40  L.K  A. 


the  verdict  was  sustained  by  proof  of  value  without 
regard  to  pedigree. 

In  an  action  against  a  street-railway  company  for 
killing  a  dog  on  the  track,  evidence  by  a  witness 
who  raised,  trained,  exhibited,  and  bought  and  sold 
dogs,  that  he  knew  their  market  value  at  that  place, 
and  that  the  dog  in  controversy  was  worth  from 
$100  to  $200,  uncontradicted,  was  sutfldent  to  sus- 
tain a  verdict  for  $96.  Meisch  v.  Rochester  Electric 
R.  Co.  72  Hun.  804. 

And  in  a  suit  against  a  raihroad  company  for  loss 
of  a  dog  by  baggagemen,  the  evidence  concerning 
the  dog  in  question  by  the  owner,  and  the  opinions 
of  other  witnesses  on  the  value  of  dogs  generally 
having  the  qualities  attributed  to  this  particular 
dog,  was  rightly  admitted.  The  court  said  that 
such  is  the  usual  mode  of  ascertaining  tbe  price  of 
cattle  or  sheep  or  any  other  marketable  commodity, 
and  it  is  necessarily  inore  or  less  a  tflktter  of  opinion 
among  the  dealers  of  such  stock  or  property* 
Cantling  v.  Bannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  54  Mo.  885, 14 
Am.  Rep.  476. 

In  an  action  for  wrongful  killing  of  a  dog  it  was 
held  that  the  value  of  the  personal  property  may  be 
established  by  the  opinion  of  witnesses  who  first 
show  that  they  know  that  value.  The  court  said 
that  dogs  may  be  personal  property  and  have  value, 
and  are  in  such  cases  within  the  rule.  Anson  v. 
Dwight,  18  Iowa,  241. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  killing  a 
shepherd  dog  valuable  to  herd  cattle,  it  was  com- 
petent for  farmers  who  have  knowledge  of  the 
characteristics  and  qualities  of  the  dog  and  of  the 
value  of  such  an  animal  to  a  person  who  keeps 
stock,  to  testify  as  to  his  value.  The  court  said: 
*'It  is  not  necessary  that  personal  property  must 
have  a  market  value  in  order  to  render  such  opin- 
ions competent."  Bowers  v.  Horen,  98  Mich.  480| 
17  L.  R.  A.  778. 

So,  in  MullAly  v.  People,  86  N.  T.  865,  it  was  said 
that  large  amounts  of  money  are  now  invested  in 
dogs,  and  they  are  largely  the  subject  of  trade  and 
tralBc,  and  in  many  ways  they  are  put  to  useful 
service,  and,  so  far  as  pertains  to  their  ownership  as 
personal  property,  they  possess  all  the  attributes  of 
other  personal  property. 

In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  it  was  said 
that  all  evidence  concerning  the  value  of  the  dog 
in  question  by  tbe  owner,  and  the  opinion  of  other 
witnesses,  and  the  value  of  dogs  generally  having 
the  qualities  of  this  particular  dog,  was  rightly  ad- 
mitted. Cantling  v.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  R.  Co.  54  Mo. 
386, 14  Am.  Rep.  476. 

So,  an  instruction  that  if  the  jury  found  the  dog 
to  have  a  market  value  on  account  of  its  qualities 
as  a  watch  dog  they  were  to  give  that  value  as 
dnmngfMi  was  sustained.  Uhlein  v.  Cromack,  108 
Mass.  278. 

in  Perry  V.  Phipps,  82  N.  C.  aOIred.  L.)  260, 61  Am. 
Dec  887,  it  was  said  that  as  a  watch  dog  his  value  is 
constituted  by  his  being  sharp  and  dauntless,  and 
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erty  in  him  that  be  may  maintain  an  action  i 

for  kilUnir  or  in jnrinir  bim. 
7«  It  is  a  matter  of  eommon  knowledge 

that  pedigree  enters  into  the  eoneider- 

atiOB  of  the  Talne  of  doics,  inoludinsr  sucb  as 

are  kept  for  sportinir  purposes. 
S«  Evidence  of  the  pedigfoe  of  a  dog  <■ 

not  inadminible  on  the  irroand  that  it  Is  hearsay. 

9«  A  street-railwaj  eompanjr  is  liable 
for  the  irtii«»^y  of  a  dog  by  an  electric  oar, 
caused  by  the  nefflitenoe  of  tbe-motorouui. 

(February  9,  1886.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Dayiason  County 


in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  le- 
cover  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  kill- 
ing of  a  dog.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  Stnart  Pilcher  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  D.  B.  De  Bow  for  appellee. 

Wilkes*  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
This  is  an  action  for  negligently  injuring 
and  killing  a  dog.  It  was  commenced  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  on  appeal  was  tried 
in  the  circuit  cOurt,  before  the  court  and  a 
jury.  There  have  been  two  trials,  the  first  re- 
sulting in  a  mistrial,  and  the  second  in  a  ver- 
dict and  judgment  for  $250,  and  defendant, 
the  Rapid  Transit  Company,  has  appealed  and 


therefore  It  would  seem  these  properties  cannot  in 
Chemselyes  convert  him  into  a  nuisance. 

In  an  action  for  killing  a  dofr  that  was  chasinflr 
<cattle,  it  was  held  that  an  Instruction  assuming,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  that  such  dogs  have  not  an  estab- 
lished commercial  value  in  that  county  was  errone- 
ous, and  it  was  not  a  question  of  law,  but  one  of  fact 
for  the  Jury,— especially  as  the  evidence  showed 
that  such -animals  had  been  frequently  sold  for  a 
valuable  consideration.  Spray  v.  Ammerman,  66 
111.808. 

An  instruction  that  "they  should  find  his  value 
firom  his  qualities  rather  than  from  the  opinions  of 
witnoMOCi  who  place  their  estimate  on  the  loss  of 
services  of  the  dog  for  a  given  time'*  was  wrong,  as 
the  Jury  would  have  a  right  to  consider  both  In  fix- 
ing the  value  of  the  dog,  and  as  it  took  from  the 
Jury  the  consideration  of  any  question  of  commer- 
•oial  value  and  loss  of  services.  Spray  v.  Ammer- 
man,  66  111.  300. 

In  Heiligmann  v.  Bose,  81  Tex.  222, 18  L.  R.  A.tt2t 
where  a  recovery  was  allowed  for  poisoning  a  dog, 
It  was  8affi:(''*The  authorities  well  state  that  dogs 
are  property,  and  that  an  owner  has  his  action  afid 
remedy  against  a  trespasser  for  the  damages  result- 
teg  from  injuries  inflicted  upon  them.  Some 
authorities  hold  that  dogs  have  no  market  value. 
This  may  be  relatively  true,  but  it  is  not  a  rule 
that  will  govern  in  all  cases.  It  may  be  difficult  in 
the  majority  of  cases  to  ascertain  the  market  value 
of  a  dog,  but  such  a  result  may  in  some  cases  be  ao- 
oomplished.  The  special  charge  asked  by  appellant 
and  given  by  the  court  substantially  presents  the 
true  rule  in  determining  the  value  of  dogs.  It  may 
be  either  a  market  value  if  the  dog  has  any,  or  some 
special  or  pecuniary  value  to  the  owner,  that  may 
be  ascertained  by  reference  to  the  usefulness  and 
aervlces  of  the  dog." 

In  Harrington  v.  Miles,  11  Kan.  488,  Ifi  Am.  Rep. 
865,  in  an  action  of  slander  for  charging  larceny  of 
a  dog.  the  court  reviews  the  dog  statutes  of  that 
state,  and  says  it  seems  impossible  in  the  light 
of  these  legislative  and  Judicial  expressions  to 
-decide  that  a  dog  Is  not  property  nor  a  thing  of 
value. 

In  Archer  v.  Baertschi,  8  Ohio  0. 0. 18,  it  was  said: 
**No  controversy  is  made  here,  but  that  a  dog  is  an 
animal  that  is  of  value,  and  that  is  recognized  as 
property.  While  the  supreme  court  at  one  time 
held  that  it  was  not  the  subject  of  larceny,  yet  they 
recognise  under  the  decisions  from  the  common 
law  and  from  Blackstone  down,  that  it  was  prop- 
erty sufficient  to  maintain  a  civil  action,  and  could 
be  protected  as  property." 

So,  in  Kinsman  v.  State,  77  Ind.  182,  it  was  said, 
referring  to  a  dog,  that  any  article  of  property 
which  the  law  subjects  to  taxation  is  prima  fade 
an  article  of  value. 

And  in  Dickson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  L.  B.  18 
O.  a  Dlv.  176.  it  was  said  by  Lindley,  L.  J.:  *'So  far 
40  L.R.  A. 


as  I  know,  dogs  in  general  are  not  more  valuable 
than  sheep  or  pigs  in  general." 

In  a  prosecution  for  maliciously  killing  a  dog  it 
was  held  that  a  dog  has  value,  and  the  prosecution 
could  bo  maintained.  Nehr  v.  State,  85  Neb.  688, 17 
L.  R.  A.  771. 

In  State  v.  Yates,  19  Ohio  L.  J.  160,  the  court  said: 
Tested  by  the  common  sense  of  meo,  and  even  by 
the  common  law,  can  there  be  any  question  that 
dogs  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  phrase, 
''anything  of  value?"  And  a  demurrer  to  an  in- 
dictment alleging  that  dogs  are  of  the  value  of 
$10  admitted  the  averments. 

In  Brown  v.  Hoburger,  58  Barb.  15,  it  was  held 
that  te  order  to  render  opinions  as  to  the  value  of 
a  dog  competent  evidence,  it  should  first  be  shown 
that  the  dog  in  question  is  a  marketable  animal 
either  belonging  to  some  peculiar  breed  or  possess- 
ing some  peculiar  qualities  which  make  him  an 
animal  usually  vendible  at  some  proximately  reg- 
ular price. 

In  Brown  v.  Hoburger,  62  Barb.  15,  it  was  said 
that  In  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  561,  it  was  held 
uaanimousiy  by  the  four  Judges  that  evidence  of 
the  value  of  a  dog  was  ineomfetont  (Overruling 
the  decision  in  Brill  v.  Flagler,  88  Wend.  851),  and 
that  it  was  held  in  that  case  that  the  Jury  were  the 
Judges  of  the  value  of  the  animal  after  hearing  all 
the  evidence  touching  his  qualities. 

In  Brill  v.  Flagler,  83  Wend.  854,  in  regard  to  the 
value  of  a  well-broke  setter  dog,  it  was  held  that 
the  opinions  were  barely  competent,  and  the  an- 
swers of  the  witnesses  depended  in  a  measure  upon 
their  skill  and  Judgment  in  respect  to  these  ani- 
mals. 

In  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  661,  it  was  said  by 
C.  L.  Allen,  criticising  the  case  of  Brill  v.  Flag- 
ler, 28  Wend.  854,  that  ''there  is  no  standard  market 
value  for  such  property,  if  property  It  can  be 
called,  and  men  differ  In  opinion  as  their  fancies 
dictate  In  respect  to  value;"  that  *'it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  a  court  or  Jury  would  have  found  a 
dog  of  any  value,  who  had  been  accustomed  to 
worry  and  kill  sheep.'*  Hand,  P.  J.,  said:  ''I  have 
some  doubt  whether  it  Is  competent  for  any  witness 
to  give  an  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  a  dog.  If  that 
can  be  done  I  think  it  must  first  appear  that  the 
aninud  belongs  to  a  species  (if  there  are  such)  that 
have  a  market  value;  and  the  witness  must  have 
some  acquaintance  with  the  qualities  of  that  dasi; 
andalsohavesomeknowledgeof  their  value*  .  .  . 
If  the  testimony  upon  the  general  character  of  the 
dog  was  admissible  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
impeach  it  on  the  question  of  value  by  showing 
that  he  was  a  sheep  killer." 

In  Harger  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barb.  256,  it  was  said  that 
in  Brill  v.  Flagler,  28  Wend.  854,  **tbe  opinion  of 
Chief  Justice  Nelson  (for  that  was  not  necessary 
to  the  decision  of  the  cause)  went  too  far  i^hea  it 
professed  to  sanction  the  competency  of  evidence 


590 


Tbnhessbb  Sufrbmb  Court. 


FBI., 


assigDed  maDy  errors.    Tbey  are  too  numer- 
ous to  treat  separately  and  seriatim. 

It  is  said  there  is  do  eyidence  to  sustain  the 
verdict.  It  appears  that  the  Rapid  Transit 
Company  operates  a  line  of  electric  street  cars 
from  Nashville  to  West  Nashville,  over  a  hij;h- 
way  known  as  the  "Charlotte  Pike."  This 
pike  is  a  public  thoroughfare  for  wa|B;ons  and 
other  vehicles,  horses,  cattle,  pedestrians,  and 
is  much  used  and  frequented.  The  plaintiff 
was  passing  over  this  turnpike,  returning  from 
a  nutting  expedition  into  the  country,  in  a  con- 
veyance, with  his  two  daughters.  He  bad 
taken  his  gun  with  him,  and  also  a  favorite 
bird  dog.      The  accident   occurred  about  5 


o'clock  in  the  evening.  The  dog  was  running 
along  the  turnpike  or  thoroughfare  some  150 
or  200  yards  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  vehicle, 
when  he  started  across  the  tracks  of  the  street- 
car line,  which  were  laid  on  the  bed  of  the 
turnpike.  Bome  little  birds  flying  up  attracted 
his  attention,  and  he  stopped  in  the  center  of 
the  track,  and,  as  some  witnesses  say,  was  in 
the  act  of  **setting"  the  birds.  The  term  "set- 
ting," as  used  here,  has  a  somewhat  technical 
meaning,  and  means  that  he  was  "sianding*^ 
and  intently  looking  in  one  direction.  In  dog 
parlance,  therefore,  "setting"  means  "stand- 
in^r,"  and  the  attitude  is  also  called  "pointing." 
While  in  this  attitude  a  slreet  car  came  up 


as  to  *^h6  value  of  the  services  of  a  person  in 
breakiDflr  a  setter  doff.*' 

BlaokBtODe,  vol.  4,  p.  286,  says:  "As  to  those  ani- 
mals which  do  not  serve  for  food,  and  which  there- 
fore the  law  holds  to  have  oo  iotrlnsic  value,  as 
dogs  of  all  sorts,  and  other  creatures  kept  for 
whim  and  pleasure,  though  a  man  may  have  a  base 
property  therein  and  maintain  a  civil  action  for 
the  loss  of  them,  yet  they  are  not  of  such  estima- 
tion as  that  the  orime  of  eteallnir  them  amounts 
to  larceny." 

The  reasonlnir  of  this  statement  should  not  ap- 
ply to  dogrs,  notwithstandinir  the  contempt  origi- 
nally bestowed  upon  them.  In  some  countries  they 
are  valuable  as  beasts  of  burden.  ^*The  ancients 
ate  puppies  as  a  delicacy,  and  they  offered  them  in 
sacrifice  to  their  gods.  Dogs  are  generally  an  arti- 
cle of  food  in  the  South  Sea  Islands,  and  provided 
to  regale  the  visitors  of  the  inhabitants.  In  vari- 
ous parts  of  Africa  they  are  held  in  like  estimation, 
and  in  the  kingdoms  of  Whidaw  and  Dahomy  their 
flesh  is  exposed  for  sale  in  the  public  markets." 
7  Edinburgh  Enc.  846.  So  they  are  esteemed  in 
China,  Japan,  and  among  the  North  American  In- 
dians. The  dog  is  as  necessary  an  adjunct  to  the 
hunter  as  his  gun,  and  we  are  dependent  upon  this 
animal  for  all  the  delicacies  in  game  season. 
Gloves  made  from  his  skin  rival  those  from  a  kid  or 
a  chamois.  Clothing  is  made  from  his  hide.  His  in- 
stinct is  unerring.  His  affection  is  unwavering, 
and  with  this  animal  more  than  any  other  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  slave  develops  into  mutual 
regard  and  affection.  Were  it  not  for  the  preju- 
dice and  hue  and  cry  against  hydrophobia  and  the 
difficulty  In  fixing  liability  for  injuries  to  sheep, 
this  animal  would  take  the  place  he  deserves  and 
be  regarded  as  any  other  species  of  property.  The 
personal  pronoun  in  the  old  adage  ^'Love  me,  love 
my  dog"  expresses  the  regard  and  estimation  the 
owner  feels  in  his  property,  however  others  may 
feel  inclined  to  regard  it  as  a  base  cur.  Vast  sums 
of  money  are  invested  annually  in  dogs,  and  their 
values  may  be  said  to  be  no  more  ficitious  than 
that  of  a  seal  skin  sacque  cut  In  the  latest  style,  or 
a  pedigreed  Jersey  cow. 

In  Lentz  v.  Stroh,  6  Serg.  &  R.  84,  in  an  action  for 
killing  a  dog  the  plaintiff  to  swell  the  damages  had 
given  evidence  of  the  excellent  qualities  of  the 
dog,  a  first-rate  hunting  dog  worth  a  cow,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  would  as  soon  have  lost  the  best  horse 
in  his  stablcwhich  had  cost  him  $120.  The  court  said 
that  the  value  of  the  dog  was  a  proper  inquiry,  but 
shall  not  the  defendant  on  the  general  issue  con- 
tradict the  evidence,  and  say:  ^*But  the  dog  was  a 
most  worthless  cur,  a  most  mischievous  animal, 
•  .  .  that  he  was  a  wolf  in  the  clothing  of  a  dog; 
a  caput  lupinvm,  and,  instead  of  being  of  the  value 
of  $50  as  the  plaintiff  states  in  his  writ,  he  was% 
really  of  no  value  beyond  the  value  of  his  skin.*' 

In  Stete  V.  Latham,  85  N.  C.  (18  Ired.  L.)  88,  it  was 
said  that  by  the  old  authorities  a  dog  was  not  the 
subject  of  larceny  because  it  was  without  value. 
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It  was  not  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  for  shooting  a  dog  that  the  dog  be  shown  to 
have  pecuniary  value.  Parker  v.  Mise,  27  Ala.  488, 
62  Am.  Dec.  776;  Dodson  v.  Mock,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  * 
B.  L.)  146, 82  Am.  Dec.  677. 

And  under  a  prosecution  for  maliciously  killing 
a  dog  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  value  of  the 
dog  should  be  alleged  in  the  indictment,  or  proved 
on  the  trial.  United  States  v.  Gideon,  1  Minn. 
282. 

In  an  action  for  wrongfully  killing  a  dog  the  court 
cited  a  statute  authorizing  a  tax  on  dogs  for  the 
protection  of  sheep  owners,  and  held  that  an  in- 
struction requiring  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
dog  was  of  some  pecuniary  value  was  wrong,  say- 
ing: *^The  law  recognizes  the  right  of  property  in 
dogs.**  Brent  v.  Kimball,  60  111.  211,  14  Am.  Bep. 
85. 

In  Slmmonds  v.  Holmes,  61  Conn.  1, 15  L.  R.  A. 
258,  where  plaintiff  contended  that  **neither  the 
common  law  nor  the  statute  will  Justify  the  killing 
of  a  dog  unless  for  the  necessary  protection  of 
property,  to  l)e  ascertained  by  comparing  the  value 
of  the  property  being  injured  with  the  value  of 
the  dog,**  it  was  held  that  Conn.  Oen.  Stat.  9  8757, 
allowed  the  killing  of  all  dogs  irrespective  of  their 
value,  if  engaged  in  mischief  away  from  their 
keepers.  The  court  said  that  ^'there  is  no  time  or 
opportunity  to  place  a  value  on  the  dog  or  on  the 
thing  threatened  with  injury.** 

And  in  Johnston  v.  State,  100  Ala.  82,  in  a  slander 
case  it  was  said:  **Dogs  are  not  property.  There 
is  no  presumption,  therefore,  that  any  dog  is  valu- 
able. Not  being  property,  the  prima  facie  pre- 
sumption in  any  case  is  that  the  animal  has  no 
value.  It  is,  of  course,  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  make  dogs  property,  and  a  status  thoa 
given  them  would,  we  may  concede  withoat  dedd- 
inir«  carry  with  it  a  presumption  of  value.  Thia 
act  does  not  do  this,  even  In  respect  of  dogs  regis- 
tered under  Its  provisions." 

In  Gibbons  v.  Van  Alstyne,  29  N.  Y.  S.  R.  461,  In 
an  action  for  wrongfully  killing  a  dog  it  was  said: 
"If  a  dog  had  no  value,"  it  was  nevertheless  a  tres- 
pass to  kill  the  dog  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff, 
for  which  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  agalnat  the 
defendant. 

And  in  an  action  for  killing  a  dog  evidence  as  to- 
his  market  value  was  improper  where  the  dog  was 
not  shown  to  have  any  market  value.  Smith  v. 
Grlswold,  15  Hun,  278. 

In  Jemison  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  75  Ga.  444,  58 
Am.  Rep.  476,  it  was  said  dogs  seem  to  have  no 
market  value,  and  the  rule  of  damages  in  the  case 
of  live  stock  killed  by  running  of  trains  could  not 
apply  to  them. 

IX.  ^s  to  Ueense  and  tax  la'M 

a.  OeneraUy, 

Dog  license  laws  are  generally  held  to  be  within 
the  police  power.    Cases  in  regard   to  actions  for 
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rapidly,  and  some  of  the  witnesses  say  almost 
noiselessly,  upon  faim,  and  ran  over  and 
crushed  him,  so  much  that  his  owner,  seeing 
that  he  was  fatally  injured,  shot  and  killed 
him.  It  appears  that  the  gong  was  not 
sounded,  the  motor  man  did  not  shout  at  the 
dog,  snd  did  not  make  any  effort  to  check  the 
car  until  it  was  so  close  that  it  was  imipossible, 
to  prevent  running  over  the  dog.  The  mo ' 
torman  excuses  his  act  by  saying  that  the 
dog  came  upon  the  track  so  abruptly  and 
unexpectedly,  and  so  nearly  in  front  of  the 
car,  that  there  was  no  time  to  stop  the  car 
or  sound  the  gong,  or  take  any  other  precau- 
tions.   There  is  other  evidence  to  show  that 


the  dog  could  be  seen,  and  was  seen,  quite  a 
distance  before  the  car  reached  him,  and  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  is  in  favor  of  this 
view  of  the  case.  The  car  was  running  rap- 
idly and  smoothly  at  the  time,  the  dog  was 
in  plain  view  upon  the  track,  and,  according 
to  some  of  the  witnesses,  the  motorman  was 
looking  at  him  for  some  distance,  and  evi- 
dently expecting  that  he  would  leave  the  track 
in  time  to  escape  injury. 

All  other  questions  out  of  the  way,  there  is 
ample  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  as  to  the  killing,  the  negligence  of  the 
motorman,  and  the  reckless  running  of  the  cars 
at  a  rapid  rate  of  speed,  and  without  due  pre- 


f  unds  raised  by  taxlnir  dogs,  and  license  cases  that 
do  not  pass  on  property  riflrbts  in  dogs,  are  not  in- 
tended to  be  included  In  this  note. 

An  unlicensed  dofr  running  at  larire  could  be 
killed  under  an  ordloanceof  0#!den  City,  Utab,  pro- 
vidlnir  tbat  all  do^s  found  runninir  at  larfre  within 
the  limits  of  the  city,  not  registered  and  collared, 
shall  be  liable  to  be  killed,  where  the  charter  pro- 
vided that  the  city  council  shall  have  power 
to  license  dogs,  regulate  or  prohibit  the  keeping  of 
dogs,  and  to  authorize  the  destruction  of  the  same 
when  at  large  contrary  to  ordinance.  Jenkins  v« 
Ballantyne,  8  Utah,  245. 16  L.  R.  A.  889. 

And  where  a  person  was  refused  a  certificate  of 
exemption  from  the  dog  license  duty,  under  41  ft 
42  Vict.  chap.  16,  •  22,  custom  and  inland  revenue 
act  ]878>  providing  for  exemption  in  cases  of  shep- 
herd dogs,  a  conviction  could  be  had  and  the  jus- 
tices could  not  dismiss  the  prosecution  on  the 
ground  that  the  offense  was  trivial. 

In  Independence  v.  Trouvalle,  15  Kan.  70,  it  was 
said  that  an  ordinance  providing  for  fees  for  a 
marshal  for  killing  dogs  at  large  should  not  be  held 
to  be  invalid  because  of  the  sacredneas  of  the  prop- 
erty that  may  be  held  in  dogs.  The  court  said  that 
**property  In  dogs  is  of  such  a  low  character  that  it 
is  hardly  considered  as  property  at  all.  .  .  .  We 
do  not  suppose  that  property  in  dogs  is  of  such  a 
ncred  character  that  dogs  found  running  at  large 
upon  the  public  streets,  in  violation  of  a  city  ordi- 
nance, cannot  be  destroyed,  but  must  be  taken  up 
and  impounded,  as  a  cow  or  other  more  valuable 
animal.** 

In  Julienne  v.  Jackson,  60  Miss-  34.  in  an  action 
against  a  city  for  killing  a  dog  at  large,  it  was  said: 
**It  may  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  prop- 
erty right  in  the  animal,  and  might  have  recovered 
his  value  as  against  one  unlawfully  killing  him. 
But  of  all  property,  dogs  are  more  peculiarly  the 
subjects  of  police   regulation^  than    any  other 


The  license  laws  are  generally  held  to  be  an  ex- 
ercise of  police  power,  and  not  an  exercise  of  the 
taxing  power. 

So.  under  ni.  act  Kay  20, 1879,  entitled  '*An  Act 
to  Indemnify  the  Owners  of  Sheep  in  Caws  of 
Damage  Committed  by  Dogs,*'  providing  for  license 
fee  of  $1  on  each  dog,  it  was  held  that  the  license 
fee  was  in  no  sense  a  tax,  and  was  not  within  the 
operation  of  111.  Const,  art.  0,  9  1,  providing  that  all 
needful  revenue  shall  be  raised  by  levying  a  tax  by 
valuation.  The  court  said:  "It  is  simply  what  it 
purports  to  be,  a  'license  fee,'  and  is  imposed  under 
the  police  power,  and  not  under  the  taxing  power 
of  the  state.  Undoubtedly  *dogs'  are  regarded  as  a 
species  of  property  for  some  purposes,  but  owing 
to  their  habits,  which  are  known  to  be  hurtful 
sometimes  to  pcrsonsand  to  some  kinds  of  domestic 
animals,  the  keeping  of  them  may  be  the  subject 
of  regulation  provided  by  law.'*  Cole  v.  Hall,  108 
I1L80. 

In  State  ▼.  Doe,  79  Ind.  9, 41  Am.  Rep.  599,  it  was 
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said  that  specific  taxes  upon  dogs  can  be  upheld 
only  on  the  ground  that  they  are  not  revenue 
measures,  but  police  regulations,  and  the  specific 
tax  levied  on  dogs  in  Indiana  is  a  per  cavUa  tax  on 
the  dogs,  and  not  ad  valorem.  The  court  said  that 
**dog8  are  not  by  these  statutes  recognized  as  sub- 
jects of  general  taxation  for  revenue  purposes,  and 
taxed  accordingly." 

Indiana  act  March  2,  1865,  entitled,  "An  Act  to 
Discourage  the  Keeping  of  Useless  and  Sheep- Kill- 
ing Dogs,  and  Providing  Penalities  for  the  Viola- 
tion of  Any  of  the  Provisions  of  said  Act  by  Of- 
ficers and  Others,  and  Also  Repealing  an  Act  to 
License  Dogs,**  did  not  conflict  with  Ind.  Const, 
art.  10,  8  1,  requiring  that  the  general  assembly 
shall  provide  by  law  for  the  uniform  and  equal 
rights  of  assessment  and  taxation,  as  the  plain  pur- 
pose of  the  act  is  not  to  provide  a  revenue,  but  to 
discourage  the  keeping  of  dogs,  and  as  a  measure 
of  internal  police  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
encourage  the  rearing  of  sheep  and  to  discourage 
the  keeping  of  dogs.  The  court  said  it  is  a  matter 
of  no  consequence  how  the  sum  charged  to  the 
owner  of  the  dog  may  be  collected.  Mitchell  v. 
Williams,  27  Ind.  62;  State  v.  Cornnall,  27  Ind. 
120. 

Under  a  city  ordinance  requiring  the  payment  of 
a  tax  of  $2  by  the  owner  of  a  dog,  and  providing  a 
fine  for  the  failure  to  pay  for  each  dog  owned,  and 
authorizing  the  marshal  to  kill  the  dog,  a  conviction 
fining  the  owner  of  a  dog  could  be  had.  The  court 
said,  although  called  a  tax,  yet  it  is  not  a  revenue 
levy  in  either  purpose  or  operation:  that  it  was  in- 
tended as  a  police  regulation  for  reducing  the 
number  of  mischievous  dogs,  and  is  a  license  law; 
$2  the  price  of  license,  or  a  tax  for  the  privilege, 
and  the  collar  and  stamps  are  passports  for  the 
security  of  registered  dogs.  Com.  v.  Markham,  7 
Bush,  487. 

In  Com.  V.  Markham,  7  Bush,  487,  under  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  the  owner  of  a  dog  to  pay  $2  for 
license,  which  was  held  to  be  within  the  police 
power,it  was  said:  "Had  revenue  been  the  object  the 
charter  gave  ample  power  by  an  increase  of  taxa- 
tion ad  valorem  without  a  fruitless  resort  to  an 
unauthorized  specific  tax  on  dogs,which,  moreover, 
would  have  violated  the  statute  of  1865,  allowing 
to  every  citizen  of  the  state  two  dogs  free  from 
taxation." 

And  a  dog  tax  is  not  a  tax  within  the  meaning  of 
Mich.  Const,  art..  14,  providing  for  specific  state 
taxes,  and  is  not  a  double  tax,  but  is  an  exercise  of 
the  police  power,  and  is  valid.  Van  Horn  y.  People, 
46  Mich.  188,  41  Am.  Rep.  159. 

Under  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  9  2482,  exempting  a  city 
railway  from  taxes  other  than  the  state  specific  tax 
on  all  the  property  of  the  company,  a  dog  was  not 
exempt,  as  Iaws  1877,  p.  239,  imposes  a  tax  on  dogs, 
not  by  value,  but  specifically,  of  $1  for  male  dogs, 
and  $3  for  female  dogs.  It  was  held  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  license  rather  than  a  tax  law.  Imposed 
on  those  who  chose  to  keep  animals  that  have 
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caution  to  preyent  accidents  to  animals  on  the 
track. 

It  was  not  error  in  the  trial  judge  to  charge 
that  the  streetcar  company  must  have  suf- 
ficient employees  on  its  cars  to  operate  them  in 
a  careful  manner,  so  as  to  prevent  damages  or 
injuries  to  persons  and  animals  that  might  go 
upoD  the  tracks  and  was  liable  for  a  failure  to- 
do  so:  the  question  of  what  number  would  b^ 
sufficient  being  left  to  the  jury,  under  all  the 
circumstances.  It  appears  that  at  this  time 
and  place  the  motorman  was  the  only  employee 
on  the  car,  and  he  was  doing  duty  both  as  mo- 
torman and  conductor,  the  latter  having 
left  the  car  after  it  passed  from  the  more 
.crowded  portion  of  the  track  nearer  the  city. 


The  roadway  of  the  street-car  company  being 
on  the  roadway  of  the  turnpike,  where  per- 
sons, horses,  and  vehicles  were  constantly 
passing,  and  bad  the  right  to  pass,  and  on  the 
same  grade  as  the  turnpike,  were  all  circum- 
stances for  the  jury  to  consider,  and  they 
could  properly  do  so  under  the  charge  as  given. 
The  motorman  had  also  stated  that  the  reason  be 
did  not  see  the  dog  sooner  was  because  he  was 
looking  around  at  the  passengers  to  see  if  any 
desired  to  get  off,  so  that  the  charge  was  called 
for  and  appropriate. 

It  was  not  error  to  charge  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  street-car  track  was  laid  on  the  roadway 
and  on  the  same  level  with  it,  the  dog  was  not 
a  trespasser  if  he  went  upon  the  track,  in- 


always  been  reirarded  as  requlrinsr  special  regula- 
tions different  from  that  applied  to  others.  Hen- 
dHe  V.  Kalthoff,  48  Mloh.  906. 

Under  a  charter  of  a  city  providing  that  a  city 
shall  have  power  to  tax,  refrulate,  restrain,  and 
prohibit  the  runlng  at  lanreof  dofra  or  oats,  and 
providinfr  for  the  impounding  or  destruction  of 
either,  it  was  held  that  the  power  granted  was  to 
tax  dogs  and  regulate  dogs,  and  was  not  limited 
simply  to  the  power  to  restrain  and  prohibit  dogs 
from  running  at  large,  and  the  city  could  impose  a 
tax  per  capita  upon  dogs  by  way  of  license,  and 
such  power  was  not  precluded  by  Mo.  Ck>n8t.  art  10, 
•  4,  requiring  all  property  to  be  taxed  in  proportion 
to  Its  value.  Carthage  v.  Rhodes,  101  Mo.  175^  »  L. 
B..A.dSZ, 

In  Mowery  v.  Salisbury,  88  N.  C  175,  it  was  said 
that  **the  plaintiff's  contention  is  that,  as  dogs  are 
property,  the  power  of  this  municipal  lK>dy  is  lim- 
ited by  the  Constitution  to  the  imposition  of  an 
ad  valorem  tax,  and  that  for  its  nonpayment  the 
destruction  of  the  aJHmal  is  not  ao'  authorized 
remedy.  It  Is  difficult  to  apply  the  rule  to  animals 
that  have  no  standard  value,  and  are  not  the  sub- 
ject of  sale  and  traffic,  in  order  to  put  upon  them  a 
share  of  the  police  burdens.  But  the  sum  required 
to  be  paid  by  the  owner  is  not  an  ad  valorem,  but 
a  specific  tax  for  the  privilege  of  keeping  the  dog 
within  the  town,  with  an  annexed  penalty  if  be  is 
round  running  at  large  without  the  required  badge, 
the  evidence  of  its  payment  and  the  ownership  of 
the  dog.'* 

Under  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  •  2754,  providing  that  every 
dog  over  three  months  of  age  shall  be  listed  by  the 
assessor  in  the  name  of  the  owner  without  affixing 
any  valuation  thereto,  but  the  owner  may  affix  any 
valuation  thereto  he  wishes  without  swearing  to 
the  valuation,  and  f  2883,  providing  that  In  the  tax 
list  there  shall  be  columns  for  the  number  of  and 
per  capita  tax  on  dogs,  and  in  addition  to  the  prop- 
er tax  on  the  valuation  that  may  be  fixed  upon  a  dog 
by  the  owners,  which  shall  be  included  in  the  per- 
sonals property  valuation  and  taxed  therewith,  the 
auditor  shall  levy  $1,— it  was  held  that  the  per  capita 
tax  on  dogs  was  not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion, art.  12,  •  2,  providing  that  laws  shall  be  passed 
taxing  by  uniform  rule  all  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty according  to  its  true  value  in  money,  as  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power  is  different  from  the 
taxing  power  and  amounted  to  a  license.  As  to 
whether  dogs  were  property  within  the  meaning  of 
this  constitutional  provision  was  held  not  neces- 
sary to  be  decided  in  this  case.  Hoist  v.  Roe,  89 
Ohio  St.  340,  48  Am.  Rep.  469. 

In  Origgs  v.  Dittoe,  52  Ohio  St  601,  it  was  said  that 
Ohio  act  May  14, 1891,  providing  that  any  dog  re- 
turned for  taxation  and  the  tax  on  which  is  paid 
when  due  shall  be  regarded  as,  and  shall  be,  prop- 
erty, was  not  ihoonsistent  with  Rev.  Stat,  t  7006, 
authorizing  any  person  to  kill  a  dog  at  large. 

In  Ex  parte  Cooper,  8  Tex.  App.  480,  80  Am.  Rep. 
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162,  it  was  said  that  dogs  axe  not  recognized  as  other 
property  and  subjeot  to  an  od  valorem  taxation. 

Texas  act  1878,  exempting  to  each  family  one  dog, 
and  imposing  on  all  other  dogs  a  tax  of  $1  per 
annum  under  a  penalty  of  $5,  is  not  a  tax  law,  but 
a  police  regulation.  Ezparte  Cooper,  8  Tex.  App. 
489, 30  Am.  Rep.  152. 

That  the  sum  exceeded  the  expenses  of  issuance 
did  not  transcend  the  licensing  power,  and  make  it 
a  tax.    Tenney  v.  Lens,  16  Wis.  666. 

In  Jemison  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  76  Oa.  444,  58 
Am.  Rep.  476,  It  was  said  that  ^doga  are  not  general- 
ly the  subjects  of  taxation.  •  •  .  Dogs  are  not 
property  in  such  a  sense  as  makes  them  assets  be- 
longing to  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  and  are 
never  inventoried  and  appraised,  however  numer- 
ous or  valuable,  nor  are  they  subjeot  to  levy  and 
sale  so  far  as  we  are  informed.'* 

But  there  are  cases  holding  that  the  license  law 
is  a  tax  on  property  which  cannot  be  enforced  by 
fine  or  imprisonment. 

An  ordinance  of  Washington,  January  14, 1858,  pro- 
viding that  it  shall  not  b^  ifhu^iil  for  any  person  to 
own  or  keep  any  dog  without  obtaining  from  the 
city  a  license  for  which  he  shall  pay  $3  per  an- 
num for  a  male  and  $5  per  annum  for  a  female,  and 
8  2,  imposing  a  forfeiture  of  from  $6  to  flOfor  a  male 
dog,  and  $10  to  $20  for  a  female,  if  the  owner  or 
keeper  fails  to  obtain  a  lioense,  is  invalid  because 
it  declared  the  owner  a  criminal  and  subjected  him 
to  arrest,  imprisonment,  and  fine  for  keeping  his 
property  at  home  unless  he  first  obtained  a  lioense. 
The  oourt  said  that  **tbe  law  recognizes  property 
in  and  to  dogs,  and  the  owner  thereof  is  entitled  to 
his  remedies  for  an  invasion  of  his  rights  of  prop- 
erty,** and  **if  dogs  are  property  they  may  be  taxed 
and  the  tax  assessed  to  the  owner.**  Washington  v. 
Meigs,  IMacArtl).  58. 

In  Cranston  v.  Augusta,  61  Oa.  673,  the  recorder 
dismissed  a  prosecution  under  an  ordinance  requir- 
ing the  owner  of  a  dog  annually  to  purchase  a  dog 
collar  for  $1,  under  a  penalty  of  $1  to  $6,  saying 
**tbe  city  has  the  right  to  Impose  special  taxes  and 
collect  them  by  execution.  But  as  It  has  been  de- 
cided that  dogs  are  property,  the  city  has  no  more 
right  to  fine  a  citizen  for  not  paying  tax  on  his  dog 
than  on  other  property,*'  and  the  dismissal  was 
sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  could 
not  be  twice  tried.  The  oourt  does  not  discuss  any 
other  question  involved  in  the  case. 

In  some  states  provision  is  made  for  direct  tax 
on  dogs  as  on  other  property. 

South  Dakota  Laws  1889,  chap.  121,  imposes  a  tax 
on  every  dog,  to  be  collected  in  the  same  manner 
as  other  taxes  upon  personal  property.  Liberty 
Twp.  V.  Hutobinson  County,  7  8.  D.  530. 

And  in  Lynn  v.  State,  88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  153,  it 
was  held  that  the  legislature  has  made  the  dog  the 
subject  of  a  direct  od  valorem  tax,  thereby  placing 
it  upon  the  same  footing  as  all  other  taxable  prop- 
erty. 
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asmach  m  tbe  dog  was  not  improperly  on  the 
biirhway. 

It  was  not  error  to  tell  tbe  jury  that  if  after 
tbe  dog  was  injured  his  master  killed  him, 
under  the  honest  belief  that  be  was  fatally 
injured,  this  would  not  prevent  a  recovery. 
The  action  in  this  case  w%9  for  both  tbe  injury 
and  killing,  and,  if  the  jury  should  have  found 
that  the  dog  ought  not  to  have  been  killed, 
still  (he  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  damages 
for  his  injuries. 

It  is  said  that  tbe  judge  should  have  told 
ibe  jury  that  the  motorman  might  rely  upon 
tbe  keen  sense  of  bearing,  great  alertness,  in- 
ielligence,  and  active  celerity  common  to  dogs, 
and  ihey  might  consider  and  weigh  their  own 


practical  knowledge  as  to  the  nature,  charac- 
ter, and  quality  of  dogs,  and  consider  all  these 
matters  in  reaching  a  verdict  in  the  case.  The 
request,  we  think,  is  too  broad.  Unquestion- 
ably, the  jury  might  take  into  consideration 
common  knowleage  and  observation  about 
the  habits  and  qualities  of  dogs,  but  it  was  go- 
ing too  fsdr  to  say  that  tbe  ibotorman  might 
rely  upon  tbe  quickness  and  celerity  of  the  dog 
and  thus  aheolve  himself  from  all  duty  and 
care  to  prevent  tbe  accideut, which  is  virtually 
what  the  request  implies. 

The  court  sufficiently  stated  to  the  jury  the 
rule  applicable  if  the  dog  appeared  so  sud- 
denly and  immediately  in  front  of  the  car  that 
it  could  not  be  stopped    and   no  precaution 


And  where  a  majority  of  taxpayers  was  required 
to  obtain  a  petition  for  the  tasuloff  of  railroad 
bonds,  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1809,  p.  2808,  chap.  907,  it 
was  held  that  persons  who  paid  a  tax  of  60  oenta  as 
tbe  owner  of  a  dog  should  he  counted.  The  court 
eald  that  «*lt  is  setUed  at  this  day  In  this  state  that 
doffs  are  property.'*  People,  LonirweU,  v.  MoMas- 
ter,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 182. 

And  In  Kinsman  ▼.  State,  77  Ind.  132,  It  was  said, 
«eferrincr  to  a  doir*  that  any  article  of  property 
which  the  law  subjects  to  taxation  is  prima  fade 
«n  article  of  value. 

So,  under  V t.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  19,  •  1,  subd.  4,  pro- 
Tldtng  that  every  person  of  f  nil  aire  who  shall  re- 
elde  in  any  town  In  this  state,  and  whose  ratable 
estate  held  in  his  own  rigrht,  the  peroentafce  of  the 
▼alue  of  which  besides  his  poll  shall  be  set  in  the 
Jlst  of  such  town  at  the  sum  of  $8  or  upwards  for 
Hve  years  in  succession^  shall  thereby  fraln  a  settle- 
ment In  such  town,'  a  ^uper  obtained  a  settlement 
where  his  father's  list  was  real  estate  $2.40,  per- 
•onal  property  $  .80,  one  doff  $1.  one  poll  $2.  total, 
$6.70.    Marshneld  ▼.  Middlesex,  66  Y t.  646. 

In  Van  Horn  ▼.  People,  40  Mich.  188,  41  Am. 
Rep.  150,  it  was  said:  "As  the  ohanre  laid  on  the 
owners  of  do^  is  a  pecuniary  burden  imposed  by 
public  authority,  it  partakes,  no  doubt,  of  the 
character  of  a  tax,  and  for  many  purposes  miirht 
be  so  spoken  of  without  harm."  Referrinir  to  this, 
the  oourt  in  Lonjryear  v.  Buck,  88  Mich.  286, 10  L. 
JB.  A.  43,  said:  '*But  a  constitutional  provision  for 
tbe  taxation  of  property  by  value  will  not  preclude 
a  per  capita  tax  on  dogs,  •  .  .  Bach  person  assesses 
himself  in  determining  how  many  dogs  he  will  own 
and  keep." 

In  Bowen  y.  Tioga  County.  6  Pa.  Oo.  Ct  618,  it  was 
held  that  Pa.  act  June  12, 1878,  for  the  taxation  of 
dogs  and  the  protection  of  sheep,  to  take  effect  upon 
a  majority  vote,  was  contrary  to  Const,  art  8,  •  7, 
prohibiting  local  legislation. 

Ind.  act  1891,  p.  199,  •<  47, 68,  provided  another  and 
antagonistio  method  of  taxation  of  dogs,  differing 
from  the  act  of  March  6, 1891,  creating  a  method 
for  the  taxation  of  dogs.  Kerlin  v.  Reynolds,  142 
Ind.  486. 

In  Wilcox  T.  State  (Ga.)  89  L.  R.  A.  709,  It  was  said 
that  in  Ga.  Const.  (Civ.  Code,  •  6883),  authorizing 
the  general  assembly  to  impose  a  tax  on  such  do- 
mestic animals  as  from  their  nature  and  habits  are 
destructive  of  other  property,  the  words  '*domes- 
tlo  animals"  were  intended  to  refer  to  dogs, 

b.  Taking  property  tDithnut  due  proeees  of  law. 

Some  cases  bold  that  a  dog  is  such  property  that 
be  cannot  be  summarily  killed  without  notice  to 
his  owner,  as  this  would  be  contrary  to  the  consti- 
tutional provision  against  depriving  a  person  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law.  But  on  this 
question  there  is  some  oonHIct  of  authorities. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  the  killing  of  plain- 
tiff's dog  by  the  dog  of  another  person  It  was  said 
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that,  under  a  statute  authorizing  any  person  to  kill 
a  dog  not  having  a  lioensed  colhir  on,  **a  statute  un- 
der which  a  party  is.  In  so  summary  a  manner,  to 
be  deprived  of  his  property  by  having  it  destroyed, 
should  not  be  extended  by  construction.  That 
dogs  have  a  value  and  axe  the  property  of  their 
owner  cannot  be  well  denied  at  the  present  day, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  rule  heretofore." 
Heisrodt  v.  Hackett,  34  Mich.  283, 22  Am.  Rep.  628. 

And  a  city  ordinance  providing  for  the  killing  or 
selling  of  unlicensed  dogs  found  running  at  large 
witbouta  license  check  then  attached  as  provided 
for  by  the  ordinance  is  contrary  to  Ohio  Const, 
art.  1,  •  19,  protecting  the  **property"  of  every  indi- 
vidual, subject  only  to  the  public  welfare,  and  pro- 
viding for  compensation  when  taken.  Archer  v. 
Baertochi,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  1«. 

So,  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1896[,  chap.  448,  requiring 
the  owner  of  every  dog  within  the  city  to  procure 
a  yearly  license  for  the  dog,  and  pay  to  the  humane 
society  of  the  city  $1  therefor  under  penalty,  upon 
refusal,  of  death  to  tbe  dog  or  his  confiscation,  and 
vesting  the  execution  of  the  law  and  the  proceeds 
of  tbe  license  or  sale  of  tbe  dog  in  tbe  society, 
it  was  held  that  such  society  could  not  seize  or 
confiscate  the  plaintiff's  dog,  as  in  New  York  dogs 
are  now  regarded  as  property  and  within  the  law 
for  the  protection  of  property,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  not  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  It  was  further  held  that  the  mere 
fact  of  not  wearing  a  licensed  collar  could  not  of 
itself  render  a  dog  a  nuisance,  and  thus  give  the 
right  to  kill  or  confiscate.  Fox  v.  Mohawk  ft  H. 
River  Humane  Soc  26  App.  Div.  26. 

And  under  a  city  ordinance  providing  that  if  any 
dog  shall  attack  a  person  at  any  place  except  on 
the  premises  of  his  owner,  the  mayor  or  police  jus- 
tice shall  order  the  owner  or  possessor  of  such  dog 
to  kill  him  immediately,  and  if  tbe  owner  refuses 
be  shall  forfeit,  etc.,  it  was  held  that  the  ordinance 
was  invalid  liecause  it  gave  no  opportunity  for  tbe 
owner  of  the  dog  to  be  heard  in  his  defense,  and 
tbe  court  said  that  under  N.  Y.  Const,  art  1,  f  6, 
^'property  may  not  be  taken,  affected,  or  destroyed 
except  by  due  process  of  law,  which  requires  no- 
tice of  hearing  to  tbe  owner,  and  opportunity  to 
be  heard."    People,  Sband,  v.  Tigbe,  9  Misc.  6(r7. 

But  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1802,  chap.  686  (county  law, 
H 126, 126),  providing  that  tbe  owner  or  possessor  of 
any  vicious  dog  who  shall  neglect  to  kill  him  within 
forty-eight  hours  after  having  received  an  order 
from  tbe  justice  of  tbe  peace  directing  such  a  dog 
to  be  killed,  shall  forfeit,  ete.,  it  was  held  that  this 
statute  did  not  deprive  tbe  relator  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  in  that  the  order  of  the 
justice  directing  tbe  relator  to  kill  his  dog  immedi- 
ately was  made  without  notice  to  him,  as  the  relator 
did  not  kill  his  dog  and  refused  to  do  so,  and  the 
statute  Imposed  a  money  penalty,  and  tbe  justloa 
did  not.  It  was  further  held  thkt  in  the  action  to 
recover  the  penalty  the  relator  would  have  fuU 
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could  have  prevented  the  accident.  The 
special  request  on  this  point  was  not  necessary, 
nor  as  made  was  it  correct. 

Assignments  are  made  which  raise  the  ques- 
tion of  the  8tatv8  of  dogs  before  the  law,  and 
on  what  plane  they  are  to  be  put,  and  how  re- 
carded.  It  has  been  held  thai  the  owner  of  a 
dog  has  such  property  in  him  as  that  he  may 
maintain  an  action  for  killing  or  injuring  him. 
Wheatley  v.  Harris,  4  Sneed,  468,  70  Am. 
Dec.  258.  Also  that  he  is  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny as  personal  properly.  State  v.  Brown,  9 
Baxt.  53.  It  has  also  been  held  that  a  dog  is 
an  animal  such  as  the  statute  contemplates  in 
providing  statutory  precautions  when  they 
appear  upon  railroad  tracks.  Fink  v.  Evans, 
95  Tenn.  416.  It  is  true  that  at  common  law 
a  dog  was  not  considered  as  property,  the 
reason  given  being  that  they  were  base  in  their 
nature  and  kept  merely  for  whims  and  pleatit- 
ures.  But  this  rule  of  law  has  not  found 
favor  in  later  days,  and  the  reason  of  the  rule 
is  not  regarded  as  well  founded.  In  MuUaly 
V.  People,  86  N.  Y.  865,  tbe  court  said  very 
enthusia-stically  that  *'when  we  call  to  mind 
the  small  spaniel  that  saved  the  life  of  William 
of  Orange  and  thus  probably  changed  the  cur- 
rent of  modem  histoiy.  .  .  .  and  tbe  faithful  St. 
Bernards,  which,  after  a  storm  has  swept  over 


tbe  crest;  and  sides  of  the  Alps,  start  out  In 
search  of  lost  travelers,  tbe  claim  that  the  na- 
ture of  the  dog  is  essentially  base,  and  that  be 
should  be  left  a  prey  to  every  vagabond  who 
chooses  to  steal  him.  will  not  now  receive 
ready  assent.  .  .  .  This  common-law  rule 
was  extremely  technical.  .  .  .  [for]  while  it 
was  not  larceny  to  steal  a  dog,  it  was  larceny 
to  steal  the  skin  of  a  dead  dog  ....  Large 
amounts  of  money  are  now  invested  in  dogs, 
and  they  are  largely  the  subjects  of  trade  and 
traffic."  They  are  tbe  negro's  associates,  and 
often  his  only  property,  the  poor  man's  friend 
and  the  rich  man's  companion,  and  the  pro- 
tection of  women  and  children,  hearthstones 
and  henroosts.  In  the  earlier  law  books  it  was 
said  that  "dog  law"  was  as  hard  to  define 
as  was  "  dog  latin,"  but  that  day  has  passed, 
and  dogs  have  now  a  distinct  and  well-estab- 
lished status  in  the  eyes  of  the  law. 

Much  evidence  is  given  in  the  case  upon  the 
question  of  tbe  dog's  pedigree  and  ancestry. 
The  objections  made  are  that  these  matters 
are  attempted  to  be  proven  by  general  reputa- 
tion, and  this  is  characterized  as  hearsay.  But 
the  question  of  pedigree  and  ancestry  is  a  mat- 
ter of  common  or  general  reputation,  whether 
the  question  concerns  horses,  cattle,  dogs,  or 
men.    The  matter,   from  tbe  very  nature  of 


opportunity  to  contest  the  truth  of  the  complaint 
upon  which  the  justice  made  the  order,  and  thus 
would  have  due  process  of  law.  People,  Renshaw, 
v.  Gillespie,  26  App.  Div.  91. 

In  People,  llenshaw,  v.  Gillespie,  25  App.  Div.  91, 
iPeople,  Shand,  v.  Ti«rhe,  9  Misc.  607.  was  distlnirulsh. 
ed,  the  court  saying:  **  We  assume  that  the  relator 
when  brought  before  the  police  justice  had  no  op- 
portunity to  contest  the  truth  of  tbe  original  com- 
plaint, and  in  that  view  the  case  was  correctly  de- 
cided, and  thus  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
one  before  us." 

And  in  Sentell  v.  New  Orleans  &  C.  R.  Co.  166  U. 
8.  608,  41  L.  ed.  1109,  It  was  held  that  La.  Laws  1882, 
p.  IdO,  providing  that  dogs  are  personal  property, 
but  that  no  dog  is  entitled  to  tbe  protection  of 
tbe  law  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  placed 
upon  tbe  assessment  roll,  and  that  in  a  civil  action 
for  a  recovery  for  Injuries  done  to  dogs,  a  recovery 
can  only  bo  had  to  the  amount  of  tbe  value  fixed 
by  such  owner  In  the  last  assessment,  was  not  in 
conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
providing  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law. 

New  Hampshire  Kev.  Stat.  chap.  127, 1  5,  provid- 
ing that  no  person  shall  be  liable  by  law  for  killing 
a  dog  wbiob  shall  be  found  not  having  around  his 
neck  a  collar  of  brass,  tin,  or  leather  with  tbe  name 
of  the  owner  carved  or  engraved  thereon,  did  not 
conflict  with  N.  H.  Const,  providing  against  taking 
property  for  public  uses,  or  deprive  parties  of  their 
property  in  dogs,  but  merely  regulated  the  use  and 
keeping  of  such  property,  and  was  a  police  regula- 
tion.   Morey  v.  Brown,  42  N.  H.  873. 

A  city  ordinance  authorizing  a  city  marshal  to 
shoot  all  dogs  not  muzzled,  found  in  any  street, 
was  held  to  he  contrary  to  Texas  Bill  of  Rights, 
1 17,  providing  no  person*s  property  shall  be  taken, 
damaged,  or  destroyed  for,  or  applied  to.  public  use 
without  adequate  compensation,  and  119,  providing 
that  no  citizen  of  this  state  shall  tie  deprived  of  life, 
lit>erty,  or  property  except  by  due  course  of  the  law 
of  tbe  land.    Lynn  v.  State,  83  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  153. 

In  Jenkins  v.  Ballantyne,  8  Utah,  245,  16  L.  R.  A. 
689,  it  was  said  that  tbe  5tfa  Amendment  of  tbe 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  declares  that  no  i 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  ' 
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without  due  process  of  Iaw,and  dogs  being  property 
their  owners  cannot  be  deprived  of  them  without 
due  process  of  law,  but  it  was  held  that  this  pro- 
vision should  be  construed  to  sustain  a  city  ordi- 
nance providing  that  a  dog  at  large  not  registered 
or  collared  could  be  killed,*as  the  protection  against 
dogs  justified  such  police  powers. 

In  an  action  of  quo  warranto  to  oust  a  city  from 
the  exercise  of  certain  powers,  claiming  that  an 
ordinance  requiring  a  registration  fee  for  each  dog, 
and  rendering  tbe  person  violating  the  same  liable 
to  a  fine,  and  authorizing  the  killing  of  a  dog,  was 
unconstitutional,  it  was  held  that  the  propoeltioo 
that  dogs  are  property  has  seldom,  if  ever,  been 
questioned,  and  so  far  as  this  case  is  conoerned  it 
will  be  admitted,  but  that  this  would  not  prevent  a 
statute  or  ordinance  restricting  tbe  running  at 
large  of  dogs,  or  for  their  destruction  in  case  they 
are  permitted  to  run  at  large  in  violation  of  law. 
It  was  further  held  that  the  license  tax  was  valid 
because  imposed  for  regulation  and  restriction, 
and  not  merely  for  revenue.  Tbe  court  said: 
''Under  the  almost  unbroken  current  of  authority 
we  think  that  statutes  and  ordinances  may  be  passed 
regulating,  restricting,  or  even  prohibiting  the 
running  at  large  of  dogs  in  cities,  and  this,  although 
dogs  are  unquestionably  property;  that  the  owners, 
keepers,  or  harborers  of  dogs  in  cities  may  be  re- 
quired to  register  tbe  same  and  to  pay  a  registration 
fee  therefor,  althougb  tbis  fee  may  in  one  sense  be 
a  tax,  though  not  a  tax  within  the  meaning  of  Kan. 
Const,  art  11, 1 1:  **Tbat  dogs  in  cities  may  be  classi- 
fied and  tbe  owners,  keepers,  or  harborers  thereof, 
maybe  required  to  register  all  the  dogs  of  one  class 
and  not  tbe  dogs  of  another  class,  and  to  pay  a 
greater  registration  fee  for  the  registration  of  tbe 
dogs  of  one  class  than  for  the  registration  of  the 
dogs  of  another  class;  and  such  owners,  keepers,  or 
harborers  of  dogs  may  also  k)e  required  to  put 
collars  around  the  necks  of  their  dogs,  and  that  any 
dog  found  running  at  large  in  a  city  in  violation  of 
the  statutes  or  ordinances  may  be  summarily  de- 
stroyed; and  that  all  this  is  constitutional  and  valid 
and  is  'due  process  of  law;'  and  that  by  tbe  same 
no  one  is  denied  *the  equal  protection  of  tbe  laws.'  ** 
State,  Curtis,  v.  Topeka,  36  Kan.  70, 60  Am.  Rep. 
689.  I.  T. 


18M. 


Citizens'  Rapid-Tbansit  Co.  t.  Dbw. 


625 


things,  depends  upon  reputation  or  common 
repute.  It  is  shown  that  certain  books  are 
kept,  and  in  them  there  is  a  registration  of 
pedigrees,  kept  up  for  the  information  of  the 
public,  not  only  as  to  horses,  but  also  as  to 
cattle  and  dogs.  These  are  shown  to  be  re- 
ceived as  satisfactory  cTidence  of  pedigree  in 
the  ssme  manoer  and  upon  the  same  idea  as 
entries  in  family  records  of  births,  deaths,  aod 
marriages  are  received  with  regard  to  the 
human  family.  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Edc.  Law, 
p.  258;  Flower$  v.  Haralson,  6  Yerg.  494;  Roa- 
ers  V.  Park,  4  Humph.  480;  Stcink  v.  Fireneh, 
11  Lea,  79, 47  Am.  Rep.  277;  Morri$Y.  Swaney, 
7  Heisk.  591;  Ford  v.  Ford,  7  Humph.  92. 

It  is  true  that  in  family  records  the  entries 
In  the  books  are  usually  made  by  the  relatives 
and  friends  of  the  person,  but,  inasmuch  as 
dogs  have  no  relatives  competent  to  make 
entries  for  them,  it  is  allowable  for  such 
•entries  to  be  made  by  the  owners,  friends, 
and  admirers  of  the  dog.  Upon  the  general 
question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence 
of  the  dog's  pedigree,  and  the  qualities  and 
performances  of  his  ancestors,  we  think  there 
can  be  no  doubt  but  that  such  evidence  is 
competent.  It  is  certainly  competent  to  show 
pedigree  upon  the  question  of  value  of  horses, 
cattle,  and  even  sheep  and  swine, --their  dif- 
ferent strains  of  blood;  and  especially  as  to 
horses  and  cows,  it  is  competent  to  show  the 
qualities  of  the  sires  and  dams  aud  more  re- 
mote ancestry,  as  these  matters  enter  largely 
into  the  question  of  value.  It  is  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  that  the  same  questions 
enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  value  of 
dogs,  not  only  such  as  are  kept  for  common 
use,  such  as  guard  dogs,  shepherd  dogs,  New- 
foundland dogs,  but  also  such  as  are  kept  for 
sporting  purposes,  such  as  grey,  blood,  and 
fox  hounds,  bird  dogs,  and  others.  There  are 
high  and  low  degrees  among  dogs  as  well  as 
among  men.  and  while  the  common  coon  dog 
baa  his  value,  it  is  not  the  same  as  that  of  the 
braSned  bird  dog  or  the  trained  bloodhound. 
It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  and  ob- 
servation that  certain  strains  of  blood  among 
horses  add  materially  to.if  they  do  not  entirely 
fix,  their  values,  and  so  among  cows  and  ho^s 
and  sheep,  and  even  among  chickens  and  tur- 
kevs.  Different  strains  of  blooded  horses  are 
valuable  because  it  is  found  that  for  genera- 
tions the  achievements  of  horses  of  that  strain 
have  been  noteworthy  upon  the  turf  and  else- 
where; and,  so  with  dogs,  these  qualities,  as  a 
matter  of  common  observation,  are  much  the 
same,  in  the  same  strain,  for  generation  after 
generation.  We  think  there  is  no  error  in  ad- 
mitting evidence  upon  these  matters  of  pedi- 
gree, and  the  reputation  of  this  particular 
dog  killed  is  shown  to  have  had  what  in 
dog  circles  is  regarded  as  "blue  blood,"  and 
among  these  he  belonged  to  the  inner  circles 
of  the  ••400,"— a  member  of  the  "F.  P.  T.'s," 
or  "First  Families  of  Tennessee."  In  ad- 
dition, he  was  of  English  descent.  His  sire 
was  ''Champion  Tribulation,  by  imp.  Beppo 
III.,  out  of  imp.  Champion  Lass  of  Bow," 
and  so  on  for  twenty  or  more  generations. 
His  dam  was  "Dick's  Sue,  by  Dick,  out  of 
Ida  Heath,"  etc.,  for  as  many  generations.  It 
is  fully  shown  that  on  both  siaes  the  ancestry 
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Is  traced  back  to  the  best  of  English  nobility 
blood  in  dog  circles.  The  sire  of  the  dog  is 
shown  to  have  had  a  remarkable  record  in 
field  trials  and  bench  shows,  and  so  with  the 
dam.  Dogs  of  the  grade  of  the  dog  that  was 
killed,  and  with  such  pedigree,  are  shown  by 
the  proof  to  be  worih  from  $500  to  $1,000  in 
the  market  It  is  also  shown  that  this  dog 
had  had  the  distemper,  and,  under  the  proof, 
this  added  to  his  value  100  per  cent.  It  is 
attempted  to  show  that  this  dog's  descent  may 
not  have  been  entirely  pure,  and  it  is  intimated 
that  he  may  have  had  ''terrier*'  blood  in  him, 
but  the  only  foundation  for  this  inference  is 
the  fact  that  he  "tarried"  so  long  on  the  track 
when  the  car  was  approaching.  But  it  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  it  is  a  characteristic 
of  the  pointer  when  he  sets  to  become  oblivious 
to  all  earthly  surroundings,  and  the  bluer  his 
blood  the  more  absent  minded  he  becomes  on 
such  an  occasion.  The  question  of  pedigree 
is  really  important  so  far  only  as  it  bears  upon 
the  question  of  value  of  the  animal  killed. 
But  it  is  evident,  on  examining  the  record, 
that  the  jury  were  not  influenced  by  con- 
siderations of  pedigree  in  fixing  the  damages, 
since  they  have  named  an  amount  below  that 
fixed  by  an^  witness  who  placed  a  value 
upon  the  animal  based  upon  his  pedigree,  and 
adopted  as  their  verdict  the  evidence  given  by 
the  plaintiff  and  other  witnesses  of  value  with- 
out regard  to  pedigree,  and  fiied  the  amount 
at  the  smallest  sum  named  by  him  for  the 
dog.  taking  in  view  his  qualities,  and  leaving 
out  of  view  bis  ancestry  or  pedigree.  The 
plaintiff  fixes  the  value  of  the  dog  at  $250, 
without  any  reference  to  his  blood  or  lineage, 
and  in  this  he  is  sustained.  He  describes  him 
as  a  handsome  dog,  very  fast,  wide  ranger, 
very  staunch  on  his  game  and  to  the  gun, 
thoroughly  broken,  a  fine  retriever  from  land 
or  water,  with  an  excellent  disposition.  He 
is  shown  also  to  have  been  a  valuable,  reliable 
yard  and  house  dog,  and  to  have  made  him- 
self generally  useful,  and  almost  indispensable 
to  the  plaintiff's  household.  With  such  an 
eloquent  recital  of  the  dog's  qualities,  the  jury 
could  not,  perhaps,  have  given  less  damages 
than  $250.  The  defendant  company  intro- 
duced no  evidence  of  value,  and  no  assign- 
ment is  made  that  the  damages  are  excessive. 
Whatever  might  be  our  opinion  as  to  the  value 
of  a  dog  is  immaterial,  as  we  are  controlled 
by  the  evidence  in  the  record.  While  we 
have  not  passed  seriatim  upon  the  many  errors 
assigned,  we  have  considered  them  all,  and 
given  a  general  view  of  such  matters  as  we 
consider  imix)rtant. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  defendant  company  was  guilty  of 
negligence  in  the  killing  of  this  dog,  ihat  his 
death  could  have  been  prevented  bv  the  exer- 
cise of  proper  care  and  diligence,  that  he  was 
fatally  injured  by  the  car,  and  killed  as  an  act 
of  humanity  by  his  owner,  and  the  company 
is  liable  for  the  killing.  As  to  value,  it  is 
placed  by  the  jury  at  the  lowest  estimate  made 
by  any  witness,  and  evidently  without  regard 
to  his  pedigree  or  the  performances  of  his  an- 
cestors.  * 

We  are  satisfied  with  the  verdict  and  judg- 
I  ment,  and  it  is  affirmed  with  costs. 
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City  of  SAGINAW,  Plff.  in  Err. 

( Mich ) 

▲  eity  l8  not  liable,  in  the  absence  of  any 
■tatntory  proTlsion,  for  ao  injury  to  a  pri- 
vate barge  caused  by  the  failure  of  a  bridge  ten- 
der seasonably  to  open  a  draw  In  the  bridge  In 
response  to  proper  signals,  because  of  the  bridge 
beoominflr  caught,  where  the  city  does  not  derive 
any  benefit  from  the  bridge,  but  simply  main- 
tains It  for  the  public  good. 

(March  1, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Sagfuaw 
County  to  re^ew  a  judirment  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injuries  to  their  barge  by  collision 
"With  the  pier  of  a  bridge  maintained  by  the 
defendant  city.     Beversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  E.  L.  Beach,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

There  being  no  statute  in  this  state  holding 
municipal  corporations  liable  for  damages,  be- 
cause its  agents  or  servants  have  failed  to  re- 
pair a  bridge  out  of  repair,  the  city  in  no  way 
could  be  responsible  in  this  action. 

Lewis  V.  State,  96  N.  Y.  71,  48  Am.  Rep. 
607;  Clodfe'tery.  8taU,8Q  N.  C.  51.  41  Am. 
Rep.  44;  Too'an  v.  Lansing,  88  Mich.  815;  Pon- 
tine V.  Carter,  82  Mich.  164;  Detroit  v.  Beckman, 
84  Mich.  125.  82  Am.  Rep.  607;  Lansing  v. 
Toolan,  87  Mich.  158;  Davis  v.  Jackson,  61 
Mich.  582;  SJiippy  v.  Au  SabU,  65  Mich.  500; 
Bigelow  v.  Kalamazoo,  97  Mich.  127:  MaUm/  v. 
Walker  Twp.  77  Mich.  458.  6  L.  R.  A.  695; 
Cooley,  Torts,  p.  740;  Pisher  ▼.  Boston,  104 
Ma.ss.  h7,  6  Am.  Rep.  196:  Wheeler  v.  Cincin- 
nati, 19  Ohio  St.  19,  2  Am.  Rep.  868. 

No  court  has  ever  held  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion liable  to  individuals  for  the  misfeasance, 
laches,  or  unauthorized  exercise  of  power  by 
its  oflScers  or  Agents. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  p.  848. 

No  private  action,  unless  expressly  author- 
ized by  statute,  can  be  maintained  against  a 
city  for  the  neglect  of  a  public  duty  imposed 
by  statute  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and 
from  the  performance  of  which  the  corpora- 
tion receives  no  profit  or  advantage. 

HiU  V.  Boston,  122  Mass.  844.  28  Am.  Rep. 
882:  French  v.  Boston,  129  Mass.  592.  87  Am. 
Rep.  898;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  965a;  WinMg- 
ler  y.  Los  Angeles,  45  Cal.  87;  Crowell  v.  So- 
noma Covnty,  25  Cal.  818;  1  Beach,  Pub.  Corp. 
g^  261-268.  Also  8  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §§  1446C, 
1446  D. 

The  city  is  not  obliged  to  keep  its  bridges  in 
repair,  except  as  governed  by  statute,  which  re- 
quires it  to  keep  them  in  rep8ir  for  travelers, 
and  the  statute  makes  it  liable  to  travelers 
only. 

McDovgally.  Salem,  110  Mass.  21;  Larrabee 
V.  Peabody,  128  Mass.  561;  French  v.  Boston, 

NoTC—As  to  distinction  between  private  and 
public  functions  of  municipalities  in  respect  to 
liability  for  neffllffence.  see  noit  to  Barron  v.  De- 
tn)lt  (Mich.)  19  L.  B.  A.  462. 
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129  Mass.   592.  87  Am.  Rep.  898;  2  Am.  ft 
Eng.  Enc.  Law, -p.  554. 

If  the  agents  of  the  city  failed  to  keep  the 
bridge  in  repair,  they  being  municipal  officers 
and  in  no  such  sense  municipal  agents,  their 
negligence  is  not  the  negligence  of  the  munici- 
pality, nor  will  their  misconduct  be  charge- 
able against  it,  unless  the  act  complained  of  be 
either  authorized  or  ratified. 

Detroit  v.  Blaekeby,  21  Mich.  84,  4  Am.  Rep. 
450;  Webster  v.  HiOsdaU  County,  99  Mich.  261; 
McCutcheon  v.  Homer,  48  Mich.  486,  88  Am. 
Rep.  212;  CtLeary  v.  Marquette  Fire  dh  Water 
Comrs.  79  Mich.  282, 8  L,  R.  A.  170;  Me  Arthur 
V.  Saginaw,  58  Mich.  860,  55  Am.  Rep.  687; 
Larkin  v.  Saginaw  County,  11  Mich.  88,  82 
Am.  Dec.  68:  Barron  v.  Detroit,  ^^  Mich.  604, 
19  L.  R  A.  452;  Bolfy,  GreenmUe,  102  Mich. 
544. 

Where  a  tow  is  in  charge  of  a  tug,  the  tue 
and  tow  are  to  be  treated  as  being  one  vessel, 
and  that  a  steam  vessel. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  819;  The  Clea- 
don,  14  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  92,  Lush.  158;  Anglo- 
Australasian  Steam  Nat.  Co.  v.  Cornell  S.  B. 
Co.  82  Fed.  Rep.  798;  Keu>  York  dk  B.  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Philadelphia  4b  S.  Steam  Nao.  Go.  22 
How.  461,  16  L.  ed.  897;  The  Herbert  Manton, 
14  Blatchf.  87,  Affirming  The  J,  H.  Qautier,  5 
Ben.  469,  and  cases  cited. 

Messrs.  Weadock  A  Pnreell  and  James 
H.  Davitt,  for  defendants  in  error: 

When  authority  to  construct  this  bridge  with 
a  suitable  draw  was  obtained  and  acted  upon, 
the  duty  was  thereby  imposed  upon  the  city  to 
keep  it  in  substantially  the  same  condition  as 
proposed,  or  at  least  to  use  ordinary  care  to 
prevent  it  from  becoming  dangerous  to  navi- 
gation through  neglect  to  repair  it. 

4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  925. 926. 
and  cases  ciied;  Poufers  v.  Irish.  28  Mich.  429; 
Oregon  City  Transp.  Co.  v.  Columbia  Street 
Bridge  Co.  58  Fed.  Rep.  549. 

And  a  private  action  will  lie  for  further  in- 
juries resulting  from  such  a  structure. 

Pdwers  v.  Irish,  28  Mich.  429;  Atlee  v.  North- 
western  Union  Packet  Co.  21  Wall.  889,  22  L. 
ed.  619;  Greenwood  v.  Westport,  60  Fed.  Rep. 
560;  Patterson  ▼,  Proprietors  if  East  Bridge, 
40  Me.  404. 

In  such  a  case  as  this  the  municipality  i» 
liable  without  any  statute  expressly  creating 
such  liability. 

2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  549; 
Weisenberg  v.  Winneeonne,  56  Wis.  667:  Edger- 
ton  V.  New  York,  27  Fed.  Rep.  230;  Ecorse  Twp. 
Board  v.  Wayne  County  Supers.  75  Mich.  264. 

That  a  city  or  township  is  liable  under  such 
circumstances  is  held  in — 

Greenwood  v.  Westport,  «0  Fed.  Rep.  560; 
Van  Etten  v.  Westport,  60  Fed.  Rep.  579;  Bos- 
ton V.  Crowley,  38  Fed  Rep.  202. 

Railroads  and  other  private  corporations 
constructing  and  controlliner  draw  bridges  are 
liable  to  persons  injured  while  navigating  the 
stream,  through  negligence  in  caring  for  and 
operating  the  draw. 

Gates  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  64  Wis.  64;  Oph- 

tral  R.  Co,  v.  Pennsylmnia  R.  Co.  20  U.  8. 

lApp.  186,   59  Fed.  Rep.  192,  8  C.  C.  A.  86^ 
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Ptniuiflvania  B.  Co.  v.  Central  R.  Co,  59  Fed. 
Bep.  190;  BUtnehard  ▼.  Western  TJ,  Teleg.  Co. 
«0N.  Y.  610;  Be  Pratt,  24  Fed.  Kep.  885; 
King  ▼.  Ohio  A  M.  B,  Co.  25  Fed.  Rep.  799; 
The  City  of  Bidmond,  48  Fed.  Rep.  85. 

The  duty  of  the  city  with  respect  to  main- 
tainlng  and  operating  this  draw,  as  between  it 
and  those  navigating  the  Saginaw  river,  and 
Its  duty  to  keep  the  bridge  in  repair,  as  be- 
tween it  and  persons  using  the  bridge  for  travel 
aa  a  part  of  the  highway,  are  widely  different. 

Greenwood  v.  Weetport,  60  Fed.  Rep.  560; 
WiUiamette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ilateh,  125  U. 
S.  1,  81  L.  ed.  629;  Oregon  City  Tranm.  Co.  v. 
Columbia  Street  Bridge  Co.  53  Fed.  Kep.  549; 
Bdgerton  ▼.  New  York,  27  Fed.  Rep.  280. 

Lonflfy  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

PlaintiiTs  are  the  owners  of  the  barge  King, 
and  recovered  a  iudgment  for  damages  result- 
ing from  the  colliding  of  their  barge  with  the 
pier  which  supports  the  draw  of  what  is 
known  as  the  "Johnson  Street  Bridge/'  in  the 
defendant  city.  The  collision  occurred  on 
April  18,  1895,  while  the  barge  was  being 
towed  down  stream  by  a  tug;  and  it  is  claimed 
that  the  Immediate  cause  of  it  was  the  failure 
of  the  bridge  tender  to  seasonably  open  the 
draw  in  response  to  properly  given  signals; 
that  the  inability  to  so  open  the  draw  in  time 
was  attributable  to  the  sticking  or  binding  of 
the  ends  of  the  draw  against  the  adjoining 
ends  of  the  bridge.  While  the  declaration 
contained  four  counts,  yet  the  case  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  upon  the  fourth  count 
solelv,  which  charged  substantially  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the  ends  of 
the  swing  and  the  adjoining  portions  of  the 
bridge  in  repair,  so  that  the  draw  could  not 
stick  or  become  caught  or  fastened  when  it 
became  necessary  to  open  it  for  the  passage  of 
vessels,  and  that  defendant  had  neelectra  to 
perform  Its  duty  in  that  regard.  The  court 
charged  that  the  burden  was  upon  the  plain- 
tiffs  to  show  either  that  the  citv  had  actual 
notice  that  the  bridge  was  out  of  repair  in  the 
manner  charged  In  this  fourth  count,  or  that 
It  waa  so  out  of  repair  for  such  a  leneth  of 
time  before  the  accident  that  the  city,  in  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  ought  to  have  known 
It;  and.  further,  that,  whether  the  citv  re- 
ceived actual  notice  of  its  defective  condition 
or  only  constructive  notice,  a  sufficient  length 
of  time  must  have  elapsed  after  the  notice  was 
received  in  which,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  the  necessary  repairs  could  have  been 
made.  Before  any  witnesses  were  swore  in 
the  case,  the  following  facts  were  agreed  to: 
"That,  when  the  collision  in  Question  oc- 
curred, the  city  was  the  owner  and  in  control 
of  the  Johnson  street  bridge;  that,  a  number 
of  years  ago,  it  was  built  by  the  city  by  the 
permission  of  the  general  government  and  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  Saginaw  county;  that 
the  bridge  tender  was  In  the  employ  of  the 
city,  having  been  appointed  as  such  bridge 
tender  under  the  orainance  of  the  city,  and 
was  placed  there  by  the  city;  that  the  plain- 
tiffs presented  a  claim  for  damages  to  the 
council  before  this  suit  was  brought,  and  the 
same  was  disallowed;  that  the  Saginaw  river, 
at  the  point  where  the  bridge  crosses  it,  Is  a 
40  L.  K  A. 


navigable  stream,  and  tributary  to  the  Qieat 
Lakea"  Plaintiffs  introduced  testimony 
tending  to  sustain  the  claim  that  the  bridge 
was  out  of  repair  in  the  manner  alleged,  and 
that  the  barge  was  injured  by  reason  thereof, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  the  exercise  of 
due  care.  The  defendant  introduced  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  the  bridge  was  not 
out  of  repair,  and  that  on  the  day  in  question 
the  bridge  did  bind,  and  that  there  was  a  short 
delay  in  opening  it;  that  the  city  had  no  notice 
of  any  such  defect.  The  court  instructed  the 
jury  that  if  they  found  that  the  brldee  was 
out  of  repair  in  the  manner  alleged  in  the  dec- 
laration, and  the  barge  was  injured  by  reason 
of  its  being  so  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  handling  the  tug,  were  without  fault, 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiffs; 
and,  judgment  having  beea  entered  thereon, 
defendant  brings  error. 

The  defendant  Requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury  that,  there  being  no  statute  providing 
for  any  action  against  the  city  for  the  negli- 
gence complained  of,  the  verdict  must  be  In 
favor  of  defendant.  This  was  refused.  The 
plaintiffs  contend  that  the  city  is  liable  with- 
out anv  statute  expressly  creating  such  liabil- 
ity. The  argument  in  support  of  this  conten- 
tion is  that  our  state  Constitution  (art.  18,  §  4) 
forbids  the  bridging  of  a  navigable  stream 
without  authority  obtained  from  the  board  of 
supervisors  under  the  provisions  of  law,  and 
"that  no  such  law  shall  prejudice  the  right  of 
individuals  to  the  free  navigation  oi  such 
streams;"  that  a  law  was  passed  in  1851  author- 
izing the  bridging  of  such  streams,  but  requir- 
ing persons  or  corporations  wisblng  to  con- 
struct abridge  over  a  stream  which  is  navigable, 
like  the  present,  for  vessels  of  15  tons  burden 
or  more,  to  petition  the  board  of  supervisors 
for  authority  to  do  so,  and  also  to  give  due 
notice  by  publication  of  the  application  for 
such  authority,  as  provided  by  1  How.  Anno. 
Stat.  %  495.  which,  among  other  things,  states: 
"Every  such  petition  shall  set  forth  the  kind 
and  description  of  the  bridge  proposed  to  be 
constructed,  and,  whether  the  same  is  to  be 
constructed  with  a  draw,  or  whether  any  and 
what  provision  is  to  be  made  for  the  ;3assage  of 
vessels  or  boats;  and  such  board  shall  have 
the  power  to  grant  or  refuse  the  prayer  of 
such  petition,  upon  such  terms  as  they  may 
deem  just  and  reasonable,  and  to  prescribe 
what  description  of  bridge  may  be  constructed, 
or  to  prohibit  the  construction  of  any  bridge 
on  the  proposed  location,  as  in  their  judgment 
the  public  interest  may  require.'*  It  is  there- 
fore contended  that,  inasmuch  as  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  city  built  the  bridge  under  the 
authority  obtained  from  the  board  of  super- 
visors, it  must  be  presumed  that,  in  obtaining 
that  authority,  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
must  have  been  complied  with  both  by  the 
city  and  board:  that  on  this  assumption  the 
petition  must  have  contained  provisions  for  a 
suitable  draw  to  permit  the  passage  of  boats 
and  vessels,  and  the  authority  given  must  have 
included  a  like  provision,  as  a  draw  was 
actuallv  constructed  which  was  adequate 
while  in  repair.  It  is  further  contended  that 
the  city,  after  so  obtaining  authority  to  con- 
struct such  a  bridge,  and  after  actually  con- 
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BtructiDff  and  operation  it  for  ^eara,  could  not 
perxnit  the  draw  through  negligence  to  become 
dangerous  or  useless  wilbout  liability  to  per- 
sons navigating  the  stream  who  might  be  in- 
jured thereby;  that  is,  that  when  authority  to 
construct  the  bridge  with  a  suitable  draw  was 
obtained  and  acted  upon,  the  duty  was 
thereby  imposed  upon  the  city  to  keep  it  in 
substantially  the  same  condition  as  proposed, 
or,  at  least,  to  use  ordinary  care  to  prevent  it 
from  becoming  dangerous  to  navigation 
through  neglect  to  repair. 

This  contention  cannot  be  maintained.  It 
is  undoubtedly  true  that,  without  the  action 
of  the  board  of  supervisors,  the  bridge  could 
not  have  been  erected,  and  it  would  probably 
never  have  been  permitted  without  the  erec- 
tion of  a  draw  or  swing  therein  for  the  pur- 
pose of  tJhe  passage  of  boats,  as  the  Saginaw 
river  is  navigable  for  craft  of  the  burden 
mentioned  in  the  act.  If  not  erected  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  requirements  of  the  board 
of  supervisors  as  provided  in  the  act,  or  if  it 
impeded  the  navigation  of  the  river,  it  could 
undoubtedly  have  been  abated  as  a  nuisance. 
4  Am.  <&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  926.  and 
cases  cited  in  note;  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass. 
844,  28  Am.  Rep.  882.  There  is  nothing  in 
those  statutes,  however,  creating  a  liability 
upon  the  part  of  the  municipality  to  private 
persons  for  injuries  occasioned  through  the 
failure  of  the  municipality  to  either  construct 
or  maintain  a  draw,  or  for  failure  to  keep  the 
draw  in  repair.  Neither  has  the  general  stat- 
ute creating  liabilities  against  municipalities 
for  failure  to  beep  its  highways,  etc.,  in  re- 
pair, any  application  here,  'the  only  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is  whether  there  is  any  com- 
mon-law liability  for  the  damages  occasioned. 
Judge  Dillon,  in  his  work  on  Municipal 
Corporations,  vol.  2.  4th  ed.  g  968,  says; 
"According  to  the  prevailing  rule,  counties 
are  under  no  liability  in  respect  of  torts,  ex- 
cept as  imposed  (expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication)  by  statute.  They  are  political  di- 
visions of  the  state  created  for  convenience,  and 
are,  usually  regarded  not  to  be  impliedly  liable 
for' damages  suffered  in  consequence  of  neg- 
lect to  repair  a  county  road  or  bridge:  such  li- 
ability, unless  declared  by  statute,  is  generally, 
but  not  quite  universally,  denied  to  exist."  In 
this  state  it  is  the  settled  rule  that  it  requires 
legislative  action  to  create  anv  liability  to  pri- 
vate suit  for  nonrepair  of  publfc  ways.  Detroit 
V.  Blaekebp.  21  Mich.  84. 4  Am.  Rep.  460.  The 
rule  in  the  above  case  has  been  followed 
since  it  was  announced  in  1870.  The  stat- 
ute creating  liability  for  nonrepair  of  high- 
ways has  since  been  passed.  But,  as  we  have 
said,  it  has  no  application  to  the  present  case, 
and  in  fact  it  is  not  contended  by  counsel  that 
it  is  applicable.  Although  the  English  books 
contain  numerous  cases  of  indictments  or  in- 
formations for  neglect  to  repair  highways  and 
bridges,  in  no  instance  referred  to  have  the 
English  courts  sustained  a  private  action  against 
a  municipal  corporation  for  such  neglect,  ex- 
cept under  a  statute  expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication  giving  such  remedy.  Hill  v.  Bos- 
ton, 122  Mass.  844,  28  Am.  Rep.  882,  and  cases 
there  cited.  In  French  v.  Boston,  129  Ma.s8. 
592,  87  Am.  Rep.  898,  it  appeared  that  the  slat 
ute  imposed  upon  the  city  the  duty  of  main- 
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taining  Warren  bridge  as  a  public  highway  "at 
its  own  expense,  and  in  accordance  with  such 
ordinances  as  the  city  council  of  said  city  may 
establish."  The  duty  thus  imposed  upon  the 
city  was  a  public  duty,  from  the  performance 
of  which  it  received  no  profit  or  advantage.  It 
was  said  by  the  court:  "It  is  well  settled  in 
this  commonwealth  that  no  private  action  can 
be  maintained  against  a  city  for  the  neglect  to 
perform  such  a  duty,  unless  it  is  expressly  au- 
thorized by  statute.  Etll  v.  Boston,  122  Mass. 
844,  28  Am.  Rep.  832,  and  cases  there  cited. 
By  statute,  the  city  is  liable  to  a  traveler 
thereon  for  any  defect  in  the  highway  of  which 
the  bridge  is  a  part;  but  there  is  no  statute 
which  makes  it  liable  to  a  private  action  for  a 
failure  to  provide  a  draw  of  proper  width,  or 
for  the  carelessness  of  the  superintendent  of 
the  bridge  in  delaying  vessels  which  seek  to 
pass  through  the  draw.  It  follows  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  maintain  this  action."  In  the 
present  case  it  does  not  appear  that  the  city 
derives  any  benefit  from  the  bridge.  It  is 
maintained  for  the  public  good  by  the  city  In 
its  governmental  or  public  character,  and 
not  in  its  proprictarv  or  private  character,  and 
is  therefore  not  liable  to  private  action,  as  the 
statute  fixes  no  such  liability.  1  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  4th  ed.  g  66.  The  court  below  was  in 
error  in  refusing  the  defendant's  request  to 
charge. 

Judgment  is  reversed,  and  no  new  trial  or- 
dered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


John  S.  FOWLES,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Alexander 
T.  Fowles,  Deceased,  Plff.  in  Err., 

Daniel  W.  BRIGGS  et  al. 
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1.  A  shipper  of  Imnber  Is  not  liable  for 
injury  to  a  railroad  brakeman  while 
ooupHog  cars,  by  the  shunting  of  the  lumber* 
because  it  was  neflrligently  loaded,  where  the  ao- 
cldeat  happened  after  it  had  beoome  the  duty  of 
the  railroad  company  to  provide  for  the  inspeo- 
tion  of  the  car. 

2*  The  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to 
provide  for  the  inspection  of  a  car  of 
lumber  neffllfrently  loaded  constitutes  the  inter- 
vention of  an  Independent  human  aRency  be- 
tween the  nefrliflrence  of  tbe  shipper  and  the  in- 
jury to  a  railroad  brakeman  caused  thereby. 

(March  29, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Saginaw 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  causing  the  death  of  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate by  so  carelessly  loading  a  car  that  the  car- 
go shifted  and  crushed  him  while  he  was  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of  his  duties.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 


Note.— As  to  the  liability  of  a  shipper  for  nefrli- 
gence  in  mafcinir  a  shipment,  by  which  persons 
are  injured,  see  also  Standard  Oil  Co.  y,  Tierney 
(Ky.)  U  L.  B.  A.  677;  and  Good  lander  Mill  Co.  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  (a  C  App.  7th  C.)  27  L.  EL  A.  88& 
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Me$gr$,  George  W.  Weadoekaod  John 

F.  0*Keefe*  for  plaiotiff  in  error: 
Defendaota  owed  a  dutv  to  deceased. 

Chapman  ▼.  Atlantic  Tiffining  Co.  88  Hud, 
<I87,  1&  N.  Y.  688;  J^ew  York,  L  B.  <tW,  R. 
Co,  ▼.  Altantie  Refining  Co.  129  N.  Y.  601; 
EUi<fttY.  HaU,  L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Dlv.  820;  Con- 
ton  ▼.  EoMtorn  R.  Go.  185  Hafts.  195:  Stewart  y. 
Barvard  College,  12  Allen,  58;  EUa  v,  Boyee 
(Mich.)  70  N.  W.  1106;  2  Sutherland,  Dam- 
Ages.  435;  amith  v.  New  York  db  U,  R,  Co,  19 
N.  Y.  127.  75  Am.  Dec.  805;  Moon  v.  Northern 
P.  B.  Co.  46  Minn  106;  Coughiry  v.  Globe 
Woolen  Co.  56  N.  Y.  124.  15  Am.  Rep.  887; 
Devlin  ▼.  Smith,  89  N.  Y.  470,  42  Am.  Rep. 
811. 

The  question  "of  what  was  the  cause  of  this 
in  jurv"  was  one  for  the  Jury  {Alpern  y.  Chure/i- 
iU,  ^  Mich.  618;  Barnoweky  y.  Beleon,  89 
Mich.  528,  15  L.  R.  A.  88);  and  though  the 
proof  of  plaintiff  depended  upon  inference  to 
•establish  the  main  fact,  the  question  of  whether 
the  inference  suggested  by  the  pil  an  tiff's  the- 
ory is  the  correct  one,  or  whether  It  was  suffl- 
cienily  rebutted,  was  a  question  for  the  Jury. 

CroBhy  y.  Detroit,  O.  H.  <fi  M.  R.  Co.  58 
Mich.  458;  Hagan  y.  Chicago,  D.  A  C.  Q.  T. 
Junction  R.  Co.  86  Mich.  615;  Woods  y.  Chi- 
oago  A  0.  T.  R.  Go.  108  Mich.  896;  Sehoepper 
V.  Hancock  Chemical  Co.  (Mich.)  71  N.  W. 
1081. 

The  plaintiff's  action  is  in  tort,  and  is 
founded  upon  the  legal  duty  imposed  upon  the 
defendants  out  of  the  relationship  that  existed 
between  the  parties. 

Lake  Superior  Iron  Co.  v.  Ericknon,  89  Mich. 
492,  88  Am.  Rep.  428;  Johneon  v.  Spear,  76 
Mich.  189;  Pietie  v.  Bavarian  Brewing  Co.  91 
Mich.  605;  EOa  ▼.  Boyce  (Mich.)  70  N.  W. 
1106. 

As  to  shipper's  liability  to  employees  or  car- 
riers, see  further— 

Standard  Oil  Co.  y.  Tiemey,  92  Ey.  867,  14 
L.  R.  A.  677. 

Meesre.  Hanehett  A  Hanehett*  for  de- 
fendants in  error: 

The  car  went  from  the  defendants'  yard 
properly  loaded.  They  are  not  answerable  for 
anything  that  occurred  afterwards. 

Haugh  y.  Chicago,  R.  I.  db  P.  R.  Co.  73  Iowa. 
66. 

They  loaded  this  car  in  the  way  that  such 
lumber  is  usually  loaded,  and  that  is  the  extent 
of  their  duty.  They  are  not  required  to  use 
the  best  and  safest  means  of  loading. 

Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  y.  Smithf^on,  45  Mich. 
1813;  MeOinnis  y.  Canada  Southern  Bridge  Co. 
49  Mich.  466;  Fort  Wayne,  I.  dfc  S.  R.  Co.  y. 
Oildereleeve,  88  Mich.  188;  Werlxrwlsky  y.  Fort 
Wayne  dE.  R.  Go.  86  Mich.  286;  Richards  ▼. 
Rough,  58  Mich.  212. 

There  is  not  a  single  fact  proved  by  the 
plaintiffs  that  shows  that  there  was  ice  on  the 
car  when  it  was  loaded.  The  mere  specula- 
tions and  opinions  of  the  witnesses,  who  never 
saw  the  car.  have  no  weight  against  the  actual 
facts  that  have  occurred  and  have  been  ob- 
served by  the  witnesses  who  were  present. 

Treat  y  Bates,  27  Mich.  890;  People  v.  Mill- 
ard, 58  Mich.  66. 

A  duty  owing  to  everybody  can  never  be- 
come the  foundation  of  an  action,  until  some 
individual  is  placed  in  position  which  gives 
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him  particular  occasion  to  insist  upon  its  per- 
formance; it  then  becomes  a  duty  to  him  per- 
sonally. 

Cooley.  Torts,  p.  660. 

There  was  no  relationship  between  the  de- 
fendants and  Alexander  Fowles  involving  any 
legal  duty,  either  contractual  or  implied  by 

Loop  V.  Litchfield,  43  N.  Y.  851.  1  Am.  Rep. 
543;  Losee  v.  Clute,  51  N.  Y.  495,  10  Am.  Rep. 
688;  Condon  y.  Bailey,  58  111.  App.  261;  Atchi- 
son, 1.  dt  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Bvmp,  60  111.  App. 
444:  Ooodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  24 
U.  S.  App.  7,  63  Fed.  Rep.  400,  11  C.  C.  A. 
258,  27  L.  R.  A.  588;  Roddy  v.  MissouH  P. 
R  Go.  104  Mo.  234,12  L.  R.  A.  746;  Winter- 
bottom  V.  Wright,  10  Mees.  &  W.  109;  make- 
m<n^  V.  Brutol  db  E.  R.  Co.  8  El.  &  Bl.  1035; 
Hdur  V.  Kingsland  db  D.  Mfg.  Co.  110  Mo. 
605,  15  L  R.  A.  821;  Curtin  v.  Somerset,  140 
Pa.  70,  12  L.  R.  A.  822;  Mclnerney  v.  Dela- 
ware db  H.  Canal  Co.  151  N.  Y.  411;  Davidson 
v.  Nichols,  11  Allen,  514;  Neekerr.  Barvey,  49 
Mich.  518. 

The  railroad  company  having  inspected  the 
loading  and  bavins  approved  of  it,  defendants 
are  not  liable  for  Fowles's  injury. 

Dewey  y.  Detroit,  O.  B.  dt  M.  R.  Co.  97 
Mich.  829, 22  L.  R  A.  292;  Jarman  v.  Chicago 
dt  O.  T.  R.  Co.  98  Mich.  185. 

Montifoinery.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Alexander  T.  Fowles,  plaintiff's  intestate, 
on  the  4th  day  of  February,  1896,  was  an  em- 
ployee of  the  Flint  <&Pdre  Marquette  Railroad 
Company.  His  employment  was  that  of  rear 
brakeman  on  a  freight  train.  The  defendants, 
lumber  dealers,  loaded  a  Hat  car  with  lumber, 
in  their  yards  in  the  city  of  Saginaw,  and 
shipped  it  over  the  Flint  &  Pdre  Marquette 
Railroad  Company,  to  Toledo,  Ohio.  The 
lumber  was  maple,  11,000  feet,  weighing  aboni 
83.000  pounds,  and  piled  fiat  upon  the  cars  in 
two  tiers  parallel  with  the  sides  of  the  car.  It 
was  put  upon  this  fiat  car  by  the  defendants 
three  days  before  the  day  of  the  accident 
The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  tended  to  show 
that  the  railroad  crew,  of  whom  the  deceased 
was  rear  brakeman.  were  ordered  by  the  rail- 
road company,  on  the  morning  of  the  4th  of 
February,  td  make  up  some  f reign t  trains  for 
transportation:  and,  in  the  line  of  their  duty, 
this  car  load  of  lumber  was  shunted  at  a  rate 
of  not  to  exceed  from  three  to  five  miles  an 
hour  upon  a  level  track,  towards  a  box  car. 
The  deceased  was  upon  the  ground,  and 
stepped  in  between  the  box  car  and  the  car 
load  of  lumber  for  the  purpose  of  coupling  the 
two;  and.  when  the  car  of  lumber  came  in  con- 
tact with  the  box  car.  the  lumber  shifted  25 
inches  upon  the  surface  of  the  flat  car,  and 
crushed  to  death  the  deceased,  by  pinning  him 
against  the  end  of  tbe  box  car. 

The  plaintiff's  declaration  declares  the  sev- 
eral acts  of  negligence  of  the  defendants  to  be 
(1)  that  they  carelesslv  and  recklessly  loaded 
said  flat  car  of  said  railroad  company  so  as  to 
cause  the  death  of  the  deceased  by  the  shifting 
of  the  lumber  while  upon  said  car;  that  said 
lumber  was  so  loaded  upon  said  car  that  it  was 
not  safe  for  an  employee  of  said  railroad  com- 
pany to  couple  it  to  another  car,  and  that  said 
84 
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danger  was  not  apparent  to  deceased;  (2)  that 
it  was  tbe  duty  of  said  defendants  not  to  ship 
maple  lumber  upon  a  flat  car  without  having 
the  lumber  so  fastened  and  staked  as  to  hold  it 
from  shifting;  (8)  that  a  piece  of  timber  or  other 
material  should  have  been  placed  crosswise  up- 
on tbe  floor,  and  near  the  ends  of  said  flat  c<ir. 
under  tbe  lumber,  for  the  purpose  of  elevating 
the  extreme  ends  of  the  lumber;  (4)  that  the  de- 
fendants loaded  this  lumber  upon  the  deck  of 
said  car,  while  the  deck  of  said  car  was  cov- 
ered with  ice  and  snow  and  sleet,  and  in  a 
slippery  condition;  and  (5)  that  the  lumber 
should  have  been  placed  in  a  box  car,  and  not 
upon  a  flat  car.  The  cause  was  tried  before  a 
Jury,  and,  after  the  proofs  were  all  in,  tbetrisl 
Judge  said  to  the  jury  that  "tbe  evidence  failed 
to  &0W  that  the  defendants  violated  any  legal 
duty  that  they  owed  the  deceased.  Conse- 
quently there  is  no  question  of  fact  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  you  for  consideration.  Your  verdict, 
therefore,  will  be  in  favor  of  defendants  of  do 
cause  of  action." 

The  deceased  had  no  contract  relations  with 
tbe  defendants,  and,  if  his  representative  has 
a  right  of  action  based  upon  defendants'  neg- 
ligence, it  must  rest  upon  a  duty  owed  to  de- 
ceased in  common  with  all  other  employees 
of  the  Flint  &  Pdre  Marquette  Railroad  Com- 
pany, or  other  road  over  which  the  car  in  ques- 
tion might  ultimatelv  be  shipped;  in  short,  a 
breach  of  duty  owing  to  the  public.  An  ac- 
curate statement  of  this  duty  is:  '*If  a  person 
undertakes  to  do  an  act  or  discharge  a  duty 
by  which  tbe  conduct  of  others  may  properly 
be  regulated  and  governed,  be  is  bound  to  per- 
form it  in  such  manner  that  those  who  are 
rightfully  led  to  a  course  of  conduct  or  action 
on  the  faith  that  the  act  or  duty  will  be  duly 
and  properly  performed,  shall  not  suffer  loss 
or  injury  by  reason  of  his  negl  igence. "  W  hart. 
Neg.  §  488.  Tet,  as  stated  by  tbe  same  au- 
thor, the  confldence  must  be  immediate,  or  the 
action  fails.  In  other  words,  there  must  be 
casual  connection  between  the  action  and  the 
hurt,  and  such  casual  connection  is  interrupted 
by  the  interposition  between  the  negligence 
and  the  hurt  of  an  independent  human  agency. 
Id.  §  488.  In  the  present  case  tbe  defendants 
owed  the  railroad  companv  the  duty  of  using 
ordinarr  care  in  loading  the  car  in  question; 
but,  before  the  car  came  to  deceQent^  it  wss 
the  dut^  of  the  railroad  company  to  provide 
for  the  inspection.  Here  was  the  intervention 
of  an  independent  human  agency.  A  leading 
case  is  WinUrbottom  v.  WrtgTU,  lOMees.  <&  W. 
109,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  the  defend- 
ant, who  had  contracted  with  the  postmaster 
general  to  provide  a  mail  coacb,  and  keep  it  in 
repair,  was  not  liable  to  an  emplovee  of  one 
Atkinson,  who  bad  contracted  with  the  post- 
master general  to  provide  horses  and  coach- 
men for  the  purpose  of  carrying  tbe  mail. 
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See  also  Lo§gey.  CluU,  51  N.  Y.  495,  10  Am. 
Rep.  638;  Goodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oii 
Co.  24  U.  8.  App.  7,  68  Fed.  Rep.  400.  11  C. 
C.  A.  258,  27  L.  R.  A.  588;  Loop  v.  Litchfleld, 
42  K.  y.  851. 1  Am.  Rep.  548;  Boddy  v.  Mistou 
ri  P.  R,  Co.  104  Mo.  234, 12  L.  R  A.  746.  In 
Neeker  v.  Harvey,  49  Mich.  519,  the  leading 
cases  on  this  point  are  cited  with  approval  by 
Mr.  Justice  Cooley.  Plaiotiff  seeks  to  bring 
this  case  within  a  line  of  cases  cited  creating 
an  apparent  exception  to  the  rule  stated;  but 
we  think  tbese  cases  may  be  all  classed  as 
coming  under  one  of  three  heads:  First,  as  in 
Johnwn  ▼.  Spear t  76  Mich.  189,  where  tbe 
fault  was  not  keeping  defendant's  premises  in 
a  suitable  and  safe  condition;  or,  second  as  in 
Roddy  V.  MU»ouH  P.  B.  Co.  104  Mo.  234,  12 
L.  R  A.  746,  where  the  defendant  reserves  the 
right  to  direct  tbe  manner  of  work,  or  under- 
takes to  supply  the  instrumentalities.  Of  this 
class  is  also  EUioU  ▼.  Eaa,  L.  R.  15  Q.  B. 
Div.  815,  relied  upon  by  plaintiff,  in  which 
case  it  was  said  by  the  court  that  "tbe  defend- 
ant had  entire  dominion  over  the  track"  which 
caused  the  in  jury,— a  fact  which  distioguishes 
the  case  from  the  present.  Cases  belonging  to 
a  third  class,  more  closely  aoalatrous  to  the 
case  under  consideration,  have  arisen  where 
tbe  shipper  of  a  dangerous  substance,  the  char- 
acter of  which  is  not  made  known  to  the  car- 
rier, has  been  held  liable.  But  liability  in  this 
class  of  cases  has  been  limited  to  instruments 
and  articles  in  their  nature  calculated  to  do  in- 
jury. Davidson  v.  29iehol8,  11  Allen,  514. 
We  think  the  case  of  Chapman  v.  Atlantic 
Refining  Co.  88  Hun,  687,  and  108  N.  Y.  688, 
which  counsel  for  plaiotiff  cite  as  fully  sus- 
taioing  their  contention,  is  clearly  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  case.  The  statement  of 
facU  in  that  case  is  found  in  129  N.  Y.  601, 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  defendant  cor- 
poration was  engage  ^  f*"  o instructing  some  oil 
tanks  on  the  line  of  the  L  ike  Erie  &  Western 
Railway  Company,  at  a  place  called  Dick's 
Switch.  The  employees  of  defendant  left  a 
car  of  lumber,  after  it  had  been  delivered  to 
defendant,  and  partly  unloaded,  in  such  un- 
safe condition  that  a  portion  of  the  lumber  fell 
upon  or  was  blown  upon  tbe  track  of  tbe  rail- 
road company,  causing  tbe  derailment  of  the 
engine  operated  by  the  plsintiff.  It  will  be 
seen  that  the  defendant  had  complete  control 
over  the  partly  unloaded  car,  and  whatever 
duty  was  owing  was  owing  by  defendant.  In 
the  present  case  the  defendant  had  parted  with 
the  control  of  the  car.  The  railroad  company 
owed  the  dutv  to  decedent  of  causing  an  in- 
spection or  of  providing  a  rule  for  inspection. 
We  think  the  circuit  judge  was  right  in  hi* 
holding. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

The  other  Justices  ooncot. 


ibl»7. 


Omaha  ▼.  Buwuan. 


631 


KEBRA8EA  SUPREME  COURT. 


aty  of  OMAHA,  Tlf.  in  Err., 

V. 

Fannie  BOWMAN,  Admrx.,  etc.,  of  Albert 
D,  Bowman,  Deceased. 

iSS  Neb.  208.) 

*1.  With  respect  to  water  forminir  a 
pond  OB  private  property  within  the  lim- 
its of  aclty«  bQt  not  on,  or  in  danfferout  prozim* 
Ity  to,  a  public  highway,  street,  or  alley,  such 
city  owes  no  duty  to  the  greoeral  public  mMde 
from  that  of  a  ranitary  character K  other  than 
such  as  devolves  on  private  owners  of  property 
similarly  situated,  even  thouflrh  the  city  may  have 
oreated  the  pond  of  which  complaint  is  made. 

8.  Ne^liicenee  miut  be  fairly  inferable 
from  the  evidence.  Its  existence  cannot  be  a 
mere  matter  of  conjecture,  and  it  must  be  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury  complained  of. 

8*  Instmetiona  whieh  a— iimed  that  ewi- 
denee  of  sneh  owerllow  of  lots  by  the 
massinir  thereon  by  a  dty  of  the  water  of  a  run- 
nlnir  stream  as  would  entitle  the  lotownersto 
damaKes  would  be  proper  proof  in  support  of 
a  claim  for  compensation  for  per&onal  injury  to 
one  who  had  no  interest  in  the  lot  Iteelf,— AeU 
erroneous. 

{September  S,  1807.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  negligence  in  maiDtaining  an  un- 
guarded pond,  which  resulted  in  the  drowning 
of  plaintiff's  intestate.     Retersed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Cornish*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

At  common  law  a  m  unci  pal  corporation  was 
not  liable  in  actions  like  the  one  at  bar  for  in- 
juries from  defective  streets,  unless  made  so 
by  the  charter  creating  them,  either  in  express 
terms,  or  by  imposing  a  duty,  the  failure  to 
perform  which  renders  the  city  liable  for  re- 
sulting injuries. 

Jii£ards  v.  Oannell  45  Neb.  467;  Bill  v. 
Boston,  122  Mass.  344.  28  Am.  Rep.  889;  Car- 
ter V.  Bahway,  56  N.  J.  L.  177;  Fart  Smith  v. 
Tork,  62  Ark.  84;  Winbigler  v.  Lot  Angelen, 
45  Cai.  86;  BarneU  y.  Contra  Coita  County, 
9rt  Cal.  78;  EewUon  v.  New  Haven,  87  Conn. 
475,  9  Am.  Rep.  842;  Aldrieh  v.  Qorham,  77 
Me.  287;  Detroit  v.  Putnam,  45  Mich.  268; 
MeKeUar  v.  Detroit,  57  Mich.  158.  68  Am. 
Rep.  367;  Mc Arthur  y.  Saginav,  58  Mich.  857, 
65  Am.  Rep.  687;  Eastman  v.  Meredith,  86  K. 
H.  284.  72  Am.  Dec.  802;  Sweeney  v.  Newport, 
65  N.  H.  83;  Pray  v.  Jersey  City,  82  N.  J.  L. 
894;  Wild  V.  Paterson,  47  N.  J.  L.  406;  Wixon 
V.  Newport,  18  R  I.  454,  48  Am.  Rep.  85; 
Toung  v.  Charleston,  20  8.  C.  116,  47  Am. 
Hep.  827;  Wdsh  v.  Butland,  56  Vt.  228,  48 
Am.   Rep.    762;  Wilkins  v.  Butland,    61  VU 
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836:  Wiltse  v.  Tilden,  77  Wis.  162;  Ooelii  v. 
Ashland,  75  Wis.  642;  RoberU  v.  Detroit,  102 
Mich.  64,  27  L.  R  A.  572;  Reed  v.  Madison, 
88  Wis.  171, 17  L.  R.  A.  738. 

Under  the  laws  of  this  state  the  city  la  not 
obliged  to  care  for  the  surface  water,  the  com- 
mon law  as  to  surface  water  being  in  force. 

Morrissey  v.  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  88 
Neb.  406;  AnhevserBuseh  Brew.  Asso.  v.  iV- 
terson.  41  Neb.  897;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed. 
§§987,988.  1040.  1041;  Champwnv.  Crandon, 
84  Wis.  406.  19  L.  R.  A.  856;  Beatrice  ▼. 
Knight,  45  Neb.  646. 

The  cost  of  filling  lots  to  the  grade  of  the 
street  is  proper  to  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing the  dapiages  whicb,  under  tbe  charter,  the 
city  must  pay  before  it  can  lawfully  grade  or 
change  the  grade  of  a  street. 

Lowe  V.  Omaha,  33  Neb.  687;  Barr  ▼. 
Omaha,  42  Neb.  841;  Svanwn  v.  Omaha,  88 
Neb.  660;  Harmon  v.  Omaha,  17  Neb.  648.  62 
Am.  Rep.  4'iO',  Sehaller  v.  Omaha,  28  Neb. 
826;  Omaha  v.  Sehaller,  26  Neb.  622. 
The  damages  are  too  remote. 
CharlOois  v.  Oogebie  dk  M.  River  R.  Co.  91 
Mich.  59;  Murphy  v.  Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y. 
575. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable  for  a 
failure  to  exercise  legislative  or  Judicial  powers 
conferred  u|>on  it,  nor  for  an  improper  or  neg- 
liirent  exercise  of  such  power,  nor  for  failure  to 
perform  public  functions  under  the  police 
power  conferred  upon  it  as  an  instrument  of 
government. 

2  Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  §  1021:  Tiedeman, 
Mun.  Corp.  ed.  1894,  §  881;  2  Beach,  Pub. 
Corp.  §  1010;  Bryant  v.  St.  Paul,  88  Mion. 
289,  53  Am.  Rep.  81;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th 
ed.§95l;  Anderson  ^r.  East,  117  Ind.  126,  2 
L.  R.  A.  712. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  an  instrumental- 
ity of  government,  and  is  not  liable  for  a  fail- 
ure to  exercise  legislative  or  Judicial  powers, 
nor  for  an  improper  or  negligent  exercise  of 
such  powers. 

WJueler  V  Plymouth,  116  Ind.  158;  Dooleyy. 
Sullivan,  112  Ind.  451;  Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut, 
112  Ind.  642;  Faulkner  v.  Aurora,  86  Ind.  180, 
44  Am.  Rep.  1;  Lafayette  v.  Timberlake,  88 
Ind.  330;  McDade  v.  Cfiester,  117  Pa.  414;  Me-' 
Arthur  V.  Saginaw,  58  Mich.  367, 65  Am.  Rep. 
687;  Agnew  v.  Corunna,  66  Mich.  428,  64  Am. 
Rep.  888;  Hina  v.  Charlotte,  72  Mich.  278,  1 
L.  R.  A.  844;  Kiley  v.  Kansas,  87  Mo.  108,  66 
Am.  Rep.  443;  Hubbell  v.  Viroqua,  67  Wis.  848, 
68  Am.  Rep.  866;  Robinson  v.  Oreenville,  42 
Ohio  St.  625,  51  Am.  Rep.  857.  and  note.  See 
also  Daeis  v.  Montgomery,  51  Ala.  189. 28  Am. 
Rep.  645;  ma  V.  Charlotte,  72  N.  C.  56,  21 
Am.  Rep.  451;  Cain  v.  Syracuse.  95  N.  Y.  88; 
Wheeler  v.  Cincinnati,  19  Ohio  St.  19.  2  Am. 
Rep.  866;  I^isher  v.  Boston,  104  Mas?.  87.^  6 
Am.  Rep.  196;  Grant  v.  Erie,  69  Pa.  420,  8 
Am.  Rep.  272. 
The  city  owes  no  duty  to  either  child  or  adult 


NOKB-'As  to  the  liability  for  dan^roas  ponds  or  i 
excavations  near  hi«h  ways,  see  note  to  Lepnick  ▼. 
Gaddis  (Miss.)  28  U  B.  A.  686;  also  Fekin  v.  Mo- 
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Ifahon  (Ili.)  27  L.  R.  A.  906;  Morao  ▼.  Pullman 
IHilaoe  Oar  Co.  (Mo.)  88  L.  R.  A.  756;  and  Dobbins  v. 
Missouri,  K.  *  T.  B.  Go.  (Tex. )  88  L.  B.  A.  67& 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  288;  43  L.  R.  A.  148;  45  L.  R.  A.  591. 
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on  the  public  streets  or  adjacent  thereto,  unless 
they  are  using  said  streets  for  the  purpose  of 
travel  thereon. 

Riefiards  ▼.  Oonnell,  45  Neb.  467;  Murphy  ▼. 
Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y.  575;  Qoeltz  v.  Asfdand, 
75  Wis.  642;  Hamilton  v.  Detroit,  105  Mich. 
514;  Reed  v.  Madison,  88  Wis.  171,  17  L.  R  A. 
783;  WestfaU  ▼.  Detroit  Water  Comrs.  ?3  Mich. 
%1<^\  8u^eeny  ▼.  OW  Colony  d  If.  R.  Co.  10 
Allen,  868, 87  Am.  Dec.  644;  Schmidt  ▼.  Bauer, 
80  Gal.  565,  5  L.  R.  A.  580;  Benson  v.  Balti- 
more Traction  Co.  77  Md.  535,  20  L.  R.  A.  714; 
JVWan  V.  New  York,  N,  H,  dt  H.  R.  Co.  53  Conn. 
461;  3  Thomp.  Neg.  p.  tl88,  note. 

Mr.  Silas  Cobb,  for  defendant  in  error: 

If  in  grading  a  street  the  city  is  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence ^wbich  is  the  natural  and  proximate 
cause  of  injury  to  a  property  OTvner,  the  city 
may  be  accountable  therefor. 

Beatrice  v.  Leary,  45  Neb.  149. 

Why  shouldn't  the  city  be  liable  for  its  own 
negligent  acts  which  have  caused  the  death  of 
a  little  child,  whether  the  fruits  of  that  negli- 
gence be  upon  the  city's  property  or  not? 

Since  the  great  iDcrease  of  corporations,  and 
since  so  much  of  the  businef^s  of  the  world  is 
transacted  through  their  aeency,  it  becomes 
necessary  that  courts  should  meet  their  expand- 
ing powers  by  an  extension  of  the  limits  of 
their  liability. 

Rhodes  v.  Cleveland,  10  Ohio,  160,  86  Am. 
Dec.  82. 

Whenever  a  corporation  or  individual  has 
become  bound  by  agreement  to  do  certain 
things,  such  individual  or  corporation  is  liable 
in  case  of  neglect  to  a  private  action  "at  the 
suit  of  every  person  injured  by  such  neglect." 

Conrad  v.  Ithaea,  16  N.  Y.  158. 

In  tbe  Richards  Case  the  court  below  said: 
"It  would  be  immaterial  whether  said  Weston 
in  fact  drowned  in  the  water  on  the  street  or 
on  property  adjacent  to  said  street."  This 
court  upheld  that  instruction,  saying:  "This 
language  correctly  stated  the  rule  of  liability 
as  applicable  to  the  case  made  by  the  proofs, 
according  to  the  authorities.  It  would  have 
been  different  if  the  pond  had  been  entirely 
upon  private  property  and  not  in  close  proxim- 
ity to  a  street." 

Omaha  v.  Richards,  49  Neb.  244. 

Ryan,  C,  filed  tbe  following  opinion: 
This  action  was  brought  in  tbe  district  court 
of  Douglas  county  by  Fannie  E.  Bowman,  as 
administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Albert  D.  Bow- 
man, for  the  recovery  of  damages  sustained  b^ 
the  estate  of  the  intestate  by  reason  of  his 
death.  The  deceased,  it  was  alleged  in  the 
petition,  was  about  seven  years  of  age  when 
he  was  drowned  in  a  pond  of  water  which 
plaintiff  in  error  negligently  had  permitted  to 
accumulate  and  be  and  remain  in,  over,  and 
by  the  side  of  Davenport  street,  in  the  city  of 
Omaha.  There  were  a  verdict  and  a  judgment 
against  the  city  in  the  sum  of  $1 ,000.  The  ac- 
cident happened  on  June  15,  1892.  The  evi- 
dence showed  tbat  about  six  years  before  the 
date  just  named  the  city  had  constructed  an 
emJi^nkment  on  Davenport  street,  which  inter- 
fered with  the  flowing  of  water  from  certain 
lots  abutting  on  said  street.  Tbe  pood  in 
question  was  caused  by  this  water.  The  side- 
walk was  about  7  feet  from  the  water,  and 
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quite  a  distance  above  the  water  level  There 
seems  to  be  no  dispute  in  the  evidence  that  to 
reach  the  water  from  the  street  it  was  neces- 
sarv  that  a  person  should  cross  an  intervening 
strip  of  private  property  at  least  6  feet  in  width 
A  few  days  before  tbe  date  of  the  accident 
some  boys  tore  up  a  part  of  the  sidewalk,  and 
launched  it  upon  the  pond.  Albert  D.  Bow- 
man and  some  juvenile  friends  took  possession 
of  this  piece  of  sidewalk,  and  were  using  it  for 
a  raft,  when  young  Bowman  fell  off  and  was 
drowned.  The  mere  fact  that  he  was  thus 
drowned  was  alleged  in  the  petition  and  ad- 
mitted in  the  answer.  There  was  no  effort  to 
show  whether  the  deceased  reached  the  pond, 
as  he  might  have  done,  by  passing  from  his 
home,  near  by,  over  private  property,  or  by 
way  of  the  street.  It  is  not  clear  from  the 
petition  just  what  acts  and  omissions  on  the 
part  of  the  city  are  claimed  to  constitute  negli- 
gence on  its  part.  There  was  cbarired  a  fail- 
ure to  place  a  fence  or  visible  boundary  be- 
tween the  street  and  the  private  property  ad- 
joining. In  view  of  the  fact  that  it  was  not 
claimed  that  the  child  entered  the  water  from 
the  street,  this  averment  has  no  bearing  on  the 
questions  under  consideration.  The  following 
averments  seem  to  have  described  the  negli- 
gence principally,  if  not  entirely,  relied  upon, 
and  we  sball  therefore  quote  them  at  length: 
"Plaintiff  further  states  that  said  pond  of 
water  was  formed  by  the  water  that  formerly 
would  have  run  through  a  ravine  at  said  place, 
the  same  being  filled  over  at  said  place  by  said 
city  in  constructing  and  filling  up  Davenport 
street  at  said  place,  which  said  water  was  negli- 
gently permitted  to  accumulate  and  remain  aa 
aforesaid;  and  the  natural  outlet  for  said  water 
being  closed  and  filled  up  by  the  defendant 
city  of  Omaha  a  long  time  previous  to  the  said 
June  15,  1892,  by  the  city  filling  up  the  street 
at  said  Davenpoi^.  near  28th  street  and  there- 
abouts, where  said  death  occurred,  being  filled 
about  5  feet  on  the  north  side  and  about  15 
feet  on  the  south  side  of  said  Davenport  street, 
and  thereby  filling  up  and  stopping  a  creek  or 
ravine  that  was  wont  theretofore  to  flow  along 
where  said  street  was  filled  as  aforesaid;  and 
although  tbere  is.  and  has  been  a  long  time 
prior  to  June  15,  1892,  a  sewer  about  two 
blocks  away  from  the  place  of  said  death,  yet 
tbere  was  no  provision  made  for  the  drainage 
of  said  water  by  tbe  city  or  said  Moody  and 
Slockdale  [the  owners  of  the  private  property 
on  which  the  pond  was]  from  said  lots;  said 
water  thereby  being  discharged  upon  said  lots 
in  and  over  and  upon  Davenport  street  as  afore- 
said, and  there  neeligently  confined,  and  negli- 
gently by  all  of  said  defendants  permitted  to 
remain  upon  said  property."  In  this  connec- 
tion it  was  alleged  that  the  pond  caused  in  tbe 
manner  above  described  bad  before  June  15, 
1892,  been  dangerous  and  menacing  for  many 
years,  wss  very  enticing  and  attractive  to  chil- 
dren of  tender  age,  many  of  whom  in  that  lo- 
cality were  in  the  habit  of  playing  in  said  pond 
of  water,  and  that  the  dangerous,  menacing, 
and  enticing  condition  of  the  pond  had  been 
well  known  by  said  Moody  and  Stockdale  and 
the  officers  and  authorities  of  the  city  of 
Omaha  at  the  time  of  and  before  said  death. 

The  defendant  in  error  was  permitted  to  re- 
cover upon  a  theory  rather  narrower  than  that 
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above  slated,  as  appears  from  the  foHowiD^  in- 
strucUoD  given  by  ibe  court:  **(l)  The  court 
charges  the  jury  that  if  the  grade  and  fill  was 
over  and  across  the  ravioe,  through  which, 

Srior  to  the  filling,  water  from  springs  and  the 
rainage  from  the  vicinity  was  accustomed  to 
flow,  then  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  in 
making  said  fill,  to  provide  a  passageway  for 
the  escape  of  the  water  which  might  reasona- 
bly be  expected  to  flow  alone  the  course  of  the 
ravine. "  The  instruction  following  that  above 
quoted  was  in  this  language:  '\2)  If  by  reason 
of  the  failure  of  the  defendant,  when  making 
the  fill  in  Davenport  street,  to  provide  a  cul- 
vert or  other  passage  for  the  water  naturally 
flowing  in  and  along  the  ravine,  the  pond  in 

?iiestion  was  formed,  and  you  shall  so  find 
rom  the  evidence,  then  that  is  a  fact  that  you 
should  consider,  alonsr  with  other  factP,  as 
hereinafter  instructed,  in  making  up  your  ver- 
dict.'* In  the  brief  for  the  defendant  in  error 
it  is  insisted  that  this  court  in  Beatrice  v.  lAargt 
45  Neb.  .149,  has  recognized  the  applicability 
of  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  ahgve  in- 
structions to  the  facts  in  this  case.  In  the  case 
just  cited  there  was  involved  the  question  of 
the  liability  for  the  diversion  of  the  water  from 
a  watercourse  by  the  citv,  it  is  true,  but  this 
liability  was  for  physically  damaging  the  real 
property  of  a  private  person.  The  rule  is  gen- 
eial  that  the  city  may  not  divert  the  flowuge  of 
a  running  stream  from  real  property,  or  mass 
iu  water  on  such  property,  without  making 
compensation  for  snch  damage  as  thereby  may 
ensue  to  the  property  rights  of  the  property 
owner.  This  principle  is  in  no  manner,  how- 
ever, connected  with  or  correlative  of  the 
proposition  contended  for,  and  that  is  that  the 
massing  of  the  water  of  a  flowing  stream  on 
private  property  renders  the  city  liable  to  one 
who  has  no  interest  in  such  property  for  what- 
ever personal  damsges  he  may  sustain  from  his 
own  voluntary  use  of  such  water.  It  is  also 
urged  tbat  these  instructions  were  jorrectl^ 
given  in  this  case  in  view  of  the  holding  of  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Omaha  v.  Richards,  49 
!Neb.  244,  and  in  the  opinion  ^n  the  rehearing 
on  the  same  case,  reported  in  50  Neb.  804.  In 
both  the  opinions  there  was  enforced  the  lia- 
bility of  the  city  for  damage  caused  by  the 
drowning  of  a  child.  The  negligence  of  the 
city  consisted  in  permitting  water  to  collect 
and  remain  on  a  traveled  street  without  any 
precaution  being  taken  to  avoid  accidents 
therefrom  to  the  public.  The  pond  which 
formed  was  partly  in  the  street  and  partly  on 
private  property,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
mere  fact  tbat  the  child  had  fallen  off  the  im- 
provised raft  into  the  water  on  the  private 
property  did  not  exonerate  the  citv  from  the 
consequences  of  its  negligence.  Whether  the 
water  was  that  of  a  flowing  stream,  or  was 
tbe  accumulHiion  of  surface  water,  was  a  ques- 
tion of  no  importance. 

As  has  already,  perhaps,  been  sufficiently  in- 
dicated, there  is  presented  in  tbe  case  at  bar 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  city  for  the 
death  of  a  child  from  drowning  in  a  pond 
situated  on  private  property.  This  child  is  not 
shown  to  have  used  the  street  in  any  way. 
even  for  the  purpose  of  reaching  the  pond  in 
which  afterwaios  he  was  drowned.  This 
question  is  connected  with  or  modified  by  no 
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other,  as,  for  instance,  the  fact  that  tbe  dtf 
had  invited  the  public  to  go  upon,  or  even  in 
dangerous  proximity  to,  the  water.  In  so  far 
as  tbe  facts  of  this  case  are  disclosed,  there  is 
shown  nothing  of  the  acts  of  the  child  before 
its  presence  on  the  raft.  That  fact  was  merely 
alleged  and  admitted  by  the  pleadings.  The 
inducement  charged  was  that  the  water  was 
enticing  to  a  person  of  the  age  of  this  one. 
This  was  a  statement  of  a  general  proposition, 
applicable  to  the  attraction  of  any  body  of 
water  for  boyish  nature.  In  what  was  the 
city  negligent  in  its  duty  towards  the  public, 
by  passively  permitting  or  actively  causing  the 
accumulation  of  this  water  on  private  prop- 
erty? We  have  already  pointed  out  the  fact 
tbat  we  are  not  considering  tbe  property  rights 
of  the  owner  of  tbe  lots  whereon  tbe  pond 
was  formed.  There  is  involved  no  element  of 
damage  resulting  from  loathsome  smells  or 
from  dangerous  sanitary  conditions  permitted 
by  the  city  in  violation  of  its  duties  in  that 
respect.  Simply  stated,  the  fact  is  that  the  city 
—so  far  as  tbe  record  shows,  without  any  ob- 
jection from  the  owner  of  the  lots— overflowed 
said  lots  with  water.  In  respect  to  the  public 
traveling  upon  its  highways,  except  as  above 
indicated,  the  city,  with  respect  to  the  pond 
formed  in  the  manner  indicated,  held  the  same 
relations  as  did  the  owner  of  the  real  property 
submerged.  In  Richards  v.  ConneU,  45  Neb. 
467,  these  relations,  with  attendant  obligations 
and  liabilities,  were  fully  considered,  and  it 
was  held  that  a  cause  of  action  could  arise  in 
none  but  one  of  the  following  classes  of  cases: 
"(I)  Cases  in  which  the  owner  of  land  hat 
made  or  permitted  a  dangerous  excavation, 
embankment,  or  the  like,  soneara  publichigh* 
way  as  to  injure  one  in  therigbiful  use  thereof. 
.  .  .  {%)  Cases  in  which  the  defendant  has 
negligently  left  exposed  dangerous  machinery 
likely  to  attract  children  and  resulting  in  their 
injury.  Illustrative  of  this  class,  which  con- 
stitutes a  recognized  exception  to  the  rule, 
are  the  so  cslled  Turntable  Cases.  (8)  Cases 
where  the  plaintiff  was  injured  while  upon  the 
defendant's  premises  by  invitation  of  the  lat- 
ter, and  where  the  negli^nce  consisis  in  a 
failure  to  keep  such  premises  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition."  This  case  has  been  cited  with 
approval  in  Peters  v.  Bowman,  115  Cal.  845,  in 
which,  as  well  as  in  the  two  opinions  of  Omaha 
▼.  Richards,  49  Neb.  244,  50  Neb.  804,  the  ad- 
judicated cases  are  reviewed  to  sustain  the 
proposition  above  stated.  In  an  opinion  on  a 
rehearing  of  Peters  v.  Bowman,  115  Cal.  855, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  the  principle  of  the 
Turntable  Oases  should  not  be  applied,  because 
a  turntable  is  not  only  a  danger  specially  created 
by  its  owner,  but  it  is  a  danger  differing  in 
kind  from  those  under  consideration.  "A 
pond,"  said  Beatty,  Ch.  J.,  "although  artifi- 
cially created,  is  in  no  wise  different  from 
those  natural  ponds  and  streams  which  exist 
everywhere,  and  which  involve  tbe  same  dan- 
gers and  present  the  same  appearance  and  the 
same  attractions  to  children.  A  turntable  can 
be  rendered  absolutely  safe,  without  destroying 
or  materially  impairing  its  usefulness,  by  sim- 
ply locking  it.  A  pond  cannot  be  rendered 
inaccessible  to  boys  by  any  ordinary  means. 
Certainly  no  ordinary  fence  around  the  lot 
upon  which  a  pond  is  situated  would  answei 
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the  purpose;  and,  therefore,  to  make  it  safe,  it 
must  either  be  filled  or  drained,  or,  in  other 
words,  destroyed.  But  ponds  are  always  use- 
ful, and  often  necessary,  and,  where  they  do 
not  exist  naturally,  must  be  created,  in  order 
to  store  water  for  stock  and  for  domestic  pur- 
poses, irrigation,  etc.  Are  we  to  hold  that 
every  owner  of  a  pond  or  reservoir  is  liable  in 
damages  for  any  child  that  comes  uninvited 
upon  his  premises,  and  happens  to  fall  into  the 
water  and  drown?  If  so,  then  upon  the  same 
principle  must  the  owner  of  a  fruit  tree  be 
held  liable  for  the  death  or  injury  of  a  child 
who,  attracted  by  the  fruit,  climbs  Into  the 
branches  and  falls  out."  Referring  back  to 
the  three  classes  of  cases  described  in  Richard$ 
▼.  Connell,  45  Neb.  467,  it  ma^  be  said  confi- 
dently that  this  case  falls  within  neither.  The 
intestate,  uninvited  by  the  citv,  on  private 
property,  took  possession  of  a  fragment  of  a 
floating  sidewalk,  from  which,  acciiden tally,  he 
fell  into  the  water.  Negligence  is  a  fact  to  be 
shown  by  evidence.  Its  existence  cannot  be 
left  to  mere  conjecture.  Kilpatrick  v.  Richard- 
son, 87  Neb.  7ai.  40  Neb.  478;  Omaha  A  R. 
Valley  B.  Co,  v.  Olarke.  89  Neb.  65;  Omaha 
Street  R.  Go.  v.  LeigK  49  Neb.  782.  The  neg- 
ligence pleaded  and  proved  must  be  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury  of  which  complaint 
Is  made.  Brotherton  v.  Manhattan  Beach 
Improv,  Co,  48  Neb.  568. 

There  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  meet 
the  first  of  the  above  requirements,  and  as  to 
the  second  there  was  not  only  a  failure  of 
proof,  but  the  instruction  hereinbefore  quoted 
proceeded  upon  the  theory  that  the  city  could 
be  held  liable  for  the  injury  of  a  person  on  a 
state  of  facts  showing  that  the  injury,  if  any, 
was  one  to  the  mere  property  right  of  an  in- 
dividual not  a  party  to  the  suit. 

For  the  errors  indicated  the  judgnent  of  the 
JHeirict  Court  is  reversed. 

Harrison,  J.,  not  sitting. 

Rehearing  denied. 


A.  J.  NEIMEYER  LUMBER  COMPANY, 
Plff,  in  Err., 

V, 

BURLINGTON     &     MISSOURI    RIVER 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  in  Nebraska. 


.Neb.. 


.) 


*1.  Where  delivery  of  property  sold  Is 
to  take  place  is  to  be  determined  by  tbe  oon- 
tract  between  the  vendor  and  vendee. 

2«  If  the  contract  between  the  parties 
expressly  provides  that  delivery  shall  be 
made  at  a  certain  place,  then  tbe  vendor's  title 
to  the  property  Is  not  devested  until  delivery  Is 
so  made. 

3.   Where  the  contract  between  a  ven- 

^Headnotes  by  Bagak,  C  propositions  6-10  ex- 
presslner  his  own  views. 


NOTB.— A8  to  tbe  passinff  of  title  to  property  by 
delivery  to  a  carrier  for  transportation,  see  nttte  to 
Bamsey  *  G.  Mfir.  Co.  v.  Kelsea  (N.  J.)  2S  L.  R.  A. 
416. 
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dor  and  ▼endee  is  silent  upon  tbe  subject 
of  tbe  place  of  delivery,  then  tbe  delivery  of  the 
property  by  tbe  vendor  to  a  carrier  for  trans- 
portation, consigned  to  the  vendee,  devests  the 
vendor^s  title  to  tbe  property,  and  the  vendee*s 
tlUe  from  the  moment  of  such  delivery  to  the 
carrier  attacbes. 

4.  In  such  a  case  the  carrier  is,  in  con- 
templation of  law,  the  bailee  of  tbe  per- 
son to  whom,  and  not  by  whom,  the  goods  are 
consigned. 

6*  Where  a  Tender  of  floods  deliwers 
them  to  a  carrier  for  transit  to  his  vendee, 
and  causes  the  goods  to  be  consigned  in  tbe  bill 
of  lading  to  himself,  his  agent,  or  his  order,  tbe 
presumption  arises  tbat  be  tbereby  intended  to 
retain  tbe  title  in  himself  to  the  goods. 

6.  Where  a  Tender  of  g^oods  deliwers 
them  to  a  carrier  fbr  transit,  and  causes 
bis  vendee  to  t)e  named  in  tbe  bill  of  lading  as 
the  consignee  of  the  goods,  tbe  presumption 
arises  tbat  tbe  vendor  by  tbat  act  intended  the 
title  to  the  goods  to  vest  in  the  vendee  on  their 
delivery  to  tbe  carrier  for  shipment. 

7.  The  prepayment  of  ft*ei£^ht  by  a  Ten- 
der on  goods  sold  and  shipped  to  bis  vendee  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  an  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  vendor  to  retain  tbe  title  to  tbe  goods 
while  in  transit. 

8.  The  contract  between  a  Tender  and 
Tendee  set  ont  in  the  opinion  construed, 
and  field  tbat  the  delivery  of  the  property  sold 
took  place  at  tbe  place  of  its  shipment,  and  that 
the  title  to  the  property  vested  In  tbe  vendee  on 
its  delivery  by  the  vendor  to  the  oarrler  for 
transit  to  the  vendee. 

9*  In  order  that  a  Tender  of  flpoods  may 
k  exercise  the  rif^ht  of  stoppafl^e  in 
transitu,  it  is  essential  tbat  the  goods  at  the 
time  be  in  transit  from  such  vendor  to  his  im- 
mediate vendee. 
10*  1>M  of  Omaha,  ordered  a  bill  of  lum- 
ber of  8.,  of  Dallas,  Texas.  &«  not  ba  ving 
the  lumber  in  stock,  sent  tbe  order  to  N.  at 
Waldo,  Arkansas,  requesting  him  to  ship  tbe 
lumber  to  D.,  at  Omaha,  on  account  of  8.,  and 
send  blm  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading.  This 
was  done.  While  the  lumber  was  in  transit,  8. 
failed,  and  N.  notified  tbe  carrier  in  possession 
not  to  deliver  tbe  1  umber.  The  oarrler  del i vered 
to  D.,  tbe  consignee,  and  N.  sued  the  carrier  for 
conversion.  Hdd  (1)  that  the  transaction 
amounted  to  a  sale  and  delivery  by  N.  to  8.  at 
Waldo;  (2)  a  resale  and  delivery  by  8.  at  Waldo  to 
D.;  (8)  that  the  lumber,  when  it  left  Waldo,  was 
not  in  transit  from  N.  to  8.,  but  from  8.  to  D.;  (4) 
that  N.  was  not  D/s  vendor,  but  consignor 
merely,  and  could  not  exercise  tbe  right  of  stop- 
page in  irarutiu* 

(Norval,  J^  dissefnts.) 

(March  17, 1896.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  tbe 
value  of  certain  lumber  alleged  to  have  been 
wrongfully  delivered  by  defendant,  which  had 
possession  of  it  for  transportation.    Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Mr.  A«  S.  Churchill,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

In  many  mercantile  contracts  it  is  stipulated 
that  the  vendor  shall  deliver  the  goods  "f.o.b.,** 
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i,  e„  ''free  on  board."  The  meaning  of  these 
words  is,  that  the  seller  is  to  put  the  goods  on 
board  at  bis  own  expense  on  account  of  the 
person  for  whom  they  are  shipped,  and  the 
goods  are  at  the  risk  of  the  buyer  from 
the  time  when  they  are  so  put  on  board. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  6th  ed.,  p.  655. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  contract  was  f.  o.  b. 
at  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  until  the  lumber 
was  at  Omaha,  for  and  on  account  of  the  yen- 
dee,  free  of  all  expense,  it  was  not  at  his  risk, 
but  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor. 

Ogff  V.  Shuter,  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  159;  Stock  v. 
Infflia,  L:  R.  12  Q.  B.  Div.  564. 

Until  put  on  board  at  the  place  named  in 
the  contract,  free  of  expense,  they  would  not 
be  at  the  buyer's  risk. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  6th  Am.  ed.  g  698,  p.  668; 
The  Ifraneei,  8  Cranch,  418,  8  L.  ed.  609; 
Dunlap  y.  Lambert,  6  Clark  &  F.  600;  TahUnr 
▼.  CoU,  111  Mass.  863;  Wolfe  ▼.  MissouH  P. 
It  Co.  97  Mo.  478,  8  L.  R  A.  689;  MeNeal  T. 
Braun,  53  N.  J.  L.  617. 

The  contract  entered  into  by  the  correspond- 
ence between  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  and  the 
plaintiff  was  not  an  executed  contract,  but  was 
executory. 

Hatch  ▼.  Standard  Oil  Co.  100  U.  8.  124, 
181,  25  L.  ed.  534,  556;  Savage  Mfg.  Co.  y. 
Armstrong,  19  Me.  147;  Howard  y.  Miner,  20 
Me.  325;  Council  Muffs  Iron  Works  y.  Cuppejf, 
41  Iowa,  104;  Swift*s  Iron  d  Steel  Works  y. 
Ueteey,  87  Ohio  St.  242;  Braddoek  Glass  Co. 
y.  Inoin,  158  Pa.  440;  Hanauer  y.  Bartels,  8 
Colo.  514. 

There  were  two  items  in  the  order  which 
the  plaintiff  did  not  haye  in  stock  and  which 
were  not  shipped. 

To  bind  the  purchaser  to  pay  for  goods  for- 
warded upon  his  order,  the  terms  of  the  order 
must  be  complied  with;  and  when  only  part  of 
the  goods  ordered  haye  been  forwarded,  there 
is  no  express  contract  between  the  parties,  and 
no  implied  promise  to  pay  for  them  arises  until 
the  purchaser  has  receiyed  them. 

Downs  y.  Marsh,  29  Conn.  409;  BocJiester  d 
O.  OU  Co.  y.  Hvghey,  56  Pa.  822;  Rommel  y. 
Wingate,  108  Mass.  827;  Benjamin,  Sales,  6th 
Am.  ed.  §^  689.  698. 

The  bills  of  lading  were  retained  and  held 
by  the  plaintiff  until  the  carriers  were  notified 
not  to  deliyer  the  lumber  to  the  consignee 
named  in  the  bills  of  ladiog,  when  they  were 
turned  oyer  to  the  initial  carrier,  the  St.  Louis 
Southwestern  Railroad  Company.  When  the 
defendant  company  was  notified  to  hold  the 
lumber,  it  was  also  notified  by  Mr.  Key,  the 
agent  of  the  initial  carrier,  that  he  held 
the  original  bills  of  lading;  so  that  the  defend- 
ant company  acted  with  full  knowledge  of 
this  fact. 

When  goods  which  haye  been  shipped  are 
acid  and  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  the 
yendors,  the  title  peases  by  the  sale,  and  not  by 
the  indorsement,  which  if  held  would  certainly 
indicate  that  the  consignor  meant  to  retain  the 
whole,  or  a  lien  upon  the  cargo  for  the  price. 

Liekbanow  y.  Mason,  2  T.  R.  68,  Smith, 
Lead.  Cas.  8th  Am.  ed.  pt  2.  p.  1232;  Craven 
y.  I^der,  6  Taunt.  488;  Jenkvns  y.  Utborne,  7 
Mann.  &  G.  678;  Holbrook  y.  Vose,  6  Bosw.  76; 
M'Ehcan  y.  Smith,  2  fl.  L.  Cas.  809;  Bass  y. 
Olover,  63  Ga.  746;  Farman  y.  Union  P.  R  Oo. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


106  N.  Y.  679;  Bank  of  Commeree  v.  BismU,  72 
N.  T.  615:  Gates  y.  Chicago,  B.  dk  Q.  R.  Co, 
42  Neb.  379;  Union  P.  B.  Oo.  y.  Johnson,  45 
Neb.  57;  Gurney  y.  Behrend,  8  El.  &  Bl.  688; 
Shaw  y.  North  Pennsylvania  B,  Oo.  101  U.  S. 
557,  25  L.  ed.  892;  Hutchinson.  Car.  §  180; 
Walker  y.  Detroit,  G.  H.  A  M.  R  Co.  49  Mich. 
446;  ColgaU  ▼.  Penneylvania  Oo.  102  N.  Y. 
120. 

The  plaintiff -had  the  right  to  countermand 
the  direction  giyen  in  the  bill  of  lading. 

Hutchinson.  Carr.  §  887;  Scothorn  v.  South 
Staffordshire  R.  Oo.  8  Ezch.  841;  Braithwaite 
y.  Aikin,  1  N.  D.  455;  Straus  y.  The  Martha, 
85  Fed.  Rep.  818;  Benjamin,  Sales,  g  896; 
Moakes  ▼.  Nicholson,  84  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  278. 
On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  assent  must,  in  order  to  constitute  a 
yalid  contract,  be  mutual,  and  intended  to 
bind  both  sides.  It  must  also  co  exist  at  the 
same  moment  of  time.  A  mere  proposal  by 
one  man  obyiously  constitutes  no  bargain  of 
itself.  It  must  be  accepted  by  another,  and 
this  acceptance  must  be  unconditional. 

Benjamin.  Sales,  6th  Am.  ed.  §  89;  2 
Bchouler,  Pers.  Prop.  g§  222,  228;  Usher, 
Sales,  chap.  4,  g  74;  1  Parsons,  Contr.  5th  ed. 
p.  477;  Benjamin,  Sales,  p.  78-78;  Eggleston  y. 
Wagner,  46  Mich.  610;  First  Nat.  BankY.  HaU, 
101  U.  S.  48,  25  L.  ed.  822;  Tilleg  y.  Cook 
County,  108  U.  S.  155,  161,  26  L.  ed.  874,  876; 
Bruce  y.  Pearson,  8  Johns.  534;  Eliason  ▼. 
Henshaw,  4  Wheat.  230,  4  L.  ed.  557. 

Where  nothing  is  said  about  time  the  law 
implies  the  sale  is  for  cash. 

Usher,  Sales,  §  483;  Jones  y.  Home  Furnish- 
ing Co.  9  App.  Diy.  103;  Wabash  Bletator  Co. 
y.  First  Nat.  Bank,  28  Ohio  St.  812;  Benja- 
min, Sales,  6th  Am.  ed.  p.  651. 

The  plaintiff  proposing,  then,  to  deliyer  the 
lumber  at  Omaha  at  the  specified  prices, 
nothing  being  said  as  to  payment,  the  law  im- 
plied payment  to  be  a  concurrent  act  with 
delivery,  and  not  a  sale  on  sixty  days'  time. 

2  Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  §  809.  See  South- 
western Freioht  dk  Cotton  Press  Co.  v.  Stanard, 
44  Mo.  71.  100  Am.  Dec  255;  Morris  y.  Rex- 
ford,  18  N.  Y.  552;  Brehen  v.  O^DonneU,  84 
N.  J.  L.  408;  Metz  y.  Albrcdtt,  52  111.  491; 
Behrends  y.  Beyschlag,  50  Neb.  804. 

It  was,  then,  a  cash  sale,  and  there  was  no 
waiyer  of  this  condition.  Had  the  lumber 
been  actually  deliyered  into  the  manual  posses- 
sion of  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  under  such 
circumstances  no  title  would  haye  passed. 

Wabash  Elevator  Co.  y.  First  Nat.  Bank,  28 
Ohio  St.  812;  Benjamin.  Sales,  p.  283  note; 
Hammett  y.  Linneman,  48  N.  Y.  899;  Dows  y. 
Kidder.  84  N.  Y.  121;  Harknessr.  RvsseU,  118 
U.  S.  675,  80  L.  ed.  289;  Usher,  Sales,  g  483; 
Leten  y.  Smith,  1  Denio,  572;  Acker  y.  uamp- 
beU,  28  Wend,  872;  Hays  v.  Cvrrie,  8  Sandf. 
Ch.  585;  Tiedeman,  Sales,  §  93;  Walter  y.  Reed, 
84  Neb.  544;  National  Bank  of  Commerce  y. 
Chicago,  B.  A  N.  R.  Co.,  Chicago,  B.  A  N.  R. 
Co.  y.  L.  T.  Sowle  Elevator  R.  Co.  44  Minn. 
224,  9  L.  R.  A.  263;  Empire  State  Type  Found- 
ing Co.  y.  Grant,  114  N.  Y.  40. 

The  statement  in  these  inyoices,  if  it  be  held 
to  extend  time,  was  not  made  until  after  the 
lumber  was  shipped  and  without  considera- 
tion. 

Billings  y.  Filley,  21  Neb.  61t 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  353. 
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Suppose  we  say  it  was  at  sixty  davs,  tben  it 
must  be  upoD  the  terms  stated,  vtz.,  "sixty 
days'  acceptance,"  when  delivery  is  made. 

Then  the  delivery  of  the  lumber  and  the  de- 
livery of  the  acceptance  would  have  been 
"interconditional."  Tben  in  effect  it  would 
have  been  a  conditional  sale. 

Withwell  V.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  449.  16  Am. 
Dec  855;  FarUm  v.  Ellis,  15  Gray,  229;  Hart- 
well  V.  LouisvOle  d  JV.  R.  Co.  15  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
778;  Thomas  v.  First  Nat,  Bank,  66  III.  App. 
59;  Bank  oj  Roctiester  v.  Janes,  4  N.  T.  497,  55 
Am.  Dec.  290;  Mitdiel  v.  Ede,  11  Ad.  &  El. 
888;  Stttfierland  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank.  78  Ky. 
250;  Davenport  Nat.  Bank  v.  Homeyer,  45  Mo. 
145,  100  Am.  Dca  868;  Bufflngton  v.  Cvrlis, 
15  Mass.  528, 8  Am.  Dec.  115;  Freeman  v.  Krae 
mer.  63  Minn.  242;  Union  P,  R.  Co.  v.  JoJinson, 
45  Neb.  57. 

The  fact  that  either  payment  in  cash  or 
aixtv  days'  acceptance  was  to  be  given  is  also 
evidence  tending  to  show  delivery  was  at 
Omaha,  Nebraska. 

See  Congar  v.  Galena  A  C.  U.  R,  Co.  17 
Wis.  482;  Pedbody  v.  Maguire,  79  Me.  572; 
Ecereit  v.  Hall,  67  Me.  498;  Brown  v.  Haynen, 
52  Me.  5f^0:  Armour  v.  Pecker,  128  Mass.  148: 
^ne  Y.Waite.  88  Ala.  599;  Campbell  Print- 
ing Press  d  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Dyer,  46  Neb.  830; 
Empire  State  Type  Founding  Co.  v.  Grant, 
114  N.  Y.  40;  Paul  v.  Reed,  52  N.  H.  188. 
See  also  Hodgson  v.  Barrett,  88  Ohio  St.  63,  81 
Am.  Rep.  527;  Einney  v.  Hickotr,  24  Neb.  167; 
Oofiffar  V.  Galena  d  C.  U.  R.  Co,  17  Wis  482. 

Messrs.  C.  J.  Greene  and  C.  V.  Miles, 
for  defendant  in  error: 

The  railroads  were  not  the  agents  of  plain- 
tiff, but  were  common  carriers,  employed  to 
transport  the  property  from  consignor  to  con- 
signee. 

King  v.  Meredith,  2  Campb.  689. 

The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  does  not 
exist  between  shipper  and  carrier.  The  car- 
rier is  a  bailee,  not  an  agent. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  1. 

A  delivery  of  freight  to.  a  common  carrier 
effects  a  change  of  possession,  and  puts  an  end 
to  the  seller's  lien,  though,  unless  other  facts 
interfere,  his  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  re- 
mains. 

Jones,  Liens,  §821. 

•'Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha,"  the  language  of  the 
correspondence  forming  the  contract  between 
Neimeyer  &  Company  and  Simpson,  Perkins, 
&  Company,  cannot  determine  that  the  com- 
mon carrier  is  the  agent  of  the  consignor. 

When  the  lumber  was  delivered  to  the  carrier 
at  Waldo,  Arkansas,  and  consigned  to  Dietz. 
plaintiff  in  error,  Neimeyer  &  Co.  parted  with 
Its  possession,  and  title  passed  to  Dietz. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  ed.  g  181;  Cross 
▼.  aiJonndl,  44  N.  Y.  661,  4  Am.  Rep.  721; 
CauUcins  v.  Hellman,  47  N.  Y.  449.  7  Am. 
Rep.  461;  Krulder  v.  EUison,  47  N.  Y.  86,  7 
Am.  Hep.  402. 

A  consignor  who  is  not  the  vendor,  and  be- 
tween whom  and  the  consignee  no  privity  ex- 
ists, cannot  stop  the  goods  in  transit. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  411;  1  Jones,  Liens, 
S  870;  Memphis  d  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Freed,  88 
Ark.  614:  Eaton  v.  Cook,  82  Vt.  58;  Rouiley  v. 
Bigtloic,  12  Pick.  814,  23  Am.  Dec.  607;  NMe 
40  L.  a  A. 


V.  Adams.  7  Taunt.  59;  TreadwOl  v.  AydieU, 
9  Heiak.  888;  Feise  v.  Wray,  8  East,  93. 

The  vendor  can  only  exercise  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu  againsi  one  who  is  in- 
solvent. 

Bayonne  Knife  Go,  v.  Umbenhaucr,  107  Ala. 
496. 

Rairan*  C,  filed  the  following  opinion : 
C.  N.  Dietz  is  a  lumber  merchant  in  the 
city  of  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  will  be  herein- 
after designated  as  Dietz.  The  A.  J.  Neimever 
Lumber  Company  is  a  corporation  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  lumber  at  Waldo, 
Arkansas,  and  will  be  hereinafter  designated 
as  Neimeyer  &  Co.  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co. 
are  lumber  merchants  in  the  city  of  Dallas, 
Texas,  and  will  be  hereinafter  designated  as 
Simpson  &  Co.  The  Burlington  &  Missouri 
River  Railroad  Company  in  Nebraska  is  & 
railway  corporation  organized  under  the  lawa 
of  this  state,  and  will  be  hereinafter  designated 
as  the  railway  company.  About  the  1st  of 
January,  1892,  Dietz  ordered  of  Simpson  & 
Co.  a  large  quantity  of  a  certain  class  of  lum- 
ber. It  appears  that  Simpson  &  Co.  did  not 
have  the  material  ordered  on  hand,  and  pur* 
chased  the  lumber  to  fill  the  order  from  Nei- 
meyer &  Co. ,  and  they,  in  pursuance  of  the 
directions  of  Simpson  &  Co.,  shipped  it  by 
mil  to  Dietz,  the  bills  of  lading  issued  by  the 
initial  carrier  being  made  out  to  Dietz,  con- 
signee. Soon  after  the  shipment  of  this  lum- 
ber, which  consisted  of  seventeen  car  loads, 
Simpson  &  Co.  failed,  and  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
then  notified  the  railway  company,  into  whose 
possession  as  a  common  carrier  the  lumber 
shipped  had  Come  as  the  last  carrier  in  the 
line  of  transit,  of  the  insolvency  of  Simpson  & 
Co.,  that  the  seventeen  cars  of  lumber  be- 
longed to  them,  Neimeyer  &Co.,  to  hold  such 
lumber,  and  not  to  deliver  it  to  Dietz.  It 
seems  that  when  the  railway  company  received 
this  notice  it  had  already  delivered  six  car 
loads  of  the  lumber,  and,  (li<«regarding  the  no- 
tice of  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  delivered  the  other 
eleven  cars  also  to  Dietz;  and  thereupon  Nei- 
meyer &  Co.  brought  this  suit  against  the 
railway  company  in  the  district  court  of  Doug- 
las county  to  recover  the  value  of  the  eleven 
cars  of  lumber  delivered  by  it  to  Dietz  after 
receiving  notice  not  to  deliver.  The  railway 
company  had  a  verdict  and  Judgment,  and 
Neimeyer  &  Co.  have  filed  here  a  petition  in 
error  to  review  the  same. 

1.  Neimeyer  &  Co.  contend  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  contract  existing  between  them  and 
Simpson  &  Co.,  the  delivery  of  the  seven- 
teen cars  of  lumber  shipped  to  Dietz  was  to 
take  place  at  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  that 
until  the  lumber  reached  that  place  the  title 
thereto  remained  in  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  and 
that  the  railway  company,  all  the  time  it 
had  such  lumber  in  its  possession,  held  it 
as  the  agent  and  bailee  of  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
A  vendor's  title  to  property  sold  by  him  is 
devested  on  its  delivery  to  his  vendee,  and  im- 
mediately upon  such  delivery  the  title  to  the 
property  vests  in  the  vendee.  But  where  deliv- 
ery of  property  sold  is  to  take  place  is,  of 
course,  to  be  determined  by  the  contract  be- 
tween the  vendor  and  vendee;  and  if  the  con- 
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tract  between  tbe  parties  expressly  proTides 
that  delivery  shall  be  made  at  a  certain  place, 
then  tbe  vendor's  title  to  tbe  property  is  not 
devested  until  delivery  is  made  at  sucb  place. 
But  the  universal  holding  of  tbe  courts  is  Aat, 
where  the  contract  between  the  vendor  and 
▼eudee  is  silent  upon  tbe  subject  of  the  place 
of  delivery,  then  the  delivery  of  the  property 
by  the  vendor  to  a  carrier  for  transportation  to 
the  vendee  of  itself  then  and  there  devests  the 
vendor's  title  to  the  property,  and  the  vendee's 
title  to  such  property  from  the  moment  of  such 
delivery  to  tbe  carrier  attaches.  21  Am.  & 
£ng.  £nc.  Law,  pp.  528-^0;  Benjamin,  Sales, 
2d  ed.  §§  181.  682;  2  Chitty,  Contr.  Itth  Am. 
ed.  §  1201;  Smith  v.  GilUtt,  50  III.  290:  Kiul 
der  V.  Ellison,  47  N.  Y.  36,  7  Am.  Rep.  402, 
and  cases  there  cited:  McRee  v.  Bainter  (Neb.) 
72  N.  W.  1044:  Congdon  v.  KendaU  (Neb.)  78 
K.  W.  659.  In  such  case  the  carrier  is,  in 
contemplation  of  law,  the  bailee  of  tbe  per- 
son to  whom,  and  not  by  whom,  the  goods  are 
seat. 

Keeping  in  view  these  principles,  we  now 
proceed  to  an  examination  of  the  contract  ex- 
isting between  Neimeyer  &  Co.  nnd  Simpsoo  & 
Co.,  which  resulted  in  the  former  selling  to  the 
latter  the  seventeen  car  loads  of  lumber  in* 
▼olved  in  this  controversy.  The  contract  ex- 
isting between  these  parties  is  found  in  certain 
letters  which  passed  between  them.  It  would 
seem  that  prior  to  the  8th  of  January,  1892, 
I<)eimeyer  &  Co.  had  sent  out  to  tbe  lumber 
dealers  of  the  country  statements  showing  the 
various  kiods  of  lumber  which  they  manufac- 
tured and  had  for  sale;  and  jt  was  prior  to  this 
sale  that  Dietz  had  ordered' of  Simpson  &  Co. 
the  bill  of  lumber,  which  the  latter  did  not 
have  on  hand.  On  this  date,  January  8,  1892, 
Simpson  &  Co.  wrote  Neimeyer  &Co.,  saying: 
"We  received  your  stock  sheet  some  time  since, 
and  herewith  send  you  two  orders,  which  you 
will  find  very  nice  ones.  Please  name  your 
figures  as  low  as  possible  on  these  orders.  .  .  . 
Also  inclose  us  your  lowest  f.  o.  b.  price  list." 
Accompanying  this  letter  were  tbe  two  orders 
mentioned  therein.  These  orders,  so  far  as 
material  here,  were  as  follows:  **A.  J.  Nei* 
meyer  Lumber  Company,  Waldo,  Arkansas: 
Ship  to  C.  N.  Dietz,  Omaha,  Nebraska," 
seventeen  cars  of  certain  described  lumber. 
"If  for  any  reason  you  cannot  ship  promptly, 
advise.  Please  also  send  bill  of  ladini;  and  in- 
voice to  us  at  Dallas."  Neimeyer  &  Co.  at 
once  filled  the  order  of  Simpson  <te  Co.  by  ship- 
ping tbe  seventeen  car  loads  of  lumber,  as 
already  stated,  to  Dietz,  and  on  the  9th  of 
January,  1892,  wrote  to  Simpson  &  Co.  as  fol- 
lows: "Your  valued  order  of  January  8ih 
received  and  filed  for  prompt  shipment,  with 
the  exception  of  two  Items.  .  .  .  We  have 
filled  your  order  as  follows:  [Here  follow  the 
description  and  price  of  the  lumber  in  the 
seventeen  cars.]  Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha,  Ne- 
braska." It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the 
correspondence  between  Simpson  &  Co.  and 
Neimeyer  &  Co.  the  question  of  the  place  of 
delivery  of  this  lumber  was  not  inquired  about 
nor  discussed.  The  place  of  the  delivery  of 
the  lumber  was  not  the  subject  of  the  negotia- 
tions. The  expression  in  tbe  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
letter  of  January  9th,  "Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaba, 
Nebraska,"  they  insist,  affords  conclusive  evi- 
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dence  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that 
the  delivery  of  this  lumber  to  Simpson  &  Co* 
should  take  place  at  Omaba.  Nebraska.  Three 
witnesses  testified  on  the  trial  as  to  the  mean- 
ing among  railroad  men  and  shippers  of  the 
expression.  "Prices  f.o.  b.  Omaha,  Nebraska." 
One  of  them  said  it  meant  "that  the  price 
named  in  the  shipper's  invoice  is  the  price  at 
Omaha."  Another  said  it  meant  **to  be  deliv- 
ered at  Omaha  free  on  board  cars."  Neimeyer 
himself,  president  of  Neimeyer  <&  Co  testified: 
"If  we  say  f.  o.  b.  Omaba,  that  means  that  it 
is  the  price  delivered  at  Omahs." 

We  think  the  true  construction  of  the  con- 
tract is  the  one  placed  thereon  by  the  district 
court,  and  is  in  line  with  the  explanation  of 
the  phrase  in  the  contract  under  consideration 
made  by  the  first  and  last  of  the  witnesses  just 
named.  The  word  "prices,"  which  precedes 
"f.  o.  b.  Omaha,  Nebraska,"  is  of  importance 
in  the  construction  of  this  contract  By  that 
expression  Neimeyer  &  Co.  meant  that  the 
prices  which  they  had  affixed  to  the  lumber 
sold  Simpson  &  Co.  were  to  be  the  oricea 
which  tbe  lumber  should  cost  Simpson  &  Co. 
at  Omaha.  Not  that  the  delivery  of  the  lum- 
ber to  Simpson  &  Co.  should  take  place  at 
Omaba,  but  that  the  price  charged  Simpson  & 
Co.  by  Neimeyer  &  Co.  for  the  lumber  was  to 
be  its'  price  at  Omaha.  In  other  words,  that 
Neimeyer  &  Co.  should  pay  the  freight  on  this 
lumber  from  Waldo,  Arkansas,  to  Omaha. 
Nebraska;  or,  what  is  tbe  same  thing,  that 
Simpson  &  Co.,  or  their  vendee,  Dietz,  might 
pay  the  freight,  and  then  remit  the  purchase 
price  of  the  lumber  less  the  freight.  But  the 
fact  that  Neimeyer  &  Co.  agreed  to  pay  the 
freight  on  this  lumber  from  its  placeof  shipment 
to  its  place  of  destination  does  not  afford  con- 
clusive evidence  that  the  delivery  of  the  lumber 
was  to  take  place  at  Omahs,  Nebraska.  To 
summarize:  The  contract  between  Neimeyer 
&  Co.  and  Simpson  &  Co.  was  this:  Neimeyer 
&  Co.  sold  them  seventeen  car  loads  of  lumber, 

at  the  price  of  $ ,  at  Omaha,— not  the 

delivery  at  Omaha,  but  the  price  at  Omaha; 
and  Simpson  «&  Co..  by  their  letter  of  January 
8th,  when  asking  Neimeyer  &  Co.  to  inclose 
"us  your  lowest  f.  o.  b.  price  list,"  were  seek- 
ing to  ascertain  from  Neimeyer  &  Co.  what 
the  lumber  would  cost  them  (Simpson  &  Co.) 
at  Omsha;  and  when  Neimeyer  &  Co.  answered 
that  letter,  and  shipi^ed  the  goods  and  said, 
"Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha,  Nebraska."  they  meant 
to  inform,  and  did  inform,  Simpson  <&  Co. 
what  the  lumber  would  cost  them  in  Omaha 
Nebraska. 

The  contract  then,  between  the  parties,  as 
evidenced  by  their  correspondence,  does  not  • 
provide  that  the  delivery  of  this  lumber  should 
take  place  at  Omaha.  To  give  that  construc- 
tion to  tbe  contract,  the  expression,  "Prices  f. 
o.  b.  Omaha."  would  have  to  be  read,  "Deliv- 
ery f.  o.  b.  Omaha."  To  give  the  contract 
tills  effect  would  be  to  put  a  violent  and  un- 
natural construction  upon  the  laogua&re  used. 
We  have  been  referred  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error  to  several  cases  which,  he  insists,  sus- 
tain his  construction  of  this  contract  We 
have  carefully  examined  all  these  cases,  and 
not  one  of  them,  we  think,  is  in  point  here: 
and  we  confidently  say  that  no  decision  of  any 
court  can   be  found   which   baa  construed 
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^'prices  free  on  board"  at  a  named  place  as 
eqaivalent  to  "delivery  free  on  board"  at  such 
place.  Among  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error  is  the  following:  Qates  ▼. 
Chicago,  B,  A  Q.  R,  Co.  42  Neb.  879.  But 
this  case  has  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  ques- 
tion under  consideration  here.  It  simply  holds 
that  a  carrier  makes  delivery  of  goods  to  a  con 
signee  thereof  at  its  peril,  unless  at  the  time  of 
delivery  the  bill  of  lading  be  surrendered.  To 
the  same  effect  is  Union  P.  R,  Co.  v.  JoHnwn, 
45  Neb.  67.  And  in  SheUenherg  v.  Fremont y  E. 
dk  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  45  Neb.  4B7.  the  title  to 
the  goods  sold  never  passed  to  the  vendee,  as 
he  procured  their  delivery  to  him  bv  fraud. 
Stoek  V.  Inglis,  L.  R.  12  Q.  B.  Div.  6^,  so  far 
as  the  same  bears  upon  the  question  under  dis- 
cussion here,  is  an  authority  against  the  con- 
tention of  plaintiff  in  error.  In  that  case  a 
merchant  ordered  200  tons  of  sugar.  The  ven- 
dor shipped  400  tons  of  sugar,  consigned  to  the 
city  where  the  purchaser  lived.  The  goods 
were  lost  at  sea.  After  the  vessel  left  its  wharf 
the  seller  sent  invoices  of  200  tons  of  this  sugar 
to  the  vendee,  who,  upon  its  receipt,  paid  the 
price  of  the  200  tons  of  sugar,  and  obtained 
the  bill  of  lading  for  the  same.  The  sugar 
was  insured,  and  the  vendee  sued  the  insurance 
oompanv  for  the  value  of  the  200  tons  of  sugar 
lost.  The  insurance  com  pany  claimed  that  the 
title  to  this  200  tons  of  sugar  never  vested  in 
the  vendee,  because  that  specific  amount  of 
sugar  was  not  set  apart  and  delivered  by  the 
vendor  to  the  carrier  for  the  vendee,  and  that, 
therefore,  he  had  no  insurable  interest  in  the 
sugar  lost.  But  the  court  ruled  that  the  action 
of  the  seller,  after  the  ship  left  its  wharf,  in 
sending  to  the  vendee  an  invoice  for  200  tons 
of  the  400  tons  shipped  was  a  delivery  of  200 
tons  of  the  400  tons  of  susrar  shipped,  to  the 
vendee  at  the  time  of  its  shipment.  This  case 
rests  upon  the  principle  that  whether  the  ven- 
dor delivered  to  the  vendee  200  tons  of  the 
sugar  shipped  at  the  time  of  the  shipment 
was  a  question  of  intention,  to  be  gathered 
from  the  vendor's  conduct,  and  that  his  making 
out  an  invoice  of  the  200  tons,  and  transmit- 
ting it  to  the  vendee,  after  the  ship  sailed,  evi- 
denced his  intention  of  vesting  the  title  of  200 
tons  of  the  sugar  in  the  vendee  at  the  time  the 
whole  cargo  was  put  on  shipboard.  Another 
ease  cited  by  plaintiff  in  error  is  Miller  v.  Sea- 
man, 176  Pa.  291.  The  contract  in  that  case 
was  made  in  February,  1894,  between  Miller,  of 
Elmira,  New  York,  and  Seaman  &  Ca,  of  Will- 
iamsport,  Pennsylvania,  and  by  the  contract 
Miller  agreed  to  sell  to  Seaman  &  Co.  406.000 
feet  of  hemlock  lumber,  belonging  to  Miller, 
•and  then  piled  in  the  lumber  yard  of  the  Dent 
Lumber  Company  at  Duboistown,  Pennsylva- 
nia, at  a  price  of  $8.26  per  thousand  shipping 
count,  f .  o.  b.  cars  Williamsport.  The  lumber 
was  to  be  loaded,  inspected,  and  measured  as 
ordered  by  the  purchasers.  After  a  quantity  of 
this  lumber  had  been  shipped  and  delivered  to 
Seaman  &  Co.  a  flood  occurred  and  washed 
away  the  part  of  the  lumber  which  had  not  been 
shipped,  and  Miller  sought  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  lumber  washed  away  from 
Seaman  A  Co.,  upon  the  theory  that  be  had 
delivered  the  406,000  feet  of  lumber  to  them  on 
the  date  of  the  contract  of  sale.  But  the  court 
held  that  "the  tiUe  did  not  pass  until  measure- 
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ment  inspection,  and  actual  shipment,"  and 
then  only  as  to  the  amount  shipped,  and  that 
plaintiff,  Miller,  had  to  bear  the  loss  of  sudi 
part  of  the  lumber  as,  not  having  been  meas- 
ured, inspected,  and  shipped,  was  carried  away 
by  the  flood.  But  this  case  is  not  an  authority 
for  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  here. 
It  is  not  a  decision  that  "prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha" 
is  equivalent  to  "delivery  f.  o.  b.  Omaha." 
The  principle  upon  which  the  case  rests  and 
was  decided  is  that  the  contract  of  sale  was  an 
executory  one,  and  that  no  title  to  the  lumber 
agreed  to  be  sold  passed  to  the  vendee  until  the 
lumber  was  measured  and  inspected. 

Plaintiff  in  error's  argument  that  delivery 
was  to  take  place  in  Omana,  because  in  answer 
to  an  inquiry  of  his  vendee  the  plaintiff  in 
error  named  the  price  of  the  goods  at  that 
point,  is  not  sustained  by  any  authority  that  I 
have  been  able  to  find.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  cases  in  which  the  question  has  been  pre- 
sented are  against  plaintiff  in  error's  conten- 
tion. One  of  these  cases  is  Star  Olau  Co.  v. 
Longley.  64  Oa.  576.  In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  if  the  seller,  upon  inquiry,  priced  goods  to 
the  buyer,  and  thereupon  the  buyer  ordered  at 
that  price,  and  the  seller  delivered  the  goods  to 
a  common  carrier,  consigned  to  the  buyer, 
there  was  a  complete  sale  at  (he  price  named. 
In  Mee  v.  McNider,  109  N.  Y.  500.  the  ven- 
dor resided  in  London,  and  the  vendee  in  the 
city  of  New  York.  By  the  contract  l)etween 
the  parties  the  vendor  sold  to  the  vendee  500 
bags  of  cocoa  at  59  shillings  per  hundred- 
weight. These  59  shillings  per  hundred- 
weight, by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  were 
"to  include  cost,  freight,  and  insurance;"  and 
it  was  held  that  the  title  of  the  vendee  to  the 
cocoa  vested  upon  its  delivery  on  board  ship 
for  transit  to  New  York.  There  is  no  differ- 
ence in  principle  between  this  case  and  the  one 
at  bar,  so  far  as  regards  the  terras  of  the  con- 
tract under  consideration.  Here  the  vendor 
agrees  to  sell  the  vendee  lumber  for  so  many 
dollars,  and  this  price  includes  the  freight  from 
the  place  of  shipment  to  the  lumber's  destina- 
tion, and  by  the  contract  the  bills  of  lading  are 
to  be  sent  by  the  vendor  to  his  vendee,  Simpson 
&Co. 

Thus  far  we  have  considered  whether  it  was 
the  mutual  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  ti- 
tle to  the  lumber  sold  should  vest  in  the  vendees 
only  upon  its  arrival  and  delivery  at  Omaha; 
and  the  contract— the  correspondence — be- 
tween the  parties  does  not  afford  evidence  that 
such  was  their  intention,  but,  rather,  that  the 
thing  specially  negotiated  about  between 
the  parties  was  the  price  of  the  lumber,  and  the 
contract  does  not  afford  evidence  that  the  par- 
ties did  intend  that  the  delivery  of  the  lumber 
should  take  place  at  Omaha,  but  left  the  deliv- 
ery to  take  place  in  the  ordinary  manner  of  the 
delivery  of  goods  by  a  vendor  when  ordered 
by  a  distant  vendee.  But  notwithstanding  the 
sale  of  this  lumber  by  Neimeyer  &  Co..  and  its 
delivery  to  a  carrier  consigned  to  their  vendee, 
Neimeyer  &  Co.  might  have  exercised  the^iM 
dieponendi,  as  it  is  called  in  the  textbrioka, 
over  the  property  sold;  that  is,  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
might  have  retained  the  title  to  the  lumber 
shipped,  and  bv  exercising  this  right  made  the 
carrier  of  this  lumber  their  bailee.  Schouler, 
Pers.  Prop.  8d  ed.  g  271,  and  cases  there  died. 
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Tbe  claim  of  the  plaintifiF  in  error  here  is  that 
it  did  exercise  this  Jus  disponendi,  and  that,  not- 
withstandtDg  it  sold  the  lumber  to  Simpson  & 
Co.,  and  at  their  request  consigned  it  to  Dietz, 
it  retained  the  tiile,  and  tbe  carrier  held  it  as 
its  bailee.  We  know  what  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
did,  and  tbe  question  before  us  now  is  whether 
Its  conduct  in  the  premises  authorizes  an  infer- 
ence that  notwithstanding  the  sale  and  the  ship- 
ment of  these  goods  it  intended  to  retain  title 
in  itself  until  their  arrival  in  Omaha.  Their 
intention  must  be  found  in  their  conduct,  and 
it  is  that  intention  that  we  are  now  in  pursuit 
of,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  it,  it  is 
our  duty  to  follow  every  trail,  however  dim 
and  tortuous  it  may  be,  which  leads  in  the  di- 
rection of  such  intention.  If  Neimeyer  &  Co., 
at  the  time  of  the  shipment  of  these  goods,  in- 
tended to  reserve  in  themselves  the  title  thereto 
until  their  arrival  at  Omaha,  it  must  have  been 
because  by  so  reserving  the  title  they  desired 
to  make  themselves  sure  of  receiving  tbe  pav 
for  the  goods  sold  before  they  should  part  with 
them.  Certainly  they  would  not  voluntarily, 
and  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  requiring  them 
to  do  so,  reserve  the  title  for  the  purpose  of 
suffering  the  loss  in  case  the  goods  should  be 
destroyed  in  transit.  -  But.  by  the  contract  of 
sale  between  Neimeyer  &  Co.  and  Simpson  & 
Co. ,  these  goods  were  not  sold  for  cash  on  de- 
livery, but  on  sixty  days'  time.  If  the  goods, 
then,  had  been  consigned  by  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
to  Simpson  &  Co.  at  Dallas,  Texas,  the  fact 
that  they  were  sold  on  sixty  days'  time  would 
afford  a  presumption  that  the  seller  did  not  in- 
tend at  the  time  he  shipped  them  to  reserve  ti- 
tle in  himself  until  they  were  paid  for.  Again, 
it  is  to  be  remembered  that  Neimeyer  &  Co. 
did  not  sell  these  goods  to  Dietz,  their  con- 
signee, and  it  is  an  unreasonable  claim  on  the 
part  of  Neimeier  &  Co.  to  say,  in  the  face  of 
this  record,  that  they  sold  the  goods  to  Simp- 
aon  &  Co.  on  sixty  days'  time,  and  at  their 
request  consigned  them  to  Dietz,  and  yet  all 
the  lime  intended  to  retain  the  title  to  these 
goods.  Are  we  to  understand  from  the  argu- 
ment of  Neimeyer  &  Co.  that  they  did  not  in- 
tend that  these  goods  should  he  delivered  to 
Dietz  until  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  their 
shipment?  At  tbe  time  Neimeyer  &  Co.  shipped 
these  goods  they  might  have  caused  themselves 
to  Lave  been  made  consignees  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  and,  had  they  done  this,  then  their  con- 
duct in  so  doing  would  have  authorized  the 
presumption  that  they  thereby  intended  to  re- 
serve the  title  to  the  goods,  and  that  the  car- 
rier held  them  as  their  bailee.  2  Schouler, 
Pers.  Prop.  8d  ed.  ^  278,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Usher,  Sales,  |§  228-280,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Newmark,  Sales,  g  147,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Benjamin,  Sales,  p.  92,  where  the  rule  is  thus  con- 
cisely stated:  ''Where  goods  are  shipped,  and 
by  bill  of  lading  the  goods  are  delivered  to  the 
order  of  the  seller  or  his  agent,  the  seller  is 
prima  facie  deemed  to  reserve  the  right  of  dis- 
posal. "  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Crocker,  1 1 1  Mass. 
168;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bangs,  102  Mass. 
1391;  Seehgson  v.  Pnilbnek,  80  Fed.  Rep.  600. 
But  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  at  the  time  they  shipped 
these  goods,  did  not  cause  them  to  be  consigned 
to  themselves,  to  their  agent,  or  to  their  order. 
On  the  contrary,  they  caused  these  goods  to  be 
consigned  to  Dietz,  the  vendee  of  their  vendee, 
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and  this  fact>  authorizes  the  inference  that  it 
was  then  and  there  the  intention  of  Neimeyer 
&  Co.  that  the  title  to  the  goods  should  pass 
upon  their  delivery  to  the  carrier  for  transit  to 
their  vendee's  vendee.  Upon  this  subject  the 
cases  are  all  one  way. 

In  Usher.  Sales  (^  282).  it  U  said:  "If  the 
bill  of  lading  or  other  written  evidence  of  the 
delivery  to  a  carrier  be  taken  in  the  name  of 
the  consignee,  or  be  transferred  to  him  by 
indorsement,  this.  If  not  controlled  by  other 
evidence,  affords  the  strongest  proof  of  the  in- 
tention of  the  seller  not  to  retain  his  hold  on 
the  property  after  it  is  taken  by  the  carrier,  as 
security  for  payment  of  the  price."  In  New- 
mark,  Sales,  g  152,  it  is  said:  "For  it  has  been 
declared  to  be  perfectly  well  settled  that  if  a 
consignor  in  such  a  case  wishes  to  prevent  the 
property  in  the  goods,  and  the  right  to  deal 
with  the  goods  while  at  sea,  from  passing  to  the 
consignee,  he  must,  by  bill  of  lading,  make  the 
goods  deliverable  to  his  own  order,  and  for- 
ward tbe  bill  of  lading  to  an  agent  of  his  own. 
And  if  he  does  not  do  that,  though  he  still  re- 
tains the  right  of  stopping  the  goods  in  transitu, 
yet,  subject  to  that  right,  the  property  in  the 
goods  and  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the 
goods  is  in  th^ consignee." 

In  2  Schouler,  Pers.  Prop.  8d  ed.  $  264,  it  la 
said:  ^'Delivery  is  a  circumstance  often  con- 
sidered in  connection  with  the  appropriation  of 
specific  chattels  under  a  contract.  It  is  doubt- 
less well  established  as  the  rule,  both  in  Eng- 
land and  America,  that  where — all  other  things 
being  equal— a  seller  delivers  goods  to  the 
buyer,  or  to  a  carrier  by  order  of  the  buyer, 
tbe  appropriation  is  determined  beyond  his 
power  to  recall  it,  for  the  property  has  thus 
presumably  vested  in  the  buyer.  The  rule, 
however,  is  subject  to  the  principle  of  jus  dis- 
ponendi,  "But  the  delivery  of  goods  to  the 
buyer  or  his  agent,  or  to  some  carrier  for  him, 
18  a  palpable  act  of  appropriation  and  tender 
by  the  seller,  whose  intent,  thus  evinced,  to 
transfer  the  title  absolutelv  to  the  buyer,  can 
hardly  be  disputed,  if  the  bill  of  lading  be  taken 
out  in  the  consignee's  name,  or  indorsed  over 
to  him  without  restriction."  And  the  same 
author,  in  §  278,  uses  this  language:  "Now, 
supposing  the  seller,  in  sending  goods  by  a  ves- 
sel or  other  carrier,  to  have  taken  out  a  bill  of 
lading  or  similar  document,  a  new  circumstance 
is  presented.  The  rule  of  presumption  be- 
comes this:  That  the  carrier  thereby  agrees  to 
take  the  goods  as  bailee  for  the  person  whose 
name  is  therein  indicated  as  the  one  for  whom 
the  goods  are  to  be  carried;  and,  this  bill  be- 
ing made  out  to  the  seller  or  order,  the  carri- 
er's engagement  is  prima  fade  to  carry  the 
goods  for  and  on  account  of  the  seller,  to  be 
delivered  to  him  in  case  it  should  not  be  as- 
signed or  indorsed.  .  .  .  On  the  other  hand, 
taking  out  the  bill  of  lading  in  the  buyer's  name 
affords  presumptive  evidence  on  the  seller's  part 
of  an  intent  to  transfer  the  title." 

In  Emery  v.  Irving  Nat.  Bank,  25  Ohio  St. 
860,  18  Am.  Rep.  299,  it  was  said:  "If  the 
consignment  be  made  by  a  vendor  to  a  vendee, 
the  question  whether  the  consignor  reserved 
the  jus  disponendi  is  one  of  intention  to  be  gath- 
ered from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
ihe  transaction.  ...  On  such  question  of  in- 
tention, the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading  are  to 
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be  taken  as  admissioDS  of  tbe  cocsigDor,  and 
are  entitled  to  great  weight,  but  are  not  con- 
cl usi  ve. "  To  tlie  same  effect  are  Straus  v.  Wet- 
Mel,  80  Ohio  St.  211:  Bannep  ▼.  Htg/by,  6  Wis. 
62;  Finch  ▼.  Mansfield,  97  Mass.  89;  Kline  y. 
i?/iik^,  99  Mass.  25<i;  Stanton  ▼.  Eager,  16  Pick. 
467;  Prince  v.  Boston  d  L.  R,  Corp,  101  Mass. 
542.  100  Am.  Dec.  129;  Halliifay  v.  Hamilton, 
11  Wall.  560.  20  L.  ed.  214;  Merchants^  Excfi. 
Bank  v.  McOrato,  48  U.  8.  App.  55,  76  Fed. 
Rep.  980.  22  C.  C.  A.  622;  WOb  v.  Winter,  1 
Cal.  417;  Putnam  t.  TUlotson,  13  Mel.  517; 
erove  ▼.  Brien,  8  How.  429,  12  L.  ed.  1142; 
Qlidden  y.  Lucas,  7  Cal.  26;  Hope  Lumber  Co, 
V.  Foster  iSb  L,  Hardware  Co.  58  Ark.  196;  Bob 
inson  v.  Pogue,  86  Ala.  257. 

A.  J.  Neimeyer,  the  president  of  Nelmeyer 
&  Co.,  testified  on  the  trial  of  this  case,  and.  on 
the  subject  of  the  delivery  of  the  lumber,— that 
is,  whether  its  delivery  to  his  vendee.  Simpson 
&  Co..  was  to  talce  place  at  Omaha  or  at  the 
place  of  shipment,— said: 

Q.  Who  were  you  looking  to  for  the  payment 
of  this  lumber? 

A.  When  ihe  delivery  was  made, — when  we 
commenced  shipping. — we  looked  to  Simpson 
&  Perkins,  of  course.  • 

Q,  Did  you  consider  when  vou  delivered  to 
the  railroad  company  you  had  complied  with 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  between  you  and 
Simpson  under  which  you  sold? 

A,  We  would— 

Q.  I  ask  you  the  simple  question.  Did  you 
not  consider,  when  you  delivered  this  lumber 
to  the  railroad  company  at  Waldo,  you  had 
fullv  performed  your  contract  with  Simpson  «& 
Co.? 

A.  As  far  as  delivering  the  lumber  was  con- 
cerned. 

Here,  then,  is  the  president  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  admitting  on  oath  that  he  understood 
be  had  complied  with  his  coniracr  with  Simp- 
son &  Co.  when  he  delivered  the  lumber  they 
ordered  on  board  the  cars  at  tbe  place  of  its 
abipment.  In  other  words,  he  admits  that  it 
was  his  intention  that  delivery  of  this  lumber 
to  Simpson  &  Co.  should  take  place  when  it 
was  put  on  board  the  cars  at  Waldo.  Thus  far 
no  act  of  Neimeyer  &  Co..  in  the  sale  and  ship- 
ment of  this  lumber,  evinces  au  intention  on 
their  part  to  retain  title  to  the  lumber  in  them- 
selves until  its  arrival  at  Omaha;  but  every  act 
of  theirs  authorizes  the  presumption  that  they 
never  entertained  such  an  intention,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  intended  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to 
take  place  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  manner  of 
delivery  of  eoods  ordered  by  a  paity  at  a  dis- 
tance,  namely,  by  a  delivery  to  a  carrier  for 
transit  to  such  a  buyer.  But  b^  the  contract 
between  Neimeyer  &  Co.  and  Simpson  &  Co. 
the  formt  r  were  to  pay  the  freight  on  this  lum- 
ber from  its  place  of  shipment  to  Omaha,  and 
it  is  insisted  that  this  fact  overturns  all  the 
other  presumptions  which  Neimeyer  &  Co  's 
conduct  raises  against  them,  that  the  title  did 
pasi:  on  delivery  to  the  carrier  at  Waldo,  and 
affords  conclusive  evidence  that  they  retained 
the  title  in  the  goods  shipped,  and  that  the  car- 
rier held  them  as  their  bailee.  We  have  been 
cited  to  no  case,  nor  do  we  think  one  can  be 
found,  which  holds  that  the  payment  of  freight 
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by  a  vendor  is  conclusive  evidence  that  he 
thereby  intended  to  retain  the  title  in  the  goods, 
or  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  was  to  take 
place,  not  at  their  point  of  shipment,  but  at 
their  destination.  It  ia  not  doubted  that  a 
vendor  might,  by  express  contract,  agree  to  de- 
liver goods  at  their  place  of  destination,  and  that 
this  contract  would  control ;  but  it  is  not  claimed 
that  any  such  express  contract  exists  here.  The 
claim  here  is  that  because  the  vendor  paid  the 
freight,  this  fact  is  conclusive  evidence  that  be 
retained  the  title.  It  may  be  safely  conceded 
that  tbe  payment  of  freight  by  the  vendor  is  & 
circumstance  which  affords  some  evidence  that 
the  vendor  intended  to  retain  \hejus  disponendi 
of  the  goods  shipped,  but  it  is  not  conclusive: 
and  there  is  no  case,  we  repeat,  which  holds 
that  it  is,  unless  it  be  a  case  in  Illinois,  to  be 
presently  noticed.  The  cases,  and  all  the  cases, 
upon  the  subject,  are  to  the  effect  that  tbe  pay- 
ment of  the  freight  bv  the  vendor  is  evidence 
of  an  intention  upon  bis  part  to  retain  title  in 
the  goods.  See  the  rule  stated  and  the  author- 
ities cited  in  Ben].  Sales,  p.  87. 

In  Devine  v.  Edwards,  101  III.  188,  it  ia 
said  in  the  syllabus:  ** Where  a  contract  for 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  personalty  .  .  . 
expreftsly  provides  that  it  is  to  be  shipped  by 
the  seller  to  the  place  of  business  of  the  pur- 
chaser, at  the  expense  of  the  seller,  the  place 
of  delivery  is  the  business  place  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  anv  loss  on  the  way  must  fall 
upon  the  seller.'^  In  that  case  a  seller  of  milk 
lived  in  Dundee,  Illinois,  and  the  purchaser 
lived  at  Chicago.  The  seller  sued  the  pur- 
chaser to  recover  for  the  price  of  milk  which 
he  claimed  to  have  sold  and  delivered  to  him. 
The  purchaser  interposed  a  defense  to  the 
sction  and  set  off  based  on  this  stale  of  facts: 
He  claimed  that  he  had  been  buying  milk 
from  the  plaintiff  for  some  five  years;  that 
the  milk  was  shipped  in  what  both  parties 
supposed  to  be  eight-gallon  cans,  but  that  as& 
matter  of  fact  the  cans  did  not  hold  eight  gal- 
lons; that,  in  consequence  of  the  mistake  as  to 
the  capacity  of  the  cans,  he  had  overpaid  the 
milk  seller.  On  the  trial  the  district  court 
refused  to  give  to  the  jury  the  following  in- 
struction: "The  jury  are  instructed  that  if 
they  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  during 
the  five  years  immediately  prior  to  the  com* 
mencement  of  this  suit  the  defendant  pur- 
chased milk  of  tbe  plaintiff  by  tbe  gallon,  to 
be  shipped  from  Dundee  to  Chicago,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  pay  tbe  freight  on  such 
milk,  and  that  nothing  was  said  by  eitber  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  in  regard  to  its  place  of 
delivery,  then  the  law  makes  Chicago  tbe  place 
of  delivery."  The  supreme  court  held  that 
this  instruction  should  have  been  given,  thus 
ruling  in  fact  that  the  payment  of  freight  by 
tbe  seller  of  the  milk  made  tbe  place  of  deliv- 
erv,  Chicago,  the  destination  of  the  milk. 
We  are  unable  to  see  how  the  place  of  the  de- 
livery of  this  milk  was  material  in  ihut  action, 
as  the  only  two  questions  liiigaied  were  (1)  a 
question  of  fact  as  to  whether  tbe  milk  cans 
were  short  in  capacity:  and  (3)  a  question  of 
law,  if  the  cans  were  deficient  in  capacity, 
whether  the  purchaser  could  set  off  overpay- 
ments against  what  he  was  owing.  Tbe  court 
in  support  of  its  decision  cites  Dunlov  v.  Lam- 
bert,  6  Clark  &  F.  6u0.    But  in  that  case  th» 
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aeller  of  the  property  did  DOt  pay  the  freight. 
The  yeodee  paid  it,  and  the  case,  therefore,  is 
not  authority  for  the  conclusion  reached  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois.  Furthermore, 
if  the  Illinois  case  is  to  be  regarded  as  holdinj^ 
that  the  payment  of  freight  by  the  yendor  is 
eonclusiye  eyidence  that  he  retained  title  to  the 
^oods  shipped  while  in  transit,  or,  in  other 
words,  that  such  payment  of  the  freight  made 
Che  deliyery  take  place  at  the  destination  of  the 
goods,  then  the  case  stands  alone. 

A  case  exactly  in  point  here,  and  afi^alnst  the 
contention  of  plaintiff  in  error,  is  TregeUe$  y. 
Seireli,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  574.  In  that  case  the 
plaintiff  sold  *'800  tons  of  old  bridge  iron  rails, 
at  SJH,  14s.  6d.  per  ton,  to  be  deltyered  at  Har- 
burgh,  cost,  freight,  and  insurance."  Pay- 
tneiiL  was  to  be  made  for  the  rails  in  London, 
less  the  freight,  upon  delivery  to  the  purchaser 
of  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  rails  and  a  policy 
of  insurance;  and  it  was  held  that  the  true 
construction  of  the  contract  was  that  the 
yendor  was  not  to  make  deliyery  of  the  rails 
at  Uarburgh.  but  only  to  ship  them  to  that 
place  at  his  own  cost  free  of  any  charge  to  the 
yendee,  and  that  the  property  in  the  rails 
passed  to  the  yendee  on  the  deliyery  to  him  of 
the  carrier's  bill  of  lading  and  the  policy  of  in- 
surance. In  DatMS  y.  Peck,  8  T.  H.  880.  it 
was  ruled  that  "if  the  coosignor  of  goods  deliy- 
er  them  to  a  particular  carrier,  by  order  of  the 
consignee,  and  they  be  afterwards  loet,  the 
consignor  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
the  carrier  for  the  loss,  although  he  paid  for 
bookli  g  the  eoods."  In  King  y.  Meredith,  *Z 
Campb.  680,  the  yendor  sold  a  quantity  of 
brandy  and  wine,  and  delivered  it  to  a  carrier 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  vendee,  the  vendor  pay- 
ing the  freight.  The  goods  never  reached  the 
vendee.  His  defense  was  that  the  title  to  the 
goods  remained  in  the  vendor,  and  that  this 
was  eyidenced  by  the  fact  that  he  paid  the 
freight.  But  the  court  said:  "As  soon  as 
goods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier,  they  are  at  the 
risk  of  the  purchaser,  although  the  carrier  be 
paid  by  the  vendor."  In  MclMughHn  v. 
MarBton,'^^  Wis.  670,  it  was  ruled  that  where 
a  customer  has  a  continuing  contract  with  a 
wholesale  merchant  to  ship  on  order  coffee, 
freight  prepaid,  and  during  the  continuance 
of  such  contract  gives  a  written  order  to  "ship 
at  once  ten  cases  coffee,'*  which  is  done,  the 
seller  prepaying  the  freight,  and  five  cases  of 
the  coffee  are  attached  by  a  creditor  of  the 
purchaser  before  delivery  to  him  by  the  car- 
rier, it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the 
coffee  was  to  be  deliyered  by  the  seller  at  the 
purchaser's  place  of  business  or  to  the  carrier 
only.  In  Hatens  y.  Grand  Id<ind  Light  <fe 
Fuel  Co.  41  Neb.  168,  the  vendor  sold  to  his 
vendee  **.  .  .  coal  at  |9.85  per  ton,  f.  o.  b. 
Orand  Island;"  and  it  was  in  effect  held  that 
the  fact  that  the  price  at  Grand  Island  in 
eluded  freight — t'.  «.,  the  vendor  paid  freight 
— was  a  circumstance  affording  some  evidence 
that  the  coal  was  to  be  delivered  at  Grand 
Island.  But  the  case  does  not  hold  that  the 
vendor's  paying  freight  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  delivery  at  destination.  Wagner  v.  Breed, 
29  Neb.  720.  is,  however,  decisive  of  the  ques- 
tion under  consideration,  and  against  the  con- 
tention of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  In  that  case 
Wagner  was  a  wholesale  dealer  in  beer,  and 
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resided  in  Rock  Island,  Illinois.  Breed  was  a 
dealer  in  beer  in  Hastings,  Nebraska.  Wagner 
sold  and  shipped  to  Breed  large  quantitiea  of 
beer,  and  paid  the  freight  from  Rock  Island  to 
Hastings.  He  took  Breed's  note,  secured  by 
mortgage,  for  the  beer  furnished  him,  and  this 
suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  that  mortgage. 
Breed  defend^  the  action  upon  the  ground 
that  Wagner  had  no  license  to  sell  intoxicating 
liquors  in  the  state  of  Nebraska;  that  the  con- 
sideration for  the  note  in  suit  was  beer  sold 
and  delivered  by  him  (Wagner)  to  him  (Breed), 
and  that  the  deliyery  took  place  at  Hastings, 
Nebraska;  and  that,  therefore,  Wagner  could 
not  enforce  the  note  and  mortgage.  And  the 
district  court  ruled  that  the  delivery  of  the 
beer  furnished  by  Wagner  to  Breen  took  place 
in  Hastings,  Nebraska;  that  the  note  and 
mortgage  were  unenforceable,  and  dismissed 
Wagners  action.  On  appeal  to  this  court  the 
decree  of  the  district  court  was  reversed,  this 
court  holding  that,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  Wagner  paid  the  freight  on  the  beer  from 
Rock  Island,  Illinois,  to  Hastings,  Nebraska, 
the  delivery  of  the  beer  took  place  in  Rock 
Island,  Illinois.  In  this  case  the  only  evi- 
dence on  the  subject  that  the  deliyery  of  the 
beer  took  place  in  Hastings  waa  the  fact  that 
Wagner  paid  the  freight  thereon.  This  case, 
then,  is  a  solemn  adjudication  of  this  court 
that  the  mere  fact  that  a  vendor  pays  the 
freight  is  of  itself  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
overthrow  the  presumption  that  where  a  pur- 
chaser orders  goods  from  a  distant  seller,  and 
he,  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  deliyers  the 
goods  to  a  carrier  for  shipment  to  the  vendee, 
such  delivery  is  a  deliyery  to  the  vendee,  and 
that  his  title  at  once  attaches.  To  the  same 
effect  is  Mee  v.  McNider,  109  N.  Y.  500. 

Conceding,  then,  that  Neimeyer  A  Co.'a 
paying  the  freight  on  the  lumber  in  contro- 
versy raises  the  presumption  that  they  retained 
title  to  the  lumber  while  it  was  in  transit,  and 
that  its  delivery  was  to  take  place  at  Omaha, 
we  think  the  district  court  was  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  effect  of  this  presumption  was  de- 
stroyed by  the  other  evidence  in  the  case. 
Whether  the  delivery  of  this  lumber  took 
place  at  Waldo  or  Omaha  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  trial  court  sitting  without  a  jury. 
That  fact  was  to  be  determined  from  the 
intention  of  the  vendor,  and  this  intention  was 
to  be  ascertained  from  all  the  facta  and  cir- 
cumstances in  evidence  in  the  case.  But, 
when  the  district  court  came  to  weigh  and  con- 
sider the  conduct  of  the  vendor,  it  had  before  it 
a  sale  and  shipment  made  by  a  vendor,  in  the 
ordinary  manner,  of  goods  ordered  by  a  dis- 
tant buyer,  the  contract  specially  referring 
only  to  quality,  quantity,  and  price  of  the 
goods;  the  contract  contdning  nothing  in  ref- 
erence to  the  place  where  the  goods  were  to  be 
delivered;  the  sale  made  by  one  party,  and  the 

foods  shipped  to  bis  yendee;  a  sale  made  on  60 
ays'  time;  the  yendor  taking  a  bill  of  lading 
from  the  initial  carrier,  in  which  neither  he  nor 
his  agent  was  named  as  consignee  of  the  goods, 
and  which  by  his  contract  was  to  be  sent  to 
his  yendee,  Simpson  &  Co.,  and  in  which  bill 
of  lading  the  yendee  was  named  as  consignee: 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that,  in  so 
far  as  delivery  of  the  lumber  was  concerned, 
he  understood  that  he  had  compUed  with  fait 
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GOD  tract  i?ith  Simpson  A  Co.  when  he  de- 
livered the  lumber  to  a  carrier  at  Waldo  for 
transit  to  their  vendee,  and  that  the  luml)er 
was  sold  to  Simpson  &  Co.,  and  the  seller 
looiied  to  them  to  pay  for  it.  From  these 
facts,  and  each  one  of  them,  the  law  raised 
the  presumption  that  the  delivery  of  the  ?oods 
took  place  and  the  title  vested  in  the  vendee 
when  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  initial 
carrier.  Against  all  these  presumptions  stood, 
and  stands,  singly,  the  fact  that  the  vendor 
paid  the  freight. 

The  district  court  was  of  opinion,  and  in 
that  opinion  we  entirely  concur,  that  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  title  remained  in  the  ven- 
dor because  he  paid  the  freight  was  over- 
thrown by  the  other  facts  in  evidence  in  the 
case  and  the  presumptions  which  flowed 
therefrom. 

2.  Tnis  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the 
question  of  Neimeyer  &  Co.'s  right  to  stop  these 
goods  in  transitu  because  of  the  insolvency  of 
their  vendee,  Simpson  &  Co.  In  order  that  a 
vendor  may  exercise  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  of  goods  sold,  they  must,  at  the 
time,  be  in  the  possession  of  some  person 
intervening  between  the  vendor  who  has  parted 
with  and  the  purchaser  who  has  not  yet  re- 
ceived them;  that  is.  they  must  be  in  transit 
from  the  vendor  to  his  immediate  vendee.  In 
the  case  at  bar  we  have  already  seen  that  Nei- 
meyer &  Co.,  the  vendors  of  these  goods,  de- 
livered them  at  Waldo,  Arkansas,  to  their 
vendee,  Simpson  &  Co.:  and  when  the  goods 
left  Waldo,  Arkansas,  for  Omaha,  Nebraska, 
they  were  in  transit,  not  from  their  original 
vendors,  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  to  their  original 
vendee,  Simpson  &  Co.,  but  from  Simpson  & 
Co.,  who  had  become  vendors  of  the  goods,  to 
their  vendee,  Dietz.  The  sale  of  these  goods 
by  Neimeyer  &  Co.  to  Simpson  &  Co.,  and  their 
delivery  to  tbe  latter  at  Waldo  consigned  to 
Simpson  &  Co.'s  vendee,  Dietz,  was,  in  effect, 
the  same  as  if  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  after  selling 
the  goods,  had  shipped  and  delivered  them 
to  Simpson  &  Co.  at  Dallas,  Texas,  and  they 
had  then  sold  and  shipped  them  to  Dietz. 
So  that  the  question  is,  May  a  vendor  of  goods 
exercise  the  right  of  stoppafre  in  transitu  after 
they  have  been  received  and  sold  by  his  im- 
mediate vendee  and  are  in  transitu  to  that 
vendee's  vendee?  We  think  that  all  the  au- 
thorities answer  this  question  in  the  negative. 
In  1  Jones,  Liens,  g  870,  it  is  said:  ''The 
right  [that  is,  to  stop  goods  in  transitu]  can 
be  exercised  only  by  one  who  holds  the  rela- 
tion of  vendor  to  the  consignee.  If  one  buys 
goods  and  directs  his  vendor  to  consign  them 
to  a  customer  of  his  own  with  whom  the 
vendor  has  no  privity,  and  the  vendor  ac- 
cordingly ships  the  iroods  to  such  third  per- 
son, he  cannot  stop  them  in  transitu  to  him 
2]pon  the  Insolvency  of  his  immediate  pur- 
chaser." A  case  precisely  in  point  here*  is 
Memphis  A  L.  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Freed,  38  Ark.  614. 
In  that  case  Freed  was  a  merchant  at  Dar- 
danelle,  and  ordered  of  Walker  Bros.  &  Co., 
at  St.  Louis,  a  bill  of  goods.  Tbe  latter 
transmitted  the  order  to  Lehman  &  Co.,  at 
New  Orleans,  with  directions  to  ship  the 
goods  to  Freed,  and  send  the  invoice  and 
bill  of  lading  to  them  (Walker  Bros.). 
This  was  all  done.  While  the  gooda  were 
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in  transitu  from  New  Orleans  to  Freed, 
Walker  Bros.  &  Co.  failed,  and  Lehman  i 
Co.,  claiming  to  exercise  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu,  demanded  and  reoeiv^ 
from  tbe  carrier  the  goods.  Freed  then  sued 
the  railway  company  for  the  value  of  the 
goods,  claimimg  that  he  was  the  vendee  of 
Walker  Bros.  &  Co.,  and  not  tbe  vendee  of 
Lehman  A  Co.,  but  merely  their  consignee, 
and  that  there  was  no  privity  of  contract  be- 
tween him  and  Lehman  &  Co.,  and  therefore, 
as  against  him.  they  had  no  right  to  stop  the 
goods  in  transit.  And  the  court  held  the  rail- 
way company  liable  to  Freed  for  the  value  of 
the  goods.  To  the  same  effect  are  Rowley  v. 
Bigelow,  12  Pick.  »06.  28  Am.  Dec.  607;  Eaton 
V.  (Jook,  82  Vt.  58:  NobU  v.  Adams,  7  Taunt 
50.  We  think,  therefore,  that  tbe  insiolveDcy 
of  Simpson  A  Co.  did  not  invest  Neimeyer  Jb 
Co.  with  tbe  right  to  stop  these  goods  in  tran> 
sit,  nor  render  the  railway  company  liable  to 
Neimeyer  &Co.,  for  delivering  tbem  to  Dietz. 
the  consignee  thereof,  since  Dietz  was  not  tbe 
vendee  of  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  but  their  con- 
signee merely;  he  was  the  vendee  of  Simpson 
&  Co.  The  only  transit  of  these  goods  that 
took  place,  as  between  Neimeyer  &  Co.  and 
Simpson  &  Co.,  was  tbe  transit  that  occurred 
of  tbe  goods  between  tbe  lumber  yard  in 
Waldo,  Arkansas,  and  the  railway  cars  at  that 
station;  and  when  the  goods  were  delivered  to 
tbe  carrier  there,  and  billed  to  Dietz.  it  was 
the  same  as  a  sale  and  delivery  of  tbe  goods  at 
that  place  to  Simpson  &  Co  ,  and  a  resale  and 
redelivery  of  the  goods  there  by  Simpson  & 
Co.  to  Dietz. 

8.  But  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  that  this  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed because  of  the  condition  of  the  plead- 
ings. This  we  will  now  proceed  to  nonce. 
Neimeyer  &  Co.  in  their  pe>itioQ  alleged  '*that 
on  or  about  the  8lh  day  of  January,  1892.  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  unto  Simpson,  Perkins^ 
&  Co.,  of  Dallas.  Texas,  seventeen  car  loads 
of  lumber  of  tbe  plaintiff's  manufacture  at  its 
mills  in  Waldo,  Arkansas,  to  be  de^vered  at 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  free  of  freight  on  board 
the  cars  at  Omaha,  Nebraska,  for  the  sum  of 
$8,482.96,  less  the  freight  from  Waldo.  Ar- 
kansas, to  Omaha,  Nebraska."  The  railway 
company,  answering  this  allegation  of  the 
peliiion,  used  the  following  language:  "It  ad- 
mits that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  and  did,  on  the 
date  stated,  sell  to  Simpson  &  Co.,  of  Dallas. 
Texas,  seventeen  car  loads  of  lumber  as 
therein  alleged."  Now,  it  is  said  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  that  the  railway  company, 
by  this  answer,  has  admitted  that  tbe  delivery 
01  the  lumber  in  controversy  was  to  take  place 
in  Omaha,  Nebraska.  If  the  foregoing  quota- 
tion from  the  pleadings  was  all  they  contained 
upon  the  subject,  we  should  feel  obliged  to  re- 
verse this  case  because  of  this  admission  in  tbe 
answer.  But  the  answer  of  the  railway  com> 
pany,  in  addition  to  the  admission  just  quoted, 
.sets  out  the  contract  between -Simpson  &  Co. 
and  Neimeyer  &  Co.  in  full;  and  Neimeyer  A 
Co.,  in  their  reply  to  this  answer,  admit  that 
the  contract  between  them  and  Simpson  &  Co., 
pleaded  by  the  railway  company  in  its  an- 
swer, is  the  actual  contract  made  between  those 
parties.  Neimeyer  &  Co.,  by  their  reply,  have 
admitted  that  the  contract  existing  between 
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them  and  Simpson  &  Co.  was  not  the  contract 
which  they  pleaded  in  their  petition,  but  the 
contract  set  up  in  the  railway  company's  an- 
swer; and  the  question  litigated  in  the  district 
court  wss  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the 
contract  pleaded  in  the  aaswer  and  admitted 
to  be  I  he  contract  by  the  reply.  Under  these 
circumstances,  we  do  not  think  this  judgment 
should  be  reversed  because  of  the  admission 
msde  by  the  railway  company  in  its  answer. 
The  judgment  cf  tAe  Distriei  Court  is  right, 
and  ii  affirmed. 

Harruioii.  Ch.  J.,  and  SuUiTan.  J.,  and 
Irvine  and  Rj^an,  CC: 

We  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by 
Commissioner  Ragan,  on  the  ground  that,  con- 
ceding, for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  the 
use  of  the  expression,  "Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha/' 
might  of  iUelf  afford  a  presumption  that  the 
delivery  was  to  be  made  at  Omaha,  and  (hat 
title  should  there  pass,  the  other  evidential 
facts  were  sufficient  to  ground  an  inference 
that  title  should  pass  at  the  place  of  shipment, 
and  the  question  beio^  one  of  fact,  the  finding 
is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

Norval,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  judgment  just  ren- 
dered. There  is  no  controversy  as  lo  the  ma- 
terial facts.  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  were 
wholesale  dealers  in  lumber  at  Dallas,  Texas, 
from  whom  said  Dietz,  without  plaintiff's 
knowledge,  before  January  8,  1892,  ordered 
twenty  cars  of  lumber,  to  be  delivered  to  him- 
self at  Omaha.  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  there- 
upon sent  a  letter, inclosing  order  for  the  twenty 
cars  of  lumber,  to  the  plaiutiff,  the  A.  J.  Nei- 
meyer  Lumber  Company,  at  Waldo,  Arkan- 
sas.   The  letter  is  as  follows: 

Dallas,  Texas,  Jan.  8,  1892. 
A.  J.  Neimeycr  Lumber  Company,  Waldo, 
Ark- 
Gentlemen:    We  received  your  stock  sheet 
some  time  since,  and  herewith  send  you  two 
orders,  which  you  will  flod  are  very  nice  ones. 
Please  name  your  figures  as  low  as  possible  on 
these  orders.     Kindly  advise  us  how  you  are 
fixed  for  clear  flooring  and  finished  stuff,  and 
we   may  band  you  some  orders  at  an  early 
date.     Also  inclose   lis  your    lowest  f.  o.  b. 
price  list. 
Youra  very  truly,  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co. 

The  orders  inclosed  in  said  letter  were  alike, 
except  as  to  number  of  cars  and  kind  of  lum- 
ber, and  resd  as  follows: 

Dallas,  Texas,  Jan.  8,  1892. 
A.  J.  Neimeyer  Lumber  Co.,  Waldo,  Ark.: 
Ship    to  C.  N.    Dietz,  Omaha,   Neb.,  via 

R  R.,  care R.  R.  rate  22  [here 

follow  the  number  of  cars  and  description  of 
lumber  required],  as  soon  as  you  can.  If  for 
any  reason  you  cannot  ship  promptly,  advise. 
Please  always  send  bill  of  lading  and  invoice 
to  us  at  Dsllns. 

Tours  truly,  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co. 

On  January  9  1892,  the  plaintiff  sent  the 
following  reply: 
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A.  J.  Neimeyer   Lumber   Company,  Mills,. 

Waldo,  Ark.    St.  Louis,  Jsn.  9,  1892. 
Messrs.  Simpson,    Perkins,    ik   Co.,    Dallas,. 

Tex.— 

Gentlemen:  Your  valued  ordera  of  Janu- 
ary 8th  received  and  filed  for  i  rompt  ship- 
ment, with  the  exception  of  two  items.  The 
2x4  20  ft.  and  2x12—20  we  have  not  now  Id 
stock.     We  have  filled  orders  as  follows: 

One  car  2x10—12.  Ko,  1  oommon,  8.  L  &  L  K  $18  (O 

"  2x10-14,  ••  "  '•  •*      13  0O 

••  2x10-16,  ••  '♦  -  "      18a> 

-  2x10-18,  -  ••  -  ••14  00 
•*  2x10-20,  •*  -  ••  "14  00 

-  2x12-12,  "  »*  ••  •*  18  26 
••  2x12-14,  *•  ••  ••  "13  25 
••  2x12-18.  ••  ♦'  "  -  18  26. 
••  2x12-18,  **  -  ••  ••      14  25 

Prices  f .  o.  b.  Omaha,  Nebraska. 

Also: 

Two  oars  2x4—12,  No.  1  oommon,  8. 1.  8.  L  R  $18  OO 

2x4-14,    "  "  "  "      13  00 

••        2x4-18,    -  •*  ••  "18  00 

2x4-18,    ••  ••  -  -      14  00 

Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha,  Nebraska. 

Also: 
On  floorinfr  we  beir  to  name  you  prtoe,  f. 

o.  b.  Waldo,  Ark. $15  80 

On  flnisli  lumber  b.  2  8.,  1x4,  and  Ist  and  2dcI..  15  80 

1x8, 10aDdl2.  IstandEod 16  8 1 

1^x8.  10  and  12.  lat  and  2Qd 19  80 

14x8, 10  and  12.  Ist  and  2nd 80  80 

2x0-8, 10  and  12.  lat  and  2nd 21  80 

1-inch  Star  Finish,  $8.00  less  than  Ist  and 
2nd. 

li,  li,  and  2  inch  Star  Finish,  $4.00  lesa 
than  Ist  and  2nd  clear. 

Tinstiog  that  these  figures  will  be  satis- 
factory to  you,  assuring  you  that  our  material 
is  well  manufactured,  and  we  feel  confident 
we  can  please  you,  we  solicit  your  trade  iu 
our  line.  Awaiting  your  further  commands^ 
and  thanking  you  for  the  orders,  we  remain^ 
Yours  truly, 

A.  J.  Neimeyer,  Lumber  Co.. 
by  £.  R  Eckhard. 

Plaintiff,  in  compliance  with  the  contract 
contained  in  the  foregoing  letters,  sold  to 
Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  seventeen  of  the 
twenty  cars  of  lumber  so  ordered,  and  shipped 
the  same  from  Waldo,  Arkansas,  coosiffoed  to 
C.  N.  Dietz.  at  Omaha,  on  different  dates  be- 
tween January  15,  1892,  and  January  21,  tbe 
same  jf  ear.  The  cars  of  lu  mber  were  deli  vered 
for  shipment  to  the  St.  Louis  &  Southwestern 
Railway  Company  at  Waldo,  Arkansas,  by 
which  company  they  were  delivered  to  a  con- 
necting carrier,  and  by  the  latter  delivered  to 
tbe  defendant  company,  to  be  transported  to 
Omaha,  this  stale,  for  delivery  to  the  consignee, 
Dietz.  Invoices  of  tbe  lumber  were  made  bv 
plaintiff,  and  sent  to  Simpson,  Perkins,  & 
Co.,  Dallas,  Texas.  After  the  delivery  of 
cars  for  shipment,  and  before  they  had  reached 
their  destination,  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co. 
failed  without  having  paid  for  the  lumber. 
Thereupon  plaintiff  notified  the  initial  carrier 
to  stop  the  delivery  of  the  oars  to  Dietz.  and 
the  defendant  likewise  received  similar  no- 
tice after  a  portion  of  the  lumber  had  been  re- 
ceived by  the  consignee,  but  before  at  least 
eleven  cars  had  reached  their  destination. 
Plaintiff  demanded  from  defendant  that  \h» 
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remaining  can  of  Jumber  be  delivere<l  to  it, 
with  which  request  the  compaDj  refused  to 
comply,  but  delivered  the  same  to  Dietz. 
Thereupon  this  suit  was  brought  for  the  value 
of  the  lumber,  less  freight.  The  bills  of 
ladiD^  were  issued  by  the  initial  carrier  to 
plaintiff;  which  were  retained  by  the  latter, 
and  were  never  sent  or  delivered  to  either  the 
consignee  or  to  Simpson.Perkins,  <&  Co.  The 
shipments  already  mentioned  constituted  the 
only  transactions  between  said  firm  and  plain- 
tiff. The  latter  knew  oothing  about  the  deal 
between  Simpson.  Perkins,  &  Co.  and  Dietz, 
and  had  no  knowledge  as  to  how  or  why  the 
lumber  was  to  be  sent  to  Dietz,  except  that 
the  orders  so  directed  the  shipping  to  be  made. 
A.  J.  Neimeyer,  president  and  manager  of 
plaintff's  company,  testified,  on  direct  exam- 
ination, concerning  the  meaning  of  tbe  words, 
"Prices  f.  o.  b.  Omaha,"  as  used  in  the  cor- 
respondence above  set  out,  that  the  'initials 
'f.  o.  b.'  have  a  well  understood  meaning 
among  railroad  men  and  shippers.  They  mean 
•free  on  board  at  the  point  of  delivery.**  If  we 
we  say  'f.  o.  b.  Omaha/  that  means  that  is 
the  price  delivered  at  Omaha  "  Tbe  witness 
on  cross-examination  further  testified  that: 

Q,  Now.  this  "f.  o.  b."  means  simply  the 
the  price  at  tbe  place  named,  does  it  not? 

A.  We  agree  to  deliver  the  lumber  at  that 
price  at  the  point  of  destination. 

Q.  Do  you  agree  to  ship  the  lumber  to  the 
consignee  at  your  own  risk? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  assume  the  risk? 

A.  We  assume  the  risk.  If  there  is  any 
damage  in  transit,  we  look  to  the  railroad 
company. 

Q.  That  is  your  understanding  of  those 
terms? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Isn't  it  your  understanding,  Mr.  Nei- 
meyer, that  "f.  o.  b."  simply  means  the  price 
to  the  consignee  or  the  purchaser  at  a  certain 
place? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  is  a  form  of  expression  of  where  the 
delivery  shall  be  made, — is  that  your  under 
standing? 

A,  Tnat  is  our  understanding;  and  the 
price,  of  course,  attached  to  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
in  railroad  parlance  the  term  "f.  o.  b."  has  no 
reference  to  tbe  question  of  delivery,  but 
purely  tbe  question  of  price? 

A,  In  railroad  parlance. 

Q,  And  in  business  parlance? 

A.  Wedo  not  consiaer  it  so. 

Q.  What  does  the  general  public  consider 
it? 

A.  Men  in  similar  business  do  not  consider 
it  po  eitber.     .     .    . 

Q.  I  BHk  you  tbe  simple  question.  Did  you 
not  consider,  when  you  delivercMi  to  the  rail- 
road company  at  Waldo,  you  had  fully  per- 
formed your  contract  with  Perkins,  Simpson, 
4&C0.? 

A,  As  far  as  delivering  the  lumber  was  con- 
cerned. 

Q.  Whatever  the  contract  was? 

A.  We  had  not  fulfilled  our  contract  until 
we  did  what  we  agreed  to  do. 
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^  I  want  to  know —  Tou  say  you  had  not 
—  You  would  not  consider  you  had? 

A,  No,  sir;  I  would  not  consider  I  had. 

Q.  When  would  you  consider  you  had  ful- 
filled vour  contract? 

A.  "When  the  lumber  arrived  at  destination 
all  satisfactory. 

Q.  When  it  arrived  at  ite  desthiation? 

A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Then  that  consideration  is  based  upon 
what?  What  terms  or  writing  or  expression 
in  the  contract  do  you  base  the  construction? 

A  On  simply  the  reason  that  we  agreed  to 
deliver  it  at  Omaha. 

Q.  What  expression? 

A,  Free  on  board  cars  at  Omaha. 

Q.  Then  because  that  letter  snid  f .  o.  b.  at 
Omaha,  22  cent  rate,  you  interpret  it  as  mean- 
ing you  had  not  performed  your  contract  with 
Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.  until  the  goods 
reached  Omaha. 

A,  That  would  be  our  interpretation  of  it. 

John  A.  Sargent,  the  assistant  general  freight 
agent  of  the  &nsas  City,  Ft  Scott,  &  Mem- 
phis Railway  Company,  testified  by  deposi- 
tion, inter  alia,  that  he  had  been  engaged  in 
railroad  business  about  seven  years.  Knew 
tbe  meaning  of  the  initial  letters  "f.  o.  b.,"  as 
used  in  commercial  and  railroad  transactions, 
and  that  the  expression  *'f.  o.  b.  at  Omaha" 
means  "to  be  delivered  at  Omaha  free  on 
board  cars."  The  foregoing  testimony  of  the 
two  witnesses  named  stands  uncontradicted  in 
tbe  record. 

The  chief  question  presented  in  this  case  is. 
In  whom  was  tbe  title  to  the  lumber  while  be- 
ing transported  by  the  carrier  to  Omaha,  the 
final  place  of  destination?  If  the  title  passed 
from  plaintiff  upon  the  delivery  of  tbe  luml)er 
to  the  railroad  company  for  carriage  at  Waldo, 
Arkansas,  as  the  defendant  asserts,  then  there 
can  be  no  recovery  in  this  action.  Ordinarily, 
in  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  express  or  im- 
plied, to  the  contrary,  personal  property  is  de- 
liverable at  the  place  where  it  is  when  sold. 
Where,  however,  a  different  place  of  deliverv 
is  fixed  by  tbe  contracting  parties,  that  will 

fovern.  In  this  case  there  is  no  claim  that  tbe 
elivery  of  the  lumber  was  to  be  made  at  plain- 
tiff's mills  in  Waldo,  or  that  tbe  title  passed 
there.  The  correspondence  between  Simpson, 
Perkins,  <&Co.  and  plaintiff,  which  constituies 
the  contract  of  sale,  discloses  that  the  lumber 
was  sold  and  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  be- 
ing shipped  to  Omaha,  and  that  plaintiff  was 
to  make  delivery  elsewhere  than  at  its  mills. 
The  lumber  was  to  be  selected  by  plaintiff,  and 
placed  on  the  cars  for  transportation,  and  the 
contract  price  was  a  certain  sum  per  1,000  feet, 
varying  according  to  tbe  kind  of  lumber,  "f. 
o.  b.  Omaha."  The  autborities  unite  in  stat- 
ing that  the  delivery  of  goods  by  a  seller  to  a 
common  carrier  for  conveyance  to  the  buyer, 
when  the  transportation  is  to  be  made  in  that 
manner,  and  the  contract  is  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject, is  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  and  prima 
facie  the  title  to  the  property  at  once  vests  in 
the  latter,  subject  to  the  exercise  by  the  ven- 
dor of  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tranntu,  since 
the  carrier  is  regarded  as  bailee  or  agent  of 
the  vendee,  and  not  of  the  vendor.  But,  if  the 
contract  requires  the  seller  to  make  the  deliv* 
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«i7  at  a  distant  point,  the  carrier  is  his  bailee 
or  agent,  and  usually  the  title  does  not  pass  un- 
til tbe  property  has  been  delivered  at  the  point 
<)esignHie<l  by  tbe  parties.  Sneathen  ▼.  Grubbs, 
i*H  Pa.  147;  Braddock  Qtau  Co.  v.  Irwin,  15d 
Pa.  440;  Hanauer  ▼.  Bartds,  2  Colo.  514; 
Benjamin,  Saleb,  $  1040. 

R.  M.  Benjamin,  in  his  work  on  the  Princi- 
ples of  Sales,  at  pa^e  87,  states:  "If  it  appear 
that  the  seller  undertakes  to  deliver  the  goods 
at  the  place  of  their  destination,  assuming 
1  he  risk  of  their  transmission,  the  carrier  is  the 
bailee  of  the  seller,  and  the  property  in  the 
goods  does  not  vest  in  the  buyer  until  they  are 
delivered  at  such  a  place."  The  author,  at 
page  145,  in  speaking  of  the  general  doctrine 
that  tbe  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  by  a 
vendor  for  the  purpose  of  transportation  to  the 
vendee  is  prima  facie  delivery  to  the  latter, 
«ay8:  '*  The  rule  does  not  obtain  when  it  ap- 
pears that  tbe  seller  undertakes  to  deliver  the 
goods  at  the  place  of  destination.  In  such  case 
the  carrier  is  the  agent  of  the  seller."  In  New- 
mark,  Sales,  ^  166,  the  author  says:  "The  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  title  will  not  pass  until  deliv- 
ery, if  it  is  a  part  of  the  contract  of  sale  that 
the  seller  shall  deliver  the  property  sold  at 
«ome  place  specified,  and  receive  payment  on 
delivery.  .  .  .  And  that  if  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  the  seller  engages  to  deliver  the 
thing  sold  at  a  given  place,  and  there  be  noth- 
ing to  show  that  in  ibe  meantime  the  thing  sold 
was  to  be  at  the  risk  of  the  buver,  tbe  contract 
is  not  fulfilled  by  the  seller  unless  he  delivers  it 
accordingly."  Boyd  v.  Pollock,  27  W.  Va.  75; 
Detine  v.  Edwards,  101  111.  188;  Suit  v.  Wood- 
kail,  113  Mass.  891;  Weil  v.  Golden,  141  Mass. 
364;  21  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  I/aw,  pp.  528-530. 
MeNeal  v.  Brattn,  58  N.  J.  L.  617,  was  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  contract  price  of  a  quantity 
of  coal  shipped  by  plaintifiF  from  Philadelphia 
to  the  defendant  at  Burlington,  under  a  con- 
tract fixing  the  price  at  $4.10  a  ton,  delivered 
at  Burlington.  The  coal  was  shipped  in  a 
barge  selected  bv  the  seller,  and,  reaching  in 
the  evening  the  fast  nacaed  place,  was  moored 
alongside  of  defendant's  wharf  for  the  purpose 
of  unloading.  During  the  night  the  barge 
sank,  and  the  coal  was  lost.  The  court  in  the 
opinion  sav:  "Under  a  contract  of  this  sort, 
delivery  of  the  coal  on  board  the  barge  was 
delivery,  to  the  master  as  the  plaintiff's  bailee 
or  agent  to  perform  for  him  the  act  of  delivery 
in  execution  of  his  contract.  1  Benjamin. 
8ales,  Corbin's  ed.  §  556.  Meanwhile,  and 
until  delivery  was  consummated  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  effectual  as  between  vendor 
and  purchaser,  tbe  coal  was  at  the  plaintiff's 
risk.  .  .  .  But  the  plaintiff,  instead  of 
being  an  agent  to  procure  transportation,  had 
himself  contracted  to  deliver  the  coal,  and  these 
instructions  ignore  the  fact  that  under  a  con- 
tract of  that  sort  the  undertaking  to  deliver  is 
absolute  and  unqualified,  and  delivery  of  the 
goods  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of 
the  vendor  to  sue  for  the  contract  price.  If 
the  goods  be  lost  or  destroyed  before  delivery 
is  consummated,  tbe  vendor  must  bear  the  loss. 
Under  such  a  contract  tbe  carrier  selected  by 
the  vendor  is  his  agent  to  perform  the  contract 
to  deliver,  and  the  vessel  in  which  the  goods 
are  carried  is  pro  hac  viee  the  vendor's  vessel. 
For  the  negligence  of  the  one  and  the  con- 
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dition  of  the  other,  and,  indeed,  for  failure  to 
make  delivery  of  the  coal  according  to  contn^ct 
for  any  cause  not  due  to  the  fault  of  the  pur- 
chaser, the  responsibility  is  upon  the  vendor." 
A.  Westman  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Park,  2  Colo. 
App.  545,  was  to  recover  tbe  contract  price  of 
two  cars  of  hay  shipped  by  plaintiff  to  defend- 
ant at  Denver.  It  was  held  the  delivery  was 
complete,  and  the  title  to  the  ha^  passed  to 
the  buyer,  when  the  cars  containmg  the  hay 
were  left  in  the  general  receiving  yards  of  the 
carrier  at  tbe  final  place  of  destination. 

It  is  argued  that  the  place  of  delivery  of 
this  lumber  was  on  board  the  cars  at  Waldo, 
and  that  the  title  passed  when  the  lumber  was 
put  on  the  cars  for  shipment.  The  soundness 
of  this  contention  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion given  to  the  clause  in  the  contract,  **  Prices 
f.  o.  b.  Omaha,"  as  there  is  no  other  provision 
relating  to  the  subject  of  delivery.  The  initial 
letters  "f.  o.  b."in  contracts  of  sale,  when  the 
property  is  to  be  transported,  mean  "free  on 
board"  the  cars  at  a  designated  place,  whether 
that  be  the  inital  point  of  shipment  or  place  of 
final  destination.  They  imply  that  the  buyer 
shall  be  free  from  all  the  expenses  and  risks 
attending  the  delivery  of  the  property  at  the 
point  named  in  the  contract  for  such  purpose. 
This  contract  should  be  interpreted  precisely 
the  same  as  if  it  read,  "Prices  free  on  board 
cars  at  Omaha,"  and  the  plain  and  obvious 
meaning  of  those  words  is  that  plaintiff  was 
required  to  pay  all  freight  and  expenses,  as- 
sume all  risk  of  transportation,  and  that  the 
title  did  not  pasAs  from  the  seller  until  the 
lumber  arrived  at  Omaha.  Had  the  contract 
named,  "Prices  f.  o.  b.  Waldo,"  then  delivery 
to  the  carrier  at  Waldo  would  have  been  de- 
livery to  the  purchasers,  and  title  would  at 
once  have  passed.  Covgdon  v.  Kendall  (Neh,) 
73  N.  W.  659.  But  the  contract  before  us 
reads  "f.  o.  b."  place  of  destination,  which  is 
materially  different  from  a  clause  which  pro- 
vides for  the  delivery  of  property  at  the  initial 
point  of  transportation.  Had  this  lumber 
been  lost  while  in  transit,  plaintiff  could  not 
have  recovered  the  purchase  price  from  the 
vendees,  since  the  sale  was  not  complete  with- 
out delivery  of  the  property  free  on  board  the 
cars  at  Omaha.  This  is  the  construction 
placed  on  the  contract  by  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants in  the  pleadings,  as  a  reference  thereto 
will  show.  Each  party  has  pleaded  in  hcBC 
terba  the  correspondence  which  constitutes  the 
contract  under  which  the  consignments  were 
made.  Tbe  petition  avers  that  the  lumber 
was  sold  "to  be  delivered  at  Omaha,  Nebraska, 
free  of  freight  on  board  the  cars  at  Omaha," 
and  the  answer  expreesly  admits  the  sale  of 
the  lumber  as  alleged  in  the  petition.  Each 
party,  therefore,  has  construed  the  contract  as 
calling  for  the  delivery  of  the  lumber  at  Omaha, 
and  not  Waldo,  and  the  court  is  certainly  jus- 
tified in  adopting  the  construction  which  tbe 
parties  themselves  have  admitted  to  be  the 
proper  one.  That  the  dellvenr  was  not  to  be 
made  in  Omaha  is  emphasized  by  the  follow- 
ing averment  in  the  answer:  "The  defendant, 
further  answering,  alleges  that  before  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  petition,  and  before  Simpson, 
Perkins,  &  Co.  had  purchased  the  lumber  re- 
ferred to  from  the  plaintiff,  thev  had  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  said  C.  N.  Dietz» 
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of  Omaha,  to  sell  and  deliver  to  him  at  said 
city,  at  certain  aereed  prices,  a  large  quantity 
of  lumber  of  the  kind  described  in  the  petition, 
and  that  the  said  Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.,  to 
carry  out  the  agreement^  purchased  of  the  plaip- 
tifiF  the  lumber  aforesaid,  and  at  the  same  time 
requested  the  plaiotifif  to  ]>romptly  ship  it  to 
C.  M.  Dietz;  that  the  pLiintiff,  in  compliance 
with  such  request,  delivered  tlie  lumber  to  the 
said  St  Louis  &  Southwestern  Railroad  Com- 
pany, to  be  transported  by  it  and  other  con- 
necting carriers  to  Omaha,  and  there  deliver 
to  C.  17.  Dietz."  This  is  an  admission  that 
Omaha  was  the  place  of  delivery  of  the  lum- 
ber. The  delivery  to  a  carrier  is  regarded  as 
delivery  to  the  buyer  only  when  and  as  it  is  in 
accord  with  the  terms  and  intention  of  the 
shipment.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  carrier  was 
the  bailee  or  agent  of  plaintiff,  and  not  of 
Simpson,  Perkins,  &  Co.,  and  the  title  to  the 
lumber  did  not  vest  in  them  until  its  arrival  in 
Omaha  free  of  expense  of  transportation  to 
the  purchasers.  This  conclusion  is  not  with- 
out abundant  support  in  the  authorities. 

In  Benjamin,  Sales,  6th  ed.  §  682,  the  au- 
thor says:  "In  many  mercantile  contracts  it 
ifl  stipulated  that  the  vendor  shall  deliver  the 
goods  *f.  o.  b.,'  i.  e,,  'free  on  board.'  The 
meaning  of  these  words  Is  that  the  seller  is  to 
put  the  goods  on  board  at  his  own  expense,  on 
account  of  the  person  for  whom  they  are 
shipped,  and  the  goods  are  at  the  risk  of  the 
buyer  from  the  time  when  they  are  so  put  on 
board."  At  §  698  it  is  staled:  "If,  however, 
the  vendor  should  sell  goods,  undertaking  to 
make  the  delivery  himself  at  a  distant  place, 
thus  assuming  the  risks  of  the  carriage,  the 
carrier  is  the  vendor's  agent." 

In  Knapp  Electrical  Works  v.  New  York  In- 
iulated  Wire  Co.  157  111.  456.  it  was  held  that 
a  contract  for  the  consignment  of  goods  "f.  o. 
b."  place  of  shipment  implies  that  the  con- 
signee is  to  pay  the  freight  to  the  place  of 
destination. 

In  Miller  v.  Seaman,  176  Pa.  291,  the  facts 
were  these:  February  21,  1894,  one  Miller 
contracted  for  the  sale  to  the  defendants  of 
eleven  piles  of  lumber  in  the  yards  of  the 
Dent  Lumber  Company  at  Duboistown,  Penn- 
sylvania, marked  ''A.  G.  AL,"  and  numbered 
and  mentioned  in  a  schedule  annexed  to 
the  contract,  "at  and  for  the  price  of  (8.25 
per  1,000  shipping  count,  f.  o.  b.  cars, 
Williamsport,  to  be  loaded,  inspected,  and 
measured,  as  ordered  by  said  purchasers,  by 
Hr.  Sam  Aurand  for  the  sellers."  The  con- 
tract further  stipulated  for  inspection  and 
measuring  all  lumber  not  loaded  on  cars  prior 
to  June  1,  1894,  and  the  same  to  be  paid  for  on 
that  date  at  $8  per  1,000  feet,  less  2  per  cent  dis- 
count, the  expenses  of  the  inspection  and  meas- 
urement of  lumber  in  yard  on  said  date  to  be 
borne  by  the  purchasers.  Before  June  1st  a 
portion  of  the  lumber  was  destroyed  by  flood, 
and  Miller  brought  suit  to  recover  the  value 
of  the  lumber  thus  lost  A  nonsuit  was 
entered,  the  trial  court  holding  that  the  title 
did  not  pass  from  Miller,  under  the  contract, 
until  the  lumber  was  measured  and  inspected, 
and  delivered  at  his  expense  f.  o.  b.  cars  Will- 
iamsport,  to  the  purchasers.  The  judgment 
was  affirmed,  the  court  in  the  opinion  saying: 
"It  is  clear  that  the  defendants  bad  no  right  to 
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take  possession  of  these  piles,  as  piles  of  lum- 
ber. If  they  had  attempted  it.  Miller  could 
have  proceeded  either  by  replevin  or  trespass 
against  them.  They  could  not  have  sold  the 
lumber  in  a  lump,  and  delivered  it  to  a  pur- 
chaser. They  could  only  take  or  sell  in  accord- 
ance with  their  contract.  Their  title  to  each 
shipment  vested  on  its  delivery  f.  o.  b.  to  them 
at  Williamsport.  The  lumber  swept  away  by 
the  flood  had  not  been  ordered  by  the  purchaser; 
it  had  not  been  inspected,  measured,  or  loaded 
by  the  seller  and  delivered  at  Williamsport  for 
the  buyer.  .  .  .  The  title  had  left  the  plaintiff 
only  as  orders  had  been  filled  and  shipped,  and, 
as  to  all  that  remained  on  the  yard,  it  had 
never  left  him." 

In  Sheffltld  Furnace  Go.  v.  Bull  Coal  A  Coke 
Co,  101  Ala.  446,  there  was  under  considera- 
tion a  contract  containing  a  provision  for  the 
Bale  and  purchase  of  "Flat  Top  coke  at  $5  10 
per  net  ton  (3,000  lbs.),  f.  o.  b.  cars  Sheffield, 
Ala.,"  which  was  the  place  of  destination  of 
the  coke.  The  court,  in  discussing  the  mean> 
ing  of  the  letters  "f.  o.  h"  in  contracts  of 
sale,  observed:  "They  import  that  tlie  pur- 
chaser shall  be  free  from  all  expense  which 
may  have  attended  the  shipment  and  trans- 
portation to  the  point  named.  Had  the  provi- 
sion related  to  the  initial  point  of  the  transpor- 
tation, the  buyer  would  have  been  entitled  to 
the  shipment  at  that  place  free  from  all  ex- 
pense incident  to  loading  the  cars,— all  expense, 
mdeed,  incurred  in  the  premises  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  loading  of  the  cars.  Then  it  would 
have  been  upon  the  buyer  to  pay  the  freight — 
the  costs  of  transportation— to  the  final  desti- 
nation of  the  consignment.  The  provision  here 
having  relation  to  the  point  of  final  delivery,  it 
can  mean  nothing  else  than  that  the  seller  is  to 
pay  all  costs  and  charges  up  to  that  point,  and 
that  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  receive  the  consign- 
ment free  from  all  such  costs  and  expenses." 

Capehart  v.  Furman  Farm  Improv.  Co, 
103  Ala.  671,  was  an  action  by  a  consignor 
against  a  carrier  to  recover  damages  for  loss 
and  injury  sustained  in  the  transportation  of 
certain  goods  which  were  purchased  by  Scott 
&  Ray  from  plaintiff,  to  be  shipped  from  At> 
lanta,  Georgia,  to  Guntersville,  Alabama,  con> 
signed  to  purchasers.  The  contract  of  sale 
provided  the  goods  were  to  be  "delivered 
f.  o.  b.  at  Guntersville,  Ala."  The  court  in 
the  opinion  says:  "It  is  admitted  that 'f.  o.  b.' 
means  'free  on  board.'  Indeed,  we  judicially 
know  the  fact.  Sheffield  Furnace  Co.  v.  Hull 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  101  Ala.  446.  The  effect  of 
the  stipulation  is  that  the  consignor  will  place 
the  goods,  loaded  on  the  car  or  vessel  wherein 
transported,  at  the  designated  point  of  destina- 
tion, free  of  all  expense  to  the  consignee. 
Sheffield  Furnace  Co.  v.  HtOl  Coal  dt  Coke  Co. 
101  Ala.  44B.  When,  therefore,  the  plaintiff 
paid  the  freight  charges  and  caused  the  boat 
to  be  landed  at  Guntersville,  with  the  goods 
safely  thereon,  properly  consigned  to  Scott  & 
Ray,  it  completely  fulilled  its  contract.  The 
carriers  ceased  to  be  its  agents  for  the  custody 
and  care  of  the  goods,  and  immediately  became 
the  agents  of  the  consignees.  The  relations 
of  the  parties  then  became  precisely  the  same, 
in  effect,  as  if  the  contract  of  the  plaintiff  had 
been  to  deliver  f.  o.  b.  at  Atlanta,  and  the  lost 
or  injury  had  occurred  en  route,  before  reach- 
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log  Gantersville.  In  such  case,  the  carriers 
would  have  been  regarded  as  the  agents  of  the 
consignees,  and  the  delivery  to  them  f.  o.  b.  at 
Atlanta  would  have  passed  the  title  to  the  con- 
signee. This  contract  is  not  susceptible  of  any 
other  construction." 

There  is  no  question  that,  under  the  contract, 
plaintiff  was  required  to  pay  the  freight  on  the 
lumber  from  Waldo  to  Omaha,  which  fact 
raises  the  presumption  that  the  intention  was 
that  delivery  was  to  be  made  by  the  seller,  and 
at  its  risk,  at  Omaha,  and  that  the  title  did  not 
vest  in  the  vendees  until  the  lumber  arrived  in 
that  city. 

In  Murray  v.  J.  J.  NichoU,  34  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
62,  glassware  was  shipped  by  plaintiff  in  Con- 
necticut for  delivery  to  defendant  in  New 
York,  the  seller  paving  the  freight.  It  was 
ruled  that  the  risk  of  transportation  was  on  ihe 
latter,  and  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  the 
goods  broken  before  their  arrival  at  place  of 
destination. 

Devine  ▼.  Edtoardi,  101  111.  188,  was  an 
action  to  recover  a  sum  alleged  to  be  due  for  a 
quantity  of  milk  shipped  by  plaintiff  to  defend- 
ant from  Dundee.  Illinois,  to  Chicago,  under 
a  contract  whereby  plaintiff  was  to  pay  the 
freight.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  some  of  the  milk  spilled  from  the  cans 
while  on  the  cars,  and  one  of  the  questions  was 
who  was  to  stand  this  loss.  The  decision  of 
the  court  is  expressed  in  the  second  subdivi- 
sion of  the  syllabus,  as  follows:  "Where  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  personalty, 
such  as  milk,  expressly  provides  that  it  is  to  be 
shipped  by  the  seller  to  the  place  of  business 
of  the  purchaser,  .  .  .  and  anj;  loss  on  the 
way  must  fall  upon  the  seller." 

In  Suit  V.  WoodhaU,  118  Mass.  891,  a  travel- 
ing salesman  for  plaintiffs,  who  were  whole- 
sale liquor  dealers  in  Louisville.  Kentucky, 
took  the  order  of  the  defendants  at  Lawrence, 
Massachusetts,  for  a  quantity  of  liquors,  at  a 
stipulated  price,  subject  to  the  order  of  plain- 
tiffs. It  was  agreed  that  there  should  be  de- 
ducted from  the  price  all  sums  which  defend- 
ants should  pay  for  freight  upon  the  liquors 
from  Louisville  to  Lawrence.  The  liquors  were 
delivered  to  the  carrier  for  transportation  as 
agreed,  and  it  was  held  that  the  title  remained 
in  the  vendors  during  the  course  of  transpor- 
tation, and  the  sale  was  not  completed  until 
the  delivery  of  the  liquors  at  the  place  of  des- 
tination in  Lawrence.  To  the  same  effect,  as 
to  completion  of  sale  at  place  of  delivery,  is 
Weil  V.  Golden,  141  Mass.  364. 

The  third  and  fourth  paragraphs  of  the  sylla- 
bus in  Jvliui  Winkelmeper  Brewing  Aeao.  v. 
Nipp,  6  Kan.  App.  780,  are  as  follows:  *'(8) 
Ordinarily,  a  delivery  of  merchandise  to  the 
carrier  is  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  but  when 
the  seller  pays  the  freight  the  carrier  is  his 
agent,  and  the  delivery  is  made  at  the  place  of 
its  destination.  (4)  Where  the  freight  charges 
are  to  be  paid  in  the  first  instance  by  the  pur- 
chaser, but  are  to  be  charged  to  the  seller,  and 
deducted  from  the  price  of  the  merchandise, 
held,  that  the  seller  pays  the  f reif^ht." 

It  is  asserted  that  Wagner  v.  Bretd,  29  Neb. 
720,  is  decisive  of  the  question,  against  the 
contention  of  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  therein 
solemnly  adjudicated:  *'The  mere  fact  that  a 
vendor  pays  the  freight  is  of  itself  not  sufScient 
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evidence  to  overthrow  the  presumption  that, 
where  a  purchaser  orders  goods  from  a  distant 
seller,  and  he,  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  de- 
livers the  goods  to  a  carrier  for  shipment  to 
the  vendee,  such  delivery  is  a  delivery  to  the 
vendee,  and  that  his  title  at  once  attaches." 
This  doctrine  was  not  announced  In  that  case, 
as  an  examination  of  the  decision  will  disclose. 
The  suit  was  to  foreclose  a  real-esrate  mort- 
gage given  for  the  purchase  price  of  beer  sold 
and  snipped  by  Wagner,  a  wholesale  dealer  in 
liquors  in  Rock  Island,  Illinois,  to  one  Breed, 
the  mortgagor,  at  Hastings,  this  state.  The 
defense  interposed  was  that  the  sale  was  made 
in  Nebraska,  and  therefore  void,  inasmuch  as 
Wagner  had  no  license  to  sell  intoxicdting 
liquors  here.  The  beer  whs  shipped  to  Breed 
from  Rock  Island  to  Hastings  in  carload  lots 
by  a  common  carrier  of  his  own  selection  and 
designation,  and  the  vendee  uniformly  paid 
freight  on  the  shipment,  which  was  afterwards 
credited  back  to  him  in  his  account  by  plain- 
tiff, for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  price  of 
the  beer  to  conform  to  the  usual  price  then 
obtaining.  The  court  in  the  opinion  say: 
"These  sales  of  beer  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, William  Breed,  upon  which  the  in- 
del)tedness  sued  on  arose,  were  made  and  con- 
cluded at  Rock  Island,  in  the  state  of  Illinois." 
That  case  is  not  an  authority  for  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  title  of  this  lumber  passed  from 
the  vendor  at  the  place  of  shipment,  because 
it  was  shipped  under  an  agreement  requir- 
ing the  plaintiff  therein  to  pay  the  freight 
to  Omaha,  who  selected  the  carrier,  and  con- 
tracted to  deliver  the  lumber  free  of  expense 
on  board  cars  at  that  point.  The  beer  was 
not  shipped  under  a  contract  containing  any 
such  provisions.  In  that  case  the  vendee, 
and  not  the  vendor,  designated  the  carrier  and 
paid  the  freight,  and  the  court  properly  held 
that  the  sales  were  made  in  Illinois,  and  not  in 
this  state. 

Of  the  cases  decided  by  this  court,  the  one 
which  more  nearly  fiia  the  one  at  bar  is  Hatens 
▼.  Orand  Island  Light  J:  Fusl  Co,  41  Neb.  158. 
That  was  an  action  to  recover  the  contract 
'price  of  a  car  of  coal  shipped  by  plaintiff  from 
Omaha  to  defendant  at  Grand  island.  One  of 
the  defenses  was  that  the  quantity  of  coal  sued 
for  was  not  received  at  the  place  of  destination. 
Plaintiff  insisted  that  the  title  of  the  coal  vested 
in  the  fuel  company  upon  the  delivery  to  the 
carrier  at  Omaha,  and,  if  a  less  amoant  of  coal 
was  received  by  purchasers  than  was  delivered 
to  the  carrier,  the  loss  must  be  borne  by  the 
defendant  The  court  held  the  evidence  sup- 
ported by  the  findings  of  the  jury  that  the  coal 
WAS  to  be  delivered  at  Grand  Island,  saying: 
**The  general  rule  doubtless  is  that  the  deliv- 
ery of  ffoods  to  a  carrier  consigned  to  the  pur- 
chaser is  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  and  that 
the  title  of  the  goods  so  delivered  to  the  carrier 
at  once  vests  in  the  purchaser;  but  this  rule 
is  bv  no  means  universal,  and  whether  appli- 
cable in  any  case  depends  upon  the  facu,  cir- 
cumstances, and  the  contract  between  the  seller 
and  the  purchaser  in  the  case.  ...  It  is  not 
stated  in  any  of  the  pleadings  in  the  case  al 
what  place  this  coal  was  to  be  delivered,  and 
if  the  jury  found  from  the  evidence  that  the 
coal  was  to  be  delivered  at  Grand  Island, 
we  think  the  evidence  ample  to  sustain  that 
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finding.  By  the  letter  of  October  16,  written 
by  Havens  &  Co.  to  the  fuel  company,  it  is 
slated:  *We  have  your  favor  of  the  15lh,  and 
have  entered  your  order  for  two  cars  of  grate 
coal  at  $9.86  per  ton,  f.  o.  b.  Grand  Island,' 
.  .  .  and  it  also  appears  from  the  record  that 
Havens  &  Co.  accepted  from  the  fuel  com- 
pany, as  part  payment  of  the  other  car  of  coal 
shipped  with  the  one  in  suit,  the  freight  bills 
for  the  coal  turned  over  by  the  carrier  to  the 
fuel  company.  To  adopt  the  contention  of 
counsel  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the 
fuel  company  was  to  pay  $9.85  a  ton  for  the 
coal  at  the  place  of  delivery,  and  that  that  place 
of  delivery  was  Omaha,  would  make  the  coal 
cost  the  fuel  company  in  Grand  Island  about 
$16  per  ton.  as  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
carrier's  charges  amounted  to  about  $6  per 
ton." 

TregdUB  v.  8ev>eU,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  548,  is 
distinguishable  from  the  case  at  bar.  That 
was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the 
nondelivery  of  a  quantity  of  bridge  rails 
purchased  under  a  contract  whereby  the 
buyer  agreed  to  pay  therefor  "£5. 14s.  6a.  per 
ton,  to  be  delivered  at  Harburgh,  cost, 
freight,  and  insurance,  payment  by  net  cash 
in  London,  less  freight,  upon  handing  bilKof 
lading  and  policy  of  insurance."  The  seller 
delivered  the  rails  on  boat  at  London,  received 
the  usual  bill  of  lading,  making  the  shipment 
deliverable  at  Harburgn;  procured  at  his  own 
expense  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  shipment, 
which,  with  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  in 
blank,  was  delivered  to  the  buyer,  and  the 
Tatter  then  paid  the  contract  price  of  the  iron, 
less  the  amount  of  the  freight  payable  under 
the  bill  of  lading.  It  was  decided  that  the 
seller  was  not  required  to  make  delivery  at  the 
final  place  of  destination,  and  that  the  title 
passed  on  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading  and 
policy  of  insurance  to  the  vendee.  That  case 
is  in  many  respects  unlike  the  one  before  us. 
There  the  vendee  was  to  and  did  pay  the  pur- 
chase money  on  delivery  of  the  iron  to  the  car- 
rier, and  the  vendor  then  paid  the  freight  to 
the  buyer,  and  delivered  the  bill  of  lading 
to  him,  so  that  there  was  nothing  left  for 
the  seller  to  do  to  vest  the  title  in  the  other 
party.  In  the  present  case  the  purchase  money 
was  not  paid,  nor  the  freight  on  the  lumber, 
and  the  consignor  retained  possession  of  the 
bills  of  lading.  The  contract,  therefore,  had 
not  been  fully  performed  by  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  urged  that  inasmuch  as  the  lumber  was 
not  consigned  to  the  plaintiff  or  its  order,  and 
that  the  bills  of  lading  were  taken  in  the  name 
•f  the  consignee,  the  inference  may  be  drawn 
therefrom  that  it  was  the  intention  of  plain- 
tiff that  the  title  to  the  lumber  should  pass 
immediately  upon  delivery  to  the  carrier 
at  Waldo.  This  argument  is  not  tenable,  be- 
cause the  bills  of  lading  were  never  surrendered 
to  the  consignee  or  purchaser,  but  at  all  limes 
remained  in  the  possession  of  plaintiff.  Al- 
though, ordinarily,  the  rale  is,  when  not  re- 
butted by  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the 
title  to  ^oods  prima  facie  passes  to  a  vendee 
mpon  their  delivery  by  the  vendor  to  a  com- 
40  UR.A. 


mon  carrier  for  transportation  to  the  buyer, 
yet  where  a  bill  of  lad  lug  is  taken  in  the  name 
of  the  seller  it  is  presumptive  evidence  of  his 
intention  to  retain  control  of  the  property,  and 
that  delivery  to  the  carrier  is  not  a  delivery  to 
the  buyer,  but  that  the  carrier  is  the  bailee  or 
agent  of  the  vendor.  New  mark.  Sales,  §  147; 
Benjamin,  Sales,  §  899.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  bill  of  lading,  bv  direction  of  vendor,  is 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  consignee,  and  is 
sent  or  delivered  to  him,  this  is  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  transfer  the  title  to  the  purchaser. 
"But  the  fact  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  taken  in 
the  buyer's  name,  if  it  is  not  delivered,  creates 
no  presumption  of  an  intention  to  transfer  the 
property  unconditionally."  Newmark,  Sales, 
§  150;  Sheridan  v.  New  Quay  Co,  4  C.  B.  N. 
S.  618;  Usher,  Sales,  ^  28aJ;  Bank  of  Rodietier 
V.  <7b/ie8,  4  N.  T.  497, 55  Am.  Dec.  290;  2  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  243,  244;  Thomas  y. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  66  111.  App.  56;  Michigan  C\ 
B.  Co.  V.  Phillips,  60  111.  App.  190. 

In  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  242,  it  is 
said:  *'Where  goods  are  consigned  without 
reservation  on  the  part  of  the  consignor,  the 
prima  facie  legal  presumption  is  that  the  con- 
signee is  the  owner.  The  fact  of  consignment 
does  not  vest  an  absolute  title  in  the  consignee. 
His  title  is  not  complete  until  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing comes  into  his  hands." 

Lord  Den  man,  in  Mitchel  ▼.  Ede,  11  Ad.  & 
El.  888,  with  reference  to  a  bill  of  lading,  says: 
"As  between  the  owner  and  shipper  of  the 
goods  and  the  captain,  it  fixes  and  determines 
the  duty  of  the  latter  as  to  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  (at  the  time)  the  pleasure  of  the  former  that 
the  goods  should  be  delivered.  But  there  is 
nothing  final  or  irrevocable  in  its  nature.  The 
owner  of  the  goods  may  change  his  purpose, 
at  any  rate  before  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
themselves  or  the  till  of  lading  to  the  party 
named  in  it,  and  may  order  the  delivery  to  be 
to  some  other  person,  to  B  instead  of  to  A." 

It  is  obvious  that  the  true  construction  of 
the  contract  of  purchase  and  sale  involved  in 
the  present  case  is  that  plaintiff's  agreement 
was  not  performed  until  the  delivery  of  the 
lumber  free  on  board  the  cars  in  Omaha,  and 
that  the  tide  was  not  devested  until  the  ship- 
ment arrived  in  that  city.  Plaintiff,  therefore, 
without  regard  to  the  solvency  or  insolvency 
of  Simpson,  Perkins.  &  Co.,  had  the  un- 
doubted right  to  stop  the  delivery  of  the  lum 
her  at  any  time  during  the  course  of  transpor- 
tation, which  right  was  duly  exercised  before  at 
least  eleven  cars  had  arrived  at  the  place  of 
their  final  destination.  The  defendant,  how- 
ever, delivered  the  lumber  to  the  consignee, 
Dietz,  notwithstanding  it  had  received  timely 
notice  not  to  do  so.  Such  delivery  was, 
therefore,  at  the  risk  of  the  carrier,  and  it  ia 
liable  as  for  conversion.  Gates  v.  Chicago,  B. 
cfe  Q.  B.  Co.  42  Neb.  379;  Shellenherg  v.  Fre- 
mont,  E.  dk  M.  ValUy  ff.  Co.  45  Neb.  487. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  the 
cause  remanded. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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Lanra  GERNERD 

V. 

Charles  A.  GERNERD.  Appt. 
(18SPa.  288D 

!•  A  wife  can  maintain  an  action  against 
one  who  has  wronirf  ully  induced  ber  husband  to 
leave  ber,  where  she  Is  freed  from  common- law 
dteablUties  and  entitled  to  sue  in  her  own  name 
and  riffbt  for  torts  done  to  her. 

2.  Advice  to  a  son  as  to  separating^ 
Item  his  i!^fe»  Riven  in  yood  faith  and  with  a 
proper  motive,  will  not  render  the  parent  liable 
to  her,  UDless  it  was  dearly  unjustifiable. 

(March  2a.  1806.) 

APPEAL  bj  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Lefafgh 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brougut 
to  recover  damages  for  inducing  plaintiff's  hus- 
band to  leave  ber.    Aflm*^. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

M68sra.  Evan  Holben  and  R  E,  Wright, 
for  appellant: 

Damages  are  sought  to  be  recovered  for 
words  uttered  by  the  defendant.  The  charge 
18  denied.  Tbe  action  is  founded  upon  alleged 
injurious  words  spoken  by  the  defendant.  The 
gist  of  tbe  action  is  tbe  special  damage  that 
followed  in  consequence  of  tbe  speaking  and 
publication  of  tbe  alleged  injurious  words. 

Phillips  V.  Uoefer,  1  Pa.  62,  44  Am.  Dec. 
Ill;  Pollock,  Torts,  p.  162;  Lynch  v.  Knight, 
9  H.  L.  Cas.  589. 

If  the  words  spoken  by  tbe  defendant  bad 
tbe  legal  and  nature)  result  complained  of,  then 
tbe  cause  of  action  was  complete  when  tbe 
plaintiff  left  her  husband. 

Pollock,  Torts,  p.  164. 

Tbe  action  whs  not  brought  within  a  year 
after  the  plaintiff  bad  left  ber  husband. 

Com,  ▼.  Uaas,  67  Pa.  445. 

Tbe  statutes  of  limitation,  which  enact  that 
actions  shall  not  be  brought  after  the  lapse  of 
certain  periods  from  tbe  time  when  the  cause 
of  action  accrued,  bar  actions  brought  after 
ihe  time  so  limited,  though  tbe  cause  of  action 
was  not  discovered,  or  practically  discover- 
able,  by  the  injured  party  when  it  accrued,  or 
was  even  fraudulently  concealed  from  him  by 
the  wrongdoer  until  after  the  time  limited  by 
tbe  act  had  expired. 

Endlicb,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  p.  13. 

The  defendant  bad  a  right  to  speak,  and 
even  if  he  did  call  plaintiff  vile  names  he  can- 
not be  held  in  damages  for  having  done  so. 
The  simple  fact  that  there  has  been  some  cas- 
ual bystander  cannot  alter  tbe  nature  of  the 
transaction.  Tbe  business  of  life  could  not  be 
well  carried  on  If  such  restraints  were  imposed 
upon  this  and  similar  communications,  and  if, 
on  every  occasion  in  which  they  were  made, 
tbey  were  not  protected  unless  strictly  private. 

NoTB.— As  to  wlfe^s  right  of  action  for  inducing 
her  husbsnd  to  leave  her,  see  Tucker  v.  Tucker 
<Mis8.)  33  L.  R.  A.  ft23,  and  authorities  in  foolnute 
thereto.  See  also  Brown  v.  Brown  (N.  a)  38  L.  H. 
A.  242. 
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Smith.  Mast.  A  8.  pp.  410,  411,  •♦460,  461. 

Tbe  special  damage  alleged  must  be  tbe  nat- 
ural and  probable  result  of  tbe  defendant's 
wrongful  conduct. 

18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  446. 

Menrs.  E.  J.  Lichtenwalner  and  Ed- 
ward Harvey*  for  appellee: 

It  was  a  fiction  of  the  common  law  that  by 
marriage  the  husband  and  wife  became  one 
le^al  person.  It  was  also  assumed  that  the 
wife  lost  her  identity  by  marriage  and  became 
merged  in  her  husband.  This  fiction  was  un- 
known to  tbe  civil  law. 

Story,  Eq.  §  1867. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  at  common  law  a 
husband  had  a  right  of  action  against  another 
for  enticing  away  his  wife  and  for  depriving 
him  of  her  consorrium.  And  it  is  by  no  means 
clear  that  tbe  same  law  denied  a  remedy  to  the 
wife  if  deprived  of  the  support  and  association 
of  ber  spouse. 

Lpneh  V.  Knight,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  677. 

Under  the  act  of  April  11, 1856  (Pub.  Laws, 
815),  she  can,  under  certain  limitations,  sustain 
an  action  of  slander  or  libel  or  for  the  recovery 
of  ber  separate  earnings.  And  she  can,  under 
this  last  act,  maintain  a  suit  against  her  hus- 
band. 

May  V.  May,  62  Pa.  206. 

For  personal  injuries  she  may  maintain  an 
action  in  b^r  own  name. 

Garr  v.  Easton,  142  Pa.  189;  Kelley  v.  May- 
berry  Twp.  154  Pa.  440. 

A  married  woman  has  a  pecuniary  interest 
in  Ihe  life  of  ber  husband.  She  may  insure 
his  life  and  recover  tbe  loss  because  of  ber  in- 
terest in  his  life.  She  may  maintain  an  action 
for  damages  for  any  injury  causing  the  death 
of  her  husband,  and  her  pecuniary  interest  in 
the  damages  recovered  is  measured  by  tbe  rules 
of  distribution  under  the  intestate  laws 

DOaware,  L.  <fe  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jona,  128  Pa. 
808;  Fink  v.  Garman,  40  Pa.  96. 

At  common  law  tbe  right  of  action  for  a  tort 
committed  upon  a  married  woman  belonged  to 
ber. 

Bishop.  Married  Women,  §  705;  Reeves, 
Dom.  Rel.  87. 

The  action  dies  with  her. 

Bacon,  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  K. 

But  tbe  death  of  the  husband,  or  a  divorce, 
will  not  abate  the  action. 

Ijodge  ▼.  Hamilton,  2  Serg.  &  R.  491. 

To  entice  away  or  corrupt  tbe  morals  and 
affections  of  one's  consort  is  a  civil  wrong  for 
which  the  offender  is  liable  to  the  injured  hus- 
band or  wife. 

Bigelow.  Torts,  153;  Cooley,  Torts.  227;  Ben- 
nett V.  Bennett,  116  N.  Y.  584.  6  L.  R.  A.  658; 
Clow  v.  C?iapman,  125  Mo.  101,  26  L.  R.  A. 
412;  Prie^e  v.  Price,  91  Iowa.  693,  29  L.  R.  A. 
150:  Foot  V.  Card,  58  Conn.  1,  6  L.  R.  A.  829; 
HayncM  V.  Nowlin,  129  Ind.  581,  14  L.  R.  A. 
787,  Overruling  Logan  v.  Logan^  Tl  Ind.  558. 

A  married  woman  can  maintain  an  action 
against  persons  who  wrongfully  entice  ber 
husband  from  her  and  alienate  his  affections, 
and  thereby  cause  a  separation  between  them. 

LocktDood  V.  LocktDood,  67  Minn.  476:  War^ 
ren  v.  Warren.  89  Mich.  128,  14  L,  R.  A.  545; 


See  also  43  L.  R.  A.  114;  47  L.  R.  A.  310. 
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Mehrhoff  ▼.  Mehrhoff,  26  Fed.  Rep.  18;  West- 
lake  v.  Westlake,  84  Ohio  St.  621.  82  Am.  Rep. 
897;  Clark  v.  Marian,  1  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
418;  Baker  v.  Baker,  16  Abb.  N.  C.  298;  JVttr- 
ner  ▼.  Miller.  17  Abb.  N.  C.  221;  Churchill  y, 
Lems,  17  Abb.  N.  0.  226;  Jaynes  v.  Jaynes, 
89  Hun,  40. 

The  law  will  never  suffer  an  injury  and  a 
damage  without  a  remedy. 

Winvmore  ▼.  Greenbank,  Wille8,  Rep.  577. 

Where  there  is  any  evideace  which  alone 
would  Justify  an  inference  of  the  disputed 
fact,  the  case  must  go  to  the  Jury,  however 
strong  or  persuasive  may  be  the  countervailing 
proof. 

Boward  Brp.  Co,  ▼.  Wile,  64  Pa.  201. 

It  is  their  exclusive  province  to  pass  upon 
the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  weigh  the  evi- 
dence, and  ascertain  the  facts. 

Lerch  v.  Bard,  158  Pa.  675;  Egbert  ▼.  Payne, 
99  Pa.  289. 

When  a  case  depends  on  oral  testimony,  such 
testimony  must  be  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

Lehigh  CoalANav.  Co,  v.  Eoans,  176  Pa.  28. 

Fell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court; 

The  Tight  of  a  husband  to  maintain  an  ac 
tion  against  one  who  has  wrongfully  induced 
his  wife  to  separate  from  him  seems  not  to 
have  been  doubted  since  the  case  of  Winsmore 
▼.  Oreenbaek  (decided  in  1746)  WillesRep.  677. 
The  right  of  a  wife  to  maintain  an  action  for 
the  same  cause  has  been  denied,  because  of  the 
common-law  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  and  of 
her  want  of  property  in  his  society  and  assist- 
ance. There  was  certainly  an  inconsistency  in 
permitting  a  recovery  when  her  husband  was 
a  necessary  party  to  the  action,  and  she  had 
no  separate  legal  existence  or  interest,  and  the 
damages  recovered  would  belong  to  him,  but 
the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  same  in  either  case. 
There  is  no  substantial  difference  in  the  right 
which  each  has  to  the  society,  companionship, 
and  aid  of  the  other,  and  the  injury  is  the  same 
whether  it  affects  the  husband  or  the  wife. 
Where  the  wife  has  l)een  freed  from  her  com- 
mon-law disabilities,  and  may  sue  in  her  own 
name  and  rieht  for  torts  done  her,  we  see  no 
reason  to  doubt  her  right  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  one  who  has  wronjrfully  induced 
her  husband  to  leave  her.  Generally,  this 
right  has  been  recognized  and  sustained  in 
Jurisdictions  where  she  has  the  capacity  to  sue, 
notably  in  the  cases  of  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116 
K  Y.  684,  6  L.  R.  A.  553;  Foot  ▼.  Card,  58 
Conn.  4,  6  L.  R.  A.  829;  Beaver  v.  Adams,  66 
N.  H.  142;  Westlake  ▼.  Wesilake,  84  Ohio  St. 
621.  82  Am.  Rep.  897;  ffaynes  v.  Nowlin,  129 
Ind.  681,  14  L.  R.  A.  787;  Warren  v.  Warren, 
89  Mich.  128,  14  L.  R.  A.  645;  Bassett  v.  Ba^ 
sett,  20  111.  App.  648;  Price  v.  Price,  91  Iowa, 
698.  29  li.  R.  A.  160;  Clow  v.  Chapman,  126 
Mo.  101,  26  L.  R.  A.  412;  Mehrhoff  v.  Mehr- 
Tioff,  26  Fed.  Rep.  18.  The  ^ew  York  and 
Indiana  cases  cited  overrule  the  earlier  cases 
in  those  states  in  which  a  different  con- 
clusion had  been  reached.  The  only  deci- 
sions in  which  we  find  the  right  denied  are 
Duffies  V.  Duffle;  76  Wis.  874,  8  L.  R.  A.  420; 
and  Doe  v.  Hoe,  82  Me.  508,  8  L.  R.  A.  888. 
Of  late  years,  the  right  of  the  wife  to  sue  has 

generally  been  maintained  by  text-writers.    It 
I  said  in  Bigelow,  TorU,  158:    ''To  entice 
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away  or  corrupt  the  mind  and  affection  of 
one's  consort  is  a  civil  wrong,  for  which  the 
offender  is  liable  to  the  injured,  husband  or 
wife."  And  in  Cooley.  Torts.  228:  '*  We  see 
no  reason  why  such  an  action  should  not  he 
supported,  where,  by  statute,  the  wife  is  al- 
lowed, for  her  own  benefit,  to  sue  for  personal 
wrongs  suffered  by  her."  In  1  Jaggard ,  Torts, 
p.  467,  many  of  the  cases  on  the  subject  are 
referred  to,  and  the  conclusion  is  thus  stated: 
"On  the  other  hand.  It  has  been  insisted  that 
in  natural  Justice  no  reason  exists  why  the 
right  of  the  wife  to  maintain  an  action  asainst 
tlie  seducer  of  her  husband  should  not  be  co- 
extensive with  the  right  of  action  against  her 
seducer.  The  weight  of  authorities  and  the 
tendency  of  the  legislation  strongly  incline 
to  the  latter  opinion."  The  same  proposition 
is  stated  in  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
p.  166,  and  in  1  Bishop,  Mar.  &  Div.  §  186a 
The  defendant  in  this  action  was  the  father  of 
the  plaintiff's  husband,  and  the  case  was  one 
to  be  carefully  guarded  at  the  trial.  The  in- 
tent with  which  he  acted  was  material  in  de- 
termining his  liability.  It  was  his  right  to  ad- 
vise his  son,  and  in  so  doing,  in  good  faith  and 
with  a  proper  motive,  he  should  not  be  re- 

garded  in  the  same  light  as  a  mere  intermed- 
ler.  A  clear  case  of  want  of  Justification  on 
the  part  of  the  parents  should  be  shown  before 
they  should  be  held  responsible.  Cooley, 
Torts,  266;  Buteheeon  v.  Peek,  5  Johns.  196; 
Bennett  v.  Smith,  21  Barb.  439;  HuUng  v. 
Hiding,  82  Dl.  App.  519;  T<i$ker  v.  Stanley, 
168  Mass.  148.  10  L.  R  A.  468;  FratiniY,  Gas- 
lini,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  850.  notf  (66  Yt.  278). 
On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  was  neld  to  distinct 
and  clear  proof  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
and  maliciously  caused  her  husband  to  aban- 
don her.  Every  right  which  the  defendant 
could  properly  claim  in  this  regard  was  care- 
fully stated  in  a  very  clear  and  adequate 
charge.  The  claim  that  the  action  was.  in 
effect,  an  action  for  words  spoken,  and  conse- 
quently t)arred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
cannot  be  sustained.  It  was  not  either  in 
form  or  in  substance  an  action  of  slander, 
and  the  words  proved  were  only  one  of  the 
many  means  employed  by  the  defendant  to  ef- 
fect his  purpose. 
The  judgment  is  affi/rmed. 


John  W.  DEMPSEY,  Appi.^ 

«. 

John  DOBSON  et  al. 

(184  Pa.  588.) 

A  enetom  or  usai^  of  earpet  makiBfl: 
which  would  g^TO  the  color  mlzer  aa 
ezduslTe  title  as  agnlnst  his  employer  to  the 
various  oomblDations  and  shades  of  color  devised 
by  bim  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  carpets  In 
his  employer's  mill  is  unreasonable,  and  cannot 
be  sustained. 

(February  Zl,  1898.) 


NOTK.— For  prior  ap|)eal  in  this  case,  see  Derap- 
sey  V.  DobsoQ  (Pa.)  88  L.  B.  A.  TOL 

As  to  property  in  secret  processes,  reolpea,  eta, 
see  nou  to  Tode  ▼.  Gross  (N.  Y.)  18  L.  B.  A.  6A 
See  also  Watliins  v.  Landon  (Minn.)  U  L.  B.  A.n8. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Coart  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  1,  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  fayor  of  defendants  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  un- 
lawful detention  and  copying  of  plaintiffs 
color  books.    AJflnned, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mean.  F.  Carroll  Brewster  and 
OeorM  W.  Harkins  for  appellant. 

J/r.  Atiehard  P.  White*  for  appellees: 

Usage  is  never  admissible  to  oppose  or  alter 
e  general  principle  of  law,  and  upon  a  fixed 
state  of  facts  to  make  the  legal  rights  or  lia- 
bilities of  the  parties  other  than  they  are  at 
common  law. 

Barnard  ▼.  Kellogg,  10  Wall.  884.  19  L.  ed. 
«87;  Bapp  v.  Palmer,  8  Watts,  178. 

Nothing  should  be  more  pertinaciously  re- 
sisted than  these  attempts  to  transfer  the 
functions  of  the  jud^e  from  the  bench  to  the 
witness  stand,  by  evidence  of  customs  in  der- 
ogation of  the  general  law.  that  would  in- 
volve the  responsibilities  of  the  parties  in  rules 
whose  ezif  tence»  perhaps,  they  had  no  reason 
to  suspect  before  they  came  to  be  applied  to 
their  rights. 

Bolton  V.  Colder,  1  Watts,  868;  WiggUworth 
y.  Daltison,  1  Dougl.  201;  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas. 
pt.  2,  pp.  028-954. 

The  recipes  prepared  by  the  color- mixer  for 
the  use  of  his  employers  in  the  manufacture 
of  their  carpets  belonged  to  them,  so  far,  at 
least,  as  to  give  them  the  rlsht  to  continue 
the  use  of  the  various  colors  and  shades  pro- 
duced by  them. 

Dempeey  v.  Ddbeon,  174  Pa.  129.  82  L.  R. 
A.  761;  Makepeace  v.  Jaekwn,  4  Taunt  770. 

Yindictivedamages  could  not  be  allowed,  no 
injury  was  shown,  sad  for  a  bare  technical 
right  to  nominal  damages  this  court  would 
not  reverse. 

Slf/  Y.  Parsons,  55  Conn.  88. 

Where  an  employee  uses  his  own  books  to 
make  entries  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  make  and  to  keep  for 
his  employers'  information,  the  books  so  used 
become  the  properly  of  the  master. 

See  Wood,  Mast.  <b  S.  2d  ed.  p.  209. 

WilHamg,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

This  case  was  in  this  court  in  1896,  and  is 
reported  in  174  Pa.  122,  32  L.  R  A.  761.  A 
verdict  and  judgment  had  been  obtain^  in 
the  court  below  against  the  defendants,  from 
which  they  appealed.  We  leversed  the  judg- 
ment, boldiniK  that  a  color  mixer  could  not  as- 
sert, as  aisainst  his  employer,  an  exclusive  title 
to  the  various  combinations  and  shades  of  color 
devised  by  him  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of 
•carpets  in  his  employer's  mill.  But  we 
awarded  a  tenire  facias  de  novo,  because  of 
«n  allegation  that  violence  had  been  used  by 
the  defendants  in  the  detention  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  in  preventing  him  from  carrying  away 
from  the  mill  his  color  booka»  A  new  trial 
has  now  been  had.  The  charges  of  the  use  of 
unlawful  violence  do  not  seem  to  have  been 
pressed,  but  the  plaintiff  attempted  on  the 
trial  to  prove  a  custom  or  usage  prevailing  in 
40L.R.A. 


the  business  of  carpet  making,  by  which  the 
results  of  the  color  mixer's  skill  and  labor  in 
the  service  of  his  employer  are  recognized  as 
belonging  exclusively  to  the  employee,  the 
color  mixer;  the  employer,  the  manufacturer, 
for  whose  use  the  colors  were  devised,  having 
no  title  whatever  to  them.  The  several  as- 
signments of  error  relate  to  the  rejection  of  the 
evidence  offered  to  establish  such  a  custom. 
It  is  one  of  the  requisites  of  a  good  custom 
that  it  must  be  reasonable.  Another  is  that  it 
must  not  be  contrary  to  law.  The  custom 
sought  to  be  set  up  was  an  unreasonable  one. 
The  color  mixer,  like  the  designer  and  the 
weaver,  is  employed  because  of  bis  supposed 
ability  to  serve  his  employer  in  the  particular 
line  of  labor  which  he  is  expected  to  follow. 
First  comes  the  work  of  the  designer,  who 
prepares,  or  in  vents,  it  may  be,  the  pattern 
after  which  the  carpet  is  to  be  made.  Then 
comes  the  color  mixer,  who  is  to  mix  his  em- 
ployer's colors  in  such  proportions  as  to  pro- 
duce the  necessary  shades  required  by  the  pat- 
tern that  has  been  adopted.  Finally  come  the 
application  of  the  colors  and  the  weaving. 
The  services  of  each  and  all  these  mechanics 
are  requisite  to  the  production  of  the  carpet 
The  employer  has  an  equal  right  to  the  faith- 
ful service  of  each,  and  is  equally,  so  far  aa 
his  own  business  is  concerned,  entitled  to  the 
results  of  the  labor  of  each.  If  a  color  mixer 
could  at  his  pleasure  carry  off  the  recipes  and 
color  books  from  his  employer's  factory,  and 
refuse  to  permit  their  further  use  except  upon 
his  own  tenns.  It  would  be  in  his  power  to  in- 
flict enormous  loss  on  the  manufacturer  at 
any  moment,  and  not  merely  to  disturb,  but 
to  destroy,  his  business.  Sucn  a  custom  would 
not  be  reasonable,  and  could  not  be  sustained. 
But  it  is  against  the  law.  The  courts  of  the 
United  States,  of  this  state,  and,  so  far  as  I 
have  been  able  to  examine,  of  all  the  states  in 
the  Union,  recognize  the  rule  laid  down  when 
this  case  was  here  in  1896,  that  "the  designs 
and  recipes  so  made  for  him  [an  employer]  are, 
as  between  his  employees  and  himself,  his,  for 
the  purposes  of  his  own  manuracturing  busi- 
ness. Even  if  his  employee  had  obtained  let- 
ters patent  for  his  formula,  protecting  himself 
thereby  against  the  public,  still  the  employer's 
right  to  continue  its  use  [in  his  own  business] 
would  be  protected  by  the  United  States 
courfs."  Solomons  v.  United  States,  187  U. 
S.  842,  84  L.  ed.  667.  To  the  same  effect  are 
summer's  Appeal,  58  Pa.  155,  98  Am.  Dec. 
248;  Dempsey  v.  Dobson,  174  Pa.  122,  82  L.  R. 
A.  761. 

The  several  offers  made  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  existence  of  the  alleged  custom 
were  properly  rejected.  Id  the  absence  of 
proof  of  the  alleged  acts  of  violence,  we  fully, 
concur  with  the  learned  jjudge  of  the  court  be- 
low that  there  was  nothing  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  verdict  against  the  defendants,  and 
that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for  a  compul- 
sory nonsuit. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  and  judgment  ia 
now  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendants. 
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Re  Estate  of  Susan  E.  DU  PLAINE.  De- 
ceased. 

aB6Pa.8S.)l 

A  mortfi^a4pe  fbr  one  half  the  tmst  es. 
tate*  obtained  for  himself  alone  by  one 
of  the  eeetuis  qne  trust  from  the  trustee 
In  a  Joint  trust  to  pay  one  baJf  of  tbe  income 
to  such  ctHtui  que  trunt  and  the  other  half  to  his 
Bister,  will  Inure  to  the  benefit  of  bis  sister 
as  well  as  himself,  where  be  obtained  the  mort- 
gatte  by  pressure  when  the  trustee  was  finan- 
cially embarrassed,  but  concealed  these  facts 
from  his  sister,  although  it  is  not  shown  that  any 
of  the  trust  funds  went  into  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty* 

(April4,1888w) 

APPEAL  by  BenoDi  C.  Du  Plaioe  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  OrpbaDs'Court  for  Philadelphia 
CouDty  adjudging  bis  sister  Helen  Augusta  C. 
Childs  entitle'Si  to  the  benefit  of  securities 
which  he  had  obtained  for  his  share  of  a  trust 
estate  which  had  been  left  to  the  brother  and 
sister,  but  which  was  in  danger  of  loss  because 
of  the  financial  embarrassment  of  the  trustee. 
Afflrmed, 

The  opinion  of  the  orphans'  court,  which  was 
adopted  by  the  supreme  court,  is  as  follows: 

"Tbe  petitioner  and  respondent  are  brother 
and  sister.  Their  mother  by  her  will  gave  all 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  her  estate 
to  a  trustee  in  trust  to  manage  the  same,  and 
collect  and  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof,  and  'pay  in  semiannual  instalments 
one  full  one  half  part  of  net  rents,  income,  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  profits  unto  mv  son,  Be- 
noni  C.  Du  Plaine,  for  and  during  all  the  term 
of  his  natural  life/  etc.  And  the  'said  trustee 
shall  pay  the  remaining  one  half  part  of  the 
said  net  rents,  interest,  income,  dividends,  and 
profits,  in  semiannual  instalments,  unto  my 
said  daughter,  Helen  Augusta  C.  Childs.  for 
and  during  the  full  term  of  her  natural  life,' 
etc.  In  the  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  the 
said  life  tenants,  the  principal  was  to  go  to 
their  children,  with,  however,  a  power  of  dis- 
position otherwise  by  will;  and,  in  default  of 
children  or  a  will,  then  cross  remainders  from 
one  to  the  other.  Tbe  brother  had  accident- 
ally learned  that  tbe  trustee  was  in  an  embar- 
rassed condition  financially,  and  went  to  him, 
and  insisted  upon  a  settlement  for  his  one  half 
of  the  principal  sum  which  was  in  his  bands 
as  trustee,  and  under  pressure  of  threatened 
arrest,  etc.,  received  frombim  a  mortgage  upon 
some  real  estate  for  exactly  one  half  of  the 
trust  estate.  The  brother  for  several  years 
concealed  all  knowledge  of  the  insolvent  con- 
dition of  the  trustee  from  his  sister,  and  also 
the  fact  that  he  had  tried  to  protect  himself  by 
securing  this  mortgage.  This  he  now  claims 
be  holds  for  his  own  benefit  alone,  and  that  his 
sister  has  no  interest  therein.  Such  are,  briefly 
stated,  the  facts. 

"It  is  hard  to  find  language  sufficiently 
Btrong  to  condemn  the  conduct  of  a  brother  who 
would  thus  try  to  secure  himself  and  leave  his 
sister  in  the  lurch,  and,  after  he  supposed  he 


NoTB.— As  somewhat  connected  with  the  subject 
of  the  preaont  unusual  case,  see,  as  to  tracing  trust 
funds,  the  case  of  Ferohen  y.  Arndt  (Or.)  29  L.  R. 
A.  M4,  and  cases  cited  in  foot/noU  thereto. 
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was  himself  secure,  not  to  give  her  the  knowl- 
edge by  which  she  might  have  been  able  to  se- 
cure herself,  also;  but  the  case  is  not  to  be  de- 
cided upon  any  sentimental  considerations,  but 
upon  the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts  as  they 
are  presented.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
trust  is  a  joint  one,  and  although  the  trustee, 
in  an  account  filed,  divided  the  fund  in  half, 
and  stated  that  he  held  one  half  for  one,  and 
the  other  half  for  the  other,  of  the  cestuis  que 
trust,  there  was  no  distribution  so  decreet!;  and 
in  fact  there  could  not  be  any  separation  of 
this  fund,  under  the  will  of  the  testatrix,  until 
one  or  tbe  other  of  tbe  eestvis  que  tttut  died, 
when  other  interests  might  intervene.  Tbe 
mother  gave  all  her  residuary  estate  to  this 
trustee,  to  pay  one  half  of  the  income  to  the 
son,  and  one  half  of  the  income  to  the  daughter. 
She  did  not  give  one  half  of  the  principal,  to 
be  held  for  each,  but  it  all  is  to  be  held  jointly 
in  trust  for  both.  In  AuberVs  Appeal,  119  Pa. 
52,  and  in  Wilen's  Appeal,  105  Pa.  131,  tbe  su- 
preme court  laid  down  the  law  that,  where  an 
estate  is  so  given  for  two  persons,  it  is  to  re- 
main intact  until  the  time  for  distribution  ar- 
rives, because  *we  cannot  say,'  to  use  their 
language,  'that  a  moiety  of  the  income  of  the 
whole  may  not  be  more  valuable  to  the  surviv- 
ing life  tenant  than  the  whole  of  the  income  of 
a  moiety.'  The  time  for  the  distribution  of 
this  fund  has  not  arrived,  and  therefore  there 
can  be  no  distribution  or  division  of  it;  and  in 
case  of  a  devastavit,  as  has  here  happened, 
anything  that  the  vigilance  of  either  of  tiie 
cestuii  que  trvst,  or  anyone  else,  has  rescued 
from  tbe  wreck,  must  inure  to  tbe  benefit  of 
both  of  them.  It  has  been  settled  that  where 
there  is  a  community  of  interest  there  is  a  com- 
munity of  duty:  each  of  those  interested  must 
be  faithful  to  himself,  and  equally  as  well  to 
all  the  others  interested.  He  can  secure  no 
advantage  over  the  others  because  be  has  found 
out  something  they  do  not  know,  or  because 
perhaps  he  is  in  a  better  position  to  protect 
himself  than  are  they.  The  rule  of  law  aa 
stated  in  Eeeeh  v.  Sandfard,  1  White  &  T.  Lead. 
Cas.  Eq.  4th  Am.  ed.  64,  has  been  followed  ia 
numerous  cases  in  this  state.  'Whenever  one 
person  is  placed  in  such  relations  to  another, 
by  the  act  or  consent  of  that  other,  or  by  the- 
act  of  a  third  person,  or  by  the  law,  that  he 
becomes  interested  for  him,  or  interested  with, 
him,  in  any  subject  of  property  or  business, 
he  is  prohibited  from  acquiring  rights  in  that 
subject  antagonistic  to  the  person  with  whose 
interest  he  has  become  associated.'  This  doc- 
trine was  enforced  in  Weaver  v.  WiMe,  25  Pa. 
270,  64  Am.  Dec.  696,  the  syllabus  of  which  is- 
as  follows:  'When  several  persons  have  a  joint 
or  common  interest  in  an  estate,  one  cannot 
purchase  an  encumbrance  or  an  outstanding- 
title,  and  set  it  up  against  the  rest,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  depriving  them  of  tbeir  interests.*^ 
Chief  Justice  Lewis,  in  delivering  the  opinion, 
said:  'Community  of  interest  produces  com- 
munity of  duty.  .  .  .  A  conveyance  to  one 
of  several  tenants  in  common,  or  h  deed  to  one 
of  two  devisees  of  the  same  land,  shall  inure  to 
tbe  benefit  of  all  who  came  in  under  the  same 
title,  and  arebolding  jointly  or  in  common. ..  .  . 
Where  several  persons  have  a  jointer  common 
interest  in  an  estate,  it  is  not  to  be  toleraie<l 
that  one  shall  purchase  an  encumbrance  or  an 
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outstandfof?  title,  and  set  it  up  against  the  rest, 
for  the  purpose  of  depriving  them  of  their  in- 
terests. Cbancellor  Kent,  with  great  truth, 
remarked  that  such  a  proceeding  would  he  're- 
pufifnant  to  a  sense  of  reflned  and  accurate 
justice,  and  would  he  immoral,  hecause  it 
would  be  against  the  reciprocal  obligation  to  do 
nothing  to  ihe  prejudice  of  each  other's  equal 
claim,  which  the  relationship  of  the  parties 
created.'  It  is  the  duty  of  all  to  deal  candidly 
and  benevolently  with  each  other,  and  to  cause 
no  harm  to  their  joint  interests."  To  the  same 
purpose,  see  Uojfd  v.  Lynch,  28  Pa.  419,  70 
Am.  Dec.  137:  Oibwa  v.  Winslow,  46  Pa.  3ii0, 
84  Am.  Dec.  558:  Kennedy  v.  Borie.  166  Pa. 
860;  mOutehem  ▼.  Smith,  173  Pa.  101;  P<nw« 
V.  Lantzy,  173  Pa.  548. 

The  fact  which  was  so  urgently  pressed  at 
the  argument,  that  it  was  not  proved  that  any 
portion  of  these  trust  funds  went  into  the  par- 
ticular property  upon  which  the  mortgage  was 
given,  can  make  no  difference.     Whether  they 


did  or  did  not  is  immaterial.  The  only  claim 
the  respondent  had  upon  the  trustee  was  as  & 
cestui  que  trust  under  this  will.  He  was  not  & 
creditor  in  any  other  wav.  When  this  mort- 
gage was  given  to  him,  the  coosideration  pass- 
ing was  that  the  trustee  owed  this  trust  estate 
money.  Therefore  anything  that  be  received 
upon  that  account  must,  in  law,  equity,  mor- 
als, and  common  decency,  be  held  by  him  in 
trust  for  bis  Sister  as  well  as  himself.  The  pe- 
tition in  this  case  is  granted. 

Mr,  B.  F*  Fisher  for  appellant. 

Ifr,  WiUlam  C.  Hannis  for  appellee. 

Per  Cnriam: 

There  is  no  substantial  error  in  the  flndings^ 
of  fact  in  this  case,  and  on  the  facts  thus  es- 
tablished the  decree  complained  of  is  freefrook 
error.  The  questions  involved  were  well  con- 
sidered and  correctly  decided  by  the  orphan a*^ 
court,  and  on  its  opinion  the  decree  is  affirmed^ 
and  appeal  dismissed,  at  appellant's  costs. 
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UNION  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY 
et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V, 

Horace  W.  YATES. 
(40  n.  S.  App.  241, 70  Fed.  Hep.  684, 26  C.  C.  A.  103.) 

1.  Medical  books  caAnot  be  read  to  the 
Jury  as  independent  evldenoe  of  the  opinions 
and  theories  therein  expressed  or  advocated. 

2*  The  Federal  conrt  will  not  follow  the 
state  court  declsiuns  as  to  the  admissibility 
In  evidence  at  common  law  of  extracts  from 
medical  books.- 


8*  A  statute  makiii^  books  of  science- 
or  art  presomptlTe  evidence  of  facta  of 
flreDeral  notoriety  or  Interest  does  not  include 
medical  works  so  as  to  make  them  evidence  of 
the  opinions  or  theories  therein  expressed. 

4*  A  treatise  on  concussion  of  the  spine* 
about  the  extent  and  character  of  which  there  ia- 
some  difference  of  opinion  amon^  the  medical 
profession,  la  doc  admissible  in  evidence  to  estab- 
lish the  fact  that  an  ailment  from  which  a  person 
appears  to  l>e  sufferioK  is  a  result  of  nervous- 
shock  sustained  some  years  previously  in  a  raiJ* 
way  collision. 

(March  2S,  1807.) 


morrt.—SeierUlfte  hooks  and  treatises  as  evidence, 
L  Exact  sciences, 

a.  Oisneralrvleastoadmissfhiiity. 

b.  TaMes  uf  expectancy  of  life, 

1.  Admis^my  oeneraUyt 

2.  In  accident  cases, 

8.  In  other  cases  ocneraUy, 
4.  OmcHuBiceneas  and  effect 
o.  The  almanac 
n.  Inexact  sciences. 

General  rule  nn  to  admimfbfltttf. 

Reasime  for  the  nUe, 

The  contrary  rvle. 

Opinitme  founded  on  hodfcs. 

Use  of.  on  examination, 

Ut»e  to  sustain  ordiitcredit  expert* 

Use  of,  on  crofs-eaxtmination* 

Use  of^  in  argument. 


b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

ff. 

b. 
m.  Law, 
IV,  Miaeellaneous  matters. 

I.  Exact  seiencen. 

a.  Qeneral  ruie  as  to  admisHbUity, 

The  books  which  are  admitted  before  a  Jury  as 
primary  evidence  are  those  which  relate  to  science 
deemed  exact,  or  such  as  by  lon^r  use  in  the  prac- 
tical affairs  of  life  have  come  to  be  accepted  as 
standard  and  unvaryioff  authority  in  determining 
the  action  of  those  who  use  them.  Tucker  v. 
Donald,  60  Miss.  480,  46  Am.  Kep.  416. 

Books  of  exact  science  in  which  conclusions 
40  i..  R.  A. 


from  certain  and  consistent  data  are  reached  by 
processes  too  intricate  to  be  elucidated  by  a  wit- 
ness, when  shown  to  have  been  accepted  as  stand* 
ards  upon  the  particular  subject  under  examina- 
tion, are  admitted  in  evidence.  Shover  y.3iyrick,  4- 
Ind.  App.7. 

Almanacs,  astronomical  calculations,  tables  of 
lofrarithroa  and  the  like,  and  tables  of  life  expeeta- 
tions  in  matters  of  insurance,  are  among  the  exact 
sciences  which  are  admissible  as  prima  facie  evi- 
dence. Tucker  v.  Donald,  60  Miss.  460,  45  Am.  Rep. 
416. 

When  the  scientiflo  work  is  concededly  recog- 
nized as  a  standard  authority  by  the  profession* 
statistics  of  mechanical  experiments  and  tabula- 
tions of  the  results  thereof  may  be  read  in  evidence 
by  an  expert  witness  in  support  of  his  professional 
opinion,  where  such  statistics  and  tabulations  are- 
generally  relied  upon  by  experts  in  the  particular 
field  of  the  mechanic  arts  with  which  such  statistics- 
and  tabulations  are  concerned.    Wbstsbh  Ab8U» 

Go.  V.  J.  H.  MOHLMAN  Co. 

b.  Tables  of  expectancy  of  life. 

1.  Admiasibaity  generally. 

A  table  showing  the  expectancy  of  life  in  healthy 
persons  of  different  ages,  printed  in  books  of  gen- 
eral acceptance  and  authority  in  the  courts,  such 
as  the  Carlisle  and  Northampton  and  other  tables  of 
expectancy,  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  cases  where 
such  evidence  is  applicable.   Sellars  v.  Foster,  ST 
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ERKOB  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Iowa  to 
review  a  jadgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  ia  an 
tiction  brought  to  recover  damans  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defend- 
ants' negligence.    Betersed. 

Before  Hanborn  and  Thayer,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Lochren,  District  Judge. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  N.  Baldwin,  for  plaintiffs  in 
€rror: 

Under  common-law  procedure  it  was  not 
competent  to  read  boolis  of  science  to  a  Jury 
as  evidence,  because  the  statements  therein 
contained  were  not  only  wanting  in  the  sanc- 
tity of  an  oath,  but  were  made  by  one  who 
was  not  present  and  was  not  liable  to  crossez- 
«mination.  For  that  reason  they  were  ex- 
eluded,  notwithstanding  the  opinion  under 
oath  of  scientific  men,  that  they  were  boolcs  of 
Authority. 

Gallagher  v.  Jfarket  Street  R.  Co.  67  Cal.  18, 
56  Am.  Rep.  718;  Ashwarth  v.  Kittndge,  12 
Cush.  108,  59  Am.  Dec.  178;  Com,  v.  WiUon, 
1  Gray,  837;  WaMurn  v.  Guddihy,  8  Gray, 
480;  Mavin  v.  EaOey,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones,  L.) 
887,  62  Am.  Dec.  171;  Carter  v.  Slate,  2  Ind. 
617;  Fowler  v.  Lewis,  25  Tex  Supp.  880. 

This  book  was  not  admissible  under  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state  of  Iowa. 

Asliworth  V.  Kittridge,  12  Cush.  198.  59  Am. 
Dec.  178;  Whiton  v.  Alhany  City  Ins,  Co.  109 
Mass.  24:  Com.  v.  Sturtivant,  117  Mass.  182, 
19  Am.  Rep.  401;  Com.  v.  Brown,  121  Mass. 
«9;  Payple  v.  Hall,  48  Mich.  482,  42  Am.  Rep. 
477;  Piuney  v.  CahiU,  48  Mich.  584;  Eraser  v. 
Jennison,  42  Mich.  206;  Gale  v.  Hector,  5  III. 
App.  481;  St.  Louis,  A.  d  T,  B.  Co,  v.  Jones 
(Tex.)  14  S.  W.  809;  Com.  v.  Wilson,  I  Gray, 
887;  Washburn  v.  Cuddihy,  8  Gray,  430;  Fow- 
ler V.  Lewis,  25  Tex.  Supp.  380;  Ware  v.  Ware, 
6  Me.  42;  Harris  v.  Panama  B.  Co.  8  Bosw. 


7;  Melvin  v.  EaOey,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones,  L.)  387. 
62  Am.  Dec.  171;  State  v.  aBrUn,  7  R.  L  886; 
Dams  V.  StaU,  38  Md.  15;  Carter  v.  StaU,  2 
Ind.  617;  Boyle  v.  State,  57  Wis.  472,  46  Am. 
Rep.  41 ;  Staling  v.  7%^/p.  64  Wis.  584, 41  Am. 
Rep.  60;  Fox  v.  Peninsular  White  Lead  &  C(*lor 
Works,  84  Mich.  676;  Epps  v.  State,  102  Ind. 
589;  People  v.  Sessions,  58  Mich.  594;  Rogers, 
Expert  Testimony,  pp.  287-273;  2  Rice,  Ev. 
p.  1254;  Bradner,  Ev.  p.  816;  15  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  207. 

Messrs.  Georipe  E.  Hibner  and  Harl  ft 
McCabe,  for  defendant  in  error: 

In  actions  at  law  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  the  rules  of  evidence  and  the  law  of 
evidence  generally  of  the  states  prevail  in  those 
courts. 

Ex  parte  Fisk,  118  U.  S.  720,  23  L.  ed.  1120; 
Hinds  V.  Keith,  18  U.  8.  App.  222, 57  Fed.  Rep. 
10,  6  C.  C.  A.  281. 

In  Bowman  ▼.  Woode,  1  G.  Greene,  441,  such 
works  were  held  admissible  under  the  common 
law. 

So  in  Donaldson  v.  Mississippi  d  M.  R,  Co. 
18  Iowa,  280,  87  Am.  Dec.  391. 

In  Brodhead  v.  Wiltse,  85  Iowa,  429.  the  stat- 
ute is  set  out  in  the  opinion,  and  it  is  distinctly 
ruled  therein  that  medical  works  are  within  its 
provisions. 

In  Quaekenbttsh  v.  Chicago  d  N,  W,  R.  Co. 
73  Iowa.  458,  the  admission  of  a  work  on  dis 
eases  of  throat  and  nose  was  held  correct. 

In  Peck  V.  Hutchinson,  88  Iowa,  320,  Wells' 
Treatise  on  the  Eye  was  introduced. 
On  rehearing. 

If  we  find  that  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa 
has  adopted" a  radically  difl^Brent  canon  of  con- 
struction than  that  of  the  California  court, 
such  canon  of  construction  is  obligatory  upon 
this  court.    Such  is  the  case. 

£uhns  V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St,  P.  B.  Co.  65 
Iowa,  52S.    See  as  further  illustrative  Craw- 


Neb.  118;  Geor{rla  R.  &  Bkfir.  Co.  v.  Oaks,  52  Oa.  410; 
Bhover  v.  Myrick,  4  iDd.  App.  7. 

And  Is  proper  evidenoe  to  establish  the  state- 
ments and  estimates  contained  in  it.  Shover  v. 
Myrick,  4  Ind.  App.  7. 

And  expert  witnesses  may  testify  as  to  results 
•and  conclusions  arrived  at  by  them  with  reference 
to  the  probable  len^rth  of  life  of  a  person,  and  refer 
to  the  tables  and  data  upon  which  their  knowled^ 
Is  based  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  a  means  of  ref  resbingr 
their  memory.    Shover  v.  Myrick,  4  Ind.  App.  7. 

Carlisle  and  other  similar  tables  are  to  be  received 
In  evidenoe  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  expec- 
tation and  proper  duration  of  life,  upon  Judicial 
•notice  of  their  crenuineness  and  authoritativeness, 
and  legal  proof  of  such  irenuineness  and  authori- 
tativeness is  not  required.  Scheffler  v.  Minneapolis 
^  St.  L.  K.  Co.  8S  Minn.  518. 

And  courts  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  such 
-standard  tables  as  the  Carlisle  tables,  read  from  the 
Encylopeedla  Britannica;  and  they  are  not  subject 
to  the  objection  that  no  foundation  had  been  laid 
for  their  introduction  in  evidence.  Louisville,  N. 
A.  ft  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Miller,  141  Ind.  688. 

And  the  Carlisle  tables  contained  in  the  Bncydo- 
prodia  Britannica  are  admissible  in  evidence  under 
Iowa  Code,  I  8663,  without  preliminary  proofs. 
"Haden  v.  Bloux  City  ft  P.  R.  Co.  09  Iowa,  785; 
Worden  v.  Humeston  ft  S.  R.  Co.  76  Iowa,  310. 

And  so  are  the  tables  of  expectancy  of  life  con- 
tained in  Johnson's  New  Universal  Encyclopeedia; 
-Scagel  V.  Chicaflro.  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  88  Iowa,  880. 

And  evidenoe  of  a  witness  that  he  is  acgualnted 
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with  Johnson's  New  Universal  Bncydopssdla,  and 
that  it  was  his  impression  that  it  was  a  standard 
work,  is  Bufflcient  to  identify  It  as  a  standard  au- 
thority for  the  purpose  of  renderinir  it  admissible  in 
evidence  to  show  the  expectancy  of  life  in  an  action 
aflrainst  a  railroad  company  for  a  personal  injury 
causing  death.  €k>rman  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  78  Iowa,  60e. 

So,  the  expectation  of  human  life  is  a  matter  of 
experience,  about  which  it  is  not  error  for  the 
Judge  to  instruct  the  Jury  in  an  action  in  which  it 
is  material.  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  6 
Duer,  683. 

A  book  oontainingr  tables  of  expectancy  of  life, 
however,  which  is  not  one  of  those  standard  works 
which  courts  take  Judicial  notice  of  and  recognize 
as  authority,  is  not  admissible  in  evidenoe  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  its  correctness.  Galveston,  H. 
ft  8.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Arispe,  81  Tex.  517. 

But  the  admission  in  evidence  of  an  excerpt  In  the 
form  of  a  table  of  expectation  of  life  which  contains 
no  intrinsic  evidence  of  authenticity,  in  an  action 
against  a  saloonkeeper  under  the  civil  damage  act, 
is  not  reversible  error  where  It  was  more  favorable 
to  the  party  excepting  than  were  the  Carlisle  tables 
as  contained  in  a  law  book  which  was  properly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence.    Sellars  v.  Foster,  87  Neb.  1 18. 

The  American  table  of  mortality  has  superseded 
the  Carlisle  tables  in  America,  and  should  be  re- 
sorted to  by  the  courts  as  a  basis  for  the  calculation 
of  annuities  dependent  upon  the  probability  of 
human  life.  Gordon  v.  Tweedy,  74  Ala.  230, 40  Am. 
Rep.  818. 
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fcfrd  V.  Williams,  48  Iowa,  247;  No$lsr  ▼.  Chi- 
cago, B.  dt  Q.  R  Co.  73  Iowa,  271;  Worden  v. 
Bumuion  dt  8,  R.  Co.  76  Iowa,  314;  Qorman 
T.  Minneapolis  d  Si.  L.  R.  Co.  78  Iowa,  513. 

Thayer*  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Horace  W.  Yates,  the  defendant  in  error, 
sued  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  and 
its  receivers,  who  are  the  plaiDiiffs  in  error,  for 
injuries  sustained  in  a  railway  collision  which 
occurred  on  [November  22,  1&&2.  near  the  town 
of  Aids,  in  the  state  of  Nebraska,  on  the  line 
of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad.  The  plaintiff 
below  was  a  mail  agent  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  and  Le  was  riding  in  that  capaci 
ty  on  one  of  the  trains  at  the  time  of  the 
collision.  The  injuries  which  the  plaintiff 
sustained  in  consequence  of  the  collision,  to  all 
outward  appearances,  were  not  serious.  One 
of  his  arms  and  one  of  his  legs  were  bruised, 
but  not  broken,  and  his  left  ear  was  cut,  but 
beyond  this  his  body  appears  to  have  borne  no 
visible  marks  of  injury.  It  was  contended  at 
the  trial,  however,  that  the  plaiDtiff  sustained 
a  severe  shock,  which  affected  the  nerves  of 
the  spine,  and  had  produced  a  dangerous  and 
progressive  disease  of  the  spinal  cord,  which 
had  permanently  disabled  him,  and  was  liable 
to  prove  fatal.  In  support  of  this  contention, 
the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence,  and  was  al- 
lowed to  read  to  the  jury,  over  the  objection  of 
the  defendant  company,  certain  extracts  from 
a  book  or  monograph,  which  was  written  by 
Dr.  John  Eric  Erichsen,  entitled  "On  Concus- 
sion of  the  Apine  and  Nervous  Shock  and 
Other  Obscure  Injuries  to  the  Nervous  System, 
in  Their  Clinical  and  Medico  Legal  AspecU" 
(London,  1875).  The  material  parts  of  the  ex- 
tracts thus  read  were  as  follows: 

**It  is  well  known  to  every  suriteon  of  ex- 
perience that  no  injury  to  the  nead  is  too 


trifling  to  be  despised.  This  observation  made 
of  old  by  Hippocrates  may  be  applied  with 
equal,  if  not  greater,  justice  to  injuries  of  the 
spine:  for,  if  the  brain  is  liable  to  suffer  seri- 
ous primary  lesion  and  protracted  secondary 
disease  from  the  infliction  of  slight,  and  per- 
haps, at  the  time,  apparcntlv  trivial,  injuries 
to  the  head,  the  spinal  cord  is  at  lesst  eoually 
prone  to  become  functionally  disturbed  and 
organically  diseased  from  injuries  sustained  by 
the  vertebral  column.  My  object  in  these  lec- 
tures will  be  to  direct  your  attention  to  certain 
injuries  of  the  spine  that  may  arise  from  acci- 
dents that  are  often  apparently  slight,  from 
shocks  to  the  body  generally,  as  well  as  from 
blows  inflicted  directly  upon  the  back,  and 
to  describe  the  train  of  prc^essive  symptoms 
that  lead  up  to  the  obscure,  protracted,  and 
often  dangerous  diseases  of  the  spinal  cord  and 
its  membranes,  that  sooner  or  later  are  liable 
to  supervene  thereon.  These  injuries  of  the 
spine  and  spinal  cord  occur  not  un frequently 
in  the  ordinary  accidents  of  civil  life,  in  falls, 
blows,  horse  and  carriage  accidents,  injuries  in 
gymnasiums,  etc.,  but  in  none  more  frequently 
or  with  greater  severity  than  in  those  which 
are  sustained  by  persons  who  have  been  sul>- 
jected  to  the  violent  shock  of  a  railway  colli- 
sion. And  if,  in  these  lectures,  I  speak  more 
of  the  injuries  of  the  spine  arising  from  this 
than  from  anv  other  class  of  accidents,  it  is  not 
because  I  wish  to  make  a  distinction  in  injuries 
of  the  spine  according  to  their  causes,  and  still 
less  to  establish  anything  like  a  specialljP  of 
'railway  surgery,'  but  rather  because  injuries 
of  the  nervous  svstem  of  the  kind  we  are  about 
to  discuss  have  become  of  much  practical  im- 
portance from  the  great  frequency  of  their 
occurrence,  consequent  on  the  extension  of 
railway  traffic,  and  because  they  are  so  fre- 
quently the  cause  of  litigation.  There  is  also 
a  special  and  painful  interestattachingto  them 


But  it  detracts  notbinff  from  the  value  of  a  table 
of  expectancy  properly  admitted  in  evidence  that 
other  tables  are  also  recognized.  Boettirer  y. 
Scherpe  &  K.  Architectural  Iron  Co.  196  Mo.  68L 

And  the  admission  in  evidence,  in  an  action  for 
personal  injury  resulting  in  death,  of  Dr.  Fftrr's 
Tables,  constructed  from  the  official  records  of  the 
registrar  general  for  England  and  Wales,  known  as 
the  English  Tables,  is  not  reversible  error  as 
against  the  defendant,  though  they  differ  from  the 
tables  based  upon  the  American  experience  and 
recognized  by  statute,  as  they  show  a  leas  number 
of  years  than  that  shown  by  the  American  experi- 
ence.   Cooper  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  B.  R.  Co.  W  Mich. 

m. 

t,  Inaeddentcattes. 

The  Carlisle  and  Northampton  tables  are  standard 
tables  on  the  subject  of  duration  of  life,  and  they 
are  admissible  in  evidence  In  an  action  for  damages 
for  alleged  negligence  causing  death,  as  tending  to 
show  the  probable  duration  of  the  life  of  the  per- 
son injured  if  such  injury  had  not  happened,  as  an 
element  of  damages.  Donaldson  v.  M  ississippi  ft  M. 
R.  Co.  18  lofva,  280,  87  Am.  Deo.  891;  Worden  v. 
Humeston  ft  &  R.  Co.  76  Iowa,  810;  Chase  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  R.  ft  N.  R.  Co.  76  Iowa,  676:  Duval  v. 
Hunt,  94  Fla.  85;  Georgia  R.  ft  Bkg.  Co»  v.  Oaks,  5S 
Ga.  410;  Deisen  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  43 
Minn.  464;  O'Mellia  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  R  R. 
Co.  116  Mo.  205;  Sauter  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  6  Hun.  446, 66  N.  T.  60,  23  Am.  Rep.  18;  Stein- 
bninner  v.  Pittsburgh  ft  W.  R.  Co.  146  Pa.  504;  Gal- 
40L.  R.A. 


veston,  H.  ft  8.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Leonard  (Tex.  Civ. 
AppJ  20  S.  W.  905;  Gulf,  C.  ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  26  S.  W.  644;  Gulf,  a  ft  8.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  254;  McKeigue  v. 
JaneeviUe,  68  Wis.  60;  Mulcaims  v.  Janesvllle,  01 
Wis.  24;  Friend  v.  Ingersoll.  80  Neb.  717. 

Though  the  person  killed  was  in  poor  health. 
Galveston,  H.  ft  8.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Leonard  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  20  8.  W.  065. 

A  nd  the  American  Experience  Table,  which  la  a 
standard  table  and  has  been  long  recognized  both 
by  statute  and  by  courts,  is  admissible  in  evidence 
in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury  causing  death,  to 
show  the  expectancy  of  a  deceased  person's  life. 
Boettirer  v.  Scherpe  ft  K.  Architectural  Iron  Co.  136 
M0..58I. 

And  the  mortuary  tables  contained  in  How. 
(Mich.)  Stat,  i  4245,  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  an 
action  for  a  personal  injury,  as  tending  to  show  a 
person's  expectancy  of  life  at  a  certain  age.  Hunn 
V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Ck).  78  Mich.  618, 7  L.  R.  A.  600. 

s^o,  a  witness  in  an  action  for  a  personal  injury 
resulting  in  death  may  testify  as  to  the  prot)able 
period  of  the  natural  life  of  the  person  injured,  by 
reference  to  the  recognized  American  life  table. 
Louisville,  C.  ft  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Mahoney,  7  Bush,  236. 

And  a  witness  may  be  permitted  to  testify  in  such 
an  action  from  tables  prepared  by  the  Amertcan  Le- 
gion of  Honor,  showing  estimates  of  the  probable 
duration  of  lives  of  men  at  different  ages,  where  it 
iS.not  claimed  that  they  were  not  approved  or  cor- 
rect tables.  San  Antonio  ft  A.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bennett» 
76  Tex.  16L 
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from  the  distreflsing  character  of  the  symptoms 
presented  hy  the  sufferers.  Moreover,  id  these 
cases  there  is  always  a  peculiar  difficulty, 
"Which  is  often  greatly  increased  by  the  absence 
of  evidence  of  outward  and  direct  physical  in- 
jury, by  the  obscurity  and  insidious  character 
of  the  early  symptoms,  the  slowly  proeressive 
development  of  the  secondary  organic  lesions, 
and  the  functional  derangements  entailed  by 
them,  and  the  very  uncertain  nature  of  the  ul- 
timate issues  of  the  case.  Thus,  they  consti- 
tute a  class  of  injuries  that  often  tax  the 
diagnostic  skill  of  the  surgeon  to  the  very 
utmost.  [Lecture  1,  pp.  1,  2.]  I  wish  partic- 
ularly and  very  specially  to  impress  upon  you 
that,  although  I  shall  have  frequent  occasion 
to  speak  of  'shocks'  to  the  nervous  system 
arising  from  railway  accidents,  I  do  not  con- 
sider that  these  injuries  stand  in  a  different 
category  from  accidents  occurring  from  other 
causes  m  civil  life;  and  it  will  be  one  of  the 
main  objects  of  these  lectures  to  show  you  that 
precisely  the  same  effects  ma}r  result  from 
other  and  more  ordinary  injuries  It  must, 
however,  be  evident  to  you  all  that  in  no  or- 
dinary accidents  can  the  shock,  physical  and 
mental,  be  so  great  as  those  that  occur  on  rail- 
"ways.  The  rapidity  of  the  movement,  the 
momentum  of  the  persons  injured  and  of  the 
vehicle  that  carries  them,  the  suddenness  of 
its  arrest,  the  helplessness  of  the  sufferers,  and 
the  natural  perturbation  of  mind  that  must 
disturb  the  bravest,  are  all  circumstances  which 
necissarily  greatly  increase  the  severity  of  the 
resulting  injury  to  the  nervous  system,  and 
which  have  led  surgeons  to  consitier  ibese  cases 
as  somewhat  exceptional  and  different  from 
ordinary  accidents.  There  is,  in  fact,  much 
the  same  difference  between  these  and  the  more 
ordinary  injuries  of  the  nervous  system  as  there 
is  between  a  gunshot  wound  and  other  con- 
tused and  lacerated  wounds  of  the  limbs.    The 


cause  is  special,  and  the  results  are  peculiar; 
but.  though  peculiar,  tbey  are  not  so  unlike 
those  arising  from  other  accidents  as  to  jus- 
tify us  in  regarding  them  as  being  in  any 
essential  respect  distinct  and  different.  The 
peculiarity  of  those  obscure  injuries  of  the 
nervous  system  caused  by  railway  shocks  is 
sufficiently  great,  however,  to  warrant  us  io 
grouping  them  together  and  considering  them 
as  a  whole  in  a  separate  chapter  in  the  great 
book  of  surgery.  Perhaps  the  one  circum- 
stance which  more  than  any  other  gives  a 
peculiar  character  to  a  railway  accident  is  the 
thrill  or  jar— the  *ebranlemenV  of  French 
writers;  the  sharp  vibration,  in  fact — that  is 
transmitted  through  everything  subjeced  to  it. 
It  is  this  vibratory  shock  or  jar  which  by  some 
is  compared  to  an  electric  shock,  by  others  to 
setting  the  teeth  on  edge,  that  causes  a  carriage 
to  be  shattered  into  splinters,  and  occasions  the 
sharp,  tremulous  movement  that  runs  tbrousb 
every  fiber  of  its  occupants,  and  that  consti- 
tutes the  shock.  In  addition  to  this,  the  body 
of  the  traveler  is  thrown  to  and  fro  often  five 
or  six  times  without  any  power  of  resistance  or 
self  preservation,  [pp.  5,  6.]  In  considering 
these  injuries,  I  shall  adopt  the  following  ar- 
rangement: (1)  The  effects  of  severe  blows 
directly  applied  to  the  spine,  but  without  ob- 
vious lesion  of  the  bone  or  ligament.  (2)  The 
consideration  of  the  effects  of  slight  and  ap- 
parently trivial  injuries  applied  directly  to  ihe 
spine.  (8)  The  effects  that  injuries  of  distant 
parts  of  the  body,  or  that  shocks  of  the  system 
unattended  by  any  direct  blow  upon  the  back, 
have  upon  the  spinal  cord.  (4)  The  effects 
produced  by  sprains,  wrenches,  or  twists  of 
the  spine.  [Lecture  2,  pp.  14,  15]  My  object 
in  tne  present  lecture  is  to  direct  your  attention 
to  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the  injury  inflicted 
upon  the  back  is  either  very  slight  In  de(;ree, 
or  in  which  the  blow,  if  more  severe,  has  fallen 


And  an  accountant  may  ffive  evidence  in  such  an 
action,  in  which  the  deceased  was  under  a  covenant 
to  pay  his  mother  an  annuity  of  £300  durinir  their 
joint  lives,  after  referrlnfr  to  the  Carlisle  tables,  as 
to  the  averagre  duration  of  life  of  two  persons  of 
the  agre  of  the  mother  and  son  respectively,  and  as 
to  the  price  for  which  an  annuity  for  the  mother's 
life  oould  be  boufrht.  Rowley  v.  London  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  L.  R.  8  Ezch.  221,  42  L.  J.  Excb.  N.  S.  153,  29 
L.  T.  N.  S.  180, 21  Week.  Rep.  869. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  Carlisle  tables 
are  immaterial  and  inadmissible  In  evidence  In  an 
action  for  injuries  not  resultlngr  In  the  death  of  the 
person  injured.  Nelson  v.  ChlcagrOt  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  38  Iowa,  564. 

And  that  annuity  tables  are  not  admissible  In 
evidence  in  an  action  for  a  personal  Injury,  to  show 
the  probable  duration  of  the  life  of  the  person  In- 
jured in  order  to  show  how  lonar  she  Is  litcely  to 
live  to  endure  the  pain  and  sufferinfr  caused  by  the 
Injury.  Chioa^o,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Jounson,  86  111. 
App.  664. 

But  in  Chase  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  76 
Iowa,  675,  Nelson  v.  Chicairo,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  88 
Iowa,  564,  BUTprcL,  was  said  to  have  been  overruled. 

And  the  general  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
competency  of  standard  life  expectancy  tables  Is 
not  confined  to  a  case  of  death  of  one  suRiaininur 
personal  injury  by  another's  neKliirence,  but  that 
they  are  also  admissible  to  show  the  probable  dura- 
tion of  life  of  one  suingr  for  a  personal  injury,  on 
the  question  of  compensation  for  permanent  iu- 
40  L.R  A. 


Jury.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  141 
Ind.  633;  Simonson  v.  Chicsfro,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  49 
Iowa,  87;  McDonald  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  2ft 
Iowa,  124,  96  Am.  Dec.  114;  Lincoln  v.  Smith, 
28  Neb.  762;  Friend  v.  InRersoll,  89  Neb.  717;  Kraut 
V.  Frankfort  ft  S.  P.  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  160  Pa.  829. 

And  that  tables  of  life  expectancies  are  admis- 
sible in  evidence  In  an  action  for  a  personal  injury 
on  the  question  of  damag-es,  thouRh  death  did  not 
result.  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  141 
Ind.  533:  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Hisson^,  97  Ala. 
187;  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hurt,  101  Ala.  34; 
Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lundin,  8  Colo.  94;  Campbell  v. 
York,  172  Pa.  205;  Kraut  v.  Frankfort  ft  8.  P.  City 
Pass.  R.  Co.  100  Pa.  829;  Mississippi  ft  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ayres,  16  Lea,  725. 

And  that  a  physician  and  sunreon  who  attended 
the  person  injured  may  testify  as  to  the  expecte- 
tion  of  life  of  a  healthy  man  of  such  Injured  per- 
son's age,  as  shown  by  the  Carlisle  mortality  table8» 
in  an  action  for  allefired  neiflig-enoe  causlnfr  such 
injury,  where  he  has  testifled  that  the  injuries  were 
of  a  permanent  character.  McCue  v.  Knoxville, 
146  Pa.  680;  Stelnbrunner  v.  Pittsburirh  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  146  Pa.  504. 

Thus,  standard  mortality  tables  are  admissible  in 
evidence  to  show  the  probable  duration  of  life  of  • 
healthy  person  sustainlnfr  personal  injury  by  the 
neirliirenoe  or  wrong-f  ul  act  of  another,  where  the 
injury  has  practically  destroyed  his  earning  capaci- 
ty.   Townsend  v.  Brigfirs  (Cal.)  32  Pacd07. 

Or,  where  the  Injury  was  permanent  and  Inca- 
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vpoo  some  other  part  of  the  body  than  the 
-flpioe,  and  in  which.  coDsequentlr,  its  influeDce 
upoQ  the  cord  has  been  of  a  less  direct  and 
often  of  a  less  instantaneous  character.  Noth- 
ing is  more  common  than  that  the  symptoms  of 
spinal  mischief  do  not  develop  for  several  days 
after  heavy  falls  on  the  back.  The  symptoms 
:arisiDe  from  these  accidents  hsTe  been  very  va- 
riously interpreted  by  surgeons,  some  Icrnorlng 
them  entirely,  believing  that  they  exist  only  in 
the  imagination  of  the  patient,  or.  if  they  do 
admit  their  existence,  they  attribute  them  to 
x)ther  conditions  of  the  nervous  system  than 
4iny  that  could  arise  from  the  alleged  accident. 
And  when  their  connection  with  and  depend- 
•ence  upon  an  injury  have  been  incontpstably 
proved,  no  little  discrepancy  of  opinion  has 
arisen  as  to  the  ultimate  results  of  the  case,  the 
permanence  of  the  symptoms,  and  the  curabil- 
ity, or  not.  of  the  patient.  [Lecture  4,  pp.  77, 
7b.  79.]  I  have  often  remarked  that  in  railway 
accidents  those  passengers  suffer  most  seriously 
from  concussion  of  the  nervous  system  who  sft 
with  their  backs  turned  towards  the  end  of  the 
train  which  is  struck.  Thus,  when  a  train 
runs  into  an  obstruction  on  the  line,  those  who 
are  sitting  with  their  backs  to  the  engine  will 
probably  suffer  most;  whilst  if  a  train  is  run 
into  from  behind,  those  who  are  facing  the 
engine  will  most  frequently  be  the  greatest 
sufferers.  .  .  .  Those  who  are  factnff  the 
engine  are  in  the  first  instance  thrown  suddenly 
and  violently  forward  off  their  seats  against 
the  opposite  side  of  the  compartment;  hence 
they  will  frequently  be  found  to  be  cut  about 
the  head  and  face,  and  more  especially  across 
the  knees  and  legs,  by  coming  in  contact  with 
the  edges  of  the  opposite  seats.  They  then  re- 
bound, and  in  the  rebound  may  sustain  that 
concussion  of  the  spine  which  they  escape  in 
the  first  shock.  Those,  on  the  other  hand,  who 
are  sitting  with  their  backs  to   the   engine, 


being  carried  backward,  when  the  momen* 
turn  of  the  carriage  is  suddenly  arrested, 
are  struck  at  once,  and,  if  traveling 
rapidly,  are  jerked  yiolently  sfrainst  the 
backs  of  their  seats,  and  thus  suffer,  in  the 
first  instance  and  by  the  first  shock,  from 
concussion  of  the  spine.  The  force  with  which 
they  strike  the  partition  between  the  compart- 
ments with  their  shoulders  or  loins  is  greatly 
augmented  by  their  opposite  fellow  truvelers 
being  thrown  upon  them.  In  the  oecillalioa 
and  to  and  fro  movements  to  which  the  car- 
riage is  subjected,  they  are  apt  to  be  thrown 
forward,  and,  rebounding,  to  be  struck  again 
about  the  posterior  part  of  the  body.  They 
are  more  helpless  than  those  who  are  facing 
the  engine,  who  frequently  have  time  to 
stretch  out  their  hands  in  order  to  saye  them- 
selyes,  or  to  clutch  hold  of  the  sides  of  the 
carriage  when  in  the  act  of  being  thrown  for- 
ward. When  a  carriage  is  run  into  from  be- 
hind, the  reverse  of  this  takes  place,  and  the 
carriage  is  driven,  as  it  were,  against  those 
passengers  who  haye  got  their  backs  turned 
towards  the  hind  part  of  the  train.  In  the 
yiolent  oscillations  that  take  place,  a  passenger 
is  thrown  backward  and  forward  by  a  kind  of 
shuttlecock  action,  and  frequently,  coming  in 
contact  with  others  on  the  opposite  side,  may 
become  seriously  injured,  especially  by  contu- 
sions about  the  head.  The  oscillations  to 
which  the  body  is  subjected  in  these  accidents 
are  chi(;fiy  felt  in  those  parts  of  the  vertebral 
column  that  admit  of  roost  movement,  m.,  at 
the  junction  of  the  head  and  neck,  of  the  neck 
and  shoulders,  and  of  the  trunk  and  pelvis. 
Hence  it  is  that  the  spine  so  frequently  be- 
comes strained  and  injured  in  these  regions  by 
railway  injuries."    Lecture  5,  pp.  121, 122. 

The  admission  of  the  aforesaid  extracts 
from  the  writings  of  Dr.  Erichsen  constitutes 
the  chief  error  that  has  been  assigned.    We 


IMCitated  the  person  injured  from  eamlnir  compen- 
sation which  he  otherwise  would  have  received. 
Knapp  V.  Sioux  City  ft  P.  R.  Ck).  71  Iowa,  41. 

They  are  competent  evidence  to  show  the  dura- 
tion of  the  earning  capacity  and  ability  to  labor  of 
the  person  injured.  Greer  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
1M  Ky.  109. 

And  will  be  admitted  as  an  aid  in  determlninfir  the 
amount  of  the  verdict,  where  the  evidence  is  oon- 
HictiDR  as  to  whether  the  injuries  sustained  are 
permanent  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Oamer,  91 
Ga.  27;  Blair  v.  Madison  County.  81  Iowa,  31». 

Or  where  there  was  some  evidence  tendlnar  to 
«bow  that  the  injuries  received  were  of  a  permanent 
character.  Northeastern  R.  Co.  v.  Chandler,  84 
Ga.  37;  McDonald  v.  Chicaffo  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  86 
Iowa,  12i^  90  Am.  Dec.  114. 

So,  tables  of  mortality  contalninir  by  common 
^consent  the  most  accurate  estimate  of  the  probable 
^duration  of  human  life  under  given  conditions 
when  the  subject  is  In  reasonably  good  health  may 
be  read  In  evidence  in  an  action  for  damaires  for 
personal  injuries,  though  it  is  shown  that  the 
plaintiff's  condition  and  health  were  below  the 
average,  and  that  in  fact  be  was  not  an  insurable 
risk.  Arkansas  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Griffith,  68  Ark. 
491. 

And  standard  life  tables  in  common  use  in  this 
'Country  are  admissible  in  such  an  action,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  probable  duration  of  life 
of  the  person  injured,  thoug-b  he  was  engaged  in 
«xtra  hazardous  and  dangerous  undertaklnirs. 
•Coatcs  V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  ft  N.  R.  Co.  62  Iowa.  486. 
40  L.  a  A. 


And  though  when  injured  he  was  engaged  in  a 
more  hazardous  employment  than  persons  with 
reference  to  whom  the  tables  were  compiled,  that 
being  merely  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  by 
the  jury  as  tending  to  show  that  his  expectancy  of 
life  was  less  than  the  tables  indicate  for  one  of 
bis  age.  Birmingham  Mineral  R.  Co.  y.  Wilmer,  97 
Ala.  165. 

And  tables  proved  to  have  been  used  by  life  in- 
surance companies,  and  the  testimony  of  an  insur- 
ance agent  touching  such  tables,  are  admissible  in 
evidence  to  show  the  probabilities  of  the  duration 
of  life  in  such  an  action,  though  the  agent  does  not 
claim  to  be  an  expert  as  to  the  tables.  Central  R. 
Co.  V.  Richards.  62  Ga.  806. 

But  standard  life  tables  in  evidence  In  an  action 
for  a  personal  injury  are  to  be  taken  subject  to  the 
peculiar  conditions  surrounding  the  person  in- 
jured, such  as  the  existence  of  diseases  tending  to 
shorten  life,  the  particular  memt)er  of  his  t)ody  of 
the  use  of  which  he  is  deprived,  and  the  extent  to 
which  he  is  disabled  from  supporting  himself. 
Greer  y.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  94  Ky.  169. 

And  they  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  show 
the  expectancy  of  life  of  a  person  suing  for  a  per- 
manent injury  until  the  proper  foundation  has 
been  laid  by  proving  his  age  or  introducing  evi- 
dence from  which  his  age  may  be  inferred  or  ap- 
proximated. Atlanta  Consoi.  Street  R.  Co.  y. 
Beaucharap,  98  Ga.  6;  Maoon,  D.  ft  9.  R.  Co.  y. 
Moore,  99  Ga.  229. 

And  they  are  not  proper  evidence  and  instruc- 
tions as  to  their  use  are  inappropriate  unless  there 
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think  that  the  evideDce  in  question  was  clearly 
incompetent  when  judged  by  common -law 
rules  of  evidence.  The  autbontiea.  both  Eng- 
lish and  American,  are  practically  unanimous 
in  holding  that  medical  books,  even  if  they  are 
regarded  as  authoritative,  cannot  be  read  to  the 
jury  as  independent  evidence  of  the  opinions 
and  theories  therein  expressed  or  advocated. 
One  objection  to  such  testimony  is  that  it  is  not 
delivered  under  oath;  a  second  objection  is 
that  the  opposite  party  is  thereby  deprived  of 
the  benent  of  a  cross  examination;  and  a 
third,  and  perhaps  a  more  important,  reason 
for  rejecting  such  testimony.  Is  that  the  science 
of  medicine  is  not  an  exact  science.  There 
are  different  schools  of  medicine,  the  mem- 
bers of  which  entertain  widely  different  views, 
and  it  frequently  happens  that  medical  prac- 
titioners belonging  to  the  same  school  will  dis- 
af:ree  as  to  the  cause  of  a  particular  disease,  or 
as  to  the  nature  of  an  ailment  with  which  a 
patient  is  afflicted,  even  if  they  do  not  differ  as 
to  the  mode  of  treatment  Besides,  medical 
theories,  unlike  the  truths  of  exact  science,  are 
subject  to  frequent  modification  and  change, 
even  if  they  are  not  altogether  abandoned. 
For  these  reasons  it  is  very  generally  held  that  i 
when,  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  it  becomes  ne- 
cessary to  invoke  the  aid  of  medical  experts, 
it  is  safer  to  rely  on  the  testimony  of  compe- 
tent witnesses,  who  are  produced,  sworn,  and 
subjected  to  a  cross-examination,  than  to  per- 
mit medical  books  or  pamphlets  to  be  read  to 
the  jury.  Collier  v.  Simpson,  5  Car.  &  P.  78; 
Athuoith  V.  Kitiridge,  12  Cush.  198,  59  Am. 
Dec.  178;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42,  56,  57; 
8itiU  V.  (TBrien,  7  R.  L  838,  388;  People  v. 
EaU,  48  Mich.  482,  490,  42  Am.  Rep.  477; 
OnUagher  v.  Market  Street  R.  Co.  67  Cal.  18, 
66  Am.  Rep.  718;  Epps  v.  State,  102  Ind.  580, 
549.  550;  Com.  v.  WiUon,  1  Gray,  887;  Melvin 
▼.  BasUy,  46  N.  G.  (1  Jones,  L.)  886,  62  Am. 


Dec  171;  Papiony,  EvereU,  12  Minn.  217  (Oil. 
187);  Fowler  ▼.  Lewis,  25  Tex.  8upp.  880; 
W.  Loui»,  A.  A  T,  E.  Co.  v.  Jones  (Tex.)  14  6. 
W.  809,  810;  Lawson,  Ev.  pp.  169-171,  and 
cases  cited. 

In  the  following  cases,  to  wit,  Boteman  t. 
Woods,  1 0.  Greene,  4tl ;  Stcudenmeier  v.  Will- 
iamson, 29  Ala.  558,  566.  567,  and  MerkU  t. 
State,  87  Ala.  189.  141,  certain  medical  worka 
of  standard  authority  were  received  in  evi- 
dence, and  were  held  to  be  admissible.  But, 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain,  these 
cnses  are  at  variance  with  the  well-settled  rule 
which  prevails  elsewhere.  In  this  connection 
it  should  be  observed  that  while  the  prevail- 
ing nile  is,  as  above  stated,  that  medical  hooka 
cannot  be  read  as  independent  evidence  of  the 
opinions  which  they  contain,  yet,  under  some 
circumstances,  such  books  may  be  referred  to. 
For  example,  a  physician  Is  sometimes  al- 
lowed, while  testifying,  to  fortify  an  opinion 
which  he  may  have  expressed,  by  referrine  to 
medical  works  of  standard  authority  on  which 
his  opinion  is  in  part  predicated;  and,  when  a 
medical  expert  has  thus  indicated  the  source  of 
his  opinion,  the  books  themselves  may  be  of- 
fered subsequently,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  they  do  not  support  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed, or  that  they  contradict  it.  Ripon  v. 
BitUl,  80  Wis.  619;  Pinneyy.  CoAiV/,  48  Mich. 
584.  In  some  states,  also,  the  practice  pre- 
vails of  permitting  counsel,  while  addressing 
the  jury,  to  read  extracts  from  law  books  and 
from  scientific  works  as  a  part  of  their  argu- 
ment. This  latter  practice  is  approved  io 
some  jurisdictions,  and  stron^rly  condemned  id 
others,  while  in  some  jurisdictions  the  prac- 
tice in  this  respect  Is  regarded  as  a  matter 
which  rests  entirely  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  trial  judge.  Reg.  v.  Courtoisier,  9  Car.  & 
P.  362;  State  v.  Hoyt,  46  Conn.  830;  Lawson, 
Ev.  pp.  178,  179.    All  the  authorities  agree,. 


be  some  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  such  person's 
services  or  of  his  capacity  to  earn  money.  Macon, 
D.  ft  8.  B.  Go.  V.  Moore,  DO  Oa.  229. 

Nor  are  mortuary  tables  showinir  the  expectancy 
of  life  of  the  person  killed  admissible  in  evidence 
in  an  action  brouffbt  by  such  person's  father  for 
the  killing,  as  it  would  be  the  expectation  of  life 
of  the  one  who  would  soonest  die  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  nature,  which  should  be  made  the  basis  of 
an  award  of  damages.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Crudup, 
68  Miss.  291. 

And  the  mortality  tables  found  in  Howell's  Ann. 
Btat.  p.  1084,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  In  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  for  the  death  of  a  person  caused  by 
alleged  negligence,  where  such  person  was  but  five 
years  of  age,  and  the  table  gives  no  expectancy  of 
life  for  any  age  under  ten  years.  Bajnowski  v. 
Detroit,  B.  C.  A  A.  R.  Ck).  74  Mich.  20. 

But  the  Carlisle  life  tables  are  not  rendered  inad- 
missible in  evidence  in  an  action  for  a  personal  in- 
Jury,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  expectancy  of 
life  of  the  person  injured,  by  the  fact  that  such 
person  was  an  infant  at  the  time,  and  nothing  could 
be  recovered  for  the  services  of  such  person  until 
such  time  as  he  would  have  arrived  at  his  majority. 
Walters  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  41  Iowa,  7L 

8.  In  other  eases  generaUy. 

The  Northampton  tables  are  admissible  as  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  the  probable  duration  of  the 
life  of  the  plalnUff  in  an  action  on  a  contract  to 
support  her  during  life.  Schell  v.  Plumb,  66  N.  Y. 
608. 
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And  the  damages  to  which  a  policy  holder  is  enti- 
tled as  against  an  insurance  company,  for  becoming 
insolvent  and  failing  to  keep  on  hand  funds  re- 
quired by  law  and  to  keep  the  policy  in  life,  is  the 
value  of  the  policy,  and  in  ascertaining  it  resort 
may  be  had  to  tables  used  in  life  insurance  showing 
the  average  expectancy  of  life.  People  v.  Security 
Life  Ins.  ft  Annuity  Co.  78  N.  Y.  114,  34  Am.  Rep. 
522;  McDonnell  v.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  Ala. 
401. 

So,  the  standard  and  recognized  mortality  or  life 
tables,  and  the  evidence  of  experts  as  to  computa- 
tions based  thereon,  are  competent,  in  connection 
with  other  evidence,  to  show  the  expectancy  of 
life  and  the  present  value  of  a  life  estate  or  annuity, 
in  estimating  damages  to  a  remaioderman.resulting 
from  a  change  of  grade  of  a  street,  whether  before 
a  Jury  or  in  an  action  in  equity.  Joliet  v.  Blower* 
155  111.  416. 

Courts,  as  matter  of  law,  have  adopted  the  Amer- 
ican Life  Annuity  tables,  and  by  consulting  them 
they  determine  the  present  value  of  life  estate* 
when  the  person  upon  whose  life  the  estate  depends- 
is  of  ordinary  health  and  vigor  for  one  of  that  age, 
subject,  however,  to  be  varied  on  account  of  un- 
usual vigor  or  frailty  which  may  either  lengthen  or 
shorten  the  probable  duration  of  the  life  estate. 
Alexander  v.  Bradley,  8  Bush.  667. 

And  Wigglesworth's  tables  for  estimating  life  es- 
tates may  be  used  by  the  Jury  in  computing  dam- 
ages under  proper  Instructions  as  to  such  use.  In 
an  action  for  a  breach  of  covenants  of  seisin,  where 
the  plaintiff  proves  an  outsUndiog  life  estate  as 
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we  believe,  that  standard  works  which  deal 
with  the  exact  sciences,  including  herein  inter- 
est and  annuity  tables,  and  tables  compiled 
from  well-established  data  showing  the  aver- 
age duration  of  human  life,  are  receivable  in 
evidence  to  establish  the  facts  to  which  they 
relate.  SeheU  v.  Humb,  55  N.  Y.  698;  MitU  v. 
Ckiain,  23  Yt.  98;  Munshamr  v.  State,  55  Md. 
11,  89  Am.  Rep.  414;  Qreen  y.  Cornwall,  1  N. 
Y.  Chy  Hall  Rec.  11. 

We  can  perceive  no  reason  why  the  truths 
of  exact  science  to  which  all  intelligent  per- 
sons assent,  and  well-established  historical 
facts,  should  not  be  proved  by  the  writings  of 
competent  authors,  and  all  courts  agree  that 
they  may  be  so  proved.  But  beyond  this  the 
rule  does  not  extend  of  allowing  a  contested 
issue  of  fact  to  be  established  by  the  unsworn 
declarations  of  third  parties. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  in  the  state  of 
Iowa  the  practice  is  approved  of  permitting 
medical  books  to  be  read  to  the  Jury  as  Inde- 
pendent evidence  of  the  opinions  therein  con- 
tained, and  that  the  practice  in  that  respect 
which  prevails  in  the  state  courts  of  Iowa  is 
obligatory  upon  the  Federal  courts  sitting  in 
that  state.  Reference  is  also  made  to  a  recent 
statute  of  the  state  of  Iowa  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: "Historical  works,  books  of  science  or 
art,  and  published  maps  or  charts,  when  made 
by  persons  indifferent  between  the  parties,  are 
presumptive  evidence  of  facts  of  general  no- 
toriety or  interest."  McClain's  Code  (Iowa) 
§4908. 

We  concede  it  to  be  the  law  that  the  Federal 
courts  sitting  within  a  state  must  enforce  the 
provisions  of  a  local  statute  prescribing  rules 
of  evidence,  in  the  trial  of  civil  cases  at  com- 
mon law,  unless  the  local  statute  is  in  conflict 
with  some  law  of  the  United  States  regu- 
lating the  same  subject.  M'NUl  v.  Holbrook, 
12  Pet.  84,    88,  89,    9   L.    ed.    1009,    1011; 


Wright  v.  Bales,  2  Black,  585.  17  L.  ed.  264; 
Potter  V.  Third  Nat.  Hank,  102  U.  8.  163, 
166,  26  L.  ed.  Ill,  112:  United  States  v.  Beid, 
12  How.  861,  13  L.  ed.  1023.  But  the  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  of  a  state  construing  com- 
mon-law roles  of  evidence  are  not  obligatory 
on  the  Federal  courts.  Such  decisions  are 
merely  persuasive  authority,  and,  while  the 
Federal  courts  will  follow  them  when  the 
question  at  issue  is  balanced  with  doubt,  yet 
they  will  not  be  governed  by  such  decisiona 
when  they  appear  to  be  at  variance  with  the 
great  weiirht  of  authority.  Burgess  v.  Selig- 
man,  107  U.  8.  20.  27  L.  ed.  359;  Baltimore  <t 
0.  R.  Co.  V.  Baugh,  149  U.  S.  868,  872, 87  L.  ed. 
772.  775;  Rffan  v.  Staples,  40  D.  8.  App.  427,. 
76  Fed.  Rep.  721,  727,  28  C.  C.  A.  541;  North- 
ern P.  B.  Co.  V.  Hogan,  27  D.  8.  App.  184, 
68  Fed.  Rep.  102,  11  C.  C.  A.  51.  The  de- 
cision above  referred  to  in  Bowman  v.  Woods, 
1  Q.  Greene,  441,  was  a  decision  construing 
the  common  law,  and,  for  the  reasons  last 
stated,  we  do  not  feel  compelled  to  follow  it. 
With  reference  to  the  statute  of  Iowa,  above 
quoted,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that,  by  its 
express  provisions,  "books  of  science  or  art" 
are  only  made  "presumptive  evidence  of  facta 
of  general  notoriety  or  interest;"  and  we  are 
unable  to  find  that  it  has  ever  been  hold  that 
the  provision  in  question  was  intended  to 
cover  medical  works  of  all  kinds,  and  to  make 
them  independent  evidence  of  whatever  medi- 
cal opinions  or  theories  are  therein  expressed 
or  formulated.  In  Brodhead  v.  Wiltse,  85 
Iowa,  429,  the  statute  in  question  was  refer- 
red to,  but  it  was  simply  held  that  the  statute 
was  not  intended  to  render  inadmissible  proof 
which  before  was  admissible.  In  Quaeken- 
bush  V.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  B.  Co.  73  Iowa,  458, 
462,  a  passage  appears  to  have  been  read  from 
a  medical  work  on  diseases  of  the  throat  and 
nose,  which  passage  was  objected  to  on  the 


such  breach,  and  irives  evidence  as  to  the  age  and 
ireneral  state  of  health  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
the  annual  value  of  the  premises.  Mills  v.  Oatlin, 
ayt.98. 

So,  judicial  notice  of  the  existence  and  contents 
of  the  American  tables  of  mortality  may  be  taken 
in  estimatinir  the  value  of  a  wife's  inchoate  ri^ht 
of  dower.  €k>rdon  v.  Tweedy,  74  Ala.  232,  49  Am. 
Bep.818. 

And  the  mortality  tables  published  in  MichlfraQ 
Compiled  Laws  are  unaffected  by  any  consideration 
as  to  the  person *8  present  condition  of  life,  but  are 
made  up  by  avera^ng  lives  by  the  actual  mortality 
of  the  strong:  and  sick  alike,  and  may  be  used  in  cal- 
culating the  probabilities  of  life  for  the  purpose  of 
computing  an  estate  of  a  doweress.  Brown  v.  Bron- 
Bon,  35  Mich.  416. 

And  in  Wairer  y,  Schuyler,  1  Wend.  668,  an  ap- 
proved table  of  life  annuities  was  adopted  In  an  ac- 
tion for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, on  a  reoovery  by  a  tenant  in  dower,  for  the 
purpose  of  measuring  the  damages,  which  are  the 
present  value  of  an  annuity  equal  to  the  interest  on 
one  third  of  the  consideration  money  received  by 
the  defendant,  for  the  time  that  the  tenant  in  dower 
has  a  probable  expectation  of  life. 

So,  standard  tables  showing  mortality  rates  and 
expectancies  of  human  lives  at  certain  ages  and  un- 
der certain  conditions,  and  probable  longevity,  as 
well  as  the  present  worth  of  annuities,  etc,  may  be 
used  as  evidence  under  proper  instructions  in  the 
trial  of  causes  with  relation  to  annuities  and  es- 
40L.R.  A. 


tates  depending  upon  future  contingencies.  Sho- 
ver  V.  Myrlck,  4  Ind.  App.  7. 

But  the  Carlisle  tables  are  not  authoritatlye  as  to 
the  value  of  a  husband's  life  interest  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  where  the  disproportion  of  his  interest 
to  the  whole,  reckoned  under  such  tables,  is  mani- 
fest.   Shippen*s  Appeal,  80  Fa.  381. 

in  Steinbrunner  v.  Pittsburgh  ft  W.  B.  Go.  14a 
Fa.  604,  suproy  L  b.  2,  which  was  a  personal  injury 
case,  Shlppen's  Appeal,  80  Pa.  801.  mprcL,  was  dis- 
tinguished upon  the  ground  that  that  was  a  contest 
between  a  life  tenant  and  a  remainderman.  Id 
which  the  Carlisle  tables  would  not  serve  as  an  au- 
thoritative guide. 

So  the  Carlisle  tables  of  expectancy  are  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  in  an  action  by  a  married  woman 
and  children  against  a  liquor  seller,  under  the  civil 
damage  act,  to  aid  in  estimating  damages,  where 
the  husband  to  whom  liquor  was  sold  is  shown 
to  have  been  a  strong  robust  man.  Boose  v.  Per- 
kins, 9  Neb.dOi,  31  Am.  Rep.  400. 

And  the  Jury  In  such  an  action  has  a  right  to  con- 
sult the  annuity  tables  in  determining  the  probable 
duration  of  the  Joint  lives  of  the  plaintiff  and  her 
husband.    Hall  v.  Qermain,  37  N.  Y.  8.  U.  8S0. 

In  Rafferty  v.  Buckman.  46  Iowa,  196,  however, 
it  was  said  that  It  may  well  be  doubted  whether 
the  Carlisle  tables  of  mortality  are  admissible  in 
evidence  in  an  action  under  the  civil  damage  act, 
where  the  habits  of  the  person  to  whom  liquor 
was  sold  were  such  that  he  did  not  have  the  ordi- 
nary prospect  of  life;  but  the  case  turned  upon  the 
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ground  that  it  was  *'too  iDdefinite;"  but  tbe 
•court  ruled  that  the  objection,  on  the  ground 
stated,  was  not  well  taken.  In  another  Iowa 
•case  (Peck  ▼.  Hutehinaon,  68  Iowa,  820).  a 
medical  work  which  was  read  in  evidence  was 
objected  to,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  an  old 
ediiion,  and  therefore  incompetent.  Tbe  court 
ruled  that,  if  an  error  was  committed  in  read- 
ing passages  from  the  book  in  question,  it  was 
not  prejudicial  to  the  complaining  party,  and 
-therefore  declined  to  reverse  the  judgment. 
On  the  other  hand.  §  1986  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  of  California  (8  Deering's  Anno. 
Codes  and  Statutes),  the  statute  similar  to  the 
one  now  under  consideration,  received  a  defi- 
nite construction  by  the  supreme  court  of  Cal- 
ifornia in  the  case  of  QaUagher  ▼.  Market 
Street  R,  Co,  67  Cal.  18,  56  Am.  Rep.  718,  and 
it  was  there  held  that  tbe  statute  does  not  au- 
thorize standard  medical  works  to  be  read  in 
-evidence  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the 

J  probable  effects  of  a  physical  injury.  It  was 
urther  held  that  the  expression  "facts  of  gen- 
eral notoriety  or  interest"  means  * 'historical 
facts,  facts  of  the  exact  sciences,  and  literature 
or  art,"  all  of  which,  when  relevant  to  a  case 
in  hand,  may  be  proved  by  the  production  of 
books  of  standard  authority,  rather  than  by 
the  mouths  of  living  witnesses.  We  are  of  the 
•opinion,  therefore,  ihat  the  authorities  which 
have  been  invoked  by  the  defendant  in  error 
are  insufficient  to  establish  such  a  settled  con- 
struction of  the  Iowa  statute  as  would  justify 
a  ruling  that  the  evidence  complained  of  in 
the  case  at  bar  was  properly  admitted  under 
the  provisions  of  that  statute,  tbe  evidence 
being,  in  our  judgment,  clearly  inadmissible 
under  the  common  law. 
Only  one  medical  expert  who  testified  at  tbe 


trial  pronounced  the  book  of  Dr.  Ericbsen, 
from  which  the  foregoing  excerpts  were  takea. 
to  be  a  standard  work,  and  so  recognized  hj 
tbe  medical  profession.  The  same  witness  acl- 
mitted,  however,  that  some  of  the  greatest 
physicians  and  surgeons  in  the  world  had  dis- 
puted the  theories  of  Dr.  Erichsen,  as  cod- 
lained  in  tbe  book  in  question.  Five  other 
medical  experts  who  were  sworn  testified,  fn 
substance,  that  the  monograph  written  by  Dr. 
Erichsen  was  not  regard^  by  the  profession  as 
a  modern  or  standard  work,  and  some  of  them 
stated  that  it  was  not  regarded  as  an  authority 
on  the  subject  of  which  it  treats.  We  think 
that  a  work  of  that  kind,  concerning  the 
merits  of  which  there  is  such  a  wide  difference 
of  opinion  among  members  of  the  medical  pro- 
fession, should  not  be  accepted  in  a  court  of 
justice  as  competent  evidence  to  establish  the 
fact  that  a  certain  ailment  from  which  the 
plaintiff  below  appeared  to  be  suffering  was 
the  result  of  a  nervous  shock  sustained  some 
years  previously  in  a  railway  collision.  The 
case  disclosed  no  apparent  necessitv  for  resort- 
ing to  testimony  of  such  a  doubtful  and  uncer- 
tain character.  The  fact  alleeed  is  suscepti- 
ble of  proof  by  the  opinions  of  competent  liv- 
ing physicians,  who  may  be  subjected  to  a 
careful  cross-examination,  and  compelled  to 
state  in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  in  an  intel- 
ligible wav,  the  reasons  upon  which  their  opin- 
ions are  founded;  and  we  think  that  the  de- 
fendants were  entitled  to  insist  that  it  should 
be  so  established. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  U  accord- 
ingly reverud,  and  the  case  is  remanded  for  a 
new  trial. 

Rehearing  denied. 


point  that  the  obJeotloD  was  not  raised  in  the 
•oourt  below. 

4.  Cendugivenets  and  effect. 

Standard  life  and  annuity  tables  are  admissible 

in  evldenoe  for  personal  injuries,  for  the  purpose 

•of  assistiner  the  Jury  in  making  an  estimate  of  dam- 
ages, but  the  Jury  is  not  to  be  absolutely  controlled 
by  them.  V icksburg  ft  M.  R.  Go.  v.  Putnam,  118  U. 
8.  646, 30  L.  ed.  257;  Joliet  v.  Blower,  166  111.  416. 

They  are  admissible  as  furnishing  data  on  which 
the  Jury  may  act,  and  as  a  circumstance  to  be 
weighed  by  them,  but  they  are  not  conclusive. 
Central  R  Ca  v,  Crosby,  74  Ga.  787,  68  Am.  Rep.  4«3; 
Schefller  v.  Minneapoiis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  32  Minn.  518; 
Friend  v.  Ingersoll,  39  Neb.  717. 

Jurors  are  permitted,  but  not  required,  to  make 
use  of  them.    Savannah,  A.  ft  M.  R.  Go.  v.  McLeod, 

'94  Ga.  590. 

The  Carlisle  or  other  tables  of  expectancy  are 

.not  necessary  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  esti- 
mating the  expectation  of  life  in  an  action  for  a 
personal  injury.    The  Jury  may  make  their  estima- 

-tion  from  the  age,  health,  habits,  and  physical  con- 
dition of  the  person  at  the  time  of  his  death.    Del- 

-sen  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  43  Minn.  454; 
Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  65  Kan.  492. 
But  mortality  tables  are  competent  evidence  on 

-the  question  of  damages  sustained  by  a  railway  em- 
ployee by  the  company's  negligence,  to  be  weighed 
with  other  evidence,  such  as  his  phj'sical  condition, 

.general   health,   vocation,   habits,   and   the  like. 
Mary  Lee  Coal  ft  R.  Co.  v.  Chambliss,  97  Ala.  171; 
Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  65  Kan.  492. 
Mortality  tables  are  binding,  however,  as  to  the 

•expectancy  of  life,  in  an  action  involving  that 
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question,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  evidence  from 
which  the  Jury  can  intelligently  Judge.  Nelson  v. 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  R.  Go.  101  Mich.  682. 

o.  Thealmanae. 

The  almanac  Is  regarded  and  held  as  a  part  of 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  is  governed  by  the  ordl* 
nary  rule  applicable  to  all  general  laws,  and  need 
not  be  specially  pleaded.  Finney  v.  Gallendar,  8 
Minn.  41;  Tutton  v.  Darke,  6  Hurlst.  ft  N.  647, 29  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  8.  271, 6  Jur.  N.  S.  983,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  881. 

Thus,  an  almanac  for  the  year  in  question  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  to  prove  at  what  hour  the 
moon  rose  on  a  designated  night  In  such  a  year, 
where  that  question  is  material  to  the  issue.  Mun- 
shower  v.  State,  66  Md.  11, 89  Am.  Rep.  414. 

And  an  almanac  may  be  admitted  in  evidence 
upon  a  trial  for  burglary,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing when  the  sun  set  on  the  day  on  which  the  crime 
was  committed,  not  strictly  as  evidence,  but  to  re- 
fresh the  memory  of  the  court  and  Jury,  the  mat- 
ter being  one  of  which  the  court  will  take  Judicial 
notice.    State  v.  Morris,  47  Conn.  179. 

So,  the  court  will  take  Judicial  notice  on  what 
day  a  certain  feast  occurs,  and  the  almanac  is  legal 
evidence  of  it.    Brough  v.  Perkins,  6  Mod.  81. 

And  courts  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  the  coin- 
cidence of  the  days  of  the  month  with  thoee  of 
the  week  as  shown  by  the  almanac  Sprowl  v. 
Lawrence,  83  Ala.  874:  Allman  v.  Owen,  81  Ala.  187. 

But  dates  and  other  matters  of  which  Judicial  no- 
tice is  taken  need  not  be  put  in  evidence,  the  alma- 
nac in  such  case  being  used  as  the  statutes,  not 
strictly  as  evidence,  but  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
freshing the  memory  of  the  court  and  Jury.  Wil- 
Bon  V.  Van  Leer,  127  Pa.  878. 
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'Qeoond  Circuit.) 

WESTERN  ABSURAI^CE  COMPANY  OF 
TORONTO,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

J.  H.  MOHLM AN  COMPANY. 
(61  U.  8.  App.  077;  88  Fed.  Itep.  811.) 

1.  A  sti|yiilation  that  in  ease  of  the  IkU 
of  the  bnilcMng  all  Insurance  by  this 
policy  shall  immediately  oeaee  is  a  con- 
dttloa  subsequent;  and  not  an  ezceptton,  and  the 
burden  of  sbowlnff  that  It  became  operative  be- 
fore lo88  Is  upon  tbo  Insurer,— especially  where  it 
is  nut  in  the  descriptive  part  of  the  policy,  but  Is 
among  the  provisos;  and  ft  is  Immaterial  that  the 
clause  '^except  as  hereinafter  providiMl**  is  tn- 
serted  in  the  descriptive  part  of  tbo  policy. 

8.  Inenraaee  of  |»roperty  **while  con- 
tained in  brick  bnUdin^**  does  not  cast 
upon  the  Insured  the  burden  of  showtnir  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  buliding  at  the  time  of  tbe  Are,  if  a 
clause  is  Inserted  in  the  policy  to  oover  the  case 
of  its  faU. 

8.  The  burden  of  showinir  that  the 
building  did  not  Ikll  before  the  Are  is  not 
thrown  upon  the  insured  by  his  allefratioo  that 
the  fire  did  not  happen  by  reason  of  any  of  tbe 
excepted  clauses,  where  liability  for  loss  follow- 
iuflr  the  fall  of  the  building  is  removed  by  a  con- 
dition subsequent  in  the  policy. 

4.  BeAual  to  eharfl^e  the  Jury  that  the 
burden  of  showing  that  tbe  loss  was  caused 
by  flre  was  upon  tbe  one  seeking  to  recover  un- 
der a  flre  insurance  policy  is  not  error  whore  that 
fact  was  fully  proved,  with  no  question  as  to  the 
accuracy  of  the  proof. 

6.  Requested  instructions  which  have  been 
fully  covered  by  tbe  general  charge  need  not  be 
given. 

6«   Expert  witnesses  may,  in  support  of 


their  professional  opinions*  read  in 
OTidenee  statistics  of  mechanical  experi- 
ments and  tabulations  of  the  results  thereof, 
where  the  scientific  work  containing  them  is  con- 
oededly  recognized  as  a  standard  authority  by 
the  profession,  and  when  such  statistics  and  tab. 
ulations  are  generally  relied  upon  by  experts  in 
tbe  particular  field  of  the  mechanic  arti  with 
which  such  statistics  and  tabulations  are  con- 
cerned. 

7*  Tiapse  of  time  after  the  fttU  of  a  build- 
ing before  persons  who  testify  as  experts  as  to 
whether  it  fell  before  or  after  a  flre  saw  it  will 
not  wholly  exclude  their  opinions  if  timbers  upon 
the  condition  of  which  tbe  opinions  were  largely 
formed  were  still  lying  in  the  ruins  when  their 
inspection  was  made. 

8.  Answers  should  not  be  permitted  to 
hypotbetical  questions  from  whicb  an  element 
**probabiy  the  most  important"  has  been  left  out. 

(October  11, 1897.) 

ERROR  to  the  Cit^ult  Court,  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  bronj^ht  to  recover  tbe  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance. 
Affirmed. 

Before  Peckham,  Circuit  Justice,  and  La- 
eambe  and  Shipman,  Circ  jit  Judges. 

Statement  by  Lacombe.  Circuit  Judge: 
This  case  comes  here  on  a  writ  of  error  to 
review  a  Judgment  of  tbe  circuit  court,  south- 
era  district  of  New  York,  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant in  error,  who  was  plaintiff  below.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  loss  under  a 
policy  of  fire  insurance  issued  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  who  was  defendant  below.  The  rel- 
evant parts  of  the  policy  are  as  follows: 


And  refusal  to  permit  counsel  to  refer  to  an  al- 
manac to  show  in  support  of  his  arjrument  against 
the  truth  of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  that  a  cer- 
Uin  date  fell  upon  Sunday  is  error,  as  dates  do  not 
require  to  be  proved,  but  Judicial  notice  will  be 
taken  of  them  without  evidence.  Wilson  v.  Van 
Leer,  127  Pa.  872. 

So.  tbe  court  in  a  criminal  prosecution  will  tnk(3 
Judicial  notice  of  tbe  time  tbe  sun  rose  on  the 
morning  of  the  alleged  offense,  if  material,  and 
that  fact  need  not  be  proved,  but  the  admission  iu 
evidence  of  an  almanac  to  establish  it  is  not  error. 
People  V.  Chee  Kee,  61  Gal.  404. 

And  while  an  almanac  is  not  competent  evidence 
to  prove  when  tbe  moon  rose  on  any  particular 
day,  its  admission  is  not  prejudicial  error,  as  Judi- 
cial notice  will  betaken  of  tbe  time  wbeu  the  moon 
rises  and  sets  on  the  several  days  of  tbe  year,  as 
well  as  of  the  succession  of  the  seasons,  tbe  differ- 
ence of  time  in  different  longitudes,  and  tbo  con- 
stant and  invariable  oourse  of  nature.  Oase  v.  Pe- 
rew,  46  Hun,  57. 

And  while  it  may  be  that  the  time  at  which  tbe 
moon  rose  on  tbe  night  in  question,  if  material  in 
an  action  for  damages,  was  a  matter  of  Judicial 
knowledge,  and  that  tbe  presiding  Judge  informing 
himself  by  reference  to  standard  almanacs  should 
have  charged  the  Jury  of  that  fact,  tbe  introduc- 
tion of  the  almanac  t)efore  the  Jury  cannot  be 
deemed  injurious  to  the  defendant,  since  tbe  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  time  of  tbe  rise  of  the  moon 
was  correctly  stated  therein  and  tbat  tbe  Jury 
found  accordingly.  Mobile  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Ladd,  02 
Ala.  287. 

So,  reading  from  an  almanac  in  an  argument  be- 
fore the  Jury  is  not  subject  to  objection  as  having 
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been  brought  forward  at  so  late  a  stage  of  tbe  case 
as  to  deprive  tbe  opposing  party  of  the  benefit  of 
an  argument,  for.  like  any  other  argument  or  illus- 
tration, it  may  Ik*  made  by  counsel  at  tbe  end  of 
tbe  case,    Wilson  v.  Van  Leer.  127  Pa.  872. 

In  Tutton  v.  Darke,  6  HurJst.  Si  N.  647,  20  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  271.  rt  Jur.  N.  S.  »83, 2  L.  T.  N.  S.  361,  how. 
over,  it  wn.«  hold  that  an  almanao  is  not  evidence  of 
the  tim^^  tbo  sun  rises  on  a  particular  day. 

And  while  the  court  will  take  Judiciiil  notice  of 
the  dates  In  tbe  calendar,  it  will  not  of  the  hours; 
and  the  fact  tbat  a  designated  hour  in  a  certain 
month  would  be  after  suusct,  if  material,  must  t>e 
proved.    Collier  v.  Nokes,  2  Car.  A  K.  1012. 

A  party  objecting  to  tbe  admission  in  evidence 
of  an  almanac  to  show  tbe  time  tbe  sun  rose  on  a 
particular  day  must  specify  tbe  ground  of  his  ob- 
jection.   People  V.  Chee  Kee,  61  Cal.  404. 

n.  Inexact  sciences. 

a  Qeneral  rule  as  to  admitsibiHtv* 
The  weight  of  current  authority  is  decidedly 
against  tbe  admission  of  scientific  books  in  evi- 
dence before  a  Jury,  although  in  some  of  tbe  states 
they  are  admissible,  Bloomington  v.  Shrock,  110 
111.  219,  61  Am.  Kep.  679,  dictum. 

And  tbe  majority  of  tbe  cases  hold  tbat  scientific 
books  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  in  chief.  Forest 
City  Ins.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  2Z  111.  App.  198;  Epps  v. 
State,  102  Ind.  689;  State  v.  Baldwin,  36  Kan.  1; 
Whiton  V.  Narragansett  F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  109  Mass. 
24;  People  v.  Millard,  63  Mich.  63;  Foggett  v,  Fischer; 
23  App.  Div.  207;  Melvin  v.  Basley,  46  N.  C.  (1  Jones, 
L.)  387,  62  Am.  Dec.  171. 

Though  they  are  standard  works  on  the  subject 
to  which  they  relate.    Epps  v.  State,  108  Ind.  580. 
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"The  Western  Assurance  Company,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  stipulations  herein  named, 
and  of  $65  premium,  does  insure  for  the  term 
of  one  year  from  Nov.  12.  1*894,  at  noon,  to 
Nov.  12,  lb95,  at  noon,  against  all  direct  loss 
or  damage  by  fire  except  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $10,000  on 
stock  [here  follows  the  usual  percentage  coin- 
surance clause],  J.  H.  Mohlman  &  Co.,  as  now 
or  hereafter  constituted,  $10,000  on  stock  of 
groceries  and  other  merchandise,  not  hazard- 
ous, hazardous,  and  extrahazardous,  including 
all  materials  and  supplies,  the  property  of  the 
assured,  or  held  in  trust  or  on  commission,  or 
sold,  but  not  delivered  or  removed,  or  for 
which  the  insured  may  be  liable,  in  the  event 
of  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  all  while  contained 
in  the  brick  building  situate  Nos.  889  Green- 
wich and  19  Jay  JSls.,  New  York  City,  occu- 
pied solely  by  the  assured.  Privilefi:ed  to  use 
kerosene  oil  or  electricity,  etc.  This  company 
shall  not  be  liable  beyond  the  actual  cash 
value  of  the  property.  [Here  follows  the  usual 
clause  as  to  appraisement  and  abandonment.] 
This  entire  policy  shall  be  void  if  the  insured 
has  concealed  or  misrepresented,  in  writing  or 
otherwise,  any  material  fact  or  circumstance 
concerning  this  insurance,  or  the  subject 
thereof,  or  if  the  interest  of  the  insured  in  the 
propertv  be  not  truly  stated  herein,  or  in  case 
of  any  fraud  or  false  swearing,  etc.  This  en- 
tire policy,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  agree- 
ment indorsed  hereon  or  added  hereto,  shall  be 
void  if  the  insured  now  has  or  shall  h^rearter 
make  or  procure  any  other  contract  of  insur- 
ance, whether  valid  or  not,  on  property  cov- 
ered in  whole  or  in  part  by  this  policy;  or  if 
the  subject  of  insurance  be  a  manufacturing 
establishment,  and  it  be  operated  in  whole  or 
in  part  at  night  later  than  ten  o'clock;  or  if  it 
cease  to  be  operated  for  more  than  ten  consecu- 
tive days;  or  if  the  hazard  be  increased  by  any 


means  within  the  control  or  knowledge  of  the 
insured;  or  if  mechanics  be  em  ployed  in  build- 
ing, altering,  or  repairing  the  within-described 
premises  for  more  than  fifteen  days  at  any  one 
time;  or  if  the  interest  of  the  insured  be  other 
than  unconditional  and  sole  ownership;  or  if 
the  subject  of  insurance  be  a  building  on 
ground  not  owned  by  the  insured  in  fee  simple; 
or  if  the  subject  of  insurance  be  personal  prop- 
erty, and  be  or  become  encumbered  by  a  chattel 
mortgage;  or  if,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  in- 
sured, foreclosure  proceedings  be  commenced, 
or  notice  given  of  sale  of  any  property  covered 
by  this  policy,  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  or 
trust  deed;  or  if  any  change,  other  than  by 
the  death  of  an  insured,  take  place  in  the  in- 
terest, title,  or  possession  of  the  subject  of  in- 
surance (except  change  of  occupants  without 
increase  of  hazard),  whether  by  legal  process, 
or  judgment,  or  by  voluntary  act  of  the  in- 
sured, or  otherwise;  or  if  this  policy  be  assigned 
before  a  loss;  or  if  illuminating  gas  or  vapor 
be  generated  in  the  described  building  (or  ad- 
jacent thereto)  for  use  therein;  or  If  (any  usage 
or  custom  of  trade  or  manufacture  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding)  there  be  kept,  used,  or 
allowed  on  the  above-described  premises,  ben- 
zine, benzole,  dynamite,  ether,  fireworks, 
gasoline,  greek  fire,  gunpowder  exceeding  25 
pounds  in  quantity,  naphtha,  nitroglycerine  or 
other  explosives,  phosphorus,  or  petroleum  or 
any  of  its  products  of  greater  inflammability 
than  kerosene  oil  of  the  United  States  standard 
(which  last  may  be  used  for  lights,  and  kept 
for  sale  accordmg  to  law,  but  in  quantities  not 
exceeding  5  barrels,  provided  it  be  drawn  and 
lamps  filled  by  daylight,  or  at  a  distance  not 
less  than  10  feet  from  artificial  light);  or  if  a 
building  herein  described,  whether  intended 
for  occupancy  by  owner  or  tenant,  be  or  be- 
come vacant  or  unoccupied,  and  so  remain  for 
ten  days.    This  company  shall  not  be  liable 


ScieDtlQo  books  are  not  evidence  of  any  facts 
stated  in  them,  tbouirh  they  are  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  showiDgr,  when  material,  the  state  of  in- 
vention, the  course  of  composition,  the  meanln^rof 
words,  and  the  theories  or  opinions  which  prevailed 
'  in  the  age  In  which  they  were  written.  State  v. 
Brown,  4  R.  I.  628,  70  Am.  Dec.  168. 

And  a  statement  by  the  Judge  that  a  scientific 
book  which  had  been  read  by  counsel  to  the  Jury 
was  entitled  to  as  much  authority  as  a  witness  who 
had  been  examined  as  an  expert  pn  the  question 
involved  is  a  clear  violation  of  1  N.  0.  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  SI,  i  136,  forbidding  the  Judge  to  express  an 
opinion  on  the  facts  of  the  case.  Melvin  v.  Easley, 
46  N.  C.  (1  Jones,  L. j  887, 68  Am.  Dec.  171. 

So,  the  statements  of  a  medical  book  are  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  as  authority  on  medical  sub- 
jects. People  V.  Millard,  68  Mich.  63;  People  v. 
Goldenson,  76  Cal.  388;  State  v.  Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1; 
Gale  v.  Rector,  6  111.  App.  481;  R$  Mason,  60  Hun, 
46:  Melvin  v.  Easley,  46  N.  0.  (1  Jones,  L.)  887,  62 
Am.  Dec.  171:  Legg  v.  Drake.  1  Ohio  St.  287:  State 
V.  O'Brien,  7  R.  1. 330;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42;  Peo- 
ple V.  Hall,  48  Mich.  483, 42  Am.  Rop.  477;  Tucker  v. 
Donald,  60  Miss.  460.  45  Am.  Rep.  416;  Stilling  v. 
Thorp.  54  Wis.  528,  41  Am.  Rep.  60;  Reg.  v.  Taylor, 
18  Cox.  0.  C.  77:  Darby  v.  Ouseley,  36  Bng.  L.  ft  Eq. 
618, 1  Hurlst.  &  N.  12, 25  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  227,  2  Jur. 
N.&487. 

Books  of  inductive  science,  within  which  are 
medical  works,  are  not  admissible.  Foggett  v. 
Fischer,  23  App.  Div.  207. 

Medical  treatises  are  not  admissible  in  evidence, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


whether  proved  to  be  standard  works  or  not, 
except  to  discredit  a  witness  who  bases  his  tes- 
timony upon  them.  People  v.  Goldenson,  76  Gal. 
328. 

The  only  circumstanoe  under  which  they  can  be 
read  in  evidence  is  where  the  witness  has  based  his 
opinion  upon  them,  and  has  referred  to  them  a» 
authority.    Hall  v.  Murdock  (Mich.)  72  N.  W.  150. 

Or  states  that  a  certain  book  lays  down  a  cer- 
tain proposition.  People  v.  Vanderhoof,  71  Mich* 
158. 

And  a  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  read  from 
his  own  published  works  to  support  his  own  testi- 
mony, any  more  than  he  can  be  allowed  to  read 
from  any  other  author,  even  if  approved  and  ac- 
cepted as  authority.  Mix  v.  Staples,  44  N.  Y.  S.  B. 
899. 

So,  passages  from '  a  work  on  mental  diseases  can- 
not be  read  in  evidence  In  an  action  involving  the 
question  of  sanity  or  insanity,  or  capacity  or  inca- 
pacity. Fraser  v.  Jennison,  42  Mich.  206:  Com.  v. 
Wilson,  1  Gray,  838. 

And  a  book  on  medical  Jurisprudence  was  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  in  a  case  in  which  the  question 
of  the  existence  of  paralysis  caused  by  hysteria 
was  at  issue,  to  show  that  the  symptoms  testified 
to  by  one  of  the  witnesses  were  common  in  hys- 
teria, and  that  this  was  one  of  the  existing  cause* 
of  paralysis.    Huffman  v.  Click,  77  N.  C.  55. 

Nor  are  extracts  from  Copeland's  Medical  Dio> 
tionary,  referring  to  paralysis,  admissible  asprima* 
ry  evidence.  Tucker  v.  Donald,  60  Miss.  460, 46  Anu 
Rep.  416. 
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lor  loss  caused  directly  or  indirectly  by  inva- 
sioD,  insurrection,  riot,  civil  war,  or  commo- 
tion, or  military  or  usurped  power,  or  by  order 
of  any  civil  authority,  or  by  theft,  or  by  ne- 
glect of  the  insured  to  use  all  reasonable  ineans 
to  save  and  preserve  the  property  at  and  after 
a  fire,  or  when  the  property  is  endangered  by 
fire  in  neighboring  premises,  or  (unless  fire  en- 
sues, and,  in  that  event,  for  the  damage  by  fire 
only)  by  explosion  of  any  kind,  or  lightning; 
but  liability  for  direct  damage  by  lightning 
may  be  assumed  by  specific  agreement  hereon. 
If  a  building,  or  any  part  thereof,  fall,  except 
as  the  result  of  fire,  all  insurance  by  this  policy 
on  such  building  or  its  contents  shall  imme- 
diately cease.  This  company  shall  not  be  lia- 
ble for  loBs  to  accounts,  bills,  currency,"  etc. 

By  a  rider  attached  to  the  policy  on  or  about 
April  22, 1895,  the  insurance  was  transferred 
to  cover  similar  described  property  while  con- 
tained in  brick  building  Nos.  88-40  North 
Moore  street  and  156  Franklin  street.  On 
April  90,  1895,  the  property  insured  was  de- 
stroyed by  fire.  At  or  about  the  time  of  the 
fire  the  building  fell,  and  the  issue  of  fact  in 
the  case  was  whether  the  fall  preceded  the 
fire,  or  was  itself  the  result  of  the  fire.  Upon 
this  issue  the  testimony  was  conflicting,  and 
the  verdict  of  the  Jury  was  adverse  to  the  in- 
surance company.  The  questions  presented 
l^  the  writ  of  error  are  solely  legal  ones,  con- 
sisting of  alleged  errors  in  the  charge  of  the 
court  as  given  to  the  jury,  in  the  court's  refusals 
to  charge  as  requested,  and  in  its  admission  of 
and  refusal  to  admit  evidence. 

Meurs,  Michael  H.  Cardosa  and  Edg^ar 
J.  Nathan,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  trial  court  erred  in  deciding  and  charg- 
ing the  Jury  that  the  burden  of  proof  rested 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  error  (the  defendant  be- 
low) to  show  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence 


that  the  fire  which  damaged  the  property  fol- 
lowed the  fall  of  the  building  in  which  the 
property  was  contained. 

Ptlican  Ins.  Co.  v.  Troy  Go  operativs  Asao. 
77  Tex.  225;  Sohier  v.  Norwich  F.  Ins.  Co,  11 
Allen.  836;  SaywardY.  Liverpool  d  L.  Fire  db 
Life  Ine.  Co.  7  Bosw.  385;  2  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
849;  8t.  John  v.  American  Mut  F.  <fe  Af.  Ins. 
Co.  1  Duer,  371, 11  N.Y.  516;  2  Parsons,  Marine 
Insurance,  chap.  10,  ^  5,  p.  518:  Baker  v.  Man- 
ufacturertf  Ins.  Co.  12  Gray,  608;  Paddock  ▼. 
Commercial  Ins.  Go.  104  Mass.  521. 

Precisely  the  same  doctrine  has  been  uni- 
formly maintained  in  cases  arising  on  life 
insurance  contracts  and  in  acdons  against 
warehousemen. 

Qay  V.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  9  Blatchf. 
142;  Travellertt  Ins.  Co.  v.  McConkey,  127  U. 
8.  661,  82  L.  ed.  308;  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  iihaw, 
2  Dill.  14:  The  Neptune,  6  Blatchf.  198:  Whit- 
worth  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  87  N.  Y.  413;  Kaiser  v. 
lAitimer,  9  App.  Div.  87;  ClaJKn  v.  Meper^  75 
N.  Y.  260,  31  Am.  Rep.  467;  Lamb  v.  Camden 
dA.Rdb  Tramp.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  271,  7  Am. 
Rep.  827. 

The  clause  in  question  is  an  exception,  and 
not  a  proviso. 

Bouvier,  Law  Diet,  title.  Proviso;  Rowell  v. 
Janvrin,  151  N.  Y.  60;  United  States  y.-  Cook, 
17  Wall,  168.  31  L.  ed.  538;  SUet  v.  Smith.  1 
Barn.  <&  Aid.  99.  8  Am.  Jur.  282  (Oct.  1883); 
Wajlie  V.  Qoble,  53  Barb.  517;  Maxtoell  Land 
Grant  Co.  v.  Da^rson,  151  U.  8,  586,  38  L.  ed. 
279;  Harris  v.  WhiU,  81  N.  Y.  582. 

In  determining  whether  the  clause  of  the 
police  by  which  the  fall  of  any  part  of  the 
building  is  to  terminate  the  contract  should 
be  deemed  in  the  nature  of  a  proviso  or  an  ex- 
ception, it  Is  necessary  to  consider  that  clause, 
not  in  isolation,  but  as  a  part  of  the  scheme  of 
the  insurance  and  in  connection  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  policy  which  follow  and  precede 


And  a  book  treating  from  a  medical  and  scien- 
tific standpoint  of  the  effect  upon  the  ^pine  and 
nervous  system  of  a  certain  fall  or  Jar  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  in  an  action  for  a  personal  inju- 
ry.   Johnston  y.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  96  Ga.  686. 

And  medical  books,  thouf^h  proved  to  be  of 
standard  authority,  are  not  admissible  In  evidence 
to  prove  the  nature  and  probable  effect  of  personal 
injuries,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  therefor. 
Oallagher  v.  Market  Street  R.  Co.  67  Cal.  18, 66  Am. 
Rep.  713. 

Nor  are  medical  works,  though  stated  by  medical 
witnesses  to  be  works  of  medical  authority,  ad- 
missible in  evidence  in  an  action  for  slander  in  Im- 
puting the  prescribing  of  medicines  in  improper 
doses,  to  show  that  such  doses  were  sanctioned. 
Collier  V.  Simpson,  6  Car.  &  P.  7i. 

And  the  United  States  Medical  Dispensatory  la 
not  ad  nissible  in  evidence  to  establish  a  fact 
therein  stated.  Boehringer  v.  B.  Richards  Medi- 
cine Co.  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  284. 

And  it  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  keeping  a  shop  open  on  the  Lord's  day,  un- 
der a  statute  containing  an  exception  with  relation 
to  retail  sales  of  drugs  and  medicines,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  the  medicinal  effects  of  tobacco, 
under  the  claim  that  it  falls  within  the  exception. 
Com.  T.  Marzynski,  149  Mass.  68. 

And  a  book  on  the  subject  of  the  diseases  of 
horses,  though  of  established  reputation,  cannot 
be  read  as  evidence  to  the  Jury  on  the  trial  of  the 
question  whether  a  horse  had  at  a  particular  time 
a  disease  of  which  he  afterwards  died;  the  matter 
40  L.R  A. 


stated  in  such  a  book  when  relevant  to  the  issue 
must  be  proved  in  the  same  manner  as  other  facts 
are  proved.    Harris  v.  Panama  R.  Co.  8  Bosw.  7. 

So,  medical  experts  cannot  be  permitted  to  tes- . 
tify  to  statements  made  in  medical  books.    Re 
Mason,  60  Hun,  46. 

And  counsel  for  the  accused  in  a  criminal  prose- 
cution cannot  be  permitted  to  read  to  an  expert 
witness  what  has  been  said  by  a  physician  of  high 
authority  on  a  question  involved  in  a  medical 
journal,  and  then  ask  him  whether  he  concurs 
in  the  views  there  given.  State  v.  Coleman,  20  S.  C. 
441. 

And  the  statements  of  a  medical  book  cannot  be 
placed  before  the  Jury  by  reading  therefrom  to  the 
witness  and  then  asking  him  whether  there  was 
a  case  reported  similar  to  the  one  read.  Marshall 
T.  Brown.  60  Mich.  148. 

In  Marshall  v.  Brown,  60  Mich.  148,  Pinney  v.  Oa- 
hill,48  Micb.684,  infra,  II.  f..wasdistinflruisbed  upon 
the  ground  that  there  a  medical  book  was  produced 
to  oontradict  a  witness  who  professed  to  be  testi- 
fying from  it. 

So,  a  medical  expert  called  upon  to  testify  in  a 
prosecution  for  homicide  in  which  strangulation 
was  alleged  cannot  be  permitted  to  testify  as  to 
what- is  said  in  standard  medical. works  .upon  the 
subject  of  fltrangulation,  and  what  effects  would 
be  produced  upon  the  body  of  the  deceased  when 
death  resulted  from  such  cause.  Boyle  v.  State, 
57  Wis.  473,  46  Am.  Rep.  41. 

And  expert  witnesses  called  by  the  defense  in  a 
criminal  prosecution  in  which  insanity  ia  alleged 
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It  The  true  iDteDtion  of  the  parties  should  be 
sought,  DOt  from  any  part  of  their  agreetnent, 
but,  reading  it  in  the  lie:ht  of  all  the  circum- 
stances that  led  to  its  adoption,  from  the  agree- 
ment as  a  whole. 

Breuner  v.  Liverpool  dt  L.  AG,  In  ft.  Co.  51 
Cal.  101.  21  Am.  Rep.  703;  Hiick  v  Globe  Ins, 
Co.  127  Mass.  808.  34  Am  Rep.  373;  Great 
We'^iern  Ins.  Co,  v.  Fcf;nrtyA9  Wall.  640-645, 
22  L  ed.  216-218;  Jti'doh  v.  Randal.  2  Cai. 
Gas.  824:  Wallerstein  v.  Columbia  Ins,  Co  44 
N.  T.  204,  4  Am.  Rep.  664;  Freeman  v.  Trdv- 
elerU  In;  Go,  144  Mass.  572. 

Even  without  such  a  clause  in  the  policy  the 
burden  was  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
fire  preceded  the  fall. 

The  subject  matter  of  the  insurance  must  be 
shown  to  have  been  destroyed;  and  it  is  the 
part  of  tbe  plaintiff  to  identify  the  thing  des- 
troyed with  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract. 

flolland,  Jurisp.  pp.  69,  70,  78;  The  City  of 
NortDich,  118  U.  S.  468,  494,  80  L.  ed.  184; 
Biddle,  Ins.  §  689;  Eddy  Street  Iron  Foundry 
V.  Hampden  Stock  Mut.  F,  Ins,  Co.  1  Cliff. 
800;  Barfford  F,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Farnsh,  78  111. 
166;  Shertzer  v.  Mutual  F.  Ins,  Co.  46  Md. 
506;  Maryland  F.  Ins,  Co,  v.  Gusdorf,  48 
Md.  506;  English  v.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co,  55 
Mich.  273,  54  Am.  Rep.  377;  Bryee  ▼.  Loril- 
lard  F.  Ins,  Co,  55  N.  Y.  240,  14  Am.  Rep. 
249;  Citizent^  Ins.  Co.  y.  Rolland,  1  Legal 
News  (L.  Can.)  604;  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Lan- 
eashirelns.  Co.  62  Tex.  461;  Annapolis  A  E. 
R,  Co,  V.  Baltimore  F,  Ins,  Co.  82  Md.  87,  8 
Am.  Rep.  112;  Nate  v.  Home  Mut,  Ins,  Co.  87 
Mo.  480,  90  Am.  Dec  894. 


The  complaint  alleges  that  ''the  said  flre 
did  not  happen  by  the  action  or  procurement 
of  tbe  plaintiff  or  of  any  of  its  officers,  agents,  or 
servants,  or  by  reason  of  any  of  the  causes  ex- 
cepted by  the  terms  of  the  said  policy." 

And  the  answer  denied  any  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to 
this  allegation  of  the  complaint. 

This  condition  of  the  pleadings  left  with  the 
plaintiff  the  duty,  not  alone  imposed  by  law, 
but  self  imposed  under  the  allegations  of  its 
complaint,  of  negativing  by  evidence  the  ex- 
ceptions contained  in  the  contract  of  insurance. 

Whi(late/iY,  Fidelity  A  C.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  45. 

The  court  clearly  erred  in  refusing  to  charge 
the  jury  that  '*the  burden  upon  the  whole  case 
is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  that  the  damage  sustained 
was  caused  by  flre,  for  this  is  the  only  risk 
it  was  insured  against  under  the  policy. 

Farmers'  Loan  A  T,  Co.  y.  SHfke,  144  N.  Y. 
854;  Powers  v.  RusseU,  18  Pick.  69. 

The  court  clearly  erred  in  refusing  to  charge 
the  Jury  that,  "even  though  the  Jury  flnd  that 
the  fire  in  the  building  preceded  the  fall  they 
cannot  award  the  plaintiff  any  amount  for 
loss  following  the  fall,  unless  they  find  that 
the  fall  was  tbe  result  of  fire." 

Beakes  v.  Phanix  Ins.  Co.  148  N.  Y.  402.  26 
L.  R.  A.  267;  Pelic^in  Ins.  Co.  y.  Troy  Co- 
Operative  Asso.  77  Tex.  225. 

The  court  erred  in  permitting  the  witness 
Bowman  to  read  in  evidence  extracts  from 
scientific  books  and  government  reports. 

Scientific  books  cannot  be  read  in  evidence. 

1.  The  reasons  for  the  rule  are  that  such 


cannot  be  asked  to  name  the  oiroumstanoes  of  a 
oase  they  have  read  where  violence  accompaDled 
hysterical  mania,  as  such  an  examination,  if  al- 
lowed, would  be  in  effect  the  introduction  of  the 
medical  works  cootainingr  such  case  in  evidence. 
People  V.  Ooldenson,  76  Cal.  328. 

And  refusal  to  permit  a  witness  who  had  given 
his  opinion  as  to  tbe  sanity  of  another  to  answer  the 
Question  whether  he  had  read  an  article  in  a  Jour- 
nal on  insanity  in  which  desisrnated  statements 
were  made,  and  whether  the  same  accords  and 
a^rrees  with  his  knowledge  and  experience  on  the 
subject,  is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion,  as  the  an- 
swer would  have  been  but  a  reiteration  in  another 
form  of  the  opinion  he  had  expressed  already. 
State  V.  Winter,  TZ  Iowa,  627. 

So,  the  fact  that  an  expert  witness  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  homicide  read  passages  in  a  work  on  med- 
ical Jurisprudence  to  which  on  cross-examination 
he  was  referred,  and  with  relation  to  which  he  an- 
swered questions,  does  not  render  the  book  itself 
admissible  in  evidence.  State  v.  O'Brien,  7  B.  I. 
336. 

Nor  is  it  rendered  admissible  by  the  fact  that 
counsel  for  the  accused  in  a  prosecution  for  homi- 
cide ceased  to  cross-examine  a  medical  witness 
upon  the  ground  that  he  mifrht  afterwards  quote 
it  against  him.    State  v.  O'Brien,  7  B.  1. 336. 

Iowa  Be  V.  Stat.  1 1)995,  providing  that  historical 
works,  books  of  science  or  art,  etc.,  when  made 
by  persons  indifferent  between  the  parties,  are 
presumptive  evidence  of  facts  of  general  not(^ 
rlety  or  interest,  does  not  make  inadmissible 
any  evidence  which  before  was  admissible:  and 
whether  there  is  a  difference  amongr  medical 
or  surgical  authorities  as  to  the  mode  of  treat- 
ment or  proper  course  to  be  pursued  in  a  des- 
ignated case  may  be  shown  by  the  evidence  of 
competent  physicians  or  surgeons,  and  they  are 
40  L.  R.  A. 


also  competent  to  testify  as  to  who  are  standard 
authors  and  as  to  what  treatment  they  prescribe. 
Brodhead  v.  Wlltse,  36  Iowa,  420. 

But  evidence  of  a  medical  expert  as  to  whether 
delusions  or  transitory  mania  is  a  condition  reo- 
Ofirnized  by  medical  authoritiea,  offered  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  that  the  theory  in  question 
is  tauirht  by  the  authorities,  is  not  admissible,  as 
the  works  themselves  would  be  the  only  compe- 
tent evidence  of  what  they  teach;  but  perhaps  it 
would  be  admissible  on  cross-examination  to  test 
the  accuracy  of  his  knowledge.  State  v.  Winter, 
72  Iowa,  627. 

And  extracts  from  a  book  which  is  a  standard 
scientiOc  authority  on  the  subject  treated  therein, 
with  relation  to  appliances  for  stopping  trains  and 
the  devices  required  therefor,  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence  on  the  question  of  negligence  in  stop- 
ping a  train,  where  the  negligence  was  not  claimed 
to  be  in  the  equipment  of  the  train,  and  the  extract 
did  not  give  the  size  of  the  train,  the  pressure  ap- 
plied to  thebrakes,or  the  character  of  the  grade,and 
it  did  not  appear  what  the  conditions  were  under 
which  the  trains  were  stopped;  and  where  such 
evidence  is  sdmitted  remarks  of  the  court  in  dis- 
paragement of  its  value  cannot  be  deemed  to  have 
been  preJudiciaL  Burg  v.  Chicago,  B.  I.  &  P.  B. 
Ck>.  90  Iowa.  106. 

So,  facts  of  general  notoriety  and  interest, 
which,  under  OaL  Code  Civ.  Proc.  I  1996,  may  be 
proved  by  books  of  science  or  art,  made  by  per- 
sons indifferent  between  the  parties,  refer  to  facts 
of  a  public  nature  not  existing  in  the  memory  of 
man,  as  contradistinguished  from  facts  of  a  pri- 
vate nature  existing  within  the  knowledge  of 
living  men,  and  as  to  which  they  may  be  examined 
as  witnesses.  Gallagher  v.  Market  Street  B.  Go.  67 
Cal.  13, 56  Am.  Bep.  713. 

An  objection  that  books  offered  to  be  read  to 
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eyideoce  is  hearsay,  secoDdary,  wantiog  in  the 
sanctity  of  an  oath,  and  the  writer  is  not  pres- 
ent to  be  subjected  to  the  truth  test  of  cross- 
ezanoination. 

1  Whart.  Ev.  8d  ed.  §  665;  1  Greenl.  Et. 
Lewis,  5th  ed.  1896.  ^  440:  Lawson,  Expert  & 
Opinion  Ev.  p.  170;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  518;  Davis  v.  United  States,  165  U.  8.  873. 
41  L.  ed.  750;  CongreMs  d  E.  Spring  Co,  v. 
Edgar,  99  U.  8.  645,  25  L.  ed.  487:  North  Chi- 
cago Rolling  Mill  Co.  v.  Monka,  107  III.  340; 
Harris  v.  Panama  R.  Co,  3  Bosw.  7;  Ashworth 
V.  Kittridge,  12  Cush.  193,  59  Am.  Dec.  178; 
W^iton  V.  Albany  City  Ins.  Co.  109  Mass.  242: 
Com.  V.  Sturtitant,  117  Mass.  122.  19  Am. 
Rep.  401;  Johnston  v.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co. 
95  Ga.  685;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42;  Bloom- 
ington  v.  Shrock,  110  Dl.  2i9,  51  Am.  Rep. 
678;  Gallagher  v.  Market  Street  R.  Co.  67  Cal. 
13.  56  Am.  Rep.  713.  51  Am.  Rep.  680;  State 
V.  (TBrien.  7  R.  I.  336;  Collier  v.  Simpson, 
5  Car.  «fc  P.  73;  Wns/iburn  v.  Cvddihy.H  Gray, 
430;  Com.  v.  Wilson,  1  Gray,  337;  Mechem 
"Books  of  Science  as  Evidence,'!  17  Irish  L. 
T.  74,  3  Ohio  L.  J.  9. 

2.  There  are  no  authorities  adverse  to  the 
position  for  which  we  here  contend. 

Messrs.  John  S.  Sheppard*  Jr.*  and 
Treadwell  Cleveland,  and  Evarts, 
Choate,  St  Braman,  for  defendant  in  error: 
-  The  court  below  correctly  held,  at  the  trial 
of  this  case,  that  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the 
question  whether  the  building  fell  as  a  result 
of  fire,  or  the  fire  preceded  the  fall,  was  upon 
the  defendant. 


Jones  V.  Axen,  1  Ld.  Haym.  119;  Elliott  ▼. 
niake,  1  Lev.  88;  Botham  v.  East  India  Co.  1 
T.  R.  638;  Cage  v.  Aeton.  1  Ld.  Raym.  515; 
Gray  v.  Gat  drier,  17  Mass.  188;  Freeman  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  144  Mass.  572:  Transnttantic 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Bamberger,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  101; 
Blasingame  v.  Borne  Ins.  Go.  75  Cal.  633;  Lon- 
don <&  L.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Crv.nk,9\  Tenn.  376; 
Slocotich  V.  Orient  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  108  N.  Y.  56. 

Under  similar  clauses  in  the  standard  fire 
insurance  policy,  the  courts  of  various  juris- 
dictions have  held  that  the  burden  of  proof 
was  on  the  defendant  who  sets  up  one  of 
these  defenses  under  the  clauses  exempting  the 
company  from  liability. 

Clark  V.  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  9  Gray, 
148;  Portsmouth  Ins.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  32  Gratt. 
613;  Toung  v.  Netcark  F.  Ins.  Co.  59  Conn. 
41;  Bittinger  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins. 
Co.  24  Fed.  Rep.  549;  Russell  v.  Fidelity  F. 
Ins.  Co.  84  Iowa.  93;  Oshkosh  Pkg.  A  Pro- 
vision Co.  V.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  81  Fed.  Rep. 
200. 

This  same  question  has  arisen  many  times 
where  a  defense  under  one  of  the  clauses  lim- 
iting liability  is  set  up  to  an  action  on  a  life 
insurance  policy,  and  the  decisions  have  been 
uniform  in  placing  the  burden  of  proof  on  the 
defendant  insurance  companies. 

Van  Valkenburgh  v.  American  Popular  Life 
Ins.  Co.  70  .N.  Y.  605;  Murray  v.  yew  Tork 
L.  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  236;  Goldschmidt  v.  Mu- 
tual L.  Ins.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  486;  Spencer  ▼. 
Citiuni  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Asso.  142  N.  Y.  505; 
Dial  V.  Valley  Mut.  L.  Asso.  29  8.  C.  560;  Den- 


evidence  are  immaterial  only,however,  and  Dottbat 
they  are  incompetent  or  wholly  inadmissible,  is  not 
sufficientto  raise  the  question  of  tbeir  admissibility 
on  appeal.    Kipon  v.  Bittel,  80  Wis.  614. 

And  an  objection  that  a  standard  medical  work 
produced  by  an  expert  witness,  which  is  offered 
in  evidence  after  he  has  Riven  evidence  to  the 
same  effect  as  the  statements  in  such  book  thus 
offered,  and  that  the  question  whether  he  knew 
what  records  of  the  medical  profession  and  medi- 
cal authorities  taught  upon  the  subject  were  im- 
material, is  insufficient  to  present  any  question  on 
appeal.    State  v.  Sexton,  10  S.  D.  127. 

But  thoufrh  statements  of  medical  books  are  in- 
admissible in  evidence,  their  admissipn  is  not  a 
ground  for  reversal  on  appeal,  where  both  parties 
introduced  and  had  the  benefit  of  such  evidence, 
and  the  question  was  not  raised  in  the  trial  court 
by  proper  and  specific  objections.  Kreuziger  v. 
Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  78  Wis.  158. 

And  a  verdict  in  a  prosecution  for  rape  will  not 
be  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  certain  books  on  the 
subject  of  rape  which  had  been  inadvertently  left 
on  the  table  were  consulted  by  the  Jury  durlngr 
their  deliberations,  though  it  was  an  irregularity,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  as  to  tbeir  contents  or  that 
they  influenced  the  Jury  to  the  prejudice  of  the  de- 
fendant.   People  V.  Draper,  1  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  139. 

But  the  jury  in  an  action  in  which  passages  from 
a  scientific  work  have  been  read  as  evidence  cannot 
be  permitted  to  take  the  book  with  them  into  the 
Jury  room  when  they  retire  for  del il)eration,  where 
the  portions  read  have  not  been  marked.  State  v. 
OilUck,10Iowa,98. 

b.  ReoMns  far  the  rule. 

The  reasons  for  the  non-admissibility  of  scientific 
books  in  evidence  are,  first,  that  experiment  and 
discovery  are  so  constantly  changing  the  theories 
40L.R.A. 


Ion  scientific  subjects  that  the  books  of  last  year 
may  contain  something  which  this  year  everybody 
,  rejects  as  absurd.  Secondly,  the  book  may  be  a 
compilation  of  a  compilation,  and  be  thus  hearsay 
evidence  of  the  most  eitreme  kind;  and  thirdly, 
that  the  authors  do  not  write  under  oath,  and  can- 
not be  cross-examined  as  to  the  reasons  and  grounds 
for  their  opinions.  Johnston  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R. 
Co.  95  Ga.  685. 

Medicine  is  not  to  be  considered  as  an  exact  sci- 
ence, but  rather  as  an  inductive  science,  tmsed  on 
data  subject  to  change  from  year  to  year,  and  medi- 
cal books  are  therefore  inadmissible  as  evidence  of 
the  opinions  contained  in  them.  Gallagher  v.  Bfar- 
ket  Street  R.  Co.  «7  Cal.  13,  56  Am.  Rep.  713. 

And  extracts  from  a  medical  work,  however  high 
its  character,  are  no  more  than  written  statements 
of  the  opinion  of  the  author.  Tucker  v.  Donald, 60 
Miss.  460,  46  Am.  Rep.  416. 

They  are  no  more  than  hearsay.  People  v.  Mil- 
lard, 53  Mich.  68;  Reg.  v.  Taylor,  13  Oox,  C.  C.  77. 

And  they  lack  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  are 
not  admissible  in  evidence  for  that  reason.  State  v. 
V.  O'Brien,  7  R.  I.  886:  State  v.  Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1; 
Boehringer  v.  A.  B.  Richards  Medicine  Co.  9  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  284. 

They  are  not  the  statement  of  any  witness  under 
oath,  or  of  any  documentary  evidence  permitted  or 
required  by  law  to  be  received  as  such,  but  simply 
the  theory  of  a  writer  concerning  medical  science. 
Boehringer  v.  A.  B.  Richards  Medicine  Co.  9  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  284. 

So.  the  benefit  of  cross-examination  would  be  lost 
by  allowing  the  adra  ission  of  such  evidence.  Ware 
V.  Ware,  8  Me.  42;  State  v.  Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1. 

Scientific  or  expert  testimony  must  be  given  by 
living  witnesses  who  can  be  cross-examined  con- 
cerning their  means  of  knowledge,  and  can  explain 
in  language  open  to  general  comprehension  what  is 
necessary  for  the  Jury  to  know,  and  retort  cannot 
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nitY.  Union  Mat.  L,  Ins,  Oo,  84  Cal.  &70; 
Leman  v.  Manhattan  L.  In$,  Co,  46  La.  Ann. 
1189.  24  L.  R.  A.  589. 

So,  In  cases  of  accident  insurance  the  courts 
hold  that  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  conditions 
and  provisos  of  this  sort  is  on  the  insurance 
company. 

Freeman  t.  TraveUrtf  Ins,  Co.  144  Mass. 
572;  Coburn  v.  Tratelertt  Im.  Co.  145  Mass. 
226;  Jones  t.  UniUd  SUUes  Mut.  Acci.  Amo,  92 
Iowa,  652. 

The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  the  policy  has  been  avoided  by  the  fall  of 
the  building  prior  to  the  fire,  so  far  as  the 
question  of  the  burden  of  proof  is  concerned, 
raises  exactly  the  same  issue  as  the  defense  that 
the  contract  of  insurance  had  been  terminated 
by  the  parties  before  the  loss  in  accordance 
with  some  clause  in  the  policy.  In  such  a 
case  there  can  be  little  or  no  doubt  that  the 
burden  would  be  on  the  insurance  company  to 
prove  such  termination. 

American  K  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brooks,  88  Md.  225; 
Mohr  db  M,  Distilling  Co,  ▼.  Ohio  Ins.  Co,  18 
Fed.  Rep.  74;  Ziegler  v.  Mutual  Aid  db  lienet. 
Life  Ins.  Asso,  1  McQIoin  (La.)  pt.  8,  12  Ins. 
L.  J.  79. 

Another  analogy  which  affords  a  means  of 
determining  where  the  burden  of  proof  in  this 
case  lies  is  the  rule  in  the  carrier  cases. 

2  Greenl.  Ev.  14th  ed.  p.  209;  Clark  v,  Barn^ 
well,  12  How.  272, 18  L.  ed.  985;  Rich  Y.  Lamr 
bert,  12  How.  847.  18  L.  ed.  1017. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  a  clause  which 
provides  that  the  whole  contract  shall  be  void 


on  a  certain  contingency  "aYoids  Its  liability 
by  way  of  defeasance." 

7o€h  Y.  Borne  Mut.  Ins.  Co,  HI  Cal  508,  84 
L.  R.  A.  857. 

The  insertion  of  an  unnecessary  allegation 
in  the  complaint  cannot  change  the  rights  of 
the  parties  or  the  burden  of  proof. 

Murray  v.  iV«r  York  L,  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  Y. 
289;  Whiilatch  y.  FideUty  d  C,  Co,  149  N. 
Y.  45. 

No  error  was  committed  by  the  court  below 
in  relation  to  the  extracts  from  scientific  books 
and  goYernment  reports. 

Rogers,  Expert  Testimony.  §  168. 

Books  on  various  branches  of  scientific  sub- 
jects have  been  allowed  to  be  read  in  many  Ju- 
risdictions. 

Stoudenmeier  y.  Williamson,  29  Ala.  558; 
Donaldson  y.  Mississippi  db  M,  R.  Co.  18  Iowa. 
291.  87  Am.  Dec.  891;  8taU  y.  WinUr,  73 
Iowa,  627:  Bale»  v.  8taU,  68  Ala.  80;  StaU  y. 
Hoyt,  46  Conn.  830;  Harvey  y.  StaU,  40  Ind. 
516:  I^U  Y.  West  (Del.)  Houst  Crim.  Rep. 
871;  Leggy,  Drake,  1  Ohio  St.  286;  Wade  y. 
De  Witt,  20  Tex.  898. 

Annuity  tables  haYe  been  admitted  in  cyI- 
dence. 

Bee  Vieksburg  dk  M.  R.  Oo,  y.  Putnam,  118 
U.  8.  545.  80  L.  ed.  257;  MeKeigue  y.  Janes- 
ville,  68  Wis.  50. 

So,  the  Northampton  Life  Tables. 

Sehell  Y.  Plumb,  55  N.  Y.  592;  People  y.  Se- 
curity Life  Ins.  dk  Annuity  Co,  78  N.  Y.  116, 
34  Am.  Rep.  522;  Central  R  Co,  y.  Richards, 
62  Qa.  806. 


be  bad  to  readingr  medical  books  to  the  Jury.   Peo- 
ple V.  Hall,  48  Mioh.  482, 42  Am.  Bep.  477. 

And  extracts  from  a  work  on  sunrery,  settlnir 
forth  the  views  of  the  writer  upon  a  subject  in 
question  in  the  action,  cannot  be  read  In  evi- 
dence, as  such  procedure  would  deprive  the  party 
of  the  privilege  of  croas-ezaminlnflr  a  witness  whose 
opinion  was  souffht  to  be  Introduced  to  influence 
the  minds  of  the  Jury  upon  an  issue  in  the  case. 
Gale  V.  Rector,  6  111.  App.  481. 

o.  The  contrary  rule. 

Some  of  the  oases  bold  that  the  opinions  of  an 
author  as  contained  in  his  works  are  better  evi- 
dence than  the  mere  statement  of  those  opinions  by 
a  witness  who  testifies  as  to  his  recollection  of  them 
from  former  reading.  Bowman  v.  Woods,  1  G. 
Greene,  441. 

And  that  standard  medical  works  are  admissible 
as  evidence  of  the  author's  opinion  upon  questions 
of  medical  skill  or  practice  involved  in  a  triaL 
Bowman  ▼.  Woods,  1  G.  Greene,  441:  Merkle  y. 
State,  87  Ala.  139;  Bales  v.  State.  63  Ala.  80;  Stouden- 
meier  v.  Williamson,  29  Ala.  658. 

And  may  be  read  to  the  Jury.  Merkle  y.  State,  87 
Ala.  139. 

In  connection  with  proper  explanation  of  the 
terms  used.  Bales  v.  State,  83  Ala.  80;  Stouden- 
meier  v.  Williamson,  29  Ala.  558. 

In  Stoudenmeier  y.  Williamson,  29  AU.568,  supra; 
Collier  v.  Simpson,  5  Gar.  &  P.  mpra,  II.  a,  and 
Green  v.  Corn  well,  1  N.  Y.  City  Hall  Rec.  11,  supra, 
IV..  were  distiniruisbed  upon  the  arround  that  they 
were  cases  at  nisi  priua,  and  passed  by  with  little 
examination.  And  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cast  Plate  Glass 
Co.  1  Anstr.  39,  infra,  IV.,  was  dlstlnflrulshed  upon 
the  firround  that  the  question  there  was  on  the 
proper  construction  of  a  word  in  a  statute,  and  the 
court  held  that  it  was  a  question  of  law  with  which 
the  Jury  had  nothing  to  do,  and  hence  it  was  im- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


proper  to  read  books  to  the  Jury  to  explain  the 
term  used. 

In  Union  P.  B.  Co.  y.  Yates,  however,  in  oon- 
strulnff  McLean's  (Iowa)  Code,  1 4903,  making  books 
of  science  or  art,  eta,  made  by  indifferent  persons, 
presumptive  evidence  of  facts  of  general  notoriety 
or  interest,  the  court  refused  to  follow  Bowman  v. 
Woods,  1 G.  Greene,  441,  upon  the  ground  that  that 
was  a  decision  construing  the  common  law* 

And  in  State  y.  West  (Del.)  Houst.  Crim.  Bep.  871, 
it  was  held  that  sclentiflc  works  on  medical  Juris- 
prudence, although  admissible  and  allowed  to  be 
read  in  a  criminal  prosecution  before  the  court 
and  Jury,  have  not  the  weight  of  legal  authorities 
except  so  far  as  the  views  expressed  in  them  on  the 
subject  in  question  have  been  reoognized  and  sus- 
tained by  Judicial  ruling  and  decision. 

d.  Opinions  founded  on  boiilcs. 

Though  sclentiflc  and  medical  books  are  not 
deemed  admissible  in  CYidence,  expert  witnesses 
may  give  their  opinions  and  the  grounds  therefor, 
though  they  may  In  some  degree  be  founded 
on  books  as  a  part  of  their  general  knowledge. 
Melvln  V.  Easley,  48  N.  C.  a  Jones,  L.)  387, 82  Am. 
Dea  171;  Carter  v.  State,  2  Ind.  817;  Collier  v.  Simp- 
son, 5  Car.  A  P.  74;  State  v.  Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1. 

Medical  witnesses  in  giving  their  opinions  as  ex- 
peris  are  not  conflned  to  opinions  derived  from 
their  own  observation  and  experience,  but  may 
give  opinions  based  on  information  derived  from 
books.    State  v.  Terrell,  12  Rich.  L.  821. 

And  medical  experts  are  entitled  to  speak  from 
the  accepted  facts  of  medical  science,  though  they 
seem  to  have  little  knowledge  of  the  subject  be- 
yond that  derived  from  books.  Marshall  v.  Brown, 
50  Mich.  14& 

And  though  their  knowledge  thereof  is  derived 
from  study  alone.   Taylor  y.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co. 
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80,  almftoacs  have  beeo  admitted  to  show  at 
what  time  the  sun  or  moon  rose. 

State  V.  Morris,  47  Codd.  179:  Munahawer  ▼. 
StaU,  55  Md.  11,  89  Am.  Rep.  414. 

80,  a  weather  report  kept  at  an  insane 
asylum. 

De  Armond  ▼.  Neaamith^  82  Mich.  281. 

So,  market  reports  upon  which  the  commer- 
cial world  relies. 

8i8$on  V.  CUvetand  AT.RCo.  14  Mich.  489, 
90  Am.  Dec  252. 

80,  also,  tide  tables  have  been  received  in 
evidence. 

Oreen  v.  Cornvell,  1 N.  T.  aty  Hall  Rec.  14. 

Also  the  grinding  capacity  of  a  certain 
quantity  of  water  at  a  mill  was  ascertained 
from  Leffers  tables. 

Garwood  v.  Ifew  York  0.  d  H.  B.  R.  Oo.  45 
Hun,  128. 

The  latest  authority  on  the  subject  of  the 
admission  of  medical  books  in  evidence  is  the 
case  of  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Tates,  40  TJ.  8 
App.  241,  79  Fed.  Rep.  584.  25  C.  C.  A.  108, 
unte,  558. 

The  hypothetical  questions  put  to  the  wit- 
nesses Cashman  and  Freel,  as  to  the  length  of 
time  a  fire  would  bum  without  weakening  the 
posts,  and  what  time  would  elapse  before  fire 
and  smoke  would,  appear,  were  properly  ex- 
cluded. 

Mulry  V.  Mohawk  Valley  Int,  Oo,  5  Gray, 
541,  86  Am.  Dec.  880;  Higgint  v.  Dewey,  107 
Mass.  494.  9  Am.  Rep.  68;  FirU  Cong.  Church 
V.  Quinqt  Mut.  Ine.  Of,  158  Mass.  475;  Roberta 
▼.  New  fork  Elet.  R  Co,  128  N.  Y.  455.  18  L. 


R.  A.  499;  Van  Wyckten  v.  Brooklyn,  118  N. 
Y.  424:  Ferguaon  v.  llubbeU,  97  N.  Y.  507,  49 
Am.  Rep.  544;  Milwaukee  eft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  469,  24  L.  ed.  256. 

Laeombe,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  trial  Judge  charged  the  lury  that  the 
burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  aefendant  (the 
insurance  company)  to  show  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  evidence  that  "the  fall  preceded  the 
fire,"  and  that  ''this  building  did  not  fall  as 
the  result  of  fire."  Exceptions  to  the  charge 
and  to  refusals  to  charge  the  converse  of  this 
proposition  sufficiently  present  the  question  of 
the  correctness  of  this  ruling.  It  will  not  be 
necessary  to  r^)eat  the  text  either  of  the  charge 
or  of  the  requests.  The  trial  judge  construeid 
the  clause  referring  to  a  fall  of  the  building  as 
a  proviso  or  condition  subsequent  defeating 
any  claim  of  the  Insured.  If  it  be  such,  no 
one  here  disputes  the  propostion  that  the  bur- 
den of  proving  the  happening  of  the  subse- 
quent condition  would  rest  upon  the  insurer. 
The  defendant  here,  however,  contends  that 
the  clause  is  an  exception  to  the  general  lia- 
bility assumed  by  the  insurance  company,  and 
that,  therefore,  it  was  for  the  insured  to  show 
that  the  loss  did  not  come  within  the  terms  of 
the  exception.    The  general  rule  is  well  ex- 

$re8sed  by  Earl,  J.,  in  Sloeoeich  v.  Orient  Mut, 
na.  Co.  108  N.  Y.  56:  "Where  there  is  an  in- 
surance against  a  loss  by  fire,  and  it  is  proved 
or  admitted  that  the  property  insured  has  been 
destroyed  by  fire,  the  loss  is  brought  literally 


48N.H.a0i,  2  Am.  Bep.  829;  State  v.  Wood, 68  N. 
H.4S4. 

Thus,  an  expert  wltnen  in  an  action  on  a  oon- 
traot  of  warranty  on  a  horse  whloh  subsequently 
died,  who  has  stated  that  he  has  read  various 
standard  authors  on  the  subject  of  diseases,  and 
had  ^ven  his  own  opinion  In  respect  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  disease  of  which  the  animal  died,  may 
be  asked  for  his  beet  medical  opinion  accordinir  to 
the  beat  authority.   Pierson  v.  Hoafir.  47  Barb.  248. 

But  the  Judgment  or  opinion  which  they  ffive 
must  be  their  own,  and  not  merely  that  of  the 
author,  thouirh  it  is  not  improper  for  them  to  flrive 
the  source  of  their  opinions  and  state  that  all 
writers  and  authority  on  the  subject,  so  far  as  they 
know,  support  them  in  their  position.  State  ▼. 
Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  opinions  of 
physicians  upon  a  medical  subject  are  not  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  where  they  have  not  bad  any  experi- 
ence whatever  on  the  subject,  and  all  that  they  knew 
of  it  is  derived  from  medical  or  scientific  books 
and  medical  instruction.    Soquet  v.  State,  72  Wis. 

e.  Uat  of^  on  examinaiion. 

Counsel  may  use  the  statements  of  a  physician  of 
high  standing  in  a  medical  journal  for  the  purpose 
of  framing  questions  to  be  asked  an  expert  witness 
«8  to  his  own  opinions.  State  v.  Coleman,  20  S.  C 
441. 

Whether  questions  put  to  a  medical  expert  who 
•claims  to  have  read  certain  medical  works,  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  his  knowledge  on  the  subject  in 
<)uestfon,  are  asked  him  or  read  out  of  such  medical 
works,  is  immaterial.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
T.  Bills,  89  111.  616.  And  see  Hess  v.  Lowrey,  122  Ind. 
183,  7  L.  R.  A.  90,  mvra,  II.  g. 

And  a  technical  medical  question  asked  an  expert 
witness,  in  which  the  language  of  a  standard  medl- 
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cal  authority  is  substantially  repeated,  is  not 
thereby  rendered  objectionable.  Tompkins  v.  West. 
66  Conn.  478. 

And  a  scientific  witness  may  refresh  his  recollec- 
tion by  reference  to  standard  authorities  prepared 
by  persons  of  acknowledged  ability.  State  v.  Bald- 
win,  86  Kan.  1;  Huffman  v.  Click,  77  N.  C.  65. 

But  the  opinion  which  he  gives  must  be  his  own, 
independent  of  those  of  the  author  of  the  work 
used.  State  v.  Baldwin,  86  Kan.  1;  Huffman  v. 
CUck,77N.C.66. 

80,  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
meaning  of  a  compound  word  found  in  a  statute, 
and  a  standard  authority  like  Webster's  Unabridged 
Dictionary  may  be  used  before  the  court  or  jury  to 
refresh  the  memory  of  the  court,  and  the  definition 
in  such  dictionary  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  the 
jury.    Adler  v.  State,  66  Ala.  16. 

And  a  witness  may  use  an  engraving,  however 
made,  to  illustrate  his  meaning,  in  an  action  for 
malpractice  in  unskillful  surgery:  but  when  offered 
as  a  part  of  a  medical  book  or  as  the  work  of  some 
distinguished  medical  man,  it  should  be  excluded, 
as  this  would  give  it  undue  Importance  to  the  jury. 
Ordway  v.  Hayoes.  GO  N.  H.  159. 

And  while  no  part  of  the  book  called  **Modem 
Pocket-Hoyle*'  can  he  used  as  evidence  in  itself  of 
what  constitutes  the  game  of  faro,  a  page  of  it  con- 
taining a  pictorial  representation  of  faro  may  l>e 
used  in  a  prosecution  for  dealing  and  playing  the 
game  of  faro,  as  a  diagram  by  which  a  witness 
illustrates  his  testimony.  People  v.  Gosset,  96  Cal. 
641. 

f .  Use  to  ttugtain  or  diacredit  expert. 

Books  referred  to  by  a  medical  expert  as  furnish- 
ing a  basis  for  his  opinion  cannot  be  referred  to  in 
order  to  support  his  testimony.  Gallagher  v.  Mar- 
ket street  K.  Co.  67  Cal.  18,  56  Am.  Kep.  713. 

And  the  contents  of  medical  books  cannot  be  in- 
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and  exactly  within  the  terms  of  the  policy.  If 
Id  Buch  a  case  the  insurance  company  claims 
to  be  exempt  from  paying  the  sum  insured  be- 
cause there  has  been  a  breach  of  some  condi- 
tion contained  in  the  policy,  or  the  violation  of 
some  obligation  or  duty  imposed  upon  the  in- 
sured by  the  law  or  contract,  the  burden  rests 
upon  it  to  establish  the  facts  which  it  thus  re- 
lies upon  as  a  defense  to  the  claim  under  the 
policy," 

.The  diligence  of  counsel  has  presented  a 
long  array  of  authorities  bearing  upon  this  as- 
signment of  error.  The  question  has  been  ex- 
pressly decided  in  accordance  with  defendant's 
contention  in  Pelican  Ins.  Co.  v.  Troy  Cooper- 
ative As9o.  77  Tex.  225.  and  Phosnix  Ins,  Co. 
V.  Boren,  83  Tex.  97,  and  in  accordance  with 
plaintiff's  contention  in  Transatlantic  F.  Jns. 
Co,  V.  Bamberger^  11  Ky.  L.  Kep.  101,  in  BUmn- 
game  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  7*5  Cal.  633,  and  in  London 
&  L.  Fire  Ins.  Co,  v.  Oi'unk,  91  Tenn.  876. 

In  the  Texas  case  the  policy  contained  the 
following  provisions:  "(1)  This  company  shall 
not  be  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire 
caused  by  means  of  hurricane.  (2)  If  the 
building  shall  fall  except  as  the  result  of  fire 
all  insurance  of  this  company  on  it  or  its  con- 
tents shall  immediately  cease  and  determine." 

The  fire  occurred  during  or  immediately  fol- 
lowing a  severe  hurricane,  which  at  least  par- 
tially blew  the  house  down,  and  there  was  evi- 
dence tending  strongly  to  show  that  the  fire  had 
its  origin  in  the  breaking  of  a  lamp  by  falling 
timbers.    The  court  held:    'The  provisions 


of  the  policy  above  noticed  are  exoeptioDS  to 
the  general  liability  assumed  by  appellant,  and 
the  petition  should  have  averred  that  the  fire 
did  not  occur  from  one  of  the  excepted  causes. 
This  was  necessary  to  show  a  cause  of  action, 
for  the  company  did  not  insure  against  loss 
resulting  from  a  fire  caused  by  a  hurricane, 
nor  were  its  policies  binding  at  all  for  a  loss 
caused  by  fire  occurring  after  the  fall  of  the 
house,  unless  the  fall  was  caused  by  fire." 

In  the  Kentucky  case  the  policy  contained 
this  clause:  'This  company  shall  not  be  lia- 
ble under  this  policy  for  loss  and  damsge  If 
the  building  herein  described,  or  any  part 
thereof,  fall,  except  as  the  result  of  fire. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that  defendant  was 
not  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage,  if  the  build- 
ing fell,  unless  the  fall  was  the  result  of  fire, 
and  that  "the  burden  is  upon  the  defendant  to 
show  by  the  evidence  that  the  building,  or 
such  part  thereof  as  fell  ...  did  not  fall  as 
the  result  of  fire;  and  unless  the  Jury  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  said  building,  or 
such  part  thereof  as  fell,  did  not  fall  as  the 
resuH  of  fire  they  should  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff." 

These  instructions  were  approved  by  the  ap- 
pellate court. 

In  the  California  case  the  policy  provided 
that  the  company  should  not  be  liable  "for 
loss  caused  by  the  falling  of  any  building  in- 
sured or  containing  property  insured  by  this 
policy,  or  by  fire  ensuing  therefrom."  The 
complainant  alleged  that  all  of  the  property 


troduced  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showinir 
that  certain  expert  witnesses  were  sustained  in  some 
of  their  testimony  by  standard  medical  authorities. 
Fox  V.  Peninsular  White  Lead  ft  Color  Works,  84 
Mich.  676;  Davis  v.  State,  88  Md.  15. 

Nor  can  a  medical  expert  who  has  testified  as  to 
his  opinion  on  a  qut-stlon  of  sanity  or  insanity  be 
asked  on  direct  examination  as  to  whether  the 
theory  in  question  is  supported  by  the  authorities, 
the  medical  works  themselves  being  the  best  evi- 
dence as  to  what  they  teach.  State  v.  Winter,  73 
Iowa,  627. 

And  evidence  of  an  expert  witness  as  to  whether 
be  is  familiar  with  a  scientific  work,  and  whether 
or  not  it  is  a  standard  work,  is  not  admissible  as 
tending  to  prove  familiarity  upon  his  part  with 
authors  upon  that  subject.  People  v.  Sutton,  78 
Cal.  243. 

So,  the  weiffht  of  current  authority  is  against 
flllowlDff  scientific  works  to  be  read  from  to  contra- 
dict an  expert  generally.  Bloomington  v.  Shrock, 
no  111.  219, 61  Am.  Rep.  679,  dictum. 

And  this  was  held  in  Forest  City  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
gan, 22  111.  App.198;  Davis  v.  State,  88  Md.  15;  Darby 
v.  Ou8eley,86  Enc.  L.  ft  £q.  518, 1  Hurlst.  ftN.  12,  25 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  8. 227. 2  Jur.  N.  8. 497:  Knoll  v.  State, 
55  Wis.'249. 

In  Forest  City  Ins.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  22  111.  App.  198, 
»tipra,  Connecticut  Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  89  111. 
511),  infra,  II.  g.,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground 
that  in  that  case  the  expert  assumed  to  base  his 
opfnion  upon  particular  works  and  treatises,  and 
such  works  were  permitted  to  be  read  in  contradic- 
tion, the  attention  of  the  witness  having  been  called 
to  them. 

So.  a  medical  book  stated  by  an  expert  witness 
upon  the  question  of  sanity  or  insanity  to  bean  au- 
thority cannot  be  read  in  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  coDtradicting  the  evidence  of  an  expert  witness 
gi  ven  upon  cross-examination.  Maofarland's  Trial 
8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  57. 

An  expert  witness  may  state  that  bis  opinion  is 
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derived  from  standard  works,  but  if  he  fails  to  re- 
member what  particular  books  he  has  read  or 
culled  his  authority  from  there  is  no  way  to  contra- 
dict the  assertion  he  makes.  People  v.  Vander- 
hoof,  71  Mich.  158. 

But  a  physician  is  sometimes  allowed,  while 
testifyiDg,  to  verify  an  opinion  which  he  may  have 
expressed  by  referring  to  medical  works  of  stand- 
ard authority  on  which  his  opinign  is  in  part 
predicated;  and  when  a  medical  expert  has  thus 
indicated  the  source  of  his  opinion  the  books  them- 
selves may  be  offered  subsequently  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  they  do  not  support  the  opinion 
expressed,  or  that  they  contradict  it.  Union  PAa 
tt.  Co.  V.  Yates. 

Books  referred  to  by  an  expert  to  sustain  the 
opinions  he  has  expressed  may  be  used  to  contra- 
dict or  discredit  him.  Gallagher  V.  Market  Street 
R.  Co.  67  Cal.  18,  56  Am.  Rep.  713:  Bloomington  ▼. 
Shrock,  UO  111.  219, 51  Am.  Rep.  679,  dictum. 

And  evidence  as  to  what  is  said  in  a  medical  book» 
if  admitted,  may  be  contradicted  by  producing  the 
book.    People  v.  Millard.  53  Mich.  63. 

And  medical  experts  who  testify  that  certain 
propositions  are  laid  down  in  t>ooks  recognized  aa 
standard  authority  in  the  profession,  or  that  cer- 
tain conclusions  are  sustained  by  them,  may  be 
discredited  by  putting  in  evidence  the  books  re- 
ferred to.  Ripon  V.  Bittei,  80  Wis.  614. 
'  An  expert  witness  assuming  to  be  versed  in  a 
particular  science  and  to  be  familiar  with  the  t>e8t 
books  which  treat  on  it,  and  who  borrows  credit 
for  the  accuracy  of  his  statement  by  referring  hie 
learning  to  the  particular  t>ook,  implying  that  he 
echoes  the  opinions  of  that  book,  may  be  contra- 
dicted by  placing  such  book  in  evidence  and 
reading  therefrom  to  tne  Jury.  Pinney  v.  Gahill, 
48  Mich.  684. 

And  an  expert  witness  who  has  given  big  opinion 
upon  a  scientific  question,  and  testified  that  certain 
books  are  standard  works  on  the  subject,  may  be 
asked,  after  reading  to  him  certain  passages  upon 
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v9tB  totally  destroyed  by  Are,  but  it  was  not 
alleged  that  the  loss  was  not  caused  by  any  of 
the  excepted  causes.  The  complaint  was  de- 
murred to  on  the  ground  that  it  contained  no 
such  allegation,  and  the  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled. On  appeal  the  supreme  court  sustained 
the  judgment  overruling  the  demurrer,  sayine. 
''One  seeking  to  recover  on  an  insurance  pol- 
icy must  aver  the  loss,  and  show  that  it  oc- 
curred by  reason  of  a  peril  insured  against, 
but  he  need  not  aver  the  performance  of  con- 
ditions subsequent,  nor  negative  prohibited 
acts,  nor  deny  that  the  loss  occurred  from  the 
excepted  risks." 

In  the  Tennessee  case  the  policy  provided 
that  "if  the  building,  or  any  part  thereof,  fall, 
except  as  the  result  of  fire,  all  insurance  by 
this  policy  on  such  building  or  its  contents 
shall  immediately  cease." 

The  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  averment  in  the  declaration  that 
the  building  insured,  or  any  part  thereof,  did 
Dot  fall  except  as  tbe  result  of  fire.  The  de- 
murrer was  overruled,  and  the  supreme  court. 
afiSrmiug  such  decision,  says:  "It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  have  averred  the  perform- 
ance or  nonperformance  of  conditions  subse- 
quent, nor  to  have  negatived  prohibited  acts 
or  excepted  risks." 

The  burden  of  proof  has  been  held  to  rest 
upon  the  defendant  under  other  similar  clauses 
of  fire  policies:  t.  e.,  clauses  restricting  in  some 
way  the  liability  of  the  insurer.  So,  where  it 
was  provided  that  tbe  policy  should  be  void 


in  the  event  of  the  insured  effectioi;  additional 
insurance  {Clark  v.  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  9 
Gray,  148;  Eusgelt  v.  FideWff  F,  Ins.  Co.  84  Iowa, 
98);  also  where  it  is  provided  that  the  policy 
should  be  void  if  the  property  was  allowed  to 
remain  vacant  bevond  a  limited  time  {Ritiinger 
V.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  2>  Fed. 
Rep.  549);  where  there  was  a  provision  that 
the  policy  was  executed  by  the  agent  and  de- 
livered to  the  insured  upon  tbe  condition  that 
it  should  not  become  effective  until  it  was  ap- 
proved by  the  home  office  {Toung  v.  Newark 
F.  Ins.  Co.  59  Conn.  41);  and  where  it  was 

Srovided  that  the  company  should  not  be  lia- 
le  to  make  good  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire 
which  might  happen  or  take  place  by  means 
of  any  invasion,  insurrection,  etc.  {Portsmouth 
Ins.  Co,  V.  Reynolds,  82  Gratt.  613).  A  clause 
to  the  effect  that  the  insurer  should  not  be  an- 
swerable for  loss  bv  fire  which  should  happen 
by  any  explosion  is  referred  to  in  two  cases 
cued  by  defendant  {Ilnyward  v.  Lioerpool  dk  L, 
Fire  db  Life  Ins.  Co.  7  Bosw.  885,  2  Abb.  Dec. 
849,  and  6'^  JoJin  v.  American  Mvt,  F.  dt  M, 
Ins.  Co.  1  Daer,  871,  11  N.  Y.  516)  as  ''an  ex- 
ceptioD  to  the  general  language  of  tbe  previ- 
ous clause,  by  which  they  promise  to  make 
good  such  loss  or  damage  as  shall  be  occa- 
sioned by  fire."  But  tbe  point  here  raised  was 
not  before  the  court  It  was  conceded  in 
both  cases  that  the  fire  was  the  result  of  ai> 
explosion,  and  the  word  ''exception"  is  used 
in  the  opinions,  evidently  not  in  its  technical 
sense,  as  contrasted  with  "conditions,"  but  as 


tbe  subject  in  question  wbether  or  not  be  agreed 
witb  what  was  stated  in  such  passaires.  Beran  v.  Dry 
Dock,  E.  a  &  B.  B.  Co.  DB  App.  Div.  656. 

But  refusal  to  allow  oounsel  to  read  in  surre- 
buttal  oertain  portions  of  a  medical  treatise,  to  dis- 
credit and  contradict  an  expert  who  has  testified 
for  the  other  side,  is  not  error,  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  expert  predicated  his  opinion  upon 
the  theory  of  that  treatise.  People  v.  Ooldenson, 
76  Gal.  888. 

g.  Use  of,  on  eroes-examinatifm. 

The  established  rule  that  it  is  incompetent  to 
read  from  medical  books  to  the  jury  cannot  be 
evaded  upon  cross-examination. 

And  counsel  cannot  upon  cross-examination  of 
expert  witnesses  call  their  attention  to  certain  med- 
ical works  and  read  therefrom  to  the  Jury.  Ball 
V.  Murdock  (Mich.)  72  N.  W.  160. 

Soientiflc  books  which  are  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  direct  examination  cannot  t>e  admitted 
on  cross-examination,  where  their  introduction  is 
not  for  the  purpose  of  the  direct  contradiction  of 
something  asserted  by  the  witness,  but  simply  to 
prove  a  contrary  theory.  Bloomington  v.  Shrock, 
110  111.  219, 61  Am.  Bep.  679,  dictum. 

But  reference  to  books  of  approved  authority 
upon  tbe  subject  under  investi^tion  is  proper  on 
cross-examination  in  order  to  test  the  learnlnjr  of 
the  witness.  Hess  v.  Lowrey,  122  Ind.  238, 7  L.  K. 
A.  90;  State  v.  Winter,  72  Iowa,  627. 

And  a  physiciar  who  stated  on  direct  examina- 
tion that  he  derived  his  knowledge  of  a  particular 
subject,  not  from  experience  or  olMervation,  but 
from  reading  and  studying  medical  authors,  may 
be  cross-examined  as  to  his  general  reading,  not 
by  putting  the  books  in  evidence,  but  by  inquiries 
whether  he  had  not  found  particular  theories  laid 
down  In  them  oonflioting  with  the  theory  he  had 
advanced  as  tbe  result  of  his  reading.  State  v. 
Wood,  68  N.  H.  484. 

So,  an  expert  witness  who  testifies  as  to  his  opin- 
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ion  upon  a  scientific  question  involved  in  his  pro. 
feasion  may  be  cross-examined  by  inquiring  as  to* 
the  extent  of  his  knowledge  and  his  familiarity 
with  the  accredited  standard  authors  of  his  pro- 
fession.   Hutchinson  v.  State.  19  Neb.  268. 

And  asking  a  medical  expert  whether  oertain 
statements  were  not  made  by  oertain  writers.on 
surgery,  tbe  statement  referred  to  being  read  from 
a  book  held  by  counsel,  as  a  part  of  the  question,  is 
a  proper  method  of  cross-examination.  Hess  v. 
Lowrey,  122  Ind.  233,  7  L.  R.  A.  90. 

And  medical  men  may  be  asked  on  cross-exam- 
ination whether  they  have  read  particular  medical 
books.  Darby  v.  Ouseley,  86  Eng.  L.  Eq.  618,  1 
Hurlst  &  N.  12, 26  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  227, 2  Jur.  N.  S. 
497. 

So,  to  ask  a  medical  expert  who  has  given  his 
opinion  upon  a  soientiflc  question  and  stated  that 
it  was  based  upon  medical  authorities,  to  state 
what  the  medical  authorities  held  upon  that  ques- 
tion, is  within  the  proper  and  legitimate  scope  of 
cross-examination,  and  not  subject  to  the  objec- 
tion that  the  testimony  consists,  not  of  the  opinion 
of  the  witness,  but  of  that  of  the  medical  authori- 
ties. Hutchinson  v.  State,  19  Neb.  268;  Sute  v. 
Winter,  72  Iowa,  627. 

And  a  physician  who  has  made  a  diagnosis  of  the 
disease  of  which  the  insuied  died,  and  pronounced 
it  delirium  tremens,  may  t>e  cross-examined,  in  an 
action  upon  an  insurance  policy,  by  reading  para- 
graphs from  standard  authors  which  he  claims  to 
have  read  treating  on  that  disease,  and  asked  if  he 
agrees  with  the  authors,  for  the  purpose  of  testing 
the  knowledge  possessed  by  him  of  that  disease. 
Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  80  111.  616. 

Questions  put  to  a  medical  expert  on  cross-exam- 
ination, as  to  extracts  from  works  which  he  clalma 
to  have  read,  however,  should  be  strictly  limited 
to  the  one  purpose  of  testing  his  competency  as  an 
expert,  and  the  value  of  his  opinion.  Fisher  v. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  89  CaL  399. 

And  in  the  cross-examination  of  an  expert  who 
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a  coDveDieDt  way  of  ezpressing  the  fact  that 
the  insured  under  such  a  policy  would  not  be 
liable  for  all  losses  by  fire.  This  seems  clearly 
indicated  bv  the  sentence  from  It  N.  Y.  518: 
"Hence,  a  loss  occasioned  by  invasion,  insur- 
rection, riot,  and  the  like,  has  usually  been 
fonnd  excepted  in  such  policies;  and  although 
in  this,  and  perhaps  in  policies  generally,  the 
exception  in  this  respect  is  in  terms  of  losses 
by  fire,  the  clause  would  be  equally  definite 
and  intelligible  if  those  words  were  omitied  in 
the  clause  stating  the  exception." 

The  academic  distinction  between  an  excep- 
tion and  a  proviso  is  thus  stated  in  Bouvier's 
Law  Dictionary,  sub  tiiulo.  Proviso:  "An  ex- 
ception exempts  absolutely  from  the  operation 
of  an  engagement  or  an  enactment;  a  proviso 
defeats  their  operation  conditionally.  An  ex- 
ception takes  out  of  an  engagement  or  enact- 
ment something  which  would  otherwise  be 
part  of  the  subject-matter  of  it;  a  proviso 
avoids  them  by  way  of  defeasance  or  excuse." 
It  may  not  be  always  easy  to  apply  this  dis- 
tinction in  practice  (witness  the  conflicting  de- 
cisions supra),  but  no  especial  help  to  the  solu- 
tion of  the  problem  is  to  be  derived  from  cases 
holding,  as  do  some  of  those  cited  on  the 
brief,  that,  when  the  insurance  is  against 
"perils  of  the  sea,"  the  burden  is  upon  the  in- 
sured to  show  that  such  perils  caused  the  loss; 
or  that,  where  insurers  engage  to  be  responsi- 
ble for  partial  loss  only  if  it  amounts  to  5  per 
cent,  or  the  ship  be  stranded,  the  insurer  must 


show  loss  to  the  specified  percentage,  or  that 
the  ship  was  stranded;  nor  that,  unaer  bills  of 
lading  providing  that  the  carrier  should  not  be 
liable  for  loss  by  fire  while  in  transit,  plaintiff, 
if  he  seeks  to  recover  for  a  fire  resulting  from 
the  carrier's  negligence,  must  show  that  negli- 
gence afiirmatively;  nor  that  under  a  policy 
insuring  against  injuries  effected  through  ex- 
ternal, violent,  and  accidental  means  the  bur- 
den is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  from  all  the 
evidence  that  the  death  was  caused  by  exter- 
nal, violent,  and  accidental  means.  Bak^ 
v.  Manufacturer^  Ins,  Oo,  13  Gray,  608;  Pad- 
dock V.  Gommereial  Ins,  Co.  104  Mass.  521; 
Union  Ins.  Go.  v.  8?iau),  3  Dill.  U\  The  Nen- 
tune,  6  Blatchf.  193:  Whittoorth  v.  ErieR.  (&. 
87  N.  Y.  418;  Kaiser  v.  Latimer,  9  App.  Div. 
87;  Claflin  v.  Meyer,  75  N.  Y.  260.  81  Am.  Rep. 
467;  Lamb  v.  Camden  <k  A.  B.  d  Transp.  Go. 
46  N.  Y.  271,  7  Am.  Rep.  827;  lYawller^  Ins. 
Go.  V.  McConkey,  127  U.  8.  661,  82  L.  ed.  308. 

A  pertinent  case  cited  on  the  brief  of  plain- 
tiff in  error  is  Sohier  v.  Norwich  F.  Ins.  Co.W 
Allen,  886.  The  policy  in  that  case  insured 
Sohier,  in  the  language  of  the  opinion, 
"against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  to  the  amount 
of  $fS,600  on  his  brick  and  slated  building  known 
as  the  National  Theatre,  situate  on  Portland 
street,  Boston,  Mass.  This  policy  not  to  eoter 
any  loss  or  damage  by  fire  whicfi  may  originate 
in  the  theatre  proper." 

Some  provisos  against  liability  for  loss  by 
fire  which  happens  by  invasion,  riot,  and  the 


bases  his  opinion  upon  medical  treatises  read  by 
him,  to  test  bis  knowled^,  great  care  should  be 
taken  by  the  court  to  confine  It  within  reasonable 
limits,  and  see  that  the  quotations  read  to  the  wit- 
nesses are  so  fairly  selected  as  to  present  the  au- 
thor's views  on  the  subject  of  the  examination. 
Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  89  111.  516. 

It  is  not  competent  to  ask  an  expert  witness  upon 
cross-examination  whether  he  is  acquainted  with 
A  certain  scientific  work,  and  upon  his  answerinir 
in  the  affirmative  and  that  it  is  a  standard  au- 
thority, to  read  at  length  from  the  book  and  in- 
quire of  the  witness  whether  he  agreed  with  the 
author  as  to  the  parts  read,  where  the  object  is  not 
the  contradiction  of  the  witness  as  to  something- 
asserted  by  him,  but  simply  to  prove  a  contrary 
theory.  Bloomington  v.  Shrock,  110  111.  219. 61  Am. 
Rep.  679. 

And  a  witness  who  on  his  direct  examination 
ffives  certain  medical  opinions  and  supports  them 
by  the  assertion  that  they  conform  to  the  au- 
thority of  medical  works  cannot  be  asked  on  cross- 
examination  to  read  statements  from  medical 
works,  and  then  asked  if  he  agrees  with  the  authors 
where  the  extracts  do  not  contradict  his  evidence 
And  are  evidently  intended  to  sustain  the  theory 
of  the  cross-examiningr  party.  Fisher  v.  Southern 
P.  R.Co.89Cal.399. 

So,  a  medical  witness  in  a  prosecution  for  mur- 
der, who  states  that  a  certain  medical  work  draws 
a  distinction  between  an  autopsy  and  an  external 
examination,  distinjrulshing  the  latter  as  an  exam- 
ination of  the  body,  cannot  be  handed  the  book  of 
euch  author  on  cross-examination,  and  asked  to 
refer  to  that  part  of  it  in  which  such  an  examina- 
tion was  so  distinguished.  Davis  v.  State,  88  Md.  15. 

And  refusal  to  permit  medical  witnesses  to  an- 
swer questionsas  to  whether  certain  medical  works, 
naming  them,  were  standard  authorities,  is  not  er- 
ror where  no  previous  mention  of  them  has  been 
made.  Fox  v.  Peninsular  White  Lead  &  Color 
Works,  84  Mich.  676. 
40  L.  K.  A. 


h.  Use  of,  in  aroumenL 

The  prevailing  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  scien- 
tific and  medical  works  cannot  be  read  to  the  Jury 
by  counsel  in  argument,  though  they  are  standard 
works  of  established  authority. 

This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  Ash  worth  v.  Kit- 
tridire,  12  Cush.  193,  fi9  Am.  Deo.  178;  Washburn  v. 
Cuddihy,  8  Gray,  480;  Com.  v.  Brown.  121  Mass. 
69;  Com.  v.  Sturtivant,  117  Mass.  190,  19  Am.  Rep. 
401;  Huffman  v.  Click,  77  N.  C.  66;  Burt  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.  App.)  80  L.  R.  A.  806;  iie  Mason,  60 
Hun,  46. 

Thus  counsel  for  a  person  accused  of  crime,  who 
sets  up  insanity  as  a  defense,  has  no  rlgrht  in  his 
address  to  the  Jury  to  quote  the  opinions  of  med- 
ical men  as  given  in  their  works.  Queen  v. 
Crouch,  1  Cox,  C;  C.  94;  Burt  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim. 
App.)  80  L.  R.  A.  8(3. 

And  a  book  considered  as  authority  on  railroad 
injuries,  and  extracts  from  such  book,  cannot  be 
read  by  counsel  in  summingr  up  to  the  Jury  as  part 
of  his  argument.  Robinson  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  (U.  8.  C.  C.  N.  Y.)  24  Alb.  L.  J.  857. 

And  failure  to  restrain  counsel,  who  in  his  ad- 
dress to  the  Jury  reads  and  comments  on  a  book  of 
science  as  evidence  in  the  cause,  is  not  a  waiver  of 
the  error,  as  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Judge  in  his  in- 
structions to  present  the  case  to  them  properly, 
and  correct  any  errors  Into  which  counsel  may 
have  fallen.  Melvin  v.  Basley,  46  N.  a  (1  Jones,  L.) 
887,  62  Am.  Dec.  171. 

Extracts  from  books  oontaining  the  opinions  or 
acquisitions  of  learned  or  scientific  witnesses  upon 
a  point  in  issue,  which  are  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence, and  which  are  offered  during  the  introduc- 
tion of  testimony  by  the  parties,  should  not  be 
permitted  to  be  read  to  the  Jury  at  any  time. 
Jones  V.  Doe,  Little  Blue  River  Regular  Baptist 
Church,  1  Smith  (Ind.)  47. 

But  it  will  be  presumed  on  appeal  that  medical 
works  read  in  evidence  against  objection  were  read 
for  some  legitimate  purpose,  where  the  bill  of  ex- 
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like  are  Id  a  later  part  of  the  policy.  The 
clause  in  italics  is  written  in  the  policy,  the 
Test  of  the  pans  quoted  being  printed. 

The  opinion  proceeds  (the  italics  infrahemg 
our  own):  '*The  first  question  raised  by  the 
hill  of  exceptions  is  whether  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  loss  by 
fire  which  did  not  originate  in  the  thea- 
tre proper.  This  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion given  to  the  clause,  'this  policy  not  to 
cover  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire  which  may 
originate  in  the  theatre  proper.'  If  that  clause 
can  be  regarded  as  a  primdo,  that  is,  a  ftipula- 
Hon  added  to  the  principal  contract,  to  avoid 
the  defendants  promts  by  toay  of  dffeaManee  or 
•excuse,  then  it  is  for  the  defendants  to  plead 
it  in  defense,  and  support  it  by  evidence.  But 
if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  an  exception,  so  that 
the  promise  is  only  to  perform  what  remains 
after  the  part  excepted  is  taken  away,  then  the 
plainiiff  must  negative  the  exception  to  estab- 
lish a  cause  of  action.  It  is  not  always  easy 
to  determine  to  which  class,  whether  of  pro- 
visos or  exceptions,  a  particular  stipulation  be- 
longs; and  this  one  is  certainly  tery  near  the 
Une.  But  after  a  careful  consideration  the 
court  are  of  opinion  that  this  was  an  exception 
to  the  subject  of  the  contract,  that  it  put  the 
hurden  of  proof  on  the  plaintiff.  .  .  .  The 
qualification  of  the  contract  to  which  the  par- 
ties agreed  is  not  ioserted  with  any  technical 
formality  or  precision.  But  it  is  found  between 
the  statement  of  what  is  insured,  and  the  prom- 


ise to  pay  in  case  of  loss,  in  close  connection 
toith,  and  gvalifieation  of,  the  description  of  Vie 
subject-matter  of  the  insurance.  TTie  provisos 
are  set  forth  in  a  different  part  of  the  instru- 
ment. It  thus  seems  to  be  a  direct  limithtion 
of  the  risk  against  which  insurance  is  ef- 
fected. The  difference  would  only  be  a  for- 
mal one,  if,  instead  of  the  phraseology  actu- 
ally used,  the  language  of  the  policy  had  been. 
*do  insure  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  not 
originating  in  the  theatre  proper.'  It  would 
illustrate  the  operation  of  the  phrase  in  ques- 
tion, and  show  its  effect  as  an  exception,  it  we 
suppose  it  applied  to  the  building  insured.  If 
the  clause  in  the  policy  had  been,  'this  policy 
not  to  cover  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire  to  the 
part  of  the  building  used  as  a  theatre  proper/ 
.  .  .  this  would"  manifestly  have  been  an 
exccptign  from  the  subject  matter  of  the  in- 
surance. And  it  is  in  like  manner  an  excep- 
tion to  the  risks  taken  by  the  defendants,  when, 
in  the  same  part  of  the  policy  in  which  they  in- 
sure  the  risk  of  -fire,  and  in  tfie  same  connection, 
they  state,  in  substance,  that  it  is  only  fire 
which  does  not  originate  in  the  theatre  proper 
against  which  they  insure.*' 

A  similar  question  has  been  before  the  courts 
in  actions  upon  policies  of  life  insurance, 
where  the  contract  sued  upon  contained  a 
clause  that  it  was  to  be  void  if  insured  died  of 
a  disease  induced  or  aggravated  by  intemper- 
ance, or  was  to  be  null  and  void  if  he  should 
die  in,  or  in  consequence  of ,  a  duel,  or  in  viola- 


ceptioDS  does  not  purport  to  contain  all  the  evl- 
denoe.    Rlpon  v.  Bittel,  80  Wis.  614. 

The  reason  for  the  rule  Is  that  when  books  are 
thus  ofTered  they  are  In  effect  used  as  evidence, 
and  are  statements  wanting  the  sanction  of  an 
oath.  Ashworth  v.  Kittrldge,  12  Cush.  183, 60  Am. 
0ec.  178. 

Quotations  from  medical  books  are  not  admls- 
«ible  as  evidence  when  olTered  independently  or 
when  read  by  witnesses,  and  it  follows  that  coun- 
«el  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  read  them  to  the 
jury,  especially  when  they  are  not  proved  to  come 
from  works  of  standard  authority  in  the  profes- 
•sion,  as  the  opinions  of  medical  experts  are  in  the 
nature  of  facts  to  be  established  by  living  wit- 
nesses, and  not  to  be  proved  by  hearsay  alleged  to 
have  come  from  those  not  present,  and  not  even 
-shown  to  be  competent  to  give  them.  People  v. 
Wheeler,  60  Cai.  681, 44  Am.  Rep.  70. 

In  People  v.  Wheeler,  60  Cal.  681, 44  Am.  Rep.  70. 
■eupra,  Rlpon  v.  Bittel,  80  Wis.  619,  supra,  II.  f, 
was  distinmiished  upon  the  ground  that  in  that 
-case  a  medical  expert  had  stated  that  the  treatise 
sustained  his  conclusion,  and  the  book  was  admit- 
ted as  evidence  in  the  nature  of  impeaching  testi- 
mony to  show  that  the  witness  was  mistaken;  and 
Harvey  v.  State,  40  Ind.  616,  Ir^o,  was  distinguished 
upon  the  ground  that  the  court  in  that  case  sup- 
posed that  any  evil  that  might  arise  would  be  over- 
oome  by  the  direction  of  the  jury  to  discredit  the 
extract  as  evidence,  but  that  in  the  case  at  liar  the 
court  did  not  so  instruct  the  jury,  but  It  was  said 
that  it  was  not  thought  that  that  case  was  well  de- 
cided; and  Merkle  v.  State,  87  Ala.  180,  and  Stouden- 
meter  v.  Williamson,  £8  Ala.  666,  supra,  II.  e,  were 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  the  question 
there  considered  was  not  whether  an  expert  could 
read  from  medical  works,  but  whether  such  books 
-themselves  could  be  introduced  in  evidence. 

In  some  states,  however,  the  practice  prevails  of 
permittinir  counsel  while  addressing  the  jury  to 
read  extracts  from  law  books  and  from  scientific 


works  as  a  part  of  their  argument.  Uhion  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Yatks. 

And  in  Wade  v.  De  Witt,  20  Tex.  888,  it  was  said 
that  the  privilege  of  counsel  In  their  address  to  the 
Jury  to  read  from  legal  authors  or  from  works  of 
general  science  extracts  pertinent  to  the  case  in 
support  of  their  argument  is  a  valuable  one, 
though  susceptible  of  abuse,  and  ought  not  to  be 
abridged. 

Thus,  extracts  from  medical  works  which  have 
been  accepted  by  the  profession  as  authority  may 
when  pertinent  be  read  to  the  jury  by  counsel  as  a 
part  of  their  argument  State  v.  Hoyt,  46  Conn. 
880;  SUte  v.  Coleman, »  8.  C.  441. 

Counsel  has  the  right  in  the  argument  of  a  cause 
before  the  court  or  jury,  by  way  of  arirument  or 
illustration,  to  read  from  a  book  a  pertinent  quo- 
tation or  extract  from  a  work  on  science  or  art  or 
other  publication,  adopting  it  and  making  it  a  part 
of  his  own  address  to  the  jury.  Legg  v.  Drake,  1 
Ohio  St.  286. 

Extracts  from  scientific  l)OOk8,  which  are  merely 
argumentative  and  contain  no  opinions  or  acquisi- 
tions of  learned  or  scientiflc  witnesses  which  could 
be  regarded  as  proper  matters  of  evidence,  may  be 
read  or  adopted  as  arirument  subject  to  the  in- 
structlons  of  the  court  as  to  the  law  of  the  case. 
Jones  V.  Doe,  Little  Blue  River  Regular  Baptist 
Church,  1  Smith  (Ind.)  47. 

The  rule  that  matters  gathered  from  books  or 
newspapers  cannot  be  used  as  testimony  does  not 
prohibit  counsel  f^m  using  quotations  as  mere 
Illustration.    Baldwin  v.  BHcker,  86  Ind.  2SS1. 

But  they  cannot  be  used  as  evidence.  Legg  v. 
Drake,  1  Ohio  St  286. 

It  would  be  an  abuse  of  privilege  to  make  the 
right  thus  to  do  the  pretense  of  getting  Improper 
matter  betore  the  jury.  Legg  v.  Drake,  1  Ohio  St 
287. 

And  scientific  works  on  insanity  read  from  by 
counsel  for  the  accused  in  a  criminal  prosecution 
in  argument  cannot  be  considered  or  regarded  as 
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tion  of  tbe  laws  of  any  nation,  state,  or  prov- 
ince; or,  where  tbe  clause  read,  "Tbe  self- 
destruction  of  tbe  person  [iDSured],  wbether 
voluntary  or  involuntarjr,  and  wbetber  be  be 
sane  or  insane  at  tbe  time,  is  not  a  risk  as- 
sumed by  tbe  company  in  the  contract."  In 
each  of  these  cases  it  was  held  that  the  clause 
contained  a  condition,  and  that  it  was  for  de- 
fendant to  show  its  breach  by  a  fair  preponder- 
ance of  proof.  Van  Vnlkfnburgh  v.  Ameri- 
can Popular  Lift  Ina.  Co.  70  N.  Y.  605;  Mur- 
ray V.  New  Fork  L,  In$.  Co.  86  N.  Y.  286; 
Gol<Uc/imidt  v.  Mutual  L.  Inn.  Co,  110  N.  Y. 
628.  And  a  similar  rule  of  construction  has 
been  applied  in  cases  of  accident  insurance, 
where  the  contract  provided  that  tbe  insurance 
should  not  extend  to  cover  accidental  injuries 
or  death  caused  by  fight in|B^  or  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger,  nor  while  tbe 
insured  was  under  the  influence  of  intoxicating 
drinks.  8ee«/c/n«i  v.  United  States  Mut,  Acei. 
Asao.  92  Iowa.  652,  where  the  court  says:  ''Not 
one  of  these  conditions  was  to  happen  prior  to 
tbe  lime  the  contract  between  the  assured  and 
tbe  company  should  become  bindini^.  .  .  . 
Tbe  situation,  then,  is  this:  That  there  was  a 
valid  contract  of  insurance  when  the  policy  is- 
sued, but  it  might  thereafter,  upon  the  happen- 
ing of  some  of  these  conditions,  cease  to  be  en- 
forceable, k  .  .  They  were  each  and  all 
matters  of  defense  available  to  the  defendant; 
but,  not  constituting  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
case,  the    burden  did  not  rest  upon   him   to 


either  plead  or  prove  the  absence  of  them  i& 
the  first  instance." 

And  in  Coburn  v.  Tranelert^  Tn$.  Go,  145> 
Mass.  226,  where  there  was  a  similar  ruling, 
the  court  uses  this  language:  '* Stipulations 
added  to  a  principal  contract,  which  are  in- 
tended to  avoid  the  defendant's  promise  bv  way 
of  defeasance  or  excuse,  must  be  pleaded  in 
defense,  and  must  be  sustained  by  evidence. 
They  are  in  the  nature  of  provisos.  Excep- 
tions which  leave  the  defendant  liable  to  per- 
form that  which  remains  after  the  part  ex- 
cepted is  taken  awav  are  to  be  negatived." 

Some  remarks  of  tbe  court  in  Freeman  v. 
Traveler^  Ine.  Go.  144  Mass.  672,  are  most  per- 
tinent to  the  case  at  bar.  The  policy  insured 
against  bodily  injuries  ''effected  thfongh  ex- 
ternal, violent,  and  accidental  means,  witfaiD 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  contract  and 
the  conditions  hereunto  annexed."  After  the 
principal  clause  followed  five  provisos  and 
eight  conditions.  Tbe  second  proviso  was: 
'^Provided,  always,  that  this  policy  is  issued 
and  accepted  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
herein  contained  or  referred  to."  The  third 
proviso  was:  "That  this  insurance  shall  not 
extend  to  any  bodily  injury  .  .  .  wheo 
.  .  .  injury  may  have  happened  in  conse- 
quence of  .  .  .  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger."  The  first  condition  was: 
'The  party  insured  is  required  to  use  all  due 
diligence  for  personal  safety."  etc.  The  last 
condition  provided:  "Tbe  provisions  and  con- 


legral  authorities  in  tbe  case  except  so  far  as  tbe 
views  expressed  in  them  are  sanctioned  and  sup- 
ported by  Judicial  rulinffs  and  dcoisions  in  tbe  trial 
of  cases.  State  v.  West  (Del.)  Houst.  Crim.  Rep. 
871. 

So.  where  counsel  reads  from  medical  books  to 
the  jury  in  bis  artfument  tbe  court  should  instruct 
them  that  such  books  are  not  evidence,  but  simply 
theories  of  medical  men.    Yoe  v.  People.  49  111.  410. 

And  the  reading'  by  the  attorney  for  tbe  people 
In  a  criminal  prosecution  of  extracts  from  medical 
works  which  have  not  been  introduced  in  evidence 
or  proved  to  be  of  authority  is  error  unless  tbe 
court  instructs  that  such  books  are  not  evi- 
dence but  simply  theories  of  medical  men.  Yoe  v. 
People,  49  111.  410. 

But  permlttinfr  counsel  to  read  extracts  from  a 
work  on  medical  Jurisprudence  durinfr  his  argru- 
ment  before  tbe  Jury  in  a  criminal  prosecution  was 
Dot  error  wbere  the  court  Informed  tbe  Jury  that 
tbey  could  not  bo  regarded  as  evidence,  but  were 
read  simply  as  part  of  the  argument  Harvey  v. 
State,  40  Ind,  616;  Ck>ry  v.  Silcox,  6  Ind.  89. 

And  the  reading  in  evidence  by  a  counsel,  as  a 
part  of  bis  argument,  of  an  essay  of  his  own  on 
dueling,  and  an  extract  from  a  book  on  duels  and 
dueling,  in  a  prosecution  for  homicide,  is  not  such 
an  abuse  of  the  privilege  of  counsel  as  will  require 
a  reversal  and  setting  aside  of  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
wbere  tbe  evidence  is  such  as  to  demand  sucb  a 
verdict.    Cavanah  v.  State,  66  Miss.  900. 

So,  counsel  should  not  be  permitted  to  read  medi- 
cal authorities  to  the  Jury  in  bis  argument,  wbere 
they  are  not  read  by  way  of  illustration,  but  to 
give  the  Jury  a  clear  view  of  what  such  medical 
writers  lay  down  as  evidence  on  the  question  in 
band.    Boyle  v.  State.  57  Wis.  473.  46  Am.  Rep.  41. 

And  refusal  to  permit  counsel  to  read  extracts 
from  a  work  on  science  or  art  as  part  of  his  address 
to  the  jury  is  not  reversible  error  wbere  the  bill  of 
exceptions  does  not  show  that  sucb  extracts  had 
any  relevancy  to  the  cause  on  trial,  or  came  within 
iO  L.  R.  A. 


the  purport  and  legitimate  scope  of  arguments 
Legg  V.  Drake,  1  Ohio  St.  286. 

In  some  Jurisdictions  the  practioeof  permittinjr 
counsel  while  addressing  the  Jury  to  read  extract* 
from  scientific  works  as  a  part  of  their  argument 
is  regarded  as  a  matter  which  rests  entirely  in  tbe 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  Judge.  Union  P.  K. 
Ck>.  V.  Yates;  Wade  v.  De  Witt,  90  Tex.  398:  Cross  v. 
State,  11  Tex.  App.  84;  Hudson  v.  Skate, 6  Tex.  App. 
663. 82  Am.  Rep.  693. 

And  one  which  the  appellate  court  will  not  revise 
unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  such  discretion  ba» 
been  abused.  Cross  v.  State,  11  Tex.  App.  84;  Hud- 
son V.  State.  6  Tex.  App.  666, 32  Am.  Rep.  663. 

And  refusal  to  permit  counsel  to  read  from 
medical  books  to  the  jury  is  a  matter  within  tb» 
discretion  of  tbe  court,  and  not  tbe  subject  of  a 
writ  of  error.  Lunlng  v.  State,  1  Cband.  (Wis.)  177, 
2  Plnney,  216, 62  Am.  Deo.  163. 

III.  LOMC. 

Judicial  opinions  and  opinions  of  counsel  are  to 
be  excluded  as  evidence  of  the  law  in  tbe  trial  of  » 
cause,  but  may  be  read  and  are  entitled  to  consid- 
eration as  argument.    Steiner  v.  Goxe,  4  Pa.  13. 

Counsel  may  read  and  comment  on  the  law  to  tbe 
Jury  in  argument  in  a  criminal  ca8e,and  invoke  tbe 
opinion  of  the  Judge  upon  any  principle  of  law 
therein.    Powell  v.  State,  65  Ga.  709. 

While  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  in  criminal  cases- 
to  receive  and  accept  tbe  law  as  given  them  by  the 
court,  counsel  in  their  argument  may  read  lawto< 
the  court  in  tbe  hearing  of  the  Jury,  or  the  jury  iO' 
the  hearing  of  the  court,  subject  to  the  correctloD> 
of  the  court  in  its  charge.  McMath  v.  State,  65  Ga. 
808. 

And  the  reading  by  the  court,  as  a  part  of  its- 
charge  to  the  Jury,  of  the  law  as  announced  by  the 
appellate  court  on  a  former  appeal  in  the  same  case, 
is  not  error  where  the  passages  read  seem  to  be  the 
law.  Richmond  ft  D.  EL  Co.  v.  Hissong,  97  Ala.  187. 

So,  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  in  a  criminal* 
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dUions  aforesaid,  and  a  strict  compliaDce  there- 
with during  the  continuance  of  this  policy,  are 
conditions  precedent  to  the  makini^  of  this  con- 
tract." The  question  presented  on  appeal  was 
whether  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  that  the  insured  used  "all  due 
diligence  for  personal  safety  and  protection/' 
Tbe  court  says:  "The  rule  of  pleading  in  de- 
claring upon  a  contract  which  contains  an  ex- 
ception, or  a  proviso,  or  a  condition,  is  stated 
tn  Com,  V.  Hart,  11  Cush.  180. 184.  as  follows: 
'If  such  an  instrument  contain  in  it.  first,  a 
general  clause,  and  afterwards  a  separate  and 
distinct  clause,  which  has  the  elTect  of  takint; 
out  of  the  general  clause  something  that  would 
otherwise  be  included  in  it.  a  party  relying 
upon  the  general  clause,  in  pleading,  may  set 
out  that  clause  only,  without  noticing  the 
separate  and  distinct  clause  which  operates  as 
an  exception;  but  if  the  exception  itself  be  in- 
corporated in  the  general  clause,  then  the  party 
relying  on  it  must,  in  pleading,  state  it,  to- 
gether with  the  exception.'  It  is  a  general 
rule  of  the  law  of  evidence,  that  It  is  neceasary 
for  a  party  to  prove  the  substantive  facts  which 
he  is  required  affirmatively  to  aver  in  his  plead- 
ing. It  is  true  that  the  policy  in  the  case  at 
bar  only  insures  sgainst  bodily  in  juries  effected 
by  the  means  described  ^with'in  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  contract,  and  the  conditions 
hereunto  annexed:'  but  this  does  not  cbao&e  the 
nature  of  the  conditions.  They  shall  take  ef- 
fect as  conditions,  and  the  insertion  of  these 


words  in  the  principal  clause  of  the  contract 
does  not  vary  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract. 
The  condition  we  are  considering  is  essentially 
an  executory  stipulation,  in  the  foj-m  of  a  con- 
dition, that  Murray  shall  use  all  due  diligence 
for  his  personal  safety  and  protection,  and  it 
is  the  breach  of  this  condition  by  Murraywhich 
the  defendant  sets  up  as  a  defense.  We  are 
not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been  held  that  tbe 
introduction  of  the  words  we  have  quoted,  or 
of  other  similar  words,  into  the  principal  clause 
of  a  policy  of  insurance,  incorporates  into  this 
clause  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  within  tbe 
meaning  of  the  rule  of  pleading  we  have  stated; 
and  in  some  of  the  decisions,  where  it  has  been 
held  that  tbe  defendant  must  plead,  or  tbat  the 
burden  of  proof  was  on  him  to  show,  that  a 
representation  was  false,  or  that  a  stipulation 
contained  in  a  condition  had  not  been  com- 
plied with,  the  policy  contained  these  or  simi- 
lar words  in  the  principal  clause.  ...  In 
an  action  upon  a  policy  which  contains  many 
provisos  and  conditions,  there  is  a  practical 
wisdom  which  courts  have  recognized,  in  com- 
pelling the  insurance  company  to  allege  and 
prove  the  want  of  compliance  with  any  par- 
ticular proviso  or  condition  on  which  it  relies." 
Examined  in  the  light  of  these  authorities, 
the  clause  providing  what  shall  happen  in  the 
event  of  a  fall  is  not  difficult  of  construction. 
It  is  not  in  tbat  part  of  the  policy  which  in- 
sures tbe  risk,  nor  "in  close  connection  with 
and  qualification  of  the  description  of  tbe  sub- 


case has  the  lifrbt.  In  openloflr,  to  read  to  the  Jury 
tbe  sreneral  observations  of  a  learned  Judg-e.  made 
In  a  ease  previously  tried,  on  tbe  nature  and  effect 
of  circumstantial  evidence,  where  be  adopts  them 
as  his  own  opinions  and  makes  them  a  part  of  bis 
own  address  to  the  Jury.  Beg.  v.  COurvoisier,  9Car. 
ft  P.  982. 

And  in  reading  to  the  jury  a  case  from  the  regu- 
lar law  reports  of  tbe  state  he  is  not  confined  to  the 
opinion  of  tbe  court  upon  tbe  question  of  law  there- 
in, but  may  read,  in  connection  therewith,  the  state- 
ment of  the  facts' of  the  case,  and  comment  thereon. 
State  V.  Hoyt,  46  Ckinn.  830. 

So,  the  use  by  counsel  for  the  accused  in  a  crim- 
inal prosecution  of  Phillip's  Remarkable  Cases  of 
Circumstantial  Evidence  In  argument  before  tbe 
jury  is  not  objectionable.  Jones  v.  State,  86  G a. 
fi08. 

The  general  rule  is  that  permiaslon  to  counsel  to 
read  legal  authorities  in  argument  of  a  cause  before 
the  court  and  Jury  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court,  and  is  not  subject  to  revision  on  appeal 
except  in  a  dear  case  of  abuse  of  the  disci^tion. 
Hinee  v.  State,  8  Tez.  App.  4S8;  Hudson  v.  State,  6 
Tex.  App.  566.  89  Am.  Rep.  603;  Cross  v.  State,  11 
Tex.  App.  84;  Wade  v.  De  Witt,  20  Tex.  808;  Curtis  v. 
State,  36  Ark.  284;  People  v.  Anderson.  44  Cal.  65. 

And  the  manner  of  reading  them  as  part  of  the 
argument  also  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Curtis  V.  State,  36  Ark.  284. 

But  it  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  determine 
whether  the  law  proposed  to  t>e  read  is  applicable  to 
the  facts  of  the  case.    CurUs  v.  State,  36  Ark.  284. 

And  it  is  its  duty  to  check  promptly  any  effort  on 
the  part  of  counsel  to  induce  the  Jury  to  disregard 
tbe  instructions  or  take  the  law  from  the  books 
rather  than  from  the  court.  People  v.  Anderson, 
44  Cal.  65. 

But  where  counsel  for  the  prosecution  in  a  crim- 
inal case  reads  an  instruction  to  the  jury  which  has 
been  sanctioned  by  the  supreme  court  as  a  proper 
obarge,  permitting  counsel  for  the  defense  In  reply 
40  L.  a  A. 


I  to  read  the  facts  in  such  case  and  comment  upon 
tbe  difference  in  the  two  cases  to  show  the  applica- 
bility of  the  charge  to  the  one  and  its  inapplicabil- 
ity to  the  other,  is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion. 
Cross  v.  State,  11  Tex.  App.  84. 

And  refusal  of  tbe  court  to  stop  the  attorney  for 
the  people  in  a  criminal  prosecution  from  reading, 
in  the  course  of  his  argument  to  the  jury,  extracts 
from  books  of  law  and  reports  of  Judicial  decisions 
on  matters  of  law,  is  not  error  where  the  court  In- 
structs the  jury  that  it  is  their  duty  to  decide  the 
case  according  to  the  law  as  it  is  given  by  the  court, 
regardless  of  any  law  which  has  been  read  from  the 
books  by  any  of  the  counsel.  People  v.  Treadwell« 
60  Cal.  226. 

So,  refusal  to  permit  counsel  for  the  defense  in  a 
criminal  prosecution  to  read  in  his  argument  cases 
previously  decided  in  the  supreme  court  Is  not  an 
abuse  of  discretion,where  the  court  declines  to  hear 
them  on  the  ground  that  it  is  sufficiently  advised 
on  the  law  of  the  case.  Hudson  v.  State,  6  Tex. 
App.  666,  82  Am.  Rep.  608. 

And  it  is  not  error  for  the  court  to  refuse  to  per- 
mit counsel  to  read  from  a  law  book  in  his  opening 
speech  to  the  jury.  Hall  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  11  Cent.  Rep. 
188. 

And  a  remark  by  the  staters  attorney  that  Phil- 
lip's Remarkable  Cases  of  Circumstantial  Evidence, 
which  had  been  used  by  the  counsel  for  the  accused 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  in  his  argument,  was  a 
mere  romance  or  fiction,  is  not  objectionable;  but 
if  the  judge  should  have  reason  to  believe  that  the 
jury  were  likely  to  be  misled  thereby,  it  would  be 
bis  duty  to  state  to  them  what  principles  applicable 
to  tbe  case  were  to  Influence  and  guide  them.  Jones 
V.  State,  66  Oa.  606. 

So,  refusal  to  permit  counsel  in  bis  argument  to 
the  Jury  in  a  prosecution  for  felony  to  read  the 
statement  of  facts  made  on  a  former  appeal  of  the 
same  cause,  and  the  decision  thereon  of  the  supreme 
court  holding  the  evidence  insufficient,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deducing  therefrom  the  insufficiency  of  the 
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Jt'Ct-inatler  of  the  insurance,"  but  is  placed 
with  the  otber  provisos,  in  a  different  part  of 
the  insirument.  Tlie  mere  location  of  the 
clause  is,  of  course,  not  controlling,  but  it  has 
been  considered  as  of  some  weight  in  several 
of  the  cases  cited  iupra.  Nor  is  it  to  be  con- 
strued as  if  it  were  removed  from  its  position 
Hmong  the  provisos,  and  incorporated  with  the 
clause  descriptive  of  the  subject-matter,  by  the 
mere  use  of  the  words,  "except  as  hereinafter 
provided."  To  /rive  these  words  such  an  ef- 
fect would  be  to  incorporate  with  the  descrip- 
tive clause  all  the  provisos  as  to  loss  caused  di- 
lectly  or  indirectly  by  riot  or  invasion,  or  by 
neglect  of  the  insured,  or  by  explosion  or 
lightning,  or  where  there  has  been  other  insur- 
ance (not  notified  to  company),  or  where  manu- 
facturing is  carried  on  aher  10  p.  m.,  or  the 
building  stands  vacant,  etc.  The  overwhelm- 
ing weight  of  authority,  as  will  be  seen  from 
the  citations  supra.  Is  opposed  to  any  such  con- 
struction. The  most  important  element, 
however,  in  determining  whether  a  particular 
clause  expresses  a  condition  or  an  excep- 
tion. Is  the  nature  of  the  clause  itself. 
What  does  this  particular  clause  mean,  '*If 
a  building,  or  any  part  thereof,  fall,  ex- 
cept as  the  result  of  fire,  all  insurance  by  this 
policy  on  such  building  or  its  contents  shall 
immediately  cease?"  Manifestly,  it  does  not 
merely  provide  that  the  insurer  will  not  be 
liable  for  the  particular  variety  of  loss  by  fire 
which  results  from  a  fall.  It  stipulates  for 
very  much  more,  tiz.  that  the  contract,  which 
it  is  expressly  provided  shall  normally  con- 


tinue for  a  year,  shall.  In  the  event  of  a  fall, 
absolutely  cease  and  determine,  so  that,  if  a 
fall  shall  take  place  which  in  no  way  injures 
the  property  insured,  and  it  be  thereafter  de- 
stroyed by  fire  happening  otherwise  than  by 
fall  or  from  prohibited  causes,  the  insurer  Is 
nevertheless  not  liable,  because  an  event  has 
happened  which,  by  agreement  of  the  parties, 
puts  an  end  to  the  contract  altogether.  It  is 
difficult  to  see  how  such  a  clause  can  be  con- 
strued otherwise  than  as  a  condition  subse- 
quent. 

To  the  further  argument  that  the  words  in 
the  descriptive  clause,  "while  contained  in 
brick  building."  etc.,  made  it  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  no  fall  had  destroyed 
the  integrity  of  the  building,  a  suflQcient  an- 
swer is  found  in  the  brief  of  the  defendant  in 
error.  A  clause  drawn  expressly  to  cover  the 
case  of  a  building  falling  before  a  fire  has  been 
inserted  in  the  contract,  and  it  is  to  be  as- 
sumed that  the  whole  intention  of  the  parties 
on  that  subject  is  expressed  in  such  clause. 

The  circumstance' that  the  complainant  al- 
leged that  the  "fire  did  not  happen  by  .  .  . 
reason  of  any  of  the  causes  excepted  by  the 
terms  of  the  policy"  did  not  change  the  situa- 
tion in  any  way.  Unnecessary  allegations  in 
a  complaint  need  not  be  proved.  Murray  t. 
JV«c  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  239. 

It  is  next  contended  by  defendant  that  the 
court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  as  requested, 
that  '*the  burden  upon  the  whole  case  is  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  establish  by  a  preponderance 
of  evidence  that  the  damage  sustained 


evidence  then  adduced,  Is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion. 
Dempsey  v.  State, 3  Tex.  App.  42O.a0  Am.  Uep.  148. 

And  the  exclusion  of  portions  of  a  worlc  on  mental 
diseases,  offered  in  evidence  In  a  orimlnal  prosecu- 
tion in  which  insanity  was  Interposed  as  a  defense, 
all  of  which  relate:!  to  ihe  question  of  the  responsi- 
bility of  an  insane  person  for  bis  acts,  contalninfr 
an  elaborate  discussion  on  that  question,  is  not  er- 
ror, as  the  jury  Is  bound  to  acoept  the  law  as  ^-iven 
by  the  court,  and  is  not  charged  with  the  duty  of 
dotermlnlnflr  whether  the  rules  laid  down  by  the 
court  were  correct.    State  v.  Winter,  72  Iowa,  (187. 

And  in  People  v.  Wheeler,  60  Cal.  681, 44  Am.  Rep. 
70,  it  was  held  to  be  error  to  permit  the  district  at- 
torney on  an  arirument  in  a  criminal  case  to  read 
to  the  Jury  certain  extracts  from  Brown  on  Insan- 
ity, where  no  evidence  had  been  adduced  that  the 
book  was  by  a  standard  author. 

A  Jury  has  no  right  to  receive  the  law  from  books, 
however,  nor  from  counsel,  in  a  will  oontest,  and 
counsel  cannot  be  permitted,  airainst  objection,  to 
read  to  them  from  books,  cases  decided  in  other 
states  and  in  England,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  facts  set  forth  therein  were  not  inconsist- 
ent with  the  legal  significance  of  soundness  of  mind 
as  applied  to  the  making  of  wills.  Baldwin's  Ap- 
peal, 44  Oonn.  87. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  counsel  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  read  to  the  Jury  and  comment  upon  de- 
cided cases  upon  the  question  at  issue  found  in  the 
books  of  reports,  for  the  reason  that,  so  far  as  the 
question  is  one  of  law,  such  cases  and  the  argu- 
ments upon  them  are  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court  only,  and  so  far  as  it  is  a  question  of  fact,  it 
is  to  be  decided  by  the  Jury  upon  the  facts  given 
In  evidence  in  the  regular  course  of  the  trial.  Phoe- 
nix Ins.  Co.  V.  Allen,  11  Mich.  fiOl,  88  Am.  Dec.  756. 

The  accused  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  however, 
has  the  right  to  read  to  the  Jury  the  determination 
of  the  court  of  last  resort  upon  points  affecUog 
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him,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  them  a  complete 
knowledge  of  their  spirit,  scope,  and  meaning, 
where  the  Jury  has  statutory  power  to  determine 
the  law  of  the  case.    State  v.  Hoyt,  46  Conn.  830. 

In  People  v.  Anderson.  44  Cal.  63.  it  was  said  that 
as  a  general  rule  the  practice  of  allowing  counsel 
in  either  dvil  or  criminal  cases  to  read  law  to  the 
Jury  is  objectionable,  and  ought  not  to  be  tolerated, 
as  its  usual  effect  is  to  confuse  rather  than  to  en- 
lighten the  Jury. 

As  to  foreign  laws  and  the  methods  by  which  thej 
may  be  established,  see  note  to  State  v.  BehrmaD 
(N.  C.)  25  L.  B.  A.  449. 

IT.  MtttceUaneouB  mcUten, 

Ephemeral  publications,  such  as  bank  dlrectoriea 
or  reporters,  cannot  be  referred  to  or  produced  in 
court  in  proof  of  the  facts  stated  in  them.  State 
V.  Brown,  4  K.  1. 623. 70  Am.  Dec.  168. 

And  statements  of  facts  and  extracts  from  book* 
or  newspapers  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  to  the 
Jury.    Baldwin  v.  Bricker.  86  Ind.  2SL 

Nor  is  a  gazetteer  competent  evidence  of  the  dis- 
tance between  places.  Spalding  v.  Hedges,  2  Pa.  St. 
240. 

And  pamphlets  commonly  known  as  ^*bank.note 
detectors"  are  inadmissible  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  worthlessness  of  a  bank  bill.  Payson  y.  Everettr 
12  Minn.  217. 

So,  lxx>ks  explaining  a  process  and  terms  of  art 
in  a  manufacture  and  evidence  as  to  the  technics^ 
meaning  of  words  in  a  trade  are  not  admissible  in 
evidence  to  explain  a  statute  in  which  such  terma 
are  used,  though  the  Judge  may  inform  himaelf  by 
consulting  such  books.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  OsstPlat^ 
Glass  Co.  lAnstr.  89. 

And  a  volume  entitled  **The  Principle  and  Prac- 
tice of  Life  Insurance,**  though  a  standard  work 
of  recognized  authority  in  the  business  of  life  in- 
surance companies,  containing  rules  and  modes  of 
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canaed  by  fire,  for  this  is  the  only  risk  it  was  iu- 
•ored  against  under  the  policy;  and,  if  all  the 
evidence,  when  considered  together,  leaves  the 
jury  in  doubt  as  to  whether  the  danoage  was 
caused  by  fire  or  not»  their  verdict  must  be  for 
the  defendant." 

Manifestly,  this  is  an  accurate  statement  of 
the  law,  and  presumably  the  only  reason  why 
the  trial  Judge  did  not  include  it  in  his  charge 
was  because  the  question  it  refers  to  was  com- 
pletely overshadowed  by  the  other  and  more 
important  one  which  has  just  been  discussed. 
There  seems  to  have  been  no  conflict  of  evi- 
dence at  all  on  this  branch  pf  the  case.  There 
is  no  suggestion  anywhere  in  the  record  that 
the  '^damage  was  not  caused  by  fire."  The 
opening  page  of  the  brief  filed  by  plaintiff  in 
error  contains  this  statement:  "bn  April  80, 
1895,  the  property  insured  was  damaged  and 
destroyed  by  fire.  The  only  question  in  the 
case  was  whether  the  fall  preceded  the  fire, 
thus  terminating  the  contract,  or  whether  it 
did  not.  There  was  no  conteniion  upon  the 
trial  that  the  agency  which  destroyed  the  prop- 
erty was  not  the  fire.  If  the  jury  had  been 
required  to  answer  specific  questions,  and  if 
they  had  found,  first,  that  the  fall  did  not  pre- 
cede the  fire  nor  result  from  it,  and  had  found, 
secondly,  that  the  damage  was  not  caused  by 
fire,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  trial 
judge,  upon  motion,  to  set  aside  such  finding, 
since  it  would  be  not  only  against  the  weight 
of  evidence,  but  wholly  unsupported  by  any 
testimonjjr  in  the  case.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  was  clearly  unnecessary  to  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  the  academic  question.  Upon 
whom  was  imposed  the  burden  of  proving  that 


the  damage  to  the  property  insured  was  caused 
by  fire?  The  fact  was  conclusively  proved, 
and  no  one  questions  the  accuracy  of  such 
proof. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  court  erred  in 
refusing  to  charge  the  jury  that  "even  though 
the  jury  find  that  the  fire  in  the  building  pre- 
ceded the  fall,  they  cannot  award  the  plaintiff 
any  amount  for  loss  following  the  fall,  unless 
they  find  that  the  fall  was  the  result  of  fire." 

'the  amount  of  the  loss  was  not  disputed 
upon  the  proof,  nor,  except  for  the  suggestion 
that  the  fall  preceded  the  fire,  and  thus  caused 
the  catastrophe,  was  there  any  claim  that  any 
part  of  the  damage  was  caused  otherwise  than 
by  fire.  The  court  had  charged  the  jury  that 
the  decision  of  the  case  "turns  upon  your  con- 
clusion as  to  a  single  i.«sue  of  fact:"  that  *'the 
suit  was  brought  to  recover  a  loss  which  the 
plaintiff  alleges  it  sustained  by  the  burning  of 
ius  stock  of  goods,"  etc.;  that  "the  plaintiff 
alleges  that  on  the  night  of  April  29,  1896,. 
while  this  policy  was  in  force,  a  fire  occurred^ 
in  consequence  of  which  its  stock  of  merchan- 
dise was  nearly  wholly  destroyed;"  that,  "ac- 
cording to  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff, — and 
there  seems  to  be  no  dispute  about  this  npon 
the  evidence,— the  loss  which  the  plaintiff  ia 
entitled  to  recover,  if  it  is  entitled  to  recover 
at  all,  is  the  sum  of  $7,744.77,  with  interest," 
etc. ;  that  the  "simple  issue,  therefore,  for  your 
consideration  is  that  which  is  presented  by 
this  defense:  Did  the  building  fall  as  a  result 
of  fire,  or  did  the  fall  precede  the  fire?"  These 
parts  of  the  charge  were  not  excepted  to,  and, 
having  thus  substantially  covered  the  point 
now  presented  as  the  proof  left  it,  the  trial 


calculating  and  adjusting  life  insurance,  is  not  ad- 
miasible  in  evidence  in  an  action  upon  a  life  insur- 
ance policy.  Mutual  L.  Tns.  Co.  v.  Bratt,  66  Md. 
20O. 

And  permitting  counsel  for  an  insurance  com- 
pany against  objection  to  read  to  tbe  jury  a 
pamphlet  prepared  by  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany for  tbe  use  of  its  agents,  setting  forth  the 
qualities  of  a  good  agent,  and  what  was  expected 
of  them,  and  comment  thereon  to  illustrate  his 
argument,  in  an  action  upon  a  life  insurance  pol- 
icy, is  an  abuse  of  discretion  preventing  a  fair  trial. 
Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Cheever,  86  Ohio  St.  201, 
38  Am.  Bep.  918. 

In  Union  Gent.  L.  Ins.  Ck>.  v.  Cheever.  86  Ohio  St. 
201,  88  Am.  Bep.  678,  aupra,  Letrg  v.  Drake,  1  Ohio 
St.  287,  supra,  II.  b.  was  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  the  matter  read  was  per- 
tinent to  the  subject  of  inquiry,  whUe  in  the  pres- 
ent case  the  matter  sought  to  be  read  had  no  pos- 
sible bearing  upon  tbe  subject. 
I  So,  United  States  Patent  Office  act  of  1886. 1 16, 
providing  that  the  defendant  in  an  action  con. 
oernlog  a  patent  may  plead  the  general  Issue  and 
give  notice  in  writing  that  tbe  Improvement  has 
been  described  in  some  public  work  anterior  to  the 
supposed  discovery  thereof  by  the  patentee,  does 
not  make  such  a  public  work  admissible  as  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  relied  on,  for  tbe  purpose  of  lay- 
ing a  foundation  for  an  inference  of  some  fact 
sought  to  be  established.  Seymour  v.  McOormlck* 
19How.(Ml.l6L.ed.  667. 

And  a  description  of  an  improvement  in  Lou- 
don^s  Bncy eloped  ia  of  Agrlcnlture  before  the  is- 
sue of  tbe  patent  is  not  evidence  that  the  improve- 
ment was  operated  successfully  before  the  patent 
issued.  Seymour  v.  McCormlck,  19  How.  96, 15  L. 
ed.567.         .       '       .  • 
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But  a  foreign  publication  is  competent  as  evi- 
dence in  regard  to  the  state  of  the  art  and  as  a 
foundation  for  the  inquiry  whether  a  patented 
structure  required  invention.  French  v.  Carter^ 
187U.S.2»9.84L.ed.664. 

And  tide  tables  calculated  by  celebrated  scien- 
tillc  authors  and  contained  in  their  books  may  \m 
read  In  evidence,  and  are  of  equal  validity  with  the 
almanac  Green  v.  Com  well,  1 N.  Y.  City  Hall  Bee 
U. 

And  a  record  of  the  weather,  kept  at  an  insane 
asylum  for  a  number  of  years,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence to  show  the  condition  of  the  weather  on  a 
given  day  Included  in  such  record.  De  Armond  v. 
Neasmith,82Mlch.28L 

So,  tbe  general  acquiescence  of  millwrights  in  the 
accuracy  of  Leffel^  Tables,  and  In  the  results  of 
computation  founded  upon  them,  may  be  treated 
as  common  knowledge  of  men  of  that  profession, 
and  their  computations  so  made  are  competent 
evidence;  and  such  tables  may  be  admitted  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  the  diversion  of  water 
from  a  creek.  Gkurwood.v.  New  York  a  ft  H.  B. 
B.  Co.  45  Hun,  128. 

And  permittlog  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  a  suit 
for  bacldng  water  by  a  dam  upon  his  machinery, 
to  read  extracts  from  Evans's  MUlw  right  Guide  in 
the  closing  argument  to  the  jury,  is  not  error 
where  the  court  charged  that  extracts  read  from 
scientitlo  works  are  not  of  authority,  oonciuslve 
or  pr^ma /acta,  but,  like  argument  of  counsel  or 
any  other  thing  adduced  to  illustrate,  they  may  b& 
satisfactory  to  the  jury  or  they  may  not.  Cory  v» 
Siloox,6Ind.88. 

As  to  tabulated  results  of  computations  by  dvlk 
engineers,  see  Westsbv  Asbub.  Co.  v.  J.  H.  Mohxi- 
{CanCo.  F.  h.  a 
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Jud^e  was  under  do  obligation  to  instruct 
nguio  upon  the  same  point  in  the  precise  Ian 
gua/ze  of  the  request 

The  next  group  of  assignments  of  error 
raises  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  a1 
•iowiog  one  of  the  witnesses,  a  civil  engineer, 
and  expert  in  heavy  construction  work,  to  read 
excerpts  from  scientific  books  when  giving  his 
testimony.  The  general  proposition  that  scieD- 
tific  books  are  not  to  be  read  in  evidence  is  a 
familiar  one,  and  many  citations  from  text 
writers  and  reported  cases  are  found  in  the 
brief  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Nearly  all  the 
reported  cases  deal  with  medical  works,  and 
most  excellent  reasons  for  the  application  of 
the  general  rule  in  such  cashes  may  be  found 
therein.  But  the  rule  is  not  of  universal  ap 
plication.  It  would  be  a  reproach  to  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  law  if  it  were  so.  Rec 
ords  of  observations  are  undoubtedly  secondary 
evidence,  but,  if  all  such  records  were  excluded 
from  the  sources  of  knowledge  available  to  a 
•court  of  justice,  it  would  frequently  find  itself 
unable  to  obtain  information  whicli  was  open 
to  every  individual  in  the  community.  It  has 
been  held  repeatedly  that  standard  life  and  an- 
nuity tables,  showing  at  any  age  the  probable 
•duration  of  life,  are  competent  evidence 
iVicksburg  d  Af,  R.  Co.  v.  Putnam,  lib 
U.  S.  554,  80  L.  ed.  25b);  and  yet 
these  tables  show  merely  the  deductions 
from  records  of  past  transactions,  when 
neither  the  record  of  the.  transactions  nor  the 
individual  who  has  worked  out  the  deductions 
Is  called  to  testify  to  the  accuracy  of  his  work, 
or  to  the  conditions  under  which  it  was  per 
formed.  So,  too,  almanacs,  astronomical  cal 
<;ulations,  tables  of  logarithms,  interest  tables, 
weather  reports,  tables  of  the  rise  and  fall  of 
the  tide,  have  been  admitted  in  evidence.  In 
nn  opinion  approving  of  the  admission  of  mar 
ket  reports,  upon  which  the  commercial  world 
relies,  is  found  the  following  pertinent  sugges- 
tion of  Judge  Cooley:  "As  a  matter  of  fact. 
«uch  reports,  which  are  based  upon  a  general 
«urvey  of  the  whole  market,  and  are  constantly 
received  and  acted  upon  by  dealers,  are  far 
more  satisfactory  and  reliable  than  individual 
entries,  or  individual  sales  or  inquiries;  and 
courts  would  Justly  be  the  subject  of  ridicule 
if  they  should  deliberately  shut  their  eyes  to 
the  sources  of  information  which  the  rest  of 
the  world  relies  upon,  and  demand  evidence  of 
a  less  certain  and  satisfactory  character."  Sis 
ton  V.  Cleveland  db  T.  R.  Co.  14  Mich.  497,  90 
Am.  Dec.  252. 

The  particular  excerpts  complained  of  in  the 
case  at  bar  are  these:  Certain  reports  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  pre 
pared  under  the  direction  of  the  chief  of  the 
division  of  forestry,  contain  tables  which  com 
prise  the  results  of  over  2.000  tests  by  the  United 
States  government  of  the  crushing  strength  of 
different  kinds  of  timber,  prepared  expressly 
io  increase  the  knowledge  of  timbers  grown  in 
this  country  for  the  benefit  of  merchants  and 
dealers  and  builders  and  engineers.  The  re 
port  is  a  recognized  authority  in  the  engineer'^: 
profession.  From  the  tables  the  witness  read 
the  **results  of  investigation  on  iong  leaf 
pine,'"  which  was  the  kind  of  timber  in  th( 
posts  the  cause  of  whose  giving  way  was  thi* 
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subject  of  dispute.  The  next  book  produced 
was  Kent's  Mechanical  Engineer's  Pocketbook, 
—  the  last  edition  of  1896,— which,  it  is  nnt  dis- 
puted, is  a  recognized  authority.  * 'Every  me- 
chanical engineer,"  says  the  witness,  ''has  one 
on  his  shelf."  From  a  table  in  this  book,  giv- 
ing the  crushing  strength  of  timber,  the  wit- 
ness read  a  statement  of  such  sireDstb,  per 
square  inch,  of  the  kind  of  pine  of  which  the 
posts  were  made.  The  third  book  in  Johnson's 
Strains  in  Frame  Structures,  entitled  "Theory 
and  Practice  of  Modern  Frame  Construct  ion  .^' 
also  concededly  a  recognized  authority.  It 
contained  similar  tables,  and  a  similar  excerpt 
was  read.  That  information  of  great  value  is 
obtained  by  multiplying  such  tests  and  tabulat- 
ing the  results  is  surely  self  evident.  Under 
the  rule  contended  for.  that  valuable  informa- 
tion would  be  available  for  the  use  of  a  court 
of  justice  so  long  as  the  men  who  made  the 
tests  and  prepared  the  tabulations  were  living 
and  producible,  but  after  their  death  or  disap- 
pearance the  information  they  had  gathered 
would  be  lost  to  the  court,  although  available 
for  everyone  else  in  the  community,  and  relied 
upon  by  engineers  and  builders  whenever  a 
new  structure  is  in  process  of  erection.  Upon 
the  precise  point  here  presented  the  diligence 
of  counsel  has  not  suc<^cded  in  discovering  a 
single  authority.  We  feel,  therefore,  no  hesi- 
tancy in  so  modifying  the  general  rule  as  to 
hold  that,  where  the  scientific  work  containing 
them  is  concededly  recognized  as  a  standard 
authority  by  the  profession,  statistics  of  me- 
chanical experiments  and  tabulations  of  the  re- 
sults thereof  may  be  read  in  evidence  by  an 
expert  witness  in  support  of  his  professional 
opinion,  when  such  statistics  and  tabulations 
are  generally  relied  upon  by  experts  in  the  par- 
ticular field  of  the  mechanic  arts  with  which 
.°uch  statistics  and  tabulations  are  concerned. 

It  is  further  assigned  as  error  that  two  wit- 
nesses (Bowman  and  Stanton),  called  by  the 
plaintiff,  were  allowed  to  state  their  opinions 
as  to  whether  the  fall  preceded  the  fire  or  the 
fire  preceded  the  fall.  It  is  not  objected  that 
the  witnesses  were  not  experts,  and  precisely 
similar  questions  had  been  put  by  defend  ant  to 
its  own  witnesses.  It  appeared,'however,  that 
neither  Bowman  nor  Stanton  saw  the  ruioa 
until  long  after  the  fire,  and  defendant  insists 
that  their  opinions  were,  therefore,  incompe- 
tent. This  does  not  necessarily  follow.  Al- 
though the  ruins  had  been  pretty  well  cleaned 
up,  there  was  plenty  of  timber  and  columns 
lying  down  in  the  bottom,  and  it  is  safe  to  say 
that  the  indications  afforded  by  the  condition 
of  the  columns  bad  much  to  do  with  the  forma- 
tion of  an  opinion.  The  lapse  of  time  may 
have  rendered  the  opinions  of  but  little  valne, 
but  on  so  much  of  the  testimony  as  the  record 
contains  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
trial  judge  should  have  excluded  them  alto- 
irether. 

The  only  remaining  exceptions  are  to  the  re- 
fusal of  the  trial  judge  to  allow  defendant's 
witnesses  Cash  man  and  Freel  to  express  an 
opinion  as  to  "how  long  a  fire  would  burn  in 
he  building  before  the  posts  would  be  weak- 
ened," and  as  to  "what  time  would  elapse  be* 
''ore  fire  and  smoke  would  appear."  The  hy- 
pothetical question  intended  to  elicit  thisinfor- 
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matloD  coDtained,  so  far  as  the  record  Bhows, 
no  iodicatioQ  as  to  wbereaboats  in  the  buildlDg 
the  fire  broke  out.  It  is  manifest  that  this  is 
8D  important--  probably  the  most  important — 
«lement  in  the  hypothesis,  and.  without  it,  any 
ofMDion,  expert  or  other,  would  be  mere  wild 


guesswork.    The  trial  Judge  correctly  excluded 
it. 

17ie  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  i$  affirmed. 

Motion  to  Supreme  Court  of  United  States 
for  writ  of  certiorari  denied. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Joseph  F.  RASCH,  Reept., 

V. 

Albert  NOTH,  Appt 
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▲n  action  of  cjeetment  cannot  be  maln- 
tsUbied  affaiost  one  the  eaves  of  whose  barn 
overbantf  bis  uelgbt>or*8  land  10  or  11  Inches, 
wbere  tbe  eairee  of  tbe  latter*8  barn  are  lower 
than  tboae  of  the  former,  and  tbe  bam  is  bulir  so 
close  to  tbe  line  tbat  tbe  water  from  tbe  eaves 
falls  on  tbe  former*8  land. 

(AprU  12, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Calumet  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to 
compel  the  removal  of  the  eaves  from  defend- 
ani's  bam.     Rerereed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meeare.  James  Kirwan  and  L.  J.  Naahp 
for  appellant : 

Ejectment  can  be  maintained  only  to  recover 
something  visible  and  tangible,  something 
which  lies  in  livery,  and  not  in  Arrant,  some- 
thine  that  is  not  incorporeal,  but  is  capable  of 
physical  possession  and  can  be  delivered  by 
the  sheriff  upon  execution  from  the  possession 
of  the  defendant  to  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  eaves,  l)eing  attached  to  tbe  defendant's 
lot,  belong  to  him,  and  if  the  projecting  part 
were  cut  off  by  the  sheriff  in  execution  of  the 
Judgment,  the  severed  material  would  still 
belong  to  tbe  defendant,  and  could  not  be  de- 
livered into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff. 

Co.  Litt  4fl;  2  Bl.  Com.  18;  8  Kent,  Com. 
401,  3  Bouvier;  Inst.  If  1570;  Dubois^.  Beaver, 
25  N.  Y.  123,  82  Am.  Dec.  826;  Hoffman  v. 
Armetrong,  48  N.  Y.  201.  8  Am.  Rep.  587; 
Reed  v.  Drake,  29  Mich.  222-r  Lyman  v.  Hale, 
11  Conn  177,  27  Am.  Dec.  728;  Skinner  v. 
Wilder,  88  Vt.  115.  08  Am.  Dec.  645. 

Neither  can  there  be  a  recovery  by  ejectment 
of  the  light  and  air  that  ought  to  be  wbere  the 
caves  are,  nor  of  the  space  occupied;  for  these 
are  invisible,  intao^ble,  and  incapable  of  pos- 
session or  ownership. 

Sedgwick  &  Wait,  Trial  of  Title  to  Land, 
?§  97,  101;  Racine  v.  Crotsenberg,  61  Wis.  485, 
50  Am.  Rep.  149;  Fritechev.  Friieche,  77  Wis. 
270;  Taylor  v.  Gladwin,  40  Mich.  232;  Jack- 
son, Sojrton,  V.  May,  16  Johns.  184;  Child  v. 
Charwell,  9  N.  Y.  252;  Woodhull  v.  Rosenthal, 
«1  N.  Y.  889. 


NoTB.— On  tbe  question  what  disseisin  will  sup- 
port ejectment,  inckudlng  cases  of  projection  of 
eaves,  see  note  to  Harrington  v.  Port  Huron  (Mich.) 
13  L.  R.  A.  664. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


The  overhanging  eaves  did  not  constitute  aa 
ouster  or  disseisin. 

Mc  Court  V.  Eckstein,  22  Wis.  158;  Zander 
V.  Valentine  Blatz  Brew.  Co,  89  Wis.  164.  95 
Wis.  168;  Sedgwick  &  Wait,  Trial  of  Title  to 
Land,  §§  80,  98, 276;  Tyler.  Ejectment,  pp.  88, 
875. 

If  the  piece  of  ground  which  tbe  judgment 
awarded  to  the  plaintifif  was  in  some  sense  oc- 
cupied by  the  defendant  by  his  overhanging 
eaves,  it  was  also  as  distinctly  occupied  by  the 
plaintiff  by  resting  his  own  barn  upon  it. 

Sedgwick  &  Wait,  Trial  of  Title  to  Land, 
§  741 :  Tyler,  Ejectment,  p.  904;  Jonee  v.  Collins, 
16  Wis.  595. 

The  facts  are  more  consistent  with  the  theory 
that  the  barns  of  both  plaintiff  and  defendant 
were  placed  as  they  were  shown  to  be,  not  by 
mutual  wrong,  but  by  mutual  license  or 
suffrance. 

Sedgwick  &  Wait,  Trial  of  Title  to  Land, 
§§  872.  878. 

If  there  were  mutual  licenses,  neither  ac- 
quired any  estate  in  or  seisin  of  the  other's  soil. 

13  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  589. 

And  if  such  possession  was  permitted  by  the 
owner  to  continue,  a  tenancy  at  will  or  by 
sufferance  was  created. 

Wood.  Land.  &  T.  §  7,  p.  15;  Broten  v. 
Kayser,  60  Wis.  7. 

In  Wisconsin  a  tenant  at  will  or  by  suffer- 
ance cannot  be  ejected  until  his  tenancy  has 
been  regularly  terminated  by  notice  to  quit. 

Rev.  Slat.  §§  2188,  2184;  Brown  v.  Kayeer 
60  Wis.  7. 

Trespass,  or  an  action  of  nuisance,  and  not 
ejectment,  is  the  proper  remedy  for  overhang- 
ing eaves. 

Sedgwick  &  Wait.  Trial  of  Title  to  Land, 
§  156;  Tyler,  Ejectment,  p.  88;  8  Wait,  Act. 
&  Def.  p.  5;  Newell,  Ejectment,  pp.  50, 52.  58; 
Brady  v.  Hevnion,  8  Bosw.  5^8;  Aiken  v. 
Benedict,  39  Barb.  400;  Vrooman  v.  Jackson, 
6  Hun,  826;  Hoffman  v.  Armstrong,  48  N.  Y. 
201,  8  Am.  Rep.  587;  Leprell  v.  Kieinschmidt, 
112  N.  Y.  864;  Harrington  v.  Port  Huron,  86 
Mich.  46,  18  L.  R.  A.  664. 

Messrs.  J.  E.  McMullen  and  C.  E.  Me- 
Mullen,  for  respondent: 

Tbe  owner  of  lands  is  entitled  to  enjoy,  and 
has  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoyment  of.  all 
tbe  space  both  below  and  above  the  soil  of  his 
premises,  and  to  erect  thereon  any  superstruc- 
ture that  he  may  see  fit  for  such  enjoyment, 
and  no  one  can  lawfully  obstruct  it  to  his 
prejudice. 

Appellant  in  this  case  transgressed  that  pro- 
vision of  law. 

If  the  appellant  can  extend  his  roof  over 
and  upon  the  property  of  the  respondent,  and 
87 
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interfere  thereby  with  bis  use  and  en  joy  men  t 
of  bis  premises,  without  any  liability  created 
thereby,  then  he  can  extend  it  11  feet  or  any 
other  distance  that  he  may  choose,  either  for 
the  purpose  of  annoying  the  owner,  or  for 
personal  benefit  to  himself.  This  clearly  can- 
not be  the  intention  of  the  law,  nor  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  thereon. 

Den,  OiUiam,  v.  Bird,  80  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.) 
280.  49  Am.  Dec.  379:  Den,  Evggins,  v. 
Eeichum,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  415. 

Where  the  defendant  interferes  with  the  use 
of  the  plaintifi's  land  the  plaintiff  micht  treat 
this  as  a  disseisin  rather  than  a  trespass,  and 
might  maintain  ejectment. 

MeCourt  v.  Eckstein,  22  Wis.  154,  94  Am. 
Dec.  594;  Childa  v.  NeUon,  69  Wis.  125; 
Zander  v.  Valentine  Blalz  Brewing  Co.  95  Wis. 
162;  Mvrphy  v.  Rolger  Bros.  60  Vt.  723;  3 
Wait,  Act.  &  Def.  p.  6;  S/ierrj/  v.  Frecking, 
4  Duer,  452;  Stedman  v.  Smith,  8  El.  &  Bl.  1. 

Ejection  or  trespass  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff  may  be  brought  against  the  owner  of 
a  building  which,  through  inadvertence  of 
the  owner,  overhangs  the  plaintiff's  land;  but 
if  the  defendant  offers  to  remove  the  project- 
ing part,  and  is  prevented  by  the  plaintiff, 
ejectment  will  probably  not  lie. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  281,  title  Eject- 
ment; 1  Greenleaf  s  Cruise,  Real  Prop.  p.  52, 
note  2. 

Casaoday,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment.  The  defend- 
ant answered  by  way  of  general  denial  and 
adverse  possession.  A  tnal  by  jury  being 
waived,  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  court,  and 
the  findings  of  the  court  are  to  the  effect  that 
block  4  of  the  village,  now  city,  of  Chilton, 
was  platted  in  1852,  and  consisted  of  lots  1,  2. 
and  8  lying  in  the  extreme  northern  portion  of 
the  block,  which  was  of  irregular  shape,  and 
another  large  and  irregular  lot,  called  the 
"Mill  Lot,"  adjoining  them  upon  the  south; 
that  the  plaintiff  owns  the  west  one  half  of 
the  mill  lot,  which  is  immediately  south  of  lot 
8,  and  the  defendant  owns  lots  1,  2,  and  8; 
that  both  parties  claim  through  and  under  a 
common  grantor  as  far  back  as  1865;  that  at 
that  time  stakes  designating  the  corners  of  the 
lots  and  the  division  line  between  lot  8  and  the 
mill  lot  were  still  standing,  and  were  pointed 
out  to  the  purchaser;  that  in  1869  the  original 
plat  stakes  were  still  standing  and  visible: 
that  the  then  proprietors  of  lot  8  and  the  mill 
lot,  respectively,  participated  in  the  location  of 
the  line  between  the  two  lots,  and  built  a  line 
fence  thereon;  that. the  same  was  then  treated 
by  the  respective  proprietors  as  the  division 
fence  located  upon  the  true  line  between  lot 
3  and  the  mill  lot  until  1883,  when  the  then 
proprietors  conveyed  lots  1,  2,  and  8  to  the  de- 
fendant, who  has  since  occupied  up  to  such 
line  fence  as  the  true  line;  that  in  1875  the  re- 
spective proprietors  dug  a  well  on  the  line  of 
said  fence,  each  paying  one  half  of  the  ex- 
pense of  its  construction;  that  in  1891  the  west 
one  half  of  the  mill  lot  was  convejred  to  the 
plaintiff:  that  since  that  time  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  have  used  the  well  in  common;  that 
the  premises  in  dispute  are  northerly  from 
such  division  fence,  and  are  a  part  of  lot  8, 
40  L.  R  A. 


and  not  a  part  of  the  mill  lot;  that  since  1869^ 
the  defendant  and  his  grantors  have  held  and 
occupied  adversely  all  of  the  land  lying  north* 
erly  from  the  division  fence;  that  the  defendant 
has  built  upon  lot  3  a  barn,  which  stands  and 
rests  wholly  upon  his  own  soil,  northerly  from 
the  division  fence;  that  the  eaves  of  such  bam 
did  project  and  overhang  the  line  to  the  extern 
of  10  or  11  inches,  but  that  the  drip  from  the 
eaves  fell  upon  the  plaintiff's  barn,  which  was 
also  built  so  close  to  the  line  that  its  eaves, 
being  lower  down  than  the  eaves  of  the  de- 
fendant's barn,  received  and  receive  upon  the 
northerly  slant  of  its  roof  the  water  drippine^ 
from  the  eaves  of  the  defendant's  barn,  and 
casts  the  same,  together  witli  all  that  falls 
upon  its  northerly  slope,  back  northward  on 
the  defendant's  land;  that  no  complaint  by  the 
plaintiff  or  his  predecessors  or  grantors  was 
ever  made  to  the  defendant  on  account  of  the 
projection  and  overhanging  of  the  eaves  of  the 
defeudant's  barn,  and  no  evidence  was  given 
as  to  damage,  if  any,  occasioned  by  such  pro- 
jection. And  as  conclusions  of  law  the  court 
found,  in  effect,  that  such  projection  of  the 
eav€s  of  the  defendant's  barn  constituted  an 
invasion  of  the  plaintiff's  rights,  which  was  re- 
dres^ible  in  an  action  of  ejectment;  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  accordingly, 
and  for  costs,  and  ordered  the  same  to  be  en- 
tered. From  the  judgment  so  entered  the 
defendant  brings  this  appeal. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  this  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  cannot  be  maintained  upon 
the  facts  found  by  the  trial  court.  Certainly, 
the  cases  in  this  court  do  not  authorize  a  re- 
covery in  such  a  case.  MeCourt  v.  Eckstein^ 
22  Wis.  153;  Zander  v.  Valentine  Blatz  Brew- 
ing Co,  89  Wis.  164.  Id.,  95  Wis.  162.  This 
last  case,  in  line  with  the  first,  held,  in  effect, 
that  "an  intrusion  by  one  lot  owner  of  his  foun- 
dation wall  up6n  the  land  of  the  adjoining 
owner,  without  permission,  is  a  trespass,  and 
may  be  treated  as  a  disseisin;  but,  if  the  owner 
of  the  land  so  intruded  upon  extends  his  own 
building  to  his  line,  and  rests  it  upon  such 
wall,  and  occupies  the  same  continuously,  he 
thereby  elects  to  treat  the  intrusion  as  a  mere 
trespass,  and  cannot  maintain  ejectment  there- 
for." While  it  is  found  in  the  case  at  bar  that 
the  eaves  of  the  defendant's  barn  projected  1(^ 
or  11  inches  over  the  line,  yet  it  was  also 
found  that  the  eaves  of  the  plaintiff's  barn  pro- 
jected under  the  eaves  of  the  defendant's  bare 
sufiSciently  to  carry  the  water  from  both  roofs 
northward  onto  the  defendant's  land.  There 
is  no  dispute  but  what  each  party  owns  and  oc- 
cupies to  the  line  mentioned.  The  only  dis* 
pute  is  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  can  maintain 
ejectment  for  such  projection  of  the  eaves  of 
the  defendant's  bam,  upon  the  facts  found;  in 
other  words,  whether  the  plaintiff  can  thus 
occupy  his  premises  clear  to  his  line,  and  at 
the  same  time  maintain  ejectment  for  such 
mere  intrusion.  And  we  must  hold  that  he 
cannot.  There  are  cases  holding  that  one  i» 
liable  in  ejectment  for  the  projection  of  his 
roof  over  another's  land.  Murphy  v.  Bdger 
Bros,  60  Vt.  723;  Sheny  v.  Frecking,  4  Duer, 
452.  In  others  it  is  held  that  such  action 
cannot  be  maintained.  Aiken  v.  Benedict,  89 
Barb.  400;  Vrooman  v.  Jackson,  6  Hun,  82ft. 
See  also  LepreUY.  Kleinschmidt,  112  N.  Y.  864„ 
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irbere  the  qiiestioA  Wltd  left  undetermined. 
Harrington  v.  7'(?r<  Huron,  86  Mich.  46,  18  L. 
R.  A.  664.  It  is  tiDDecessary  to  determiDe  the 
question  in  the  case  at  bar. 

TJie  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
termed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  direc 
lion  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 


Be  Estate  of  August  ZILLET,  Deceased. 
Mary  A.  ZILLEY.  Retpt., 

V. 

B.  F.  DUNWIDDIE,  Guardian,  et  al.,  Appts. 
L Wis. ) 

1 .  The  Ikther's  duty  to  maintain  a  ehlld 
alter  divorce*  where  there  Is  do  decree  of  tbe 
court  relating  thereto,  remains  as  before,  espe- 
cially if  the  custody  of  tbe  child  is  not  taken 
from  him. 

2.  A  promise  of  the  tether  to  pay  the 
mother  for  maintaining  their  boy  after 
be  has  reached  the  a^re  when  the  father  is  enti- 
tled to  have  him  under  a  decree  of  divorce 
frranted  for  the  father^s  fault  will  be  implied, 
aUbouffh  be  has  tried  to  Ret  the  custody  of  the 
boy.  and  has  told  the  mother  that  unless  he  can 
get  it  he  will  not  pay  for  the  boy^  keepingr,  but 
she  will  not  consent  to  surrender  him* 

(MarOicak  J.,  dUaentB^ 

(February  8, 18B8.) 

APPEAL  by  tbe  guardian  of  the  infant  chil- 
dren of  August  Zilley,  deceased,  from  a 
Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Rock  County 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  County  Court  dis- 
allowing the  claim  of  Mary  A.  Zillev  for 
support"  furnished  to  one  of  the  children. 
Jfflrmed 

Statement  by  Pinney,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  for  Hock  county  allowing  the 
claim  of  Mary  A.  Zilley,  the  respondent, 
against  the  estate  of  her  former  husband, 
August  Zilley,  deceased.  The. parties  were 
married  September  26.  1667,  and  divorced,  by 
a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  Rock  county, 
December  29,  18S4,  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  claimant  against  said  August  Zilley  on  the 

f  round  of  his  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment, 
'he  court  by  its  decree  made  a  final  division 
of  the  estate  of  said  August  Zilley  between 
him  and  the  said  Mary  A.  Zilley.  The  parties 
had  an  understanding  with  each  other  previous 
to  the  divorce  in  regard  to  the  custody  and 
education  of  the  two  children  of  the  marriage, 
namely,  William  A.  Zillev,  at  that  time  about 
sixteen  years  of  age,  and  Clayton  A.  Zilley, 
about  five  years  of  aee.  to  tbe  effect  that  the 
mother,  the  present  claimant,  should  have  the 
custody  and  education  of  the  boy  William  A. 
Zilley.  and  also  of  the  youngest  child.  Clayton 
A.  Zilley,  until  he  should  become  of  the  age  of 


ten  yearA.  after  which  his  father  waa  to  have 
him.  Tbe  court  accordingly  decreed  the  cus- 
tody of  said  children  to  tbe  mother  "until  tbe 
youngest  of  said  children  should  become  of  the 
nf^e  of  ten  years,  or  until  the  further  order  of 
the  court,  tbe  defendant  in  the  menntime 
having  tbe  right  to  visit  such  children  at  rea- 
sonable times,  in  the  daytime.  No  provision 
whatever  was  made  in  tbe  decree  as  to  the 
msinienance  and  support  of  either  of  the 
children.  About  two  orthree  years  subsequent 
to  tbe  divorce  the  deceased  was  married  to 
Martha  Zilley,  who  survives  him.  The  de- 
ceased, August  Zilley,  then  resided  in  the  city 
of  Beloit,  where  he  continued  to  reside  after 
the  divorce  and  for  some  two  or  three  years 
after  bis  second  marriage.  He  then  moved 
onto  his  farm,  near  said  city,  and  continued 
to  reside  there  until  the  time  of  his  death, 
March  7,  1895.  The  youngest  child  became 
ten  years  of  age  July  9,  1889,  when  the  de- 
ceased, August  Zilley,  applied  to  the  claimant 
for  tbe  boy  to  go  and  live  with  him,  and  she 
refused  to  allow  bim  to  go;  whereupon  he  told 
her  that  if  the  child  could  not  come  and  stay 
with  him  he  would  not  pay  fpr  his  keeping; 
that  he  was  willing  to  pay  his  schooling,  and 
give  him  a  home  with  him.  which  was  where 
he  belonged,  as  he  understood  it.  A  room  was 
fixed  up  for  him  in  the  home  where  Mr.  Zilley 
then  resided,  and  subsequently  Zilley  tried  fre- 
quently to  get  the  boy  to  live  with  him,  but 
claimant  would  not  consent.  He  continued  to 
make  his  home  with  the  claimant  down  to  tbe 
18th  of  January,  1895,  when  his  father  sent 
him  to  Faribault,  Minnesota,  to  school,  where 
be  remained  until  after  tbe  death  of  tbe  latter. 
It  was  found  by  the  circuit  court,  among  other 
things,  that  no  allowance  for  or  provision  re- 
specting the  expense  of  the  education  and  sup- 
pMort  of  said  children  was  made  by  tbe  Judg- 
ment, and  no  application  to  the  court  in  respect 
thereto  or  in  respect  to  the  custody  of  said 
children  was  made  by  either  party  aft^r  judg- 
ment. The  youngest  child,  Clayton  A.  Zilley, 
became  ten  years  old  July  9,  1889,  and  had  at 
all  times  since  the  divorce  resided  with  his 
mother,  the  claimant,  excepting  short  periods 
of  time,  since  he  attained  the  age  of  ten  years, 
not  exceeding  in  tbe  aggregate  six  months. 
He  was  attending  school  at  Faribault.  Minneso- 
ta, tbe  greater  portion  of  the  time  when  not  so 
residing  with  bis  mother,  and  during  the  residue 
of  such  time  he  was  with  his  father,  August 
Zilley,  and  his  second  wife,  upon  said  farm. 
He  visited  and  resided  with  his  father  for  a 
few  days  at  a  time  on  several  occasions  after 
be  became  ten  years  of  age,  but  preferred  to 
reside  with  hfs  mother,  and  returned  to  her  on 
each  such  occasion,  and  made  bis  permanent 
residence  with  her  of  choice,  because  his 
father  was  unwilling  to  compel,  or  did  not 
compel,  him  to  reside  with  him.  Between 
July  9,  1889,  and  March  7,  1895,  the  date  of 
the  death  of  August  Zilley,  the  claimant  fur- 
nished said  Clayton  A.  Zilley  his  Ixmrd  and 
lodging,  and  cared  for  bim  for  and  durinrfive 
years  and  two  months  at  her  sole  cost  and  ex* 


KOTE.— For  unsuccessful  actions  against  father 
for  support  of  child  after  divorce,  see  Fulton  v. 
Fulton  (Ohio)  29  L.  R.  A.  678;  Brown  v.  Smith  (K.  I.) 
ao  L.  B.  A.  680;  Foss  v.  Hartwell  (Mass.)  87  L.  B.  A. 


For  enforcement  of  liability  of  father  after 
divorce,  see  also  McKay  v.  San  Franotsco  City  and 
County  Super.  Ct.  (Cal.)  post,  586;  and  Gibson  v. 

Gibson  (Gal.)  posU  687. 


40  L.a  A. 

See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  585,  587;  45  L.  R.  A.  842;  47  L.  R.  A.  391. 
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pense,  ivhicb  board,  lodging,  and  care  were 
reasoDably  worth  $1,072.  and  after  said  9th 
day  of  July,  1889,  and  prior  to  March  7,  1895. 
said  claimant  famished  to  said  ClaytoD  A. 
Ziiley  necessary  clothing,  at  the  cost  to  her  of 
$146.50:  and  nothing  had  been  paid  to  or  re- 
ceived by  her  from  anyone  for  or  on  account  of 
such  board,  lodging,  and  care,  or  for  such  cloth- 
ing. The  claimant  filed  a  claim  against  the  es- 
tate of  said  August  Ziiley,  deceased,  in  the  coun- 
ty court  for  Rock  county,  for  such  board,  lodg 
ing,care,and  clothing  for  the  sum  of  $l,444,and 
the  county  court  by  its  Judgment  wholly  dis- 
allowed said  claim,  and  the  claimant  appealed 
therefrom  to  the  circuit  court.  The  foregoing 
facts  were  found  by  the  circuit  court  and  that  the 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament,  George 
Crosby,  had  in  his  hands  assets,  properly  ap- 
plicable thereto,  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the 
said  claim.  There  was  evidence  that  the  de- 
ceased, August  Ziiley,  desired  the  boy  Clayton 
to  live  with  him,  and  on  one  occasion  sent  for 
the  boy,  and  the  claimant  said  that  he  did  not 
have  to  go  if  he  did  not  want  to.  In  answer 
to  the  question  why  she  kept  the  boy,  she  testi- 
fied that  the  boy  stayed  there,  and  *'I  felt  un- 
der obligations  to  have  him  stay."  It  appeared 
that  the  father  was  able  and  willing  to  prop, 
erly  provide  for  the  boy.  and  desired  that  he 
should  live  with  him.  The  circuit  court  re- 
versed the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  and 
allowed  said  claim  in  the  sum  of  $1,218.50, 
and  adjudged  that  it  be  paid  to  the  said  claim- 
ant by  said  executor,  with  the  costs  of  the 
action.  The  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  two 
minor  children  of  the  said  deceased,  to  wit, 
said  Clayton  A.  Ziiley  and  Edna  Ziiley,  a 
daughter  by  his  second  wife,  appealed. 

Mr.  B.  F«  Dunwiddie,  guardian  ad  litem, 
for  appellant: 

A  divorced  wife  and  mother  cannot  recover 
from  the  estate  of  her  husband,  on  the  settle- 
ment thereof  in  the  county  court,  for  support 
and  maintenance  furnished  voluntarily  by  her 
to  her  own  child,  where,  under  the  decree  of 
divorce,  the  father  is  entitled  to  the  custodv  of 
the  child,  and  where  he  was  at  all  limes  desi- 
rous, ready,  and  able  to  give  the  child  a  home 
and  provide  for  its  support,  but  where  he  is 
prevented  therefrom  by  the  influence  and  re- 
fusal of  the  mother. 

Ramsey  v.  Ramsey.  121  Ind.  215,  6  L.  R.  A. 
682;  Ric/i  v.  Rich,  88  Hun,  566;  BurriU  v. 
Burritt,  29  Barb.  124;  Cushman  v.  Boeder,  82 
Iowa,  295;  Hampton  v.  Allee,  66  Kan.  461; 
Harris  v.  Han  is,  5  Kan.  46;  Hall  v.  Oreen, 
87  Me.  122:  Brown  v.  Smitfi,  19  R.  I.  819,  80 
L.  R.  A.  680;  C/iester  v.  Chester,  17  Mo.  App. 
657;  Goits  v.  Clark,  78  111.  229;  Fiveh  v.  Finch, 
22  Conn.  412;  Chandler  v.  Dye,  87  Kan.  765; 
Fvlton  V.  Fulton,  52  Ohio  St  229,  29  L.  R.  A. 
678. 

The  decree  of  divorce  between  the  respond- 
ent and  Mr.  Ziiley  was  and  is  conclusive,  as  to 
the  mutual  rights  and  obligations  of  the  par- 
ties, from  its  rendition  in  December,  1884,  sub- 
ject only  to  be  modified  by  the  court  which 
rendered  it.  in  an  application  under  and  pur- 
suant to  §  2368,  Rev.  Stat. 

Under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  she  could 
not  have  obtained  any  modification  of  the  de- 
cree had  she  made  an  application,  as  the  court 
40  L.  R.  A« 


would  not  have  been  warranted  in  awarding 
her  anything  for  maintenance  and  support  of 
the  boy  Clayton,  which  she  had  voluntarily 
furnished  during  a  period  when  the  father  was 
ready  and  anxious  to  care  for  and  maintain 
him. 

Ramsey  v.  Ramsey,  121  Ind.  215,  6  L.  R.  A. 
682;  Huffman  v.  Huffman,  15  Ohio  St.  427; 
Williams  v.  Williams,  18  Ind.  52;^;  MeNees  v. 
McNees,  97  Ky.  152;  Brow  v.  Brightman,  186 
Mass.  187;  8Ut9on  v.  Stetson,  80  Me.  483;  Sul- 
livan V.  Learned,  49  Ind.  252;  Shaw  v.  Mcr 
Henry,  52  Iowa,  182;  Leming  v.  Sate,  128  Ind. 
817;  Jennings  v,  Jennings,  56  Iowa,  288;  Ben- 
nett  V.  Southard,  85  Cal.  688. 

By  the  express  terms  of  §  2369.  last  clause, 
where  a  final  division  of  property  is  made  in  a 
divorce  action,  no  other  provisions  can  there- 
after t>e  made  for  the  wife.  The  judgment  is 
finally  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  modified  by 
the  trial  court  after  the  term  at  which  it  was 
rendered. 

Webster  v.  Webster,  64  Wis.  488;  Campbell  v. 
Campbell,  87  Wis.  206;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  40 
Wis.  462;  Bacon  v.  Bacon,  48  Wis.  197. 

Messrs.  Rugger,  Norero^a,  &  Rnsrer, 
for  respondent: 

While  the  marital  relation  continues  the 
father  is  primarily  liable  for  necessaries  for 
the  support  of  his  minor  children. 

McOoon  V.  Irvin.  1  Pinney,  526, 44  Am.  Dec. 
409, 1  Bl.  Com.  p.  447;  2  Kent,  Com.  190  ei  seq  ; 
Edtcards  v.  Davis,  16  Johns.  281;  Schouler, 
Dom.  Rel.  p.  848;  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep. 
?§  1154-1156;  1  Parsons,  Contr.  pp.  251,  258, 
255. 

A  mother,  also,  is  under  an  obligation  to 
support  her  minor  children,  but  as  to  the 
father  her  obligation  and  duty  are  but  second- 
ary. 

Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  g§  1508,  1505;  Thomas  t. 
Thomas,  41  Wis.  229. 

These  relative  duties  and  obligations  of  hus- 
band and  wife  are  not  changed  by  severance 
of  the  marital  relation  through  a  divorce,  and 
a  fortiori  when  the  divorce  is  granted  for  the 
misconduct  of  the  husband;  and  after  divorce 
the  husband  continues  to  be  primarily  obligated 
to  support  his  minor  children,  except  so  far  as 
the  judgment  of  divorce  otherwise  provides. 

Stanton  v.  'Willson,  8  Day,  87,  3  Am.  Dec. 
255;  Pretzinger  v.  Pretzinger,  45  Ohio  St.  458; 
Fuiton  V.  Fulton,  52  Ohio  St.  229,  29  L.  R  A. 
678;  Ddloff^  v.  Dolloff{i^.  H.)  88  Atl.  19;  Mc- 
Carthy V.  Hinman,  85  Cpnn.  538;  McOoon  v. 
Irvin,  1  Pinney,  526, 44  Am.  Dec.  409;  T^u?maM 
V.  Thoma»,  41  Wis.  229:  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  & 
Sep.  §  1228;  Buckminnter  v.  Buckminster,  88 
Vt.  248,  88  Am.  Dec.  652. 

On  like  grounds  the  primary  obligation  of 
the  father  to  support  his  minor  children  con- 
tinues durinic  a  separation  of  husband  and 
wife  caused  by  his  misconduct. 

Fierce  v.  Pierce,  64  Wis.  73,  54  Am.  Rep. 
581. 

This  judgment  of  divorce  did  not  change 
these  relative  obligations  and  liabilities  of  the 
father  and  mother. 

Pretzinger  v.  Pretzinger.  45  Ohio  St.  458; 
Plaster  v.  Plaster,  47  III.  290;  Welches  Appeal, 
48  Conn.  842;  Stanton  v.  Willsoii,  8  Day,  37,  8 
Am.  Dec.  255;  Cowls  v.  Cowls,  8  III.  485,  44 
Am.  Dec.  708. 
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Tbe  fact  that  the  father  did  oot  have  actual 
custody  of  Clayton  after  he  bircame  ten  years 
of  age  did  not 'relieve  him  from  his  primary 
oblli^ation  to  support  him. 

No  subsequent  order  respectiog  their  custody 
having  been  made,  the  mother's  right  of  cus- 
tody continued. 

Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  g§  2862-2369;  WiUiamt  v. 
WilliafM,  86  Wis  862;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  41 
Wis.  229;  Camj^ll  v.  Campbell,  87  Wis.  206; 
5  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p  U87. 

Having  acquiesced  in  and  made  it  tbe  moth- 
er's duty  to  continue  her  custody,  the  father 
could  not  claim  exemption  from  liability  for 
tbe  support  of  Clayton  because  he  did  not  have 
actual  custody,  nor  can  those  claiming  through 
him  make  such  claim. 

Pierce  v.  Pierce,  64  Wis.  78.  54  Am.  Rep. 
581;  MeOoon  v.  Irvin,  1  Pinney,  526.  44  Am. 
Dec.  409;  Stanton  ▼.  WHlson,  8  bay,«7, 8  Am. 
Dec.  255. 

Tbe  position  of  the  respondent  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  of  a  stranger  who  vol- 
uniarily  takes  and  supports  the  child  of  an- 
other who  is  willing  to  keep  and  support  it. 

Wis.  Rev.  Btat.  1508.  See  lilso  Rev.  Stat. 
1585,  §  458:tf;  Bishop.  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep. 
§§  1162, 1164, 1228. 1224;  Courtnght  v,  CouH- 
right,  40  Mich.  688. 

During  tbe  continuance  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  adjudging  the  divorce,  tbe  moth- 
er's remedy  for  obtaining  compensation  for  tbe 
support  of  Clayton,  after  he  became  ten  years 
of  age,  would  have  been  by  application  to  tbat 
court,  and  it  would  have  'been  competent  for 
that  court  to  award  compensation  for  both 
past  and  future  support.  After  the  termina- 
tion of  such  jurisdiction  b^  the  death  of  Au- 
gust Zilley,  the  jurisdiction  of  tbe  county 
court,  administering  his  estate,  was  properly 
invoked  to  exercise  the  power  to  make  an  al 
luwance  to  compensate  for  the  support  of  this 
boy,  which  should  have  been  made  by  tbe 
court  granting  the  divorce  bad  application 
been  made  to  it. 

Thomas  v.  Thomas,  41  Wis.  229;  Pierce  v. 
Pierce,  64  Wis.  78.  54  Am.  Rep.  581;  Welch's 
Appeal,  48  Conn.  842. 

Pinney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

At.  the  common  law  the  husband  was  prima- 
rily liable  for  the  support  of  bis  minor  children. 
2  Kent,  ( om.  190.  In  McQoon  v.  Irrin,  1 
Pinney,  582.  44  Am.  Dec.  409,  it  was  said  that 
"by  every  principle  of  law  upon  tbe  subject, 
recognized  and  strengthened  by  our  statute, 
patents  are  under  le^l  obligation  to  maintain 
and  support  their  children,  who  are  of  tender 
years  and  belpiess  "  The  statute  (Rev.  Stat,  g 
1508)  makes  the  father  primarily  liable  to  sup- 
port his  minor  children.  When  the  marriage 
18  dissolved  by  divorce,  the  duty  of  parents  to 
maintain  their  children  remains  as  before,  for 
children  are  not  parties  to  tbe  divorce  suit,  and 
do  not  lose  any  rights  thereby.  Hence  tbe 
father's  duty  to  maintain  them  after  tbe  di 
Torce,  where  there  is  no  decree  of  tbe  court 
relating  thereto,  especially  if  their  custody  is 
not  laken  from  him,  remains  as  before.  AJfter 
the  parents  were  divorced,  all  duties  and  obli- 
gations to  each  other  ceased,  and  they  were  as 
SI  rangers  to  each  other.  •Nelson,  'Divorce, 
40  L.&  A. 


§  981.  The  claimant  owed  the  husband  no 
duty  as  wife,  and  her  duty  to  support  tbe  child 
continued,  as  before,  secoodarv,  and  his  pri- 
mary. 2  Bishop,  Mar.  &  Div.  ^1210;  Plaster  y. 
Plaster,  47  III.  292.  It  is  generally  laid  down 
that  the  liability  of  the  husband  to  a  divorced 
wife,  in  respect  to  the  support  of  the  children, 
is  the  same  as  to  any  third  person,  except  as 
provided  in  the  decree.  If  the  court  makes  no 
order  either  for  custody  or  support  of  children 
of  tbe  marriage,  the  divorce  leaves  tbe  father's 
liability  as  at  common  law,  and  the  mere  di- 
vorce does  not  terminate  bis  liability.  2  Bishop, 
Mar.  &  Div.  §  1220;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  41 
Wis.  288.  In  a  proper  case,  it  seems,  after  the 
marriage  is  dissolved,  he  may  be  answerable 
to  the  mother  for  maintenance  rendered  the 
children  while  living  with  her.  Stanton  v. 
WtUs'tn,  8  Day,  87.  8  Am.  Dec.  255;  Buek^ 
minster  v.  Buckminster,  38  Vt.  248,  88  Am. 
Dec.  652.  The  father  is  under  legal  obligation 
to  provide  for  the  support  of  his  children,  even 
if  they  remain  with  their  mother  after  her  di- 
vorce, and,  as  against  the  public  and  the  chil- 
dren, he  cannot  escape  the  duty.  Courtright 
V.  Courtright,  40  Mich.  683.  Where  the  de- 
cree has  granted  the  custody  of  tbe  children  to 
the  wife,  and  contains  no  provision  for  their 
support,  it  has  been  held  that' tbe  fa*  her  is  not 
liable  for  the  support  of  tbe  children.  But 
this  is  upon  the  ground  that,  tbe  statute  having 
made  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  provide  for 
their  custody  and  maintenance  upon  divorce, 
it  will  be  presumed  that  the  decree  has  made 
all  the  provisions  on  that  subject  that  were  ne- 
cessary: tbat  the  decree  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
respective  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties, 
subject  to  tbe  right  to  have  it  modified  as  sub- 
sequent exigencies  may  require.  As  the  decree 
makes  the  parties  strangers  as  to  each  other,  it 
is  generally  considered  tbat  a  divorced  hus- 
band is  not  liable  to  his  divorced  wife  for  ne- 
cessaries furnished  a  child  of  the  marriage  in 
her  custody,  unless  by  agreement,  express  or 
implied;  that  there  must  be  either  an  express 
promise,  or  facts  from  which  one  can  reason- 
ably be  inferred.  Ramsey  v.  Bamsey,  121  Ind. 
215,  6  L.  R.  A.  682;  Cvshman  v.  Hass'er,  82 
Iowa,  295.  And  it  has  been  considered  that 
the  support  of  the  child,  under  such  circum- 
stances, by  the  mother,  was  but  the  voluntary 
performance  of  a  natural  duty,  and  tbat  her 
remedy  was  to  apply  to  the  court  for  mainte- 
nance of  the  child  when  the  divorce  was  granted. 
These,  and  other  cases  of  a  similar  purport,  are 
confidently  relied  on  as  decisive  against  the 
claimant.  In  McGoon  ▼.  Irvin,  1  Pinney.  582, 
44  Am.  Dec.  409,  where  the  husband  had  pro- 
cured a  legislative  divorce  from  his  wife,  and 
had  left  the  minor  children  of  tbe  marriage  in 
tbe  family  of  a  third  person  to  be  supported, 
the  mother  afterwards  obtained  the  custody  of 
the  children  without  his  knowledge  and  con- 
sent, and  refused,  on  demand  made  in  behalf 
of  the  father,  to  give  them  up.  She  after- 
wards intermarried  with  I.,  and  the  children 
were  supported  and  educated  by  him.  In  an 
action  by  I.  against  the  father  to  recover  for 
their  support,  it  was  held  that  McG.  had  a 
legal  right  to  the  custody  of  the  children,  but, 
as  he  had  not  attempted  to  assert  it  against  I., 
the  law  would  presume  that  McG.  had  as- 
sented to  their  being  in  the  control  and  custody 
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of  1/8  wife,  their  mother,  and  that  I.  could 
recover,  though  the  aoi  of  tue  moiitcr  lu  uu 
tainiog  the  custody  of  the  children  before  her 
second  marriage  might  have  been  wrongful. 
And  it  was  said  by  the  court  that  "when  a 
parent  permits  a  stranger  to  maintain,  support, 
and  instruct  such  children,  in  no  way  object 
ing  to  the  act.  but  rather  assenting  and  advis- 
ing therein,  the  law  will  presume  that  he 
knows  his  obligations,  accepts  the  services,  and 
assumes  to  pay."  It  was  also  said  that  **there 
was  no  duty  or  obligation  on  the  plaintiff 
to  notify  the  defendant  to  take  the  children 
away,  or  leave  them  to  suffer  until  he  could 
see  the  defendant  and  make  an  express  con- 
tract about  their  support  and  maintenance. 
Such  a  course  would  have  merited  the  repro- 
bation of  every  humane  and  upright  man. 
The  defendant  had  the  legal  right  to  the  pos 
session,  and  could  have  enforced  it  at  any 
time.  He  should  have  first  moved  in  the  mat- 
ter, and  on  failure  to  do  so,  the  law  would 
presume  that  possession  elsewhere  was  with 
bis  approbation  and  consent."  In  the  leading 
case  which  holds  the  father  liable,  under  cir 
cumstances  like  the  present,  the  court  ap 
proves  the  doctrine  that,  if  a  minor  is  forced 
out  into  the  world  by  the  cruelty  or  improper 
conduct  of  the  father,  necessaries  may  be  sup 
plied,  and  the  value  thereof  may  be  recovered 
from  the  parent.  "There  is  evidently  no  satis 
factory  reason,"  said  the  court,  "for  changing 
the  rule  of  liability  when,  through  ill  treat- 
ment, or  other  breach  of  maritaf  obligation, 
the  husband  renders  it  necessary  for  a  court  of 
Justice  to<livorce  the  wife,  and  commit  to  her 
the  custody  of  her  minor  children.  If,  under 
such  circumstances,  upon  the  allowance  of  ali- 
mony with  custody  of  children,  the  court  omits 
to  make  an  order  for  the  children's  mainte- 
nance, the  father's  natural  obligation  to  support 
them  is  of  none  the  less  force."  The  duty  of 
support  "is  not  to  be  evaded  by  the  husband's 
so  conducting  himself  as  to  render  it  neces- 
sary to  dissolve  the  bonds  of  matrimony  and 
give  to  the  mother  the  custody  and  care  of  the 
infant  offspring.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the 
law  to  deprive  children  of  their  rights  on  ac- 
count of  the  dissensions  of  their  parents,  to 
which  they  are  not  parties,  or  to  enable  the 
father  to  convert  his  own  misconduct  into  a 
shield  against  parental  liability."  But,  ob- 
viously, this  reasoning  can  only  apply  where 
the  husband  is  at  fault  and  the  decree  is  silent 
as  to  his  liability.  PreUinger'v  PreUinffer,  45 
Ohio  8t.  458,  and  approved  in  Bishop.  Mar.  & 
Div.  §  1223,  and  in  Fulton  v.  Fulton,  62  Ohio 
St.  229,  29  L.  R.  A.  678.  It  is  to  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  divorce  in  the  instant  case  was 
granted  to  the  claimant  against  her  husband, 
August  Zilley,  on  the  ground  of  his  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment.  It  was  his  marital  wrong- 
doing which  led  to  the  separation  of  the  par- 
ties, and  the  award  of  the  custody  of  the  boy 
Clayton  to  the  mother  until  he  became  of  the 
age  of  ten  years.  The  case  as  to  the  subse- 
quent support  of  the  boy  Clayton  A.  may  well 
be  placed  upon  the  ground  that  the  improper 
conduct  of  the  father  had  deprived  the  boy  of 
his  rightful  and  legitimate  home,  and  so  gave 
the  right  to  the  mother  to  supply  the  neces- 
sarv  support  and  maintenance,  and  that  the 
father  should  be  held  liable  as  upon  an  im- 
iO  L.  R  A. 


plied  contract,  his  primary  liability  still  re- 
maining in  full  force.  It  is  said  that  the 
father  is  released  from  obligation  to  maintain 
his  infant  children  when  deprived  of  their  so- 
ciety and  services  against  his  will.  In  Pretz- 
inger  v.  Pretzinger,  45  Ohio  St.  458,  it  is  an- 
swered  that,  "if  voluntary  misconduct  on  his 
own  part  leads  to  the  deprivation,  he  is  him- 
self responsible,  and  not  the  court,  which  in- 
tervenes for  the  protection  of  his  children. 
And  if  the  father,  as  against  a  stranger,  cannot 
escape  liability  for  necessaries  furnished  to  his 
minor  children,  though  remaining  with  their 
mother  after  the  divorce,  the  mother  will  not 
be  barred  of  an  action  against  her  former  hus- 
band for  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  chil- 
dren. After  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  re- 
lation by  divorce,  the  parties  are  henceforth 
single  persons,  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  All 
marital  duties  and  obligations  to  each  other  are 
at  an  end,  and  they  Income  as  strangers  to 
each  other.  (Jpon  the  establishment  of  such 
new  relations,  a  promise  may  be  implied  on 
the  part  of  the  father  to  pay  the  mother,  as 
well  as  a  third  person,  who  has  supplied  the 
necessary  wants  of  his  infant  child."  The 
case  of  Holt  v.  Holt,  42  Ark.  4S5.  was  one 
where  there  had  been  a  decree  of  divorce  giv- 
ing the  custody  of  infant  children  to  the 
mother,  and  it  was  held  that  this  would  not 
relieve  the  father  from  his  obligation  to  sup- 
port them;  that  he  was  bound  to  maintain 
them  as  long  as  they  were  too  youne:  to  earn 
their  own  livelihood;  and  a  court  of  chancery 
would,  at  a  subsequent  term,  entertain  the  pe- 
tition of  the  mother  to  recover  from  him  her 
reasonable  and  proper  advances  for  their  sup- 
port since  the  divorce,  and  for  an  order  for 
their  future  support.  The  case  of  Stanton  t. 
Waison,  8  Day,  87,  8  Am.  Dec.  255,  already 
cited,  was  relied  on,— "a  decision,"  says  Ells- 
worth, J.,  in  FinefiY.  Finch,  22  Conn.  421, 
"well  considered,  by  a  court  of  distinguished 
and  unsurpassed  ability,  and  which,  as  far  as 
my  knowledge  extends,  has  ever  been  satisfac- 
tory to  the  judges  and  the  profession,  .  .  . 
and  sustained  by  principles  entirely  satisfac- 
tory and  as  old  as  the  common  law  itself."  It 
was  the  right,  and  the  duty  as  well,  of  the 
husband  to  obtain  the  custody  and  control  of 
his  infant  son,  and  to  support  him,  after  he 
had  arrived  at  the  age  of  ten  years.  We  con- 
sider it  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  en- 
coursge  a  father  thus  obligated  to  attempt  to 
ignore  or  evade  bis  parental  duty,  or  to  cast 
it  upon  any  other  party,  so  as  to  enable  him  to 
convert  such  parental  neglect  and  misconduct 
into  a  shield  against  parental  liability.  Do- 
mestic and  social  duty  alike  required  him, 
when  his  son  arrived  at  the  age  of  ten  years, 
to  enforce  his  parental  rights,  and  discharge 
his  parental  duties.  He  knew  they  were 
being  exercised  and  performed  by  another, 
who  as  to  him  was  then  an  utter  stranger, 
and  he  knew,  also,  that  the  disrupted  condi- 
tion of  his  family  relations  had  been  adjudged 
in  consequence  of  his  marital  misconduct. 
We  think  the  case  of  Pretzinger  v.  Preteinger, 
and  other  similar  cases,  indicate  the  true 
rule,  and  that  they  are'  in  accordance  with 
sound  principles  of  public  policy.  We  think 
there  is  am:>le  ground  from  which  the  ac- 
quiescence and  ai^nt  of  the  husband  may  be 
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Justly  inferred  to  tbe  provision  made  by  the 
•claimant  for  tbe  necessary  support  and  main- 
tenance  of  his  son,  and  which  be  had  failed  to 
furnish  for  him,  so  that  a  promise  on  bis  part 
to  compensate  the  claimant  for  what  she  had 
so  expended  may  be  Justly  implied,  as  in  the 
case  of  McOoon  v.  frvin,  1  Pinney,  582,  44 
Am.  Dec.  409.  Tbe  cases  bearing  upon  the 
subject  are  not,  it  must  be  admitted,  in  entire 
accord,  but  they  have  turned  largely  upon 
questions  of  public  policy  in  the  states  where 
they  have  been  decided.  We  hold,  therefore, 
for  the  reasons  stated,  that  the  recovery  in 
favor  of  the  claimant  is  correct,  and  should 
be  affirmed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  i9  aprmed. 

Marshall,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  question  presented  and  decided  In  this 
-case,  stated  plainly,  is  as  follows:  Where  hus- 
band and  wife  are  divorced  and  the  custody 
of  their  minor  child  is  left  with  tbe  mother  till 
it  arrives  at  the  age  of  ten  years,  the  legal  ous- 
ted jr  then  passes  to  the  father  by  operation  of 
law!  If,  when  the  latter  period  arrives,  he  does 
all  thereafter  that  parental  affection  can  sug- 
gest to  induce  the  child  to  live  with  him.  stop- 
ping short  only  of  using  force  or  legal  author- 
ity to  accomplish  that  result,  yet  tbe  child, 
through  stronger  natural  attachment  for  the 
mother,  or  induced  by  her,  or  from  both  causes 
combined,  shall  remain  with  the  mother  by 
her  consent,  and  she  makes  no  claim  to  com- 
pensation in  advance  for  supporting  tbe  child 
or  during  tbe  time  of  such  support,  and  knows 
that  the  father  desires  to  control,  educate,  and 
maintain  tbe  child  in  his  own  way,  can  the 
mother  maintain  an  action  against  the  father 
for  her  services  in  maintaining  such  child  dur- 
\ufi  tbe  time  the  legal  custody  was  in  the  lat- 
ter? My  brethren  have  answered  this  ques- 
tion in  tbe  affirmative.  Tbe  grounds  upon 
which  the  decision  is  placed.  I  am  not  able  to 
discern  with  certainty.  Allusions  are  made 
to  the  moral  and  legal  duty  of  a  father  to 
maintain  his  child,  with  which  all  concur,  but, 
obviously,  that  mere  duty  is  one  enforceable 
only  bv  tbe  public.  In  an  action  by  a  private 
indiviaual  such  duty  is  only  a  circumstance  to 
be  considered  in  determining  whether  contract- 
ual relations,  express  or  implied,  exist  be- 
tween tbe  parties.  Many  cases  are  cited  by 
my  brethren  where  there  was  an  application 
for  support  of  a  child,  made  in  a  divorce  ac- 
tion, granted,  and  sustained  on  appeal,  on  tbe 
ground  of  parental  dutv,  but  such  is  not  this 
action.  The  citations  do  not  touch  the  ques 
tions  here.  Nevertheless  in  substantially  all 
of  the  well  considered  cases  cited,  it  is  held 
that  compensation  in  such  instances  can  go 
only  for  future,  not  for  past  support.  Thrnnas 
▼.  Thoma»,  41  Wis.  229;  Courtright  v.  Court 
right,  40  Mich.  683;  Ramsey  v.  Bamgey,  121 
Ind.  215,  6  L.  R.  A.  682.  Cases  are  cited  to 
the  effect  that  a  cause  of  action  accrues  to  the 
person  who  furnishes  support  to  a  child  where 
the  father  omits  to  do  so,  merely  because  of 
tbe  moral  and  legal  duty  of  tbe  parent  and  a 
failure  on  bis  part  to  compel  tbe  child's  obe- 
dience to  bis  authority.  That  appears  to  be  the 
theory  my  brethren  nave  adopted.  IXkz  prec- 
edents for  that  are  instances  where  courts 
have  seemingly  lost  sight  of  the  distinction  be- 
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tween  duty  to  tbe  child  which  the  public  may 
enforce,  and  duty  as  evidence  of  a  contract, 
that  a  private  party,  privy  thereto,  may  en- 
force  by  personal  action  at  law.  Man's  bu- 
manity  for  children  and  melting  tenderness 
for  their  welfare,  one  of  the  most  admired  and 
admirable  sides  of  human  character,  has  ap- 
parently operated,  at  times,  to  swing  even 
courts  away  from  that  safe  anchorage  in  the 
law,  that  personal  obligations,  enforceable  by 
personal  actions  inter  partes,  rest  solely  on 
contract.  That  principle,  rigidly  adhered  to, 
is  the  best  protection  of  us  all.  Any  departure 
from  it,  for  any  cause,  is  fraught  with  danger. 
I  am  warranted  in  believing  that  the  deci- 
sion here,  as  stated,  is  based  on  the  natural  and 
legal  obligation  to  support  the  child,  not  on 
contract,  because  the  most  prominent  authori- 
ties cited  and  quoted  from  b^  my  brethren  in 
support  of  the  decision  are  instances,  in  my 
judgment,  that  come  within  the  observation 
made  at  tbe  close  of  the  last  paragraph,  as  evi- 
denced by  the  subsequent  history  of  the  ques- 
tion under  discussion  In  the  courts  where  such 
decisions  were  rendered.  The  first  is  Pretz- 
inger  v.  FreUinger,  45  Ohio  St.  468.  There 
the  divorce  was  granted  on  application  of  the 
wife  for  fault  of  the  husband.  The  custody 
of  the  child  was  awarded  to  the  mother  with- 
out provision  for  its  support.  Subsequently 
the  divorced  wife  brought  suit  against  the 
father  to  recover  for  the  support  of  the  child, 
and  her  action  was  sustained  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  the  obligation  of  the  father  was 
primary,  continuous  and  absolute,  and  not  af- 
fected by  divorce.  The  same  reasoning  was 
indulged  in  as  that  leading  up  to  the  decision 
here.  It  was  decided  in  1887.  In  1895,  in 
Fulton  V.  Fulton,  62  Ohio  St.  229.  29  L.  R.  A. 
678,  tbe  same  question  was  again  presented, 
except  tbe  divorce  was  granted  for  fault  of 
the  wife.  It  was  held  that  there  could  be  no 
recovery  in  the  absence  of  an  obligation  grow- 
ing out  of  a  contract,  express  or  implied.  The 
court  said,  in  effect,  that  while  the  relations  of 
the  parties  to  the  child  were  not  changed,  their 
relations  and  obligations  to  each  other  were 
the  same  as  that  of  strangers,  and  that  no  re- 
covery could  be  bad  without  showing  a  re- 
quest from  the  father  to  support  the  child,  or 
a  promise  to  pay  for  such  support;  that  the 
circumstance  of  the  child's  staying  with  its 
mother  was  so  explained  by  tbe"  natural  rela- 
tions existing  between  them  as  not  to  leave  any 
room  for  implication  that  there  was  a  contract 
relation  between  the  father  and  the  mother  in 
respect  to  the  support  of  the  child.  True,  tbe 
court  instead  of  directly  overruling  Pretzinger 
V.  Pretzinger,  45  Ohio  St.  458.  distinguished 
the  two  cases  by  saying  that  the  divorce  in  the 
former  was  for  faiilt  of  the  husband,  in  tbe 
latter  for  fault  of  the  wife;  but  that  was  mani- 
festly an  explanation  that  entirelv  failed  to  ex- 
plain. The  right  to  recover,  so  far  as  it  could 
be  sustained  on  moral  and  legal  duty,  did  not 
change  in  any  respect  by  the  circumstance 
that  tbe  divorce  was  granted  for  the  fault  of 
the  wife.  In  both  cases  the  divorced  husband 
and  wife  were  strangers  to  each  other.  The 
learned  and  very  able  court  would  have  made 
a  more  orderly  retreat  from  its  early  position 
by  saying  that  it  was  based  upon  a  wrong 
principle,  for  tbe  two  cases  are  raanifeatly  in- 
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consistent,  and  the  result  of  trying  to  harmo- 
nize them  presents  the  appearance  ordinarily 
observed  when  the  effort  is  made  to  preserve 
consistency  by  trying  to  harmonize  things  that 
are  diametrically  opposed  to  each  other. 

Again,  in  Stanton  v.  Willson,  8  Day,  87.  8 
Am.  Dec.  255,  decided  in  1808,  that  court  held 
that  the  divorced  wife  could  recover  for  the 
support  of  the  child  because  of  the  fact  that 
prior  to  the  divorce  he  abandoned  it  and  his 
conduct  compelled  the  court  to  place  its  cus- 
tody with  the  mother  as  Its  guardian;  that  by 
reason  of  the  facts  she  could  contract  debts 
for  the  support  of  the  child  after  the  divorce, 
while  she  had  the  legal  custody  of  it  without 
any  provision  for  its  support,  without  consent 
of  the  father,  upon  the  principle  that  when  a 
person  forces  his  wife  from  his  home  he  is  lia- 
ble to  the  stranger  to  whom  she  is  thus  com- 
pelled to  resort  for  necessaries.  The  case  has 
very  little  bearing  on  this  one.  Here  the  cus- 
tody of  the  child  was  in  the  father;  his  resi- 
dence with  the  mother  was  not  by  order  of  the 
court,  or  because  abandoned  or  compelled  to 
*  leave  the  paternal  roof,  but  because  he  pre- 
ferred the  society  of  his  mother,  and  the  mother 
invited  and  induced  it,  by  her  conduct,  against 
the  wishes  of  the  father.  Manifestly  the  case 
should  not  be  considered  as  authority  under 
the  circumstances.  But  treat  this,  for  the 
sake  of  argument,  as  a  case  where  there  was 
an  abandonment  of  mother  and  child  before 
the  divorce,  so  that  the  court,  in  its  discretion, 
placed  the  custody  of  the  child  with  the  mother 
as  a  matter  of  necessity,  but  without  provision 
for  compensation  for  its  support,  and  we  then 
have,  substantially.  Finch  v.  FincFi,  22  Conn. 
411,  decided  in  1855,  cited  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  but  unfortunately,  the  part  of  the 
opinion  relied  upon,  which  refers  approvingly 
to  Stanton  v.  WiUson,  8  Day,  87,  8  Am.  Dec. 
255,  is  from  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice 
Ellsworth,  while  the  rule  of  the  early  case,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court  by  Chief  Justice 
Church,  one  of  the  most  eminent  jurists  th^t 
has  graced  the  bench  of  that  court,  was  ex- 
pressly disapproved.  The  contention  was  that 
because  of  the  duty  the  father  owed  to  the 
child,  the  mother  who  supported  it  could  her- 
self enforce  that  duty  by  recoveriog  compensa- 
tion for  her  services  in  a  direct  action  for  that 
purpose.  In  deciding  the  case«  the  court  said, 
m  effect,  that  the  question  is  not  what  are  the 
reciprocal  rights  of  the  children  and  parents 
as  respects  each  other,  but  what  are  the  duties 
as  between  themselves;  that  a  divorced  wife 
who  has  taken  the  children  from  the  father 
stands  in  no  more  favorable  position  to  re- 
cover for  their  support  than  a  stranger;  that 
the  mere  moral  duty  to  support  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  support  a  promise,  and  that  nothing 
short  of  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  will 
warrant  «  recovery.  Speaking  of  the  claim 
made,  that  the  difficulties  which  broke  up  the 
home  and  led  to  the  divorce  and  award  of  the 
custody  of  the  child  to  the  wife  should  be  held 
sufficient  to  support  a  contract  obligation  to 
pay  for  the  necessary  support  of  the  child  (the 
theory  mentioned  by  my  brethren  in  support 
of  the  decision  here),  the  court  said,  *' Stanton 
V.  WilUon  is  the  only  case  that  we  know  of  in 
which  such  a  claim  has  ever  been  sustained." 
From  the  foregoing  we  might  proceed  at 
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great  length  to  review  the  authorities,  substan- 
tially ail  in  accord,  as  I  read  them,  that  no 
recovery  can  be  had  in  a  case  like  this,  except 
upon  a  contract  obligation,  and  that  the  doc- 
trine is  elementary  that  mere  moral  or  legal 
duty  as  between  parent  and  child,  or  the  parent 
and  the  public,  constitutes  no  foundation  for 
the  liability,  nor  is  it  material  at  all  except  as 
a  circumstance  from  which  a  promise  may  be 
inferred;  and  that  such  inference  cannot  arise 
when  in  fact  repelled  by  the  proof  that  the 
father  was  anxious  and  willing  to  support  his 
child  and  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the 
conduct  of  the  child,  or  the  mother,  or  both, 
as  in  this  case.  Says  Lord  Abinger.  C.  B.,  in 
Mortimore  v.  Wright,  6  Mees.  &  W.  482:  A 
father  who  gives  no  authority  and  enters  into 
no  contract  is  not  liable  for  goods  sold  to  his 
infant  son.  The  mere  moral  obligation  affords 
no  in  ference  of  a  promise.  The  idea  discussed 
by  Lord  Abin^r  was  that,  so  lone?  as  the 
father  stands  willing  to  support  his  child,  so 
that  support  is  not  of  necessity  furnished  by  a 
stranger,  he  incurs  no  obligation  to  another 
in  the  absence  of  a  contract  of  some  kind.'  So 
in  Seaborne  v.  Maddy,  9  Car.  &  P.  497.  it  waa 
held  that  no  one  is  bound  to  pay  another  for 
maintaining  his  children  unless  he  has  entered 
into  some  contract  so  to  do;  that  every  man  i» 
to  maintain  his  own  children  as  he  himself 
shall  think  proper,  and  it  requires  a  contract 
to  enable  another  to  perform  that  duty  and 
charge  him  in  an  action.  To  the  same  effect 
is  the  entire  body  of  English  law  on  the  sub- 
ject, from  the  time  of  Blackstone  to  the  pres- 
ent, and  to  the  same  effect  are  substantially  alt 
American  authorities  as  I  read  and  understand 
them.  Cushman  v.  Hastier,  82  Iowa,  295: 
Jackson  v.  Mull  ( Wyo.)  42  Pac.  603;  Lapttotth 
V.  Leach,  79  Mich.  18. 

The  only  question  left  is.  Is  there  any  cir- 
cumstance here  from  which  a  contract  can  be 
inferred?  It  may  be  conceded  that  slight  cir- 
cumstances will  be  sufficient,  but  I  am  unable 
to  find  evidence  of  any  such  circumstances 
preserved  in  the  record.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  circumstances  repel  all  such  inferences. 
In  Cushman  v.  Bossier^  82  Iowa.  295,  it  was 
held  that,  while  from  unexplained  residence- 
of  a  child  with  its  mother,  the  legal  custody 
being  in  the  father,  a  contract  may  be  implied 
to  pay  the  latter  for  her  services,  when  such 
residence  is  explained  as  contrary  to  the  wish 
of  the  father,  the  inference  is  effectually  re- 
pelled. That  appears  to  fit  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  most  perfectly,  and  is  in  acQord- 
ance  wiih  rea.«on  and  common  sense.  So  in 
LnpvDorth  v.  lAach,  79  Mich.  16,  it  was  held 
that  the  moral  obligation  is  not  sufficient  to 
support  by  inference  the  existence  of  an  im- 
plied contract;  that  where  the  mother  volun- 
tarily supports  her  child,  she  cannot  recover 
therefor  as  upon  contract.  The  idea  expressed 
by  the  court  was. that  proof  that  the  support 
was  voluntary  and  that  the  father  was  willing- 
to  support  the  child  himself,  in  the  absence  of 
any  express  promise  or  circumstances  from 
which  a  promise  to  pay  for  the  support  could 
be  implied,left  no  room  for  inference  that  a  con- 
tract relation  existed  between  the  parties.  Again^ 
in  Ramseuv. Ramsey, Vii  Ind.215,6L.R.A.  682, 
an  exceedingly  well  considered  and  instructive 
case,  where  the  facta  were  much  like  those  in 
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tbe  instant  cane,  except  the  stroog  eYidence  of 
parcDtal  affeclion  and  desire  of  the  father  for 
the  society  of  aod  privilege  to  educate  and 
support  his  child  in  his  owu  way,  that  exists 
here,  did  not  exist  there,  tbe  court  said,  in 
effect,  that  while  the  rule  that  by  moral  and 
legal  oblij^atioD  the  duty  was  oo  the  father, 
primarily,  to  maintain  his  infant  child  during 
the  years  of  infancy  and  tenderness,  the  rule 
must  also  be  recognized,  which  lies  at  the  very 
foundation  of  all  cases  where  a  tbird  person 
has  discharged  the  obligation  of  the  father, 
that  it  musi  in  every  instance  be  predicated 
upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  and  that 
mere  voluntary  residence  of  the  child  with  the 
mother,  without  some  evidence  of  abandon- 
ment on  tbe  part  of  the  father,  is  not  sufficient 
to  show  a  promise  by  ioQplication  to  compea- 
sate  the  mother  for  keeping  the  child. 

We  hesitate  to  go  fuitber  in  this  discussion. 
The  excuse  for  proceeding  so  far  is  the  im- 
portance of  the  question  involved,  and  the 
wide  departure  which,  in  my  judgment,  the 
decision  rendered  is  from  the  settled  rule  on 
the  subject,  I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  doc- 
trine that,  where  a  child  resides  with  its 
mother  by  choice  and  through  her  maternal 
influence  over  it,  after  the  father  has  ex- 
hausted all  tbe  resources  that  strong  affection 
for  hia  child  can  suggest,  to  secure  his  pres- 


ence under  the  paternal  roof,  be  can  be  helu 
liable  to  tbe  mother  because  of  tbe  moral  or 
legal  oi)ltgation  to  support,  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
violated  at  all,  unless  it  be  a  violation  not  to> 
proceed  to  the  extreme  of  compelling  obedi- 
ence of  the  child  by  force  of  legal  proceed- 
ings. I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  doctrine  that 
a  father  can  be  held  liable  as  upon  an  implied 
promise,  when  all  the  circumstances  obviously 
repel  such  an  implication;  that  after  he  has 
done  all  above  indicated  in  order  to  be  saved 
harmless  from  the  liability  of  being  called 
upon  and  compelled  to  respond  to  a  third 
piirty  for  the  expense  of  supporting  his  child, 
he  must  resort  to  the  extremity  of  compelling 
the  child's  obedience.  If  such  is  the  law,  any 
disobedient  child  may  desert  his  father's  home, 
accept  support  from  another,  and  a  right  of 
action  will  thereby  accrue  to  such  other 
against  the  father  for  the  child's  support. 
Toe  law  baa  been  held  contrary  to  such  view, 
as  I  understand  it,  for  time  out  of  mind. 
The  fact  that  the  person  furnishing  the  sup- 
port away  from  tbe  parental  roof  is  tbe  mother 
does  not  change  the  rule,  but  rather  the  moral 
obligation  of  the  mother  and  the  maternal  re- 
iHtion  to  the  child,  and  the  natural  desire  for 
his  society,  rather  repel  than  support  an  im- 
plication of  implied  contract  relation!. 
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An  order  that  the  father  pa^  for  the  sup- 
port of  minor  children  awarded  to  the  cua- 
todvof  tbe  motber  without  any  provlsfon  for 
tboir  mainteoaDce,  by  a  decree  of  divoroe,  may 
be  obtained  by  petition  In  that  case  lonR  after 
tbe  decree  baa  beuome  final  and  the  mother  has 
remarried. 

(February  19,  IflBS.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  review  to  re- 
verse an  order  directing  the  payment  of 
couosei  fees  in  a  proceeding  for  maintenance 
of  a  minor  child  after  divorce  proceedings. 
Writ  discharged. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  S.  W.  Ooodfellow,  for  petitioner. 

Henshaw,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  hearing  upon  an  original  applica- 
tion for  a  writ  of  review.  The  unquestioned 
facts  dbown  by  the  return  are  the  following: 
Upon  the  16th  day  of  June,   1884,  Emma  J. 


NoTK.— See  preoed*nBr  ca*e.  Re  Zllle?  (Wis.)  ante, 
679;  and  folio wioff  case,  Gibson  v.  Uibsou  (Wash.) 
ptjst,  687. 
40  L.  H.  A. 


McKay,  then  the  wife  of  the  petitioner  herein^ 
Angus  McKay,  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce 
from  her  husband.  The  decree  awarded  to 
her  the  care,  custody,  and  control  of  the  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage,— Horton  L.  McKay, 
aged  five  years,  and  Kthel  M.  McKay,  aged 
three  years.  It  contained,  however,  no  pro- 
visions for  alimony  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  the  minor  children.  No  appeal 
was  taken  from  this  decree,  and  it  has  long 
since  become  a  final  adjudication.  No  further 
proceedings  of  any  Icind  were  had  in  that 
action  until  May  of  the  current  year,  when. 
Emma  J.  McKay,  who  had  since  remarried, 
and  is  now  Emma  J.  Polastri,  filed  in  the  su- 
perior court,  and  in  tbe  action  in  which  the  de- 
cree of  divorce  was  granted,  a  petition  setting- 
forth  the  decree,  the  award  to  her  of  the  care, 
custody,  and  control  of  the  children,  who  are- 
still  minors,  and  averring  that  no  provision  had 
been  made  by  the  court  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  said  children,  prayed  an  order 
to  compel  the  defendant  in  that  action,  the  pe- 
titioner herein,  to  pay  $50  per  month  for  the 
past  support  of  each  of  said  children,  and  $5(^ 
per  month  for  the  future  support  of  each  of  said 
children,  until  the  further  order  of  court. 
Upon  bearing,  and  over  the  objection  of  de- 
fendant, the  order  was  made.  From  this  order 
defendant  perfected  his  appeal,  therewith  giv- 
ing a  bond  to  stay  execution.  No  objection  is 
made  to  the  form,  substance,  or  sufficiency  of 
this  undertaking.  After  perfecting  his  appeal, 
the  defendant  was  cited  to  show  cause  why 
he   should   not   be  punished   for   contempt 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  579,  587;  45  L.  R.  A.  806,  842;  47  L.  R.  A.  391. 
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io  refusing  to  comply  with  the  terois  of 
the  order,  and  to  make  the  payments  con- 
templated therein;  and,  notwithstandiDg  the 
-showing  made  by  him,  in  answer  to  the  cita- 
tion, that  he  had  perfected  an  appeal  from  Aaid 
order,  and  upon  advice  of  counsel  believed  that 
his  said  appeal,  with  its  accompanying  bond, 
operated  as  a  stay  of  all  proceedings  under 
said  order,  the  trial  court  was  about  to  pro- 
nounce him  in  contempt,  and  to  punish  him 
therefor,  when,  under  a  separate  petition  set- 
ling  up  these  facts,  he  here  obtained  a  tempo- 
rary order  staying  proceedings,  and  an  alter- 
native order  to  show  cause  why  all  proceed- 
ings should  not  be  stayed  until  the  determina- 
tion of  his  appeal.  Thereupon  Emma  J.  Po- 
lastri  on  behalf  of  and  as  guardian  of  the 
minor  children,  presented  her  petition  to  the 
superior  court  in  the  action  of  McKay  against 
McKay,  setting  up  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
McKay  had  appealed  from  the  order  fixing  a 
sum  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  and 
that  the  sum  of  $250  attorney's  fees  and  $40 
•costs  for  printing  briefs  upon  appeal  were  neces 
-sary  disbursements  to  be  made  by  and  in  behalf 
of  the  minors,  to  the  end  that  they  might  prop- 
erly present  their  response  in  the  appellate 
court.  The  court  then  made  its  oider  direct- 
ing this  petitioner  to  pay  the  sum  of  $250 
for  the  indicated  purposes.  The  payment  of 
money  contemplated  by  this  order  being  less 
than  $800,  and  thus  no  appeal  lying  there- 
from, he  sought  and  obtained  this  writ  of  re- 
"view. 

The  only  question  In  this  inquiry  is  whether 
•or  not  the  court  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  in 
making  the  order  under  review.  Petitioner 
recognizes  this,  and  contends  that  the  former 
order  requiring  him  to  pa]^  moneys  for  the 
support  of  the  children  was  in  excess  of  juris- 
diction, and  void;  and  that,  therefore,  the  or- 
der here  under  consideration,  being  incidental 
to  and  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  former 
order,  is  likewise  void.  While  a  determina- 
tion of  this  matter  in  this  proceeding  will  nec- 
essarily anticipate  one  of  the  propositions  pre- 
sented upon  appeal  from  the  order  for  main- 
tenance, which  appeal  is  now  here  pending, 
jet.  as  its  determination  is  essential  to  this  ad- 
judication, it  may  not  be  avoided  or  postponed. 
The  order  of  the  court  allowing  the  children 
^250  is  to  be  considered  as  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  deemed  necessary  by  the 
trial  court  to  be  furnished  the  children  for  the 
proper  defense  of  their  rights,  under  the  order 
•of  maintenance.  Therefore,  if  thev  are  en- 
titled to  the  money  at  all,  thev  should  receive 
it  promptly,  to  accomplish  the  end  in  view, 
•and  the  question  of  their  right  to  receive  it 
should  not  be  postponed  until  the  determina- 
tion of  the  very  appeal  to  defend  which  the 
money  was  declared  needful.  The  order  of  the 
•court  making  provision  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  the  children  was  not  void  as 
in  excess  of  jurisdiction.  In  this  regard  the 
40UaA. 


circumstances  of  the  case  are  identical  with, 
and  the  order  the  same  as.  that  made  in  Wilson 
V  Wilson^  45  Cal.  401,  and  upheld  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court.  The  power 
of  the  court  to  make  such  orders  for  the  main- 
tenance of  minor  children,  under  petition  in 
the  action  long  after  final  decree  has  tieen  en- 
tered, finds  such  general  support  from  the  au- 
thorities that  it  may  be  said  that  the  rule  is  uni- 
form where  any  similarity  exists  in  the  codes 
or  statutes  upon  the  subject.  Thus,  in  New 
York,  under  provisions  similar  to  our  own, 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  decree  in  1869  which 
gave  her  the  custody  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  but  which  made  no  provision  for  the 
care  of  the  children.  In  1879  she  presented 
her  petition  in  the  matter,  and  an  award  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  children  was  held  to  be 
proper.  Erkenhach  v.  Erkenhrach^  96  N.  Y. 
458.  The  New  York  statute  declared:  *'In 
any  suit  brought  by  a  married  woman  for  a  di- 
vorce, the  court  .  .  .  may,  during  tbe 
pendency  of  the  cause,  or  at  its  final  hearing, 
or  afterwards,  make  such  order  ...  for 
the  custody,  care,  and  education  of  the  chU-' 
dren  of  the  marriage,  as  mav  seem  necessary 
and  proper,"  etc.  2  Rev.  Stat.  p.  148.  §  59. 
Section  188  of  our  Civil  Code  reads:  '*In  an 
action  for  divorce  the  court  may,  before  or 
after  judgment,  give  such  direction  for  the 
custody,  care,  and  education  of  the  children  of 
the  marriage  as  may  seem  necessary  or  proper, 
and  may  at  any  time  vacate  or  modify  the 
same."  The  court  of  appeals  held  that  under 
this  statute  an  order  could  be  made  atter  final 
judgment  providing  for  the  payment  of  mon 
eys  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  and 
that  the  payment  could  be  enforced  against  the 
father.  To  like  effect  is  the  case  of  Washburn 
V.  GatUn,  97  N.  Y.  628.  In  line  with  these 
authorities  may  be  cited  Holt  v.  Holt,  42  Ark. 
495;  BuekminsUr  v.  Bvckminster,  88  Vt.  248, 
88  Am.  Dec.  652:  Pretzmger  v.  Pretzinger, 
45  Ohio  «t.  452;  Plaster  v.  Plaster,  47  III.  2^0: 
2  Nelson,  Div.  <&  Sep  §  981;  2  Bish.  Mar. 
Div.  &  Sep.  §§  1218,  1223.  It  is  to  be  noted 
that  the  order  here  under  consideration  being 
exclusively  for  the  maintenance  and  support 
of  the  children,  is  radically  a  different  order 
from  that  considered  by  this  court  in  Hotoelf 
V.  Boioell,  104  Cal.  45,  in  which  case  it  was 
distinctly  said  that  section  188  of  the  Civil 
Code,  and  the  rights  of  minor  children  to  main- 
tenance and  support  under  it,  were  not  before 
the  court.  It  having  been  determined  that  the 
order  for  the  maintenance  of  the  minor  chil- 
dren is  not  in  excess  of  jurisdiction  and  void, 
and  as  petitioner's  argument  in  this  case  is' 
based  wholly  on  that  contention,  it  follows 
that  the  order  here  under  review  is  likewise 
not  in  excess  of  jurisdiction. 
The  writ  is  therefore  discliarged. 

We  concur:    Temple*  J.;  McFarlaad* 
J.:  Van  Fleet,  J. 


1898. 


Gibbon  t.  Gibson. 
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Loueza  GIBSON,  Retpt., 

V. 

R  O.  GIBSON,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 
(18  Wash.  480.) 

1 .  One  who  relied  open  a  Ibrmer  abjudi- 
cation of  a  matter  cannot  complaio  of  a  deci- 
sion which  Is  to  the  same  effect. 

2.  Other  alle^^ationfl  in  a  petition  for 
divorce  may  he  treated  as  surplusaae  and  the 
action  sustained  as  one  for  tbe  maintenance 
of  a  child,  when  the  parties  bad  been  previously 
divorced. 

8.  A  divorced  wife  can  maintain  an  ae- 
tion  against  her  former  husband  for  tbe 
maintenance  of  a  minor  child,  when  the  father  is 
found  unfit  to  have  the  custody  of  the  child  and 
this  baa  been  awarded  to  her. 

(January  81, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  frora  a  judgment  of 
tbe  Superior  Court  for  LIdcoId  Couoty  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  divorce  and  an 
allowance  for  support  of  a  minor  child.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinioD. 

Messrs.  My  ere  ft  Warren*  for  appellant: 

Tbe  court  having  found  "that  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  this  action  tbe  plaintiff 
and  defendant  were  not  husband  and  wife," 
it  was  error  in  tbe  court  to  make  any  finding 
as  to  tbe  fitness  of  either  party  to  have  the  care, 
custody,  or  control  of  tbe  child. 

Tbe  court  has  no  more  authority  to  award 
tbe  custody  of  the  child  than  it  has  to  order  a 
division  of  tbe  defendant's  property,  when 
there  is  no  marriage. 

Keppel  V.  Keppd,  92  Ga.  606;  Datis  v.  Da- 
t>w,  75  N.  Y.  221;  Brovm  v.  Bro^nn  (Va.)  24 
8.  £.  288. 

Tbe  question  of  the  care,  custody,  and  guar- 
dianship of  the  child  was  settled  and  adjiidi- 
•cated  in  a  former  divorce  proceeding  between 
tbe  same  parties,  and  it  was  therefore  res  judi- 
cata. 

Leming  ▼.  Sale,  128  Ind.  817;  Joab  ▼.  SheeU, 
^9  Ind.  828;  6  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  836: 
Stewart,  Mar.  &Div.;  Hoffman  v.  Hoffman,  15 
Ohio  St.  427;  Wakefield  v.  Ires.  86  Iowa.  288. 

When  a  court  has  once  decided  the  question 
of  care,  custody,  and  guardianship  of  the  chil- 
dren in  a  divorce  proceeding,  tbe  same  is  res 
judicata,  and  binding  upon  the  parlies  until  lis 
provisions  have  been  modified  by  application 
in  tbe  original  cause,  or  bv  appeal.  ' 

McNees  v.  MeNeet,  97  Ky.  152;  Barvep  v. 
Lane,  66  Me.  686;  Leming  ▼.  Sale,  128  Ind. 
^17. 

Unless  liability  is  imposed  in  a  decree  for 
divorce,  tbe  husband  is  not  liable  for  tbe  sup- 
port of  his  child  thereafter,  when  custody  is 
Awarded  to  the  mother. 

Hampton  ▼.  AUee,  56  Kan.  461;  Cushman  t. 
MasaUr,  82  Iowa,  296. 


Nora— See  preceding  cases.  Re  Zllley  (Wis.)  ante, 
l!79,  and  McKay  v.  San  Franoisoo  City  ft  Ck)unty 
Super.  Ct.  (Gal.)  anU^  58S. 
40  L.RA. 


Messrs.  Dalies  ft  Holeomb  and  Caton. 
Martin  ft  McComb,  for  respondent: 

Tbe  wife  may  recover  her  support  without 
even  commencing  a  divorce  suit. 

Kimble  v.  Kimble,  17  Wash.  75. 

As  tbe  right  to  the  custody  of  the  child  was 
put  in  issue  the  court  determined  that  question 
and  found  in  favor  of  plaintiff;  then  must  the 
court  not  take  into  consideration  the  ability  of 
tbe  parties,  father  and  mother,  to  feed,  clothe, 
and  support  jlhe  child  7 

KimUe  v.  Kimble,  17  Wash.  75. 

Dnnbar*  J.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

Tbe  respondent,  Loueza  Gibson,  and  tbe  ap- 
pellant, B.  O.  Gibson,  were  lawfully  married 
in  the  year  1886,  and  they  have  one  child,  tbe 
fruit  of  said  marriage,  Bessie  O.  Gibson,  now 
eleven  years  of  age.  On  the  16th  day  of 
March.  1891,  the  respondent  began  an  action 
in  tbe  superior  court  of  Garfield  county  ngaiust 
tbe  appellant  for  divorce  and  tbe  care,  custody, 
and  control  of  their  child,  Bessie  O.  Gibson. 
On  tbe  15tb  day  of  the  June  following  the  su- 
perior court  of  Garfield  county  rendered  a  de- 
cree in  said  cause,  in  which  tbe  plaintiff, 
Loueza  Gibson,  was  awarded  a  divorce  and 
tbe  care,  custody,  and  guardianship  of  tbe 
child.  Bessie  Gibson.  In  1898  a  correspond- 
ence beeran  between  the  parties,  and  in  Febru- 
ary, 1896,  tbe  respondent  came  to  Lincoln 
county  to  take  up  her  residence  with  the  de- 
fendant, and  continued  to  live  with  him  until 
shortly  before  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion. This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  re- 
spondent to  obtain  a  decree  of  divorce  from  the 
appellant,  for  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
child,  and  for  general  relief.  Tbe  action  was 
brought  b>  the  respondent  on  tbe  supposition 
that  she  had  been  married  a  second  time  to  tbe 
appellant.  Tbe  petition  also  asked  for  tbe  set- 
ting aside  of  some  alleged  fraudulent  transfers 
by  tbe  appellsnt.  The  court  found  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  not  husband  and 
wife;  that  tbe  transfers  were  not  fraudulently 
made;  that  the  defendant  bad  treated  plaintiff 
in  a  cruel,  inhuman  manner;  that  be  had  at- 
tempted to  strike  and  kill  her;  that  he  had 
choked  her  until  she  was  nearly  unconscious, 
and  that  he  bad  scratched  her  face;  that  since 
March  24.  1897,  defendant  bad  failed  to  pro- 
vide plaintiff  or  ber  daughter,  Bessie,  with  any 
provisions,  fuel,  or  clothing.  The  court  also 
found  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  proper 
person  to  have  tbe  care,  custody,  and  control 
of  the  said  child,  and  that  plaintiff  was  a 
proper  person  to  have  tbe  care,  custody,  and 
control  of  said  child,  Bessie,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant Gibson  was  the  owner  of  a  certain 
amount  of  property;  and,  as  conclusions  of 
law,  found  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
a  decree  that  the  marriage  relation  did  not  ex- 
ist between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  but  that 
$160  was  a  reasonable  allowance  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  child.  Be^^sie  O.  Gibson,  and  the  de- 
fendant B.  O.  Gibson  was  amply  able  to  pav 
such  money  each  year;  and  the  judgment  fol- 
lowed in  accordance  with  the  conclusions  of 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  679,  585;  45  L.  R.  A.  842;  47  L.  R.  A.  391. 
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law.  From  such  judgment,  an  appeal .  is 
brought  to  this  court. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the 
court  was  witboui  jurisdiction  in  this  case  to 
enter  any  judgment  for  alimony;  that  it  was 
error  in  the  court  to  make  any  findiugs  as  to 
the  titness  of  either  party  to  have  the  care, 
custody,  and  control  of  the  child;  and  that, 
having  found  there  was  no  marriage,  the  court 
had  no  authority  to  award  the  custody  of  the 
child.  So  far  as  the  last  contention  is  con- 
cerned, while  the  court  may  not  have  had  juris- 
diction to  make  this  award,  it  appears  from  the 
record  that  it  was  the  same  award  that  had 
been  made  by  the  court  which  tried  the  di- 
vorce case;  ana  as  the  appellanl  relies  upon 
this  case  as  being  res  judicata  of  the  whole 
matter  in  controversy,  be  is  in  no  wise  injured 
by  the  order  of  the  court  in  this  case,  for  it 
leaves  the  custody  of  the  child  where  it  was 
found. 

It  also  appears  from  the  record  of  the  former 
trial  that  it  was  found  by  the  court  in  that 
case  that  neither  of  the  parties,  Loueza  Gib- 
son or  B.  O.  Gibson,  had  any  property.  The 
pertinent  question,  and  the  one  question  that 
really  affects  appellant,  is  the  right  of  the 
court  to  enter  a  judgment  against  him  for  the 
support  of  the  minor  child,  and  the  question 
resolves  itself  into  this:  Can  a  divorced  wife 
bring  an  action  against  her  former  husband 
for  maintenance  for  a  minor  child  whose 
custody  has  been  awarded  to  her?  The  ordi 
nary  rules  in  relation  to  alimony  which  are 
discussed  largely  by  the  attorneys  in  this  case 
do  not  apply  in  an  action  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  minor  child.  There  do  not  seem  to  have 
been  a  great  many  adjudications  on  this  par- 
ticular question,  and  the  courts  have  differed 
somewhat  in  their  views;  but  we  think  that 
the  weight  of  authority,  as  well  as  the  better 
reasoning,  sustains  the  view  that  this  action 
for  maintenance  can  be  maintained,  and  any 
other  demands  in  the  petition  can  be  treated 
simply  as  surplusage.  The  court  in  this  case 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter.  It  also 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties.  The  mainte- 
nance of  minor  children  is  a  subject  that  is 
especially^  relegated  to  courts  of  chancery,  and 
while  it  is  held  in  a  case  cited  by  the  appel- 
lant, and  which  we  think  is  the  most  pertinent 
case  cited  by  him  {tiz.  Husband  v.  Husband, 
67  Ind.  583,  83  Am.  Rep.  107),  that  "the 
awarding  to  the  mother  of  the  custody  of  her 
minor  child,  on  decreeing  to  her  a  divorce 
from  the  father,  deprives  him  of  all  fight  to 
the  services  of  the  child,  and,  consequently, 
frees  him  from  all  liability  to  the  mother,  for 
the  care,  support,  and  tnaintenance  of  the 
child,"  still  that  was  an  action  for  debt. 
The  mother  having  supported  the  child  for 
a  given  length  of  time,  afterwards  brought 
action  against  the  father  for  the  amount  ex- 
pended. There  did  not  exist,  as  in  the  case  at 
bar,  the  actual  necessity  for  the  support  of  the 
child.  However,  we  think  that  the  case  was 
not  rightfully  decided.  It  was  decided  on  the 
principle  that  the  right  to  the  services  of  the 
children  and  the  obligation  to  maintain  them 
go  together;  and  that/if  the  assignment  of  the 
custody  to  the  wife  extends  to  depriving  the 
father  of  his  claim  to  their  services,  then  he 
cannot  l)e  compelled  to  maintain  them.  But 
40L.R.A. 


this  court  has  frequently  sustained  judgments 
where  the  custody  of  minor  children  has  been 
awarded  to  the  mother,  and  maintenance  ad- 
judged against  the  father,  and  so  have  the 
courts  of  nearly  every  state  in  the  Union;  and. 
while  there  is  co  wrong  in  asserting  the  legal 
principle  that  the  right  to  the  services  of  the 
children  and  the  obligation  to  maintain  them 
go  together  ordinarily,  yet  the  decision  above 
cited  loses  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  right  to 
their  services  baa  been  forfeited  by  the  father 
by  reason  of  his  proving  himself  recreant  to 
the  trust  which  the  law  and  natural  duty  im- 
pose upon  him.  It  violates  our  sense  of  jus- 
tice to  allow  a  father  to  plead  his  own  wrong 
as  an  excuse  for  relieving  himself  from  an  ob 
ligation.  Presumably  the  custody  of  the  child 
is  taken  from  him,  because  he  is  not  worthy 
of  its  care  and  custody;  and  this  doctrine  in 
effect  releases  from  an  obligation  the  unworthy 
parent,  and  imposes  an  additional  burden  upon 
the  worthy  one.  It  seems,  however,  in  this 
Indiana  case,  that  an  allowance  had  been  made 
to  the  wife;  and  the  court  concluded  that  the 
reason  that  the  court  which  had  granted  the 
decree  did  not  render  any  judgment  for  the 
support  of  the  child  was  on  account  of  the  al- 
lowance to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  $1,500 
by  way  of  alimony.  The  court  says:  "The 
action  for  divorce  was  one  in  which  the  plaintiff 
might,  if  her  case  warrant  it,  and  should, 
have  obtained  a  provision  for  the  support  of 
the  child,  but,  having  taken  her  decree  for  di- 
vorce, and  the  custody  of  the  child  without  any 
provision  for  its  support,  she  took  upon  her- 
self the  burden  of  its  support,  without  such 
provision,  and  cannot  now  maintain  an  action 
for  such  support."  It  will  thus  be  seen  from 
the  quotation  that  this  reason  would  not  ap- 
ply in  this  case,  for  the  findings  of  the  court 
show  that,  at  the  time  the  decree  of  divorce 
was  granted,  neither  of  the  parties  had  any 
property;  consequently,  it  would  have  been 
impossible  for  the  respondent  to  have  obtained 
this  right  in  that  action.  But,  under  the  dnd- 
ings  of  the  court,  the  conditions  and  circum- 
stances of  the  parties  have  changed;  and  it  is  a 
well-established  rule  of  law,  and,  we  think  un- 
contradicted, that  the  maintenance  of  children 
is  a  matter  which  the  court  can  adjudicate  at 
different  times  during  the  minoriiv  of  the 
child.  Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  work  on  Marriage, 
Divorce,  and  Separation  (vol.  2.  §1228),  in 
noticing  this  question,  ssys:  **But  it  was  his 
own  wrong  that  deprived  him  of  the  custody. 
And  it  is  fundamental,  equally  In  our  law  and 
in  natural  reason,  that  no  one  can  cast  off  an 
obligation  by  refusing  to  keep  it.  or  any  duty 
by  any  evil  doing.  Therefore  a  better  reasoned 
case  holds  that  the  duty  of  support  *is  not  to 
be*  evaded  by  the  husband's  so  conductmg 
himself  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  dissolve 
the  bonds  of  matrimony,  and  give  to  the 
mother  the  custody  and  care  of  the  infant  off- 
spring. It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  law  to  de- 
prive children  of  their  rights  on  account  of  the 
dissensions  of  their  parents,  to  which  they  are 
not  parties,  or  to  enable  the  father  to  convert 
his  own  misconduct  into  a  shield  againt  pa- 
rental liabiliiy.*"  And  in  Pretzinger  v.  Pntz- 
inger,  45  Ohio  St.  452,  it  was  held  that  'the 
obligation  of  the  father  to  provide  reasonably 
for  the  support  of  his  minor  child,  until  the 
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latter  is  In  a  condition  to  provide  for  bis  own 
•support,  is  not  iropuired  by  a  decree  which  di- 
vorces the  wife  a  vinculo,  on  account  of  the 
husband's  misconduct,  gives  to  ber  the  cus- 
tody, care,  and  nurture  of  the  child,  and  al- 
lows ber  a  sum  of  money  as  alimony,  but  with' 
^o  provision  for  the  child's  support.  The 
mother  may  recover  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion from  the  father,  for  necessaries  furnished 
by  her  to  the  child  after  such  decree,  and 
may  maintain  an  original  action  for  such  com- 
pensation against  the  father,  in  a  court  other 
than  that  in  which  the  divorce  was  granted." 
It  will  be  seen  that  this  case  squarely  sustains 
the  judgment  for  maintenance  in  the  case  at 
bar.  In  fact,  the  case  at  bar  is  stronger  than 
the  case  cited;  for  in  the  latter  the  wife  had 


been  allowed  a  sum  of  money  as  alimony,  but 
in  this  case  no  alimony  had  been  awarded. 
In  Couriright  v.  CourtrigM,  40  Mich.  683. 
which  was  an  action  brought  for  divorce,  it 
was  held  that  "the  parental  duty  of  giving  per- 
sonal care  and  protection  to  children  is  distinct 
from  the  duty  to  support  them."  and  that  "a 
father  is  under  legal  obligation  to  provide  for 
the  support  of  his  children,  even  if  they  re- 
main with  their  mother  after  her  divorce;  and 
as  against  the  public  and  the  children  he  can- 
not escape  the  duty." 

The  judgment  v>lU  he  affirmed, 

Scott*  Ch.   J.,  and   Anders*  Gordon, 

and  Bea^is,  JJ.,  concur. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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Morris  SELL{:RS,  Appt.^ 

f). 

HOWARD  GREER. 

a72  111.  549.) 

1*  Acceptanoe  of  a  contract  by  aasentinir 
to  Its  terms,  holdlnjrlt  and  Acting  upon  it.  may 
be  equivalent  to  a  formal  execution  by  one  who 
did  not  Bigu  It. 

•2m  a  contract  between  persons  who  are 
eqaal  owners  of  all  the  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration except  two  shares,  of  whicb  one  is  con. 
trolled  by  each  of  tbem,  by  which  tbey  assume 
to  divide  and  dispose  of  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration. Is  not  oblii^atory  upon  the  corporation. 

3.  Specific  performance  will  not  be 
granted  in  favor  of  a  person  who  knew  when 
tbe  contract  was  made  that  the  other  party  bad 
no  authority  to  dispose  of  the  property  which  it 
assumed  to  dispose  of. 

(April  Zl,  1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court.  First  District,  re- 
versing a  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
"Cook  County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit 
to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
to  transfer  certain  property.    Reversed. 

statement  by  Crai^^,  J. : 

This  was  a  bill  for  specific  performance, 
1}rought  by  Howard  Greer  against  Morris  Sel- 
lers, in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  county. 
The  cause  proceeded  to  a  hearing  on  the 
pleadings  and  evidence,  and  the  court  entered 
a  decree  dismissing  the  bill.  To  reverse  the 
-decree  Greer  appealed  to  the  appellate  court, 
where  the  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cause 
cemanded  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  Greer  to 
recover  such  damages  as  he  may  have  sus- 
tained on  account  of  the  failure  of  Sellers  to 
perform  the  contract.  To  reverse  the  judg- 
ment of  the  appellate  court.  Sellers  appeal^ 
to  this  court. 

Upon  looking  into  the  record  It  appears  that 
Morris  Sellers  and  Howard  Greer  haa  been  as- 
sociated together  in  the  business  of  manufac- 
turing railroad  supplies  for  several  years  prior 

NOTB.— For  sole  ownership  of  stock  of  corpora- 
tioD.  see  note  to  Louisville  Bkflr.  Co.  v.  Eisenmao 
Bros.  &  Co.  (Ky.)  19  L.  R.  A.  084;  Parker  y.  Bethel 
Hotel  Co.  (Tenn.)  81 L.  R.  A.  700. 
40L.  RA. 


to  1891.  In  June,  1891,  they  formed  a  corpo- 
ration under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  adopted 
the  name  of  Morris  Sellers  &  Co.,  Incorporated. 
The  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  was  fixed 
at  $100,000,  each  share  being  of  the  par  value 
of  $100,  and  499.  shares  were  subscribed  for 
and  owned  by  Morris  Sellers  and  Howard 
Greer,  respectively,  each  owning  that  number 
of  shares  from  the  formation  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  The  remain- 
ing two  shares  were  owned  by  John  M.  Sel- 
lers and  Paul  E.  Greer,  who  were  sons  of  said 
principal  stockholders,  each  owning  one  share. 
^o  money  was  paid  by  any  of  the  stockhold- 
ers for  their  stock.  Tbe  500  shares  belonging 
to  Sellers  and  his  son  were  paid  for  by  turning 
over  tbe  plant  and  their  interest  in  certain 
patents  to  the  corporation,  and  the  600  shares 
issued  to  the  Greers  were  paid  for  by  turning 
over  their  interest  in  certain  patents  controlled 
by  them.  All  four  of  the  above  named  parties 
were  stockholders  and  directors.  Morris  Sel- 
lers acted  as  president  and  treasurer,  and  had 
charge  of  the  office  and  financial  department 
of  the  concern.  Howard  Greer  was  secretary 
and  manager,  or  superintendent,  and  had 
charge  of  the  factory  and  manufacturing  de 
partment  of  the  business.  * 

After  the  organization  of  the  corporation  it 
did  a  fair  business,  and  its  management  and 
success  seemed  to  have  been  satisfactory  to  the 
parties  interested  until  the  latter  part  of  1894, 
when  trouble  arose  between  the  two  principal 
stockholders  in  regard  to  the  management  of 
the  business.  Greer  made  an  offer  to  purchase 
the  Sellers  interest,  but  the  offer  was  not  ac- 
cepted. Negotiations  continued,  however,  be- 
tween the  parties  until  September  4,  1894, 
when  Morris  Sellers  made  a  written  proposition 
to  buy  out  Greer.  The  proposition  was  writ- 
ten and  executed  by  Morris  Sellers  and  by  him 
delivered  to  Greer.    It  was  as  follows: 

Outline  of  proposition  between  Howard 
Greer  and  Morris  Sellers:  Greer  to  take  all  of 
tbe  Greer  patents  and  all  of  the  special  ma- 
chinery attached  to  punching  machines,  all 
other  appliances  belonging  to  the  making  of 
spikes:  he  surrendering  all  of  his  stocli  in  M. 
S.  &  Co.  and  to  furnish  M.  S.  &  Co.  complete 
set  of  templets  for  splices;  M.  S.  &  Co.  to  loan 
machine  No.  4  for  six  mo.  and  pay  Howard 
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Greer  $1,800  towards  a  new  machine  for  cut- 
tiDg  spikes;  Howard  Greer  to  fill  all  of  the 
preseni  orders  so  far  as  the  material  now  on 
hand  will  complete.  This  agreement  to  be  put 
in  proper  form  at  as  early  a  date  as  possible, 
pending  the  return  of  the  company's  att'y  to 
draw  up  the  necessary  releases,  etc. 

Mortis  Sellers.  Tuesday,  Sept.  4.  1894. 
The  bill  alleged  and  the  evidence  tended  to 
prove  that  the  Greer  mentioned  in  the  proposi- 
tion was  appellee,  and  the  letters  "M.  8.  &Co." 
meant  and  referred  to  the  corporation  known 
as  Morris  Sellers  &  Co. 

Messrs.  Loeseh  Brothers  and  Howellf 

for  appellant: 

The  superior  court  did  not  obtain  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  suit  to  decree  specific  performance 
of  the  outline  of  proposition,  or  to  award  dam- 
ages because  of  appellant's  inability  to  per- 
form, for  the  following  reasons: 

a.  Said  proposition  is  not  a  contract  because 
it  does  not  purport  to  bind  appelknt  and  con- 
tains no  binding  promise  by  him.  The  con 
tract  must  be  complete,  definite,  and  certain 
io  its  terms  and  limitations. 

Hamilton  v.  Harvey,  121  111.  469;  Lawson, 
Conlr.  §  10;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1405;  Clipsoji 
V.  Villars,  151  111.  165;  Shovers  v.  Warriek, 
162  III.  855:  Dintleman  v.  Gilbert.  140111.  597; 
22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  pp.  1002-1012,  and 
notes. 

b.  The  proposition  lacks  mutuality  and  could 
sot  have  been  enforced  against  appellee  at 
law  or  in  equity.  The  contract  must  be 
mutual  in  its  obligation  and  its  remedy. 

3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1405;  Hamilton  v.  Harvey, 
121  111.  478;  Lawson,  Contr.<^  472;  Wollensak 
V.  Briggs.  20  ill.  App.  50; , Winter  v.  Trainor, 
151  111.  191;  Tivk  v.  Walker,  148  111.  2^4;  22 
Am.  &  Ene.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1019;  Lear  v. 
Chouteau,  28  111.  39. 

c.  The  proposition  shows  upon  its  face  that 
the  subject-matter  was  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration, and  not  of  appellant,  and  that  the 
consent  of  the  corporation  thereto  and  a  new 
contract  by  the  company  was  a  prerequisite; 
all  which  appellee  knew  when  he  filed  his 
original  bill. 

HurUmt  v.  Kanteler,  112  El.  482;  Doan  v. 
Maveey,  88  111.  227;  Stickney  v.  Ooudy,  182 
HI.  218;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1405,  and  note  p. 
450;  Hatch  v.  CM,  4  Johns.  Ch.  559;  Kemp- 
shall  V.  Stone,  5  Johns.  Ch.  193;  Harrison  v. 
Polar  Star  Lodge,  No,  662,  116  111.  279. 

d.  It  appears  from  the  proposition  and  the 
testimony  relating  to  the  time  of  its  being 
given,  that  the  subiectmatter  was  not  appef- 
fant's  property.  The  proposition  is  incom- 
plete, uncertain,  and  indefinite,  and  incapable 
of  specific  enforcement,  and  its  enforcement 
by  a  decree  for  damages  would  be  harsh  and 
inequitable. 

Barrett  v.  Oeisinger,  148  111.  98;  Hamilton 
▼.  Hartey,  121  111.  469;  Winter  v.  Trainor, 
151  111.  191;  Tiiik  v.  Walker,  148  111.  284; 
Stone  V.  Pratt,  25  111.  25;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
g  1405. 

Equity  may  enforce  but  not  make  agree- 
ments. 

22  Am.  &  Enir.  Enc.  Law,  p.  932;  Lombard 
▼.  Chicago  Sinai  Congregation,  75  HI.  271. 

Where  the  formal  contract  is  to  be  executed 
before  the  preliminary  contract  is  to  be  eilec* 
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tive,  then  no  action  will  lie  until  the  execution 
of  such  formal  contract. 

Hussey  v.  Home- Payne,  L.  R.  4  App.  Cas. 
811;  Commercial  Telegram  Co.  v.  Smith,  47 
Hun,  494;  Bourne  v.  Shapleigh.  9  Mo.  App.  64; 
Methudy  v.  Ross,  10  Mo.  App.  101,  81  Mo.  481. 

The  action  of  appellee  (after  filing  bill  in 
this  cause),  in  filing,  as  a  stockholder,  bill  of 
complaint  against  Morris  Sellers  <&  Co.,  incor- 
porated, to  have  said  corporation  dissolved, 
and  in  having  a  receiver  appointed  who  took 
charge  of  and  sold  the  chattels  and  letters 
patent  generally  described  in  the  outline  of 
proposition,  bars  him  from  any  relief  in  this 
suit. 

Stone  V.  Pratt,  25  111.  25;  Pom.  Spec.  Perf. 
§S  178,  801;  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1405,  and  note 
1,  p.  449;  Rutland  Marble  Co  v.  Ripleu.  10 
Wall.  8:i9,  857,  19  L.  ed.  955,  961;  Knaichhull 
V.  Qrueber,  1  Madd.  158;  8  Meriv.  124;  6  Eog- 
lish  Ruling  Cases,  668,  and  note. 

Messrs.  Jones  &  Strong^*  for  appellee: 

If  the  allegations  ol  the  bill  are  proved  the 
prayer  thereof  must  be  granted. 

l^he  specific  performance  of  an  agreement, 
relating  to  personal  propertv,  such  as  the  one 
in  this  cause,  has  been  held  to  be  good,  io. 
numerous  instances. 

22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1  e.  p.  994: 
Whitney  v.  Burr,  115  111.  289;  1  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  §  237,  p.  246. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  party  to  whom  the- 
contract  is  addressed  to  accept  it  in  writing,  if  it 
is  signed  by  one  of  the  parties  and  act«d  on  by 
the  other.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  as- 
binding  as  if  signed  by  both  parties. 

Vogel  V.  Pekoe.  157  III.  839, 80  L.  R.  A.  491; 
Johnson  y.  Dodge,  17  III.  442. 

Craigf,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  two  following  grounds  are  relied  upon 
by  counsel  for  appellant,  in  the  arirument,  to 
reverse  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court: 
"We  claim,  firstly,  that  the  proposition  is  not 
a  contract  binding  upon  appellee  or  upon  ap- 
pellant; that  it  lacks  mutuality:  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter was  the  property  of  a  corporation, 
and  not  of  either  of  the  parties  named  in  the 
proposition;  that  appelle  is  in  no  wise  bound, 
and  so  acted  as  not  to  legally  bind  himself,  in 
terms,  to  said  proposition;  that  it  was  made 
under  such  circumstances  that  it  was  not.  and 
was  not  intended  to  be,  a  complete  or  binding 
contract  or  agreement  upon  eitber  appellant  or 
appellee;  hence  its  specific  enforcement  was 
not  only  impossible,  but  if  attempted  by  way 
of  assessment  of  damages  upon  appellant,  as 
the  appellate  court  seeks  to  do,  would  contra- 
vene equitable  principles.  Secondly,  that,  if 
all  these  points  are  negatived,  appellee  has  yet 
barred  himself  of  ail  relief  in  equity  by  his 
own  inequitable  conduct." 

It  will  t>e  observed  that  appellee  did  not  sign 
the  contract,  and  hence  it  is  contended  that 
the  contract  is  not  mutual.  It  api>eiirs,  how- 
ever, that  the  contract  was  delivered  by  Mor- 
ris Sellers^  appellant,  to  appellee,  on  theday  it 
was  executed,  and  appellee  accepted  the  con- 
tract and  agreed  to  its  terms  and  conditions. 
The  acceptance  of  the  contract  by  appellee  as- 
senting to  its  terms,  holdiuir  it  and  aciioirupoQ 
it  as  a  valid  instrument,  may  be  regarded  as  - 
equivalent  to  its  formal  execution  on  his  part, 
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as  beld  by  this  court  in  Johnson  v.  Dodge,  17  | 
111.  442,  and  Vogel  ▼.  Pekoe,  167  111.  339,  30  L. 
R  A.  491. 

But  it  is  said  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract was  the  property  of  a  corporation,  and 
not  of  either  of  the  parties  named  therein,  and, 
as  the  corporation  never  executed  or  ratitied 
the  contract,  it  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  court 
of  equity.  Of  the  1,000  shares  of  capital  stock 
of  the  corporation  Greer  and  Sellers  owned 
equally  the  entire  amount  except  two  shares, 
which  were  held  in  the  names  of  the  respective 
sons  of  the  two  parties.  These  sons  never 
paid  anything  for  the  stock  placed  in  their 
names,  and  were  mere  nominal  shareholders, 
and  the  only  inference  to  be  drawn  from  all 
the  evidence  is  that  the  two  shares  were  placed 
in  their  names  in  order  that  the  concern  might 
have  a  sufficient  number  of  stockholders  to 
make  up  a  board  of  directors.  In  the  man- 
agement of  the  affairs  of  the  concern,  whatever 
was  done  by  Greer  was  assented  to  by  his  son, 
and  whatever  action  was  taken  by  Sellers  was 
approved  by  his  son.  As  between  the  appel- 
lant and  appellee,  they  may  be  regarded  as 
owners  of  the  property  named  in  the  contract, 
and  any  contract  which  they  may  have  made 
in  regard  to  the  property  may,  as  between 
them,  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  equity. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  proposition  was  not 
intended  to  be  a  complete  and  binding  con- 
tract There  is  nothing  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  contract,  nor  is  there  anything  in  the 
evidence  introduced  on  the  hearing,  which  will 
sustain  that  position.  The  contract  is  definite 
and  specific  in  regard  to  what  was  to  be  done 
by  each  of  the  parties.  By  the  contract  Greer 
was  to  do  three  things:  First,  he  was  to  sur- 
render all  of  his  stock  in  the  Morris  Sellers  & 
Co.  establishment;  second,  he  was  to  furnish  a 
complete  set  of  templets  for  splices;  third,  be  was 
to  fill  all  of  the  present  orders,  so  far  as  the 
material  then  on  hand  would  permit.  From 
the  terms  of  the  contract  there  could  be  no  un- 
certainty  or  doubt  in  regard  to  what  Greer  was 
required  to  do  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
contract.  As  to  Sellers,  he  was  required  by 
the  contract  to  deliver  over  to  Greer  all  of  the 
Greer  patents,  and  what  was  meant  by  Greer 
patents  was  well  understood  by  both  parties. 

It  is  true  that  Morris  Sellers  and  Howard 
Greer  owned  all  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation 
except  two  shares,  which  belonged  to  their 
sons.  But  did  this  fact  confer  upon  them,  or 
either  of  them,  the  power  to  sell  the  corporate 
property?  It  is  conceded  that  the  patents  and 
all  the  other  property  named  in  the  contract  in 
question  belonged  to  the  corporation  Morris 
Sellers  &  Co.,  and  the  question  presented  is 
whether  Morris  Sellers  and  Howard  Greer,  two 
of  the  stockholders,  without  the  consent  or 
authority  of  the  corporation  Morris  Sellers  A 
Co.,  had  the  right  to  divide  the  corporate 
property  between  themselves,  or  to  sell  it,  as  was 
attempted  to  be  done  by  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion. A  corporation  is  an  artificial  being  cre- 
ated by  law,  clothed  with  certain  powers.  It 
acts  through  its  board  of  directors  and  officers. 
Its  property  is  not  subject  to  the  control  or 
disposition  *of  its  members  or  stockholders. 
They  have  no  power  to  sell  or  encumber  the 
corporate  property.  A  reference  to  a  few  au- 
thorities will  fully  sustain  what  has  been  said. 

In  2  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  8d  ed. 
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g  709.  it  is  said:  "The  stockholders  cannot 
enter  into  contracts  with  third  persons.  Con 
tracts  between  the  corporation  and  third  per- 
sons must  be  entered  into  by  the  directors,  and: 
not  by  the  stockholders.  The  corporation,  in 
such  matters,  is  represented  by  the  former, 
and  not  by  the  latter.  Such  is  odc  of  the  main, 
objects  of  corporate  existence.  To  the  directors 
are  given  the  management  and  formation  of 
corporate  contracts.  The  siockholders  cannot, 
in  meeting  assembled,  bind  the  corporation  by 
their  contracts  in  its  behalf.  Although  one 
person  owns  a  majority  of  the  stock,  or  all  of 
it,  or  all  but  two  shares,  he  does  not  in  conse- 
quence thereof  acquire  the  right  to  act  for  the 
corporation,  or  as  the  corporation,  independ- 
ently of  the  directors.  One  person  may  own 
all  the  stock,  9nd  yet  the  existence,  relations, 
and  business  methods  of  the  corporation  con- 
tinue. A  single  stockholder  cannot  make  a 
contract  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  corporation 
which  shall  have  any  binding  force  or  validity, 
except  by  subsequent  ratification  or  adoptioa 
in  the  regular  manner." 

In  AUemong  v.  Simmons,  134  Ind.  199,  it 
was  attempted  to  hold  a  corporation  liable  on 
a  contract  made  by  one  Crawford,  who  was  a 
director  and  owner  of  five  sixths  of  the  stock 
of  the  corporation.  In  disposing  of  the  ques- 
tion the  court  said:  *  'It  is  true,  Crawford  was 
one  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  and  held 
a  majority  of  the  stock,  but  the  existence  of 
these  facts  conferred  upon  him  no  power  lo 
make  contracts  for  the  corporation.  It  could 
only  be  bound  by  the  action  of  its  board  of 
directory;  the  board  could  have  conferred  on 
Crawford  this  power,  but  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  it  had  done  so.  Crawford,  as  one 
of  the  directors,  had  no  more  authority  or 
power  than  any  other  director.  The  board 
consisted  of  t've  members;  and  three  consti- 
tuted a  quorum,  less  than  three  could  make  no 
binding  contract  for  the  corporation.  .  .  . 
The  contract  which  Simmons  and  Ayleshire 
executed  with  Crawford  was  the  mere  personal 
en$:aftement  of  Crawford  with  the  said  parties." 

In  Humphreys  v.  MeKissock,  140  U.  S  804, 
85  L.  ed.  473,  the  validity  of  the  action  of  all 
the  stockholders  of  a  corporal  ion  in  transfer- 
rins its  properly  without  corporate  action  arose, 
and  in  disposing  of  the  case  the  court  said: 
**Both  the  commissioner  and  the  court,  in  con- 
firming his  report  and  entering  the  decree  men- 
tioned, seem  to  have  confounded  the  owner- 
ship of  stock  in  a  corporation  with  ownership 
of  its  property.  But  nothing  is  more  distinct 
than  the  two  rights;  the  ownership  of  one 
confers  no  ownership  of  the  other.  The  prop- 
erty of  a  corporation  is  not  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  individual  members,  whether  actin.^ 
separately  or  jointly.  They  can  neither  en- 
cumber nor  transfer  that  property,  nor  author- 
ize others  to  do  so.  The  corporation— the  ar- 
tificial being  created— holds  the  property,  and 
alone  can  mortgage  or  transfer  it:  and  the  cor- 
poration ads  only  through  its  officers,  subject 
to  the  conditions  prescribed  by  law.  In  Smith 
y.  Hurd,  12  Met.  385.  46  Am.  Dec.  890,  the 
relations  of  stockholders  to  the  rights  and 
property  of  a  banking  corporation  are  stated 
with  his  usual  clearness  and  precision  by  Chief 
Justice  Shaw,  speaking  for  the  supreme  court 
of  Massachusetts,  and  the  same  doctrine  applies 
to  the  relations  of  stockholders  in  all  business 
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corporations.  Said  the  chief  justice:  'The 
iodividual  members  of  the  corporation, 
whether  they  should  all  join,  or  each  act  sev- 
erally, have  no  right  or  power  to  intermeddle 
with  the  property  or  concerns  of  the  bank,  or 
call  any  officer,  agent,  or  servant  to  account, 
or  discbarge  them  from  any  liability.  Should 
all  the  stockholders  join  in  a  power  of  attorney 
to  any  one,  he  could  not  take  possession  of  any 
real  or  personal  estate,  any  security  or  chose  in 
action;  could  not  collect  a  debt,  or  discharge  a 
claim,  or  release  damage  arising  from  any  de- 
faulty  simply  because  they  are  not  the  legal 
owners  of  the  property,  and  damage  done  to 
such  property  is  not  an  injury  to  them.  Their 
rights  and  their  powers  are  limited  and  well 
defined.'  " 

In  this  court,  in  Hopkins  v.  Boseclare  Lead 
Co,  72  111.  378,  the  right  of  a  stockholder  of  a 
corporation  to  transfer  certain  leases  belonging 
to  the  corporation  arose,  and  in  disposing  of 
the  question  the  court  said  (p.  879):  "It  is  in- 
sisted that  La  Grave  had  no  power  to  make  the 
sale  of  the  leases,  to  transfer  the  control  of  the 
suit,  or  to  sell  the  20  acres  of  land,  as  they 
were  all  owned  by  the  company.  Hte  was  but 
a  stockholder,  and  as  such  had  no  power  to 
make  the  sale.  He,  although  owning  the  ma- 
jority of  the  stock,  could  not  act  for  the  com- 
pany unless  specially  authorized.  He  could, 
no  doubt,  control  the  action  of  the  company 
by  the  election  of  its  officers,  but  still  the  com 
pany  could  only  act  through  its  officers  or  by 
expressly  delegating  power  to  others,  whether 
a  stockholder  or  other  persons.^  See  also 
England  v.  Dearborn,  141  Mass.  690;  Newton 
Mfg,  Co.  V.  White,  42  Ga.  148;  RumU  v, 
MUllan,  14  Pick.  63. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  apparent  that 
Morris  Sellers,  although  he  owned  one  half  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation,  had  no 
right  to  sell  the  corporate  property,  and  any 
contract  he  may  have  made  would  not  be  ob- 
ligatory on  the  corporation.  The  corporation, 
Morris  Sellers  &  Co.,  the  owner  of  the  letters 
patent  and  other  property  described  in  the  con- 
tract, was  not  made  a  party  to  the  bill,  and  no 
-decree  could  have  been  obtained  against  it  if 
it  had  been  made  a  party,  for  the  reason  it 
never  executed  the  contract.  Nor  did  it  ratify 
the  contract  after  it  was  made,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  expressly  refused  to  do  so  on  application 
of  Greer  to  its  board  of  directors.  The  bill 
prayed  that  Sellers  might  be  compelled  to  con- 
vey the  letters  patent  named  in  the  contract  to 
Greer.  He  had  no  title,  and  hence  could  not 
make  a  conveyance,  and  any  decree  that  might 
have  been  rendered  would  have  been  nugatory. 
In  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  the  Contract 
must  be  of  such  a  character  that  the  court  is 
able  to  make  an  efficient  decree  and  enforce  it 
when  made.     8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1405. 

This  case  Is  similar  in  principle  to  EurVmt 
V.  Kantzler,  112  111.  482.  where  a  bill  was 
filed  for  specific  performance  against  Kantzler, 
Cretty,  &  Blair  and  the  board  of  education,  to 
compel  the  assignment  of  a  lease.  There 
Kantzler  held  a  lease  from  the  board  of  educa- 
tion which  was  not  assignable  without  the 
written  consent  of  the  board.  Kantzler,  how- 
ever, gave  to  Hurlbut  a  written  agreement  to 
assign  the  lease,  but  it  was  held  the  agreement 
could  not  be  enforced  against  the  board,  as  it 
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bad  not  assented  to  the  agreement.  In  dispos- 
ing of  the  case  it  is  said  (p.  488):  "There  is 
no  allegation  in  the  bills,  or  proof,  that  the  con- 
sent of  the  board  of  education  will  be  given, 
or  ever  was  given.  .  .  .  Hurlburt,  at  the 
time  he  took  the  contract  from  Kantzler,  knew 
that  the  latter  could  not  transfer  his  leasehold 
interest  without  the  express  consent  of  a  third 
partv,  against  whom  he  could  claim  no  rights, 
legal  or  equitable,  and  consequently  took  bis 
contract  under  such  circumstances  as  to  make 
its  validity  and  effectiveness  depend  upon  the 
exercise  of  the  will  of  another  under  no  obli- 

gation  to  do  any  act  for  him  or  for  his  bene- 
t." 

Appellee  not  being  entitled  to  a  decree  for  a 
specific  performance,  the  next  question  pre- 
sented is.  Did  the  court  err  in  refusing  to  re- 
tain the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  appel- 
lee to  recover  damages  for  the  failure  of  Sel- 
lers to  perform  the  contract?    It  appears  from 
the  record  that  a  short  time  before  the  bill  was 
filed  two  actions  were  brought  against  the  cor- 
poration, Morris  Sellers  &  Co. ,  to  recover  money 
due  on  certain  obligations  of  the  corporation. 
Judgments  were  subsequently  rendered  against 
the  corporation.     After  the  existence  of  these 
judgments  came  to  the  knowledge  of  appellee, 
four  days  after  he  filed  the  bill  in  this  case  he 
filed  another  bill  against  the  corporation,  in 
which  be  prayed  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver and  that  the  affairs  of  the  corporation 
might  be  closed  up.    A  receiver  was  appointed, 
and  all  the  property,  including  that  described 
in  the  contract,  was  sold  by  the  receiver;  and 
it  is  insisted  by  appellant  that  appellee  has  no 
standing  in  a  court  of  equity  to  recover  dam- 
ages,  because  the  propertv  described   in  the 
contract  was  sold  under  a  decree  procured  bv 
him.    In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  determine  this  question,  aa 
there  arc  other  grounds  upon  which  the  dccis- 
sion  of  the  case  may  be  predicated.     In  Doan 
V.  Mauzey,  38  111.  227,  it  was  held  that  a  bill 
for  specific  performance  will  not  be  retained 
to  assess  damages  for  a  failure  to  perform  the 
contract,  where  the  complainant  knew  when 
he  filed  the  bill  that  the  vendor  had  parted 
with  the  title  to  the  property.    The  same  rule 
was  declared  in  Stiekney  v.  Ooudy,  132  III. 
213.    In  Kennedy  v.  Hazelton,  128  U.  8.  667, 
82  L.  ed.  576,  it  was  held  that  specific  perform- 
ance cannot  be  decreed  of  an  agreement  to 
convey  property  which  has  no  existence  or  to 
which  the  defendant  has  no  title,  and  if  the 
want  of  title  was  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  beginning  suit  the  bill  would  not  be 
retained  for  the  assessment  of  damages.     The 
same  doctrine  is  declared  in  Hurlbut  v.  Kantz- 
ler, 112111.  482.   Here  Greer,  theappellee,  knew 
when  he  accepted  the  contract  from  Sellers 
that  the  property  named  in  the  contract  was 
owned  by  Morris  Sellers  &  Co. ,  a  corporation. 
He  also  knew  that  Sellers  had  no  authority  to 
sell  the  property,  and,  knowing  these  facts,  he 
could  not  maintain  a  bill  for  specific  perform- 
ance, nor  would  the  bill  be  retained  for  an  as- 
sessment of  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be 
reversed,  and  the  decree  of  the  superior  court 
of  Cook  county  will  be  affirmed  Judgment 
reversed. 
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STATE  of  WashiDgtOD,  exreL  A.  A.DENNT, 

V. 

Robert  BRIDGES  et  al, 

and 
City  of  Seattle.  Intervener. 

( Waah > 

1.   A  leMM  of  harbor  area  in  ft*oiit  of 
tide  lands  for  enrla^  aad  canning  fish* 

malntalDiDg  a  retail  and  wholeeale  fish  market, 
and  storlDff  ice  for  packioff  and  handlioff  Hah,  is 


not  authorized  by  Conai.  art.  1S.1 1,  reaerviuir  9uch 
area  '^for  maiotainincr  wharves,  streets. and  other 
conveniences  of  navlfration  aod  commeroe,** 
since  the  word  "* commerce**  ia  qualified  by  the 
word  **  navigation." 
8.  Tbe  stmctnrea  antborlaed  by  Const, 
art.  1ft.  S  ?,  respecting  leasies  of  harbor  areas  for 
^wharves,  docks,  and  other  structures,**  when 
this  section  is  construed  with  II,  must  be  limited 
to  ''conveniences  of  navliratlon  and  commerce.** 

(February  26. 1808.) 


Nom.— AlffTit  of  €wner  of  ujpHanA  to  aeeesa  to 
naviocibU  water. 

Vew  qnestions  present  so  much  difficulty,  when 
viewed  in  the  light  of  the  expressions  of  Judicial 
opinion,  as  does  this  one.  In  England  when  by 
virtue  of  the  Conquest  tbe  King  had  ail  the  rights 
and  the  subject  only  those  which  were  grauted  to 
him,  there  is  no  express  decision  as  to  the  ripa- 
rian right  of  access  to  navigable  water.  The  gen- 
eral understanding  of  the  situation  at  that  time 
has  been,  however,  that  the  King  could  cut  off 
access  if  he  chose  to  do  so.  On  the  other  hand, 
whentheriffhtsof  the  King  became  limited,  and 
those  of  the  subject  oorrespondlngly  amplified, 
the  right  of  access  became  a  substantial  one  rec- 
ognized by  the  courts,  until  now  such  rights  can- 
not be  destroyed,  even  by  tbe  government,  with- 
out  making  compensation  to  their  owner.  This  Is 
also  tbe  ruie  wherever  tbe  English  law  controls. 
In  this  country  some  of  the  courts  have  adopted 
one  extreme,  some  the  other,  while  yet  others 
have  taken  a  middle  ground  not  very  clearly  de- 
fined. Tbe  earlier  cases  were  more  favorable  to 
the  individual,  while,  contrary  to  the  course  in 
England,  the  later  ones  seem  to  be  ignoring  his 
claims,  until  one  of  the  lower  courts  in  Illinois 
has  held  that  the  state  can  convert  the  water  Into 
dry  land  for  park  purposes,  and  that  tbe  former  ri- 
parian proprietor  has  no  legal  cause  for  objection. 
The  English  rule. 

Hall  (Seashore,  8d  ed.  p.  6),  says  that  the  title  of 
the  King  to  the  land  under  water  is  similar  to  his 
ancient  title  to  all  the  terra  Urma  in  his  dominions. 
It  is  a  fundamental  principle  that  all  tbe  lands  In 
tbe  realm  belonged  originally  to  the  King,  and 
that  which  had  not  been  granted  to  the  subject  re- 
mained in  him  In  absolute  ownership.  This  ts 
what  Is  known  as  tbe  jus  pricatum. 

Freeman  says  (Bng.  Const.  2d  ed.  pp.  189  et  seq.) 
tbe  tracts  of  unoccupied  land  were  originally  the 
property  of  tbe  public.  But  by  the  time  of  or  af- 
ter tbe  Conquest  this  land  was  known  as  terra 
reaiA,  and  disposed  of  by  the  King  as  he  chose. 
After  Magna  Charta  the  character  of  the  land 
began  to  change  again,  until  now  tbe  land  is  not 
the  King*s  with  power  in  him  to  dispose  of  it,  but 
m  the  people,  and  under  the  control  of  Parlia- 
ment. He  further  states  that  by  custom  each  new 
sovereign  Is  now  compelled  to  grant  his  individual 
rights  in  the  unoccupied  land  to  the  people. 

The  practical  eilect  of  this  is  to  merge  the  jus  pri- 
vatum Into  tbe  jus  pubMcum.  The  first  case  in- 
volving  the  right  of  aooess  was  decided  in  1848, 
after  this  change  had  been  accomplished. 

In  Bose  v.  Groves,  6  Mann  ft  G.  618, 8  Scott,  N.  B. 
<M6.1Dowi.  ftL.81,12  L.  J.  a  P.  N.  8.251,  7  Jur. 
HSl,  access  from  the  river  to  plaintlfTs  public 
house  was  obstructed  by  timber  moored  by  de- 
fendants in  the  stream  in  front  of  plaintiff's  bank. 
During  tbe  argument,  Maule,  J.,  said  this  was  not 
an  action  for  obstructing  the  river  but  for  ob- 
structing access  to  plaintilTB  house.  And  it  was 
held  that  the  declaration  was  good  after  verdict. 
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And  a  recovery  was  permitted  on  a  remarkably 
similar  state  of  facts  in  French  v.  Connecticut  RIv« 
er  Lumber  Co.  145  Mass.  2S1. 

Kearos  v.  Cordwainers*s  Co.,  6  C.  R  N.  S.  888,  28 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  a  286,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1216.  was  a  pro- 
ceeding between  licensor  and  llrenseo  based  upon 
a  contract  that  the  licensor  should  apply  for 
leave  to  erect  a  landing  place  beside  a  wharf, 
and  the  question  was  as  to  whom  application 
must  be  made.  Cockbum,  Ch.  J.,  during  tbe  argu- 
ment, stated  cliat  tbe  conservators  of  tbe  river 
hada  right  to  authorize  the  erection  so  far  as  the 
public  was  concemed.but  the  difficulty  be  felt  was 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  could  override  private 
rights.  In  his  opinion  be  said  it  appeared  to  him 
that  no  private  rights  were  interfered  with;  that 
the  erection  was  not  one  which  was  immediately 
brought  into  contact  with,  or  would  directly  in- 
terfere with,  access  to  the  premises  of  adjoining 
owners,  and  that  being  so,  the  only  rights  in- 
terfered with  were  public  rights  which  tbe  con« 
servaton  could  control.  But  he  says  that  if  tbe 
obstruction  operated  a  private  particular  injury 
to  abuttmg  owners,  according  to  Etose  v.  Groves, 
they  would  have  aright  of  action. 

If  a  railroad  is  built  between  a  wharf  and  the 
water,  the  wharf  is  Injured  within  the  meaning 
of  a  statute  requiring  compensation  to  be  made 
in  such  cases.  Bell  v.  Hull  ft  B,  R.Co.  6Mees  ft 
W.  609, 2  Railway  Cas.  279. 

In  Atty.  Qen,  v.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  1 
Hem.  ft  M.  1,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  1203, 11  Week.  Kep.  168, 
the  Judge  says  the  right  of  the  owner  of  a  private 
wharf  to  have  access  thereto  is  a  totally  different 
right  from  the  public  right  of  passing  or  repassing 
along  the  river.  The  existence  of  such  a  private 
right  of  access  was  recognized  in  Rose  v.  Qroves. 
Tbe  wbarf  owner  claimed  that  It  had  a  right  to  the 
whnrf  coupled  with  a  right  of  access  to  the  river, 
and  tbe  Judge  agreed  that  if  this  access  was  taken 
away  it  would  be  entitled  to  an  injunction.  But. 
he  says,  tbe  access  was  not  blocked  up,  the  wharf 
was  only  made  less  accessible.  That  is  a  mere  in- 
terruption to  the  navigation  of  the  river  which 
they  enjoyed  in  common  with  tbe  public  and  not 
as  part  of  their  special  right  of  access. 

In  Duke  Buccleuch  v.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of 
Works,  L.  R.  8  Bxoh.  806,  where  an  embankment 
for  a  road  was  built  along  the  shore  so  as  to  cut  the 
riparian  owner  off  from  access  to  the  water,  the 
court  of  exchequer  held  that  be  was  entitled  to 
damages,  Kelly.  C.  B.,  saying:  *'I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  tbe  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled 
to  bring  an  action  against  a  person  who  should 
have  deprived  him  of  the  mass  of  water  flowing 
along  the  back  of  his  premises.  Just  as  much  as  he 
would  against  anybody  who  took  away  the  public 
road  In  front'*  of  them.  This  Judgment  was  re- 
versed in  the  exchequer  chamber  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  compensa- 
tion given  him  for  the  general  damages  and  de- 
preciation in  value  of  his  premises  caused  by  the 
execution  of  the  undertaking.  But  there  ia  no  dis- 
cussion of  the  riparian  right  of  aooess  which  aida 
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APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  defendants  to  grant  to  relator  a 
lease  of  state  lauds  in  a  harbor  for  purposes 
connected  with  his  business.     Denied. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Blaine  &  De  Vries«  for  plaintiff: 
ChapU  r  28.  Laws  of  1897,  relating  to  Seattle 


tide  lands,  is  repugnant  to  the  ConstitutioD: 
(1)  On  the  ground  that  it  is  a  private  or  special 
law  having  for  one  of  its  objects  the  laying 
out,  opening,  and  altering  of  highways  contra- 
ry to  %28,  article  2,  of  the  Constitution. 

(2)  That  the  act  seeks  to  take  the  private 
property  of   one    individual    and  give  it  to 


to  tbe  settlemeDt  of  the  question.  Durioflr  the  anru- 
ment  in  the  House  of  Lords  (L.  Et.  5  B.  L.  418)  Lord 
Chelmsford  asked.  What  la  the  distlDOtlon  between 
outtiDfT  off  aooess  to  a  huuse  by  otMtructlnir  a  road 
and  cutting  off  acoess  to  it  by  embaokioir  a  river? 
and  it  was  replied  that  that  Is  not  here  made  tbe 
subject  of  a  specific  claim.  But  Lord  Chelmsford 
stated  that  the  loss  of  access  to  tbe  river  at  faiirfa 
water  was  claimed.  The  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  was  reinstated,  and  upon  the  question  of 
tbe  right  to  compensation  for  loss  of  tbe  water 
right,  Cleasby.  B..  said  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  ri- 
parian owner  to  the  regular  flow  of  tbe  water  all 
along  tbe  extremity  of  the  ground,  and  that  the 
deprivation  of  tbe  water  right  was  clearly  an  in- 
jurious affecting  of  the  premises  entitling  him  to 
compensation.  That  the  plaintiff  had  caused  the 
chief  difficulty  in  his  case  by  making  the  alleged 
ownership  of  tbe  causeway  to  the  water  the  pivot 
of  the  whole  case,  so  that  the  taking  of  the  strip  of 
land  was  the  only  injurious  act,  whereas  the  main 
grievance  was  the  destruction  of  the  valuable 
water  right.  Hacnen,  J.,  said  plaintiff  as  owner  of 
land  abutting  on  a  navigable  river  was  entitled  to 
a  right  of  acoess  to  the  stream  along  his  whole 
frontage,  and  not  merely  to  the  place  where  his 
causeway  was  located.  Martin,  &,  said  plaintiff 
had  the  easement,  or  right,  or  privilege,  by  what- 
ever name  it  may  he  called,  of  the  flow  of  the 
water  of  the  river  in  its  natural  channel  up  to  his 
garden  wall.  He  had  one  entire  thing.  He  had 
not  tbe  land  alone,  or  the  causeway  alone,  or  tbe 
right  of  the  flow  of  the  river  alone.  He  had  all 
three  combined.  If  anyone  constructed  an  em- 
bankment so  as  to  shut  out  his  premises  from  the 
river  he  could  have  maintained  an  action  against 
him  for  depriving  him  of  his  riparian  right.  Lord 
Chelmsford  said  there  can  be  no  doubt,  and  none 
has  t)een  entertained,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  compensation  in  respect  to  the  taking  away  of 
the  causeway  and  landing  place,  and  tbe  injury 
arising  to  his  bouse  and  premises  by  depriving 
them  of  access  to  the  river.  The  only  question 
upon  which  there  has  l>een  a  difference  of  opinion 
among  the  judges  Is  as  to  whether  or  not  compen- 
sation could  \ns  given  in  respect  of  tbe  deprecia- 
tion of  the  property  by  the  conversion  of  tbe  land 
between  it  and  the  river  into  a  highway.  Lord 
Cairns  said:  It  has  appeared  to  me  that  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  what  is  commonly 
oalled  riparian  property.  The  meaning  of  that  is. 
it  had  a  water  frontage.  The  meaning  of  Its  having 
a  water  frontage  was  this,  that  it  had  a  right  to  the 
undisturbed  flow  of  the  river  which  passed  along 
the  whole  frontage  of  the  property,  in  the  form  in 
"vbich  it  had  been  formerly  accustomed  to  pass. 
Hey  end  all  doubt  the  water  right  was  a  property 
Delonging  to  the  plaintiff  for  which  compensation 
was  to  be  made  when  it  was  taken  away. 

That  decision  settled  the  rule  that  deprivation  of 
iccess  to  water  is  an  element  of  damages  to  be 
twarded  for  the  building  of  a  roadway  along  the 
tMnk  of  the  stream. 

In  Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Works  v.  McCarthy,  L.  R. 
rn.  L.243.48L.  J.C.  P.  N.  8. 886,  81 L.  T.  N.  8. 182, 
e8  Week.  Rep.  lift,  property  between  which  and  the 
river  a  highway  ran  was  held  to  be  injuriously  af 
fected  by  the  stopping  up  of  a  dock  on  the  river 
opposite  it,  which  the  owner  was  In  the  habit  of 
using,  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  reqniring 
compensation  in  such 
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The  owner  of  a  wharf  the  length  of  which  is  less 
than  that  of  his  t>oat  cannot  be  deprived  of  bis 
right  of  access  to  his  wharf  by  his  neighbor's  pre- 
venting the  boat  Overlapping  his  wharf  if  the  lat- 
ter wbarf  is  not  in  use.  Rut  a  use  of  tbe  wharf 
which  would  deprive  bis  neighbor  of  the  use  of  bis 
wbarf  during  the  greater  part  of  the  time  would 
be  unreasonable.  Original  Hartlepool  Collieries 
Co.  V.  Gibb,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div.  718^  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8. 
811,a6L.T.N.&438. 

If  a  pier  is  built  so  as  to  obstruct  the  aooess  of  a 
riparian  owner  to  and  from  his  property,  he  may 
use  the  pier  to  facilitate  such  access.  Marshall  v. 
Ulieswater  Steam  Nav.  Co.  L.  K.  7  Q.  R  168,  41 
L.  J.  Q.  a  N.  S.  41, 26  L.  T.  N.  &  708,  80  Week.  Rep. 
144. 

In  Lyon  v.  Fishmonger's  Co.  L.  R.  10  Cb.  679.  44 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  747,  33  L.  T.  N.  8. 146, 24  Week.  Rep. 
1.  where  licensees  of  the  conservators  of  the  river 
Thames  were  about  to  All  up  a  little  inlet  in  tho 
river  bank  in  such  a  way  as  to  cut  off  acoess  to  » 
portion  of  plaintiff^s  wharf,  the  vice  chancellor 
says  that  at  the  argument  he  asked  oounseL  I>o  you 
contend  that  the  conservators  of  the  river  could 
make  an  emtmnkment  In  front  of  the  main  front 
of  plaintiff^s  wharf,  and  thereby  prevent  bis  hav- 
ing barges  coming  up  to  be  loaded  and  unloaded 
Immediately  in  front  of  his  wharf?-  -and  he  states 
that  this  was  a  proposition  so  monstrous  that  coun- 
sel seemed  to  recoil  from  it  and  they  have  not  ven- 
tured to  assert  such  a  right  as  that.  It  is  in  fact 
conceded  that  such  a  right  could  not  be  exercised, 
and  that  if  it  was  attempted  to  be  exercised  plain- 
tiff would  be  entitled  to  apply  to  tbe  court  for  pro- 
tection. And  he  states  that  a  man  who  has  a  bouse 
opening  on  a  highway  has  a  right  to  step  from  his 
house  into  tbe  highway,  and  whether  the  highway 
was  of  solid  earth  or  a  highway  of  water  is  imma- 
terial. He  has  Just  the  same  right  from  a  wharf  on 
the  bank  of  tbe  Thames  to  step  into  a  l>oat  as  be 
would  have  to  step  upon  solid  land  from  a  house 
adjoining  a  public  street  into  that  highway.  Tbe 
court  of  chancery  appeals  said  that  it  had  been  un- 
able to  find  any  authority  for  holding  that  a  ri- 
parian proprietor  where  tbe  tide  ebbs  and  flows 
had  any  rights  or  natural  easements  vested  in  him 
similar  to  those  of  a  riparian  proprietor  above  tbe 
tide  or  l>eyond  those  of  the  public  at  large.  And  it 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  vice  chancellor.  And 
Rose  V.  Groves  and  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Conservators  of 
the  Thames  were  distinguished.  Tbe  court  aays 
the  wharflnger  is  amply  protected  in  his  right  of 
access  to  his  wbarf  by  his  interest  as  one  of  the- 
public,  and  that  there  Is  no  necessity  to  invent  any- 
private  right  in  blm  as  a  riparian  proprietor. 

But  upon  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  L.  R.  1 
App.  Cas.  662,  the  loid  chancellor  said  unquestion- 
ably the  owner  of  a  wharf  on  tbe  river  bank  has* 
like  every  other  subject  of  the  realm,  the  right  of 
navigating  the  river  as  one  of  the  publia  This, 
however.  Is  not  a  right  coming  to  him  qua  owner 
or  occupier  of  any  lands  on  the  bank,  nor  Is  it  a 
right  which  per  se  he  enjoys  in  a  manner  different 
from  any  other  mcmt)er  of  the  public  But  when 
this  right  of  navigation  Is  connected  with  an  ex- 
clusive access  to  and  from  a  particular  wharf  It 
assumes  a  very  different  character.  It  oeoses  to  be 
a  right  held  in  common  with  the  public,  for  other 
members  of  tbe  public  have  no  aoeessto  or  from 
the  river  at'tbepanteular  plaoe;  and  it  beoomfs  a 
form  of  enjoyment  of  the  land  and  of  the  river  Id 
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another,   contrary  to  g  16,  article  1,  of  the 
Constitution. 

(8)  That  the  act  contemplates  the  appro- 
priation of  the  tide  land's  fund  of  the  state  of 
Wasbineton,  and  the  amount  appropriated  is 
not  designated,  violative  of  §  4,  article  8,  of 
the  Constitution. 


(4)  That  the  extension  of  the  streets  by  the 
replat  are  not  upon  straight  lines,  as  provided 
t>y  ^§  1,  8.  article  15,  of  the  Constitution. 

(5)  That  said  replat  disestablishes  in  part 
the  harbor  lines  of  the  city  of  Seattle,  contrary 
to  §  1,  article  15.  of  the  Constitution. 

AH  streets  arc  highways. 


oonnection  witb  the  land,  the  disturbance  of 
wblcb  may  be  viodlcated  by  an  action  or  re- 
strained by  injunctloo.  It  appears  to  me  Impos- 
sible to  say  that  a  mode  of  enjoyment  of  land  on 
the  bank  of  a  naviffuble  river,  which  Is  thus  valu- 
able, and  as  to  which  the  landowner  can  thus  pro- 
tect  himself  against  disturbance,  is  otherwise  than 
a  rlifbt  or  claim  to  which  the  owner  of  land  on  the 
bunk  of  the  river  is  by  law  entitled  withia  the 
meaning  of  the  act  requiring  compensation  for 
the  destruction  of  such  rights.  Limiting  Kearns 
v.  Cordwamers'  Co.  6  C.  B.  N.  8.  388,  J«  L.  J.  C  P. 
N.  8.  285, 6  Jur.  N.  8.  1218.  Lord  Cheimsford  said 
that  he  saw  do  sound  principle  upon  which  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  descriptions  of  natural 
streams  fnavifrabie  and  non- navigable)  could  be 
supported.  That  he  could  not  comprehend  why  a 
riparian  owner  of  a  tidal  river  should  not  possess 
all  the  peculiar  advantages  which  the  possession  of 
bis  property  with  relation  to  the  river  afforded 
him,  provided  they  occasioned  no  obstruction  to 
the  navigation.  Lord  Sel borne  said:  Upon  prin- 
ciple  as  well  as  upon  the  authorities  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  private  riparian  rights  may  and  do  exist  In 
a  tidal  navigable  river.  The  rights  of  a  riparian 
proprietor  as  far  as  they  relate  to  natural  streams 
exist  jure  natures,  because  his  land  has  by  nature 
the  advantage  of  being  washed  by  the  stream;  if 
the  facts  of  nature  constitute  the  foundation  of 
the  right,  I  am  unable  to  see  why  the  law  should 
not  recognize  and  follow  the  course  of  nature  in 
every  part  of  the  stream. 

In  Bell  V.  Quebec  L.  B.  6  App.  Cas.  96,  49  L.  J.  P. 
C.  N.  8. 1, 41  L.  J.  451,  which  was  a  case  of  a  bridge 
erected  on  the  river  lower  down  than  plaintllT's 
land  so  as  to  interfere  with  navigation,  the  oourt 
said  that  in  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers'  Co.  the  House  of 
Lords  undoubtedly  decided  that  the  right  of  access 
to  the  water  from  riparian  hind  is  a  private  right 
which  the  owner  of  such  land  enjoys  qua  owner. 

The  rule  of  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers'  Co.  is  applica- 
ble to  every  country  where  the  9a me  general  law 
of  riparian  rights  prevails  as  in  England,  ualeas  it 
is  excluded  by  some  positive  rule  or  binding  au- 
thor ity  of  the  lex  lod.  North  Shore  R.  Co.  v.  Pion, 
L.B.UAPP.  Ga8.6U. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  V.  Wemyss,  L.  R.  13  App.Ca8. 102,  the 
rule  of  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers*  Co. was  applied  In  case 
of  an  attempted  reclamation  of  land  on  the  shore, 
carried  on  under  direction  of  the  Crown,  the  effect 
of  which  would  he  to  shut  plaintiff  off  from  the  wa- 
ter. In  that  case  the  reclamation  was  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  a  quay  at  the  point  of  navigability 
beyond  some  mud  banks  along  the  shore.  This 
would  seem  to  have  X>een  in  aid  of  navigation.  It 
wasdaimed  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  use  the  fore- 
shore as  an  access  to  the  sea  was  no  greater  than 
the  right  of  any  other  of  the  public  But  this  con- 
tention was  disallowed  and  his  right  established. 
It  was  then  claimed  that  the  Crown  could  not  be 
sued.  But  a  statute  had  provided  for  suit  under 
certain  circumstances  which  was  held  to  include 
this  case,  so  the  right  was  established. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  Bnglisb  law  now  Is 
that  the  right  of  access  is  property  which  cannot 
be  taken  away  without  compensation  while  the 
present  system  of  laws  exists. 

The  TvUe  in  IreUind, 

The  rule  In  Ireland  is  the  same  as  in  England, 
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excepting  that  there  has  been  a  tendency  to  hold 
that  the  right  could  cot  be  taken  away,  even  with 
compensation. 

In  Queen  v.  Rvnd,  16  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  29,  where  a 
railroad  was  built  twtween  plaintiff's  land  and  the 
sea.  it  was  held  that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for 
the  assessment  of  damages,  Hayes,  J.,  saying:  '^As 
to  the  effect  which  is  likely  to  result  .  .  .  from 
the  construction  of  the  embankment,  which  will 
prevent  the  access  from  his  land  to  the  sea 
which  be  has  heretofore  enjoyed,  whether  for 
the  exercise  of  right  of  navigation,  or  for  bathing, 
or  any  other  lawful  purpose  for  which  the  subject 
may  require  to  have  such  access,  I  think  he  has 
t>een  injuriously  affected,  and  ought  to  be  compen- 
sated." 

In  a  later  case  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  access 
is  not  a  proper  subject  for  pecuniary  compensa- 
tion, and  must  be  provided  for  by  accommodation 
works.  Jackson,  J.,  sa5>s:  "I  think  the  prosecutor 
entitled  to  a  communication  with  theses  for  the 
purposes  not  connected  with  the  mere  use  of  the 
land  qua  land,  viz.^  bathing,  boating,  and  fishing.*' 
Ball,  J.,  says  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  unjust 
to  hold  that  plaintiff  is  bound  to  take  a  pecuniary 
compensation  for  his  loss.  Richards,  fi..  says  that 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  access,  not  in  virtue  of  any 
personal  privilege,  but  In  right  of  bis  land  and  as 
an  easement  Incident  to  his  land  and  his  property, 
and  parcel  of  the  convenient  and  necessary  use 
and  enjoyment  of  his  premises.  It  Is  the  common- 
law  right  of  all  Her  Majesty's  subjects  to  fish,  l)oat, 
and  bathe  in  the  open  sea,  and  those  who  have  land 
stretching  down  to  the  shore  have  facilities  for  en- 
joying all  these  rights  which  others  differently  dr^ 
cumstanced  have  not,  and  they  necessarily  use 
their  land  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to 
avail  themselves  of  these  advantages.  The  sea  is  a 
public  highway,  and  I  confess  I  see  no  distinction 
in  principle  between  the  right  of  adjoining  owners 
of  land  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  sea  and  to 
the  use  of  a  public  road.  Blackbume,  Ch.  J.,  Pen- 
nefather,  B.,  Perrin,  J.,  and  Lefroy,  B..  dissented, 
but  not  all  from  the  fact  that  the  right  of  access 
exists;  some  holding  that  oompensation  could  be 
given  and  that  the  preservation  of  a  mode  of  access 
was  not  necessary.  Fails  v.  Belfast  ft  B.  R.  Co.  13 
Ir.  L.  Rep.  238. 

The  rule  iti  Canada. 

The  Bnglish  rule  has  been  accepted  in  Canada, 
although  some  of  the  judges  have  been  inclined  to 
hold  the  other  way. 

In  Re  Miller  and  Great  Western  R.  Co.  18  U.  C.  Q. 
B.  582,  compensation  for  land  on  a  water  front 
had  been  allowed  for  the  land  under  the  water 
which  belonged  to  the  Crown,  on  the  theory  that 
the  riparian  owner  would  have  the  prior  right  to 
acquire  title  to  it  from  the  Crown.  This  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court.  Burns,  J.,  saying  the  proprietor 
of  land  extending  to  the  shore  has* no  more  right 
or  authority  over  the  waters  l)eyond  the  shore  or 
the  lands  beneath  the  waters  tlian  all, other  of  Her 
Majesty's  subjects  have.  He  has  no  righ t  to  ex pect 
the  Crown  will  grant  or  dispose  of  any  peculiar 
advantage  to  him  in  preference  to  any  other  per- 
son. 

But  in  Re  Widder  and  Buffalo  ft  L.  H.  R.  Co.  SO 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  688,  where  a  railroad  was  laid  along  the 
l)ed  of  a  river  below  high- water  mark,  thereby 
cutting  the  riparian  owner  off  from  access  to  the 
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24  Am.  A  Eopf.  Edc.  Law.  p.  2,  title  Streets; 
Ilwaeo  V.  Ilwaco  R.  4b  Nan.  Co.  17  Wiish.  652; 
Ti}peka  v.  QiUeU,  2(2  Kan.  481,  and  cases. 

Private  property  caDDOt,  in  the  abseoce  of 
coDstitutioDal  provision,  be  taken  for  private 
use  against  the  will  of  the  owner,  though  com- 
pensation be  provided. 


Oa>om  V.  Bart,  24  Wis.  89, 1  Am.  Rep.  161; 
WitJiam  V.  Oaburn,  4  Or.  818, 18  Am.  Rep.  *^87. 

The  streets  which  have  been  extended  upon 
the  re  plat  are  not  upon  direct  lines  with  the 
streets  upon  the  upland. 

Ilwaeo  Y.  liwaeo  R.  dh  Nav.  Co.  17  Wash. 
652. 


liver,  the  court  asked  the  questiOD.  It  a  person  by 
<ilreotlon  or  authority  of  the  Crown  bad  for  any 
purpoee erected  a  wall  alonsr  the  bank  of  tbe  nver, 
or  put  up  any  work  on  tbe  edflre  of  the  river,  would 
«aoh  of  the  proprietors  alocir  tbe  bank,  and  bavins 
no  right  in  tbe  soil  beyond  the  edge  of  tbe  water, 
have  had  a  risrht  to  bring  a  civil  action  airalnst  the 
person  who  did  it,  or  would  he  have  a  risht  to  com- 
plain of  any  other  injury  than  that  as  one  of  Her 
Majesty^s  subjects  be  was  excluded  from  access  to 
tbe  river  from  bis  land?  The  court  irranied  an 
order  which  would  permit  tbe  question  to  be 
broufirht  up  for  decision  so  as  to  permit  an  appeal, 
but  stated  that  it  was  not  Inclined  to  admit  tbe 
riffbt  of  action. 

When  tbe  case  came  ai^aln  before  tbe  court  after 
the  hearing,  the  defendants  objected  that  they  had 
tbe  rlffht  to  build  their  work  in  tbe  river,  and  tbe 
arbitrators  improperly  considered  tbe  damage 
done  by  it  as  a  part  of  their  award.  But  tbe  court 
said  that  the  g«^und  of  piainttff*s  whole  complaint 
was  that  defendants  bad  by  their  work  cut  off  the 
access  to  tbe  water,  and  If  the  arbitrators  entered 
upon  tbe  question  of  damnges  at  all  they  could  not 
avoid  considering  tbe  effect  of  tbe  work.  ''This 
point  would  seem  to  l)e  disposed  of  by  tbe  Judg- 
ment of  this  court  in  awarding  a  mandamus  to  de- 
fendants to  enter  upon  the  arbitration.^*  Widder 
V.  Buffalo  &  L.  H.  R.  Co.  24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  630,  Citing 
28  (J.  C.  Q.  B.  1^  which  had  to  tbe  meantime  been 
decided. 

And  although  tbe  case  was  sent  back  for  a  new 
trial  In  that  case,  and  this  course  affirmed  in  Widder 
V.  Buffalo  &  L.  H.  K.  Co.  27  U.  C.  Q.  B.  425,  on  tbe 
irround  of  excess  of  the  award,  the  mere  fact  that 
the  new  trial  was  granted  would  tend  to  show  that 
a  cau»e  of  action  existed. 

In  Queen  v.  Buffalo  &  L.  H.  R.  Co.  S8  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
2C8.  where  a  railroad  was  laid  along  tbe  bed  of  a 
river  below  high- water  mark  so  as  to  cut  the  ripa- 
rian owner  off  from  access  to  the  river.  It  was 
held  that  bis  land  was  Injurlouslv  affected  within 
tbe  provisions  of  a  statute  requiring  tbe  railroad 
to  make  compensation  to  tbe  owner  in  cases  where 
the  land  was  Injuriously  affected.  The  ruling  was 
placed  upon  the  ground  that  the  railroad  was  an 
interference  with  the  public  right  of  navigation 
and  as  such  was  a  nuisance,  and  that  tbe  riparian 
owner,  being  particularly  damaged  beyond  that  of 
bis  fellow  citizens,  could  maintain  an  action  In  re- 
spect to  that  particular  damnification. 

And  this  rule  was  also  applied  In  a  case  from 
Lower  Canada,  where  it  was  held  that  a  riparian 
owner  of  land  haS  a  right  of  access  from  bis  land 
to  the  water  which  cannot  be  cut  off  by  the  erec- 
tion of  a  railroad  along  tbe  shore  without  making 
compensation  to  him.  Plon  v.  North  Shore  R.  Co. 
14  Can.  8.  C.  677.  And  that  case  was  followed  In 
Blgaouette  v.  North  Snore  K.  Co.  17  Can.  S.  C.  368. 

Tbe  dissenting  Judge  In  Pion  y.  North  Shore  R. 
Co.  li  Can.  8.  C.  077,  said  that  a  riparian  owner  in 
tbe  province  of  Quebec  has  no  exclusive  right  to 
a  grant  by  the  Crown  of  tbe  beach  lots  opposite 
bis  property,  citing  Reg.  v.  Baird,  4  L.  C.  U.  826. 
And  that  tbe  Crown  could  grant  the  beach  to 
any  third  person,  who  would  he  at  liberty  to  erect 
on  U  a  wharf  or  dock,  or  an  elevator  or  any  build- 
ing whatever,  and  tbe  riparian  owner  would  have 
no  dalm  to  compensation  for  his  severance  from 
tbe  river. 

But  the  rule  Is  firmly  established  against  bis  view, 
40  L  R  A. 


Qtixerol  expresaitma  favonng  the  right  of  t/i«  sfturs 
oumer  in  thU  country. 

Tbe  opinion  has  been  very  widespread  that  a 
shore  owner  has  a  right  of  access  to  tbe  water  in 
this  country.  Even  where  It  has  been  decided 
otherwise  it  has  generally  been  against  the  strenu- 
ous opposition  of  dissenting  Judges. 

Among  tbe  rights  of  a  person  whose  land  is 
bounded  on  a  navigable  stream  Is  access  to  tbe 
navigable  part  of  tbe  river  from  the  front  of  bis 
lot    rates  V.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  497,  10  L.  ed.  064. 

In  Van  Dolsen  v.  New  York,  21  Blatchf.  464,  It  is 
said  that  the  Crown  or  a  municipal  corporation 
could  not  grant  land  bounded  on  a  way,  and  after^ 
wards,  without  compensation,  remove  the  way, 
any  more  than  any  individual  oould. 

In  Bowman  v.  Wathen,  2  McLean,  876,  It  Is  said 
that  the  riparian  right  on  tbe  Ohio  river  extends 
to  the  water,  and  that  no  supervening  right  over 
any  part  of  this  space  can  t>e  exercised  or  main- 
tained without  the  consent  of  tbe  proprietor.  He 
has  the  right  of  fishery,  of  ferry,  and  every  other 
right  which  Is  properly  appendant  to  tbe  solL 
And  be  holds  every  one  of  these  rights  by  as  sacred 
a  tenure  as  he  holds  the  land  from  which  they 
emanate.  The  state  cannot,  directly  or  indirectly, 
devest  blm  of  any  one  of  those  rights  except  by  a 
constitutional  exercise  of  tbe  power  to  appro- 
priate private  property  for  public  use.  Any  act 
of  tbe  state  short  of  such  an  appropriation,  which 
attempts  to  transfer  any  of  these  rights  to  another 
without  the  consent  of  the  proprietor.  Is  Inopera- 
tive and  void.  Tbe  principles  laid  down  are  of 
common  right.  In  this  country  they  are  every- 
where recognized.  They  belong  as  well  to  the 
civil  as  to  the  common  law. 

The  state  harbor  commissioners  may  be  en- 
joined from  erecting  a  wharf  on  property  of  a 
private  person.    Payne  v.  English.  70  CaL  640. 

In  Mather  v.  Chapman.  40  Conn.  882,  Id  Am.  Rep. 
46.  in  which  tbe  controversy  was  over  certain  sea 
weed  which  bad  been  taken  from  tbe  shore,  the 
court  says  it  is  conceded  that  the  riparian  owner 
has  certain  privileges  In  the  adjoining  waters, 
among  the  most  Important  uf  which  are  (1)  that 
of  access  to  the  deep  sea:  (2)  that  of  wharflng  out; 
(8>  that  of  accretion. 

In  State  v.  Sargent,  46  Conn.  858.  it  Is  said  from 
their  land  bounding  upon  the  snore  tbe  riparian 
owners  hold  the  exclusive  right  to  embark  and  go 
upon  the  sea,  for  tbe  reason  that  no  other  person 
can  enter  upon  their  land  for  embarkation,  or  for 
any  other  purpose,  without  their  permission. 

In  Farist  Steel  Co.  v.  Bridgeport,  60  Conn.  278, 18 
L.  R.  A.  5U0,  where  the  municipal  charter  provided 
for  compensation  for  the  drawing  of  harbor  lines, 
the  court  says  that  In  Connecticut  the  owner  of 
tbe  adjoining  uplands  has  the  exclusive  privilege 
of  wharting  and  erecting  piers.  And  he  has  the 
exclusive  right  of  access  to  tbe  water,  tbe  riirbt  to 
accretions,  and  generally  to  reclamations. 

Riparian  ownership  Is  a  property  right  of  value 
to  which  are  attached  rights  and  privileges  oon- 
ferred  by  law,  of  which  tbe  owner  cannot  be  de- 
prived by  Illegal  proceedings.  Fuller  v.  Shedd,  161 
111.  463, 83  L.  R.  A.  146. 

In  Lamprey  v.  SUte,  62  Minn.  181, 18  L.  R.  A.  em, 
tbe  oourt  states  that  tbe  rule  giving  tbe  riparian 
owner  the  right  to  alluvion  was  adopted  to  pre- 
serve the  fundamental  riparian  rUrht  on  which 
all  others  depend,  and  which  often  constitutes  the 
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The  replat  of  Seattle  tide  laDds  disestab- 
lishes in  part  the  harbor  Hoes  of  the  city  of 
Seattle. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  tide  lands  in  making  his  purchase 
to  a  large  extent  relied  upon  the  privilege  in 
the  th«D  existing  laws,  of  leasing  the  harbor 


area  in  front  of  the  land  purchased  by  him, 
and  the  use  of  this  harbor  area  in  conjunction 
with  the  tide  lands  purchased  by  him  in  manu- 
facturing, commerce,  and  navigation.  While 
no  one  will  contend  that  this  has  become  a 
property  right  and  binding  upon  the  state  of 
Washington,  still  the  good  faith  of  the  state  i» 


prlDdpal  Talue  of  tbe  land,  that  of  access  to  the 
water. 

Id  BHsbine  y.  St.  Paul  ft  8.  a  B.  Co.  28  Mion. 
114.  It  was  held  to  have  been  settled  Id  Button  v. 
Stronsr,  St.  Paul  &P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pcburmeir.  aod  Yates 
V.  Milwaukee  that  tho  rlpariaD  owoer  possessed 
tbe  rifbtto  enjoy  free  com mun teat ioD  between 
bis  abuttlDgr  premises  and  the  navigable  obannel 
■  of  tbe  river. 

Tbat  case  was  followed  in  Car  11  v.  Stillwater 
Street  B.  &  Transfer  Co.  28  MIod.  878,  41  Am.  Rep. 
290.  aDd  UdIod  Depot  Street  R.  ft  TraDsfer  Co.  v. 
DruDAwlck.  81  MIdd.  287.  47  Am.  Rep.  780. 

Tbe  riparian  owner  whose  laDd  Is  bouoded  by 
navigable  water,  wbetber  his  title  extends  beyood 
high- water  mark  or  DOt,  has  tbe  right  of  access  to 
tbe  navigable  part  of  the  river  from  the  front  of 
his  lot.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Chase.  43  Md.  23. 
Citing  Button  y.  Strong.  1  Black,  28,  17  L.  ed.  29, 
and  Yates  v.  Milwaukee. 

A  municipal  corporation  which  projects  a  dock 
Into  a  navigable  xtream,  by  which  tbe  water  Is  dl> 
Terted  from  the  front  of  a  riparian  owner's  land. 
Is  liable  to  make  compensation  to  him  under  a 
oonstitutioDal  provision  requiring  compensation 
for  property  taken  for  public  use.  Meyers  v.  St. 
Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  2B6,  Affirmed  in  Myers  y.  St. 
Louis,  82  Mo.  887.  The  oourt  says  when  it  is  settled 
tbat  riparian  rights  are  property— and  of  this  there 
seems  to  be  no  doubt— the  question  as  to  tbe  right 
to  take  them  without  compensation  is  at  an  end. 
And  reliance  is  placed  on  Yates  y.  Milwaukee  and 
Lyon  V.  Fishmongers*  Co. 

In  St.  Louis,  K.  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  y.  St.  Louis  Union 
Stock  Yards  Co.  120  Mo.  543,  the  rule  of  Yates  v. 
Milwaukee  that  the  riparian  proprietor  has  the 
right  of  access  to  tbe  stream  is  reooguized. 

The  dictates  of  Justice  and  reasou  which  retain 
in  the  government  for  common  use  the  fee  of 
navigable  waters  have  vested  a  reasonable  private 
right  of  using  this  public  property  in  the  owners 
of  adjoialng  land.  An  abutter's  use  of  the  bed  of 
a  public  water,  like  a  riparian  owner*8  use  of  the 
bed  of  a  fresh  river  flowing  over  his  land,  is  gov- 
erned by  the  rule  of  reasonableness  applied  to  the 
facts  of  his  case.  Concord  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Rot)ert8on, 
66  N.  H.  19, 18  L.  R.  A.  879. 

It  is  also  said  in  that  state  that  it  must  now  be 
conceded  as  an  established  rule  of  American  law 
that  the  owner  of  uplaod  adjacent  to  navigable 
water  has  an  interest  in  the  shore  of  which  he  can- 
not be  deprived,  even  by  the  sovereign  power, 
without  compensation,  Clement  y.  Bums,  48  N. 
H.  817. 

Also,  that  whateyer  may  have  been  the  theory  in 
England  it  would  seem  that  practically  the  right 
to  wharf  out  in  front  of  his  land  was  exercised  by 
tbe  riparian  owner,  taking  care  not  to  interfere  in- 
juriously with  tbe  interests  of  navigation.  In  this 
country  a  usage  sprung  up  which  at  length  ac- 
quired the  force  of  law,  which  gave  the  riparian 
owner  an  exclusive  right  to  erect  wharves  and  re- 
claim from  tbe  sea  the  flats  in  front  of  his  land. 
The  principles  out  of  which  this  usage  sprung  are 
common  in  both  countries,  the  ezolusiye  right 
of  access  to  tbe  water  over  bis  banks,  enjoyed  by 
the  riparian  owner,  and  tbe  right  of  alluvion,  from 
which  are  neceasarUy  deduced  tbe  doctrine  tbat 
none  but  the  riparian  owner  can  erect  such  wharves 
or  oonYenienoes  for  navigation.  Nor  can  the  sov- 
ereign power  autborlie  It  to  be  done  without  his 
40L.R.A. 


consent,  except  through  tbe  right  of  eminent  do- 
main. To  tbe  exercise  of  these  rights  of  tbe  ri- 
parian owner  from  the  earliest  stages  of  tbe  set- 
tlement of  our  country  to  the  present  time  are  un- 
doubtedly due  the  great  facilities  enjoyed  by  our 
commerce  in  tbe  erection  of  wharrcs,  docks,  and 
other  conveniences;  and  it  Is  easy  to  understand 
that  tbe  wants  of  navigation  should  give  tbe  most 
liberal  interpretation  to  tbe  rights  or  tbe  riparian 
owner.    Clement  v.  Burns,  48  N.  H.  817. 

An  owner  of  land  bordering  on  navigable  water 
has  a  vested  right  in  the  free  access  to  the  public- 
water  highway,  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived 
without  compensation,  by  the  erection  of  a  wharf 
under  license  of  the  municipal  corporation.  Shir- 
ley V.  Bishop,  87  Cal.  548. 

In  the  abseaoe  of  specific  legislation  on  the  sub- 
ject a  riparian  owner,  as  is  universally  conceded, 
has  a  qualified  property  in  tbe  water  frontage  be- 
longing by  nature  to  bis  land,  tbe  oblef  advantage 
beiag  the  right  of  access  and  extension  of  tbe 
water  frontage  to  navigable  water.  Bond  v. 
Wool,  107  N.  C.  188. 

In  Ball  Y.  Slack,  2  Whart  638,  80  Am.  Dec.  278* 
Huston  J.,  says:  '*I  know  of  no  instance,  either  in 
England  or  in  this  country,  where  it  has  been  held 
that  one  man  can,  of  his  own  right,  or  by  the  per- 
mission of  any  officer  of  government,  build  a 
wharf  on  the  property  of  his  neighbor.** 

In  Reynolds  v.  Clarke,  I  Pittsb.  9,  boats  were 
moored  In  the  river  so  as  to  obstruct  a  riparian 
owner  in  his  passage  across  tbe  stream,  and  the 
oourt  says  that  no  one  has  tbe  right  to  place  bis  ve- 
hicles in  front  of  another*s  property  and  keep  them 
there  so  as  to  cut  oft  or  obstruct  his  netghbor*s  pas- 
sage. But  the  right  of  passage  seems  to  be  re- 
garded as  one  in  common  with  all  other  citizens. 

In  Pittsburgh  v.  Scott,  1  Pa.  St  809,  where  a 
street  was  laid  out  along  the  river  front.  It  was  said 
that  tbe  riparian  owner  was  injured  to  the  amount 
of  the  value  of  the  propertv  of  whatever  nature 
or  description,  without  limitation  or  restriction, 
which  has  been  taken  from  him  and  vested  in  tbe 
city.  If  by  force  of  his  grant  which  extends  to  the 
river  he  has  a  right  to  make  a  landing,  *'of  which 
we  do  not  doubt,**  he  has  a  right  to  claim  a  fair 
equivalent  to  be  assessed  by  a  Jury. 

A  city  cannot  fill  up  the  water  In  front  of  a  dock 
by  depositing  sewage  there,  without  being  liable 
for  the  injury  to  the  riparian  owner.  Clark  y. 
Feokbam,  10  R.  L  8M4  Am.  Rep.  851 

In  that  case  Potter,  J.,  says,  that  a  riparian  owner 
has  a  right  of  access  to  the  great  highway  of  na- 
tions, of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived,  is  recognised 
by  a  great  number  of  cases. 

It  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases  tbat  tbe  owner 
of  lands  bounded  by  a  navigable  stream  has  the 
right  of  free  access  to  navigable  water.  Alexan- 
dria ft  F.  R.  Co.  Y.  Faunce,  81  Oratt.  781. 

All  that  can  be  claimed  by  riparian  owners  is  the 
right  to  pass  to  and  from  the  water  within  tbe 
width  of  tbe  lot  as  it  borders  on  and  is  washed  by 
the  water.    Austin  v.  Rutland  R.  Co  4ft  V t  21&, 

A  riparian  owner  upon  a  navlvable  lake  has,  aa 
such,  the  exclusive  right  of  access  to  and  from  the 
lake  front  to  his  land.  Delaplaine  y.  Chicago  ft  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  42  Wis.  214, 24  Am.  Rep.  888;  Boorman  v. 
Sunnucbs,  42  Wis.  288:  Diedrich  v.  Northwestern 
Union  R.  Co.  42  Wis.  248.  24  Am.  Rep.  889. 

In  Helton  v.  Milwaukee,  81  Wis.  88,  it  is  said  that 
if  a  city  should  take  land  along  a  river  front  for  a 
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as  much  pledged  in  carrying  out  this  polic}*  as 
though  it  rested  in  contract. 

Lewis  V.  Portland,  25  Or.  188,  23  L.  R.  A. 
786. 

When  the  state  has  once  established  harbor 
areas  or  harbor  lines,  the  only  way  to  change 


those  lines  is  through  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 

Wilson  y.  State  Land  Comrs.  18  Wash.  65; 
Sttite,  HaUer,  v.  Toung  (Wash.)  60  Paa  786. 

Messrs.  P.  H.  Winston,  Attorney  General, 
and  Thomas  M.  Vance  for  defendants. 


street  so  as  to  out  the  owner  off  from  access  to  the 
water,  the  loss  of  access  would  form  an  element  of 
the  damaffes  to  be  awarded. 

A  riparian  owner  has  the  right  of  access  to  the 
stream  which  cannot  be  cut  off  without  paying 
him  compensation.  Chapman  v.  Oshkosh  &  M. 
River  R.  Co.  38  Wis.  62fl. 

Damages  for  taking  land  by  placing  a  pier  on  the 
bed  of  the  river  where  it  belongs  to  plaintiff  can- 
not be  recovered  under  a  declaration  alleging  ob- 
struction to  plaint iS*8  right  of  access  to  his  wbarf. 
Maxwell  ▼.  Bay  City  Bridge  Co.  41  Mich.  458. 

While  some  of  the  above  expressions  were  mere 
dicta^  the  rule  was  regarded  as  so  well  settled  that 
It  was  stated  as  in  the  nature  of  a  fundamental 
principle  to  illustrate  some  other  rule. 

The  state  cannot  make  a  grant  of  the  land  under 
the  water  of  the  great  lakes,  which  will  impair  the 
riparian  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  shore.  Mc^ 
Lellan  v.  Prentice,  85  Wis.  437. 

Tbe  state  cannot  arbitrarily  take  away  or  destroy 
the  rights  of  a  riparian  owner  on  a  navigable  lake 
without  his  consent,  or  without  compensation  or 
due  process  of  law,  for  tbe  sole  purpose  of  benefit- 
ing some  other  riparian  owner.  Pnewe  v.  Wiscon- 
sin State  Land  ft  T.  Co.  03  Wis.  547,  33  L.  B.  A.  645. 

But  a  riparian  owner  cannot  recover  damages  for 
tbe  diversion  of  the  waters  of  the  stream  by  a  cor- 
poration under  authority  of  the  legislature  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  the  public  navigation. 
Black  River  Improv.  Co.  v.  La  Crosse  Boom  & 
Transp.  Co.  54  Wis.  659,  41  Am.  Rep.  66. 

In  that  case  it  is  said  tbe  doctrme  of  the  Delaplaine 
Case  cannot  be  extended  to  a  case  where  the  state 
places  obstructions  in  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
state  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  navigabil- 
ity of  the  stream. 

In  Cohn  v.  Wausau  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  825,  where  a 
booming  company  had  run  a  boom  along  the  river 
in  front  of  plaintiff^s  land,  he  claimed  the  right  to 
have  it  removed  as  a  nuisance.  But  the  court, 
witbout  directly  considering  the  question  of  the 
right  of  access,  beld  that  plaintiff  held  his  right  as 
aiiparian  owner  only  by  implied  public  license- 
as  tenant  by  sufferance  of  the  state-a  rigbtof 
which  tbe  exercise  might  alwajs  be  prohibited  by 
public  law  in  aid  of  public  use.  The  private  right 
is  a  qaaii  intrusion  upon  the  public  right,  tolerated 
only  in  private  aid  of  navigation,  and  gives  way 
exnecessttate  rei  to  public  measures  in  aid  of  navi- 
gation. 

And  that  case  was  recognized  in  J.  S.  Keator 
Lumber  Co.  v.  »t.  Croix  Boom.  Corp.  72  Wis.  88. 

Thervlein  Miissachiutetts. 

Wbile  there  is  some  ot)ecurIty  in  the  Massachu- 
setts decisions,  the  rule  is  well  settled  there  that  the 
right  of  access  cannot  be  cut  off  without  compen- 
sation made. 

In  Ashby  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  5  Met.  868, 88  Am.  Dec. 
428,  it  is  stated  in  tbe  beadnote  that  where  1  he  value 
of  the  wharf  is  Impaired  by  construction  of  a  rail- 
road across  the  flats  beyond  it  the  owner  is  en- 
titled to  recover  of  the  proprietors  of  the  railroad 
the  damages  thus  sustained  by  bim. 

In  Bray  ton  v.  Fall  River,  118  Mass.  229, 18  Am. 
Bep.  470,  where  a  city  had  obstructed  the  use  of 
plaintiff^s  wharf  by  refuse  coming  down  a  sewer. 
the  court  said  if  the  effect  of  defendant's  acts  had 
bpen  merely  to  create  a  bar  across  the  mouth  of  the 
creek  so  as  to  destroy  or  injure  Its  navigability,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  have  maintained  an  action  be- 
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cause  It  was  thereby  rendered  more  difiRult  to 
reach  his  wharf.  Those  would  have  been  injuries 
of  tbe  same  kind  sustained  by  other  persons  who 
have  occasion  to  use  the  creek.  But  where  the 
land  has  been  filled  up  directly  in  front  of  plain- 
tiff's wharf  so  that  vessels  could  not  gain  access  to 
It,  the  injury  was  special  to  plaintiff  so  as  to  give 
him  a  right  of  action. 

In  Davidson  v.  Boston  ft  BC  R.  Co.  8  Cush.  91,  a 
bridge  without  a  draw  had  been  erected  over  the 
flats  in  front  of  plaintiff's  wharf,  and  he  claimed 
damages  for  the  interference  with  access  to  the 
wharf,  which  was  on  a  small  inlet  or  arm  of  the 
sea.  The  court  said  tbe  plaintiff  had  no  right,  as 
riparian  proprietor,  to  have  his  flats  kept  open  for 
the  purpose  stated.  So  far  as  tbe  railroad  erected 
by  authority  of  the  legislature  affected  tbe  rigbtof 
plaintiff  to  pass  or  repass  to  and  from  his  lands 
and  wharves  with  vessels,  it  was  a  mere  regulation 
of  a  public  right,  and  not  a  taking  of  private  proi^- 
erty  for  public  use,  and  gave  the  petitioner  no 
claim  for  damages.  In  that  case  the  instruction 
which  the  court  was  reviewing  Involved  only  the 
right  to  have  tbe  flats  kept  open:  and  tbe  court 
said  that  solid  structures  might  be  built  on  the  flats 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  flow  and  reflow  of  the  tide, 
without  objection,  provided  a  neighbor's  access  to 
his  house  or  Und  was  not  wholly  cut  off.  Beside 
crossing  the  flats  the  railroad  company  had  crossed 
the  channel  from  whicb  the  tide  did  not  entirely 
ebb.  and  had  built  there  tbe  bridge  witbout  a  draw, 
and  although  tbe  exception  did  not  directly  involve 
the  right  of  navigation  to  it,  yet  the  court  took  the 
occasion  to  make  tbe  observations  stated  atiove,  so 
that  it  plainly  intended  to  rule  tbat  as  against  the 
public  interest  a  wharf  owner  cannot  complain 
that  his  access  Is  cut  off  from  the  sea,  if  access  to 
tbe  water  still  exists. 

And  that  case  was  followed  in  Thayer  v.  New 
Bedford  R.  Co.  125  Mass.  253,  in  which  case  a  rail- 
road was  built  across  a  dock  so  as  to  prevent  boats 
coming  up  to  plaintiff's  wharf.  The  court  said 
each  individual  as  one  of  the  public  bas  a  right  to 
use  navigable  waters  with  his  boats  and  vessels  at 
pleasure,  but  It  is  in  the  exercise  of  a  public  and 
not  a  private  right.  He  cannot  thereby  acquire  a 
private  right,  for  his  use  cannot  in  law  be  adverse. 
In  that  case  plaintiff's  dock  opened  from  the  end  of 
a  dock  belonging  to  other  persons  through  whioh 
b?  claimed  a  right  of  way  by  prescription,  and 
it  was  tbis  right  of  way  which  he  claimed  had 
been  interfered  with.  Tbe  court  denied  bis  al- 
leged right  of  way,  and  tbe  case  may  possibly  fall 
within  the  class  which  denies  relief  to  persons  in- 
jured by  an  obstruction  of  a  stream,  although  from 
the  peculiar  circumstance.^  of  tbe  case  the  plaintiff 
was  practically  tbe  only  one  injured,  since  the  rail- 
road crossed  the  dock  but  a  short  distance  below 
bis  own,  thereby  shutting  off  access  to  it. 

In  Blackwell  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  122  Mass.  1, 
which  was  an  action  for  damages  for  building  a 
bridge  across  a  navigable  arm  of  tbe  sea,  the 
court  says  that  a  private  action  could  not  be 
maintained  for  it  because  tbe  injury  was  to  tbe 
public  navigation,  and  tbe  mere  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff alone  had  a  wharf  above  tbe  bridge  did  not  al- 
ter the  case,  the  injury  being  only  in  degree  and  not 
in  kind.  It  is  further  said  that  the  case  has  no  an- 
alogy to  those  in  which  the  obstruction,  being  la 
front  of  complainant's  land,  entirely  cuts  off  his 

1'  access  to  the  stream,  and  thereby  causes  a  direct 
and  peculiar  injury  to  bis  estate. 
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Mf99r$.  John  K.  Brown  and  F.  B.  Tipton 

for  iDtervener: 

The  prohibition  contained  in  subdivision  2 
of  §  28  of  article  2  of  the  Constitution  does 
not  apply  to  streets  in  diies. 

heWool»ey,  95  N.  Y.  135;  Bb  Lexington  Ate. 
^  Hun,  ^04,  Affirmed,  92  N.  T.  629. 


The  fact  that  the  statute  gave  plaintiff  a 
preference  right  to  purchase  tide  lands  abutting 
upon  his  upland  gave  him  no  vested  right  as 
against  the  state  in  such  tide  lands,  until  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  a  contract  had  come  into 
existence  between  himself  and  the  state. 

AUeriY.ForreH,  8  Wash.TOO,  24  L.R.  A.  606. 


If  the  passage  to  the  wharf  is  filled  up  beyond  the 
plaintilTs  land  the  damage  is  the  same  to  him  as  to 
the  remainder  of  tbe  public,  and  he  cannot  main- 
tain a  private  action.    Breed  v.  Lynn,  126  Mass.  907. 

In  Drury  v.  Midland  B.  Co.  127  Mass.  571,  it  was 
held  that  tbe  rigbt  of  free  access  to  tide  water  is  a 
right  the  obstruction  of  which  is  an  element  of 
damages  to  be  considered  in  making  compensation 
for  the  Uking  of  land  for  railroad  purposes.  The 
-court  does  not  refer  to  the  Davidson  and  Thayer 
Gases,  and  tbe  only  case  in  point  cited  is  the  head- 
note  statement  In  the  Ashby  Case.  Tbe  trial  Judge 
in  that  case  said  the  mere  fact  that  the  road  crosses 
the  main  channel  there,  with  or  without  a  bridge, 
standing  alone,  does  not  entitle  the  petitioner  to 
damage  if  the  railroad  does  not  cross  his  land,  but 
if  the  road  does  cross  his  land  between  the  por- 
tion thereof  on  the  main  land  and  the  channel, 
cutting  him  off  from  the  use  of  that  channel,  which 
otherwise  he  could  have  made  in  connection  with 
that  portion,  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  damages. 

In  Boston  &  W.  B.  Corp.  v.  Old  Colony  B.  Corp.  12 
Cosh.  606,  where  there  was  a  claim  for  damages  for 
injuries  to  a  wharf  by  tbe  constructing  of  a  rail- 
road bridge  in  such  a  way  that  a  pier  of  the  bridge 
occupied  space  which  could  have  served  the  pur- 
pose of  a  vessel's  berth  lying  at  the  wharf,  the  court 
said  if  petitioner  sustained  any  loss  by  tbe  bridge 
it  was  a  damage  arising  from  a  partial  impairment 
of  tbe  use  of  a  public  right  and  damages  sustained 
by  him  in  common  with  all  the  rest  of  the  commun- 
ity and  for  which  they  could  have  no  claim  for 
damages.  They  had  no  right  to  occupy  that  part 
of  the  cbannel  as  a  vessePs  t)ertb  because  it  was 
upon  a  public  navigable  stream,  and  if  occupied  in 
fact  more  extensively  by  them  than  by  others  it 
would  be  by  sufferance,  and  not  of  right.  A  claim 
lor  impedmg  access  by  vessels  to  the  wharf  was  also 
made,  but  tbe  court  does  not  express  any  separate 
opinion  upon  that. 

The  eases  holdina  the  opposite  rvU, 

A  few  courts  have  established  a  rule  denying  the 
existence  of  a  riparian  rigbt  of  access  which  cannot 
be  cut  off  by  the  state  at  its  pleasure.  The  extent 
of  this  opposition  may  beet  t>e  ascertained  by  ex- 
amining the  decisions. 

JTeic  York, 

The  role  denying  riparian  rights  started  in  New 
Tork  in  the  case  of  Gould  v.  Hudson  Blver  B.  Co. 
6  N.  Y.  822. 

In  Lansing  v.  Smith,  8  Cow.  146,  improvements  in 
the  bed  of  tbe  Hudson  river,  made  under  authority 
of  the  legislature,  were  made  the  basis  of  an  action 
by  a  riparian  owner  on  the  ground  that  they  im- 
paired the  use  of  his  wharf.  But  the  court  said  the 
right  of  plaintiff  to  navigate  to  and  from  his  wharf 
is  not  denied.  All  that  is  contended  for  on  the  part 
of  defendants  is  that  the  mode  in  which  his  right 
shall  be  exercised  is  subject  to  be  controlled  and 
regulated  by  the  legislature  as  in  their  judgment 
tbe  interest  and  convenience  of  the  public  may  re- 
•quire.  And  it  was  further  held  that  plaintiff  could 
not  maintain  an  action  because  the  injury  for  whicb 
he  sought  remuneration  was  not  peculiar  to  him- 
eelf.  It  has  been  equally  felt  by  a  hundred  others 
whose  property  is  similarly  situated. 

That  case  was  affirmed  in  Lansing  v.  Smith,  4 
Wend.  21, 21  Am.  Dec.  89.  where  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth in  the  course  of  his  opinion  states  that  the 
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legislature  could  authorize  erections  in  front  of  the 
wharf,  as  was  done  in  Queen  v.  Smith,  2  Dougl.i45. 
The  latter  case,  however,  was  an  indictment  against 
the  owner  of  the  wharf  for  cutting  down  erections 
made  in  front  of  his  wharf,  which  were  not  on  his 
land,  and  the  case  did  not  involve  the  power  to  plsce 
the  erection  so  as  to  cut  off  his  right  to  the  whnrf. 
but  the  rightfulness  of  his  method  of  getting  rid  of 
them. 

In  €k)uld  ▼.  Hudson  Biver  B.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  522,  where 
a  railroad  company  under  authority  of  tbe  state 
had  laid  its  tracks  below  high  water  mark  along  the 
shore  of  the  Hudson  river  so  as  to  out  tbe  riparian 
owner  off  from  access  to  the  stream,  the  court  draws 
a  distinction  between  the  power  of  the  King  of 
England  and  of  the  state  in  this  country,  holding 
that  the  power  of  tbe  state  is  the  more  extensive, 
and  then  adopts  the  language  of  the  chancellor  in 
Lansinff  v.  Smith,  placing  tbe  decision  on  that  case 
witbout  any  reference  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Lans- 
ing Case  tbe  riparian  owner  was  injured  only  in  so 
far  as  his  wharf  was  furtber  up  the  river  than  the 
obstruction  to  navigation,  so  that  he  was  injured 
in  common  with  all  others  situated  as  he  was:  while 
in  the  Gould  Case  the  plaintiff  alone  was  injured  in 
his  private  right  of  access.  It  is  held  tbat  the  lan- 
guage of  tbe  chancellor  denies  to  the  plaintiff  any 
private  rigbt  to  the  waters  where  the  railroad  Is 
constructed,  and  that  he  has  no  claim  to  damages. 
It  is  said  that  the  exclusive  right  of  access  does  not 
belong  to  the  plaintiff  because  his  lands  adjoin  nav- 
igable waters,  but  because  no  other  man  can  enjoy 
them,  for  the  reason  that  if  he  enters  on  the  plain- 
tiff^s  land  without  his  permission  he  becomes  a  tres- 
passer. The  Judge  says:  **I  can  see  nothing  peculiar 
in  these  rights  which  are  not  possessed  by  any 
other  person  living  1,000  miles  from  navigable  wa- 
ters, as  I  suppose  he  would  have  the  right  to  the 
exclusive  possession  of  his  land,  to  come  and  go  to 
and  from  it  with  teams>  and  produce;  and  should 
any  other  person  attempt  to  exercise  the  same  right 
without  the  permission  of  tbe  owner,  be  would  be 
a  trespasser.**  Edmonds,  J.,  dissents.  The  question 
of  the  right  of  access,  which  was  the  principal  one 
raised  in  the  case,  was  not  discussed,  or  even  no- 
ticed, in  the  prevailing  opinion. 

The  lower  court  said  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  position 
of  thousands  whose  lands  are  deteriorated  in  value 
in  consequence  of  improvements  lawfully  made 
upon  the  lands  of  others.  Qould  v.  Hudson  Biver 
B.  Co.  12  Barb.  616. 

That  case  was  recognized  in  People  v.  Tlbbetts,  10 
N.  7.  623:  People,  Loomis,  v.  Canal  Appraisers,  38 
N.  r.  461:  Smith  ▼.  Bocbester,  92  N.  Y.  463,  44  Am. 
Bep.  806;  Langdon  v.  New  Tork,  08  N.  Y.  129,  and 
followed  in  Getty  v.  Hudson  Biver  B.  Co.  21  Barb. 
617,  and  in  Re  New  Tork,  W.  S.  &  a  B.  Co.  20  Hun, 
200. 

But  in  Bumsey  v.  New  Tork  ft  N.  E.  B.  Co.  188  N. 
T.  70, 15  L.  B.  A.  616,  the  oourt  held  that  the  owner 
of  land  bounding  upon  a  navigable  river  has  the 
right  of  access  to  the  navigable  part  of  the  river 
and  the  right  to  construct  a  landing  or  wharf.  In 
tbat  case  the  court,  speaking  of  Gould  v.  Hudson 
River  B.  Co.,  says  it  believes  that  the  proposition 
decided  by  it  is  not  supported  by  any  other  Judicial 
decision  in  this  state,  and  if  they  were  dealing  with 
tbe  question  now  as  an  original  one  It  would  not  be 
difficult  to  show  tbat  the  Judgment  in  that  case  was 
a  departure  from  precedent  and  contrary  to  reason 
and  Justice.    It  further  says:   The  Gould  Case  baa 
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TLe  law  authoriziug  the  leasing  of  the  bar- 
bor  area  is  merely  a  grant  of  power  to  be  exer- 
cised in  tbe  discreiion  of  the  harbor  line  com- 
missioD,  and  in  such  a  case  mandamus  will 
not  lie  to  compel  tbe  grantees  of  the  power  to 
exercise  it. 

Boyne  v.  Ryan,  100  Cal.  205;  Eterding  ▼. 
McGinn,  23  Or.  15. 


A  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue  where 
relator's  claim  to  relief  is  based  upon  the  uiw 
constitutionality  of  an  act  of  the  legislature. 

14  Am.  &Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  100;  Wright  y, 
KeUy  (Idaho)  48  Pac.  565;  StaU,  Qoodloe,  ▼. 
Lanier,  47  La.  Ann.  568. 

The  validly  of  the  grant  k  not  questioned 
on  account  of  any  irregularity  in  the  manner 


been  frequently  oritlcfsed  and  questioned,  and  It  is 
l)eHeved  has  never  been  fully  acquiesced  in  by  tbe 
courts  or  the  profession  as  a  decisive  authority  or 
a  correct  exposition  of  the  rlflrbts  of  ripariau  own- 
ers. 

And  in  Kane  v.  New  York  Elev.  H.  Co.  125  N.  Y. 
164.  11  L.  R.  A.  646.  the  court  said  the  Gould 
Case  has  been  frequently  criticised,  and  cannot  be 
reflrarded  as  a  decisive  authority  upon  the  point  ad- 
Judged  therein. 

In  Rumsey  v.  New  York  ft  N.  E.  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y. 
8.  R.  464,  a  second  appeal  of  the  case  reported  in 
38B  Y.  N.  79,  the  court  says,  if  the  former  decision 
deserves  to  be  followed  to  its  full  extent  it  has  no 
application  to  this  case. 

The  Rumsey  Case  was  followed  in  fledges,  v. 
West  Shore  R.  Co.  160  N.  Y.  156. 

The  grant  by  tbe  state  of  the  right  to  build  a 
railroad  along  the  shore  below  high -water  mark 
cannot  extinguish  or  impair  the  easement  of  ripa- 
rian rights  which  the  owners  of  the  upland  have  in 
the  river.  Saunders  v.  New  York  a  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
144N.Y.75,a6L.R.A.878. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  riparian  right  of  access 
is  recognised,  so  far,  at  least,  that  it  cannot  be  cut 
off  by  the  erection  of  a  railroad  along  the  shore 
without  compensating  tbe  owner. 

Many  of  the  cases  in  New  York  state  have  arisen 
out  or  controversies  concerning  the  water  front 
of  Manhattan  island.  These  cases  have  been  de- 
cided as  though  they  established  the  general  rule, 
and  oases  from  the  island  and  those  elpewhere  nave 
been  cited  indiscriminately  in  discussions  of  the 
law.  But  there  is  very  strong  reason  for  making  a 
distinction  between  them.  Before  any  private 
titles  had  been  acquired  on  the  island  the  munici- 
pality obtained  a  grant  of  a  strip  400  feet  wide 
around  the  whole  island,  so  that  all  private  titles 
were  subordinate  to  this  grant,  and  persons  taking 
them  cannot  be  regarded  as  In  the  true  sense  of  the 
term  riparian  owners.  Of  course  such  owners 
could  not  complain  of  the  use  by  the  municipality 
of  Its  property. 

The  city  of  New  York  took  the  absolute  title  to 
the  tide  ways  surrounding  the  island,  which  ena- 
bled it  to  out  off  the  riparian  owner  from  access  to 
the  water.    Sage  v.  New  York.  10  App.  Div.  394. 

In  that  case  the  right  of  the  riparian  owner 
against  the  right  of  the  public  to  improve  naviga- 
tion arose,  and  the  court  adopted  a  middle  ground 
l>etween  the  Gould  and  Rumsey  Cases. 

It  held  that  the  riparian  owner  is  entitled  as 
against  all  but  the  Crown  as  trustee  for  the  public 
at  large  to  the  right  of  access.  But  that  a  ri  parian 
owner^s  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  his  water 
front  does  not  include  a  right  to  compensation 
for  an  interference  therewith  caused  by  a  pub- 
lic improvement  on  the  water  front  for  the  benefit 
of  navigation.  Sage  v.  New  York,  154  N.  Y.  61, 38 
L.  R.  A.  606. 

The  court  said  that  while  tbe  general  rule  pre- 
vents disturbance  of  riparian  rights  by  public  au- 
thority without  making  compensation,  when  the 
interest  of  the  whole  peoi»le  requires  the  improve- 
ment of  a  water  front  for  the  l>enefit  of  navigation 
it  seems  to  be  the  rule  for  the  state,  or  tbe  city  of 
New  York  by  permission  of  the  state,  to  make  such 
improvements  upon  tbe  tide- water  front  without 
compensating  the  riparian  owner  other  than  by 
giving  him  the  paramount  right  of  purchasing  in 
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case  of  sale.  The  foundation  of  the  rule  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  dearly  pointed  out.  The  right 
of  the  government  rests  upon  the  principle  of  im- 
plied reservation,  and  In  every  grant  of  landf 
bounded  by  navigable  water  where  the  tide  ebba 
and  flows,  made  by  the  Crown  or  tbe  state  as  trus- 
tee for  the  public,  there  is  reserved  by  implication 
the  right  to  so  improve  the  water  front  as  to  aid 
navigation  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public 
without  compensation  to  the  riparian  owner.  The 
Implication  springs  from  the  title  to  the  tide- way. 
the  nature  ot  the  subject  of  tbe  grant,  and  Its  rel»- 
tion  to  the  navigable  tide  water. 

The  court  in  that  case  does  not  keep  the  distinc- 
tion between  Manhattan  island  property  and  other 
property,  and  between  common  and  individual  in- 
juries, as  clear  as  might  be  desired.  The  distinction 
made  between  rights  against  tbe  state  and  thoee 
agrainst  its  grantees  is  a  new  one  in  the  form  there 
presented,  and,  as  will  be  seen  above,  has  not 
been  made  in  England. 

The  following  oases  were  governed  by  the  Gould 
Case  or  were  from  Manhattan  island,  and  therefore 
subject  to  its  peculiar  law. 

In  People  v.  New  York  ft  8.  L  Ferry  Co,  68  N.  Y. 
71,  the  land  under  water  had  been  granted  to  the 
owner  of  tbe  adjacent  upland,  but  the  court  in  dis- 
cussing bis  right  says  the  ownership  of  the  adjacent 
upland,  however,  gave  him  no  title  to  or  interest  in 
the  lands  under  water  in  front  of  his  premises. 

In  Furman  v.  New  York,  6  Sandf.  16,. an  attempt 
was  made  to  enjoin  the  conveyance  of  land  under 
water  to  a  third  person.  But  the  court  refused  to 
interfere.  The  claim  was  not  placed  on  the  right 
of  access  to  the  water,  but  on  the  right  to  the  soil 
under  water.  The  court  says  the  most  that  tbe 
owner  of  the  upland  can  ask  is  the  first  offer  Id 
case  the  city  decides  to  sell. 

And  that  was  aflSrmed  in  Furman  v.  NewYork« 
10  N.  Y.  567. 

The  owner  of  a  pier  which  is  obstructed  by  the 
deposit  of  refuse  about  it  so  as  to  prevent  access  to 
it  has  no  claim  to  relief  as  a  riparian  owner,  bat 
bis  right,  if  any,  is  with  the  other  people  of  the 
state  whose  use  of  the  highway  has  been  obstruoted 
or  disturbed  by  an  Individual.  Hudson  River  B. 
Co.  V.  Loeb,  7  Robt.  418. 

In  Manhattan  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Barker.  a6How.Pr. 
233,  which  was  a  motion  to  restrain  the  deposit  of  re- 
fuse In  a  public  river  in  such  a  way  as  to  Impede  ao- 
cess  to  the  plain tifl^s  property,  tbe  court,  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  Gould  Case, said  it  cannot  be  inferred 
from  the  mere  fact  of  proximity  that  tbe  owner 
of  land  adjoining  a  public  highway  or  fronting  on 
a  river  which  Is  a  public  highway  has  some  interest 
therein  simply  by  reason  of  his  proximity.  This  ia 
an  error  which  has  been  extensively  indulged  in. 

In  New  York  v.  flart,  95  N.  Y.  443,  the  court,  in 
discussing  the  rights  of  an  owner  whose  title  went 
to  high-water  mark,  says,  after  referring  to  tbe 
nature  of  the  injury  which  the  owner  will  suffer  by 
being  out  off  from  the  water  and  the  privllegea 
which  he  will  thereby  lose,  that  tbe  state  may,  by 
virtue  of  its  ownership  of  the  tide  way,  deatroy 
them  by  a  use  or  grant  for  public  purposes  and 
without  compensation. 

But  it  is  held  that  when  the  city  decides  to  tell 
its  tide-way  for  the  constructloc  of  wharves  the 
riparian  owner  has  a  prior  equity  in  the  right  to 
make  the  purchase. 
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Btatb,  ex  rel.  Dennt,  t.  Biui>oe6. 


60t 


of  making  It,  but  on  account  of  lack  of  power 
to  make  it  at  all. 

19  Am.  ft  Eog.  Bnc.  Law,  p.  858,  and  cases 
cited  under  note  4. 

Re&viflt  J., delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 


Plaintiff  applied  to  the  board  of  state  land 
commissioners  to  lease  from  the  state  the  har- 
bor area  in  front  of  certaio  tide  land;)  of  the 
cit^  of  Seattle  owned  by  him.  The  uses  for 
which  he  sought  to  lease  the  harbor  area  were 
as  follows:     ''For  the  purpose  of  receiviug  by 


The  owner  of  a  bulkhead  cannot  enjoin  the  erec- 
ter  of  a  pier  beyond  itm  the  water  under  permission 
of  the  proper  authorities.  His  remedy,  if  any,  is  an 
aotioD  for  damages.  Taylor  ▼.  Brookman,  i5  Barb. 
1U8. 

New  J&ney, 

In  New  Jersey  the  question  developed  a  differ- 
ence in  opinion  between  Chief  Justice  Beasley  and 
Chancellor  Zabriskie,  in  which  the  chief  justice 
finally  prevailed,  but  the  chancellor  was  very  te- 
nacious in  boldinff  to  his  opinion  even  after  the 
law  had  been  established  avatnst  him. 

In  GouRh  Y.  Beii,  22  N.  J.  L.  441,  where  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  title  to  improved  land  on  the 
water  front.  Carpenter  J.,  cites  cases  holdinir  that 
a  riparian  owner  has  a  nght  of  access  to  the  water; 
and  he  says  if  this  doctrine  can  be  maintained  it 
would  seem  to  'follow  that  no  errant  for  a  mere 
private  purpose  can  be  supported  which  interferes 
with  the  established  rights  of  such  owner.  It 
would  simply  k>e  to  take  the  property  of  one  per- 
son in  order  to  transfer  it  to  another.  But  he  says 
the  decision  of  that  question  was  not  necessary  in 
that  case.  Randolph,  J.,  however,  says  the  rights 
of  a  person  whose  boundary  is  the  sea  extend  only 
to  high- water  mark.  What  right  has  he  beyond 
this  boundary?  All  beyond  belonKS  to  the  state: 
and  although  that  may  be  slow  to  deprive  him  of 
any  privilege,  yet,  can  it  be  disputed  that  the  state 
would  have  a  right  to  fill  up  in  front  of  any  ripa- 
rian owner  to  high-water  mark,  and  erect  there  a 
fortification  or  lighthouse?  And  if  no  land  was 
taken  above  high  water  would  any  private  prop- 
erty be  taken  for  public  use  which  the  riparian 
owner  must  be  paid  for  under  the  Constitution? 
And  on  appeal,  although  the  question  was  not  dis- 
cussed by  all  the  judges.  Potts,  J.,  says  (Bell  v. 
Gough,  23  N.  J.  L,  076)  the  rights  of  the  riparian 
owner  areas  sacred  and  inviolable  as  any  others. 
They  are  appurtenances  to  the  estate,  constitute 
part  of  its  intrinsic  value,  and  can  no  more  be 
taken  from  him  contrary  to  law  than  any  other 
portion  of  his  property.  Among  these  rights  is 
that  to  the  water  as  appurtenant  to  tbe  upland. 
These  doctrines  rest  upon  sound  and  safe  princi- 
ples, and  interpose  an  impassable  barrier  behind 
which  the  citizen  may  find  protection  against  the 
power  of  the  state  itself.  Tbe  doctrine  that  the 
leffislatnre  could  grant  to  any  private  person  for 
private  use  a  strip  of  land  along  all  the  navigable 
water  was  s  for  private  use,  so  as  to  destroy  every 
pre-existing  right  of  tbe  riparian  owner  and  inter- 
pose  new  ownen  between  him  and  tbe  navigable 
waters,  would  certamiy  be  received  with  equal  sur- 
prise and  consternation.  In  this  oonolusion  Nev- 
ins,  J.,  concurred,  but  Valentine  held  that  no  such 
right  existed. 

In  State,  Roberts,  ▼.  Jersey  aty,  25  N.  J.  L.  62S, 
which  was  an  attempt  to  tax  an  improvement 
which  had  t)een  made  out  into  the  water,  the  judge 
says  it  must  now  be  accepted  as  tbe  establlbhed 
law  In  New  Jersey  that  tbe  right  of  the  owner  of 
land  bounded  by  a  navigable  river  extends  only  to 
the  actual  high-water  mark.  The  land  under 
water  may  be  granted  by  the  state  to  a  stranger  at 
any  time  before  it  is  reclaimed  and  annexed  to 
the  upland.  Such  is  unquestionably  the  common 
law. 

In  Tinsman  ▼.  Belvidere  Delaware  R.  Co.  26  N. 
J.  L.  148, 69  Am.  Deo.  6tt,  a  railroad  company  built  I 
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an  embankment  which  injured  a  right  which  plain- 
tiff had  to  float  timber  in  the  mouth  of  a  creek, 
upon  land  belonging  to  another  person  some  dis- 
tance from  bis  saw- mi  11.  and  it  was  held  that  he 
had  a  right  of  action  for  the  injury. 

In  Stevens  v.  Paterson  ft  N.  R.  Co.  34  K.  J.  L.  632, 
3  Am.  Rep.  289,  the  chief  justice,  with  whom  con. 
curred  a  majority  of  tbe  court,  says  that  he  has 
not  found  that  any  other  judge  than  Nevius  and 
Potts  and  Edmunds,  dissenting  in  Qould  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.,  has  ever  based  a  decision  on  the 
ground  of  a  riparian  right  in  navigable  waters. 
And  he  states  that  the  theory  of  this  position  is 
tMised  upon  a  misconception.  Tbat  the  right  of 
access  is  not  held  by  virtue  of  property,  but  that 
it  attaches  to  the  riparian  owner  as  an  individual, 
and  he  holds  it  in  common  with  other  citiaens. 
Tbe  case  is  merely  this:  The  man  who  owns  the 
land  next  to  navigable  water  is  more  conveniently 
situated  for  enjoying  the  public  easement  than  the 
rest  of  tbe  community.  But  a  mere  enumeration, 
of  tbe  advantaaresof  the  position  falls  far  short  of 
showing  tbat  such  proprietor  has.  In  tbe  jun  pttb- 
licftm  by  the  common  law,  more  or  higher  rights- 
than  others.  He  further  says  that  no  ancient  au- 
thority can  be  found  which  gives  countenance  to 
the  notion  that  any  such  privileges  as  those  claimed 
are  appurtenant  to  the  bank  or  rlpa  of  a  navigable 
river.  The  argument  is  built  laraely  on  the  fact 
tbat  tbe  King  bad  granted  shore  lands  in  gross.  It 
is  held  that  tbe  license  of  the  state  to  tbe  owner  to 
fill  out  upon  the  shore  may  be  revoked  at  any  time 
before  it  Is  exercised,  and  the  shore  may  be  granted 
to  a  third  person.  It  Is  said  that  by  such  an  appro- 
priation the  shore  owner  may  sustain  a  greater  in> 
convenience  than  will  other  citizens  whose  land 
does  not  run  along  the  water,  but  tbe  injury  is  in 
its  essence  and  character  the  same,  tbe  difference 
being  only  in  degree.  From  this  decision  Zabris- 
kie, Ch.,  and  Clemeot  and  Ogden,  judges,  dis- 
sented. 

In  84  N.  J.  L.  588,  Chancellor  Zabriskie  says  that 
Judge  Grier  ruled  in  the  unreported  case  of  Bell 
V.  Coies  tbat  the  owner  of  land  under  the  tide 
water  could  not  cut  off  the  access  of  the  riparian, 
owner  to  the  water  or  fill  up  the  land,  and  that  be- 
cause of  this  opinion  tbe  owner  of  the  submerged 
land  purchased  a  strip  of  the  upland  in  order  to 
acquire  tbe  right  to  utilize  the  land  under  water. 

In  Key  port  ft  M.  P.  8.  B.CO.  v.  FHrmers*Transp.Co. 
18  N.  J.  Eq.  18,  the  chancellor,  speaking  of  Gough. 
v.  Bell,  says,  of  eight  judges  who  delivered  opin- 
ions only  one  is  silent  upon  the  point  in  question. 
All  the  others  more  or  less  strongly  maintain  tbat 
in  New  Jersey  the  shore  owner  has  vested  rights  in 
the  water  in  front  of  him  that  cannot  be  taken 
away.  And  not  only  the  opinions  of  the  judges, 
but  tbe  history  of  public,  professional,  judicial,, 
and  legislative  opinion  on  this  matter,  shows  that 
this  was  and  had  been  for  years  the  prevalent  view 
in  the  state. 

And  in  Keyport  ft  M.  P.  8.  B.  Go.  v.  £Virmers* 
Transp.  Co.  18  N.  J.  Bq.  611,  where  tbe  question  was 
as  to  the  right  of  a  wharf  owner  to  have  tbe  space 
at  the  side  of  his  wharf  kept  open,  it  is  said  that 
public  sentiment  from  the  earliest  times  to  this  day, 
and  tbe  whole  course  of  legislative  action  in  this 
state,  have  recognized  a  natural  equity,  so  to- 
speak,  in  the  riparian  owner  to  preserve  and  lm->- 
prove  the  contact  of  his  property  with  tbe  naviga-  - 
ble  water. 
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rail  and  wafer,  sliippfng  by  rail  and  water,^sh 
and  other  food  products  of  the  water,  curing 
and  cannin":  cod,  salmon,  and  other  fish  and 
water  products:  of  keeping  and  maintainiog  a 
retail  and  wholesale  fish  market  for  the  hand- 
ling of  shell  and  other  fish  from  the  waters  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  Alaska,  and  the  inlets,  bays 


and  arms  of  the  Pacific  OceaD,  and  the  lakes 
and  rivers  of  Oregon,  Washington,  British 
Columbia,  and  Alaska;  and  in  the  handliog  of 
fresh,  salt,  cured,  and  canned  fish  in  and  be- 
tween the  city  of  Seattle  and  the  markets  in 
the  state  of  Washington  and  other  states  and 
foreign  countries;  and  for  the  manufacture  or 


The  state  may  grant  the  right  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany  to  bridire  a  stream,  and  it  may  take  the 
neoessary  land  under  water  for  the  purpose  of  the 
bridge,  although  the  effect  wlJl  be  an  interference 
with  the  wharfage  rights  of  the  riparian  owner. 
Pennsylvania  B.  Ck>.  v.  New  York  ft  L.  B.  B.Co.  28 
N.  J.  Bq.  167. 

The  riparian  owner  who  has  not  in  fact  reclaimed 
the  land  under  water  in  front  of  bis  bank  has  as 
riparian  owner  no  legal  right  to  or  in  respect  to 
the  land  in  front  of  bis  property  which  will  pre- 
vent the  state  from  granting  it  to  any  person,  and 
that  without  compensation  to  such  owner.  Amer- 
ican Dock  ft  Impror.  Go.  v.  Public  Schools,  89  N. 
J.  Eq.  409. 

But  it  has  been  said  that  the  state  cannot  license 
a  person  to  erect  wharves  in  front  of  land  owned 
by  a  corporation,  although  the  corporation  cannot 
itself  acquire  such  a  right.  State  v.  Brown,  27  N. 
J.  L.1S. 

Wcuihington  and  Oregon. 

The  Washington  Constitution  provides  that  the 
fltate  asserts  its  ownership  of  the  beds  and  shores 
of  all  navigable  waters  in  the  state  up  to  and  in. 
eluding  the  line  of  ordinary  high  tide  in  tbe  waters 
where  tbe  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  up  to  and  in- 
cluding tbe  lines  of  ordinary  high  water  within  the 
banks  of  all  navigable  rivers  and  lakes;  and  it  was 
held  in  Elsenbach  v.  Hatfield,  2  Wash.  236. 12  L.  B. 

A.  632,  that  by  reason  ot  that  provision  the  riparian 
owner  has  no  special  or  peculiar  rights  in  the 
water  as  an  incident  to  his  estate.  Tbe  authorities 
on  tbe  subject  are  considered,  and  support  for  tbe 
Judgment  Is  found  in  them.  But  Stiles,  J.,  delivers 
a  strong  dissenting  opinion. 

In  Oregon  a  series  of  decisions  established  that 
the  tide  lands  belonged  to  tbe  state.  Hinman  y. 
Warren,  6  Or.  411;  Parker  v.  Taylor,  7  Or.  446;  Par- 
kers V.  Rogers,  8  Or.  183,  and  in  tbe  opinions  it  was 
Incidentally  remarked  that  the  state  was  under  no 
obligation  to  recognize  the  rights  of  individual 
owners. 

So,  in  Shively  v.  Welch,  lOSawy.  186,  it  is  said  by 
way  of  argument  that  the  owners  of  upland  m 
Oregon  had  no  right  to  or  Interest  in  land  under 
the  water,  or  any  right  to  purchase  the  same  until 
«nd  except  for  the  act  of  1872. 

At  the  same  time,  in  Wilson  v.  Welch,  12  Or.  863, 
Tbayer.  J.,  recognized  riparian  rights  as  property 
whicb  could  be  taken  only  for  public  use  and  upon 
iriviog  compensation. 

So,  in  a  Federal  case  It  was  held  that  tbe  owner 
of  land  abutting  on  tide  lands  in  Oregon,  and  not 
disposed  of  by  the  state  or  the  United  States,  has  a 
rigbt  of  access  from  bis  land  to  the  water,  and  may 
erect  and  maintain  a  private  wharf  for  his  own 
convenience  so  long  as  be  does  not  Interfere  with 
the  public  use,  and  subject  to  the  regulating  power 
of  tbe  legislature.  Case  v.  Loftus,  89  Fed.  Bep. 
730. 5  L.  R.  A.  684. 

In  Parker  v.  West  Coast  Pkg.  Co.  17  Or.  510, 6  L. 

B.  A.  61,  it  Is  stated  In  a  headnot«  by  tbe  court  that 
an  owner  of  land  bounded  by  navigable  waters 
possesses  Important  riparian  rigbts,  and  in  the 
opinion,  from  which  there  is  no  dissent,  it  is  stated 
that  the  bed  of  tbe  river  t>elongs  to  the  state  in  its 
sovereign  capacity,  subject  to  the  riparian  rigbts  of 
the  owuer  of  tbe  land  al)ove  and  adjacent  thereto. 
The  state,  however,  cannot  sell  it,  nor  can  the  state 
control  its  use  except  to  Increase  the  facilities  for 
navigation  and  commerce. 
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Finally,  In  Bowlby  v.  Shively,  22  Or.  414.  tbe  court, 
after  a  full  review  of  the  authorities  in  that  state, 
held  that  tbe  expressions  of  opinion  that  riparian 
proprietors  had  a  right  to  wbarf  out,  of  whicb 
they  could  not  be  deprived,  were  mere  dicta  or 
tbe  individual  opinion  of  the  judge  making  them; 
and  the  rule  was  announced  that  the  state  had  an 
atMolute  rigbt  to  dispose  of  the  tide  lands,  and  that 
the  riparian  proprietor  faad.no  right  whatever 
therein. 

This  decision  was  placed  upon  the  ground  that 
tbe  question  was  settled  by  the  prior  Oregon  deci- 
sions. But  decisions  holding  that  the  title  to  the 
tideways  lain  tbe  sute  are  not  necessarily  incon- 
sistent with  a  riparian  right  of  access  to  the  water. 

Another  claim  made  in  tbe  opmlon  is  that  the 
state  has  the  King's  jus  privatum  in  the  property 
which  it  can  dispose  of  as  he  could.  But  the  claim 
of  a  private  right  resting  in  tbe  public,  even  when 
that  public  is  organized,  is  not  a  satisfactory  one. 
Tbe  only  question  is  for  what  purpose  tbe  public 
holds  its  title.  Furthermore  tbe  court  relies  on  Ste- 
vens V.  Paterson  &  N.  B,  Co.  84  N.  J.  L.  632,  8  Am. 
Bep.  269,  and  Gould  v.  Hudson  Bl ver  B.  Co.  6  N.  Y. 
622,  saying  that  tbe  rule  of  that  case  is  a  rule  of  prop- 
erty in  New  York,  and  has  never  been  questioned. 
It  thereby  overlooks  tbe  fact  that  that  case  had 
been  expressly  overruled  by  the  Kew  York  courts 
two  months  before,  and  in  the  overruling  case  it 
was  stated  that  the  Oould  Case  had  never  t)een  held 
to  represent  tbe  true  rule  upon  tbe  subject. 

fjord,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  announced 
his  disapproval  of  the  rule  of  the  case. 

Tbe  Bowlby  Case  was  afElrmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  tbe  United  States  upon  the  ground  that 
the  rule  was  fixed  by  the  state  law,  whicb  was 
binding  upon  the  Cnited  States  courts. 

The  rule  of  the  Federal  courts, 

Tbe  question  of  riparian  rights  against  a  state 
or  individuals  is  one  of  state  law  which  is  binding 
on  the  Federal  courts.  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  162  U.  8. 
l,38L.ed.331. 

Tbe  Federal  courts  have,  however,  expressed 
opinions  upon  tbe  question,  which  have  more  or  less 
influenced  the  decisions  in  state  courts.  Dutton  v. 
Strong,  1  Black,  23, 17  L.  ed.  29;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee, 
10  Wall.  497, 19  L.ed.  964. 

And  in  St.  Paul  &  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Schurmeir.  7  Wall. 
272, 19  L.ed.  74,  the  court  apparently  assumed  that 
it  was  settled  that  riparian  owners  bad  rights  in 
the  adjacent  waters. 

In  Avery  v.  Fox,  1  Abb.  (IT.  S.)  246,  where,  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  navigation,  the  channel  of  a 
river  which  flowed  past  plaintiff^s  land  was  moved 
so  that  tbe  water  would  be  diverted  from  the  old 
course,  it  was  held  that  the  riparian  owner  had 
tbe  right  to  have  the  water  flow  past  his  land,  of 
which  he  could  not  be  deprived  without  compen- 
sation. 

But  when  the  right  of  the  Federal  government 
to  make  improvement  in  aid  of  commerce  con- 
flicted with  the  right  ot  tbe  individual,  the  right  of 
the  individual  was  held  not  to  exist. 

In  Hawkins'  Point  Light-House  Case,  88  Fed. 
Bep.  77,  where  the  United  States  bad  placed  a 
lighthouse  in  tbe  water  in  front  of  property  the 
owner  of  which  had  bjr  tbe  state  statutes  tbe  title 
to  tbe  soil  and  the  right  to  wbarf  out,  the  court 
says  it  is  by  no  means  true  that  any  dealing  with  a 
navigable  stream  which  impairs  the  value  of  the 
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^torac^  of  ice  to  be  used  in  the  pack  ids:  and 
handling  of  fish  and  other  food  products  of 
the  water,  and  the  furnishing  ice  to  the  steam- 
ers and  otlier  craft  touching  at  said  city  of 
Seattle,  and  to  the  towns  and  places  upon 
Puget  Sound  and  tributary  country."  The 
board  of  harbor-line  commissioners  rejected 


the  application  of  plaintiff  to  lease  on  two 
CTOunds:  ''First.  That  the  plaintiff,  A.  A. 
Denny,  must  adjust  or  acquiesce  in  the  adjust- 
ment of  tide  lands  purchased  by  him  as  afore- 
said to  the  new  plat  thereof,  before  any  lease 
will  be  granted  him  for  the  harbor  area  afore- 
said, or  any  part  thereof.     Second.     That  the 


Tights  ot  riparian  owners  srtves  them  a  claim  for 
oompenflatlon.  Tbe  contrary  doctrine  tbat,  in  or- 
der  to  develop  tbe  Rreateet  public  utility  of  a  water 
way,  private  convenience  must  often  suffer  with- 
out compensation,  has  tieen  sanctioned  by  repeated 
deciaiooe  of  the  supreme  court.  If  necessary  to 
the  free  navi^tion  or  tbe  stream  the  owner  will 
be  prevented  from  extendiog  any  structure 
Into  it. 

In  Gibson  v.  United  States,  106  IT.  8.  260,  41  L.  ed. 
-906,  tbe  United  States  irovernment  had  built  a  dike 
in  the  Ohio  river  and  conflned  tbe  water  to  tbe 
-main  channel,  tbe  effect  of  which  was  to  prevent 
the  free  inffress  and  eirress  of  boats  to  the  landln«r 
of  plaintiff,  a  riparian  owner,  so  that  at  tbe  time  of 
year  when  tbe  landinr  was  most  needed  it  could  not 
be  reached  by  boat.  The  court  held  that  the  ripari- 
an owner*s  rights  were  subject  to  the  ooosegueoces 
of  tbe  improvement  by  the  grovemment  of  its  nav- 
igable waters,  and  that  the  constitutional  provision 
requiring  compensation  for  private  property  taken 
for  public  use  does  not  apply  because  the  private 
property  was  not  taken,  but  only  damaged.  Tbe 
«ffeot  of  that  decision  is  that  tbe  riRtii:  or  access  is 
not  property,  aitbouffh  tbe  opinion  does  not  di- 
rectly say  so. 

But  tbe  lower  court,  whose  opinion  was  af- 
firmed (Gibson  V.  United  States,  29  Ct.  CI.  1«^.  di- 
rectly held  that  the  owner  of  a  wharf  on  the  bank 
of  a  river  has  no  rig'ht  of  property  below  low  wa- 
ter mark,  and  no  property  In  the  flow  of  water  or 
In  tbe  approach  to  land.  Tbe  cou  rt  says  that  if  the 
riparian  owner  bad  any  such  risrtat  it  must  be  based 
on  prescription,  which  Is  at  variance  with  the  doc- 
trine of  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers*  Ck>.,  which  holds  tbe 
Tight  to  be  a  natural  one.  It  Is  further  said  that 
tbe  riparian  owner^s  right  was  a  mere  license  which 
might  be  revoked  at  any  time,  relying  on  Lansing 
V.  Smith,  Homochitto  Biver  Ck>mr8.  v.  Withers, 
and  Stevens  v.  Paterson  &  N.  B.  Co. 

When  tbe  court  denies  the  ezisteooe  of  property 
in  the  right  of  access  to  the  water  it  follows  a  very 
amall  minority  of  the  courts  which  have  consid- 
ered the  question. 

A  change  in  the  channel  of  a  river  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  flow  of  tbe  water  to  the  land  of  a  riparian 
•owner  will  not  render  tbe  United  States  liable  to 
make  compensation  as  for  property  taken. 
Friend  v.  United  States,  aO  Ct.  CI.  94.  In  that  case 
atones  and  dirt  were  dumped  in  the  channel  of  tbe 
river,  by  which  the  access  to  tbe  plalntilTs  land 
was  cut  off. 

Tbe  right  to  regulate  commerce  involves  the 
right  to  regulate  navigation,  and  this  involves  the 
use  of  submerged  lands.  The  title  of  the  riparian 
-owner,  although  extending  to  tbe  current  of  tbe 
«tream,  is  subject  to  tbe  right  of  Congress  to 
occupy  the  submerged  land  for  the  erection  of 
«tructure8  in  aid  of  commerce  between  tbe  states, 
and  it  is  immaterial  that  such  structures  are  placed 
in  the  water  in  such  a  way  as  to  interfere  with  the 
riparian  owner*s  acoess  to  deep  water.  Tbe  right 
of  access  to  deep  water  is  a  right  subordinate  to 
the  rlgbt  of  the  state  and  tbe  Federal  government 
to  control  tbe  stream  in  so  far  as  necessary  for 
purposes  of  commerce.  Scranton  v.  Wheeler,  16 
U.8.App.  152,  67  Fed.  Rep.  803, 6  CCA.  586.  This 
oase  was  reversed  in  41  L.  ed.  818,  evidently  for 
lack  of  jurisdiction. 

Some  of  the  state  courts  have  followed  the  above 
decisions. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Although  tbe  riparian  owner  takes  tbe  title  to 
tbe  soil  under  water  bis  right  is  subordinate  to 
that  of  the  United  States  government  to  make  im- 
provements in  aid  of  navigation,  so  that  he  is  en- 
tftied  to  no  compensation,  although  tbe  govern- 
ment erects  a  pier  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cut  him 
off  from  acoess  to  the  navigable  water.  Scranton 
V.  Wheeler  (Mich.)  71  N.  W.  109L 

The  right  of  access  of  a  riparian  owner  is  sub- 
ordinate to  the  power  of  Congress  over  the  sub- 
jects of  interstate  commerce.  Winif rede  Coal  Co* 
V.  Central  R.  &  Bridge  Co.  24  Ohio  L.  J.  178. 

Other  decisions  which   have  denied  the  rijHirian 
owner's  right. 

In  Philadelphia  v.  Scott,  81  Pa.  80. 22  Am  Rep. 
788,  it  is  said  that  while  the  owner  of  land  on  a  tide 
river  has  an  absolute  title  to  tbe  soil  to  ordinary 
high- water  mark,  bet  ween  this  hue  and  the  ordinary 
low-water  line  bis  titlA  is  qualified  by  the  public 
right  of  navigation.  This  prevents  bis  use  of  the 
soil  to  tbe  prejudice  of  the  public  right,  and  con- 
fers on  the  state  the  right  to  improve  the  inter- 
mediate space  for  public  use  without  compensa- 
tion. 

All  land  below  high- water  mark  belongs  to  tbe 
state,  and  before  it  is  reclaimed  by  the  riparian 
owner  tbe  state  may  grant  it  for  public  use  to  who- 
ever It  sees  fit.  New  Jersey  Zinc  &  T.  Co.  v.  Morris 
Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  398, 1 L.  R.  A.  183. 

In  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  124  U.  S.  656, 
81  L.  ed.  548,  the  court  said  that  over  submerged 
land  of  tbe  navigable  waters  of  the  state  of  New 
Jersey  the  state  had  absolute  and  exclusive  do- 
minion. Including  the  right  to  appropriate  them  to 
such  use  as  might  best  serve  its  views  of  public  in- 
terest. 

In  Homochitto  River  Comrs.  v.  Withers,  29  Miss. 
21.  64  Am.  Dec.  128,  where  the  state  had  diverted  a 
stream  from  its  ancient  course,  which  flowed 
through  plaintifl^s  land,  the  court  said  the  state,  in 
virtue  of  her  right  of  eminent  domain,  has  tbe 
paramount  right  to  control  and  dispose  of  every- 
thing within  her  limits  which  Is  not  absolutely  and 
exclusively  private  property,  to  the  promotion  of 
the  public  good. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  grant  to 
municipal  corporations  tbe  exclusive  right  to  build 
wharves  on  public  navigable  rivers  without  com- 
pensation to  tbe  adjacent  landowner  for  tbe  land 
so  taken  for  the  purpose.  As  against  the  state  the 
riparian  owner  has  no  rights  to  the  river  below 
high- water  mark.  Ravenswood  v.  Fleming,  22  W. 
Ya.  52,  46  Am.  Rep.  485,  the  court,  from  its  argu- 
ment as  well  as  from  its  citation  of  authorities,  ap- 
parently intended  to  follow  the  rule  of  Gould  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  Co.  and  Stevens  v.  Paterson  &  N. 
R-Co. 

But  in  Barre  v.  Fleming,  29  W.  Va.  814,  Snyder, 
J.,  cities  tbe  rule  of  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  that  tbe 
riparian  owner  has  tbe  right  of  access  to  the  navi- 
gable part  of  tbe  river  in  front  of  bis  land  and  to 
make  a  landing,  wharf,  or  pier,  and  states  that  tbe 
only  question  involved  and  actually  decided  in 
Ravenswood  v.  Fleming  was  that  tbe  statute  deny- 
ing to  a  riparian  owner  of  a  lot  within  an  incor- 
porated town  tbe  right  to  build  a  wharf,  pier,  or 
bulkhead  without  tbe  consent  of  tbe  town  council 
was  constitutional.  And  he  further  said  that  in 
tbe  execution  of  the  public  trust  the  state  may  by 
statute   confer  upon  her  municipal  corporations* 
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u?e  for  which  the  plaintiff,  A.  A.  Denny, 
desires  to  lease  said  harbor  area  is  not  a 
convenience  of  commerce  or  navigation,  and 
the  structure  which,  according  to  said  ap- 
plication,   he  contemplates  placing  on    said 


harbor  area,  is  not  a  wharf,  dock,  or  other 
structure,   within  the  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution and  tide  land  laws  of  the  state  of  Wash- 
ington." 
In  the  view  of  this  cause  taken  by  the  court, 


the  rigbt  to  authorize  the  eatabltshment  of  public 
wharrefl  or  landlDKS  within  their  corporate  tlmlts 
without  compeDsation  to  the  owner  of  the  fee. 

In  TomllD  V.  Dubuque,  B.  &  M.  It. R.  Co.  82  Towa. 
106,  It  18  said  that  by  the  rules  of  ttie  common  law 
t-be  owner  of  laud  alonff  the  shore  of  a  navi^rable 
river  is  entitled  to  no  ritrht  either  In  its  shores  or 
waters  as  an  Incident  of  his  ownership,  except  the 
continiient  ooes  of  alluvion  and  dereliction.  He  ie 
not  entitled  to  damages  for  an  embankment  made 
alonflT  the  banks  of  such  river  by  authority  of  the 
state,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  deprive  him  of  free 
access  to  the  stream.  This  ruliufr  is  placed  upon 
the  authority  of  Gould  v.  Hudson  River  K.  Go.  and 
Btevcns  v.  Paterson  &N.  R.  Co. 

And  that  oase  was  followed  m  Infirraham  v.  Cht- 
copro  ft  M.  R.  R.  Co.  B4  Iowa,  249. 

The  state  may  reclaim  the  submerired  land  for 
park  purposes  without  payinjr  compensation  to  an 
abutting  owner  for  deprivation  of  his  right  of  ac- 
cess to  the  water.  The  court  says  no  court  has  yet 
g^one  so  far  as  to  bold  that  the  owner  of  a  natural 
shore  is  entitled  to  riparian  rights  as  against  the 
sovereign.  When  one  man  buys  a  lot  whose 
boundaries  are  certain  and  defined  it  is  bis  privi- 
lege to  permit  it  to  remain  open,  uncultivated,  and 
unproductive  so  long  as  be  pleases.  Until  he  im- 
proves It  the  owner  of  the  adjoinimr  lot.  has  an  im- 
plied license  to  pass  over  it,  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of 
the  light  and  air  and  other  incidental  advantages 
which  it  affords  him.  but  the  former  may  out  off 
these  advantages  by  building  upon  his  lot,  without 
being  liable  In  damages  to  the  person  who  has  hith- 
erto enjoyed  them.  And  the  same  rule  applies  in 
favor  of  the  government  In  respect. to  its  public 
waters.  People,  Atty.  Gen.,  v.  Re  veil,  29  Chicago 
Legal  News.  846. 

Uie  effect  of  statutes. 

In  almost  every  Instance  in  which  the  court  has 
denied  the  riparian  right  the  legislature  has  nulli- 
fied the  decision  by  recotrnlzing  it. 

Under  the  New  Jersey  aor  of  March  21, 1871.  a 
grant  of  the  land  under  water  could  be  made  only 
to  the  owner  of  the  upland  adjoining.  Polhemus 
V.  Bateman,  60  N.  J.  L.  183. 

A  license  under  the  act  of  1861  to  fill  in  the  tide 
lands  confers  rights  on  riparian  owners  only.  New 
Jersey  Zinc  &  I.  Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.  44 
N.  J.  Bq.  898, 1  L.  R.  A.  138,  Citing  Brown  v.  Morris 
Canal  &  Bkg.  Go.  27  N.  J.  L.  648. 

The  statutory  law  in  New  Jersey  gave  riparian 
owners  the  right  of  erecting  wharves  and  piers,  and 
in  case  of  their  neglect  to  take  from  the  state  its 
grant  on  the  terms  offered,  then  it  gives  the  lands 
to  a  stranger  making  compensation  to  the  riparian 
owner  for  the  value  of  his  privilege,  and  who,  suc- 
ceeding to  the  BUte*s  title,  would  have  no  relation 
to  the  riparian  owner  except  that  of  common 
boundary.  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  124 
U.  8.  656, 31 L.  ed.  548. 

Under  the  New  York  statutes  the  oommissionen 
of  the  land  office  can  convey  titles  to  the  lands  un- 
der the  waters  only  to  the  owners  of  the  upland. 
B.  G.  Blakslee  Mfg.  Co.  v.  B.  G.  Blakslee's  Son's 
Iron  Works,  129  N.  Y.  155. 

In  Iowa  a  statute  has  provided  that  a  railroad 
company  must  make  compensation  for  erecting  a 
railroad  between  hiirh  and  low  water  mark.  Ren- 
wick  v.  Davenport  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  48  Iowa,  684,  Af- 
firmed. Davenport  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ren  wick,  102 
U.  S.  180,26L.ed.6L 

Under  a  statute  giving  riparian  owners  the  ex- 
clusive nght  to  wharf  out,  deposits  made  in  front 
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of  a  wharf  by  a  municipal  corporation  without 
authority  will  be  a  nuisance  for  which  the  owner 
may  maintain  an  action.  Garitee  v.  Baltimore,  S8 
Md.422. 

The  Florida  act  of  1856  devested  the  state  of  its 
title,  and  gave  the  land  under  water  to  the  owner 
of  riparian  land  as  far  as  the  edge  of  the  channel. 
Gelger  v.  Filor,  8  Fla.  325;  Sullivan  v.  Moreno,  1» 
Fla.2Qa 

Access  cut  off  by  railroad. 

So  far  as  this  question  has  been  considered,  it 
seems  that  a  railroad  cannot  be  permitted  to  cut 
off  the  right  of  a  riparian  owner  without  making 
compensation  to  him.  Gould  v.  Hua«on  River  K. 
Co.  6  N.  Y.  62j{,  was  overruled  by  Rumsey  v.  New 
York  &  N.  B.  R.  Co.  138  N.  Y.  79, 15  L.  R.  A.  618. 

In  Iowa  it  was  held  that  because  a  riparian  owner 
has  no  right  of  access  to  navigable  water  he  is  not 
entitled  to  damages  for  t>6ing deprived  of  such  ac- 
cess by  the  construction  of  a  railroad  along*  the 
shore.  Tomlin  v.  Dubuque,  B.  ft  M.  R.  R.  Co.  82 
Iowa,  106, 7  Am.  Rep.  176. 

And  in  Houghton  y.  Chicago.  D.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  47 
Iowa.  870,  where  a  railroad  was  placed  between 
plain  tiff  *s  land  and  the  water,  it  is  said  that  Tom- 
lin V.  Dubuque,  B.  ftM.  R.  R.  Co.  was  not  ques- 
tioned, but  that  the  question  was  whether  or  not 
the  plane  where  the  railroad  was  built  was  below 
high- water  mark. 

But  that  rule  was  changed  by  statute,  and  io 
Backus  V.  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110,  4arAm.  Rep.  447, 
Cooley.  J.,  says  that  the  doctriueof  theTomlm 
Case  is  unsound. 

A  riparian  owner  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  right 
of  access  by  a  railroad  company  in  building  its 
works  on  the  shore  of  a  river  without  compensa- 
tion. Organ  v.  Memphis  ftL.  R.  R.  Co.  61  Ark.  285. 

In  Chicago  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Stein,  75  111.  41,  where 
the  claim  was  made  that  access  to  plaintiffs  prop- 
erty had  been  injured  by  the  erection  of  a  bridge 
over  the  river,  there  seems  to  be  no  question  od 
the  part  of  the  court  that  in  case  of  Injury  com- 
pensation must  be  made,  but  it  was  held  that  no  in- 
jury was  shown  in  that  case. 

Right  08  against  private  individual. 

llie  owner  of  a  wharf  cannot  wilfully  and  un- 
reasonably moor  boats  along  the  front  of  the  wharf 
in  such  a  way  that  they  overlap  and  prevent  ac- 
cess to  the  slip  of  an  adjoining  owner.  Delaware 
River  S.  B.  Go.  ▼.  Burlington  ft  B.  Steam  Ferry.  Co, 
81  Pa.  108. 

In  Bainbridge  v.  Sherlock,  29  Ind.  364,  95  Am. 
Dec.  644,  where  a  wharf  boat  had  been  obstructed 
by  steamers  tying  up  at  an  adjoining  wharf,  the 
court  said  tt  the  navigator  cannot  load  bis  boat  ifv 
invitum  against  the  soil,  or  obstruct  the  proprietor*s 
access  to  the  river,  still  less  should  he  be  allowed 
thus  to  use  the  wharf  boat. 

The  right  of  a  riparian  owner  to  wharf  out  is  not 
affected  by  the  allotment  of  the  ground  in  iront  to 
another  person  as  an  oyster  bed  under  the  state 
statutes.  Prior  ▼.  Swartz,  62  Conn.  189, 18  L.  K.  A« 
668. 

A  riparian  owner  may  maintain  an  action  against 
a  third  person  who  interfere*  with  his  right  of  ac- 
cess to  his  wharf.  Folsom  v.  FreetK>rn.  18  R.  1. 20tl 

Rafts  cannot  be  moored  so  as  to  deprive  wharf 
owners  of  access  to  their  wharves.  Harrington  ▼• 
Bdwards,  17  Wis.  687.  84  Am.  Dec.  768. 

A  riparian  owner  may  maintain  an  action  to  en- 
join the  obstruction  bj  a  private  owner  of  the  pub- 
lic stream  in  such  a  way  that  acoe«  to  his  property 
is  cut  off.    Blanc  ▼.  Klumpke,  29  Cai.  156. 


1898. 


Statb,  dcr  rd.  Demnt,  t.  Bridgbs. 
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it  Ib  DOt  necessary  to  discuss  the  first  ground 
of  the  rejection  of  the  application  to  lease  hy 
the  board  of  harbor- line  commissioners.  Ar- 
ticle 15.  §  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state, 
relating  to  tide  lands,  among  other  things  de- 


clares: "Nor  shall  any  of  the  area  lying  be- 
tweep  any  harbor  line  and  the  line  of  ordinary 
high  tide,  and  within  not  less  than  50  feet 
nor  more  than  600  feet  of  such  harbor  line  (as 
the  commission  shall  determine),  be  sold  or 


Ad  action  may  he  maintained  against  a  boom 
•company  for  cuttlner  off  acoeas  to  the  laadioff 
plHoe  of  a  riparian  owner.  French  v.  Gonnectiout 
Rirer  Lumber  Co.  145  Maas.  261. 

Ad  owner  of  a  private  wharf,  who  is  in  posses- 
aion.  may  enjoin  the  construction  of  another  wharf 
in  front  of  It  which  will  cut  him  off  from  naviffa- 
bic  water,  unless  the  persons  making  it  ahow  a 
lawful  right  .to  erect  It.  Cowell  v.  Martin,  43  Cal. 
606. 

A  settler  on  public  land  l>orderlng  on  tide  water 
has,  as  against  a  private  Individual,  a  right  of  ao- 
-oess  to  the  water  which  the  courts  will  interfere  to 
protect.  Lewis  v.  Johnson.  76  Fed.  Bep.  476.  The 
•court  says  that  the  law  of  the  Buccleuoh  and  Lyon 
Cases  was  affirmed  in  Shively  v.  Bowlby. 

A  tenant  cannot  during  the  term  acquire  a  right 
to  maintain  a  pier  in  front  of  the  landlord*s  wharf 
which  he  can  retain  after  surrendering  the  wharf. 
Bedlow  ▼.  New  Yorlc  Floating  Dry  Dock  Co.  112  N. 
T.  263,  2  L.  R.  A  60),  Beversing  44  Hun,  878. 

Estojpptl  by  arant. 

Municipalities  have  been  held  to  have  estopped 
themselves  by  their  grants  of  wharf  rights  from 
interfering  with  access  to  them. 

A  city  which  has  granted  a  whart  right  cannot 
-cut  off  access  to  the  wharf  by  erecting  a  bulkhead 
in  front  of  the  wharf.  Langdon  v.  New  York, 93 
N.  Y.  129;  Williams  v.  New  York,  105  N.  Y.  419; 
Kingsland  v.  New  York,  110  N.  Y.  560;  Kingsland 
▼.  New  York,  45  Hun,  198. 

If  the  city  has  granted  a  right  to  erect  a  wharf 
«nd  take  toll  it  cannot  afterwards  build  a  bulkhead 
beyond  the  end  of  the  wharf  so  as  to  cut  off  access 
to  it.    Crocker  v.  New  York,  15  Fed.  Rep.  406. 

But  in  Whitney  v.  New  York,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  829, 
note,  it  was  held  that  a  covenant  by  the  city  that 
the  grantee  should  have  the  wharfage  from  a 
wharf  which  he  should  make  in  the  river,  not  ex- 
tending to  the  extreme  line  owned  by  the  city, 
-  would  not  deprive  the  city  of  the  power  to  erect  a 
wharf  beyond  the  end  of  the  former  one  which 
would  cut  the  former  one  off  from  the  water* 

Special  recuonsfor  reflating  relief. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  relief  has  been  re- 
fused, which  cannot  be  regarded  aa  direct  deci- 
sions upon  the  main  question. 

Among  these  are  Lansing  v.  Smith,  8  Cow.  146,  in 
which  the  access  was  merely  rendered  more  diffi. 
oalt,  and  complainant  was  Injured  as  others  were. 

The  owner  of  a  wharf  cannot  enjoin  an  adjoin- 
ing owner  from  extending  his  wharf  further  into 
the  stream,  although  the  effect  Is  to  make  the  access 
to  his  wharf  more  difficult.  Van  der  Brooks  y. 
Currier,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  21. 

So,  the  existence  of  a  street  along  the  river  front 
will  out  off  the  riparian  right  of  the  person  whose 
land  borders  on  the  street.  United  States  v.  Mor- 
ris, 28  Wush.  L.  Rep.  745, 24  Wash.  L.  Rep.  168. 

If  a  riparian  owner  Is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  deprivation  of  his  right  by  the  filling  up  of  the 
flats  In  front  of  his  property  so  as  to  cut  him  off 
from  the  water  it  must  he  claimed  at  the  time.  In 
a  case  where  no  attempt  was  made  to  enforce  the 
right  for  a  long  time,  the  court  says:  ''We  do  not 
think  that  at  this  late  day  they  afford  any  ground, 
If  ever  they  did  afford  any  ground,  for  the  equita- 
l>ie  interference  of  the  court.*^  Clarke  v.  Provi- 
dence. 16  R.  L  337, 1  L.  H.  A.  727. 

Right  as  agairut  improvement  of  naxHoation, 
In  Wisconsin,  New  York,  and  the  Federal  courts 
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It  Is  held  that  the  rigbtof  the  public  to  improve  the 
navigation  of  the  stream  is  superior  to  the  riparian 
owner *8  right  of  access.  Black  River  Improv.  Co. 
V.  La  Crosse  Boom  &  Transp.  Co.  54  Wis.  6C9,  41 
Am.  Etep.  66;  Cohn  v.  Wausau  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  336; 
Sage  V.  New  York.  154  N.  Y.  61,  88  L.  R.  A.  603;  Gib- 
son V.  United  States,  29  Ct.  CI.  18;  Scran  ton  v. 
Wheeler,  16  U.  8.  A  pp.  158.  67  Fed.  Rep.  803,  6  C.  a 
A.  685. 

Summary. 

It  thus  appears  that  by  what  may  be  called  the 
common  law  Iwcause  it  is  that  which  isalmost  uni- 
versally adopted  by  the  courts  without  the  aid  of 
statute,  a  riparian  owner  has  a  right  of  access 
which  cannot  he  impaired  by  the  state  by  granting 
rights  to  other  Individuals  which  will  interfere 
with  it.  A  railroad,  wharf,  or  embankment  ciinnot 
t)e  authorized  which  will  cut  off  the  rurhtof  access 
without  making  compensation  to  the  riparian 
owner. 

This  rule  has  not  been  adopted  in  New  Jersey, 
Iowa.  Washington,  and  Oregon.  In  tbe»e  stares 
tbeeffeot  of  the  decisions  has  been  in  pan  neutral- 
ized by  statutes  giving  privileges  to  riparian  own- 
ers. 

In  England  and  countries  following  Ks  law  the 
riparian  right  cannot  betaken  by  tho  public  for 
improving  navigation  without  compensation. 

If  the  riparian  right  of  access  is  recoanizcd  as 
property  it  cannot  be  taken  in  this  country  with- 
out compensation  because  of  constitutional  pro- 
tection. To  obviate  this  result  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  has  refused,  contrary  to  the  rule 
elsewhere,  to  recognize  it  as  property. 

The  same  result  is  obtained  in  New  York  by 
holding  that  the  private  right,  although  property,l8 
subordinate  to  the  public  right  to  improve  the  wai- 
ters for  navigation.  The  court  holds  that  In  every 
Arrant  of  land  t>ounded  on  navigable  water  made  by 
the  state,  there  is  reserved  by  Implication  the  right 
to  so  Improve  the  water  front  as  to  aid  navigation 
for  the  l)enetit  of  the  general  public  without  com- 
pensatiou  to  the  shore  owner. 

And  In  Wisconsin  it  Is  held  that  the  riparian 
owner  holds  bis  rights  hy  Implied  public  license. 
That  the  exercise  of  this  right  may  be  prohibited 
by  public  law  In  aid  of  public  use.  That  it  gives 
way  ex  neceaitate  rei  to  public  measures  in  aid  of 
navigation. 

From  the  fact  that  navigable  waters  are  natural 
public  highways  there  is  very  little  analogy  in 
other  branches  of  the  law  to  aid  in  settling  the 
conflict  between  public  and  private  rights  in  re- 
gard to  them.  The  position  taken  by  the  New 
York  and  Wisconsin  courts,  that  the  right  of  the 
riparian  owner  censes  to  exist  when  it  conflicts 
with  the  public  right  to  improve  navigation,  is  dif- 
ferent from  that  existing  in  other  departments  of 
the  law.  Gknerally  the  private  right  is  regarded 
as  absolute,  and  when  the  public  wishes  to  abridge 
It  compensation  must  be  made.  Tt  would  seem 
that  the  harmony  of  the  law  would  be  much  better 
subserved  by  extending  the  same  rule  to  riparian 
rights,  and  requiring  the  public  to  compensate  the 
owner  in  case  its  needs  necessitate  the  destruction 
of  his  rights.  The  Wisconsin  method  of  stating  the 
rule  seems  preferable  to  that  in  New  York,  but  it 
is  likely  to  prove  a  surprise  to  the  riparian  owner 
to  And  that  after  be  has  exercised  and  heen  re- 
garded as  poesessing  certain  rights  for  years  1i 
may  be  they  are  in  effect  only  a  Uoe'ise  which  the 
public  may  revoke  at  pleasure.  H.  P.  F. 
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granted  by  tlie  state,  nor  its  rights  to  cootrol 
the  same  reliDquislied,  but  such  area  shall  be 
forever  reserved  forlaodiDgs.  wharves,  sA'eets, 
and  other  conveniences  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce." As  asserted  b.y  counsel  for  plaintiff, 
the  word  '*coDQmerce"  is  one  of  wide  signiti- 
cance,  and  in  its  general  sense  may  mean  almost 
any  transaction  or  intercourse  between  men. 
But  the  word  has  been  restricted  by  the  courts 
according  to  the  context  in  which  the  term  has 
been  used.  Section  2  of  article  15  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state  declares:  "The  legislature 
shall  provide  general  laws  for  the  leasing  of 
the  right  to  build  and  maintain  wharves, 
docks,  and  other  structures,  upon  the  areas 
mentioned  in  ^  1  of  this  article,  but  no  lease 
shall  be  made  for  any  term  longer  than  thirty 
years;  or  the  legislature  may  provide  by  een- 
eral  laws  for  the  building  and  maintaining 
upon  such  area  wharves,  docks,  and  other 
structures."  Counsel  for  plaintiff  contend 
that  the  words  "navigation  and  commerce"  do 
not  appear  in  the  2d  section,  and  that  the 
phrase  "and  other  conveniences  of  navigation 
and  commerce"  appears  in  the  Ist  section; 
thai  the  2d  section  provides  for  laws  for  the 
leasing  of  the  right  to  build  and  maintain 
wharves,  docks,  and  other  structures,  and 
that  the  purpose  for  which  these  "other 
structures"  are  to  be  used,  or  their  nature,  is 
not  defined;  and  also  argue  that  navigation 
and  commerce  mean  one  and  the  same  thing, 
and  that  commerce  includes  navigation,  and 
that  the  word  "commerce"  here  is  used  in  its 
broadest  import;  that  the  words  "navigation 
and  commerce"  are  words  of  enumeration, 
and  not  those  of  definition;  and  that  the  court 
la  called  upon  to  define  their  meaning,  and 
such  definition  should  properly  be  made  from 
a  consideration  of  the  people  and  their  wants 
at  the  time  the  Constitution  was  adopted.  It 
is  also  argued  that  the  reservation  of  harbor 
areas  is  a  vtry  broad  one,  and  a  comparison  ia 
made  between  the  harbor  area  in  front  of  the 
city  of  Seattle  and  that  of  other  noted  em- 
poriums of  the  world.  The  contention  that 
"navigation"  is  included  within  "commerce," 
and  means  the  same  thing,  cannot  be  main- 
tained. The  word  "navigation,"  as  used  in 
the  1st  section  of  the  article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion quoted,  is  clearly  used  as  a  qualification 
of  the  word  "commerce,"  and  the  provisions 
for  maintaining  upon  the  harbor  area  wharves, 
docks,  and  other  structures,  by  or  through  the 
state,  refers  to  structures  which  are  conven- 
iences of  navigation  and  commerce.  We  think 
the  languaire  as  well  as  the  sense  of  these  two 
sections  of  the  Constitution  is  plain,  and  the 
ordinary  rules  of  statutory  and  constitutional 
construction  fit  this  sense.  It  is  plainly  said  in 
(^  2  that  the  wharves,  docks,  and  other  struc- 
tures are  those  mentioned  in  §  1.  Then  the 
rule  of  ^usdem  generis  is  plainly  applicable 
here,  and  "other  structures"  must  fall  within 
the  genus  "conveniences  of  navigation  and 
commerce."    Our  Constitution,  in  its  proYi- 
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sions  relating  to  harbor  areas  in  front  of  cities, 
is  unlike  that  of  any  other  state  Constitution! 
that  has  been  submitted  to  our  attention. 
Therefore  it  would  probably  be  useless  to  at- 
tempt to  find  authority  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  our  Constitution.  The  state  of  Wash- 
ington at  its  formation  had  before  it  the- 
experience  of  the  world  in  the  regulation  and 
control  of  harbor  areas.  The  constitutional 
convention  well  knew  that  private  control  of 
these  waters  had  always  been  inimical  to  free 
navigation  and  to  the  public  interests.  The 
insidious  and  plausible  pretexts  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  private  interests  in  such  waters 
were  also  well  understood,  and,  however  large 
the  harbor  areas  within  the  domain  of  the- 
state,  it  was  well  known,  from  the  history  of 
the  past  and  the  tendencies  of  the  present,'that 
the  organization  of  private  interests  in  combi- 
nation would  be  sufficiently  powerful  to  per- 
vade all  these  waters.  A  very  fair  comment 
upon  the  import  of  these  constitutional  provi- 
sions is  found  in  the  Report  of  the  Massachu- 
setts State  Board  on  Docks  and  Terminal  Facil- 
ities (1897)  p.  37,  in  which  it  is  said:  <*  Alive  to- 
modern  tendencies,  the  state  of  Washington, 
in  her  Constitution,  article  15,  declares  that  no 
water  areas  beyond  high -water  marks  shall  be 
sold  or  relinquished  by  the  state,  *but  sucii 
areas  shall  be  forever  reserved  for  landines, 
wharves,  and  streets,  and  other  conveniences  of 
navigation  and  commerce.'  Subsequently  a< 
harbor  line  commission  established  harbor- 
lines  in  the  navigable  tide  waters  of  the  state 
adjacent  to  the  cities,  with  a  view  to  providing 
for  docks  having  a  length  of  600  feet  and  an 
avenue  fronting  thereon  of  from  100  to  250* 
feet  wide.  Thus  the  water  front  of  all  the 
cities  in  the  state  is  to  be  forever  preserved  in^ 
uniform  condition,  under  control  of  the  public, 
in  the  interest  of  economical  and  convenient 
commercial  uses,  secure  from  the  encroach- 
ment of  individuals  or  corporations."  "Cur- 
ing and  canning  fish,  maintaining  a  retail  an<L 
wholesale  fish  market,  and  the  storaee  of  ice 
for  packing  and  handling  fish,"  are  not  con- 
veniences of  "navigation  and  commerce,"  and 
maintaining  establishments  of  that  character 
and  structures  erected  for  such  purposes  are 
not  the  "other  structures"  mentioned  in  the 
Constitution  relating  to  this  subject.  The  act 
of  the  legislature  (Laws  1897,  p.  229,  ^  53) 
does  not  contemplate  a  lease  for  any  other 
purposes  than  those  specified  in  the  donstitu- 
tion.  The  act  specially  reserves  to  the  state  of- 
Washington  "the  right  to  regulate,  either  un- 
der rules  of  the  commission  or  legislative 
enactment,  or  by  both  methods,  the  rates  of 
wharfage,  dockage,  and  other  tolls  to  be  im- 
posed by  the  lessee  upon  commerce  for  any  of. 
the  purposes,"  etc. 
T/u  tDrit  is  denied. 

DnnbaTf  Anders*   and  Gordon*   JJ«». 
concur. 
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STATE  of  Connecticut 

«. 

John  E.  HARBOURNE.  Appi. 

i CODD ) 

A  state  statute  makinfl^  it  anlawftel  to 
keep  a  place  in  whieh  the  bnsineBS  of 
transmlttliiff  money  to  be  placed  or  bet  on 
any  bone  race,  etc.,  whether  within  or  without 
the  state.  Is  permitted  or  carried  on,  or  to  be  con- 
cerned in  such  business,  is  not  an  anooostf  tntional 
re«ruiation  of  interstate  commerce  as  applied  to 
an  agent  of  a  telefirraph  company,  who  keeps  such 
place  or  is  eniraged  in  such  business,  abd  trans- 
mlts  the  money  to  another  state  by  teleerraph. 

(Hay  8, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  New  Haven  County, 
Waterbury  District  convicting  him  of  keeping 
a  place  where  betting  was  carried  on  and  trans- 
mitting money  to  another  state  to  be  wagered 
on  a  horse  race.    Afflrmsd, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mestrs.  Charles  E*  Perkins  and  M. 
Kenealy*  for  appellant: 

The  business  of  sending  telegraphic  messages 
from  one  state  to  another  is  interstate  com- 
merce. 

Prentice.  Pol.  Powers,  p.  280. 

The  sending  money  by  telegraph  Is  as  much 
interstate  commerce  as  sending  messages. 

Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  v.  Pendleton,  122  U.  S, 
847,  80  L.  ed.  1187,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  806. 

Interstate  commerce  is  protected  against 
legislation  by  states  in  exactly  the  same  way, 
and  to  the  same  extent,  as  foreign  commerce. 

Crutcher  v.  Kentucky,  141  U.  8.  47. 85  L.  ed. 
649. 

A  state  cannot  be  allowed  to  fix  for  itself 
whether  certain  articles  or  the  dealing  in  them 
are  so  injurious  or  deleterious  as  to  take  them 
out  of  the  protection  of  interstate  commerce. 

Leisy  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  S.  100,  84  L.  ed.  128. 
8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  86. 

The  state  cannot,  under  any  circumstances, 
make  regulations  as  to  telegraph  companies 
sending  money  or  messages  to  other  states,  as 
that  matter  Is  entirely  under  the  control  of 
Congress. 

Peneaeoki  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co, 
96  U.  8.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708;  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co, 
V.  Texas.  105  U.  8.  460.  26  L.  ed.  1067;  Ratter 
man  v.  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co,  127  U.  S.  411,  82 
L.  ed.  229,  2  Inters  Com.  Rep.  59:  Western  U, 
Teleg,  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  122  U.  S.  847.  80  L.  ed. 
1187,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  806. 

Whenever  the  law  of  the  state  amounts  es- 
sentially to  a  regulation  of  commerce  with  for- 
eign nations  or  within  the  states,  as  it  does 
when  it  inhibits,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  re- 
ceipt of  an  imported  commodity,  it  comes  in 
conflict  with  a  power  which  in  this  particular 
has  been  exclusively  vested  in  the  general  gov- 
ernment. 

Re  Leisy  v.  Hardin,\Zh  U.  S.  100,84  L.  ed.  128, 
—      t    ■  -  ■  .    .  — _« 

NoTE.-For   statutes  airainst  betting  on  horse 
races  in  other  stages,  see  Ex  parte  Lacy  ( Va.)  81  L. 
R.  A.  SB:  State  v.  Strlphnir  <A1a.)  86  L.  R.  A.  8L 
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8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  86;  Re  Pennsylvania  Teleph. 
Co,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  91:  25  Am.  &  Bog.  Enc.  of 
Law,  pp.  769-780;  Dinsmore  v.  Hew  Fork  Bd, 
of  Police,  12  Abb.  N.  C.  439:  Rabbins  v.  Sftelby 
County  Taxing  Dist,  120  C.  S.  489, 80  Led.  694. 

Mr.  Nathaniel  R.  Bronson*  for  the  state: 

The  line  of  distinction  between  that  which 
constitutes  an  interference  with  commerce,  and 
that  which  is  a  mere  police  regulation  is  some- 
times exceedingly  dim  and  shadowy.  It  is  not 
doubted  that  Congress  has  the  power  to  go  be- 
yond the  general  regulations  of  commerce 
which  it  is  accustomed  to  establish,  and  to  de- 
scend to  the  most  minute  directions,  if  it  shall 
be  deemed  advisable;  and  that,  to  whatever  ex- 
tent ground  shall  be  covered  by  these  direc- 
tions, the  exercise  of  state  power  is  excluded. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  722. 

In  establishing  police  regulations,  a  state  may 
Incidentally  aflect  commerce;  but  they,  when 
not  in  conflict  with  any  act  of  Congress,  are 
valid. 

Hannibal  A  8t.  J.  R.  Co,  v.  Hvsen,  95  U.  S. 
467.  24  L.  ed.  529,  quoted  approvinglv  in 
Plumley  v.  Massachusetts,  155  U.  S.  478,  89  L. 
ed.  229;  Sherlock  v.  AUing,  98  U.  S.  104.  28  L. 
ed.820. 

A  distinction  is  drawn  between  acts  passed 
regulating  certain  commerce  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  public  good,  and  acts  intended  to 
produce  a  revenue  from  the  trade  or  commerce 
regulated. 

Western  U.  Teleg,  Co,  ▼.  Texas,  105  U.  S.  460, 
26  L.  ed.  1067. 

A  state  may  require  that  emplovees  on  rail- 
roads fihall  be  examined  for  color  blindness. 

Smith  V.  Alabama,  124  U.  S.  465.  31  L.  ed. 
508,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  804;  Nashtiile,  C,  A 
St,  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Alabama,  128  U.  S.  96,  82  L, 
ed.  852.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  238. 

The  running  of  railroad  trains  in  the  state 
and  through  it  from  one  state  to  another  on 
Sunday  may  be  regulated  or  prohibited. 

Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  Rev.  1888,  §  8528;  State  v. 
Baltimore  dt  0.  R,  Co.  24  W.  Va.  788;  Western 
U.  TeUg.  Co,  v.  NewTork,  88  Fed.  Rep.  552,  » 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  533. 

The  states  have  the  right  to  forbid  acts  preju- 
dicial to  the  public  good. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  742;  Bowman  v.  Chi- 
cago it  N,  W.  R,  Co,  125  U.  S.  465, 81  L.  ed. 
700.  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  828:  Morgan's  L,  <fr 
T,  R.  dS,  S,  Co,  V.  Louisiana,  118  U.  S.  464„ 

80  L.  ed.  241. 

One  of  the  powers  most  often  exeitised,. 
commonly  called  "police,"  is  that  of  restrain- 
ing and  abating  nuisances. 

Boston  Beer  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  97  U.  S.  25. 
24  L.  ed.  989:  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  128  U.  8.  628,. 

81  L.  ed.  205:  Cooley,  Const.  Lira.  p.  741. 
Game  laws  are  passed  in  many  states. 
State  V.  Oeer,  61  Conn.  144,  18  L.  R.  A.  804, 

8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  782. 

Lotteries  have  been  legislated  against,  and 
even  out  of  existence,  by  the  various  states. 

Vannini  v.  Paine,  1  Harr.  (Del.)  65,  quoted 
approvingly  in  Patterson  v.  Kentucky,  97  U.  S. 
508,  24  L.  ed.  1118;  Phalen  v.  Virginia,  8  How. 
167,  12  L.  ed.  10B2;  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101  U. 
S.  814,  25  L.  ed.  1079. 
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A  lottery  is  reco^Dfzed  as  a  means  of  gam- 
bling, and  state  legislaiioa  wiih  regard  to  it  is 
upheld  by  virtue  of  the  state's  iDberent  right, 
sever  relinquished,  to  pass  laws  for  its  internal 
ffovernment  and  regulation;  an  exercise,  that 
S,  of  its  police  powers. 

Brien  v.  Williamson,  7  How.  (Miss.)  14. 

Where  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  or  the 
•sphere  of  its  operation  the  case  is  local  and  lim- 
ited, special  regulations  adapted  to  the  immedi- 
ate locality  could  only  have  been  contemplated. 
State  action  upon  such  subjects  can  constitute 
no  interference  with  the  commercial  power  of 
€ongres8,  for  when  that  acts  the  state  author- 
itv  is  suDerseded. 

Mobile  Countyy.  Kimball,  102  U.  8.  698,  26 
L.  cd.  240;  Escannba  dk  L.  M.  Trarisp.  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  107  U.  8.  887,  27  L.  ed.  442;  P/iifa- 
delphia  d  8.  Mail  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Pejinsplmnia, 
122  U.  8.  826,  80  L  ed.  1200,  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  808;  Robbim  v.  8helby  County  Taring 
Dist.  120  U.  8.  489.  30  L.  ed.  694;  New  York 
▼.  Miln,  11  Pet.  102.  9  L.  ed.  648;  Cruicher  v. 
Kentucky,  141  U.  8.  47,  85  L.  ed.  649;  Norfolk 
1&W.  R.  Co,  V.  Pennsylvania,  186  U.  8. 114,  34 
L.  ed.  394.  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  178;  License 
Cases,  6  How.  504,  12  L.  ed.  256. 

May  not  a  state  provide  for  the  seizure  and 
destruction  of  a  gambling  outfit  or  lottery  ticis- 
ets.  although  the  gambling  is  carried  on  by  the 
help  of  a  confederate  without  the  state,  or  the 
tickets  issued  by  some  lottery  licensed  or  even 
•chartered  by  another  state? 

Com.  V.  Huntley,  156  Mass.  286,  15  L.  R.  A. 
«3»;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  751.  and 
<'a8es  cited;  Patterson  v.  Kentucky,  97  D.  S. 
501.  24  L.  ed.  1115:  Muglery.  Kansas,  123  U. 
B.  623.  31  L.  ed.  205;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U. 
S.  1,  82  L.  ed.  846,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  232; 
State,  Waterbury,  v.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L.  584, 
^i  Inters.  Com.  Kep.  63. 

The  transaction  is  by  its  very  terms  one  form 
of  gambling,  and  nothing  is  better  established 
in  our  jurisprudence  than  that  this  is  one  of  the 
vicious  practices  which  it  is  the  province  of  the 
legislature  to  regulate  and  prohibit  by  virtue 
of  its  police  powers. 

Edwards  v.  State,  8  Tjca,  411;  Moore  v.  State, 
48  Miss.  147. 12  Am.  Rep.  867;  18  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  1169;  Tanver  v.  Albion,  5  Hill, 
121.  40  Am.  Dec.  837;  Phalen  v.  Com.  1  Rob. 
•(Va.)  718:  Phalen  v.  Virffinfa,S  How.  167,  13 
L.  ed.  1082;  Stone  v.  Mis^issipni,  101  U.  8.  819, 
25  L.  ed.  1080;  State  v.  Lovell,'^9  N.  J.  L.  468; 
McClean  v.  K<tate,  49  N.  J.  L.  471;  Earing  v. 
^taU,  51  N.  J.  L.  886. 

Hall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  act  creating  the  offense  charged  is  di- 
Tct  ted  against  that  form  of  gambling  known 
as  '*pool  selling,"  including  bets  or  wagers  on 
the  result  of  any  trial  of  speed,  skill,  or  en- 
<iurance.  Pub.  Acts  1893.  p.  240.  It  pro- 
hibits (1)  keeping  any  place  with  apparatus  or 
•devices  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  such 
gambling;  (2)  keeping  any  place  where  pool 
aelling  of  any  kind,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, is  permitted  or  carried  on;  (8)  keeping 
any  place  in  which  the  business  of  transmit- 
ting money  to  any  race  track  or  other  place, 
there  to  be  placed  or  bet  on  any  horse  race,  etc., 
whether  within  or  without  the  state,  is  per- 
mitted or  carried  on;  (4)  making  any  such 
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wager,  or  buying  or  selling  any  such  pools;  (5) 
being  concerned  in  buying  or  sellinc:  any  such 
pools;  (6)  being  concerned  in  carrying  on  the 
business  of  the  transmission  of  money  to  any 
race  track,  etc.  The  defendant  is  charged  in 
the  first  count  with  a  violation  of  the  third 
prohibition,  and  in  the  second  count  with  a 
violation  of  the  sixth.  The  defense  relies  on 
the  alleged  unconstitutionality  of  the  act. 

The  following  case  is  presented  by  the 
record: 

"On  the  trial  of  the  case  to  the  jury,  upon 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  state  claimed  and 
offered  evidence  to  prove  that  on  the  2Sth  day 
of  January,  1897,  the  defendant,  in  the  city  of 
Waterbury,  was  employed  by  the  New  Jersey 
News  &r  Electric  Telegraph  Company  as  the 
manager  of  its  telegraph  office  there  located; 
that,  as  such  manager,  he  received  from  one 
a  telegraphic  message  in  the  ordinary- 


form  used  for  transmitting  messages,  ad- 
dressed to  the  Jersey  City  Commission  Com- 
pany, Jersey  City,  New  Jersey,  directing  the 
said  Jersey  City  Commission  Company  there 
to  bet  for  the  sender  of  said  message  the  sum 
of  money  named  therein,  and  to  draw  upon 
Mills  &  Company,  New  York  city,  New  York, 
for  said  money;  that,  at  the  time  of  delivery  of 

said  message  to  the  defendant,  the  said 

deposited  with  the  defendant  said  sum  of 
monej',  to  be  by  him  transmitted  by  telegraph 
to  Mills  &  Company,  New  York  city,  subject 
to  the  draft  of  the  said  Jersey  Ciiy  Commission 
Company:  and  that  said  telegraph  message  was 
by  the  defendant  transmitted  by  telegraph  to 
the  Jersey  City  Commission  Company,  and 
said  money  was  by  the  defendant  tran.<(mitted 
by  telegraph  to  Mills  &  Company;  and  that 
the  defendant  knew  that  the  purpose  in  said 
transmissions  was  to  have  said  money  bet 
upon  a  horse  race  without  this  state.  The 
stale  offered  evidence  of  no  other  violation  of 
the  law.  The  defendant  claimed,  and  offered 
evidence  to  prove,  and  claimed  he  had  proved, 
that,  in  the  receipt  of  said  message  and  of  said 
money,  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  bis  said 
employer.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
of  a  telegraph  company  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  telegrapher  of  messages  and  moneys. 
The  defendant  admitted  that  he  knew  the  pur- 
pose for  which  said  money  was  sent  and  said 
message  transmitted. 

"The  defendant,  in  writing,  requested  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury  as  follows:  '(1)  That 
if  the  jury  shall  find  that  the  accused,  as 
charged  in  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  of 
the  prosecuting  attorney,  did  possess,  keep, 
manage,  maintain,  and  occupy  a  certain  room, 
office,  and  place  in  which  the  business  of 
transmitting  money  to  a  certain  race  track  or 
race  tracks,  or  other  places  without  this  state, 
there  to  be  placed  or  bet  on  certain  horse  races, 
games,  and  competitions,  with  full  knowledge 
thereof,  and  that  said  keeping,  possessing, 
managing,  maintaining,  and  occupying  was 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  of  a  tele- 
graph company,  he  is  guilty  of  no  offense 
aeainst  the  laws  of  this  state,  as  any  statute  of 
this  state  prohibiting  such  acts  would  be.  and 
is,  in  violation  of  and  against  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  vesting 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  the  power 
of  regulating  commerce  between  the  states. 
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<S)  That  if  tbe  jury  shall  find  that  the  accused 
^id  in  fact,  as  charged  in  the  second  count  of 
aaid  complaint,  transmit  (by  telegraph)  money 
from  the  city  of  Waterbury  to  a  place  without 
this  state,  for  the  purposes  alleged  in  this  com- 
plaint, and  that  said  transmission  was  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  a  telegraph 
company,  he  is  not  guilty  of  any  offense 
against  the  laws  of  the  state;  and  that  a  stat- 
ute of  this  state  which  prohibits  such  act  is 
void,  being  contrary  to  said  provision  of  the 
Constitution  of  tbe  United  States.'  The  court 
refused  to  so  charge  the  Jury,  but  did  charge 
the  jury  as  follows:  'That  notwithstanding  tlie 
jury  should  find  that  in  the  keeping,  etc.,  of 
tbe  place  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  tbe  ac- 
cused kept  said  place  for  the  ordinary  purposes 
of  a  telegraphic  business,  yet,  if  the  business  of 
transmitting  money  for  the  purposes  charged 
in  the  complaint  was  carried  on  in  saia  place, 
the  accused  was  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the 
laws  of  this  state,  and  the  statute  prohibiting 
auch  act  was  constitutional;  and  that  if  the 
jury  should  find  that  accused  did,  as  charged 
in  the  second  count  of*  said  complaint,  know- 
ingly transmit  (by  telegraph)  moneys  from  the 
<Aiy  of  Waterbury  to  a  place  without  this  state, 
to  be  bet  upon  a  horse  race,  that  the  accused 
is  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  state, 
notwithstanding  such  transmission  may  have 
been  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of 
■a  telegraph  company,  and  that  the  statute  of 
this  state  prohibitive  of  such  act  Is  constitu- 
tional.'" To  the  court's  refusal  to  charge  as 
requested,  and  to  the  charge  as  delivered,  the 
defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  case  was  submitted  in  this  court  on 
briefs.  In  that  of  the  state,  it  is  stated  that 
*'the  facts  are  not  disputed,  nor  is  it  denied 
that  the  statute  concerning  pool  selling  dis- 
tinctly prohibits  the  act  done  by  the  accused. 
He  claimed,  however,  that  the  law  was  uncon- 
stitutional. No  other  line  of  defense  was 
adopted,  and  no  evidence  put  in  to  confuse  tbe 
issue."  Tbe  brief  filed  by  the  defendant  in 
reply  commences  thus:  "It  appears  from  the 
brief  of  counsel  for  tbe  state  that  the  only 
question  in  this  case  is  that  of  the  unconstitu- 
tionality of  the  act  of  1898  (page  240  of  the 
Public  Acts  of  that  year).  He  also  admits  that 
the  act  would  be  invalid  as  a  restraint  of  in- 
terstate commerce,  if  it  cannot  be  brought 
within  tbe  limits  of  the  police  power  of  tbe 
state.  This  limits  the  question  to  the  precise 
point  as  to  whether,  under  any  claim  of  police 
power,  the  state  can  interfere  with  messages 
aent  from  one  state  to  another,  because  the 
legislature  thinks  that  tbe  matters  concerning 
which  the  messages  are  sent  are  such  as  it  does 
not  approve  of."  We  shall  dispose  of  the  ap- 
peal on  the  question  to  which  the  counsel  on 
both  sides  have  thus  addressed  themselves,  and 
which  they  seem  to  agree  In  regarding  as  the 
only  one  presented  on  the  record;  assuming 
that  the  attention  of  the  jury  was  properly  di- 
rected by  evidence  and  instructions  (to  which 
It  was  thought  unnecessary  to  refer  in  the 
finding)  to  the  necessity  of  proof,  under  the 
second  count,  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
of  transmitting  the  money  to  be  bet,  was  un- 
lawfully concerned  in  tbe  carrying  on  of 
the  business  of  the  transmission  of  money 
to  places  without  the  state,  there  to  be 
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placed  or  bet.  The  decisions  in  respect  to  the 
power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  states,  which  is  granted 
by  the  Constitution,  have  been  numerous,  and 
not  altogether  consistent;  but  they  seem  to 
have  established  the  following  propositions: 
A  state  law  dealing  directly  and  only  with  in- 
terstate commerce  is  void.  A  state  law  pur- 
porting to  deal  with  domestic  matters,  but 
being  in  its  effect  and  essence  merely  a  regula- 
tion of  interstate  commerce,  is  void.  A  state 
law  plainly  and  in  good  faith  dealing  only 
with  state  matters  is  valid,  notwithstanding  it 
may  incidentally  affect  interstate  commerce, 
unless  it  comes  in  conflict  with  some  valid 
statute  of  tbe  United  States  on  that  subject,  or, 
in  the  absence  of  legislation,  affects  such  com- 
merce in  a  particular  where  the  silence  of  Con- 
gress is  equivalent  to  legislative  prohibition. 
The  power  of  regulating  commerce  covers 
such  a  wide  field  that  cases  must  arise  .where  a 
law  passed  in  tbe  le^timate  exercise  of  the 
power  of  domestic  legislation  is  also,  in  a  sense, 
a  regulation  of  commerce.  But  it  is  not  there- 
fore necessarily  an  invasion  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  Congress. — ».  e.  an  exercise  of  the  "power" 
of  regulaiion.  It  is  an  exercise  of  the  "power" 
of  domestic  legislation,  and  is  valid  unless  it 
confiicts  with  some  existing  law,  or  so  essen- 
tially affects  interstate  commerce  as  substan- 
tially to  disturb  those  channels  of  commerce 
which  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  leave  un- 
dibturbed.  In  dealing  with  such  legislation, 
tbe  courts  have  given  a  much  wider  latitude 
to  what  is  called  "police  legislation"  than  to 
other  forms  of  domestic  legislation,  because 
police  regulations  are  absolutely  essential  to 
the  protection  of  society,  and  in  the  main  can 
only  be  established  by  the  state  government. 

The  law  in  question  is  purely  a  police  regu- 
lation. For  more  than  200  years  we  have 
treated  wagering  as  against  public  policy,  and 
playing  at  tbe  games  which  promote  wagering 
has  been  illegal.  The  restrictions  on  playing 
the  games  have  been  removed,  but  playing  for 
anything  of  value  is  still  an  offense.  Gen. 
Stat.  ^§2557,  2658.  A  wager  of  any  kind  ia 
illegal.  The  loser  can  recover  the  money  lost, 
and,  if  he  does  not  sue,  any  person  may  sue  for 
and  recover  treble  the  amount.  Id.  §§  2562, 
2553  (passed  in  1797);  Rev.  Stat.  1808.  p.  861. 
Betting  on  horse  races  Is  a  penal  offense.  Gen. 
Stat.  §  2566.  Since  tbe  establishment  of  our 
government  wagering  has  been  held  to  be,  if 
not  absolutely  immoral,  yet  so  injurious  in  its 
results  as  to  require  suppression  by  penal  legis- 
lation. Such  legislation  baa  for  many  years 
past  been  directed  against  tbe  business  of  pro- 
moting wagering  in  its  various  forms;  and  the 
keeping  of  places  where  such  business  is  car- 
ried on  has  been  treated  as  an  offense.  In- 
deed, throughout  the  United  States  the  busi- 
ness of  gambling  is  now  recognized  as  illegit- 
imate, and  one  whose  contracts  the  courts  will, 
in  many  cases,  refuse  to  enforce.  Within  tbe 
paat  two  years  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  said:  "This  court  had  occasion 
many  years  ago  to  say  that  the  common  forms 
of  gambling  were  comparatively  Innocuous, 
when  placed  in  contrast  with  the  widespread 
pestilence  of  lotteries.  Douglas  v.  Kentucky, 
168  U.  S.  488,  496,  42  L.  ed.  558, 555.  Similar 
language  may  appropriately  be  used  in  respect 
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to  the  pool  Belling  against  which  the  act  in 
question  is  directed;  especially  since  the  per- 
version of  the  telegraph  to  its  uses  has  multi- 
plied many  fold  its  capacity  for  harm. 

The  act  of  1893  attempu  to  reach  the  root  of 
the  evil  by  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  a  place 
in  which  this  kind  of  gambling,  in  any  of  its 
ramifications,  is  carried  on.  One  of  the  most 
dangerous  forms  is  that  for  which  the  tele 
graph  is  utilized.  In  prohibiting  the  keeping 
of  a  place  in  which  such  a  business  is  carried 
on,  or  being  concerned  in  such  a  business,  the 
state  does  not  attempt  to,  and  does  not  in  fact, 
exercise  any  exclusive  power  vested  in  Congress 
over  interstate  commerce.  It  simply  prohibits 
in  this  state  the  business  of  aiding  crime;  and, 
if  such  commerce  is  thereby  affected  at  all,  it 
is  the  incidental  effect  of  depriving  those  here 
engaged  in  telegraphing  of  the  profits  they 
might  make  through  the  business  of  promoting 
gambliqg  in  this  state.  That  busine«ts  is  pro- 
hibited; and  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  be  car- 
ried on  by  an  individual  in  his  own  bouse,  or 
by  a  telegraph  company  apart  from,  or  as  a 

rof,  its  ordinary  business  of  telegraphing, 
tvhatever  place  and  by  whomsoever  the 
business  of  promoting  gambling  is  carried  on, 
the  offense  is  committed,  and  cannot  be  justi- 
fied because  in  committing  it  a  telegram  is  sent 
from  Connecticut  to  New  Jersey. 

In  Plumley  v.  MimachysetU,  15^  U.  S.  461, 
89  L.  ed.  228,  it  was  claimed  that  the  power  of 
regulating  interstate  commerce  involved  the 
rii^ht  in  all  citizens  to  introduce  and  sell  in  any 
state  any  harmless  article  of  food,  unrestricted 
by  state  legislation;  but  it  was  held  that  a 
police  regulation  forbidding  the  sale  in  such 
manner  as  was  likely  to  induce  the  citizens  of 
Massachusetts  to  buy  one  article  under  the  be- 
lief they  were  buying  another  was  not  a  re- 
striction of  interstate  commerce.  The  court 
said  (p.  479. 155  U.  S..  and  page  229,  89  L.  ed.): 
'The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does 
not  secure  to  anyone  the  privilege  of  defraud- 
ing the  public  No  more  does  it  secure  to 
anyone  the  privilege  of  promoting  gambling. 
The  same  principle — i.  e,  that  a  police  regula- 
tion, pure  and  simple,  does  not  become  a  reg- 
ulation of  interstate  commerce  merely  because 
it  may  incidentally  affect  the  bringing  into  the 
state,  or  sending  out,  of  certain  articles  of 
commerce — was  afiSrmed  in  Oeer  v.  Conneeti- 
eut,  161  U.  B.  519,  584. 40  L.  ed.  798, 7Sa  But 
when  a  state  attempts  to  regulate  domestic 
commerce  in  an  article  which  it  recognizes  as  a 
legitimate  subject  of  commerce,  so  as  to  dis- 
criminate in  favor  of  domestic  commerce  and 
against  interstate  commerce  in  that  article,  the 
law  ceases  to  be  a  pure  police  regulation,  and 
becomes  a  direct  interference  with  interstate 
commerce.  Scott  v.  Donald,  165  U.  8.  58,  41 
L.  ed.  682.  The  law  before  us  is  not  analogous 
to  the  South  Carolina  dispensary  law,  con- 
demned in  Scott  V.  Donald.  There  might  be 
some  analogy  if  the  legislature  had  recognized 
gambling  by  telegraph  as  a  legitimate  subject 
of  commerce,  and  had  undertaken  to  authorize 
the  business  of  transmitting  money  for  the  pur- 
pose of  gambling  when  the  transmission  was 
to  places  within  the  state,  and  to  forbid  or  to 
regulate  it  when  the  transmission  was  to  places 
without  the  state.  The  law  comes  within  the 
principle  illustrated  by  the  cases  of  Plumley  y. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


ManackuHlU,  165  U.  8.  461.  80  L.  ed.  328,. 
and  Geer  v.  Connecticut,  161  U.  8.  519, 584, 40 
L.  ed.  793,  798.  and  Missouri,  K,  d  T.  K.  Co. 
V.  Saber,  169  U.  S.  618,  42  L.  ed.  878,  as  well 
as  by  many  other  cases  unnecessary  to  cite.  It 
is  closely  analogous,  so  far  as  the  principle  in- 
volved IS  concerned,  to  the  Georgia  law  for- 
bidding the  running  of  railway  trains  on  Sun- 
day, which  was  sustained,  although  the  channels 
of  interstate  commerce  were  thereby  blocked 
for  one  day  out  of  every  seven.  The  language 
of  the  court  in  announcing  the  decision  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  case,  and  would  seem  to 
be  conclusive.  After  reviewing  various  prior 
decisions,  the  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan,  says:  "These  authorities  make  it  clear 
that  the  legislative  enactments  of  the  states, 
passed  under  their  admitted  police  powers,  and 
having  a  real  relation  to  the  domestic  peace, 
order,  health,  and  safety  of  their  people,  but 
which,  by  their  necessary  operation,  affect  to 
some  extent,  or  for  a  limited  time,  the  con- 
duct of  commerce  among  the  states,  are  yet 
not  invalid  by  force  alone  of  the  grant  of  power 
to  Congress  to  regulate,  such  commerce:  and, 
if  not  obnoxious  to  some  other  constitutional 
provision  or  destructive  of  some  right  secured 
by  the  fundamental  law,  are  to  be  respected  in 
the  courts  of  the  Union  until  they  are  super- 
seded and  displaced  bv  some  act  of  Congress 
passed  in  execution  of  the  power  granted  to  it 
by  the  Constitution.  Local  laws  of  the  char- 
acter mentioned  have  their  source  in  the  pow- 
ers which  the  states  reserved  and  never  sur- 
rendered to  Congress,  of  providing  for  the 
public  health,  the  public  morals,  and  the  public 
safety,  and  are  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution,  and  considered  in  their  own  na- 
ture, regulations  of  interstate  commerce  simply 
because,  for  a  limited  time  or  to  a  limited  ex- 
tent, tbey  cover  the  field  occupied  by  those 
engaged  in  such  commerce.  The  statute  of 
Georgia  is  not  directed  against  interstate  com- 
merce. It  establishes  a  rule  of  civil  conduct 
applicable  alike  to  all  freight  trains,  domestic 
as  well  as  interstate.  It  applies  to  the  trans- 
portation of  interstate  freight  the  same  rule 
precisely  that  it  applies  to  the  transportation  of 
domestic  freight.  Bennington  v.  Oeoroia, 
168  U.  8.  299,  317,  41  L.  ed.  166, 178. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  defendant's  sole  claim 
was  that  if  he  kept  the  place  as  charged,  and 
was  concerned  in  the  business  as  charged,  yet, 
inasmuch  as  some  of  the  acts  essential  to  con- 
stitute these  offenses  consisted  in  the  transmis- 
sion of  the  information  and  money  to  another 
state,  be  was  guilty  of  no  offense,  because  a 
law  restricting  the'ordinarv  business  of  tele- 
graphing among  the  states  is  void;  and  his  sole 
frievance  is  that  the  court  did  not  so  charge, 
'or  the  reasons  given,  we  think  the  charge  on 
that  point  was  correct.  When  one  o|)ens  an 
office,  and  makes  arrangements  and  furnishes 
facilities  to  enable  his  customers  to  sit  in  his 
office,  and  gamble  upon  the  results  of  horse  races 
in  this  state  and  other  states,  he  keeps  a  place 
in  which  the  business  forbidden  by  the  statute 
is  carried  on;  and,  if  he  knowingly  assists  in 
making  the  transmission  of  money  in  the  course 
of  that  business,  be  is  concerned  in  the  busi- 
ness. It  is  immaterial  whether  the  illegal 
business  is  carried  on  as  a  wholly  independent 
business,  or  as  a  part  of  an  otherwise  legitimate 
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busiDeas  in  telegraphing.  For  •  telegraph 
company  to  transmit  a  single  message,  and 
make  a  single  transfer  of  fuods.  such  as  is 
stated  in  the  finding  of  the  court  in  the  case 
before  us,  vould  not,  standing  alone,  coDstitute 
a  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  transmitting 
money  for  betting  purposes.  It  would,  how- 
ever, be  relevant  evidence  to  show  that  fact, 
and  might  be  sufficient  in  connection  with 


proof  that  the  company  furnished  special  con- 
veniences for  the  use  of  those  desiring  to  make 
such  bets,  or  had  no  substantial  business  of  any 
other  description. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  Su- 
perior Qyiirt. 

The  other  Judges  concur 
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C.  V.  BANTA,  Jr.,  AppU, 

V. 

City  of  CHICAGO. 
(173  111.  204.) 

1.  A  license  taoc  on  brokers  extends  to  a 
member  of  a  stock  excbanire  who  buys  and  sells 
stocks,  bonds,  or  securities  on  the  floor  of  the 
exobaotre  Id  bte  own  name,  and  makes  or  reoeives 
delivery  and  payment  in  the  execution  of  orders 
for  his  customers. 

8.  *' Goods,  wares*  and  merchandise** 
for  the  sale  or  negotiation  of  which  a 
broker  is  required  to  pajr  a  iloense  tax  In- 
clude shares  in  &.e  capital  stock  of  incorporated 
companies  and  other  securities  wbiob  are  tbe 
subject  of  common  barter  and  sale,  and  which 
are  given  visible  and  palpable  form  by  means 
of  cerUflcates,  bonds,  or  other  evidenoes  of  in- 
debtedness. 

8*  A  tax  upon  occupations  or  employ- 
ments* whether  for  revenae  or  as  an  exaction 
for  the  privileire  of  pursuing  a  calling,  may  be 
Imposed  and  oolleoted  in  the  form  of  a  license 
fee. 

4.  Either  refTiilation  or  revenae  may  be 
the  purpose  of  a  license  tax  imposed  on 
the  occupation  of  a  broker  and  otber  trades  or 
occupations  mentioned  in  Oonst.  1870,  art.  9, 1 1, 
and  it  is  not  material  to  determine  wbich  may  be 
the  purpose  of  tbe  Iloense. 

6.  A  delegation  of  the  power  to  impose 
license  taxes  on  occupations  may  be  made  by 
the  legislature  to  municipal  corporations. 

0«  The  requirement  of  uniformity  in  re- 
spect to  both  persons  and  property  in  Oonst.  1870, 
art.  9,  fi  9,  applies  only  to  taxes  collected  by  as- 
sessments upon  assessable  property. 

7*  The  uniformity  of  a  license  tax  on 
occupations  is  required  by  Oonst.  art.  9, 1 1,  only 
as  to  the  class  upon  which  it  operates. 

(April  21, 1808.) 

APPEAL  b^  defendant  from  a  judi^tnent  of 
the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  County  con- 
Tictinff  him  of  yiolatln^  an  ordinance  of  the 
city  of  Chicago  prohibiting  persons  from  act- 
ingas  brokers  without  a  license.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opioioD. 

Messrs,  Hamline,  Scott,  &  Lord,  for 
appellant. 

The  business  carried  on  by  the  defendant 
was  that  of  a  factor,  and  not  a  broker. 


It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  jurisdiction 
that  the  city  can  exercise  only  such  powers  as 
are  expressly  enumerated  in  its  charter. 

Chicago  v.  Eumpff,  45  ill.  90,  93  Am.  Dec. 
196. 

Courts  are  authorized  to  indulge  in  no  pre- 
sumptions in  favor  of  tbe  validity  of  the  ordi- 
nances of  municipal  corporations. 

Sehott  V.  People,  89  III.  195. 

Powers  conferred  by  the  statute  when  exer- 
cised through  the  ordinances  are  penal  in  their 
character.  All  penal  statutes  must  be  strictly 
construed. 

Chicago  y.  Rumpff,  45  111.  90,  92  Am.  Dec. 
196;  Wright  v.  People,  61  III.  382;  WaddU  v. 
Duncan,  68  111.  223;  People  v.  Peacock,  98  III. 
172;  Illinois  dt  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  19  IlL 
App.  141;  Watson  ▼.  People,  27  111.  App.  498; 
Belles  V.  Anderson,  88  111.  App.  129;  Chapman 
V.  Wrioht.  20  111.  120;  P^ple  v.  Fester,  145 
111.  150;  Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes, 
§381. 

The  meaning  of  strict  construction  is  that 
penal  statutes  will  not  be  extended  by  impli- 
cation to  causes  which  are  not  expressly  pro- 
Yided  for  by  the  very  terms  of  tbe  act. 

Vasper  v.  People,  6  111.  App.  28;  BeUes  ▼. 
Anderson,  88  III.  App.  129;  Chapman  y. 
Wright,  20  111.  120;  28  Am.  &Eng.  Eoc.  Law, 
p.  874,  and  the  cases  cited  in  the  note  thereto; 
SchoU  V,  People,  89  111.  195;  Cairo  v.  Bross.  101 
111.  475;  Emmons  y.  Lewistown,  182  III.  884,  8 
L.  R  A.  828;  Cerro  Oordo  ▼.  Rawlings,  185 
111.  40;  Twining  v.  Elgin,  88  III.  App.  866; 
Delide  ▼.  DanviOe,  86  111.  App.  659;  Olney  y. 
Todd,  47  111.  App.  440. 

It  is  legally  impossible  to  say  that  Banta 
was  a  broker  or  anything  else  than  a  factor. 

Murray  y.  Doud,  167  III.  368;  Saladin  v. 
MiteheU,  45  Hi.  79;  Warren  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  149  Dl.  1,  25  L.  R.  A.  746;  Winne  y. 
Hammond,  87  IlL  99;  Eaton  ▼.  Truesdail,  62 
III.  811. 

If  an  agent  has  possession  of  the  goods  he 
sells  for  a  principal,  and  sells  said  go^s  in  bis 
own  name,  then  he  is  a  factor. 

Braun  v.  Chicago,  110  III.  194;  4  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2a  ed.  p.  961;  Story,  Agency. 
^  84;  Baring  y.  Chrrie,  2  Bam.  ft  Aid.  138; 
Crane  y.  Nolan,  19  L.  C.  Jur.  309:  Slack  v. 
Tueler,  23  Wall.  821,  28  L.  ed.  148;  Perkins 
Y.  StaU,  50  Ala.  164;  Saladin  y.  MitcheU.  45 
Bl.  79;  Braun  v.  Chieam,  110  Bl.  I*'®!   ^'^^n 


NOTB.— As  to  the  oonscitutionality  of  a  lioeoae  i  see  also  btaie  v.  Moure  uN.  c;j  as^  i^.  it.  ^.  «*«*,  ^w..- 
tax,  see  also  State  v.  Harrington  ( Vt.)  34  L.  R.  A.  I  ver  City  B.  Co.  v.  Denver  (Oolo.)  29  U  R.  A.  608: 
100.  I  State,  Toi,  v.  French  (Mont.)  80  L.  R.  A.  416:  and 

As  to  tbe  rule  of  uniformity  in  license  taxes,  >  Singer  Mfg.  Go.  ▼.  Wrigbt  (Ga.)  86  L.  B.  A.  407. 
40L.a  A 

See  also  44  L.  R.  A.  141. 
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V.  Rfiston,  14  Ind.  App.  8;  Orakam  v.  Duek- 
icaU,  8  Busb.  12;  Butler  y.  Dorman,  68  Mo. 
298.  80  Am.  Rep.  795;  BernfJiouse  v.  Abbott, 
45  N.  J.  L.  581.  46  Am.  Rep  789;  TMrd  Nat. 
Bank  v.  8npder,  10  Mo.  App.  215;  Biggins  v. 
Moore,  84  N.  Y.  417;  Spears  v.  Loague,  6 
Coldw.  422;  Price  v.  Wisconsin  M,  &  F,  Ins. 
Co.  43  Wis.  276. 

For  all  purposes  of  sale,  pledge,  lien,  pos- 
session, or  delivery,  the  certificate  when  in- 
dorsed is  the  share,  the  corpus  of  the  property. 

Kellogg  v.  StocktoeU,  75  Dl.  68;  Evans  v. 
Wood,  L.  R.  5  Eq.  9;  Peoples  Bank  v.  Grid- 
ley,  91  ill.  457;  Fisher  v.  Essex  Bank,  5  Gray, 
873;  Protection  L.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Osgood,  98111. 69; 
Otis  V.  Gardner,  105  111.  436. 

The  legal  title  to  stock  as  between  the  par- 
ties passes  by  the  asisignment  and  delivery  of 
the  certificates. 

See  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lanier,  11  Wall. 
869,  20  L.  ed.  172;  Leitch  v.  WeUs,  48  N.  Y. 
585;  Johnston  v.  Laflin,  103  U.  8.  804,  26  L. 
ed.  535;  National  Bank  v.  Watsontown  Bank, 
105  U.  S.  221,  26  L.  ed.  1042;  18  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  610;  Witson  v.  Little,  2  N.  Y. 
446,  51  Am.  Dec.  809;  Casey  v.  Cavaroc,  96  U. 
S.  467,  24  L.  ed.  779:  1  Cook,  Stock  «fc  Stock- 
holders, 8d  ed.  par.  465;  Fairbanks  v.  Merchants 
Nat,  Bank,  80  III.  App.  28;  Fairbank  v.  Mer- 
chants Nat.  Bank,  132  111.  132. 

When  Banta  buys  stock  for  his  customers, 
the  relation  of  pledgeor  and  pledgee  is  created 
between  them. 

Markham  v.  Jaudan,  41  N.  Y.  235;  Brews- 
itr  V.  Van  Liew,  119  111.  561, 59  Am.  Rep.  823. 

But  how  can  Banta  have  a  lien  as  pledgee 
on  property  of  which  he  has  not  possession? 
When  Banta's  customer  delivered  possession 
of  the  certificates  indorsed  in  blank,  Banta  be- 
came possessed  of  the  shares  of  stock  them- 
selves. Hence,  if  he  sells  the  stock  for  his 
customer  while  such  certificates  are  in  his  pos- 
session, he  is  a  factor  pure  and  simple. 

Atkinson  v.  Foster,  184  111.  472;  Neiler  v. 
Kelley,  69  Pa.  407;  Ayres  v.  French.  41  Conn. 
152;  Sturges  v.  Keith,  57  111.  451,  11  Am. 
Rep.  28. 

The  modern  courts  have  given  the  same 
character  to  certificates  of  stock  duly  indorsed 
as  the  courts  of  England  at  an  early  day  gave 
to  warehouse  receipts  and  bills  of  lading. 

Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas. 
Hare  &  W.'s  notes,  417;  Burton  v.  Curyea,  40 
III.  320.  89  Am.  Dec.  350;  Underwood  v.  Has- 
sock, 38  111.  214;  Mida  v.  Oeissmann,  17  111. 
App.  207;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  49  111. 
459;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co  v.  Phillips,  miW.  190; 
Taylor  v.  Turner.  87  111.  296;  Canadian  Bank 
of  Commerce  v.  McOrea,  106  111.  281;  German 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Meadowcroft,  95  111.  130,  35  Am. 
Rep.  137;  Western  Union  R,  Go.  v.  Waoner,  65 
III.  197:  Corbett  v.  Underwood,  88  HI.  326;  Eoff 
man  V.  Sehoyer,  143  III.  598. 

The  delivery  of  the  shipping  receipt  was 
equivalent  to  the  delivery  of  the  property. 

Rumsey  v.  Mckerson,  85  111.  App.  194. 

The  pledge  of  a  warehouse  receipt  as  col- 
lateral security  for  a  note  is  in  legal  effect  a 
sale  to  the  pledgee,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, of  the  property  called  for  by  the  receipt, 
and  vests  in  him  the  legal  title  thereto. 

Hanchett  v.  Buckley,  27  III.  App.  159;  Chi- 
cago Dock  Co.  ▼.  Foster,  48  111.  507;  Northrop 
40  L.  R.  A. 


V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  27  111.  App.  527;  Union 
Trust  Co.  V.  Trumbull,  187  111.  173. 

The  ordinance  does  not  cover  brokers  in 
stocks 

Hamilton  v.  Harvey,  83  111.  App.  499;  O^NeiU 
▼.  Sinclair,  153  111.  531;  R/iea  v.  Riner,  21111. 
530. 

Shares  of  stock  are  not  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise. 

Colonial  Bank  v.  Whinney,  L.  R  80  Ch.  Div. 
261;  Pickering  v.  Appleby,  1  Comyns.  854; 
Watson  V.  Spratley,  10  Exch.  222;  Bowlby  v. 
Bell,  8  C.  B.  287;  Heseltine  v.  Siggers,  1  Exch. 
856;  Walker  v.  Bartlett,  18  C.  B.  845;  Tempest 
V.  Kilner,  8  C.  B.  249;  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth, 
8  Mees.  &  W.  422;  Knight  v.  Barber,  16  Mecs. 
&  W.  66;  Hibblewhite  v.  M'MoHne,  6  Mees. 
&  W.  200;  Duncuft  v.  Albreeiht,  12  Sim.  162; 
Humble  v.  MitcheU,  11  Ad.  &  El.  205;  Somerby 
V.  Buntin,  118  Mass.  285;  Hinchman  v.  Lin- 
coln, 124  U.  S.  88,  31  L.  ed.  837. 

The  Constitution  forbids  the  legislature  au- 
thorizing the  city  to  require  Banta  to  take  out 
a  license  as  the  price  or  condition  precedent  of 
being  permitted  to  follow  the  business  of  a 
broker. 

The  right  to  make  contracts  is  a  property 
right,  which  the  state  cannot  deprive  the  indi- 
vidual of  without  due  process  of  law. 

Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A. 
853. 

The  privilege  or  liberty  to  engage  in  or  con- 
trol the  business  of  selling  goods  as  a  broker 
on  commission  is  one  of  profit,^-of  presump- 
tive value;  and  if  Banta  is  denied  the  right  to 
contract  with  respect  thereto,  it  is  clear  that 
he  is  deprived  of  both  liberty  and  property  to 
the  extent  that  he  is  thus  denied  the  right  to 
contract. 

Fr<yrer  v.  PeopU,  141  III.  171.  16  L.  R  A. 
492;  MilUtt  v.  People,  117  III.  294. 57  Am.  Rep. 
889;  Eden  v.  People.  161  111.  803,  32  L.  R  A. 
659;  Braceville  Coal  Co.  v  Peovle,  147  III.  66. 
22  L.  R  A.  340;  Patterson  v.  Kentucky,  97 
U.  S.  502,  24  L.  ed.  1116;  Denixefiy  v.  Chicago, 
120  111.  637. 

If  the  so  called  license  fee  be  a  tax.  it  is  in 
violation  of  §  1  as  well  as  §  9  of  article  9  of 
the  Constitution  of  1870. 

Hamilton  v.  Harney,  38  HI.  App.  499. 

Messrs.  Howard  S.  Taylor  and  Geor^^ 
McA.  Miller,  for- appellee: 

Appellant  is  a  "broker,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  (chap.  24,  art.  5,  §  1,  cl.  91)  of 
Illinois. 

Biddle,  Stock  Brokers,  p.  85;  Story,  Agency, 
§  82;  Russell,  Factors  and  Brokers,  p  1%,  Jans- 
sen  V.  Green,  4  Burr.  2104;  Clark  v.  Poicell,  4 
Barn.  &  Ad.  846;  Cope  v.  Rowlands.  2  Mees. 
&  W.  149:  8coit  v.  Crmsins,  L.  R  4  C.  P.  177; 
HvstisY.  Pickands,  27  111.  App.  275. 

Appellant  is  a  broker  within  the  meaning  of 
the  ordinances  set  out  in  the  stipulation  of 
facts. 

The  phrase  "goods,  wares,  and  merchandise" 
in  the  ordinance  includes  stocks. 

Pray  v.  Mitchell,  60  Me.  430:  Dowdel  v. 
Bamm,  2  Watts.  61;  Ryall  v.  RoUe,  1  Atk.  180; 
Crichton  v.  Symes,  3  Atk.  62;  Moore  v.  Moore, 
1  Bvo.  Ch.  128;  Somerby  v.  Buntin,  118  Mass. 
285,  19  Am.  Rep.  459;  Jackson  v.  Robinson,  1 
Yeates.lOl,  1  Am.  Dec.  293 ;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,   article  Goods;   Anderson,  Law  Diet; 
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Bouvier,  Law  Diet.;  Buttia  v.  Piekandi,  27 
111.  App.  275. 

Neither  the  words  'including  real  estate 
brokers  and  insurance  brokers/*^  directly  fol- 
lowing the  word  "broker,"  nor  §§  214,  215, 
and  216  of  said  ordinance,  noodifj  or  limit  the 
meaning  of  that  word  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
take  a  stockbroker  out  of  the  definition  of 
broker,  but  are  interpretation  clauses  intended 
to  ex'end  its  meaning. 

Queen  v.  Ker^tliaw,  6  El.  &  Bl  1007;  Povnd 
▼.  PLumMUad  Bd.  of  Works,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  183; 
Sutherland.  8tat.  Constr.  p.  516;  JJustia  y. 
Piekands.  27  111.  App.  275. 

The  fact  that  appellant  incidentally  per- 
formed some  of  the  functions  of  a  factor  does 
not  take  him  out  of  the  general  deflnition  of 
'•broker." 

Appellant  does  not  do  business  In  his  own 
name  in  such  a  way  as  to  characterize  him  as  a 
factor  only. 

Herrlicn  v.  McDonald,  80  Cal.  472;  Chapman 
▼.  JTornth,  2  How.  202,  11  L.  ed.  236;  Matte- 
9on  V.  keUogg,  15  111.  549. 

Appellant  does  not  have  custody  of  the  prop- 
erty bought  or  sold,  inasmuch  as  certificates  of 
stock  aie  not  the  property  in  which  he  deals, 
but  mere  paper  evidences  of  title  to  the  same. 

Anderson,  Law  Diet.  Custody;  Burrill,  Law 
Diet  Cuitodia;  Hawley  v.  Brvmagin,  83  Cal. 
809;  Van  Allen  y.  Assesnors,  8  Wall.  598,  18 
L.  ed.  229;  Cincinnati,  U.  db  Ft.  W.  R  Co.  y. 
Pearce,  28  Ind.  502;  CampteU'v,  Morgan,  4 
111.  App.  103;  Payne  y.  Elliot,  54  Gal.  »39,  85 
Am.  Rep.  80;  Mitchell  v.  Beckman,  64  Cal.  117; 
Johnson  y.  Albany  dt  8.  R,  Co,  40  How.  Pr. 
193;  Arnold  y.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Barb.  424; 
McAllister  y.  Kuhn,  90  U.  S.  89,  22  L.  ed.  616; 
Bubbell  y.  Drexel,  11  Fed.  Rep.  115;  Forbes  v. 
Memvhis,  K  P,  d  P.  E.  Co.  2  Woods,  323; 
Jermain  y.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  li.  Co.  91  N.  Y. 
492. 

Appellant's  lien  is  special  or  particular,  and 
not  general,  as  is  the  case  with  a  factor. 

Russell,  Factors  &  Brokers,  p.  127;  Thomp- 
son y.  Beatson,  1  Bing.  145;  MarkJiam  v.  Jau- 
don,  41  N.  Y.  242. 

If  appellant  has  title  and  receiyes  symbolic 
delivery,  he  does  so  in  a  fiduciary  relation,  and 
such  title  and  delivery  pass,  eo  tnstanti,  to  his 
principal. 

Berrlich  y.  McDonald,  80  Cal.  472;  Matteson 
y.  Kellogg,  15  111.  649. 

Appellant  acts  in  the  double  capacity  of 
factor  and  broker,  but  his  character  as  broker 
is  not  thereby  destroyed. 

Story,  Agency,  ^  82;  Russell,  Factors  & 
Brokers,  pp.  52,  54;  Northrup  v.  Shook,  10 
Blalchf.  243;  Braun  y.  Chiengo,  110  111.  186. 

The  ordinance  of  the  cit^  of  Chicago  in 
question  and  statute  authorizmg  it  are  not  un- 
constitutional. 

People  y.  Tliurber,  18  111.  656;  Firemen's 
Benet.  Asso,  y.  Loumbury,  21  Bl.  618,  74  Am. 
Dec.  115;  Illinois  Mut,  F.  Ins.  Co.  y.  Peoria, 
29  111.  180;  East  St.  Louis  y.  Wehrung,  46  Bl. 
892;  Ducat  y.  Chicago,  48  111.  172, 95  Am.  Dec. 
629;  Chicago  Packing  d  P.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  88 
ni.  227, 80 Am.  Rep.  645;  Walkers.  Springfield, 
94  IlL  372;  Lotingston  v.  Board  of  TruMtees, 
99  111.  564;  East  St.  Louis  v.  TrunUes  of  Schools, 
102  111.  489,  40  Am.  Rep.  606;  Wiggins  Ferry 
Co.  y.  East  St.  Louis,  102  111.  560;  Timm  v. 
40L.  R.  A. 
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IBoggu*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  city  of  Chicago  adopted  an  ordinance 
declaring  it  unlawful  for  any  person,  asso- 
ciation, or  corporation  to  en^rage  In  business 
in  the  capacity  of  a  "broker"  within  said  city 
without  having  paid  a  license  fee  and  obtained 
a  license  authorizing  such  person,  association, 
or  corporation  to  transact  business  in  that 
capacity.  The  appellant  was  tried  upon  a 
stipulated  state  of  facts,  by  the  court  without 
a  jury,  and  was  convicted  of  violating  said 
ordinance,  and  a  fine  of  $25  was  assessed 
against  him.  This  is  an  appeal  from  such 
judgment  of  conviction. 

Council  for  appellant  urge  the  court  erred  in 
.its  rulings  upon  propositions  submitted  to  be 
held  as  the  law  of  the  case,  and  in  their  brief, 
with  reference  to  such  alleged  erroneous  rul- 
ings, say, "It  will  be  perceived  that  the  propo- 
sitions given  and  refused  present  squarely 
these  questions:  First.  Was  not  the  business 
carried  on  by  Banta  that  of  a  factor,  and  not 
a  broker?  Second.  If  Banta  is  a  broker,  is 
he  not  such  a  broker  as  is  not  covered  by  the 
ordinance  in  question?  Third.  Does  not  the 
Constitution  forbid  the  legislature  empowering 
the  city  of  Chicago  to  require  one  engaged  in 
the  avocation  of  a  broker  to  take  out  a  license 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  carry 
on  his  business?  Fourth.  If  the  ordinance 
levies  a  tax,  is  it  not  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitutional requirement  that  taxes  on  brokers 
should  be  uniform,  and  the  constitutional  re- 
quirement that  taxes  for  corporate  purposes 
should  be  uniform  in  respect  to  persons  and 
property?"  We  will  consider  and  dispose  of 
these  questions  in  the  order  as  slated  by  coun- 
sel. 

The  stipulation  as  to  the  facts  and  the  ordi- 
nance are  as  follows: 

"It  is  hereby  stipulated  by  the  parties 
hereto  that  the  defendant, Banta,  is  a  citizen  of 
Chicago,  and  a  member  of  the  Chicago  Stock 
Exchange,  a  voluntary  association  composed 
of  445  members.which  members  become  mem- 
ben  thereof  upon  election  thereto  by  the  gov- 
erning committee  of  said  board,  payment  of 
an  initiation  fee,  and  signing  the  constitu- 
tion and  bylaws  thereof;  that  said  stock  ex- 
change has  a  board  room  in  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago, to  which  none  but  members  are  admitted, 
and  at  which  room  stocks,  bonds,  and  other 
securities  are  bought  and  sold  by  the  mem- 
bers thereof  as  agents  for  others,  on  a  call  made 
daily,  excepting  Saturdays,  from  10  A.  M.  until 
2  p.  M.  Under  the  rules  of  said  exchange  no 
member  thereof  can  buy  or  sell  stocks  or 
bonds  or  other  securities  save  In  the  room  of 
said  exchange,  and  between  the  hours  afore- 
said, and  no  member  can  belong  to  any  similar 
association  within  the  state  of  Illinois.  By  the 
constitution  of  said  exchange  no  fictitious 
sales  can  be  made,  and  no  fictitious  or  trifling 
bids  or  offers  can  be  made,  and  all  bonds,  se- 
curities, and  all  certificates  of  stock  dealt  in 
are  obliged  to  be  delivered  on  the  fioor  of  said 
exchange  or  at  the  place  of  business  of  the 
member  who  is  the  purchaser;  and  under  said 
constitution  every  member  must  have  in  the 
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Tidnftj  of  the  exchange  a  place  of  business 
other  than  the  exchange,  where  coDaparisons 
may  be  made  at  any  time  during  the  day,  and 
where  notices  may  be  served.  Tlie  constilu 
tion  and  by-laws  are  signed  by  ever^  member 
on  joining  said  exchange,  and  any  violation  of 
Buch  constitution  or  by- laws  subjects  the  of- 
fender to  fine,  suspension,  or  expulsion  at  tbe 
instance  of  the  governing  committee  of  said 
exchange.  Tbe  defendant's  sole  business 
consists  in  buying  and  selling  stocks,  bonds, 
and  other  securities  on  the  floor  of  said  ex- 
change for  customers  from  whom  he  receives 
orders  at  his  office  to  buy  or  sell  said  stocks, 
bonds,  or  other  securities  on  said  exchange,  and 
the  manner  of  his  doing  said  business  is  inva- 
riably as  follows,  to  wit:  A  customer  gives 
him  an  order  to  buy  stocks.  Defendant  goes 
onto  the  stock  exchange,  makes  a  contract 
with  a  member  of  tbe  exchange  for  tbe  pur- 
chase of  stock,  and  in  all  cases  receives  from 
such  member  on  tbe  floor  of  the  exchange  or 
at  his  office  tbe  certiflcates  of  stock  so  bought, 
indorsed  with  blank  assignment  of  shares  of 
stock,  and  blank  power  of  attorney  to  make 
necessRry  transfer  on  books  of  the  corporation 
issuing  such  stock,  and  in  payment  therefor 
the  defendant  gives  to  such  member  his  own 
check.  Defendant  then  delivers  to  his  cus- 
tomer said  certificates  of  stock  so  bou^ht,upon 
receiving  from  said  customer  a  check  for  the 
purchase  price  thus  paid,  plus  tbe  defendant's 
commission  for  making  such  purchase.  In 
case  of  a  sale,it  Is  defendant's  invariable  cus- 
tom to  receive  the  certificates  of  stock  from 
the  customer,  indorsed  with  blank  assignment 
of  shares  of  stock  and  blank  power  of  attorney 
to  make  necessary  transfer  on  books  of  the 
corporation  issuing  such  stock,  sell  the  stock, 
and  deliver  the  certificates  thereof  to  the  mem- 
ber of  the  exchange  buying,  receive  from  him 
bis  check  for  the  purchase  price,  and  give  to 
his  customer  defendant's  check  for  the  stock 
sold,  less  his  commissions  In  every  case  of 
purchase  or  sale  the  certificates  of  stock  are 
actually  delivered.  In  the  case  of  a  purchase 
the;^  are  delivered  to  defendant  by  the  member 
selling,  and  then  by  defendant  to  his  customer. 
Id  case  of  sale  they  are  received  by  defendant 
from  his  customer,  and  delivered  to  tbe  mem- 
ber of  the  exchange  buying  the  same.  Such 
delivery  to  the  purchasing  member  of  such 
stock  80  sold  by  aefendant  is  invariably  made 
within  a  short  time  after  tbe  sale,— at -the  latest 
by  10:80  o'clock  of  the  mornine  after  the  sale. 
In  some  cases,  where  the  parties  so  require, 
said  delivery  takes  place  at  the  instant  of  the 
sale.  It  is  also  agreed  that  this  defendant  al- 
ways buys  or  sells  on  tbe  stock  exchange  in  his 
own  name,  but  he  acts  exclusively  for  others, 
and  does  not  buy  or  sell  on  his  own  account, 
and  that  this  is  true,  generally,  of  the  trans- 
actions of  members  of  the  exchange.  The 
person  for  whom  the  member  of  the  ex- 
change buys  stock  from  this  defendant  Is  not 
usually  known  to  this  defendant.  The  com- 
missions in  the  case  of  purchase  or  sale  are 
those  specified  in  article  19  of  the  constitution 
of  the  Chicago  Stock  Exchange,  §  1  of  which 
is  as  follows,  to  wit:  'Sec.  1.  Commissions 
shall  be  charged  and  paid  under  all  circum- 
stances, and  upon  all  transactions,  both  pur- 
chases and  sales,  or  upon  contracts  for  the  re- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


ceipt  or  delivery  of  securities.  Such  commis- 
sions shall  l)e  calcuated  in  all  cases  upon  tbe 
par  value  of  securities,  and  shall  be  at  the  rates 
hereinafter  named;  and  such  rates  shall  be  in 
each  case  the  lowest  commission  that  may  be 
charged  by  any  member  of  the  exchange,  and 
shall  be  absolutely  net,  and  free  from  all  or 
any  rebatement,  return,  discount,  or  allowance 
in  any  shape  or  manner  whatsoever,  or  by  anj 
method  or  arrangement,  direct  or  indirect. 
And  no  bonus,  percentage,  or  portions  of  tbe 
commissions  so  established  shall  be  given,  paid, 
or  allowed,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  any  clerk 
or  person,  for  business  sought  or  procured  for 
any  member  of  tbe  exchange.'  The  commia- 
sions  vary  with  the  price  or  quantity  of  stocky 
bond,  or  other  securities  sold  or  bought  In 
some  cases  it  happens  that  defendant  receives 
orders  from  customers  to  buy  or  sell  shares  of 
stock,  which  are  in  conflict  with  the  orders  re- 
ceived from  other  customers.  In  such  event 
defendant  procures  another  member  of  the 
board  to  act  as  his  agent  in  making  purchase 
or  sale,  and  pays  him  one  half  of  the  commis- 
sions for  his  services,  unless,  at  the  end  of  the 
day,  by  agreement  between  defendant  and 
such  other  member  of  tbe  board,  the  trade  is 
retransferred  back  to  the  defendant,  in  which 
case  defendant  pays  the  other  member  of  the 
board  at  tbe  rate  of  $2  per  100  shares  for  his 
services.  But  in  every  case  the  certificates  of 
stock  that  thQ  defendant  is  ordered  to  sell  are 
delivered  by  the  defendant,  and  not  by  such 
agent,  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  certificates  of 
stock  defendant  is  ordered  to  buy  are  received 
by  defendant,  and  not  by  his  agent,  from  the 
seller,  and  are  delivered  by  defendant  to  tbe 
customer.  Defendant  does  no  other  business 
save  that  above  stated^  and  could  not  do  anj 
business  in  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  securities  in 
any  other  way  without  violating  the  rules  of 
the  stock  exchange,  in  which  event  defendant 
would  be  liable  to  fine,  suspension,  or  expul- 
sion therefrom. 

"It  is  further  stipulated  that  the  city  of 
Chicago  is  a  municipal  corporation  in  the  state 
of  Illinois,  is  incorporatMl  under  the  general 
city  and  village  act,  and  that  there  is  now, 
and  has  been  since  the  llib  of  Jane,  a.  d.  1897, 
an  ordinance  in  force,  the  same  being  the  or- 
dinance for  the  alleged  violation  of  which  the 
defendant  was  arrested  and  fined,  and  which 
is  as  follows,  to  wit: 

**  'Sec.  218.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association  in  the 
city  of  Chicago  to  engage  in  tbe  business  or 
act  in  the  capacity  of  a  broker,  including  real 
estate  brokers  and  insurance  brokers,  without 
first  obtaining  a  license  therefor,  and  paying  a 
license  fee  in  the  sum  of  $25  per  annum,  tbe 
issuance  of  such  license  to  be  regulated  by  the 
general  ordinances  now  or  hereafter  in   force. 

*'  'See.  214.  A  broker  is  one  who,  for  com- 
mission or  other  compensation,  is  engaged  in 
selling  or  negotiating  the  sale  of  eoods,  wares, 
merchandise,  produce,  or  grain  belonging  to 
others. 

*'  'Sec.  216.  A  real-estate  broker  is  one  who, 
for  commission  or  other  compensation,  is  en- 
gaged in  the  selling  of  or  who  negotiates  sales 
of  real  estate  belonging  to  others,  or  obtains 
or  places  loans  for  others  on  real  estate. 

"  'Sec.  216.  An  insurance  broker,    within 
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the  meaning  and  intent  of  this  chapter,  shall 
inclade  any  and  every  person,  firm,  corpora- 
tion, or  sssociation  engaged  in  solicting,  pro- 
<iuriDg,  or  placing,  for  a  consideration  received 
or  to  be  receiyed,  insurance  on  lives,  or  on 
buildings,  vessels,  or  other  property,  either  di- 
rectly or  through  any  other  broker  or  through 
any  insurance  agent,  in  or  with  any  insurance 
<x)mpany  or  association  other  than  an  insurance 
company  or  association  of  which  such  person, 
firm,  corporation,  or  association  soliciting,  pro- 
curing, or  placing  the  insurance  in  any  case 
shall  be  the  duly  authorized  agent. 

•*  'See.  217.  Any  person,  corporation,  or  as- 
sociation violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  fined 
not  less  than  $25  nor  more  than  $200  for  each 
offense.' 

"In  the  case  of  bonds  and  securities  other 
than  stocks,  defendant  receives  them  from  his 
customers,  sells  them  in  his  own  name,  and 
delivers  them,  and  in  case  of  purchase  buys 
them  in  his  own  name,  receives  them,  and  de- 
livers them,  to  his  customer." 

The  insistence  of  counsel  for  appellant  is 
that  it  appeared  from  the  stipulated  facts  that 
appellant  had  possession  of  the  stocks,  bonds, 
or  other  securities  which  he  sold  or  undertook 
to  sell,  and  that  he  received  stoclLS,  bonds,  or 
other  securities  bought  by  him,  and  that  the 
transactions,  whether  purchases  or  sales,  were 
made  in  his  own  name,  and  that  he  paid  for 
all  stocks,  bonds,  or  securities  which  he  pur- 
chased, and  received  the  price  for  all  those 
sold.  Upon  this  insistence  counsel  contend 
that  the  business  in  which  the  appellant  was 
engaged  was  that  of  a  factor,  and  not  of  a 
broker,  and  cite  in  their  brief  an  array  of  au- 
thorities in  support  of  the  proposition  that  a 
broker  is  a  mere  negotiator  of  contracts  for 
other  parties;  that  his  duties  are  confined  to 
the  matter  of  making  contracts  between  others 
concerning  their  goc^s  or  effects;  that  he  does 
not  have  possession  of  the  property  or  thing  to 
be  bought  or  sold;  that  be  cannot  buy  or  sell 
in  his  own  name;  that  he  does  not  pay  for  that 
which  he  bought  or  receive  the  price  for  that 
which  is  sold.  This  definition  of  the  term 
''broker"  is  broader  than  that  given  in  the 
earlier  books,  and  narrower  than  that  which  is 
accepted  at  the  present  day.  A  broker,  as  de- 
fined in  the  earlier  authorities,  is  a  person  em- 
ployed by  merchants  English  and  merchants 
strangers  in  contriving,  making,  and  conclud- 
ing bargains  and  contracts  between  them  con- 
cerning their  wares  and  merchandise,  and  the 
moneys  to  be  taken  up  by  exchange  between 
such  merchants  and  tradesmen.  Comyns' 
Dig.  Merchant,  C.  The  operations  of  brokers 
gradually  extended,  however,  to  the  affairs  of 
others  than  merchants  domestic  and  merchants 
foreign,  and  thej  engaged  generally  in  busi- 
ness as  negotiators  of  contracts  and  bargains 
between  others.  Their  transactions  were, 
however,  confined  to  the  negotiation  of  con- 
tracts as  "middlemen"  empowered  to  explain 
the  intentions  of  both  parties,  and  to  put  them 
in  condition  to  come  together  personally,  and 
conclude  the  contract  of  bargain  and  sale.  A 
broker  was  not,  therefore,  intrusted  with  the 
possession  of  what  he  was  employed  to  sell, 
nor  empowered  to  make  a  contract  in  his  own 
name,  or  receive  the  money  paid  for  the  article 
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sold,  or  pay  for  the  article  bought.  During 
this  period  brokers  restricted  their  operations 
to  the  negotiations  of  contracts  for  the  pur- 
chase and  sale  of  tangible  things,  and  while 
their  business  was  thus  restricted  the  definition 
adopted  by  the  appellant  was  applicable  and 
correct.  But  the  business  of  brokers  continued 
to  expand,  and  they  subsequently  undertook  to 
effect  the  negotiation  of  bonds  and  other  evi- 
dences of  indebtedness,  and  certificates  of 
shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  incorporated  com 

Sanies.  The  advent  of  brokers  into  this 
ranch  of  business  is  referred  to  by  Chief  .Jus- 
tice Beck  in  the  early  case  of  OibSons  v.  Rule, 
12  J.  B.  Moore,  539,  which  was  decided  in  1827, 
as  follows:  "The  sUtute  8  &  9  Wm.  III.  chap. 
20.  by  which  the  first  government  loan  was 
raised,  speaks  of  a  new  description  of  brokers, 
— persons  employed  in  buying  and  selling 
tallies,  the  government  securities  of  those  days. 
These  have  since  been  called  stockbrokers." 
The  statute  referred  to  was  enacted  by  the 
Parliament  of  England  in  the  year  1697.  The 
transition  from  the  restricted  to  the  more  en- 
larged sphere  was  attended  with  additional 
powers  corresponding  to  the  new  duties  by 
brokers,  and  a  new  definition  of  the  term 
"broker,"  or  qualifications  and  exceptions  to 
the  former  definition,  became  imperatively 
necessar^r.  Speaking  upon  this  subiect,  Mr. 
Russell,  in  his  work  on  Factors  and  Brokers 
(published  in  1845),  on  page  16,  says:  "Each 
of  these  definitions,  however,  must,  at  the 
present  dav,  be  regarded  as  somewhat  too 
limited.  By  the  two  former,  for  instance,  the 
employment  of  brokers  is  confined  entirely  to 
dealings  between  merchant  and  merchant, — a 
description  which,  it  will  at  once  be  seen, 
would  exclude  stockbrokers,  a  class  most  ex- 
tensively engaged  on  behalf  of  persons  not 
merchants;  and  by  the  last,  they  are  described 
to  be  persons  engaged  in  making  private  bar- 
gains only, — ^a  limitation  which  would  equally 
exclude  those  of  them  who  are  in  the  habit  of 
attending  public  sales,  such  as  the  sales  of  the 
East  India  Company,  and  who,  whilst  acting 
in  that  capacity,  can  scarcely  be  said  to  enter 
into  none  but  private  contracts.'*  And  with 
reference  to  the  power  of  a  broker  to  contract 
in  his  own  name,  the  same  author,  on  the  same 
page,  says  a  broker  must,  as  a  "general  rule," 
contract  in  the  name  of  his  principal.  Mr. 
Edwards,  in  his  work  on  Factors  and  Brokers 
(1870),  in  §  109,  says  a  broker  is  at  liberty  to 
buy  in  his  own  name  if  such  be  the  custom 
among  brokers.  And  Mr.  Story,  in  his  work 
on  Agency  (§  109),  says  there  are  exceptions, 
by  the  usages  of  trade,  to  the  rule  that  a  broker 
cannot  make  a  contract  in  his  own  name.  And, 
speaking  to  the  same  point,  Russell  on  Factors 
and  Brokers  (p.  52)  says:  "They  [brokers] 
may,  however,  contract  in  their  own  names, 
provided  their  principals  have  given  them  au- 
thority to  that  effect,  or  if  the  usual  course  of 
dealing  warrants  them  to  do  so."  In  Ed  wards 
on  Factors  and  Brokers  (g  97),  speaking  with 
reference  to  the  possession  of  the  propertv 
negotiated  by  a  broker,  it  is  said  that  "ordi- 
narily he  [the  broker]  does  not  have  or  acquire 
the  possession  of  the  property."  And  in  Story 
on  Agency  (§  84)  speaking  to  the  same  point, 
it  is  said  "the  broker  ^does  not  usually  have 
possession." 
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With  relation  to  the  old-time  rule  that  a 
broker  did  not  pay  the  purchase  price  of  goods 
bought  or  receive  the  price  of  those  sold,  like 
except  ioDS  and  qualifications  may  be  noted. 
Mr.  Btory.  in  his  work  on  Agency  (9ih  eU.  p. 
86).  says:  **But  it  may  be  the  duty  of  a 
broker,  under  the  employment  he  has  under- 
taken, to  see  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods  and 
the  payment  of  the  price."  And  in  Russell  on 
Factors  aod  Brokers  (p.  64)  it  is  said:  "But  if 
the  custom  of  trade  or  the  usual  course  of  deal- 
ing between  himself  [the  broker]  and  his  prin 
cipal  warrant  him  to  do  so.  he  may  receive 
payment  for  goods  so  sold/'  In  large  commer- 
cial centers  those  brokers  who  negotiated  pur- 
chases and  sales  of  securities  and  certiflcaies  of 
shares  in  iocorporated  companies  found  it  con- 
venient and  greatly  to  their  advantage  to  es- 
tablish some  convenient  place  for  transacting 
the  buEiness  of  brokerage  in  slocks,  and  to 
form  associations,  commooly  called  "stock 
exchanges/'  and  to  adopt  rules  and  regulatioDS 
for  the  government  of  the  members  of  such  ex- 
changes in  the  transaction  of  their  business  as 
brokers.  These  associations  or  exchanges 
have  become  almost  the  sole  medium  for  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  stocks,  bonds,  and  other 
securities  in  all  our  great  cities,  and  the 
prices  current  from  day  lo  day  in  such  ex- 
changes practicallv  fix  the  value  of  such  se- 
curities and  stocks.  The  rules  and  regula- 
tions adopted  by  such  eschanges  prescribe 
the  duties,  declare  the  powers  and  liabilities 
of  the  members,  and  control  the  course  of 
dealing  between  them.  The  members  of  such 
boards  are,  and  have  long  been,  universally 
recognized  as  brokers,  and  so  denominated. 
The  author  of  the  article  on  stockbrokers  in 
28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  page  700,  says: 
"A  stockbroker  is  a  broker  who,  for  a  com- 
mission, attends  to  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
stocks  or  shares,  and  of  government  and  other 
securities,  in  behalf  and  for  the  account  of 
clients.  Even  before  the  organization  of  stock 
exchanges,  and  as  early  as  the  latter  part  of 
the  seventeenth  century,  persons  who  engaged 
in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  securi- 
ties were  denominated  'stockbrokers.'  The 
functions  of  the  stockbroker  are  broader  than 
those  of  the  ordinary  broker,  who,  as  a  rule, 
acts  as  a  mere  negotiator,  and  is  not  intrusted 
with  the  possession  of  the  propertv  concerning 
which  he  acts,  while  the  stockbroker  fre- 
quently is  intrusted  with  the  possession  of  the 
securities,  and  may  even  take  and  transfer 
them  without  the  name  of  his  principal  ap- 
pearing in  the  transaction,  and  often  pays  or 
advances  the  price  and  receives  payment." 
Some  of  these  broader  duties  and  powers  pos- 
sessed and  exercised  by  the  class  of  brokers 
who,  as  members  of  stock  exchanges,  deal  in 
evidences  of  indebtedness,  certificates  of  shares 
in  the  capital  stock  and  assets  of  incorporated 
companies,  in  some  respects  pertain  more 
nearly  to  the  functions  of  factors  or  bankers; 
but,  as  we  have  seen,  they  are  now,  and  for 
many  years  have  been,  exercised  and  possessed 
by  such  brokers  as  well.  A  broker  may,  in 
the  course  of  a  transaction,  exercise  some  of 
the  functions  of  a  factor  or  of  a  banker,  and 
be  none  the  less  a  broker.  It  is  believed  the 
meaning  now  most  usually  given,  in  common 
acceptation,  to  the  word  "broker,"  is,  one  who 
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transacts  the  business  in  which  it  appears  fronk 
the  stipulated  facts  this  appellant  is  engaged. 

We  cannot  assent  to  the  view  urged  by 
counsel  for  appellant,  that  the  ordinance  does 
not  include  brokers  who  deal  in  stocks,  bonds, 
and  securities.  The  argument  in  support  of 
this  view  is  that  g  214  of  the  ordinance  was 
adopted  by  the  city  council  for  the  purpose  of 
mterpreting  the  word  "broker"  employed  in 
§  218,  and  that,  properly  construed,  appellant, 
even  if  deemed  a  broker,  is  not  one  of  the 
class  of  brokers  defined  by  §  214  as  intended 
to  be  required  to  pay  a  license  fee  under  the 
provisions  of  ^  218.  Section  214  is  as  follows: 
"A  broker  is  one  who,  for  commission  or  other 
compensation,  is  engaged  in  selling  or  nego- 
tiatmg  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  merchandise, 
produce,  or  grain  belonging  to  others."  It  is 
urged  that  it  appeared  from  the  statement  of 
agreed  facts  that  appellant  wasengaged  in  buy- 
ing and  selling  stocks,  bonds,  and  other  securi- 
ties,— not  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  or 
produce  and  grain, — and  hence  his  business  was 
not  that  contemplated  to  be  included  in  the  pro- 
visions of  g  218  as  interpreted  and  limited  by 
§  214.  But  we  think  the  better  and  more 
firmly  established  doctrine  is  that.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  qualifying  or  restricting  clause, 
the  phrase  *'*goods,  wares,  and  merchandise" 
includes  and  comprehends  shares  in  the  capital 
stock  of  incorporated  companies,  and  other 
securities  which  are  the  subject  of  common 
barter  and  sale,  and  which  are  given  visible 
and  palpable  form  by  means  of  certificates, 
bonds,  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness. 
Tisdale  y.  Harris,  20  Pick.  9;  Baldwin  v.  Will- 
iams, 8  Met  365;  Fray  v.  MitcfuU,  60  Me. 
480:  Dowdel  v.  Hamm,  2  Watts,  61;  Ryali  y. 
RoUe,  1  Alk.  180;  Crichton  v.  Symes,  8  Alk. 
62;  Moore  v.  Moore,  1  Bro.  Ch.  128;  Somerby  v. 
Btintin,  118  Mass.  285, 19  Am.  Rep.  459;  Jockr 
son  V.  Robinson,  1  Yeates.  101,  1  Am.  I>ec. 
298;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  article  Ooods; 
Anderson,  Law  Diet. ;  Bouvier,  Law  Diet. 

Nor  do  we  think  the  ordinance  contravenet 
any  constitutional  provision.  It  is  a  well  rec^ 
ognized  attribute  of  the  sovereign  power  to 
tax  any  and  every  occupation  and  employ- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue. 
Cooley,  Taxn.  pp.  670-572,  592.  Like  power 
also  rests  with  the  sovereign  to  impose  a  tax 
in  the  nature  of  an  exaction  for  the  privilege 
of  pursuing  certain  callings;  namely,  those 
which  the  sovereign,  by  virtue  of  the  police 
power,  may  interdict  or  regulate,  or  those 
wherein  the  privilege  is  In  the  nature  of  a 
franchise,  or  others  which,  because  of  excep- 
tional and  particular  reasons  affecting  public 
policy,  are  deemed  proper  subjects  for  super- 
vision or  regulation  by  the  state.  Cooley, 
Taxn.  pp.  570-572.  592;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v. 
Ekut  St,  Louis,  102  111.  560;  Braun  v.  Chicago, 
1 10  111.  186.  The  tax  upon  occupations  or  em- 
ployments, whether  for  revenue  or  as  an  ex- 
action for  the  privilege  of  pursuing  a  calling, 
may  be  imposed  and  collected  in  the  form  of  a 
license  fee.  Cooley,  Taxn.  pp.  591,  592.  597. 
The  Constitution  of  1870  has  no  provision 
limiting  the  power  of  the  state  to  exercise  this 
sovereign  right  of  taxation,  whether  the  tax 
be  laid  for  revenue  or  for  purposes  of  regula- 
tion. Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  East  8L  I^is, 
102  111.  560,  except  that,  as  §  1  of  article  9  of 
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the  CoDStittttioQ  specifically  mentions  certain 
occupations  which  may  be  taxed,  the  right  to 
tax  others  is  denied  by  the  familiar  rule  of 
construction  that  the  enumeration  of  certain 
occupaii(>ns  implies  the  exclusion  of  all  others. 
Cairo  v.  Brois,  101  III.  475.  Section  1  of 
article  9  of  the  Constitution  of  1870  expressly 
autborizps  the  general  assembly  to  tax  various 
occupations,  includinK  brokers,  the  only  re- 
striction being  the  requirement  that  such  tax 
should  be  uniform  as  to  the  class  upon  which 
it  operated.  The  general  assembly  delegated 
to  the  cities  in  the  stale  the  power  to  impose 
such  taxation  within  their  respective  jurisdic- 
tions. Rev.  Stat.  chap.  24,  f  62,  cl.  91.  It 
was  competent  for  the  general  assembly  to 
delegate  the  exercise  of  such  power  within  the 
limits  of  cities  and  villages  to  such  municipali- 
ties. East  bt.  LauU  v.  Wehrung,  46  111.  892; 
Howland  v.  Chicago,  108  111.  496. 

It  is  not  urged  the  ordinance  is  unreason- 
able or  oppressive  in  respect  of  the  amount  of 
the  license  fee,  but  it  is  urged  the  business 
of  a  broker  is  not  hurtful  to  the  public  peace, 
safety,  or  morals,  and  that  no  other  reason 
can  be  given  why  such  business  should  be 
deemed  a  proper  subject  of  regulation  or  pro- 
hibition, under  the  police  power  or  otherwise. 
It  is  therefore  asserted  the  city  is  driven  to  the 
position  that  the  ordinance  is  a  revenue  meas- 
ure, and  is  lawful  as  such.  The  terms  of  the 
ordinance  do  not  indicate  whether  the  license 
fee  is  required  for  the  purposes  of  revenue  or 
for  regulation  merely.  It  is  true  that,  in  or- 
der to  be  effectual,  a  license  must  confer  au- 
thoritv  to  do  that  which,  without  the  license, 
would  be  illegal;  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
only  such  occupations  as  might  be  inhibited 
or  regulated  under  the  police  power,  or  for 
other  similar  reasons  hereinbefore  referred  to, 
may  be  required  to  take  out  license  in  order 
to  legally  transact  business.  The  occupation 
may  be  lawful  in  itself,  and  not  subject  to 
prohibition  or  regulation  by  the  state,  yet  it 
may  be  prohibited,  in  order  to  compel  the  tak- 
ing out  of  a  license,  if  the  purpose  is  to  raise 
revenue  by  means  of  license  fees.  Cooley, 
Taxn.  pp.  596,  597.  Therefore  the  mere  fact 
that  the  effect  of  the  ordinance  is  to  declare 
it  to  be  unlawful  to  transact  the  business  of  a 
broker  without  license  does  not  indicate 
whether  the  purpose  is  to  raise  revenue  or  to 
regulate  and  control  the  business.  Mr.  Cooley, 
in  his  work  on  Taxation  (p.  697),  says  that  the 
language  of  the  ordinance,  or  its  terms,  may 
be  expected  to  indicate  with  sufficient  precision 
whether  the  license  is  required  for  purposes  of 
revenue  or  for  regulation  merely,  the  intend- 
ment being  that  regulation  is  the  object,  un- 
less there  is  something  in  the  language  indi- 
cating with  sufficient  certainty  that  the  purpose 
is  to  produce  revenue.  In  the  view  we  take 
of  the  case,  it  is  not  material  to  determine 
whether  the  license  fee  is  for  revenue  or  for 
purposes  of  regulation.  We  think  it  Is  well 
settled  by  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  that 
the  state  in  iis  sovereign  capacity,  and  the 
cities  and  villages  of  the  state  by  virtue  of  the 
grant  of  the  power  by  the  general  assembly, 
have  ample  power  and  authority  to  impose  li- 
cense fees  upon  the  occupation  of  a  broker  and 
the  other  trades  or  occupations  mentioned  in 
§  1  of  article  9  of  the  Constitution  of  1870,  for 
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the  purposes  either  of  regulation  or  revenue. 
Pe<ypU  V.  Thurber,  18  111  o56;  Firemen'^  Benev, 
Amo.  v.  Lounsbury,  21  111.  513,  74  Am.  Dec. 
115;  lUinais  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Peoria,  29  III. 
180;  East  St.  Louts  v.  Wehrung,  46  III.  892; 
Dueat  V.  Chicago,  48  111.  172;  Chicago  Packing 
d  P.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  88  111.  227.  30  Am.  Rep. 
545  ;Fa««f  v.  Springfield,  94  III.  372;  Lovings- 
ton  V.  Board  of  Trustees.  99  III.  564;  East  St, 
Louis  V.  Trustees  of  Schools,  102  III.  489,  40 
Am.  Rep.  eOii\Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  East  St. 
Louis,  102  111.  560;  Timm  v.  UarriHon,  109  III. 
593;  Braun  v.  Chicago,  110  111.  186.  Whether 
the  exaction  of  a  license  fee  is  for  either  pur- 
pose, it  is  essential  the  ordinance  providing  for 
the  licen.se  be  so  framed  that  it  will  have  uni- 
form operation  as  to  the  class  upon  which  it 
operates,  for  such  is  the  positive  requirement 
of  said  ^  1  of  article  9  of  the  Constituiiun. 

Counsel  insist  that  the  provisions  of  ^  9,  art 
9.  of  the  Constitution  of  1870  are  equally  ap- 
plicable to  the  power  of  the  city  to  exact  the 
payment  of  license  fees,  and  that  the  require- 
ment of  the  said  latter  section  that  municipal 
taxes  ahall  be  so  laid  that  they  shall  be  uni- 
form in  respect  to  both  persons  and  property 
must  be  complied  with  in  an  ordinance  enacted 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue  through  the 
medium  of  license  fees.  The  ordinance  under 
consideration  levies  a  license  fee  upon  each 
person  pursuing  the  occupation  of  a  broker, 
and  requires  that  all  such  persons  shall  pay  a 
uniform  fee.  without  regard  to  the  amount  or 
value  of  the  business  transacted  by  the  said 
brokers,  or  the  capital  they  have,  if  any,  in- 
vested in  the  business.  The  argument  there- 
fore is,  the  ordinance  is  not  uniform  in  respect 
to  persons  and  property,  and  for  that  reason 
is  in  contravention  of  said  latter  section  of  the 
Constitution.  We  think  said  g  9  has  refer- 
ence only  to  taxes  to  be  collected  by  assess- 
ments upon  assessable  property.  Such  waa 
the  view  expressed  by  this  court  inWalker  v. 
Sjyringfleld,  94  III.  872.  When  revenue  ia 
sought  to  be  raised  by  the  imposition  of  li- 
cense fees,  the  authority  exercised  is  that  given 
by  the  provisions  of  §  1  of  article  9  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  1870,  ana  it  is  only  necessary,  la 
order  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  that 
section,  that  the  ordinance  shall  be  "uniform 
as  to  the  class  upon  which  it  operates. "  The 
ordinance  under  consideration  excuses  no  one 
of  the  class  upon  which  it  operates  from  the 
payment  of  the  license  fee,  but  exacts  a  uni- 
form  fee  from  each  person  in  said  class.  It  i» 
uniform  in  respect  to  the  persons  affected,  and 
more  is  not  required  by  the  Constitution. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Adam  FLETCHER  «t  al.,  Appt$., 

V, 

John  WALL. 

(178111.428.) 

Paatlnff  or  wkidkbig  another  ticket  o» 
an  official  ballot  is  not  a  lawful  mode  of 


NoTB.— As  to  use  of  T>aster  ballots,  see  also  De 
Walt  V.  BarUey  (Pa.)  16  Ii.B.  A.  771:  People,  Brad- 
ley, V.  Shaw  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  B.  A.  e06;  State,  Pbela» 
V.  Walsh  (Good.)  17  L.  R.  A.  964;  Re  Oontested  Bleo- 
tlon  of  School  Directors  (Pa.)  27  L.  R.  A.  28A. 
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yotlDf,  under  the  act  of  1801.  requiring  tbe 
Dames  of  all  caodidates  to  be  printed  on  one  bal- 
lot, except  names  written  thereon  by  tbe  voter, 
and  requiring  the  voter  to  prepare  his  ballot  by 
marking  a  cross  opposite  the  name  of  each  can- 
didate voted  for. 

(April  21, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  jadgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Bureau  County  in 
favor  of  contestant  in  a  proceeding  to  contest 
tbe  election  of  defendants  to  tbe  office  of  presi- 
dent and  clerk  of  tbe  village  of  Ladd.    i20- 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Messrs.  Owen  O.  Lovejoy  and  Alfred 
R.  OreenwAod,  for  appellants: 

Tbe  statute  having  specially  provided  that 
tbe  voter  may  vote  for  persons  other  than  those 
whose  names  are  on  tbe  ballot  when  he  re- 
ceives it,  by  writing  in  tbe  names  of  such  other 
persons  in  blank  spaces  thereon,  the  voter  is 
confined  to  that  manner  of  placing  such  names 
on  the  ballot. 

Little  Heaver  Tvop.  School  Dt'reetort^  Elec- 
Hon,  165  Pa.  238.  27  L.  R.  A.  284. 

People,  Columbia  Gonstr.  Co.,  v.  IJinrichsen^ 
161  III.  226:  Sannery.  Patton,  165  111  565. 

Tbe  statute  must  be  substantially  complied 
with.  To  permit  the  voter  to  substitute  some 
other  method  of  bis  own  of  marking  his  ballot 
to  express  his  choice,  for  the  one  provided, 
would  practically  nullify  tbe  statute. 

Apple  V.  Bareroft,  15«  HI.  650;  Detroit  v. 
Bush,  83  Mich.  589,  10  L.  R.  A.  171. 

Mr,  William  Hawthorne*  for  appellee: 

No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immuni- 
ties of  citizens  of  tbe  United  States. 

Federal  Const.  14tb  Amend. 

All  elections  shall  be  free  and  equal 

111.  Const,  art.  2,  §  18. 

Tbe  validity  of  ballots  defective  in  form 
depends  on  the  ascertainment  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  voter;  if  the  intention  of  tbe  voter 
is  plain,  tbe  ballots  should  be  given  effect  ac- 
cordingly. 

Pe<3^,  AHn,  v.  Matteson,  17  III.  167;  Me^ 
Einnon  v.  People,  Malzaeher,  110  111.  805. 

The  statute  is  not  mandatory,  but  directory 
merely,  as  regards  tbe  details  of  an  election. 

Behrensmeyer  v.  Kreitz,  135  III.  591. 

Votes  cast  for  a  person  not  nominated  for 
office  in  any  of  the  ways  provided  by  statute, 
but  whose  name,  not  being  printed  upon  tbe 
official  ballot,  was  written  by  each  voter  in  a 
blank  space  upon  the  same  and  marked  with  a 
cross,  are  legal  votes. 

Sanner  v.  PatUm,  165  HI.  558. 

A  voter  should  not  be  deprived  of  his  right 
to  vote  through  mere  inadvertence,  mistake,  or 
ignorance,  if  an  honest  intention  can  be  ascer- 
tained from  bis  ballot 

Parker  v.  Orr,  158  111.  609,  80  L.  R.  A.  227. 

Section  f^  of  tbe  ballot  law  clearly  recog- 
nizes the  right  of  tbe  voter  to  add  new  names 
to  the  ballot.  That  the  voter  must  "write"  in 
anv  particular  manner  does  not  appear. 

^onfs  V.  State,  Atherhy^  1  Kan.  278;  Sanner 
▼.  Patton,  156  III  658. 

Tbe  voter  may  write  or  paste  upon  bis  bal- 
lot the  name  of  any  person  for  whom  be  desires 
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to  vote  for  any  office.  To  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  disfranchise,  or  to  disqualify,  tbe 
citizen,  as  a  voter  or  a  candidate,  and  to  affect 
the  law  quite  unnecessarily  with  tbe  taint  of 
unconstitutionality'  in  such  respects. 

People,  Bradley,  v.  Shaw,  188  N.  Y.  498.  16 
L.  R.  A.  006. 

Tbe  intention  of  the  voter  must  govern. 

McKinnon  v.  People,  Mahacher,  110  111.  305. 

That  provision  of  the  Constitution  which 
declares  that  "elections  shall  be  equal"  means 
that  the  vote  of  every  elector  shall  be,  in  its 
influence  upon  tbe  result,  equal  to  the  vote  of 
every  other  elector. 

People,  GrinneU,  v.  Hoffman,  116  111.  587, 
59  Am.  Rep.  798. 

Wilkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  appellee  to  contest 
the  election  of  appellant  Fletcher  to  tbe  office 
of  president,  and  appellant  Weissenberger  to 
the  office  of  clerk,  of  the  village  of  Ladd,  in 
Bureau  county.  Tbe  petition  avers  that  at  an 
election  of  officers  in  said  village  on  April  ^, 
1897.  John  Rolando  received  more  than  200 
legal  votes  for  president,  and  John  Gillen  more 
than  190  legal  votes  for  village  clerk;  that  said 
Fletcher  and  Weissenberger  each  received  no 
more  than  140  legal  votes,  respectively,  for  said 
offlces,but  the  Judges  of  election  ref  usee!  to  count 
over  190  votes  cast  for  Rolando  and  Gillen,  and 
declared  that  Fletcher  and  Weissenberger  had 
received  the  highest  number  of  legal  votes  cast 
for  president  and  clerk ;  and  thereafter  tbe  presi- 
dent and  certain  of  tbe  trustees  of  tbe  villaiEe 
declared  tbe  latter  elected  to  said  offices.  It 
thus  appears  that  the  onlv  ground  of  contest 
set  forth  in  tbe  petition  is  that  votes  legally 
cast  for  Rolando  and  Gillen  were  not  counted 
by  tbe  Judges  and  clerks  of  the  election. 

It  appears  from  tbe  record  that  a  certificate 
of  nomination  had  been  filed  with  tbe  village 
clerk,  on  which  the  names  of  Rolando  and 
Gillen  appeared  for  said  offices;  but,  objections 
thereto  being  filed  and  sustained,  no  further 
steps  were  taken  to  have  their  names  as  such 
candidates  placed  upon  the  official  ballot. 
The  ballot  as  prepared  by  tbe  village  clerk 
and  furnished  to  the  Judges  of  election  was  as 
follows: 

r   J  Petition.      C   J  Petition. 


n 

I         I  ANTON  BRASSaI         |j 
Upon  the  canvass  of  the  votes  there  was 


For  Village  President, 
ADAMFLBTCHER. 


For  VillaRe  Clerk, 
A.  H.  WEISSENBRRQEB. 


For  vniai^e  Trustees, 
MICHAEL  CONWAY. 


J.  P.  BUTLER. 


'or  Vlllaire  Trustee, 
JAMESMcQUAlD. 


i8oa 


Flbtchbr  t.  Wall. 
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found  in  the  box  a  great  number  of  ballots  on 
which  were  pasted  the  following  ticket: 


m 


For  Village  President, 
JOHN  HOLANDO. 


For  Villaire  Clerk, 
JOHNGILLEN. 


V  i    For  yiUaffe  Trustees, 
A  I  JOHITRIVA. 


JOHN  WHELAN. 


J.  V.  JONES. 


m 


For  Trustee  to  fill  Vacanej, 
ED.  A.  CAKU. 


These  were  pasted  on  the  offlcfal  ballots, 
most  of  them  being  attached  on  the  margin,  to 
the  right  of  the  blank  space  in  the  right-hand 
ticket.  Some  were  put  on  'Upside  down." 
One  was  on  the  left  margin  of  the  ballot,  and 
another  was  pasted  lengthwise  in  the  blank 
space  on  the  right.  All  these  ballots  were  re- 
jected by  the  Judges  and  clerks  of  the  elec- 
tion in  the  canvass  of  the  yote.  The  tickets 
so  attached  were  printed  as  above,  except  the 
crosses  in  the  squares  opposite  the  names  of 
the  candidates.  The  back  of  each  paster  was 
gummed,  so  it  could  be  attached  by  simply 
wetting  it 

The  testimony  is  to  the  eifect  that  Bolando, 
Oillen,  and  Riva,  three  of  the  candidates 
named  in  this  ticket,  were  during  the  election 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  polls,  each  naving  in  his 
possession  numbers  of  the  tickets  which  were 
furnished  to  voters,  some  of  them  being  al- 
ready marked  with  a  cross  in  the  squares,  op- 
posite the  names.  One  witness  testified:  "I 
saw  John  Rolando,  candidate  for  village  pres- 
ident, have  these  ballots  there  that  day.  I 
jokingly  says,  'I  wish  I  had  a  paster,  so  I 
could  vote;*  and  he  says,  *!  will  give  you  one;' 
and  he  pulled  out  a  handful,  some  of  them 
marked,  and  some  of  them  weren't  marked. 
That  was  12  or  15  feet  from  the  voting 
place."  Another  said :  '*I  was  in  Liadd  on 
April  20,  1897,— the  time  of  the  village  elec- 
tion. I  saw  some  paster  tickets  there  that  day, 
about  2()  or  80  feet  from  the  polls.  John  Gil- 
len  had  them.  He  was  running  for  clerk  on 
the  paster  ticket.  He  showed  the  pasters  to 
some  other  people,  and  gave  the  pasters  to 
them.  It  was  a  paster  marked  just  the  same  as 
^Exhibit  5.'"  Exhibit  5  showed  the  paster 
ticket  marked  with  a  cross  in  the  souare  op- 
posite the  names  of  the  candidates.  The  testi- 
mony of  these  witnesses  is  fully  corroborated 
by  that  of  others,  and  wholly  uncontradicted. 

The  only  question  in  the  case  is.  Were  the 
tickets  so  prepared  and  voted  legal  ballots?  If 
they  were  not,  appellants  were  legally  elected, 
and  the  circuit  court  erred  in  its  finding  and 
decree  to  the  contrary.  The  method  of  con- 
ducting the  election  on  the  part  of  Rolando 
and  Gillen  in  the  use  of  these  pasters,  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  furnished  to 
voters,  was,  in  our  opinion,  violative  of  the 
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spirit  and  intent  of  the  election  law  of  this 
state  in  force  since  July  1,  1891.  The  several 
sections  of  that  law  provide  ample  opportunity 
for  all  persons  to  have  their  names  placed  upon 
the  oflicial  ballot  as  candidates,  and  clearly 
contemplate  that  candidates  shall  avail  them- 
selves of  that  opportunity.  Section  14  pro- 
vides: "The  names  of  all  candidates  to  be 
voted  for  in  each  election  district  or  precinct 
shall  be  printed  on  one  ballot,  .  .  .  and 
the  ballot  shall  contain  no  other  names,  ex- 
cept that  in  case  of  electors  for  President  and 
Vice  President  of  the  United  States  the  names 
of  the  candidates  for  President  and  Vice  Presi- 
dent may  be  added  to  the  party  or  political 
designation."  It  is  true  that,  in  order  that  no 
voter  shall  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  cast  his 
ballot  for  whomsoever  he  will  for  any  office,  he 
is  authorized  by  §  23,  when  the  name  is  not 
printed  thereon,  to  prepare  his  ballot  by  writing 
the  name  of  the  candidate  of  his  choice  in  a 
blank  space  on  said  ticket,  making  an  "X"  op- 
posite thereto.  It  is,  however,  plainly  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  that  the  ballot  furnished 
by  the  judges  to  the  voter  must  be  prepared  by 
him  individually,  after  be  enters  the  booth,  ex- 
cept in  so  far  as  be  may  be  assisted  as  an  illiter- 
ate voter,  under  the  provisions  of  §  24,  and  that 
he  shall  be  allowed  to  do  so  uninfluenced  or  in 
any  way  controlled  by  being  electioneered  or 
furnished  with  tickets  or  pasters  by  outsiders. 
Section  21  requires  the  officers  upon  whom  is 
imposed  by  law  the  duty  of  designating  or 
providing  polling  places,  to  furnish  a  sufficient 
number  of  t)Ooths,  "which  shall  be  provided 
with  such  supplies  and  conveniences,  including 
shelves,  pens,  penholders,  ink,  blotters,  and 
pencils,  as  will  enable  the  voter  to  prepare  his 
ballot  for  voting,  and  in  which  voters  may 
prepare  their  ballots  screened  from  all  ob- 
servation as  to  the  manner  in  which  they  do 
so.  .  .  .  The  arrangement  shall  be  such 
that  the  voting  booths  can  only  be  reached  by 
passing  within  said  guard  rail.  They  shall  be 
within  plain  view  of  the  election  officers,  and 
both  they  and  the  ballot  boxes  shall  be  within 
plain  view  of  those  outside  of  the  guard  rail. 
...  No  person  other  than  the  election  offi- 
cers and  the  challengers  allowed  by  law,  and 
those  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  voting  as 
hereinafter  provided,  shall  be  permitted  within 
the  guard  rail,  except  by  authority  of  the  elec- 
tion officers  to  keep  order  and  enforce  the 
law.  The  number  of  such  voting  booths  shall 
not  be  less  than  one  to  every  seventy-five 
voters  or  fraction  thereof,  who  voted  at  the 
last  preceding  election  in  the  district."  The 
following  section  provides  that  the  voter,  upon 
entering  the  place  of  voting,  shall  give  his 
name,  and,  if  required  to  do  so,  his  residence, 
to  the  judges  of  election,  one  of  whom  shall 
thereupon  announce  tlie  same,  etc ,  and  pro- 
vide him  with  the  official  ballot.  Section  23. 
which  prescribes  the  manner  of  voting,  is  in 
part  as  follows:  "On  receipt  of  his  ballot  the 
voter  shall  forthwith,  and  without  leaving  the 
inclosed  space,  retire  alone  to  one  of  the  voting 
booths  so  provided,  and  shall  prepare  his  ballot 
by  making  in  the  appropriate  margin  or  place 
a  cross  (^  opposite  the  name  of  the  candidate 
of  his  choice  for  each  office  to  be  filled,  or  bj 
writing  in  the  name  of  the  candidate  of  his 
choice  in  a  blank  space  on  said  ticket,  making 
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a  cross  (X)  opposite  thereto."  The  next  sec- 
tion authorizes  two  of  the  election  ofBcers.  of 
difTereDt  political  parties,  to  be  selected  from 
the  judges  and  clerks  of  the  precinct  in  which 
thev  are  to  act,  to  assist  any  voter  who  may 
declare,  upon  oath,  that  he  cannot  read  the 
English  language,  or  that,  by  reason  of  any 
physical  disability,  he  is  unable  to  mark  his 
ballot,  and  requests  such  assistance.  Section 
28  prohibits  every  person  from  doing  any  "elec- 
tioneering or  sohcitingof  votes  on  election  day 
within  any  polling  place  or  within  100  feet  of 
any  polling  place,"  and  provides  that  "no  per- 
son shall  interrupt,  hinder,  or  oppose  any  voter 
while  approaching  the  polling  place  for  the 
purpose  of  voting.  Section  29  also  provides 
that  "any  voter  who  shall,  except  as  herein 
otherwise  provided,  allow  his  ballot  to  be  seen 
by  any  person  with  an  apparent  intention  of 
letting  it  be  known  how  he  is  about  to  vote,  or 
who  shall  make  a  false  statement  as  to  his  ina- 
bility to  mark  his  ballot,  or  any  person  who 
shall  interfere  or  attempt  to  interfere  with  any 
voter  when  inside  said  inclosed  space  or  when 
marking  his  ballot,  or  who  shall  endeavor  lo 
induce  any  voter,  before  voting,  to  show  how 
be  marked  or  has  marked  his  ballot,  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine."  etc. 

These  several  sections  clearly  show  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  by  the  pas- 
sage of  the  ballot  law,  to  carry  out  the  purpose 
of  the  act  as  indicated  in  its  title, — that  the 
voting  shall  be  by  ballots  printed  and  distrib- 
uted at  public  expense,  for  candidates  nomin- 
ated for  public  offices,  to  regulate  the  manner 
of  holding  elections,  and  to  enforce  the  secrecy 
of  the  ballot.  The  well  known  object  of 
the  law  was  to  prevent  the  pernicious  prac- 
tices, theretofore  existing,  of  peddling  tickets 
at  the  polls,  electioneering  voters,  and,  by  cor- 
rupt and  fraudulent  methods,  interfering  with 
the  free  and  unrestrained  exercise  of  the  right 
of  the  voter.  It  seems  too  clear  for  argument 
that  if  the  practice  resorted  to  in  the  use  of 
pasters,  as  was  here  done,  is  to  be  legalized, 
the  whole  purpose  and  object  of  the  law  will 
be  practically  abrogated.  There  would  in  that 
case  be  no  substantial  difference  between  the 
operation  of  the  present  law  and  the  old 
method.  Under  that  law,  candidates,  and 
those  acting  in  their  behalf,  provided  them- 
selves with  tickets  often  marked  as  they  de- 
sired them  to  be  voted,  furnished  them  to 
voters,  and,  by  pursuasion,  purchase,  or  other- 
wise, induced  the  voters  to  deposit  such  ballots 
in  the  ballot  box.  Under  the  method  here 
adopted,  they  could  furnish  the  ticket  as  they 
desired  it  to  be  voted,  marked,  or  with  instruc- 
tions to  the  voter  how  to  mark  it,  and,  by  the 
same  methods,  induce  him  to  attach  it,  as  fur- 
nished, to  the  official  ballot,  and  then  procure 
it  to  be  deposited  in  the  ballot  box.  The  man- 
ner of  voting  prescribed  by  the  act  is  thereby 
wholly  changed,  and  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot 
entirely  destroyed. 

It  seems  to  be  thought,  however,  that  to 
deprive  a  candidate  of  the  right  to  have  such 
ballots  counted  in  his  favor  would  be  to  in- 
terfere with  the  privilege  of  the  voter  to  cast 
his  ballot  for  the  candidate  of  his  choice. 
We  do  not  think  so.  Under  the  provisions 
of  §  28,  authorizing  the  voter  to  write  the 
name  of  the  candidate  of  his  choice  upon 
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the  ballot,  as  construed  In  Sanner  v.  Pation, 
156  III.  553,  every  voter  is  guaranteed  the  right 
to  vote  for  any  person  for  an  office,  whether 
the  name  of  such  person  is  printed  upon  the 
official  ballot  or  not.  The  number  of  booths 
required  to  be  furnished,  and  the  facilities  pro- 
vided therein— "shelves,  pens,  penholders,  ink 
blotters  and  pencils" — to  enable  the  voter  to 
prepare  his  ballot,  together  with  the  assistance 
which  he  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the  judges, 
amply  secure  to  him  every  right  of  a  voter. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  methods  thus  provided 
may  be  less  convenient  than  the  use  of  pasters 
or  stickers  furnishes  no  sufficient  reason  for 
changing  or  modifying  the  requirement  of 
the  law,  wisely  designed  for  the  purposes  above 
mentioned.  The  inconvenience  here  would 
have  been  no  greater  than  in  any  other  case 
where  the  voter  writes  the  name  of  a  candi- 
date on  tbe  ballot.  All  that  was  necessary  if 
a  voter  desired  to  vote  for  Rolando  for  presi- 
dent was  to  write  his  name  under  that  of 
Fletcher,  making  a  cross  opposite  it. 

It  seems  to  be  thought  that  because,  under 
the  provisions  of  §  28,  the  voter  may  prepare 
his  ballot  by  writing  the  name  of  the  candidate 
of  his  choice  in  a  blank  space  on  said  ticket, 
he  may  also  indicate  his  choice  by  printing 
such  name,  not  on  the  ticket  merely,  but  by 
pasting  the  printed  name  in  tbe  space  on  the 
ticket;  and,  in  support  of  the  position,  refer- 
ence is  made  to  that  provision  of  the  statute  (8 
Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat.  2d  ed.  chap.  131,  ^  1, 
cl.  15)  in  regard  to  the  construction  of  statutes, 
which  says:  "The  words  ^written'  and  'in 
writing*  may  include  printing  and  any  mode 
of  representing  words  and  letters."  This  stat- 
ute has  no  proper  application  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  language  of  $  28.  There  is  no  ref- 
erence to  a  *' written"  instrument  or  matter  "in 
writing"  in  this  section,  but  it  expressly  says 
that  the   voter  "shall    prepare  his  ballot  by 

.  .  .  writing  in  the  name  of  the  candidate 
of  his  choice;"  and  the  preceding  §  21,  by  re- 
quiring the  officers  to  provide  pens,  penhold- 
ers, ink,  blotters,  and  pencils,  and  no  other 
means  or  conveniences  for  preparing  tbe  bal- 
lot, clearly  indicates  that  the  name  of  the  can- 
didate shall  be  inserted  by  writing,— that  is,  it 
commands  the  act  of  the  voter  to  be  performed 
in  a  certain  manner.  Of  course,  the  form  of 
the  letters  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence.  Nor 
are  we  disposed  to  hold  that  a  ballot  should  be 
rejected  merely  because  the  name  appears  in 
print,  provided  it  is  prepared  by  the  voter  him- 
self in  that  way  after  entering  the  booth;  but 
we  do  hold  that  it  is  not  lawful  for  him  to  use 
stickers  or  pasters  in  so  doing.  We  do  not  at- 
tach so  much  importance  in  this  case  to  the 
fact  that  the  statute  was  violated  by  candidatea 
distributing  the  tickets  and  electioneering,  aa 
we  do  to  the  fact  that  by  the  use  of  such  tick- 
ets every  facility  is  furnished  for  evading  and 
violating  the  provisions  of  the  law.  In  renn- 
sylvania,  the  act  providing  that  the  voter  may 
cast  his  ballot  for  persons  whose  names  do  not 
appear  on  the  ballot  by  "inserting"  the  names, 
etc.,  it  has  been  held  the  ballot  might  be  pre- 
pared by  using  a  sticker  instead  of  writing  the 
name;  the  court  saying,  in  substance,  that  the 
word  "writing"  was  not  used  in  the  stotate, 
and  using  a  sticker  was  a  method  of  "insert- 
ing" the  name.    The  language  of   the  New 
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York  statute  under  coDslderatioD  in  People, 
Bradley,  v.  Shaw,  188  N.  Y.  498.  16  L.  R.  A. 
<M)6,  relied  upon  by  appellee  here,  is.  **Tbe 
Toter  may  write  or  paste  upon  his  ballot  the 
Dame  of  any  person  for  whom  he  desires  to 
vote  for  any  office."  Both  these  statutes  ma- 
terially difl^r  from  ours,  and  hence  the  deci- 
sions of  those  states  are  not  in  point  here.  Our 
conclusion  is  that  the  ballots  to  which  the 
paster  tickets  were  attached  were  properly  re- 
jected in  the  count  by  the  board  of  canvassers, 
and  that  appellants  were  properly  declared 
elected. 

Th£  judgment  of  the  CireuU  Oourt  will  there- 
Jare  be  recereed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to 
that  court,  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  in 
conformity  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


HIBBARD,    SPENCER,    BARTLETT,   & 
COMPANY,  Appt., 

V, 

City  of  CHICAGO  et  al. 
a78in.9U 

1  •   The  permanent  use  of  a  public  street 

for  a  private  purpose  cannot  be  authorized  by  a 
city. 
H*   An  avrninff  which  makes  a  permanent  en- 
croachment on  a  street  Is  a  purpresture. 

3.  A  mere  resolution  or  order  by  the  oity 
ooundl,  not  passed  and  published  as  an  ordinance 
of  the  city,  will  not  constitute  a  repeal  of  an  or- 
dinance. 

4.  Discrimination  between  eitisens  can- 
not be  made  by  a  dty  with  respect  to  the  erec- 
tion of  awnings  as  permanent  structures. 

K.  A  mere  order  of  the  dty  council*  au- 
tborizinsr  the  erection  of  an  awning,  which  is 
prohibited  by  a  general  ordinance,  is  no  more 
than  a  license,  which  is  subject  to  revocation  by 
the  council  at  any  time. 

•€•  No  estoppel  can  arise  from  an  act  of  a 
municipal  corporation  or  officer  done  in  irlola- 
tion  of  or  without  authority  of  law. 

(April  SI,  1888.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
tbe  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  afl9rm- 
ing  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook 
County  m  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit 
brought  to  enioin  interference  with  an  awning 
over  a  sidewalk.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stat^  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Hamline»  Scott*  &  Lord,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  council  had  full  power  to  authorize  the 
erection  of  the  awning  and  supports  by  ap- 
pellant. 

The  legislature  represents  the  public,  and 
when  it  or  its  political  agent,  a  municipal  cor- 
poration acting  under  due  power  conferred  by 
auch  legislature,  abridges,  encroaches  upon,  or 
completely  shuts  up  or  vacates  a  street,  no  one 
can  complain  but  a  property  owner  who  suffers 
damage  to  his  property  peculiar  thereto  and 


Note.— For  rlirht  as  to  awning  in  street,  see  note 
to  Augusta  ▼.  Burum  (Ga.)  26  L.  R.  A.  840;  also 
State  V.  Clarke  (Conn.)  39  L.  B.  A.  670. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


different  in  kind  from  that  sustained  by  the 
public  at  large. 

Smith  Y.  MeDouell,  148  111.  51,  22  L.  R.  A. 
398. 

The  legislature  delegated  to  the  council  tbe 
power  to  regulate  and  prevent  tbe  use  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  and  public  grounds  for  signs^  nign 
posts,  awnings,  awning  posts,  telegraph  poles. 
horse  troughs,  racks,  posting  handbills  and 
advertisements. 

It  won't  do  to  say  that  "regulate"  means 
prevent,  as  the  legislature  has  added  "pre- 
vent," and  such  constructiou  would  render 
idle  the  use  of  the  word  ''prevent"  in  such 
connection. 

If  the  city  council  has  granted  to  anyone  a 
license  to  erect  a  telegraph  pole,  or  an  awning, 
or  awning  post,  such  license  legalizes  what 
otherwise  might  be  regarded  as  a  purpresture. 

When  the  council  passed  its  order  of  De- 
cember 19,  1887;  a  license  was  thereby  given 
Hibbard,  Spencer,  Bartlett.  &  Co.  to  use  Wa- 
bash avenue  with  this  awning  and  post,  and 
such  use  of  the  avenue  was  legal,  was  author- 
ized by  statute,  permitted  bv  ordinance,  and 
could  not  be  interfered  with  by  anyone,  at 
least  until  the  council  rescinded  the  license. 

Quiney  v.  BuU,  106  111.  387:  C/tieaffo  Munic- 
ipal Gadight  A  Fvel  Go.  v.  Lake  180  111.  42; 
Greqsten  v.  Chicago,  145  El.  451;  Matt/iiessen 
A  H.  Zinc  Go.  v.  La  Salle,  117  111.  411:  Chi- 
cago Dock  d  Canal  Co.  v.  Qarrity.  115  III.  155; 
Iloey  V.  Oilroy,  129  N.  Y.  132;  MeCormiek  v. 
South  Park  Comrs.  150  III.  529. 

The  existence  of  a  general  ordinance  on  the 
subject  does  not  make  appellants'  license  void. 

Tbe  provision  of  the  Constitution  (g  22, 
art.  4)  which  prohibits  tbe  legislature  from 
"granting  to  any  corporation,  association,  or 
individual  any  special  or  exclusive  privilege, 
immunity,  or  franchise  whatever,"  has  no  ap- 
plication to  a  municipal  corporation. 

Chicago  City  B.  Co.  v.  People,  Story,  78  III. 
541;  Covington  v.  East  St.  Louis,  78  111.  548; 
People  V.  Earper ,  91  III.  857. 

In  dealing  with  the  question  of  a  license  to 
sell  liquor  the  municipal  corporation  acts  in 
its  public  capacity,  and  while  it  may  refuse  to 
license  anyone  to  sell  liquor,  or  may  limit  the 
number  of  saloons,  or  carve  out  prohibition 
districts,  yet  everybody  who  is  fit  to  receive  a 
license,  who  lives  within  the  district  in  which 
the  liquor  business  is  permitted  to  be  carried 
on,  is  entitled  to  receive  and  may  demand  a 
license  to  sell  liquor. 

Chicago  v.  Rumpff,  45  III.  90,92  Am.Dec.l96. 

The  city  may  make  a  contract  for  the  use 
of  the  streets  by  a  contract  ordinance,  and 
thereby  allow  its  occupation  by  gas  mains, 
telegraph  poles,  car  tracks,  signs,  awnings, 
awning  posts,  and  all  the  other  means  by 
which  the  legislature  has  determined  trade  or 
commerce,  or  the  public  may  be  convenienced. 

Chicago  City  B.  Co.  v.  People,  Story,  78  111. 
548:  OregsUn  v.  Chicago,  145  III.  462. 

If  the  city  can  estop  itself  by  contract  or 
by  user  or  by  laches  from  objecting  that  the 
occupier  has  no  right  to  occupy  public  prop- 
erty, as  in  Ifelson  v.  Godfrey,  12  111.  22;  Grid- 
ley  V.  Bloomington,  68  111,  47;  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  B.  Co.  V.  People,  Elgin,  9\  III.  261,  it  can 
certainlv  exempt  the  appellant  from  prosecu- 
tion and  molestation  by  express  grant. 


See  also  44  L.  R.  A.  407;  48  L.  R.  A.  102. 
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Tespondents,  and  while  the  will  of  tbe  mother 
does  Dot  constitute  a  contract,  it  may  with 
propriety  he  looked  to  by  the  court  to  ascer- 
tain the  meaning,  intent,  and  purpose  actuat- 
ing the  petitioner  and  respondents  when  bis 
child  was  placed  with  its  aunts,  and  was  al- 
lowed to  remain  with  and  be  reared  and 
trained  by  them  for  a  period  of  nearly  six 
years. 

In  Pool  V.  Qoit,  14  Law  Rep.  269  (Chief 
Justice  Sbaw  delivering  the  opinion),  it  is 
said:  The  facts  '^furnished  reason  for  sup- 
posing tbat  the  father  surrendered  his  rights 
over  the  child  by  a  tacit  understanding,  if  not 
by  an  express  agreement ....  By  his  own 
acquiescence  he  has  allowed  the  affections 
on  both  sides  to  become  engaged  in  a  manner 
he  could  not  but  have  anticipated,  and  per- 
mitted a  state  of  things  to  arise  which  cannot 
be  altered  without  risking  the  happiness  and 
interest  of  his  child.  He  has  allowed  the  par- 
ties to  go  on  for  years  in  the  belief  that  his 
rights  were  waived." 

In  Oreen  v.  Campbell,  85  W.  Va.  704,  it  is 
said:  "The  feelings  and  rights  of  one  whom  the 
father  has  put  in  the  place  of  parent,  and  be- 
tween whom  and  the  child  such  relation  has 
created  mutual  affection,  are  not  to  be  subject 
to  the  whim  and  caprice  of  the  father;  but, 
unless  it  appears  that  the  best  interests  of  the 
child  imperiously  demand  it,  the  court,  in  deal- 
ing with  relations  so  delicate,  so  easily  set  ajar 
irreparably,  will  follow  the  discreet  course  of 
letting  well  enough  alone." 

Borrowing  the  language  of  Justice  Brewer  in 
Chapakp  V.  Wood,2Q  Kan.  650, and  applying  it  to 
this  case,  this  record  shows  that  this  "child  has 
had  and  has  today,  all  that  a  mother's  love  and 
care  can  give.  The  affection  which  a  mother 
ma^  have  and  does  have  .  .  .  is  an  affection 
which,  perhaps,  no  other  one  can  really  possess; 
but  so  far  as  it  is  possible,  springing  from  years 
of  patient  care  of  a  little  helpless  babe,  from 
association,  and  as  an  outgrowth  from  those 
little  cares  and  motherly  attentions  bestowed 
upon  it,  an  affection  for  the  child  is  seen  in  .  .  . 
respondents  that  can  be  found  nowhere  else." 

We  do  not  doubt  that  the  father  and  mother 
of  the  petitioner  deserve  all  that  was  said  in 
their  praise  in  the  record  and  during  the  ar- 
gument, but  the  weight  of  years  is  pressing 


heavily  upon  them  both,  and  in  the  course  of 
nature  any  arrangement  which  devolves  duties 
upon  them  must  be  of  a  temporary  nature. 
To  take  this  child  from  its  present  custody 
in  reliance  upon  any  aid  which  its  paternal 
grandparents  might  render  in  its  training 
would  be  doubtful  and  hazardous  in  the  ex- 
treme, in  view  of  their  great  age.  It  is  wise 
to  let  well  enough  alone. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  circuit  court 
committed  no  error  in  rejecting  the  prayer  of 
the  petitioner.  We  are  further  of  opinion 
that  so  much  of  its  order  as  undertakes  to 
regulate  the  intercourse  between  the  father 
and  the  child  would  be  subversive  of  tbat  dis- 
cipline which  those  clothed  with  the  duty  of 
rearing  a  child  must  exercise  in  order  that 
they  may  well  and  faithfully  discharge  their 
trust. 

We  are  further  of  opinion  tbat  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  record  to  suggest  any  ground  for  ap- 
prehension that  the  respondents  will  fail  to  in- 
still into  the  breast  of  this  infant  proper  love 
and  respect  towards  his  father.  Nor  is  there 
any  reason  to  apprehend,  as  is  shown  by  this 
record,  that  they  will  impede,  hinder,  or  ob- 
struct him  in  his  influence  over  and  association 
with  his  child.  It  is  true  that  the  kindly 
feeling  which  at  one  time  united  the  petitioner 
and  the  respondents  as  one  family  seems  to 
have  been  in  some  measure  interrupted;  but 
that  iuterruplion  was  due  to  causes  which  need 
not  here  be  discussed,  but  which  were  wholly 
unconnected  with  the  relations  existing  be- 
tween the  father,  his  child,  and  the  respond- 
ents. 

An  order  toill  therefore  he  entered  modifying 
thejvdgment  appeal^  from^  and,  in  lieu  of  the 
specific  provisions  of  the  order  regulating  the 
intercourse  between  the  father  and  the  child, 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  will  be  af- 
firmed, with  instructions  that  tbe  case  be 
dropped  from  tbe  docket,  with  leave  to  any 
party  at  any  time  to  reinstate  it,  and  ask  for 
any  relief  which  a  change  of  circumstances 
may  render  necessary  or  proper,  either  with 
respect  to  the  care  and  custody  of  the  child 
or  the  intercourse  between  the  child  and  the 
petitioner. 

Cardwellt  J.,  absent. 


IOWA    SUPREME  COURT, 


Michael  KINNEY,  Appt. 

f>. 

Patrick  KINNEY. 


.Iowa ) 


1.  Neglect  of  one  adjoining  owner  to 
trim  a  hedge  Dsnoe  staodiog  on  part  of  the 
divtslOD  line  is  not  within  Code  1873,  |U90,  pro- 
vldtDfr  tbat  If  any  party  neerleot  to  ''repair  or 
rebuild  *^  a  partition  fence  tbe  aggrieved  iMirty 
may  appeal  to  the  fence  viewers,  and  if  they  de- 


NOTB.— As  to  trees  on  boundary  lines  in  gen- 
eral, see  note  to  Hibkey  ▼.  Michigan  a  R.  Co. 
(Mich.)  21  L.  R.  A.  7»;  also  Kobinson  y.  Clapp 
(Conn,)  29  L.  B.  A.  588. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


termine  the  fence  is  **  Insufficient  **  tber  shall 
signify  it  in  writfog  to  the  delinquent  oirner. 
and  direct  him  to  repair  or  rebuild. 
8.  One  who  plants  a  hedge  fenee  on  his 
part  of  the  dividinjg^  line  between  him 
and  the  adjoining  owner  S  not  required  to  trim 
tbe  same  to  prevent  its  growing  out  over  the 
land  of  such  adjoining  owner,  under  tbe  Iowa 
statute  authorizing  tbe  growth  of  a  hedge  on 
the  division  line  without  specifying  its  height 
or  how  it  shall  be  trimmed. 

(April  6, 1806^ 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Jodgmetit  of 
the  District  Court  for  Lucas  County  io 
fayor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
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compel  defendant  to  trim  a  hedge  which  be 
mainialned  aa  a  fence  between  his  property 
and  that  of  plaintiff.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mu$rs,  Stuart  &  Bartholomew  for  ap- 
pellant. 

Messrs  W.  B.  Barg^er  and  J.  A.  Penick 
for  appellee: 

The  statute  makes  the  fence  viewers  a  special 
tribunal  for  the  adjudication  of  the  rights  and 
settlement  of  controversies  of  ad  joinin?  owners 
respecting  the  erection  and  maintaining  of  par- 
tition fences,  and  no  action  will  lie  in  the  courts 
for  that  purpose. 

J^ase  V.  Vanee,  28  Iowa,  609. 

Where  parties  have  agreed  to  maintain  a 
certain  kind  of  fence,  the  trustees  may  deter- 
mine whether  such  agreement  has  been  per- 
formed, and  decide  as  to  time  and  manner  of 
performance. 

Bvber  V.  Wilkinson,  46  Iowa,  458. 

A  fence  is  a  lawful  fence,  whatever  may  he 
its  height,  if  it  is  of  equal  strength  and  secu- 
rity with  the  standard  under  §  2340  of  the  Re- 
vision. 

Musch  V.  Burkhart,  88  Iowa,  801,12  L.  R.  A. 
484. 

Deemer,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

From  the  petition  we  gather  the  following 
facts  materia]  to  the  determination  of  the  ques- 
tions presented:  The  parties  are  owners  of  ad- 
joining tracts  of  land;  plaintiff  ownintr  the  N. 
iof  the  8.  W.  i  of  section  22,  and^the  de 
fendant  the  S.  i  of  the  N.  W.  i  of  section  86 
in  the  same  township  and  range.  The  lands 
are  inclosed,  and  the  parties  maintain  a  parti- 
tion fence  between  their  tracts.  This  fence 
was  built  about  fifteen  years  ago  by  agreement 
between  the  parties.  It  was  the  duty  of  plain- 
tiff to  maintain  the  east  half  of  the  fence,  and 
of  defendant  to  build  and  repair  the  west  half. 
In  recognition  of  this  duty,  defendant  planted 
and  cultivated  an  osage  orange  and  willow 
hedge  fence  upon  his  part  of  the  division 
line.  It  is  claimed  that,  while  this  hedge 
fence  is  sufficient  as  a  lawful  fence,  yet  de- 
fendant has  failed  to  trim  and  cut  down  said 
fence  to  a  proper  height,  and  has  permitted 
the  limbs  to  grow  out  over  plaintiff's  land  to 
the  distance  of  from  10  to  20  feel,  thus  de- 
priving him  of  the  use  of  that  much  of  his 
land.  Plaintiff  also  charges  that  defendant 
has  allowed  the  fence  to  grow  to  the  height 
of  from  80  to  40  feet,  creating  a  dense  shade 
upon  plaintiff's  land  for  a  distance  of  from 
SO  to  40  feet,  effectually  hindering  and  pre- 
venting the  growth  of  products  thereon. 
These  acts  are  said  to  have  been  done  wil- 
fully and  maliciously,  and  to  plaintiff's  great 
damage.  The  demurrer  raises  the  question 
as  to  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  to  trim 
the  hedge.  Appellee  insists  in  argument  that 
the  fence  viewers  have  exclusive  jurisdiction 
of  the  matter  at  issue.  This  point  was  not 
made  by  the  demurrer,  and  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  presented  to  the  trial  court;  but,  as 
it  goes  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court,  we 
are  required  to  consider  it.  Section  1490  of 
the  Code  of  1878  is  as  follows:  "  If  any  party 
neglect  to  repair  or  rebuild  a  partition  fence 
or  a  portion  thereof,  which  he  ought  to  main- 
40  UR.  A. 


tain,  the  aggrieveri  pnriy  may  complain  to  the 
fence  viewiers.  who,  after  due  nolice  to  each 
party,  shall  examine  the  same,  and  if  they  de- 
termine the  fence  is  iDsufficient,  shall  signify 
it  in  writing  to  the  delinquent  occupant  of 
the  land,  and  direct  him  to  repair  or  rebuild 
the  same  within  such  time  as  they  judge  rea- 
sonable." Section  1492  provides  for  the  set- 
tlement of  a  controversy  between  the  respective 
owners  about  the  obligation  to  erect  or  main- 
tain partition  fences,  by  the  fence  viewers. 
The  argument  is  that  tliis  case  involves  the 
maintenance  or  repair  of  a  partition  fence, 
and  that  the  fence  viewers  have  exclusive  ju- 
risdiction of  the  controversy.  The  fault  with 
the  argument  lies  in  the  assumption  that  the 
issue  is  over  the  neglect  of  one  of  the  parties 
to  repair  or  maintain  his  part  of  the  fence. 
Such  is  not  the  point  in  dispute.  There  is 
no  question  that  the  fence  is  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  intended.  The  complaint  is  that  the 
fence,  as  constructed,  is  an  invasion  of  plain- 
tiff's property  rights.  The  fence  viewers 
have  no  jurisdiction  of  such  a  controversy. 

2.  The  Code  of  1873  provides,  in  substance, 
that  the  respective  owners  of  land  inclosed 
with  fences  shall  keep  up  and  maintain  partition 
fences  between  their  own  and  the  next  adjoin- 
ing inclosure.  It  also  provides  that  a  person 
building  a  fence  may  lay  the  same  upon  the 
line  between  him  and  the  adjacent  owners, 
and  that  he  shall  have  the  same  right  to  re- 
move it  as  if  it  were  upon  his  own  land.  It 
further  provides  that  a  certain  fence,  built  of 
rails  or  boards  and  posts,  or  its  equivalent, 
shall  be  a  lawful  fence.  This  same  Code  also 
recognizes  a  hedge  fence  as  lawful,  and  pro- 
vides for  its  cultivation,  by  allowing  the  owner 
to  enter  upon  his  neighbor's  land  for  this 
purpose.  There  is  no  statute,  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  present  Code,  regulating  the 
height  of  such  a  fence,  nor  any  provision  re- 
quiring the  owner  or  other  person  to  trim  the 
same.  Appellant  contends  that  the  owner  of 
the  hedge  has  no  right  to  use  more  of  his  neigh- 
bor's land  than  is  essential  for  the  purpose 
of  making  a  lawful  fence,  or  its  equivalent,  and 
that  when  he  does  this  he  is  liable  to  respond 
in  damages.  The  right  to  plant  the  hedge  upon 
the  line  IS  unquestioned,  and  defendant  is  not 
in  fault,  unless  it  be  in  failing  to  trim  and  cut 
down  the  hedge  to  such  a  height  that  it  will 
answer  the  purpose  of  a  lawful  fence.  As  the 
statute  authorizes  the  growth  of  such  a  fence 
upon  the  division  line,  and  as  there  is  no  express 
requirement  upon  the  owner  to  trim  it,  such 
dutj  arises,  if  at  all.  in  virtue  of  some  implied 
obligation.  The  rights  and  duties  of  adjacent 
owners  of  land  with  respect  to  partition  fences 
are  purely  statutory.and  as  the  statute  expressly 
provides  for  and  recognizes  hedge  fences,  and 
does  not  undertake  to  specify  their  height,  or 
as  to  how  they  shall  be  trimmed,  it  follows,  we 
think,  that  neither  party  can  bold  the  other 
responsible  for  damages  incident  to  the  natural 
growth  of  the  hedge.  See  Museh  v.  Burk- 
hart,  88  Iowa,  801,  12  L.  R.  A.  484.  It  is  a 
clear  case  of  damnum  absque  ir^uria.  The 
new  Code  (section  2855)  remedies  this  mis- 
chief by  requiring  the  owner  to  trim  division 
fences 

The  demurrer  was  properly  sustained,  and 
the  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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1.  The  neflrliireiit  failure  of  a  aherifTto 
protect  a.  prisoner  from  a  mob  will  not 
make  bim  liable  to  a  dvll  action  od  account  of 
tbe  injuries  done  to  the  prisoner  by  tbe  mob. 

8.  The  failure  of  a  aherUT  to  resist  a 
mob  that  takes  a  prisoner  from  a  jail.  If  caused 
bona  fide  by  the  fact  that  be  was  physically  un- 
able to  oope  with  the  force  confronting:  him, 
does  not  make  him  liable  for  the  consequences  in 
a  civil  action. 

S»  The  malicious  act  of  a  sheriif  in  aid- 
inflf  a  mob  to  take  a  prisoner  from  a  Jail  and 
kili  him  does  not  create  any  liability  of  the  sure- 
ties on  his  official  bond. 

(April  1.1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgmeot  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Charles  County  id 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
hold  defendants  liable  upon  asberiff's  bond  for 
the  alleged  ne^ligeoce  of  the  sheriff  in  permit- 
ting the  lynching  of  plaintiff's  intestate.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stoted  in  the  opinion. 

Metsrtt.  John  GreasoBf  Randolph  Bar- 
ton, Jr.«  aud  Herbert  B.  Stimpson*  for 
appellaots: 

It  is  the  duty  of  tbe  sheriff  as  an  officer  of 
tbe  state  appointed  for  that  particular  purpose 
to  see  that  the  duty  of  protecting  the  prisoner 
in  his  person  and  his  life  is  performed;  and  if 
through  any  negligence  on  bis  part  the  pris- 
oner should  suffer  any  injury  or  lose  his  life, 
then  the  sheriff  becomes  liable  in  damages  to 
the  prisM^ner  or  whosoever  may  suffer  theieby. 

South  V.  Marylnvd,  Pottle,  18  How.  401,  15 
L.  ed  434;  6tate,  Creecy,  y,  l^iwson,  2  Gill,  02; 
Slemaker  v.  Marriott,  5  Gill  &  J.  406. 

If  a  sheriff  is  held  liable  for  his  negligence 
in  regard  to  mere  goods  placed  in  his  custody 
(Cooley,  Torts,  p.  394  (4($2i),  he  owes  an  equal 
duty  toward  the  life  of  a  human  being  that  is 
placed  in  his  control  and  custody. 

Where  an  individual  or  a  municipality  acts 
as  a  conservator  of  the  peace,  be  or  it  represents 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  state  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  is  entitled  to  all  the  immunities  of 
such  sovereign:  and  the  right  to  hold  the  state, 
or  its  duly  delegated  agents,  responsible  for  a 
failure  to  conserve  tbe  peace,  rests  only  upon 
express  statute,  and  does  not  exist  otherwise. 

South  ▼.  Maryland,  18  How.  898,  15  L.  ed. 
433;  New  Orleans  v.  Abbagnato,  23  U.  8.  App. 
588,  62  Fed.  Hep.  245,  26  L  R.  A.  829;  Gian- 
foTtone  V.  Neu>  Orleans,  61  Fed.  Rep.  64,  24  L. 
JR.  A.  692;  Louisiana,  Folsom,  v.  New  Of  leans, 
109  U.  8.  286,  27  L.  ed.  938:  Baltimore  v. 
Poultney,  25  Md.  107;  Bagerstaton  v.  Dechert, 

Nora.— As  to  Uabttity  on  official  Iwod  for  tres- 
passes or  unauthorised  acts  done  citore  oj^eii.  see 
MoLeodon  v.  State,  Kennedy  (Tenn.)  21  L  R.  A. 
78B,  and  noU, 
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32  Md.   869;  HoffersUnon  y.  Sehner,  87  Md. 
180. 

Where  a  duty  has  been  imposed  by  statute 
and  no  remedy  prescribed,  the  right  of  action 
accrued  at  common  law,  for  otherwise  there 
would  be  a  right  without  a  remedy. 

Anne  Arundel  County  Comrs.  ▼.  Duckett,  SO 
Md.  468,  88  Am.  Dec.  557;  Anne  Arundel 
County  Comrs.  v.  Zhtvail,  54  Md.  855,  89  Am. 
Rep.  898;  WiUy  v.  MuUedy,  78  N.  Y.  814,  84 
Am.  Rep.  636;  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B,  R,  Co. 
V.  Stebbing,  62  Md.  516;  Otoings  v.  Jones,  9 
Md.  108;  Atkinson  v.  New  CaiUe  A  G.  Water- 
works Co.  L.  R.  6  Excb.  409,  Reversed  L.  R. 
2  Exeh.  DiT.  441:  Couch  ▼.  Steele,  8  El.  ^ 
HI.  402;  Bott  v.  Pratt,  88  Minn.  823,  58  Am. 
Rep.  47;  Hayes  v.  Michigan  C.  R  Co,  111  U.  8. 
228.  28  L.  ed.  410;  Clark  v.  MiUer,  64  N.  Y. 
584. 

The  sheriff  shall  safely  keep  all  persons 
committed  to  his  custody  by  lawful  authority, 
until  such  persons  are  discharged  by  due 
course  of  law. 

Md.  Code,  art.  87,  §  48. 

The  facts  of  the  declaration  show  that  the 
negligent  breach  of  this  duty,  as  it  is  imposed 
by  the  statute,  was  the  direct  and  immediate 
cause  of  the  injury  complained  of.  and  that  the 
death  of  the  prisoner  would  not  have  occurred 
but  for  the  violation  of  that  duty. 

flixon  V.  Cupp,  5  Okla.  545;  Asherv.  Cabell, 
2  U.  8.  App.  158,  50  Fed.  Rep.  818,  1  C.  C.  A. 
693. 

The  bond  is  liable  for  the  nonperformance 
of  the  ministerial  and  statutory  duties  of  the 
sheriff. 

Skinner  v.  Phillips,  4  Mass.  68;  Logan  ▼. 
State,  Nesbitt,  89  Md.  188;  Turner  v.  KiUian. 
12  Web.  582:  People,  Kellogg,  v.  Schuyler,  4 
N.  Y.  179:  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §8  664,  667. 
672,  682,  798;  South  v.  Maryland,  Pottle,  18 
How.  898,  15  L.  ed.  483;  Huffman  v.  Koppel- 
kom,  8  Neb.  848:  Ing  v.  State,  Lewis,  8  Md. 
287;  Moulton  v.  Jose,  25  Me.  81;  Clancy  ▼. 
Kenworthy,  74  Iowa,  740;  Asher  v.  Cabea.  3 
U.  S.  App.  158.  50  Fed.  Rep.  826.  1  C.  C.  A. 
098;  State,  Baltimore  County  Levy  Ct.  JusUee; 
V.  Dorsey,  8  Gill  &  J.  98. 

State,  Vanderworker,  v.  Brown,  64  Md.  818, 
was  a  suit  against  a  constable  and  bis  bond  by 
the  owner  ot  goods  ^properly  seized  under  a 
writ  of  execution. 

It  is  incumbent  on  the  relator  to  show  hie 
demand  against  the  sheriff  is  for  some  default 
in  a  matter  transacted  by  him  in  virtue  of  his 
office,  or  for  the  omission  of  some  act  which, 
as  sheriff,  it  was  his  duty  to  perform. 

State,  AlUn,  v.  Conover,  28  N.  J.  L.  224,  T8 
Am.  Dec.  54;  Ex  parte  Beed,  4  Hill,  572;  At- 
cock  V.  Andrews,  2  Esp.  542,  note;  State  ▼. 
Brown,  88  N.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.)  144. 

The  real  question  is,  not  whether  the  acts 
complained  of  constitute  an  actionable  wrong 
on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  as  such,  but  whether 
they  constitute  a  ground  of  action  at  all. 

Elliott  V.  Duke  Norfolk,  4  T.  R.  789;  South- 
cot^s  Case.  4  Coke,  846/  Alsept  v.  Eyles,  2  H. 
BI.  108;  Wilckens  v.  WUlet,  1  Eeyet,  521; 
Shattuck  V.  StaU  51  Miss.  575:  Smith  v.  Hart. 
2  Bay    895. 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  423,  849. 


189a 


State,  Cockuio,  t.  Wads. 


e29 


Me9W$,  Allison  Wilmer  and  Adrian 
Posey,  for  appellees: 

The  declaration  is  faulty  in  that  it  contains 
**no  cause  of  action  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover a^ainstthesheriff  and  his  sureties  within 
the  condition  of  the  official  bond,  aeconling  to 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Marjland." 

SouVi  V.  Maryland^  PotUe,  18  How.  899,  15 
L.  ed.  433. 

There  is  no  case  to  be  found  in  England  or 
ia  this  country  where  a  sheriff  and  his  bonds- 
men have  been  held  responsible  for  the  safe 
keeping  of  a  prisoner  committed  to  his 
charge  by  due  process  of  law,  except  to  the 
person  who  committed  such  prisoner  to  the 
sheriff. 

In  the  old  ea.  <a.  cases  the  sheriff  was  held 
liable  for  escapes,  and  so  when  slaves  were 
committed  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  and, 
through  negligence,  they  escaped.  In  such 
cases  the  persons  committing  had  a  prop- 
erty interest  in  the  prisoners,  and  the  sheriff 
and  his  bondsmen  were  held  liable  if  through 
negligence  they  escaped. 

State,  Creecy,  y.  Lawton,  2  Gill.  62;  State  ▼. 
Tra2«A,.2Gill&J.  406. 

Where  the  prisoner  is  committed  by  the 
state  the  liability  is  to  the  state,  and  the  offi- 
cer is  liable  to  punishment  by  indictment 
itiouth  V.  Maryland,  PottU,  18  How.  402,  15  L. 
ed.  439);  if  under  civil  process  he  is  responsi* 
ble  to  the  person  who  caused  the  commitment, 
and  no  one  else. 

The  person  to  whom  the  sheriff  is  liable  Is 
the  one  to  whom  he  owes  a  duty.  The  sher- 
iff is  not  liable  in  a  eivil  suit  for  a  failure  to 
keep  the  public  peace,  whereby  a  person  is  in- 
jured. 

22  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  555;  South  t. 
Maryland,  PottU,  18  How.  808.  15  L.  ed. 
488;  Watson,  Sheriff.  2;  Thurman  y.  Wilde,  8 
Perry  ft  D.  297;  Hdlroyd  y.  Breare,  2  Bam.  ft 
Aid.  475. 

No  action  will  lie  except  for  a  pecuniary  in- 
Jury. 

1  Poe,  PI.  §  458. 

The  pecuniary  loss  of  a  child  is  not  the  nec- 
esaary  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  father. 
The  father  may  be  a  cripple  or  a  lunatic. 

EUieott  y.  Lamborne,  2  Md.  186;  MeTatish 
y.  CarroU,  18  Md.  489;  Sftafer  v.  Wilson,  44 
Md.  268;  Oladfelter  v.  Waiker,  40  Md.  14; 
LaxMon  v.  Price,  45  Md.  188;  Ooake  v.  England, 
27  Md.  84, 92  Am.  Dec.  618;  Camden  Coneol. 
Oa  Co.  v.  Schlene,  59  Md.  45. 48  Am.  Rep.  587; 
Abbott  y.  Qateh,  18  Md.  888,  71  Am.  Dec.  685; 
1  Poe,  PI.  §  684. 

Mr.  Bydnej  E.  Mndd  also  for  appellees. 

P»C^9  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  suit  on  the  bond  of  George  A. 
Wade,  sheriff  of  Charles  county,  to  recover 
damages  for  his  alleged  neglect  in"  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duty,  whereby  the  father  of  the 
equitable  plaintiffs  lost  his  life. 

After  setting  out  the  bond,  it  is  alleged  in 
the  narr.  that  Joseph  Cocking,  on  the  2l8t  of 
May,  1896,  was  indicted  by  the  grand  Jury  of 
Charles  county  for  the  crime  of  murdering  his 
wife,  Fannie  Cocking,  and  her  sister  (though 
be  was  ^'Innocent  of  the  same");  that  there- 
upon be  was  ddivered  to  the  custody  of  said 
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sheriff,  to  safely  keep  until  discharged  in  due 
course  of  law;  that  owing  to  intense  excite- 
ment throughout  Charles  county,  and  to  the 
great  danger  to  the  said  prisoner  from  mob 
violence,  the  said  Cocking  had  been  ''removed" 
to  the  jail  in  Baltimore  city,  but  on  the  same 
day  on  which  the  indictment  waa  found,  the 
said  sheriff  again  "removed"  him  to  "an  old 
dilapidated  building,  used  as  the  jail  of  Charles 
county,  at  Port  Tobacco"  (which  said  building 
was  afterwards  superseded  as  Jail  of  the  said 
county  by  a  strong  new  building  in  the  town 
of  La  Plata,  the  said  new  Jail  being  delivered, 
ready  for  use,  to  the  said  sheriff  on  or  about 
the  i5th  day  of  June,  1896);  that  on  the  22d 
May  a  change  of  venue  was  granted  to  St. 
Mary's  county,  and  this  caused  increased  ex- 
citement to  prevail  throughout  Charles  county; 
that  the  said  sheriff  had  full  knowledge  there- 
of, yet  he  refused  to  remove  the  prisoner  to  the 
jail  in  Baltimore  city,  though  he  was  requested 
repeatedly  so  to  do  by  the  said  prisoner  and  his 
counsel,  or  to  the  new  jail  at  La  Plata;  that 
not  only  did  the  said  sheriff  so  refuse,  but  also 
in  spite  of  warnings  by  the  prisoner  and  his 
counsel,  the  guards  to  the  said  building  at 
Port  Tobacco  were  removed  **and  the  keys  of 
ihe  said  building  were  placed  in  the  custody 
and  keeping  of  *an  aged  and  infirm  negro'  who 
did  not  reside  in  the  premises/'  and  "the  said 
building  and  the  said  prisoner  were  left  wholly 
unprotected  and  at  the  mercy  of  evilly  disposed 
persons;"  that  on  the  26th  day  of  June,  in  the 
night  time,  the  Jail  was  attacked  by  an  un 
known  *'body  of  men"  and  the  said  negro, 
upon  the  request  of  said  men,  "opened  the 
doors  of  said  building  and  delivered  the  said 
Cocking  to  the  said  unknown  body  of  men," 
who  took  him  from  thence  and  in  the  most 
atrocious,  brutal,  and  unlawful  manner  con- 
veyed him  to  a  point  near  by,  and  there,  in  the 
"presence  of  the  said  sheriff,  who  had  been 
warned  by  'the  negro/  and  who  did  not  offer 
the  slightest  resistance  to  the  said  unknown 
body  of  men  in  their  unlawful  purpose,  hanged 
the  said  prisoner  by  the  neck  until  he  waa 
dead;"  so  that  the  plaintiffs  say  "that  by  rea- 
son of  said  gross  negligence  of  the  said  sheriff 
Wade  in  the  custody  of  said  prisoner,  and  his 
failure  In  his  duty  to  safely  and  properly  keep 
said  prisoner  as  aforesaid,  the  violent  and  pre- 
mature death  of  said  prisoner  was  occasioned 
as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  equitable  plaintiffs, 
children  of  said  prisoner,  as  aforesaid,  have 
thereby  been  deprived  of  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  their  father,  the  said  pris- 
oner." 

The  appellee  demurred,  the  court  sustained 
the  demurrer,  and  the  appellant  appealed;  so 
that  the  sufficiency  or  not,  of  this  narr.,  is  the 
only  question  before  us. 

It  may  be  proper  to  observe  that.  In  a  esse 
like  this,  whatever  right  of  action  belongs  to 
the  children  of  the  deceased  Cocking  must  be 
such  only  as  th^  may  have  under  the  provi- 
sions of  article  67  of  the  Code;  and  to  Entitle 
them  to  sue  under  that  article,  the  death  must 
be  caused  "by  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  de- 
fault," such  as  would  have  entitled  the  party 
injured  to  maintain  an  action  and  recover  dam- 
ages if  death  had  not  ensued.  It  follows  from 
this  that  the  mstter  first  to  be  determined  is 
whether  Cocking  himself  (had  not  hia  death 
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ensued)  would  have  had  a  right  of  action, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  injuries  he  received  at  the  hands 
of  the  mob. 

There  is  no  averment  in  the  narr.  that  the 
sheriff  has  acted  with  malice  or  with  evil  pur- 
pose towards  the  prisoner,  or  that  he  has  per- 
sonally assaulted  or  otherwise  maltreated  him; 
butit'is  contended  with  force  and  ability  that 
he  should  be  held  civilly  liable  for  the  act  of 
the  lawless  mob,  whereby  the  prisoner  lost  his 
life,  because,  with  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  public  excitement  about  the  matter,  he 
failed  to  remove  the  prisoner  from  the  jail  at 
Port  Tobacco  to  the  jail  in  Baltimore,  or  the 
new  building  at  La  Plata,  and,  having  allowed 
him  so  to  remain  at  Port  Tobacco,  he  removed 
the  guards  who  had  been  stationed  there  to 
protect  the  prisoner,  and  committed  the  keys 
to  an  "old  and  infirm  negro." 

From  a  very  early  day  the  English  law  has 
contained  provisions  defining  and  regulating 
the  rights  and  obligations  of  sheriffs  in  respect 
to  the  custody  of  persons  charged  with  the 
commission  of  crime.  As  far  back  as  the  stat- 
ute of  14  Edward  III.,  chap.  10,  the  right  to 
the  custody  of  the  gaols  was  "rejoined"  to  the 
sheriffs  of  the  bailiwicks;  and  by  5  Henry  IV. 
it  was  ordained  that  none  be  imprisoned  by  any 
justice  of  the  peace,  **butin  the  common  gaol." 
In  our  own  state,  by  statute  passed  in  1809, 
and  now  codified  as  §  16  of  article  42,  no  citi- 
zen committed  to  the  custody  of  an  officer  for 
a  criminal  matter  shall  be  removed  from  thence 
into  the  custody  of  another  officer,  unless  by 
habeas  corpus  or  other  legal  writ,  except  when 
the  prisoner  is  delivered  to  a  constable  or  other 
inferior  officer  to  be  carried  to  some  jail,  or 
shall  be  removed  from  one  place  to  another 
•  .  .  in  order  to  his  discharge  or  trial;  or 
fn  case  of  sudden  fire  or  infeciion,  or  other  ne- 
cessity, or,  etc."  Mr.  Alexander,  in  bis  valu- 
able work  on  the  British  Statutes,  remarks 
of  this  section,  that  it  is  'intended  to  prevent 
the  vexation  and  danger  of  protracted  impris- 
onment which  might  be  occasioned  by  the  re- 
moval of  the  prisoner  from  one  custody  to 
another.  And  it  affirms,  therefore,  the  princi- 
ple that  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  committed  to 
the  proper  prison  in  the'  first  instance."  This 
observation  is  supported  by  a  fair  interpreta- 
tion of  §§  43,  44,  and  46  of  article  87  of  the 
Code. 

The  first  of  these  sections  provides  that  the 
sheriff  shall  "safely  keep  all  persons  commit- 
ted to  his  custody  by  lawful  authority  until 
such  persons  are  discharged  by  due  course  of 
law;"  and  the  place  where  he  shall  *'so  keep 
theni"  is  clearly  indicated  by  the  45th  section. 
That  section  provides  that  all  persons  commit- 
ted under  the  authority  of  the  United  Stales, 
the  sheriff  shall  receive  and  safely  keep  in  jail, 
*'in  the  same  manner  and  under  like  penalties 
as  if  such  persons  were  committed  under  the 
authority  of  this  state."  Now  the  jail  at  Port 
Toba'^co  was  the  "common  gaol"  of  the  county, 
tbousrh  provisions  had  been  made  for  another 
at  La  Plata,  but  this  one  was  not  in  use,  though 
it  was  finished  about  the  15th  day  of  June. 
The  jaH  building  at  Port  Tobacco  was  the 
place  designated  by  the  law  for  the  detention 
of  prisoners,  and  was  the  proper  place  for  the 
detention  of  Cocking.  As  a  public  jail  it  was 
40  L.R.A. 


under  the  supervision  of  the  public  authorities. 
By  g  22  of  article  51  of  the  Code  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  grand  lury  to  visit  it,  and  inquire 
into  its  condition,  the  manner  it  was  kept,  and 
the  treatment  of  the  prisonera.  If  it  were  that 
in  an^  of  these  respects  the  sheriff  had  failed 
in  his  duty,  he  was  liable  to  be  proceeded 
against  criminally.  His  duty  to  keep  safe  the 
prisoner  was  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  prisoner; 
it  was  that  he  miiiht  be  detained  until  dis- 
charged in  due  course  of  law;  but  the  sheriff 
cannot,  under  pretense  of  performing  this  duty, 
avail  himself  of  the  opportunities  his  position 
affords  him,  to  indulge  an  evil  spirit  or  wreak 
his  malice  on  those  over  whom  he  has  control. 
He  must  keep  his  prisoners  safe,  so  that  they 
may  be  thence  discharged  in  due  course  of 
law;  he  must  guard  against  the  prisoners' own 
devices;  he  must  be  prepared,  as  far  as  he  rea- 
sonably can,  to  prevent  evilly  disposed  persons 
on  the  outside  from  releasing  them  by  force  or 
in  any  wise  against  law;  and  if  his  jail  be  at- 
tacked he  must  interpose  such  resistance  as  he 
may  be  able  to  employ  to  defend  his  building, 
so  that  he  shall  keep  his  prisoners.  How  he 
shall  accomplish  this  may  often  be  a  matter  of 
great  difficulty,  and  one  calling  for  the  exer- 
cise of  much  judgment  and  a  high  degree  of 
courage.  He  will  be  required  to  take  careful 
account  t  all  the  circumstances  that  surround 
him,  estimate  in  cases  of  outside  attack  the 
forces  he  must  encounter,  and  compare  them 
with  his  means  of  defense,  and  after  due  de- 
liberation determine  what  course  is  best  for 
him  to  pursue.  If  he  does  this  honestly,  with 
a  full  purpose  to  perform  his  whole  duty,  even 
thoui^h  he  make  a  mistake  whereby  a  prisoner 
is  injured,  it  would  be  monstrous  to  hold  him 
civilly  responsible  for  damages  to  such  prisoner. 
"A  public  officer  is*not  liable  to  an  action  if  he 
falls  into  error  in  a  case  where  the  act  to  be 
done  is  not  merely  a  minisierial  one,  but  is  one 
in  relation  to  which  it  is  his  duty  to  exercise 
judgment  and  discretion,  even  although  an  in- 
dividual may  suffer  hj  his  mistake.  A  con- 
trary  principle  would  indeed  be  pregnant  with 
the  greatest  mischief."  Kendall  v.  Stakes,  3 
How.  98.  11  L.  ed.  512;  Shearm.  &  Redf .  Neg. 
§  156,  and  authorities  cited. 

So,  also,  he  must  detain  his  prisoner  in  the 
common  jail,  unless  some  necessity  make  it 
proper  to  remove  him;  but  it  is  his  province  to 
determine  when  such  necessity  has  arrived; 
and  If,  in  the  honest  exercise  of  his  discretion, 
he  fails  to  remove  him  in  time  to  avert  a  pro- 
spective danger,  he  cannot  be  held  civilly  re- 
sponsible. We  are  not  concerned  now  with  a 
case  in  which  malicious  motives  are  imputed 
to  the  sheriff,  as,  for  instance,  like  that  of 
AsJier  V.  Cabell,  2  U.  S.  App.  158.  50 Fed.  Rep. 
818,  1  C.  C.  A.  6U8,  where  a  United  States 
marshal,  having  taken  a  person  into  his  cus- 
tody and  shackled  him,  "knowingly  delivered 
him  over  to  incompetent  deputies  and  the 
known  hostility  of  mobs."  Such  conduct 
amounted  to  participation;  it  imputed  to  the 
marshal  the  wicked  purpose  of  permitting,  if 
not  aiding,  the  mob  in  its  unlawful  designs, 
and  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an 
honest  performance  of  duty.  Here  no  dis- 
honest or  wicked  purpose  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff  is  alleged,  nor  do  the  facts  as  set  out  in 
the  declaration  raise  such  an  implication.    If 
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it  could  be  sbown  that  he  placed  the  keys  In 
the  Degro's  hands  with  the  purpose  of  facilitat- 
ing the  mob  in  the  accomplishment  of  its  pur- 
pose to  seize  and  destroy  Cocking,  or  if  the 
facts  alleged  implied  this,  the  two  cases  would 
be  parallel.  But  Cocking  was  in  the  common 
jail,  where  he  ought  to  have  been  kept.  If  a 
necessity  arose  for  his  removal,  the  sheriff  bad 
power  to  so  remove,  but  it  was  within  his 
province  to  determine  when  such  necessity  bad 
arrived,  and  he  cannot  be  made  to  answer 
civilly  if  he  made  an  honest  mistake. 

But  the  case  made  by  the  narr.  goes  much 
farther  than  the  mere  safe  keeping  of  the  pris- 
oner. It  raises  the  question  how  far  a  sheriff 
should  be  held  liable  for  injuries  resulting 
from  his  failure  to  preserve  the  peace  from  a 
mob.  Stripped  of  verbiage,  the  substance  of 
the  narr.  is  that  the  sheriff  is  liable  in  damages 
forin  juries  to  Cocking,  resulting  from  his  failure 
to  preserve  the  public  peace.  Ifis  not  an  escape, 
for  which,  if  it  be  a  criminal  matter,  he  must 
answer  to  the  public  (1  Bl.  Com.  346);  or  if 
it  be  a  civil  case,  to  the  party  injured,  as  in  ^- 
maker  v.  Marrtoit,  5  Qill  &  J.  406,  but  a  case 
where  a  "bodv  of  men,"  unknown  and  ill  dis- 
posed, in  defiance  of  law  and  order,  forced 
themselves  into  the  jail,  conveyed  the  prisoner 
from  thence,  and  hung  him  until  he  was  dead. 
The  narr.  alleges  the  sheriff  was  warned  by  the 
nefirro,  and  was  present  at  the  final  scene,  and 
offered  no  resistance,  but  there  is  no  charge 
that  such  passivity  was  with  malicious  intent. 
Such  an  allegation,  we  think,  was  necessary; 
for  if  with  adequate  means  to  resist  the  attack 
be  forebore  to  employ  them,  but  quietly  per- 
mitted the  mob  to  have  its  will,  no  other  con- 
clusion would  be  possible  than  that  he  was  a 
participant 

As  an  officer  having  the  jail  in  charge,  and 
as  a  conservator  of  the  peace  wielding  the  execu- 
tive power  of  the  county  for  the  preservation 
of  the  public  peace,  be  cannot  stand  idly  by 
and  allow  the  evil  work  to  proceed  at  a  time 
when  he  has  at  his  command  the  physical 
means  to  stay  it.  But  if  his  failure  to  do  so 
was  caused  bona  fide  by  the  fact  that  be  was 
physically  unable  to  cope  with  the  force  con- 
fronting him,  no  responsibility  would  fall  on 
him.  The  law  applicable  to  sheriffs  as  con- 
aervators  of  the  peace  is  so  well  stated  in 
Stnith  y.  Maryland,  18  How.  396, 15  L.  ed.  483, 
that  we  will  quote  at  length  from  the  opinion 
delivered  in  that  case.  **it  is,"  said  Grier,  J., 
"an  undisputed  principle  of  the  common  law, 
that  for  a  breach  of  a  public  duty  an  officer  is 
punishable  by  indictment,  but  where  he  acts 
ministerially,  and  is  bound  to  render  certain 
services  to  individuals  for  a  compensation  in 
fees  or  salary,  he  is  liable  for  acts  of  misfeas- 
ance or  nonfeasance  to  the  party  who  is  in- 
jured by  them.  The  powers  and  duties  of 
conservator  of  the  peace  exercised  by  the  sheriff 
are  not  strictly  judicial;  but  be  may  be  said  to 
act  as  the  chief  magistrate  of  his  county,  wield- 
ing the  executive  power  for  the  preservation  of 
the  public  peace.  It  is  a  public  duty,  for  ne- 
glect of  which  he  is  amenable  to  the  public,  and 
punishable  by  indictment  only.  The  history 
of  the  law  for  centuiies  proves  this  to  be  the 
case.  Actions  against  the  sheriff  for  a  breach 
of  his  ministerial  duties  in  the  execution  of 
process  are  to  be  found  in  almost  every  book  of 
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reports.  But  no  instance  can  be  found  where 
a  civil  action  has  been  sustained  against  him 
for  his  default  or  misbehavior  as  conservator 
of  the  peace,  by  those  who  have  suffered  in- 
jury to  their  property  or  persons  through  the 
violence  of  mobs,  riots,  or  insurrections.  In 
the  case  of  Btitick  v.  Carrington,  lil  How.  St 
Tr.  1062,  Lord  Camden  remarks:  *No  man 
ever  heard  of  an  action  against  a  conservator 
of  the  peace  as  such.'  The  case  of  Ashby  ▼. 
W?iite,  2  Ld.  Raym.  938,  has  been  quoted  to 
show  that  a  sheriff  may  be  liable  to  a  civil 
action  where  he  has  acted  in  a  judicial,  rather 
than  a  ministerial,  capacity.  This  was  an  action 
brought  by  a  citizen  entitled  to  vote  for  member 
of  Parlianient,  against  the  sheriff  for  refusing 
his  vote  at  an  election.  Gould,  Justice,  thought 
the  action  would  not  lie,  because  the  sheriff 
acted  as  a  judge.  Fowls,  because  though  not 
strictly  a  judge,  he  acted  quasi  judicially.  But 
HoU.  Ch.  J.,  decided  that  the  action  would  He: 
(1)  'Because  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  or  privi- 
lege; (2)  that  by  the  act  of  the  officer  he  was 
hindered  from  the  enjoyment  of  it;  (8)  by  the 
finding  of  the  jury  the  act  was  done  mali- 
ciously.' The  later  cases  all  concur  in  the  doc- 
trine that  where  the  officer  is  held  liable  to  a 
civil  action  for  acts  not  simply  ministerial,  the 
plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove  each  of  these 
propositions.  See  Cullen  v.  Morris,  2  Stark. 
577:  Harman  y.  Tappenden,  1  East  555,  etc. 
etc." 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  the  narr. 
does  not  set  out  a  sufficient  cause  of  action. 

We  will  add  that  even  if  it  had  been  charged 
in  the  narr.  that  the  sheriff  acted  maliciously, 
the  official  bond  of  that  officer  could  not  be 
held  liable  in  a  case  like  this.  The  liability  of 
the  sureties  is  that  of  an  express  contract  that 
the  sheriff  shall  well  and  truly  execute  the 
office  of  sheriff  and  in  all  things  thereto  ap- 
pertaining, and  should  well  and  truly  perform 
all  the  duties  required  by  the  law  to  be  by  him 
performed.  This  provision,  it  seems  now  to 
be  well  settled,  binds  the  officer  affirmatively 
to  the  faithful  execution  of  his  office.  There 
is  no  clause  to  cover  an  abuse  or  usurpation  of 
power, — '*no  negative  words  that  be  will  com- 
mit no  wrong  by  color  of  his  office,  nor  do 
anything  not  authorized  by  law."  State, 
Vanderitorker,  v.  Brown,  54  Md.  825,  22  Am. 
&  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  pp.  556,  557. 

For  these  reasons  it  follows  from  what  we 
have  said  the  judgment  must  he  affirmed. 

(Filed  April  12,  1898.) 

Br^aot  J.,  concurring: 

I  did  not  hear  the  argument  in  this  case; 
but.  having  been  present  at  the  consultation, 
I  approve  in  all  respects  the  able  opinion 
which  has  been  delivered.  I  wish  to  add  a 
few  words  in  addition  to  what  has  been  so 
well  said,  not,  however,  as  implying  that  the 
opinion  needs  any  support 

The  deceased  came  to  his  death  by  lynch- 
ing; and  his  children  have,  as  equitable  plain- 
tiffs, brought  an  action  on  the  sberiff^s  official 
bond  to  recover  damages  for  his  death.  At  the 
threshold  of  the  case,  we  naturally  inquire. 
What  is  the  legal  foundation  of  their  claim  for 
damages,  and  under  what  circumstances  can  it 
be  maintained?    By  the  common  law,  no  civil 
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actfon  could  be  isftintaiDed  for  the  killing  of  a 
freeman.  A  change  was  made  in  this  respect 
by  the  act  of  1852.  which  is  at  present  codified 
as  article  67  of  the  Code.  It  was  enacted  that 
if  anyone,  by  his  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  de- 
fault, should  cause  the  death  of  another  per- 
son, he  should  be  liable  to  an  action  for  dam- 
ages, and  that  this  action  might  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  state,  for  the  use  of  the  wife, 
husband,  parent,  and  child  of  the  deceased. 
A  cause  of  action  before  unknown  was  granted 
to  these  relatives.  It  depends  entirely  on  the 
statute,  and  it  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  man- 
ner therein  prescribed,  and  in  no  other  way. 
It  is  an  action  of  tort  against  the  individual 
who  did  the  wrong,  and  it  cannot,  by  any  sort 
of  legal  transmutation,  be  converted  into  an 
action  ex  eontraetu.  It  is  for  a  death  caused 
by  tortious  means;  and  it  has  no  reference  what- 
ever to  a  contract,  or  a  bond,  or  to  any  re- 
sponsibilities  arising  from  them.  They  do  not 
contain  any  of  the  elements  of  the  suit  author- 
ized by  the  statute;  and  it  would  be  incompe- 
tent to  set  up  any  such  caiise  of  action  under 
its  terms.  Suppose  that  the  sheriff  had  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  deceased  a  bond 
with  sureties,  conditioned  that  he  would  not 
kill  him,  and  he  had  afterwards  slain  him 
with  his  own  hand;  who  could  have  main- 
tained a  suit  on  such  a  bond?  Most  certainly, 
it  is  not  comprehended  within  the  terms  of  the 
statute;  and  the  common  law  would  not  give 
damages  in  any  form  of  action  for  the  killing. 
I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, an  action  on  the  sheriff's  official 
bond  could  be  maintained  for  the  death  of  the 
deceased. 
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1.  The  rig^ht  of  one  person  to  use  the 
name  of  another,  given  bim  *by  oontraot, 
cannot  be  assigned  or  transferred  to  a  third 
party,  in  the  absence  of  an  ezprees  stipulation  to 
that  effect. 

8.  An  ai^reement  by  a  retlrinir  partner 
that  he  will  not  engaL^ge  in  ■Imllar 
bneineni  so  long  as  the  other  partner  shall  con- 
tinue therein  terminates  when  the  latter  forms  a 
corporation  and  assigns  to  it  all  the  rights  and 
business  of  the  old  firm. 

S*  An  iujnnetion  agmlnet  the  nee  of  a 
name  may  be  granted  in  favor  of  one  who  has 
the  exclusive  right  thereto,  although  no  damage 
is  alleged. 

4.  An  aeei^nment  to  a  corporation  of 
the  rig^ht  to  nee  the  name  ot  a  retiring 
partner  cannot  be  made  by  the  partner  con- 
tinuing the  business  under  a  contract  by  which 
be  is  entitled  to  continue  the  use  of  the  name  of 
the  retiring  partner  'in  the  style  of  the  flrm,*^ 


NOTE.~IV)r  name  as  part  of  goodwill  of  busi- 
ness, see  note  to  Vonderbank  v.  Scbmitt  (La.)  15  L. 
R.  A.  462;  also  Snyder  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Snyder  (Ohio)  81 
L.  R.  A.  667;  Chas.  8.  Higgins  Go.  v.  Higgins  Soap 
Co.  (N.  Y.)27L.  R.  A.  tf :  Fish  Bros.  Wagon  Go.  v. 
Fish  (Wis.)  10  L.  R.  A.  458L 
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although  the  corporation  Is  formed  by  him  anA 
others  to  continue  the  same  business. 

(April  1, 1888.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Bali ioQ ore  City  in 
favor  of  plain tifits  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
join defendant  from  usini?  the  name  Rivers  as 
part  of  its  corporate  name.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  William  A.  Fisher,  PoUard  A 
Baigby,  and  Frank  Oosnell,  for  appellant: 

The  grant  is  without  reservation  or  restrio- 
tion.  By  it  Rivers  conveyed  to  Bsgby  ab- 
solutely every  interest  he  could  possibly  claim 
in  the'  assets,  goodwill,  and  business  rights 
of  the  firm,  including  the  name  *'Bagby  db 
Rivers." 

17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1190;  1  Lind- 
ley,  Partn  6th  ed.  pp.  444,  445;  Churton  ▼. 
Douglas,  1  Johns,  V.  C.  (Eng.)  189;  Trego  v. 
fill??*  [1896]  A.  C.  7;  Brown  v.  Dennison,  15 
App.  Div.  525;  Browne.  Trade  Marks.  §  524; 
Leoy  V.  Walker,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  436;  JBank 
of  Tomah  v.  Warren,  94  Wis.  161;  Castoell  v. 
Bazard,  121  N.  Y.  484;  Snyder  Mfg.  Co.  w. 
Snyder,  64  Ohio  St.  87,  31  L.  R  A.  657;  Bras9 
A  Iron  Works  Co,  y.  Payne,  60  Ohio  St.  116, 19 
L.  R.  A.  82. 

The  fact  that  the  transfer  has  been  made  to 
a  corporation  is  immaterial. 

Monarch  v.  Bosenfdd,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  14; 
Chattanooga  Medicine  Co.  v.  thedford,  30  U. 
S.  App.  35,  66  Fed.  Rep.  644, 14  0.  C.  A«  101. 

The  use  of  any  particular  name  by  a  cor- 
poration will  not  be  enjoined  unless  it  be 
clearly  proved  that  the  complainant  will  suf- 
fer injury. 

Cook,  Stock  A  Stockholders,  note  1,  g  699, 
p.  1014;  Drummond  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Randle,  114 
HI.  il2' London  d  P.  Law  Assur,  8oe.  v.  Lon- 
don A  P.  Joint  Stock  Life  Ins.  Co.  11  Jur.  988; 
Holmes,  B.  db  H.  v.  Bcimes,  B.  db  A.  MJg.  Co. 
37  Conn.  278,  9  Am.  Rep.  824. 

It  must  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court  that  Irreparable  injury  i.s  threatened. 

Robertson  v.  Berry,  60  Md.  597,  33  Am.  Rep. 
328;  ParUtt  v.  QuggenhHmer,  67  Md.  642: 
Stonebraksr  v.  Stonebraker,  38  Md.  252. 

No  tradename  or  trademark  case  is  reported, 
in  which  an  injunction  was  granted,  unless 
the  evidence  clearly  showed  that  confusion  of 
names  was  likely  to  result  and  consequently 
irreparable  injury  be  done  the  plainti£F.  In 
these  cases,  as  in  others,  the  burden  of  proof 
is  on  the  plain ti£F. 

Richardson  dt  B,  Co.  y.  Richardson  d  M.  Go. 
27  N.  Y.  8.  R,  808;  Bygeia  Water  lee  Co.  ▼. 
New  York  Bygeia  Ice  Co.  140  N.  Y.  94;  Drum- 
mond Tobacco  Co.  y.  Randie,  114  111.  412; 
Holmes,  B.  d  H.  v.  Holmes,  B.  d  A.  Mfg.  Co. 
87  Conn.  278;  Thomeloe  y.  HiU  ri894J  1  Ch. 
674;  MeOotoan  Bros.  Pump  d  Maeh.  Co.  y.  Mc- 
Qowan,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  317. 

Upon  every  principle  of  honesty  and  fair 
dealing,  Rivers  is  estopped  from  claiming  that 
the  appellant  has  no  right  to  the  name  "Bagby 
&  Rivers." 

Clark  Thread  Co.  v.  Armitage,  46  U.  S.  App. 
62,  74  Fed.  Rep.  936,  21  C.  C.  A.  178, 

The  cross  bill  was  filed  to  enjoin  Rivers  from 
violating  his  covenant  not  to  resume  the  furni- 
ture business  in  Baltimore  city,  as  such  acov^- 
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nant  is  a  coDstitueot  part  or  atteodaut  of  the 
ffoodwil),  and  ibe  appellaat,  haviDg  bought 
BagbY's  busiDess  and  the  goodwill,  now  has 
the  right  to  enforce  the  covenant  as  his  sue- 
ceaaor. 

Guerand  ▼.  DandeUt,  82  Md.  561,  8  Am. 
Rep.  164;  Atkyns  Y.Kinnier,  4  £zcb.  776; 
Greenbood,  Pab.  Pol.  T^.Jacoby  ▼.  Wliitmore, 
49  L.  T.  N.  8.  885;  Palmer  ▼.  Tom»,  96  Wis. 
867;  Diamond  Match  Co.  ▼.  Boeber,  106  N.  Y. 
478.  60  Am.  Rep.  i^i\  Hedge  y.  Lam,  47 Iowa, 
187. 

Nor  can  RiTera  {shield  himself  behind  his 
corporation. 

2  High,  In].  §  1172:  Beal  t.  Cham,  81  Mich. 
490;  Kramer  v.  Old,  119  N.  C.  1,  84  L  R.  A. 
889;  Emery  y.  Bradley,  88  Me.  857;  Trego  v. 
Bwt  [1896]  A.  C.  7. 

Rivers'  corporation  bearing  bis  name, 
coupled  with  the  fact  that  it  carries  on  busi- 
ness at  the  former  location  of  Bagby  &  Rivers, 
ia  misleading  to  the  public. 

MyefS  V.  Kalamazoo  Buggy  Co.  54  Mich.  215, 
52  Am.  Rep.  811;  Holmes,  B.  db  H  v.  Holmes, 
B,  db  A.  lifg,  Co,  87  Conn.  278,  9  Am.  Rep. 
824. 

Whether  or  not  Bagby  is  in  business  can  be 
shown  by  considering  the  question.  Under 
what  circumstances  would  Rivers  be  violating 
his  covenant,  if  Bagby  had  made  no  change  in 
the  form  of  his  business?  If  one  is  a  promoter 
of  a  corporation,  and  a  stockholder  therein,  he 
is  violating  a  covenant  not  to  engage  in  buai- 


Beal  Y.  Chase,  81  Mich.  490:  Emery  v.  Brad- 
ley,  88  Me.  857:  Kramer  v.  Old,  119  N.  C.  1, 
84  L.  R.  A.  889. 

Messrs.  Oans  A  Hainan  and  Sapptn^- 
ton  A  Blvermt  for  appellee: 

An  assignment  of  the  goodwill  alone  does 
not  carry  with  it  the  right  to  use  the  firm  name 
of  the  aieignor. 

Williams  y.  Farrand,  88  Mich.  488.  14  L. 
R  A.  161:  Hotee  v.  Searing,  6  Bosw.  854;  Par- 
sons, Partn.  §  182,  note. 

Rivers  covenants  that  he  will  not  go  Into  the 
furniture  business  "so  long  as  said  Bagby  con- 
iinaea  said  business.'*  He  does  not  covenant 
that  he  will  never  thereafter  go  into  the  busi- 
ness, or  *'at  any  time  thereafter,"  as  in  Over- 
und  v.  DandeUt,  82  Md.  564,  8  Am.  Rep.  164. 

Bagby  as  long  as  he  conducted  the  business 
was  to  use  the  firm  name,  and  during  that  time 
Rivers  was  not  to  compete  with  him,  but  when 
Bagby  ceased  individually  to  conduct  the  bust- 
ness  as  his  own,  then  his  right  to  use  the  name 
of  Rivers  ceased,  and  Rivers  was  allowed  to 
enter  the  field  In  his  own  name. 

Horton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hoi-ion  Mjg.  Co.  18  Fed. 
Rep.  816;  Holmes,  B.  db  H.  v.  Hoi,mes,  B.  db  A. 
Mfg.  Co.  87  Conn.  278,  9  Am.  Rep.  824;  Mc- 
Ckntan  Bros,  Pump  db  Maeh.  Co.  v.  MeUowan,  2 
Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  818,  Affirmed,  22  Ohio  8t. 
870;  Brown  Chemical  Co.  v.  Meyer,  189  D.  8. 
544, 85  L.  ed.  249. 

One  who  is  In  business,  and  uses  his  name 
In  connection  with  that  business,  may  restrain 
the  use  of  his  name  in  a  similar  business  by 
one  who  has  no  right  from  him  so  to  use  it. 

McQowan  Bros.  Pump  db  Mneh.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Oowan,  2 Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  d20;WiUiams  v. 
Errand,  88  Mich.  478,  14  L.  R.  A.  161:  Hoh- 
»er  V.  OratM,  52  Fed.  Rep.  871;  Browne,  Trade- 
40L.R.A, 


marks,  gg  524  et  seq.;  2  Bearh,  Inj.  §  7Gu. 
Landreth  v.  iMndreth,  23  Fed.  Hep.  41 ;  Holmes, 
B.  dbH,  V.  Holmes,  B,  db  A.  Mjg.  Co.  87  Conn. 
295,  9  Am.  Rep.  824. 

In  the  sale  of  a  goodwill  the  vendor  may 
not  be  legally  restrained  from  soliciting  cus- 
tomers. 

Williams  v.  Farrand,  88  Mich.  483,  14  L. 
R.  A.  161;  CoUreU  v.  Babcoek  Printing  Press 
Mfg.  Co.  54  Conn.  122. 

Briseoe*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court; 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  on  the  22d  of 
April.  1897,  in  the  circuit  court  of  Baltimore 
ciiy,  by  the  plaintiff  Arthur  D.  Rivers,  for  an 
injunction  to  enjoin  the  defendant,  the  Bagby 
&  Rivers  Company  of  Baltimore  city  (a  cor- 
poration), from  using  the  name  Rivers  as  a  part 
of  its  corporate  title.  Subsequently,  on  (be 
18th  of  August,  1897,  a  cross  bill  was  filed  by 
the  defendant  corporation  against  the  plaintiff 
Rivers,  and  the  Rivers  Furniture  Company,  to- 
restrain  Rivers  from  conducting  the  furniture 
bu.Mness  in  the  diy  of  Baltimore,  either  in  his 
own  name  or  in  the  name  of  the  Rivers  Furni- 
ture Company,  and,  further,  to  enjoin  the  Riv- 
ers Furniture  Company  from  using  the  name 
Rivers  as  a  part  of  its  title  in  the  conduct  of 
the  furniture  manufacturing  business.  The 
facts  of  the  case  are  substantially  as  follows: 
The  plaintiff  Rivers  and  Charles  T.  Bagby 
had  been  for  many  years  engaged  in  the  man- 
ufacture and  sale  of  furniture  in  Baltimore 
city,  under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  Bagby 
&  Rivers.  On  the  1st  of  January,  1894,  the 
copartnership  existing  between  tne  members 
of  this  firm  was  dissolved  by  mutual  agree- 
ment. The  articles  of  dissolution  were  evi- 
denced by  a  written  agreement  and  a  memo- 
randum of  sale.  B^  the  express  terms  of  the 
agreement  it  is  provided  that  Bagby  shall  have 
and  own  in  his  own  right,  free  and  clear  of 
any  interest  or  claim  of  Rivers,  all  the  stock, 
furniture,  etc.,  in  the  factory  and  warehouse 
owned  by  the  firm;  and.  in  addition  thereto, 
the  goodwill  of  the  firm,  and  all  business 
riffhts  thereto  belonging.  And  it  further  pro- 
vides that  "the  said  Rivers  hereby  agrees  and 
covenants  that  he  will  permit  the  said  Bagby 
to  continue  the  use  of  his  name  in  the  style  of 
said  firm;  provided,  however,  it  be  so  used, 
after  such  necessary  legal  notice  to  be  given 
by  the  said  Bagby,  as  not  to  make  the  said 
Rivers  liable  for  or  chargeable  with  any  of  the 
debts  or  contracts  of  said  business  as  hereafter 
to  be  conducted  by  said  Bagby."  ''And  the 
said  Rivers  agrees  and  covenants  that  he  will 
not  engage  in  the  manufacture  of  furniture  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore  so  long  as  the  said  Bagby 
shall  continue  said  business.  And  in  the  mem- 
orandum of  sale,  which  was  executed  by  Riv- 
ers on  the  same  day  of  the  agreement  of  dis- 
solution, it  ia  further  provided  that,  in  addition 
to  the  assignment  of  the  stock  of  goods,  etc., 
the  goodwill  of  the  firm,  and  alt  business  rigbta 
thereto  belonging  or  any  wise  appertaining, 
shall  be  sold  to  Charles  T.  Bagby;  it  being 
the  intention  of  said  Rivers  to  sell  to  Bagby 
his  entire  interest  in  the  business  as  now  con- 
ducted by  said  firm."  It  further  appears  that 
Bagby  continued  to  carry  on  the  furniture  busi- 
ness, under  the  firm  name  of  Bagby  &  Rivers,. 
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until  March  16,  1897,  when  he  and  others 
formed  a  corporalioo  under  the  general  laws 
of  this  state,  called  the  "Bagby  &  Kivers  Com- 
pany of  Baltimore."  He  then  assigned  and 
transferred  the  business  of  Bagby  &  Rivers 
to  this  new  company,  and  continued  to  carry 
on  the  furniture  busmess  under  the  name  and 
style  of  the  Bagby  &  Rivers  Company.  On 
July  7,  1897,  the  plaintiff  Arthur  D.  Rivers 
formed  a  corporation,  called  the  "Rivers  Fur- 
niture Company  of  Baltimore  City,"  and  has 
heen  since  that  date  conductiug  the  furniture 
business;  and  from  a  decree  enjoining  the  de- 
fendant, Bagby  &  Rivers  Company,  from 
using  the  name  Rivers,  and  dismissing  the  ap- 
pellant's cross  bill,  this  appeal  has  been  taken. 

There  can  be  no  question,  it  seems  to  us,  that 
under  a  proper  couHtruction  of  the  articles  of 
dissolution' between  the  parties  and  the  mem- 
orandum of  sale  signed  in  execution  of  this 
agreement,  the  right  to  use  the  name  Bagby 
A  Rivers  was  conferred  upon  Bagby '  so 
long  as  he  continued  the  business  In  the  style 
of  the  old  firm.  This  was  clearly  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  as  will  appear  from  the 
language  of  the  agreement  itself,  which  is: 
"And  the  said  Rivers  hereby  agrees  and  cov- 
•enants  that  he  will  permit  the  said  Bagby  to 
continue  the  use  of  his  name  in  the  style  of  said 
firm;  provided,  however,  it  be  so  used,  after 
«uch  necessary  legal  notice  to  be  given  by  said 
Bagby,  as  not  to  make  the  said  Rivers  liable  for 
or  chargeable  with  any  of  the  debts  or  con- 
tracts of  sriid  business  as  hereafter  to  be  con- 
ducted by  said  Bagby."  But  the  appellants 
contend  they  not  only  had  a  right  to  the  use  of 
the  name  of  Bagby  &  Rivers  so  long  as  the 
old  firm  existed,  but  they  had  the  right  to 
legally  assign  the  name  Rivers  to  the  corpora- 
tion Bagby  &  Rivers  Company. 

This  brings  us  to  the  main  question  in  the 
-case,  and  that  is,  as  was  stated  by  the  court  be- 
low. Has  a  continuing  partner  who  has  ac- 
quired the  right  to  use  the  name  of  a  retiring 
partner,  either  by  a  grant  in  express  terms  or 
by  legal  inference  arising  from  the  purchase  of 
the  goodwill  of  the  old  firm,  the  right  to  as- 
sign the  use  of  the  retiring  partner's  name  to  a 
<;orporation  formed  for  the  purpose  of  contin- 
uing the  same  business?  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion, after  a  careful  examination,  that  the  con- 
tention of  the  appellant  in  respect  to  the 
assignability  of  the  rights  under  this  contract 
cannot  be  sustained,  eiiher  from  the  intention 
of  the  parlies  as  manifested  by  the  agreement 
itself,  or  by  the  law  applicable  to  the  case.  Id 
the  case  of  Arkansng  Valley  Smelting  Co.  ▼. 
Belden  Min.  Co.  127  U.  8.  387,  82  L.  ed.  248. 
Mr.  Justice  Gray,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  supreme  court,  says:  "Everyone  has  a 
right  to  select  and  determine  with  whom  he 
will  contract,  and  cannot  have  another  person 
thrust  upon  him  without  his  consent.  In  the 
familiar  phrase  of  Lord  Denman,  'You  have 
the  right  to  the  benefit  you  anticipate  from  the 
character,  credit,  and  substance  of  the  party 
with  whom  you  contract' "  And  in  that  case 
the  court  adopts  the  rule  laid  down  by  Pollock, 
Contr.  425:  ** Rights  arising  out  of  contract 
oannot  be  transferred  if  they  are  coupled  with 
liabilities,  or  if  they  involve  a  relation  of  per 
aonal  confidence  such  that  the  party  whose 
agreement  conferred  those  rights  must  have  in- 1 
40  L.  R.  A. 


tended  them  to  be  exercised  only  by  him  in 
whom  he  actually  confided."  In  the  case  of 
Horton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  B<nrton  Mfg.  Co.  18  Fed. 
Rep.  817.  a  case  involving  the  same  questioa 
as  is  here  presented,  the  court  said:  "There 
is  certainly  no  authority  ...  for  the  prop- 
osition that  a  partnership  whose  name  con- 
sists in  whole  or  in  part  of  the  name  of  a  per- 
son who  is  not  a  member  of  the  firm  can,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner,  transfer  the 
right  to  another  company  or  corporation  to 
make  a  like  use  of  such  name.  A  man  might 
willingly  forego  the  use  of  his  name  in  favor 
of  an  ordinary  partnership,  which,  whether 
limited  or  not  to  a  definite  term  of  existence, 
is  liable,  upon  many  contingencies,  to  come 
to  an  end;  but  from  such  a  grant  there 
could  not  reasonably  be  inferred  an  intention 
to  authorize  a  transfer  or  assignment  to  other 
companies  or  corporations,  whereby  the  owner 
might  be  perpetually  deprived  of  the  control 
of  his  own  name."  We  will  not  stop  to  dis- 
tinguish the  many  cases  upon  this  question, 
because  it  would  extend  this  opinion  to  an 
unusual  length,  but  will  simply  state  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  courts  on  the  subject. 
It  is  this:  Where  the  contract  is  for  the  sale  of 
or  the  right  to  use  a  fictitious  name,  or  a  trade- 
name, or  a  trademark,  or  a  corporate  name, 
though  composed  of  individual  names,  or 
where  the  goodwill  of  a  business  includes  the 
right  to  use  names  of  that  character,  then  such 
right  is  assignable  by  the  purchaser  and  fol- 
lows the  business.  But  where  the  contract 
merely  gives  to  one  person  the  right  to  use 
the  name  of  another,  as  in  this  case,  such 
right  is  personal,  and,  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  stipulation,  cannot  be  assigned  or 
transferred  by  the  purchaser  to  a  third  party. 
In  this  case  it  was  stipulated  that  Bagby 
should  have  the  right  to  continue  the  business 
under  the  old  name  of  Bagby  &  Rivers.  It 
was  not  agreed  that  Bagby  and  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns,  or  a  corpora- 
tion, should  use  it;  but,  in  the  language  of 
the  contract,  "he  will  permit  the  said  Bagby 
to  continue  the  use  of  his  name  in  the  style  of 
the  firm."  If  more  bad  been  desired  it  should 
have  been  agreed  upon  and  expressed  in  the 
contract.  This  court  cannot  infer  from  the 
language  used  that  Bagby  was  entitled  to  trans- 
fer to  ^a  corporation  the  right  which  Rivers 
had  conferred  upon  him  personally.  On  the 
contrary,  we  think  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  is  that,  so  long  as 
Bagby  continued  to  conduct  the  business  in 
the  firm  name  of  Bagby  &  Rivers,  he  bad  the 
right  to  use  the  name  Rivers,  but  when  this 
stopped  the  right  to  use  the  name  of  Rivers 
also  ceased. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  second  proposition 
relied  upon  by  the  appellants,  and  that  is  the 
right  of  the  appllees  to  an  injunction.  This 
is  resisted  upon  the  ground  that  no  damage 
has  been  alleged  and  no  injunction  will  lie  un- 
less injury  has  been  shown.  In  the  case  of 
Plant  8etd  Co,  v.  Mieliel  Plant  <k  Seed  Co.  it  is 
said  that  when  a  person  or  business  corpora- 
tion has  assumed  the  name  of  some  other  firm 
or  corporation  in  the  same  line  of  business,  or 
has  adopted  a  name  which  so  closely  resem- 
bles that  of  a  business  rival  previously  estab- 
lished that  the  business  of  the  latter  is  liable  to 
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be  diverted,  and  the  public  deceived  on  ac- 
count of  it,  it  has  always  been  recognized  as 
within  the  power  or  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  restrain  such  person  or  new  company 
from  conducting  business  under  the  name  as- 
sumed to  the  detriment  of  the  older  company. 
And  in  Du  Boulay  v.  Du  B<mlay,  L.  R.  2  P.  C. 
441,  this  question  is  thus  determined:  *'In 
this  country  we  do  not  recognize  the  absolute 
right  of  a  person  to  a  particular  name  to  the 
extent  of  entitling  him  to  prevent  the  assump- 
tion of  that  name  by  a  stranger.  The  ri^ht 
to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  name  in  connection 
with  a  trade  or  business  is  familiar  to  our  law; 
and  any  person  using  that  name  after  a  rela- 
tive right  of  this  description  has  been  acquired 
bv  another,  is  considered  to  have  been  guilty 
of  a  fraud,  or,  at  least,  of  an  invasion  of  an- 
other's right,  and  renders  himself  liable  to  an 
action,  or  he  may  be  restrained  from  the  use 
of  the  name  by  injunction."  And  to  the  like 
effect  are  the  cases  of  McGowan  Bros.  Pump  & 
Math,  Co.  V.  McGowan,  2  Cin.  Sup.  Gt.  Hep. 
820:  WilliarM  v.  Farrand,  88  Mich.  478,  14 
L.  R  A.  101 :  Hohner  v.  Gratz,  52  Fed.  Rep. 
871;  Landreth  v.  Landreth,  22  Fed.  Rep.  41; 
Bolmes,  B.  &  H.  v.  Holmes,  B.  db  A.  Mfg.  Co, 
87  Conn.  295,  9  Am.  Rep.  324:  2  Beach,  Inj. 
t^  760;  Br<mn  Chemical  Co.  v.  Meyer,  189  U.  b. 
644,  85  L.  ed.  249.  There  was  no  error,  then, 
in  the  decree  enjoining  the  Bagby  &  Rivers 
Company  from  usiDg  the  name  Rivers  as  part 
of  the  corporate  njtme  of  the  corporation. 


The  remaining  contention  urged  by  the  ap- 
pellant arises  under  the  cross  bill,  which  was 
dismissed  by  the  court  below,  and  involves  a 
construction  of  that  part  of  the  agreement 
which  reads:  '*And  the  said  Rivers  agrees  and 
covenants  that  he  will  not  engage  in  the  manu- 
facture of  furniture  so  long  as  said  Bagby  Fhall 
continue  said  business."  It  is  clear,  we  think, 
according  to  the  moaning  of  this  part  of  the 
contract,  that  when  Bagby  formed  a  corpora- 
tion, assigned  to  it  all  the  rights  of  the  old 
firm,  and  ceased  to  do  business  as  Bagby  & 
Rivers,  he  was  not  conducting  and  continuing 
the  old  business,  and  that  Rivers  was  entitled 
to  resume  the  furniture  business  himself.  We 
fully  agree  with  the  learned  court  below  when 
it  says  that,  under  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract. Rivers  has  a  full  right  to  engage  in  the 
business  if  Bagby  quits  it;  and  I  do  not  see 
how  it  can  well  be  contended  that  if  Bagby 
abandons  the  business  himself  as  an  individ- 
ual, and  transfers  all  his  rights  to  the  defend- 
ant corporation,  assuming  to  assign  to  it  also 
the  late  firm  name,  that  Bagby  can  still  be 
considered  as  conducting  a  business  which  is 
absolutely  that  of  the  corporation  to  which  he 
has  transferred  it.  It  is  no  longer  Bagby  who 
is  doing  the  business,  but  the  corporation, 
no  matter  if  he  does  have  an  interest  in  the 
latter.  For  these  reasons  the  decree  will  be 
affirmed. 

Decree  afflrmed,  mih  costs. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


City  of  MADISON,  Appt,, 
C.  M.  MAYERS  et  al.,  Eespts. 
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1.  A  street  indicated  on  an  ancient  plat 
may  be  held  to  have  been  dedicated  to 


tbe  public  for  Its  entire  width,  although  as  found 
It  does  not  exactly  correspood  to  the  calls  on  tbe 
plat,  if  from  ancient  fences  and  buildinfrs  tt  ap- 
pears that  the  street  found  was  a  practical  con- 
atructiOD  of  the  plat. 
8.  One  side  line  of  a  street  as  dedicated 
to  the  pablie  will  not  be  aJTected  by  a  change 
in  the  other  line  by  widening  one  part  of  the 
street  and  narrowing  another  n^t. 


Kora.— Ai^ht  to  erect  wharves. 

If  the  right  of  tbe  riparian  owner  to  have  access 
to  navlgrable  water  exists,  so  that  the  state  cannot 
place  a  wharf  in  front  of  his  property  without  his 
permission,  as  Is  the  general  rule  (ante^  608)  then  it 
Is  to  the  interest  of  the  public,  as  we) I  as  to  bis  own, 
that  he  should  have  tbe  right  to  make  wharves  so 
long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with  the  general 
right  of  navigation.  And  this  seems  to  be  the  rule 
which  has  been  generally  followed.  Some  of  the 
courts  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  right  of 
access  includes  the  right  to  connect  with  the  point 
of  navigability. 

TJie  rule  in  England. 

In  England  there  were  several  adverse  rights  to 
be  considered  in  determining  whether  or  not  a 
riparian  owner  had  a  right  to  construct  a  wharf. 

First,  there  was  thenavigator^s  right  to  land  his 
^oods,  with  which  a  toll  wharf  interfered.  This 
was  settled  In  favor  of  the  riparian  owner  in  Lord 
Hale*s  time,  for  he  states  that  a  man  for  his  own 
private  advantage  may,  in  a  port  town,  set  up  a 
wharf  or  crane.  Hale,  De  Portibus  Maris,  chap.  0. 
His  comment  is  that  he  Is  merely  making  use  of 
what  is  hJs  own. 

Second,  there  was  the  King*s  jus  privatum  in  the 
eoil  covered  by  water.  This  right  could  not  be  in- 
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vaded  by  the  subject,  and  any  atr^empt  to  do  so  was 
a  purpresture,  the  effect  of  which  was  that  tbe 
structure  might  be  destroyed  or  seized  by  the 
King. 

An  information  in  equity  will  lie  toat>ate  a  wharf 
which  has  been  erected  over  the  King's  land  with- 
out  right.    Atty.  Gen.  v.  Kichards,  2  Anscr.  403. 

If  an  erection  in  the  river  is  a  purpresture  it  will 
be  abated,  although  it  was  made  by  leave  of  the 
high  admiral  and  was  no  damage  to  shtppiog. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Philpot,  cited  in  2  Anstr.  607. 

A  wharf  erected  below  low- water  mark  belongs 
to  the  King.    Johnson  v.  Barret,  Aleyn,  10. 

Third,  there  was  the  ius  publicum^  which  was  rhe 
right  to  have  the  water  kept  free  from  obstruc- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  navigation.  An  interfer- 
ence with  this  right  was  a  nuisance,  and  would  be 
abated  as  such. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Johnson,  S  Wils.  Ch.  8T,  where 
an  injunction  was  sought  to  restrain  the  building 
of  a  pier  in  the  Thames,  the  defendant  claimed  the 
right  under  license  from  the  city  of  London,  and 
tbe  chancellor  said  whether  the  soil  between  high 
and  low  water  mark  is  the  King's  or  has  been 
granted  by  the  Crown  to  the  city  of  London,  or 
whether  a  mere  right  of  conservancy  has  been 
granted  to  the  city,  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  cannot 
be  used  as  a  nuisance  to  tbe  King's  subjects. 
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8.  Mere  nontiffer  of  a  portion    of  the 

width  of  m,  street  wiU  oot  work  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  public  riirbtB  therein. 

4.  A  city  may  maintain  an  action  to  en* 
join  abnttinfl^  oirners  from  removing  mate- 
rials from  the  unused  part  at  the  side  of  a  street, 
whiob  will  make  the  opening  of  the  street  to  Its 
entire  width  more  diflloult. 

5.  The  indication  of  a  block  upon  a  plat 
between  a  highway  and  a  Jake  must  give  way  if 
when  the  higbway  is  located  no  land  is  left  be- 
tween it  and  the  lake  shore. 

6.  Charter  power  to  make  g^eneral  po- 
lice regulations  for  the  benefit  of  trade  and 
commerce,  and  to  provide  for  the  abatement  and 
removal  of  nuisances,  will  not  authorize  a  city 


to  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  filling  op  of  e 
lake  shore  along,  but  ouLsirte,  tbe  limits  of  a  pub- 
lic street. 
7«  Owners  of  land  abutting^  on  a  lake» 
the  title  to  which  is  io  tbe  state,  have  the  right 
to  construct  In  the  shoal  water  proper  wharve» 
and  piers  in  aid  of  navigation,  but  not  obstruct- 
ing it.  far  enough  to  reach  water  navigable  for 
such  boats  as  are  in  use. 

(November  10,  1W7.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Dane  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
tbe  depositing  of  boulders  and  earth  in  the 
shallow  waters  of  Lake  Monona.     Bettrsed. 


Neither  the  Crown  itself  nor  its  grantee  can  use  its 
title  in  that  manner. 

A  building  placed  so  near  the  water  of  a  port  as 
to  interfere  with  mariners  in  working  their  boats 
io  and  out  will  be  abated.  Bristol  v.  Morgan.  11 
Car.  I.  fol.  808,  cited  in  Hale,  de  Portibus  Maris, 
chap.  6,  Hargrave  Law  Tracts,  p.  81. 

Tbe  tide  way  of  a  river  cannot  be  interrupted  by 
a  wharf  in  its  shallowest  part,  unless  there  has 
been  an  antecedent  execution  of  a  writ  of  ad  quMd 
damnum.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Brittaln,  cited  in  6  Barn.  & 
C.6TO. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  1 
Hem.  ft  M.  24,8  Jur.  N.  S.  12C3, 11  Week.  Rep.  163,  it 
is  said  that  it  cannot  be  denied  tbat  any  pier  or 
other  projection  into  a  navigable  river  is  a  nuis- 
ance. 

An  occupation  of  8  feet  out  of  (10  of  the  bed  of  a 
river  is  an  obstruction  to  navigation  wbloh  a  pub- 
lic authority  having  power  to  remove  obstructions 
may  proceed  to  remove.  Atty.  CJen.  v.  Terry,  L. 
K.9Cb.4l».  ao  L.  T.N.  B.  215,  22  Week.  Rep.  305. 
The  master  of  the  rolls  said  in  that  case,  that  when 
the  title  was  In  the  King  the  riparian  owner  had 
no  right  to  put  a  stick  in  the  soil,  and  that  in  case 
he  owned  tbe  soil  he  could  not  make  a  structure 
which  would  be  a  nuisance  to  navigation. 

A  corporation  which  Is  the  conservator  of  a  river 
and  owner  of  tbe  soil  between  high  and  low  water 
mark  cannot  authorise  the  erection  of  a  wharf 
there  which  produces  inconvenience  to  the  public 
in  the  use  of  the  river  for  tbe  purposes  of  navlga- 
uon.  One  who  undertakes  to  make  a  change  in  a 
public  highway  should  proceed  before  tbe  sheriff 
In  order  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  a  change  will 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public.  Rex  v. 
Lord  Grosvenor,  28tark.  511. 

In  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers*  Co.  L.  R.  1  A  pp.  Cas. 
O82.40L.J.Ch.N.  8.  68.  85  L.  T.  N.  S.  669,  25  Week. 
Hep.  106),  the  lord  chancellor.  In  speaking  of  a  li- 
cense by  the  conservators  of  the  river  to  a  prop- 
erty owner  to  fill  in  the  bank  in  front  of  his  prop- 
erty, says  that  it  has  a  power  of  granting  to  in- 
dividuals, upon  a  money  payment,  tbe  privilege  of 
doing  what  the  owners  could  not  do  in  a  navigable 
river,  of  pushing  out  an  embankment  or  wharf  in 
front  of  their  land  into  the  bed  of  the  river. 

In  one  case  the  rule  was  attempted  to  be  estab- 
lished tbat  if  the  general  beneSt  to  navigation  was 
greater  because  of  the  structure  than  the  loss  by 
reason  of  tbe  straightening  of  the  channel  it  would 
not  be  a  nuisance. 

Thus,  where  a  statth  erected  by  a  person  for  his 
own  use  in  loading  coal  was  afterwards  made  sub- 
ject to  public  use,  it  was  held  tbat  if  reasonable 
space  was  left  for  navigation,  and  the  public  bene- 
fit resulting  from  tbe  erection  countervailed  tbe 
prejudice  to  the  rights  of  individuals  in  having  the 
exercise  of  their  righu  of  passage  narrowed,  there 
could  be  no  conviction  under  an  Indictment  for  a 
nuisance.  But  Lord  Tenterden,  dissenting.sald  tbat 
tbe  question  of  benefit  to  tha  public  could  not  be 
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taken  into  consideration,  the  question  tyeing- 
whether  or  not  the  navigation  and  passage  of 
vessels  on  this  public  river  was  injured  tiy  these 
erections.  Rex  v.  Russell,  6  Bam.  &  C.  568,  9  Do  wl. 
&  K.566. 

That  distinction  did  not  prevaiL 

A  wharf  is  a  nuisance  if  It  occasions  any  hin- 
drance or  impediment  whatever  to  the  navigutioo 
of  the  river  by  any  obstruction  of  vessels  or  boats. 
And  the  circumstance  that  a  benefit  results  to  gen- 
era!  navigation  from  It  is  immaterial.  Beg.  v. 
Randall,  Car.  ft  IL  406. 

In  King  v.  Ward,4  Ad.  ft  EL884,  1  H.  ft  W.  V&,  • 
Nev.  ft  M.  88.  a  causeway  connecting  with  a  wharf 
was  held  to  be  a  nuisance,  tbe  court  holding  tbat 
the  fact  that  it  was  also  a  benefit  to  navigation  waa 
not  sufficient  defense  to  cbe  Indictment. 

Fourth,  there  was  the  right  against  other  Individ- 
uals; and  it  has  been  generally  held  tbat  private 
individuals  could  maintain  an  action  for  a  pub- 
lic nuisance  only  when  they  were  peculiarly  in- 
jured. 

A  person  who  is  not  injured  by  the  erection  of  a. 
wharf  cannot  maintain  an  action  foritsabatemenu 
Brown  v.  Gugy,  10  Jur.  N.  8.  S%,  2  Moore.  P.  C  C 
N.S.  841, 10L.T.  N.  8. 46, 12  Week.  Bep.  48S. 

But  a  riparian  proprietor  on  a  tidal  river,  al- 
thoturh  he  owns  the  soil,  cannot  erecc  there  a  pier 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  bank  if  tbe  re- 
suit  is  to  damage  the  bank  of  the  opposite  riparian 
proprietor.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Barl  Lonsdale,  L.  R.  7 
Bq.  877.  88  L.  J.  Oh.  N.  &  836, 80  L.  T.  N.  8.  M,  17 
Week.  Bep.  219. 

Wharves  are  as  essential  to  commerce  as  ts  tbe 
waterway  Itself.  If  each  of  the  conflicting  rights 
in  the  waterway,  the  soil,  and  the  banks,  bad  been 
mainulned  to  its  fullest  extent,  no  wharf  could 
have  been  built.  8o,  a  compromise  was  abeol  utely 
necessary.  This  was  elfected  by  the  King  surren- 
dering his  ivM  vriwi^w^  to  the  public  (Flreeman« 
Const.  Hist.  2d  ed.  pp.  189  et  teqX  and  the  establish- 
ment of  rules  by  which  the  public  rights  could  be 
protected  when  the  wharf  was  erected  by  tbe 
owner  of  the  upland. 

The  proceeding  at  English  oommon  law  to  obtain 
leave  to  build  a  wharf  on  the  King^s  tide  land  waa 
a  writ  of  ad  quod  diimnum  to  ascertain  what  injury 
would  ensue.  Upon  the  return  of  a  fa  vorat>le  ver- 
dict, the  proposed  work  was  autbonstnl  by  the 
King^s  license.  Concord  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robertson.  08 
N.  H.  19, 18  L.  B.  A.  679. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Brlttalo,  cited  in  6  Barn.  ftC.  S79« 
the  lord  chancellor  was  of  opmion  tbat  the  tide 
way  of  a  river  in  the  shallow  part  of  it  could  not 
be  interrupted  by  quays  unless  there  bad  been  an 
antecedent  execution  of  a  writ  of  ad  quod  dcM»- 
num  by  a  Jury. 

The  result  of  this  seems  to  be  that  the  owner  of 
the  upland  may  erect  tbe  wliarf.  but  unless  he  first 
obtains  a  writ  of  ad  quod  fiomnum  be  take*  all  the 
risk  of  bis  structure  proving  a  nuisance,  and  hav* 
Ing  it  abated  as  such. 
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Statement  by  Cassoday-,  Ch.  J.: 
This  action  is  to  restrain  the  defendants 
from  removing  any  earth,  stone,  or  other  ma- 
terials from  the  limits  of  Spaigbt  street,  be- 
tween Patterson  and  Livingston  streets,  and 
to  restore  said  street  to  its  prior  condition,  and 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  filling  in  the 
lake  opposite  to  or  in  front  of  said  portion  of 
said  street,  and  to  abate  the  nuisance  created 
by  tbem.  The  complaint  is  to  the  effect  that 
tlie  plaintiff  is  a  municipality,  and  has  control 
of  the  streets  and  sidewalks  therein;  that 
Spaigbt  street,  between  Patterson  and  Li  vines- 
ton  streets  (formerly  known  as  "Rutledge 
Street"),  lying  south  of  block  149,  is  a  regu- 
larly laid  out  and  platted,    traveled  street. 


being  laid  out.  platted,  and  recorded  aa  66 
feet  wide;  that  the  south  line  of  said  street, 
opposite  said  block,  and  particularly  that  part 
of  said  line  opposite  lots  7,  8,  9,  and  10  in  said 
block,  as  originally  platted  and  recorded,  and 
ever  since,  has  extended  out  into  the  waters 
of  the  lake  a  distance  of  10  or  more  feet;  that 
that  portion  of  said  street  not  covered  by  the 
waters  of  the  lake  is  15  or  20  feet  above  the 
surface  of  the  waters;  that  the  traveled  por- 
tion of  the  street  is  separated  from  the  lake  by 
an  embankment  wholly  within  the  limits  of 
the  street,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  for  sev- 
eral years  last  past  maintained  a  substantial 
sidewalk  along  the  inner  edge  of  said  embank- 
ment, and  within  the  limits  of  the  street;  that 


Whatever  may  have  been  tbe  theory  In  England 
It  would  seem  that  practlcaJly  the  rijrht  to  wbarf 
out  io  front  of  his  land  was  exercised  by  the  ripa- 
rian owDer,  taking  care  not  to  Interfere  injuriously 
with  tbe  Interests  of  navigation.  Clement  v.  Burns. 
43  N.  H.  818. 

A  riparian  owner  may  moor  to  his  bank  a  float* 
Ing  wbarf  and  boathouse  if  they  do  not  Interfere 
with  navigation  of  the  river,  and  may  maintain  an 
action  against  a  third  person  who  causes  injury  to 
tbem  by  refuse  east  into  the  stream.  Booth  v. 
Batte,  L.  R.  15  A  pp.  Gas.  188. 

Although  a  statute  does  not  expremly  authorize 
the  construotlon  of  a  wbarf,  legislative  recognition 
of  the  right  In  subsequent  statutes  will  be  sufficient 
to  protect  tbe  one  building  It  from  actions  of  ad- 
joining lot  ownera.  Standly  v.  Perry,  2  Ont.  App. 
Bep.  195. 

The  rvte  fn  this  eountry. 

In  this  country  there  was  only  the  right  of  tbe 
riparian  owner  and  tbe  jus  publicum  to  t>e  consid- 
ered. In  the  early  days  tbe  navigable  channels 
were  in  most  cases  ample,  tbe  need  of  wharves  ur- 
gent, and  the  public  funds  deficient.  So,  by  com- 
mon consent,  supplemented  in  some  Instances  by 
legislation,  the  riparian  owner  was  permitted  to 
erect  wharves,  and  his  right  to  do  so  was  unques- 
tioned. Necessary  regulations  were  adopted  from 
time  to  time  as  needed,  and  in  some  few  Instances 
the  right  was  denied  altogether  and  the  rule  estab- 
tisbed  that  the  public  or  its  grantees  had  tbe  ex  du- 
al ve  right  to  make  wharves,  and  that  there  was  no 
right  in  the  riparian  owner. 

Coses  recoonizlng  thejriaht  of  the  rifMrian  ovmer. 

The  doctrine  that  the  soil  under  tide  water  Is  a 
private  emolument  of  tbe  sovereign,  and  that,with- 
out  express  or  implied  license,  abutters  cannot 
build  wharves,  is  not  introduced  here  by  applying 
the  dictates  of  Justice  and  reason  to  the  situation 
of  the  American  people.  Concord  B£fg.  Co.  y, 
Bobertson,  66  N.  H.  19, 18  L.  B.  A.  679. 

In  Alexandria  d;  F.  B.  Co.  y.  Faunce,  81  Gratt. 
761,  Staples,  J.,  says  it  has  been  held  In  numerous 
eases  that  tbe  owner  of  land  bounded  by  a  naviga- 
ble stream  has  certain  riparian  rights,  whether  bis 
title  extends  to  tbe  middle  of  tbe  stream  or  not. 
Among  these  are  free  access  to  tbe  navigable  part 
of  tbe  stream  and  a  right  to  make  a  landing, 
wharf,  or  pier. 

The  riparian  proprietor  upon  a  navigable  lake 
has  the  exclusive  right  of  access  to  and  from  tbe 
lake  In  front  of  his  land,  and  In  building  wharves 
and  piers  in  aid  of  navigation.  Delaplaine  v.  Chi- 
cago ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  42  Wis.  214,  24  Am.  Bep.  386; 
Boorman  v.  Sunnucbs,  42  Wis.  233;  Diedrich  v. 
Northwestern  Onion  B.  Co.  42  Wis. 248, 24  Am.  Bep. 
390:  GobD  v.  Wausau  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  314:  Janes- 
▼ille  T.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288.  8  L.  B.  A.  808. 

A  riparian  proprietor  who  owns  the  land  to  the 
aide  of  the  stream  may  construct  docks  or  landing 
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places  for  goods  or  passengers,  taking  care  that 
vessels  are  not  impeded  in  their  passage,  nor  pre- 
vented from  the  use  of  all  parts  of  tbe  stream 
where  It  is  navigable.  And  one  owner  cannot  so  use 
bis  property  as  to  impair  tbe  rights  of  an  adjoining 
proprietor.  Walker  v.  Shepardson,  4  Wis.  486, 65 
Am.  Dec.  824. 

At  common  law  and  under  the  Virginia  statutes 
the  riparian  owner  ba9  a  right  to  erect  wharves, 
piers,  and  bulkheads  for  bis  own  use,  subjecr  only 
to  the  general  rules  and  regulations  which  the  leg- 
islature may  prescribe:  and  the  only  limitation 
upon  euch  right  is  that  navigation  must  not  be  ob- 
structed or  the  rights  of  others  injured. 

And  this  right  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  owner  to 
maintain  an  action  of  unlnwful  entry  and  detainer 
against  one  wbo  attempts  to  build  a  structure  upon 
the  water  lot  under  a  void  grant  from  tbe  state. 
Norfolk  City  v.  Cooke,  27  Gratt.  480. 

A  riparian  owner  has  a  right  to  construct 
wharves  on  his  water  front,  which  cannot  be  taken 
from  him  for  public  use  without  condemnation 
proceedings  as  prescribed  by  law.  Buffalo  v.  Dela- 
ware, L.  Af  W.  B.  Co.  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  4. 

In  North  Carolina  the  riparian  owner  has  a  right 
to  enter  the  water  front  up  to  deep  water  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  wharyes.  Gregory  v.  Forbes, 
96  N.  C.  77, 

In  Saunders  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.  80  Abb. 
N.  C.  88,  tbe  rule  is  recognized  that  tbe  riparian 
owner  has  the  right  to  construct  wharves,  subject 
to  tbe  right  of  the  public. 

And  that  was  followed  in  Saunders  y.  New  York 
C.  &  E.  B.  B.  Co.  64  N.  Y.  S.  B.  864. 

But  modined  in  Saunders  v.  New  York  C.  A  H« 
B.  B.  Co.  144  N.  Y.  75.  26  L.  B.  A.  878,  but  the  court 
recognized  tbe  right  to  wbarf  out. 

An  ownar  of  lots  abutting  on  tbe  Mississippi 
river  possesses  the  riparian  right  of  constructing 
thereon  suitable  landings  and  wharves  for  tbe  con- 
venience of  commerce  and  navigation,  and  to  ex- 
tend such  ol)structlon  out  into  the  river  to  tbe 
point  of  navigability.  Bippe  ▼.  Chicago,  D.  &  M. 
B.  Co.  23  Minn.  18;  Morrill  v.  St.  Anthony  Falls 
Water  Power  Co.  26  Minn.  222.  39  Am.  Bep.  399; 
Union  Depot  Street  B.  &  Transfer  Co.  v.  Bruns- 
wick. 31  Minn.  297,  47  Am.  Bep.  789:  Lake  Superior 
Land  Co.  v.  Emerson,  38  Minn.  406. 

In  State  v.  Wilson,  42  Me.  9,  it  is  stated  that  In 
Maine  it  has  never  tteen  held  that  a  proprietor  of 
land  adjoining  flats  upon  or  at  tide  waters  is  pre- 
cluded from  erecting  wharves  and  piers  on  his  own 
flats,  provided  he  does  not  thereby  materially  inter- 
rupt general  navigation. 

The  owner  may  lawfully  erect  wharves  upon  hla 
own  flats  for  his  own  use  and  benefit.  Deering  v. 
Proprietord  of  Long  Wharf,  26  Me.  51. 

Biparian  owners  may  extend  wharves  into  tha 
Ohio  river  provided  they  do  not  unnecessarily  ob- 
struct navigation.  Bainbridge  v. Sherlock,  29  Ind. 
864,  95  Am.  Dec.  644. 
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iaid  street  and  walk  are,  and  for  many  years 
past  bavebeeD,  contiDuously  used  aod  traveled 
at  all  times  of  the  day,  aod  at  all  seasons  of 
the  year;  that  the  defeDdants  have  combiDed 
together,  and  did  remove  and  are  now  remov- 
ing large  quantities  of  earth,  stone,  and  other 
materials  from  the  limits  of  that  portion  of 
said  street,  and  particularly  from  the  foot  and 
face  of  the  embankment,  and  have  deposited 
and  are  now  depositing  earth,  stone,  and  other 
materials  in  the  waters  of  the  lake  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  highway,  and  that  the  earth, 
stone,  and  other  materials  are  necessary  for 
the  preservation  of  the  embankment  and  the 
street,  and  to  maintain  the  proper  grade 
thereof;  that  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 


defcnil tints  was  to  the  irreparable  Injury  of 
the  plaiotill.  And  for  a  second  cause  of  ac- 
tion the  complaint  alleges,  in  addition  to  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  first  cause  of  ac- 
tion, in  effect,  that  from  that  portion  of  the 
street  the  people  have  an  unobstructed  view 
and  access  to  the  waters  of  the  lake;  that  the 
lake  is  a  meandered  body  of  water,  and  is 
navigable  in  fact  to  the  south  line  of  the  street: 
that  the  defendants  have  taken  the  earth, 
stone,  and  other  materials  referred  to,  and 
other  earth,  stone,  rubbish,  and  other  ma- 
terials, and  deposited  them  in  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  lake,  within  the  limits  of  the 
section  of  the  street  mentioned,  and  intend  to 
erect  buildings  thereon,  and  forever  close  all 


An  owner  of  land  on  a  navigable  river  has  with- 
out special  legislative  authority  the  riirht  to  erect 
wharves  conformlaff  to  the  reffulations  of  the 
state.  But  that  right  terminates  at  the  point  of 
navlffRbility  unless  special  authority  is  oouferred. 
Chicago  V.  Van  Ingen,  162  III.  8)M. 

Under  the  laws  of  Florida  wharves  when  con- 
structed by  riparian  proprietors  are  not  purpres- 
tu res  nor  presumed  to  be  nuisances  as  constitute 
ing  an  obstruction  to  commeroe.  One  who  alleges 
that  a  wharf  is  not  for  the  t)eDeflt  of  oommerce 
has  the  burden  of  proving  his  allegation.  Sullivan 
V.  Moreno,  19  Fla.  800. 

Tbe  right  of  wbartiog  out.  doing  no  damage  to 
the  free  navfttation,  is  one  of  the  rights  of  a  ripa- 
rian proprietor.  Mather  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  882. 
16  Am.  Uep.  46. 

The  riparian  right  in  the  Ohio  river  extends  to 
the  water,  aod  no  supervening  right  over  any  part 
of  tbis  space  can  be  exercised  or  maintained  with- 
out tbe  consent  of  the  proprietor.  Bowman  v. 
Watben,  2  McLean.  376. 

Under  the  colonial  law  of  Massachusetts,  and  by 
the  common  practice  of  the  country,  wbarves  may 
be  built  out  to  low-water  mark  considering  tbe 
river  in  its  natural  state,  or  further,  if  not  injuri- 
ous to  public  interests.  And  if  the  river  reoede  by 
natural  cause  tbe  wbarf  may  follow  it,  but  not  if 
it  Is  made  to  recede  by  some  act  of  man.  Com.  v. 
Pierce,  2  Dane,  Abr.  606. 

At  common  law  a  riparian  owner  has  a  right  to 
erect  wharves,  piers,  or  bulkheads  for  bis  own  use, 
or  tbe  use  of  tbe  public,  subject  only  to  such  gen- 
eral  rules  and  regulations  as  the  legislature  may 
prescribe.    Norfolk  City  v.  Cooke.  27  Gratt.  490. 

In  Musser  v.  Uersbey,  42  Iowa.  8S6,  it  is  said  that 
it  is  true  that  a  riparian  owner,  although  owning 
only  to  high*wQter  mark,  will  have  tbe  right  to 
construct  below  high- water  mark,  bridges,  piers, 
and  landing  places,  aod  to  reclaim  tbe  soil,  if  he 
conforms  to  tbe  regulations  of  tbe  state  and  does 
not  obstruct  the  paramount  right  of  navigation* 
This  ruling  was  upon  tbe  authority  of  Duttoo  v. 
Strong.  St.  Paul  ft  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Schurmeir,  and  Yates 
V.  Milwaukee. 

In  Tuck  V.  Olds,  29  Fed.  Bep.  788,  where  tbe  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  character  of  wbarf  property,  the 
court  says  it  would  seem  safe  to  bold  that  tbe  owner 
of  tbe  adjacent  land  has  at  least  a  qualified  interest 
in  the  soil  under  tbe  edge  of  the  water  at  theshore, 
so  as  to  give  to  bim  tbe  right  to  construct  and  main- 
tain a  dock  along  tbe  shore  and  extending  the  nec- 
essary distance  into  tbe  water. 

A  riparian  owner  specially  Interested  may  recover 
for  the  wrongful  fllilog  up  of  a  bartior  to  the  in- 
Jury  of  navigation.  Clark  v.  Peckham,  10  U.  L  36, 
14  AnL  Bep.  664. 

Rule  where  title  extends  to  thread  of  stream. 

The  title  of  a  grantee  of  land  on  the  Chicago  river 
extends  to  the  middle  thread  of  the  stream,  and  he 
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has  a  right  to  extend  wharves  into  the  stream  pro- 
viding he  does  not  obstruct  navigation  or  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  others.  Chicago  v.  Laflin,  48  111. 
172. 

Where  the  ownership  of  the  bed  of  the  stream  is 
private,  the  public  rights  are  simply  easements  oi 
privileges  upon  it,  and  tbe  owner  may  do  aa  he 
pleases  so  long  as  be  does  not  injuriously  affect  tbe 
public  enjoyment.  The  owner*s  use  is  lawful  un- 
til it  is  shown  to  be  unlawful.  It  can  never  be  un- 
lawful for  a  landowner  to  make  such  wharves  as 
will  accommodate  all  vessels  ordinarily  using  tbe 
stream,  unless  there  is  some  exceptional  circum- 
stance which  may  in  particular  cases  render  hie 
structure  improper.  Byan  v.  Brown,  18  Mich.  196, 
100  Am.  Dec.  164. 

If  an  individual  has  received  a  grant  of  the  flats 
he  may  devote  them  to  wharves  without  being  sub- 
ject to  tbe  conirol  of  tbe  public,  if  they  are  not  per- 
mitted to  become  a  common  nuisance.  Galveston 
V.  Menard,  28  Tex.  404. 

Effect  of  cuttom. 

In  Bell  V.  Gough,  23  N.  J.  L.  624.  it  is  said  that  it 
has  been  common  understanding  that  owners  of 
land  bounding  on  navigable  waters  have  an  abso- 
lute right  to  wharf  out  and  otherwise  reclaim  tbe 
land  down  to,  and  even  below,  low  water,  provided 
they  do  not  thereby  impede  the  paramount  right 
of  navigation,  and  that  statement  was  repeated  in 
New  Jersey  Zinc  &  I.  Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  &  Bkg.  Co. 
44  N.  J.  Bq.  808, 1 L.  R.  A.  133. 

In  this  country  a  usage  sprang  up  wh^ch  at  length 
acquired  the  force  of  law,  and  gave  to  tbe  riparian 
owner  upon  navigable  water  either  tbe  absolute  ti- 
tle to  tbe  soil  or  the  exclusive  right  to  erect  wharves 
and  to  reclaim  from  the  sea  tbe  flats  in  front  of 
bis  land.    Clement  v.  Bums,  48  N.  H.  618. 

A  grantee  of  riparian  land  acquires  no  peculiar 
rights  as  incident  to  his  estate  in  the  land  beyond 
tbe  high- water  line  lying  in  front  of  his  land.  But 
in  virtue  of  a  local  custom  long  prevailing  in  New 
Jersey,  and  now  having  tbe  force  of  established 
law,  the  adjacency  of  his  land  to  the  stream  vests 
him  with  a  license  to  fill  and  wharf  out  on  the  pub- 
lic domain  to  such  an  extent  as  does  not  Interfere 
with  the  public  rights  of  fishing  and  navigation. 
And  this  license  when  executed  becomes  irrevoca- 
ble and  confers* on  tbe  riparian  owner  a  good  and 
indefeasible  title  to  tbe  land  thus  reclaimed.  New 
Jersey  Zinc  &  I,  Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  44 
N.  J.  Bq.  398. 1  L.  B.  A.  188,  citing  Gough  v.  Bell, 
and  Stevens  v.  Paterson  ft  N.  B.  Co. 

A  canal  company  which  acquired  by  condemna- 
tion a  right  of  way  for  its  canal  along  the  high- 
water  mark  of  a  navigable  stream  does  not  deprive 
the  former  owner  of  his  riparian  rights.  New  Jer- 
sey Zinc  ft  I.  Co.  V.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  44  N,  J. 
Bq.  896, 1  L.  B.  A.  188. 

Statutory  r{0hL 
In  BaU  V.  Slack,  2  WharC  606, 80  Am.  Dec.  S78,  it 
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access  and  travel  to  and  from  the  lake.  The 
several  defendauts  each  separately  answered 
by  way  of  admissions  and  denials,  and  allega- 
tions to  the  effect  that  the  street  meutiooed 
was  established  and  dedicated  under  and  by 
virtue  of  a  plat  of  the  city  duly  made  and  ex 
ecuted  according  to  law  and  recorded  by  James 
D.  Doty,  then  owner  of  all  the  property  and 
real  estate  upon  which  is  now  the  city  of 
Madison,  May  7. 1837;  that  November  27, 1868, 
the  common  council  of  the  city  altered  and 
changed  the  said  street,  and  widened  the  same 
by  eztendintf  the  northerlv  boundary  thereof 
several  feet  into  block  14§.  along  lie  eastern 
portion  thereof,  as  therein  alleged;  that  Decem- 
ber 4,  1868,  the  common  council  vacated  a  por- 


tion of  the  street  opposite  lot  1  In  block  149; 
that  lots  6  and  7  in  block  150  were  platted  by 
the  Doty  plat,  and  as  a  part  thereof;  that  the 
southerly  boundary  of  the  street  extends  no 
further  south,  or  nearer  to  the  waters  of  the 
lake,  than  a  certain  iron  railing,  which  now 
extends  along  said  street  south  of  the  side- 
walk, on  the  south  side  thereof,  and  that  the 
northerly  boundary  of  said  lots  6  and  7  ex- 
tends to  the  said  iron  railing;  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  city  over  the  Take  is  for  limited 
and  special  purposes  only,  and  not  for  tlie  pur- 
poses set  forth  in  the  complaint;  that  the  plac- 
ing of  stone  and  earth  in  the  shallow  waters 
of  the  lake,  as  alleged,  prevents  the  nuisance 
and  accumulation  of  debris  and  dead  fish  on  the 


Is  said  that  our  acts  of  assembly  would  seem  to  have 
recognized  the  riirht  of  the  uwner  to  erect  wharves 
down  to  low- water  mark. 

The  OrefTOD  statute  gave  persons  who  bad  pur- 
chased tide  lands  from  riparian  owners  the  rlffbt  to 
acquire  tbe  state's  title  to  the  same.  De  Foroe  v, 
Welch,  10  Or.  607. 

The  New  York  act  of  1813  provided  for  giving  the 
owners  of  land  abutting  on  the  navigable  water  of 
New  York  olty  a  right  to  erect  wharves.  Yerplanck 
V.  New  York,  2  Edw.  Ch.  228. 

Riparian  landowners  to  whom  the  land  under  wa- 
ter has  been  granted  under  tbe  acts  of  1818 and  1815 
may  erect  wharves  and  piers  into  the  water  In  front 
of  their  property,  which  tbe  interests  of  commerce 
require.  People  v.  New  York  A  a  I.  Ferry  Co.  68 
N.  Y.  71. 

The  statutes  giving  the  owners  of  land  abutting 
on  navigable  waters  In  New  York  city  a  riirht  to 
erect  wharves  does  not  make  the  wharves  when 
erected  public  property  subject  to  the  right  of  any 
one  to  use  them  upon  paying  reasonable  fees.  Wet- 
more  V.  Atlantic  White  Lead  Co.  37  Barb.  78. 

In  New  York  the  legislature  has  given  tbe  own- 
ers of  lands  in  Brooklyn  tbe  right  to  erect  bulk- 
heads as  far  into  the  East  river  as  the  permanent 
water  line  established  bv  law.  Wetmore  v.  Brook- 
lyn Gaslight  Co.  42  N.  Y.  884. 

In  Morris  Canal  A  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
16  N.  J.  Kq.  419,  there  was  an  express  grant  of  the 
right  to  build  wharves. 

By  the  New  Jersey  wharf  act  the  right  to  reclaim 
the  shore  in  front  of  bis  land  was  vested  In  the  shore 
owner.    Stockham  v.  Browning,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  390. 

But  the  rights  conferred  by  tbe  wharf  act  are 
revocable  at  any  time  before  they  are  executed  by 
the  owner,  and  the  state.having  the  title  to  tbe  land 
under  tbe  navigable  waters,  may  grant  it  to  a  third 
person  without  making  compensation  to  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  shore.  Stevens  v.  Paterson  &  N. 
R.  Co.  84N.  J.  L.  682,8  Am.  Rep.  200. 

On  tbe  other  hand.  In  Massachusetts  a  statute  au- 
thorizing a  wharf  proprietor  to  extend  it  into  the 
channel  to  the  harbor  line  is  a  grant,  and  cannot  be 
revoked  by  a  subsequent  grant  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  lay  tracks  along  the  shore  between  the 
wharf  and  the  water.  Fitcbburg  R.  Co.  v.  Boston 
&  M.  R.  Co.  8  Cush  68. 

8o,  in  Casey  v.  Inloes,  1  Gill.  501, 89  Am.  Dec.  668, 
it  is  said  that  tbe  right  of  wharflng  out  under  the 
statute  granting  that  right  is  a  vested  right  pe- 
culiar in  its  nature:  a  quasi  property  of  which  tbe 
owner  could  not  be  deprived  without  bis  consent. 
And  If  a  third  person  made  tbe  improvement  the 
title  would  vest  In  the  owner  of  tbe  upland. 

Tbe  Massachusetts  act  of  1806  gave  to  tbe  owner 
of  lots  adjoining  tbe  Acusbnet  river,  power  to 
erect  and  maintain  wharves  extending  to  tbe  chan- 
nel of  the  river.  Hamlin  v.  Pairpoint  Mfg.  Co.  141 
Mass.  61:  Hastings  v.  Grimshaw,  168  Mass.  497, 12  L. 
K.  A.  617. 
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Under  the  Massachusetts  colonial  act  wharves 
could  be  built  out  to  the  channel  if  a  sufficient  pas- 
sage or  way  was  left  for  public  navigation.  Com. 
V.  Crowlnshlcld,  2  Dane,  Abr.  697;  Com.  v.  Pierce,  2 
Dane,  Abr.  606. 

Under  the  Maryland  statute  the  riparian  pro- 
prietor has  tbe  exclusive  right  of  making  Improve- 
ments into  the  waters  In  front  of  his  lands,  with  t.'^e 
proviso  that  they  shall  not  Interfere  with  naviga- 
tion .  Goodsell  V.  La wson,  42 Md.  848;  Hess  v.  Muir, 
66  Md.  686. 

Tbe  Louisiana  statute  of  1867  authorizes  tbe  con- 
struction of  wharves  upon  tbe  Bayou  Teche. 
Stevens  v.  Walker,  15  La.  Ann.  577. 

Under  the  New  Jersey  act  of  1851,  the  riparian 
owner  had  a  right  to  wharf  out.  Keyport  Se  M.  P. 
8.  B.  Co.  V.  Farmers  Traosp.  Co.  18  N.  J.  Eq.  la 

In  Iowa  a  riparian  owner  has  a  right  to  construct 
below  high -water  mark  piers  and  landing  places. 
If  he  con  forms  to  the  regulations  of  the  state. 
Mills  V.  Evans.  100  Iowa,  712. 

The  law  of  Virginia  gives  the  riparian  owner  title 
to  low- water  mark,  and  authorizes  him  to  extend 
wharves  from  the  land  to  tbe  channel,  provided 
navigation  Is  not  thereby  obstructed.  United 
States  V.  Bain,  8  Hughes,  603. 

RiifhtH  a»  aoainst  individuaJs. 

An  individual  who  is  specially  injured  by  tbe 
erection  of  a  wharf  may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
nuisance.    Harrison  v.  Stereit,  4  Harr.  &  McH.  540. 

But  the  mere  building  of  a  wharf  beyond  tbe 
wharf  line  does  not  give  a  private  person  a  right 
to  maintain  a  bill  to  have  it  removed  if  It  Is  not  in 
fact  a  nuisance.  Harlan  ft  H.  Co.  v.  Paschall,  5 
Del.  Cb.  43S. 

The  fact  that  a  "property  owner  has  erected  a 
pier  without  the  consent  of  tbe  state  will  not  give 
a  railroad  company  tbe  right  to  take  It  for  Its  own 
use  without  compensation.  Davenport  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ren  wick,  102  U.  8. 180,  28  L.  ed.  61. 

Tbe  extension  of  a  pier  will  not  be  enjoined  at 
the  suit  of  an  adjacent  owner  if  the  public  author- 
ities have  taken  no  action  which  renders  it  illegal. 
Jenks  V.  Miller,  14  App.  Div.  474. 

If  persons  have  acted  unlawfully  and  Injuriously 
In  extending  their  wharf  below  low- water  mark 
they  may  be  called  to  account  by  the  sovereign, 
but  individuals  who  have  no  Interest  in  the  land 
covered  by  the  wharf  cannot  require  compen- 
sation to  be  made  to  them  for  tbe  use  of  tbe  land. 
Gerrlsh  v.  Proprietors  of  Union  Wharf,  26  Me.  884, 
46  Am.  Dec.  668. 

The  owner  of  lands  not  accessible  by  navigation 
from  the  sea  has  no  cause  of  complaint  because  of 
being  deprived  by  the  erection  of  wharves  of  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  to  his  premises,  or  the 
right  thereby  to  drain  over  the  lands  of  others. 
Henry  v.  Newbury  port,  149  Mass.  682. 6  L.  EL  A.  179. 

A  wharf  below  hlo-h- water  mark  is  a  nuisance, 
but  a  private  individual  cannot  without  necessity 
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defendant's  land  and  tbe  vicinity  thereof,  and 
enables  bim  to  more  readily  reach  tbe  deeper 
waters  of  the  lake  by  boat,  and  prevents  tbe 
action  of  the  waters  and  ice  upon  bis  land  to 
bis  damage. 

At  tbe  close  of  the  trial  the  court  found,  as 
matters  of  fact,  that  Spaigbt  (formerly  Rut- 
ledge)  street  is  one  of  the  public  streets  of  the 
city,  and  extends  between  blocks  149  and  150; 
that  the  southerly  Hoe  of  said  street  is,  and 
ever  has  been,  the  lioe  marking  tbe  crest  of 
tbe  bank  along  said  block  150,  upon  which 
was  situated  a  certain  iron  fence  or  railing  at 
the  time  of  tbe  commencement  of  this  action, 
and  being  at  all  points  along  said  block  many 
feet  distant  from  tbe  waters  of  tbe  lake;  that 


said  street  between  said  blocks  is  a  public 
street  only  by  virtue  of  tbe  fact  that  it  has 
been  used  and  worked  and  traveled  for  30 
years;  that  it  is  materially  less  than  66  feet 
wide  (being  of  such  width  only  as  it  has  been 
worked  and  used);  that  the  street  so  used  and 
traveled  between  said  blocks  was  never  dedi- 
cated to  the  public  by  any  of  tbe  plats  of  tbe 
city  for  the  purpose  of  a  public  street;  that  it 
was  not  laid  out,  located,  established,  traveled, 
or  used  at  the  point  or  points  fixed  by  tbe 
various  plats  of  tbe  city  creating  and  fixing  tbe 
streets,  lots,  and  blocks  of  the  city,  and  has 
never  been  used,  worked,  or  traveled  south  of 
said  iron  fence  or  railing  as  it  existed  at  tbe 
commencement  of  this  action;  that  tbe  loca- 


run  his  vessel  ai^alDSt  and  injure  it  without  liabil- 
ity for  damages.  Dimes  v.  Petley,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N. 
8.  462, 15  Q.  B.  270,  li  Jur.  1182. 

Though  the  irrant  of  a  right  to  erect  a  wharf  if 
destructive  of  the  paramount  right  of  naviflration 
aod  fishing  may  be  void,  tbe  remedy  is  not  by  in- 
junction at  the  suit  of  an  individual.  Delaware  & 
M.  R.  Ck).  8  Gill  &  J.  479.  29  Am.  Dec.  661. 

Tbe  owner  of  a  rlpht  of  fishery  has  no  claim 
against  one  who,  acting  without  license  from  tbe 
state,  erects  a  wharf  in  tbe  stream  so  as  to  inter- 
fere with  the  fishery,  since  that  right  is  held  sub- 
ject to  the  paramount  right  of  tbe  public.  Tini- 
cum  Fishing  Co.  v.  Carter,  61  Pa.  29, 100  Am.  Dec. 
697. 

Right  under  grant  or  licenae. 

A  grant  of  a  right  to  build  a  wharf  as  long  as 
1200  feet  near  the  Island  in  tbe  tule  in  Suisun  valley, 
in  a  certain  county,  on  the  land  of  the  state,  is  not 
void  for  uncertainty,  and  the  grantees  have  a  right 
to  select  any  property  which  is  within  tbe  terms  of 
tbe  description  for  tbe  erection  of  the  wharf,  and 
must  proceed  within  a  reasonable  time  witji  its 
erection.    Hush  v.  Jackson,  24  Cal.  308. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  no  one  shall  be 
entitled  to  exclusive  privileges  but  in  considera- 
tion of  public  services  will  not  prevent  tbe  legisla- 
ture from  granting  to  one  person  the  exclusive 
right  to  erect  wharves  for  tbe  use  of  tbe  public. 
The  court  says  that  tbe  position  taken,  that  tbe 
owners  of  lands  lying  on  tbe  sea  have  tbe  right  to 
build  wharves  for  their  own  use  into  the  sea  ad- 
Joining  tbe  fronts  of  their  lan'ls,  and  cannot  be  de- 
prived of  that  grant  under  legislative  authority, 
cannot  be  maintained.  Martin  v.  O^Brien,  84  Miss. 
21. 

Where  a  grant  of  a  right  to  build  a  wharf  of  a 
certain  length  was  made  in  1853,  and  a  structure 
only  a  part  of  that  length  was  built  and  left  for  six 
years  without  addition,  it  was  held  that  the  power 
of  the  grantees  had  been  exhausted,  and  that  they 
could  not  afterwards  extend  it  furtber  without  a 
new  grant.    Kush  v.  JaclESon,  24  Cal.  806. 

A  grant  to  two  persons  of  a  rigbt  to  erect  a 
wharf  in  front  of  their  lands,  when  the  title  appears 
to  be  in  one  alone,  will  not  avail  to  defeat  the  right 
after  the  structure  has  been  erected,  if  tbe  one 
holding  the  title  has  conveyed  to  the  other,  and  he 
to  a  third  person  who  has  held  possession  for  more 
than  thirty  five  years.  Brooks  v.  Roberts,  45  U.  8. 
App.  385,  78  Fed.  Rep.  411,  24  C.  C.  A.  168. 

A  state  cannot  grant  to  a  railroad  company  its 
title  to  tbe  lands  under  the  navigable  waters  of  an 
entire  harbor  so  as  to  give  It  tbe  right  to  regulate 
the  construction  and  use  of  wharves.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Illinois.  146  U,  8.  887,  36  L.  ed.  1018. 

And  in  the  lower  court  It  had  been  held  that 
there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  state  from  with- 
43rawing  the  autbority  which  bad  been  given  to  tbe 
railroad  company,  if  it  saw  fit  to  do  so.  Illinois  v. 
Illinois  a  R.  Co.  88  Fed.  Rep.  780* 
40L.a  A. 


A  grant  of  a  right  to  make  a  wharf  will  not  au- 
thorize tbe  grantee  to  make  fills  which  will  out  off 
access  from  a  highway  which  formerly  terminated 
at  the  water^s  edge  to  the  water.  People  v.  Lam- 
bier,  6  Denio,  9,  47  Am.  Dec.  273. 

A  statutory  grant  to  a  railroad  company  of  tbe 
right  to  construct  its  track  along  tbe  tank  of  a 
navigable  body  of  water  gives  it  no  riparian  rights 
which  will  entitle  it  to  construct  wharves  into  the 
water  for  tbe  benefit  of  its  business.  Illinois  a  R. 
Co.  V.  niinoia,  146  U.  8. 387,  86  L.  ed.  1018. 

A  landowner  has  no  common-law  right  to  erect  a 
wharf  below  high-water  mark,  and  a  legislative 
grant  of  tbe  soil  below  higb- water  mark  will  not  by 
implication  prevent  tbe  construction  of  improve- 
ments in  the  harbor  which  will  cut  a  wharf  erected 
there  off  from  access  to  tbe  navigable  part  of  the 
river.  Lansing  v.  Smith,  4  Wend.  9,21  Am.  Dec.  89. 

In  Dugan  v.  Baltimore.  6  Oill  A  J.  367,  tbe  court, 
in  speaking  of  tbe  title  to  land  which  bad  been 
made  by  filling  out  in  front  of  a  market  house  un- 
der authority  of  tbe  act  of  the  legislature,  says  the 
improvements  authorized  and  encouraged  were 
those  made  by  improvers  in  front  of  their  own 
lands,  not  of  their  neighboTS.  Tbe  legislature 
never  designed  such  an  invasion  of  tbe  rlgbts  of 
public  property;  nor  indeed  had  they  the  power  to 
legalize  it,  if  such  had  been  their  intention. 

Tbe  grant  by  Ramirez  to  Pintado  of  tbe  right  to 
make  wharves  in  tbe  Bay  of  Peosacola  was  void 
because  of  want  of  Jurisdiction  to  make  it.  Rich- 
ardson v.  Sullivan,  88  Fia.  90. 

To  entitle  tbe  owner  of  land  to  a  license  to  build 
a  wharf  be  must  be  the  owner  of  land  adjoining 
the  water*s  edge  at  ordinary  high  water.  State  v. 
Brown,  27  N.  J.  L.  18. 

But  the  licensing  tK>ard  has  no  power  to  inquire 
into  the  applicant's  title  to  the  land.  Brown  v. 
Morris  Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.  27  N.  J.  L.  648. 

8o  far  as  the  right  to  wharf  out  extends  under  a 
license  to  wharf,  the  property  is  vested  in  tbe  li- 
oensee.  State,  Roberts,  v.  Jersey  City,  25  N.  J.  L. 
630. 

A  state  has  the  power  to  lease  the  space  in  front 
of  a  public  street  where  it  reaches  navigable 
water,  to  a  private  person  for  tbe  construction  of 
a  dock,  which,  when  oompleted,  may  be  treated 
as  private  property.  United  States  v.  Bain,  3 
Hughes,  608. 

In  Baltimore  v.  McKlm.  8  Bland.  Ch.  458,  It  was 
held  that  permission  given  to  an  individual  by  tbe 
port  wardens,  to  build  a  wharf  on  a  certain  public 
street,  was  a  mere  nullity. 

The  water  in  front  of  a  plat  of  land  dedicated  by 
an  individual  for  a  public  park  at  a  time  when  tbe 
title  to  the  water  was  in  the  government  is  not  an- 
nexed to  the  park  by  a  statute  for  benefit  of  com- 
merce which  requires  the  erection  of  wharves,  and 
owners  of  land  abutting  on  the  park  cannot  enjoin 
tbe  erection  of  wharves  by  a  lessee  of  tbe  govern- 
ment upon  a  space  opposite  the  park.  Ruge  v. 
Apalacbloola  Oyster  Canning  A  Fish  Co.  25  Fla.  661 
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tfoD  of  Spaight  street,  according  to  the  various 
plats  of  the  city,  is  a  number  of  feet  north  of 
the  present  north  line  of  said  street  and  as  it 
DOW  exists;  that  none  of  the  defendants  re- 
moved any  earth,  boulders,  stones,  or  other 
materials  from  within  the  limits  of  Spaigbt 
street,  or  in  any  way  injured  or  damaged  the 
support  of  said  street;  that  none  of  the  defend- 
ants committed  any  nuisance  of  any  kind  or 
•description  at  the  point  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint; that,  some  years  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  certain  persons,  then 
owning  lots  in  block  150.  placed  in  the  waters 
of  the  lake  certain  rocks  and  boulders,  in 
front  of  and  distant  from  the  shore  line;  that 
the  action  of  the  waters  and  ice  in  succeeding 


years  carried  such  rocks  and  boulders  in  and 
close  to,  and  in  some  instances  upon,  the  sbore 
of  block  150;  that  the  only  acts  of  any  of  the 
defendants  were  to  remove  said  rocks  and 
boulders  further  out  into  the  lake,  and  so 
place  them  in  a  uniform  line  as  to  afford  pro- 
tection to  the  shore,  and  to  prevent  the  ac-. 
cumulation  of  material  at  that  point  calculated 
to  create  a  nuisance;  that  such  acts  created  no 
nuisance,  and  had  no  tendency  so  to  do,  but 
rather  to  prevent  one,  and  In  no  way  interfered 
with  or  weakened  the  support  of  said  street, 
but  rather  tended  to  strengthen  and  protect 
the  same:  that  Heath  is  the  owner  in  fee  of 
lot  8,  block  150,  according  to  the  several  plats 
of  the  city:  that  the  north  part  of  lot  3,  lying 


To  law-water  mark. 

Rlpaiian  owners  are  permitted  to  build  wharves 
jtnd  make  other  improvements  between  htfrh  and 
low  water  mark  If  they  do  not  materially  interfere 
with  the  riffbt  of  navigation  common  to  all  clti- 
7en9.  Cincinnati  Cooperaflre  Go.  v.  Com.  11  Ky.  L. 
Uep.  629. 

One  of  tbe  earliest  objects  to  which  the  settlers 
in  BAaasachusetts  ^ve  their  attention  was  com- 
merce. For  this  purpose  wharves  erected  below 
hiffb- water  mark  were  a  necessity.  But  tbe  colony 
was  not  able  to  build  them  at  public  expense.  To 
induce  persons  to  erect  them  tbe  common  law  of 
England  was  altered  by  ordinance  providing*  that 
the  proprietor  of  land  adjoining  on  the  sea  should 
bold  to  low-water  mark  where  the  tide  did  not 
abate  more  than  100  rods.  Storer  v.  Freeman,  6 
Mass.  485,  4  Am.  Dec  165. 

The  title  of  a  riparian  owner  of  land  k>ounded  by 
the  Ohio  river  extends  at  least  to  low- water  mark, 
subject  to  the  easement  of  navigation  and  the 
right  of  the  state  to  control  its  use  for  tbe  promo- 
tion of  commerce.  Barre  v.  Fleming,  28  W.  Ya. 
SO. 

^be  owoer  may  build  his  wharf  to  low-water 
mark  without  license.  Frankford  v.  Lenning«  2 
Pbila.  408. 

One  owning  the  land  to  low- water  mark  may 
erect  a  wharf  to  tbe  boundary  of  bis  property  if  he 
does  not  thereby  create  a  nuisance  to  navigation. 
Delaware  ft  H.  Canal  Ck>,  v.  Lawrence,  2  Hun,  188. 

Tbe  owner  of  land  bordering  on  the  Ohio  river 
has  a  right  to  establish  a  private  wharf  as  far  as 
low- water  mark.  Bnsmlnger  v.  People,  47  III.  384, 
^  Am.  Dec.  4i)6. 

Tbe  proprietor  of  land  adjoining  a  navigable 
river  has  tbe  exclusive  right  to  tbe  land  between 
high  and  low-water  mark  for  the  purpose  of  erect- 
ing wharves  thereon.  Bast  Haven  v.  Hemingway, 
T  Conn.  OSi. 

A  wharf  below  high- water  mark  in  tide  waters  is 
not,  as  matter  of  law,  a  nuisance.  Tbe  question  is 
one  of  fact.    People  v.  Davidson,  80  Cal.  879. 

Prescriptive  righL 

In  Durham  v.  Newcastle-upon-Tyne  (Angell, 
Tide  Waters,  p.  84,  Appx.),  the  corporation  pre- 
scribed for  the  right  to  erect  and  license  wharres 
OD  the  River  Tyoe,  which  was  upheld  by  a  dismissal 
of  an  appeal  from  a  decree  recognizing  tbe  claim. 

The  Federai  eoMt, 

Following  the  general  understanding  which  has 
prevailed  throughout  the  country,  there  are  sev- 
«ral  expressions  of  opinion  in  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme  Court  of  tbe  Dnlted  States  In  favor  of  the 
right  to  wharf  out. 

A  riparian  proprietor  may  erect  a  pier  for  his  ex- 
clusive use  and  benefit  if  it  terminates  at  tbe  point 
of  navigability,  and  does  not  interfere  with  tbe 
statutory  regulations,  and  he  is  not  obliged  to  per- 
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I  mit  other  persons  to  fasten  their  vessels  to  it. 
I  The  court  says  such  structures  are  never  held  to 
be  nuisances  unless  they  obstruct  tbe  paramount 
right  of  navigation,  and  that  is  a  question  of  fact 
Dutton  V.  Strong,  1  Black.  28. 17  L.  ed.  29. 

Although  riparian  proprietors  on  navigable 
streams  above  the  tide  are  Ihnited  to  tbe  bank  of 
the  stream,  they  have  the  same  right  to  construct 
suitable  landings  and  wharves  as  is  accorded  ri- 
Parian  proprietors  on  navigable  water  affected  by 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  St.  Paul  Ar  P.  B.  Co. 
V.  Schurmeir,  7  Wall.  278, 19  L.  ed.  74. 

In  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  10  WalL  497, 19  L.  ed.  984, 
municipal  authorities  acting  under  authority  of 
the  state  attempted  to  remove  a  wharf  which  bad 
been  erected  into  the  waters  of  a  river,  and  In  sup- 
port of  tbe  right  relied  upon  two  grounds,  one  of 
which  was  that  the  one  who  had  erected  the  wharf 
had  no  title  to  the  soil.  This  raised  the  question 
between  the  individual  and  the  state,  and  the 
court  says  that  under  the  doctrine  of  the  Federal 
courts  he  probably  had  no  title  to  the  soil,  while  the 
Wisconsin  court,  from  which  state  the  case  came, 
recognized  such  title.  After  deciding  this  question, 
however,  the  court  said:  But  whether  the  title  of 
the  owner  of  such  a  lot  extends  beyond  tbe  dry 
land  or  not,  be  is  certainly  entitled  to  the  rights  of 
a  riparian  proprietor  whose  land  is  bounded  by  a 
navigable  stream;  and  among  those  rights  are  ac- 
cess to  the  navigable  part  of  the  river  from  tbe 
front  of  his  lot,  the  right  to  make  a  landing,  wharf, 
or  pier  for  his  own  use  or  for  the  use  of  the  pul>- 
11c,  which  may  he  exercised  subject  to  tbe  general 
rules  and  laws  for  the  protection  of  the  public 
rights  in  the  rif  er.  This  proposition  has  been  de- 
cided by  this  court.  This  riparian  right  is  prop- 
erty, and  is  valuable,  and,  though  it  must  be 
enjoyed  in  due  subjection  to  the  rights  of  tbe  pub- 
lic, it  cannot  bo  arbitrarily  or  capriciously  de- 
stroyed or  impaired.  It  is  a  right  of  which,  when 
once  vested,  the  owner  can  only  be  deprived  in  ac- 
cordance with  established  law,  and,  if  necessary 
that  it  be  uken  for  tbe  public  good,  upon  due 
compensation. 

In  niinois  v.  Illinois  0.  B.  Go.  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  acquired  by  purchase  certain  lots  on  the 
shore  of  Lake  Michigan,  from  which  it  had  erected 
piers  into  the  water,  and  it  bad  acquired  from  tbe 
state  a  grant  of  all  the  land  under  water  in  tbe 
harbor,  with  authority  to  improve  the  same.  The 
state  brought  suit  to  enjoin  the  maintenance  of  the 
piers  or  tbe  erection  of  new  ones,  claiming  that  the 
grant  was  void  and  that  tbe  wharves  had  been 
erected  without  right  upon  the  domain  of  tbe  state, 
and  asked  that  the  unlawful  structures  be  directed 
to  be  removed  and  the  corporation  enjoined  from 
constructing  others.  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  In  the 
circuit  court  flrsl  considered  the  rights  under  the 
ownership  of  riparian  lots,  and  held  (88  Fed.  Rep. 
765),  that  in  the  absence  of  any  legislative  or  gov- 
ernmental direction  as  to  the  manner  of  the  ocou> 
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immediately  south  of  the  street,  throughout  its 
"Whole  width,  has,  ever  since  said  lot  was 
platted,  remained  high  and  dry  land,  and  is 
now  high  and  dry  land;  that  assuming  Spaight 
street  to  be  06  feet  wide,  and  located  where 
the  city  claims  it  to  be,  yet  Heath  would  still 
own  dry  land  between  the  street  and  the  lake 
along  the  whole  width  of  his  lot  8;  that 
Powers  is  the  owner  and  is  possessed  of  lots 
4  and  6,  block  150»  which  extend  from  the 
iron  railing  or  fence  to  the  water's  edge  of 
the  lake;  that  Mayers  is  the  owner  of  lots  6 
and  7  of  block  150,  which  extend  from  the 
iron  railing  or  fence  to  the  water's  edge  of 
the  lake;  that  continuously  since  said  lots  in 
block  150  were  laid  out  and  platted  there 
has  existed  dry  land  on  said  lots  at  a  point 


66  feet  south  of  the  north  line  of  Spaight 
street;  that  Kerns  is  and  was  the  owner  of 
lot  9  in  block  150,  and  he  and  his  ancestors 
in  title  have  continuouslv  owned  the  same 
since  the  platting  thereof,  and  the  same  ex- 
tends from  the  iron  fence  or  railing  south- 
erly to  the  lake;  that  there  is  and  ever  has 
been  a  portion  of  said  lot,  between  the  waters 
of  said  lake  and  a  point  66  feet  south  of  the 
north  line  of  Spaight  street  as  actually  estab- 
lished, dry  land:  that  the  city  has  no  title  to 
any  portion  of  the  bed  of  the  lake,  and  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  its  waters,  except  for  the  lim- 
ited and  specific  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
charter.  And  as  conclusions  of  law  the  court 
finds,  in  effect,  that  the  defendants,  Heath, 
Power,  Mayers,   and  Kerns,  are  and  were  rc- 


patlOD  of  the  bed  of  the  lake  within  tbe  state,  the 
railroad  company  as  riparian  owner  of  tbe  water 
lots  had  tberlffhr,  in  virtue  of  such  ownership  and 
as  part  of  its  purchase  of  such  lots,  to  eoDnect  the 
shore  line  by  artificial  constructions  with  outside 
waters  whicb  ^ere  navlipable  in  fact;  althougrh  the 
exercise  of  that  rip-bt  is  at  all  times  subject  to  such 
reffulations— at  least  those  not  amountlofir  to  pro- 
hibition—as tbe  state  may  establish.  And  It  was 
held  that  the  piers  m  front  of  the  riparian  lots 
could  not  be  removed,  but  it  was  held  that  the 
grant  was  void.  Tbe  railroad  oompaoy  appealed 
from  tbe  decree.  Tbe  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  an  opinioo  by  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
upholds  tbe  decision  as  to  tbe  riirbts  of  riparian 
owners  upon  tbe  authority  of  Yates  v.  Milwaukee 
and  Duttoii  v.  Stronpr  (Illinois  C.  H.  Go.  v.  Illinois, 
146  U.  S.  445, 96  L.  ed.  1040),  and  alihouKb  three  of 
the  Justices  dissent,  this  doctrine  is  not  questioned 
in  the  dissenting  opinion. 

That  case  comes  very  close  to  being  a  direct 
decision  of  the  question,  for,  although  the  state 
does  not  appear  in  terms  to  repudiate  the  doctrine 
of  riparian  rifirhta,  it  does  ask  to  have  tbe  piers  re- 
moved, which  the  court  refused  to  do  so  far  as 
they  were  erected  in  front  of  riparian  lots  owned 
by  the  company. 

In  Sbively  v.  Bowlby,  16S  U.  S.  1,  88  L.  ed.  881,  in 
which  Mr.  Justice  Gray  attempts  to  review  tbe  de- 
cisions upon  the  question,  he  sbows  that  passages 
in  opinions  of  that  court  which  were  relied  on  as 
showinir  that  a  riparian  owner  had,  independently 
of  local  law,  a  right  of  property  in  tbe  soil  below 
hiffb-water  mark,  and  the  right  to  build  out 
wharves  to  reach  navigable  water,  must  l>e  inter- 
preted in  view  of  tbe  fact  that  the  states  from 
which  tbe  cases  came  bad  recognized  such  right 
as  pait  of  the  local  law,  and  it  was  held  that  in 
ease  tbe  state  had  absolutely  repudiated  such  right 
the  supreme  court  would  follow  its  law. 

The  general  language  found  in  the  prior  decisions 
was  doubtless  used  without  considering  tbe  possi- 
bility that  the  doctrine  of  riparian  rights  might 
be  repudiated  In  some  state  or  states,  and  tbe  im- 
plication would  seem  to  be  that  the  court  regarded 
sucb  right  as  a  common  law  right,  or  at  least  one 
not  requiring  express  legislative  permission  to  ex- 
ercise. The  law  of  the  subject  as  gathered  from 
the  Illinois  Central  case,  and  those  the  doctrine 
of  which  it  followed,  as  read  in  the  ligbt  of  Sbively 
Y.  Bowlby,  would  seem  to  be  that  if  a  state  does 
not  expressly  disallow  all  right  of  access  both  to 
navigable  waters  and  to  tbe  water^s  edge  such 
right  exists  and  will  vest  upon  the  acquisition  of 
the  riparian  lot,  and  after  it  vests  it  cannot  be 
taken  away  without  compensation.  Tbe  elfect  of 
Mr.  Justice  Gray's  opinion  in  Sbively  v.  Bowlby 
would  seem  to  be  simply  to  leave  the  states  free  to 
establish  their  own  rules  unemlmrrassed  by  tbe  ex- 
pressions of  opinion  which  have  fallen  from  tbe 
40  L.  R  A. 


members  of  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  But  the  expressions  in  those  opinions  have 
t>een  adopted  and  followed  in  so  many  state  courts 
that  there  is  little  reason  to  believe  that  tbe  with- 
drawal of  tbe  support  furnished  by  them  now  will 
have  any  material  elfect  upon  tbe  development  of 
the  law. 

It  would  seem  that  to  some  extent,  at  least.  Jus- 
tice Gray  had  changed  his  opinion  in  regard  to  the 
Federal  cases,  for  in  Boston  v.  Richardson,  105 
Mass.  866,  be  cites  Duttoo  v.  Strong  and  FHtes  v. 
Milwaukee  as  holding  that  the  riparian  proprietor 
has  the  right  to  build  out  wharves  for  bis  own  use 
and  tbe  use  of  the  public,  provided  he  does  not  ob- 
struct navigation;  and  this  without  regard  to  tbe 
question  whether  he  has  or  has  not  title  in  the  soil 
under  the  water  before  he  so  builds  upon  it. 

In  Hardin  v.  Jordan.  140  0.  S.  871,  86  L.  ed.  428, 
where  the  question  was  as  to  the  title  to  a  smaU  in- 
land lake,  the  court  says  the  title  of  the  shore  and 
land  under  tide  water  Is  in  the  state,  and  it  may 
dispose  of  tbe  usufruct  of  such  lands,  as  is  often 
done  by  the  erection  of  wharves  and  piers  and 
other  adventitious  aids  of  commerce. 

A  private  wharf  may  be  maintained  In  a  naviga- 
ble river.  Parkersburg  ft  O.  K.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Par- 
kersburg,  107  U.  &  001, 1^  L.  ed.  684. 

Cafes  denying  the  right  to  bu/IHd  wharvea. 

All  the  courts  agree  that  the  obstruction  cannot 
be  extended  beyond  the  point  of  navigability  or 
be  allowed  if  it  is  in  fact  a  nuisance. 

A  wharf  is  not  per  m  a  nuisance.  Laaghlin  v. 
Lamasco  City,  6  Ind.  228. 

At  common  law  tbe  erection  of  wharves  in  tide 
water  is  not  Indictable  as  a  nuisance  unless  it  ob- 
structs navigation.    Engs  v.  Peckbam,  11  R.  1. 210. 

But  the  erection  of  a  wharf  which  materially  ob- 
structs access  from  riparian  property  to  tbe  water 
will  be  enjoined  as  a  nuisance.  Shirley  v.  Bishop, 
67  Cal.  613. 

A  city  cannot  declare  a  private  wharf  a  nuisance, 
and  order  its  removal,  when  in  point  of  fact  It  is  no 
hindrance  or  obstruction  to  navigation.  Tatesv. 
Milwaukee,  10  WalL  497, 19  L.  ed.  9B4. 

It  is  not  every  erection  into  tide  waters  which  is 
a  nuisance.  In  deciding  whether  a  proposed  wharf 
will  be  a  nuisance,  the  character  of  the  river  and 
existing  modes  of  navigation,  as  well  as  the  neoes. 
sity  of  wharves  for  commerce,  should  be  borne  in 
mind.  Thornton  v.  Grant,  10  R.  I.  477,  U  Am.  Rep. 
701. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  wharf  may  interfere  with 
navigation  does  not  render  it  unlawful  unless  it 
interferes  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  it  a  nui- 
sance. Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Lawrenoe,  2 
Hun,  163. 

The  riparian  owner,  although  owning  the  land 
to  low- water  mark,  cannot  construct  his  wharf  so 
as  to  interfere  with  tbe  navigation  of  the  river. 
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spectively  the  owDers  of  the  several  lots  as 
stated;  that  each  and  all  of  said  lots  extended 
from  the  iron  railing  or  fence  to  the  lake;  that 
neither  the  city  nor  anj  of  the  inhabitants 
thereof  have  any  right  of  access  to  the  waters 
of  the  lake  over  and  across  any  of  the  said  lots, 
but  that  the  right  to  the  same,  as  well  as  all 
other  riparian  rights  incident  to  the  ownership 
of  land  bordering  upon  the  lake  at  that  place, 
belongs  to  the  respective  defendants;  that  the 
citv  has  no  title  to  the  bed  of  the  lake,  and  is 
only  given  jurisdiction  over  its  waters  for  the 
limited  and  specific  purposes  mentioned  in  its 
charter,  which  gave  it  no  authority  to  enjoin 
or  prevent  any  of  the  acts  herein  found  to  have 
been  done  by  any  of  the  defendants;  that  the 
injunction  herein  was  improperly  issued;  that 


the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  dis- 
missing the  complaint  herein,  vacating  the  pre- 
liminary injunction,  and  for  their  damages,  in- 
cluding reasonable  attorneys'  fees,  and  costs 
and  disbursements  in  this  action.  And  it  was 
thereby  referred  to  a  referee  to  assess  the  dam- 
ages of  each  of  the  defendants,  and  report  the 
same  to  the  court,  and  judgment  was  entered 
thereon  accordingly.  Upon  such  findings 
Judgment  was  entered  ordering  and  adjudging, 
in  effect,  that  the  injunction  be,  and  the  same 
was  thereby,  dissolved,  and  the  complaint  dis- 
missed with  costs,  taxed  at  $162.63  for  Kerns 
and  Blackner,  and  $42.27  for  Heath,  and  or- 
dering and  adjudging  that  the  defendants  do 
have  and  recover  against  the  plaintiff,  as  and 
for  damages  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of 


Sherlock  v.  Balnbrldge,  41  Id<L  85,  18  Am.  Rep. 
80S. 

Riparian  proprietors  have  no  right  to  erect 
wharves  between  blgh  and  low  water  mark  If 
thereby  the  passasre  of  vefvels  and  boats  will  be 
materially  straitened  and  injured.  Kean  y.  Stet- 
son, 6  Pick.  492. 

It  18  no  obstruction  to  build  out  a  wharf  if  a  suf- 
ficient passage  or  way  is  left  for  the  public.  Com. 
v.  Crownlnatiield,  2  Dane,  Abr.  Q08. 

There  is  no  rlirbt  to  erect  a  wharf  in  a  narrow 
stream  where  the  effect  of  it  will  be  to  obstruct 
and  deflect  tbe  flow  of  the  water  to  the  detriment 
of  tbe  public  Murphy  v.  Bullock.  20  R.  L  pt.  1,  p.  86. 

The  right  of  an  individual  to  build  a  wharf  in 
front  of  his  land  in  navigable  waters  is  subject  to 
the  qualification  that  such  wharf  does  not  improp- 
erly impede  the  public  navigation.  Frink  v.  Law- 
rence, ao  Conn.  117, 60  Am.  Dec  S7i. 

Cases  absolutely  denyino  right 

There  are  some  courts  which  deny  absolutely  the 
right  of  the  riparian  owner  unless  he  acquires  the 
right  by  contract  with  tbe  state. 

In  Washington,  under  a  peculiar  oonvtitutional 
provision  retaining  the  title  to  the  tide  ways  in  the 
state.  It  is  held  that— 

As  against  tbe  state  a  littoral  owner  can  assert  no 
valuable  rights  below  the  line  of  ordinary  high  tide. 
Hart)or  Line  Comrs.  v.  State.  Yesler,  2  Wash.  580. 

A  riparian  proprietor  has  no  right  as  against  the 
state  or  its  grantees  to  extend  wharves  in  front  of 
bis  land  below  high- water  mark.  Elsenbacb  v. 
Hatfield,  2  Wash.  288, 12  L.  R.  A.  682. 

Parliament  has  always  had  the  power  of  depriv- 
ing a  riparian  owner  of  bis  acoees  to  the  water 
without  compensation,  and  the  state  has  succeeded 
to  the  same  rigbt  in  this  country.  Harbor  Line 
Comrs.  V.  State.  Yesler,  2  Wash.  580. 

In  Oregon  aleo,  although  tbe  early  dietM  were 
the  other  way,  it  has  been  decided  tbat  the  riparian 
owner  has  no  right  in  tbe  tide  way. 

In  Wilson  v.  Welch,  12  Or.  868.  it  is  doubted 
whether  a  sale  by  tbe  state  of  land  under  navigap 
ble  water  could  be  made  which  would  deprive  the 
riparian  owner  of  his  rights. 

It  is  said  tbat  the  state,  although  having  title 
to  the  bed  of  navigable  waters,  bolds  tbat  itle  for 
thf?  benefit  of  tbe  public  and  cannot  take  away 
the  riparian  rights  of  abutting  owners  without 
making  compensation  therefor. 

So,  it  was  said  tbat  under  the  Oregon  law  the 
owner  of  the  shore  has  a  right  to  build  wharves 
out  from  bis  land  and  reclaim  the  submerged  land 
from  tbe  water.    Parker  v.  Taylor,  7  Or.  i85. 

The  riparian  owner  has  a  right  to  buUd  wharves 
out  to  the  navigable  water.  Parker  v.  West  Coast 
Pkg.  Co.  17  Or.  610,  6  L.  R.  A.  61. 

But  in  Bowlby  v.  Shively.  22  Or.  410,  it  was  finally 
settled  that  there  is  no  right  to  wharf  out, 
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So  upon  repeal  of  the  statute  giving  riparian 
owners  tbe  right  to  purchase  the  adjoining  land 
under  water,  tbelr  right  to  do  so  ceased.  Olney  v. 
Moore,  18  Or.  288. 

Although  it  is  said  tbat  it  is  the  policy  of  Oregon 
to  permit  owners  of  riparian  lands  on  non- tidal 
rivers  to  build  wharves  in  front  of  their  property. 
Lewis  V.  Portland,  25  Or.  183.  22  L.  R.  A.  786. 

The  right  to  erect  a  wharf  and  to  receive  tolls 
for  the  use  of  It  is  a  franchise,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
ercised by  a  private  citizen  except  under  a  grant 
from  tbe  sovereign  power  or  by  prescription. 
Wiswall  V.  Hall,  8  Paige,  8I& 

In  Louisiana  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi  river 
are  public  property  subject  to  be  used  by  the  puk>- 
lic  at  large,  and  If  an  individual  builds  a  wharf  it 
will  be  upon  the  condition  tbat  tbe  public  will  have 
the  use  of  it.  Hart  v.  Baton  Rouge,  10  La.  Ann. 
171. 

There  is  no  right  or  property  in  the  privilege  of 
erecting  a  wharf  below  low- water  mark.  Tbe  ex- 
ercise of  the  privilege  is  dependent  upon  a  license 
from  the  state    Naglee  v.  logersoll,  7  Pa.  186. 

A  riparian  owner  has  no  rigbt  to  erect  a  wharf 
below  low-water  mark.  Borough  v.  The  Geneva, 
8  Lane  L.  Rev.  184. 

At  common  law  a  riparian  proprietor  has  no 
rigbt  to  wharf  out  from  his  own  land.  Dana  v. 
Jackson  Street  Wharf  Co.  81  OaL  118, 88  Am.  Dec 
164. 

There  is  no  right  to  erect  wharves  as  against  the 
state.    Murphy  v.  Bullock,  20  R.  L  pt.  1,  p.  86. 

In  New  York  the  court  held,  in  Lansing  v.  Smith, 
8  Cow.  146,  tbat  there  was  no  private  right  of  action 
for  an  improvement  In  the  river  which  interfered 
with  access  to  wharves  further  up  the  stream. 

And  that  decision  was  followed  in  Gkiuld  v.  Hud- 
son River  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  522,  where  tbe  right  of  ac- 
cess was  cut  off  by  a  railroad  built  along  the  shore. 
But  that  case  was  overruled  in  Rumsey  v.  New 
York  &  N.  B.  R.  Co.  IJQ  N.  Y.  79, 15  L.  R.  A.  61& 

Statutory  restrictions. 

Under  the  New  York  act  of  1845  a  grantee  of 
land  under  water  on  tbe  river  front  of  New  York 
city  could  not  construct  a  wbarf  below  higb- water 
mark  without  permission  of  tbe  common  council. 
Duryea  v.  New  York,  26  Hun,  120. 

Under  the  New  Jersey  act  of  1881,  no  pier  can  be 
built  into  navigable  water  without  authority  of 
commlpsioners.  Stockton  v.  American  Lucol  Co. 
(N.  J.  Ch.)  86  Atl.  672. 

A  riparian  owner  cannot  since  tbe  act  of  March 
80, 1877.  build  and  maintain  wharves  in  front  of 
bis  land.    Folsom  v.  Freeborn,  18  R.  L  800, 

Wharf  heneflcua. 

The  rule  which  was  at  one  time  suggested  in 
England,  tbat  if  cbe  wbarf  did  more  good  than 
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the  inJuDctioo,  the  sum  of 

cents,  as  assessed  by  the  referee  therein 

appointed.    From  that  Judgment  the  plaintifC 
brings  this  appeal. 

Messrs.  J.  A.  Aylward  and  R*  M. 
Bashford  for  appellant 

Mews,  Erdall  A  Swansen  and  W»  R. 
Bafifleyt  for  respondent  Heath: 

The  title  to  the  bed  of  a  meandered  lake  or 
pond  is  in  the  state.  The  riparian  owner  along 
such  lakes  or  ponds  takes  to  the  edge  of  the 
water  in  its  ordinary  condition,  and  has  cer- 
tain rights  which  are  incident  to  his  ownership 
of  the  soil  immediately  adjoining  the  water; 
namely,  the  right  of  exclusive  access  to  and 
from  the  waters  of  the  lake  on  his  land;  also 
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the  right,  in  case  of  a  naviftable  lake,  to  con« 
struct  in  shoal  water,  in  front  of  his  land, 
proper  wharves  or  piers  in  aid  of  navigation, 
and,  at  his  peril  of  obstructing  navigation, 
through  the  water  far  enough  to  reach  actually 
navigable  water. 

Diedrieh  Y.Northwestem  Union  R.GaA^  Wis. 
248,  24  Am.  JEtep.  399;  Boorman  ▼.  SunnucJt», 
42  Wis.  238;  Delaplaine  v.  Chicago  dt  N,  W, 
R.  Co.  42  Wis.  214,  24  Am.  Rep.  386;  MeLen^ 
nan  v.  Prentice,  85  Wis.  437;  NePee-Nauk  Club 
V.  WilMn,  96  Wis.  290;  lUinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
lUinois.  146  U.  S.  887.  36  L.  ed.  1018;  Bhively 
V.  Boulby,  162  U.  S.  1,  88  L.  ed.  831. 

The  intrusion  only  amounted  to  the  creation 
of  a  purpresture,  and  not  a  public  nuisance. 

A  public  nuisance  is  something  which  mate- 


harm  It  was  not  a  nuisance,  has  not  heenreoos- 
nfzed  In  this  oouotry. 

It  Is  no  defense  to  an  indictment  for  nuisance  in 
buildlDg  a  wharf  on  public  property  that  the 
wharf  was  beneficial  to  the  public.  Eespubllca  v. 
CaldweU,  1  DaU.  150, 1 L.  ed.  77. 

R€ffulalion  of  right. 

There  is  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  public  to  regu- 
late the  erection  of  wharves  so  that  they  may  beet 
promote  the  public  welfare. 

The  right  of  a  riparian  owner  to  wharf  out  to 
subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  state  stiall  see 
lit  to  prescribe.    State  v.  Sargent,  45  Conn.  868. 

All  soverelfmtles  within  which  are  navigable 
rtTers  have  a  right  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over 
their  waters.  Delaware  ft  H.  Oanal  Co.  v.  Law- 
rence, 2  Hun,  108. 

The  right  to  oonstruot  wharves  Is  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  state  and  municipal  authorities. 
Bond  V.  Wool.  107  N.  a  180. 

The  state  has  a  right  to  regulate  the  erection  of 
wharves  and  piers  for  the  benefit  of  commerce 
and  navigation,  even  In  cases  wbere  the  riparian 
owners  have  a  right  to  erect  them.  People  v.  New 
York  ft  a  I.  Iterry  Co.  68  N.  T.  71. 

In  Atty.  Oen.  ▼.  Bvart  Booming  Co.  84  Mich.  40%, 
the  court  says  that  while  the  state  may  limit 
wharves  to  the  line  of  navigability,  this  is  seldom 
done  ezoept  under  certain  peculiar  circumstances. 

By  the  Maryland  act  of  1788  the  port  wardens  of 
Baltimore  were  authorized  to  grant  permission  to 
make  wharves,  but  in  order  to  vest  a  title  to  a 
wharf  It  must  have  been  made  according  to  per- 
mission granted.  Glraud  v.  Hughes,  1  Gill  ft  J. 
240. 

An  Injunction  may  be  issued  against  the  con- 
struction of  a  pier  26  feet  Into  a  navigable  river  to 
a  point  wbere  the  water  is  26  or  28  feet  deep,  if  it 
will  seriously  injure  the  business  of  a  ferry  com- 
pany, under  the  act  of  Congress  providing  that  it 
shall  be  unlawful  to  build  a  wharf  outside  estab- 
lished harbor  lines,  or  in  navigable  water  where 
there  are  no  harbor  Hoes,  without  permission  of 
the  Secretary  of  War.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v. 
Backus,  46  Fed.  Bep.  211. 

When  a  riparian  owner  has  built  a  wharf  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  designation  of  the  proper  au- 
thorities as  to  what  portion  of  the  bulkhead  Hue 
he  shall  be  entitled  to.  his  land  being  In  a  cove,  he 
cannot  be  deprived  of  bis  wharf  by  a  subsequent 
cbange  of  the  method  of  appropriating  the  bulk- 
head line,  by  which  he  receives  a  shorter  portion. 
But  if  he  has  not  built  he  may  be  compelled  to  con- 
form to  the  new  designation,  daasen  v.  Chesa- 
peake Guano  Co.  81  Md.  268. 

A  city  cannot  by  building  a  wharf  where  a  street 
terminates  on  the  water^s  edge  deprive  a  riparian 
owner  owning  the  land  under  the  water  of  the 
right  to  build  a  wharf,  by  reason  of  its  authority 
40  L.  R.  A. 


to  regulate  wharves,  and  the  statute  providing 
that  piers  shall  be  a  certain  distaooe  apari,  so  that 
it  may  malDtain  a  suit  to  enjoin  him  from  doing 
so.  Brooklyn  v.  New  York  Ferry  Co.  87  N.  Y.  204, 
Aiflrming  28  Hun,  277. 

The  fact  that  a  pier  exceeds  the  width  permitted 
by  statute  does  not  deprive  it  of  the  character  of 
a  lawful  pier  to  tbe  extent  of  the  permitted  width, 
nor  Justify  the  erection  of  another  pier  within  the 
prohibited  distanoe  from  It.  People  v.  New  York 
ft  a  I.  Ferry-Co.  68  N.  Y.  7L 

The  building  of  a  wharf  without  a  license  from 
the  state,  or  someone  to  whom  the  authority  to 
license  has  been  delegated,  berood  low- water 
mark,  is  a  clear  encroachment  on  the  righcs  of  the 
public.    Frankf  ord  v.  Leonlg,  2  Phlla.  40B.  , 

The  owner  of  a  lot  on  tbe  water  front  of  San 
Francisco  has  no  right  without  a  license  to  whsrf 
out  from  hto  own  land  into  the  bay.  Dana  v. 
Jackson  Street  Wharf  Co.  81  Cal.  118,  88  Am.  Dec. 
164. 

Under  the  California  act  of  1870  an  application 
f or  a  franchise  to  construct  a  wharf  must  parilou- 
larly  describe  its  location.  Templeton  v.  Cobum, 
48  Cal.  668. 

If  a  wharf  is  erected  In  tide  water  and  upon  soil 
belonging  to  tbe  state,  without  a  license  from  tbe 
state,  it  will  belong  to  the  state,  and  may  be  recov- 
ered by  it  in  ejectment.  People  ▼.  Davidson,  80 
CaU  879;  Coburn  v.  Ames,  62  Cal.  886, 28  Am.  Bep.  634. 

Harbor  lities. 

The  establishment  of  harbor  lines  is  a  method  of 
regulation  which  is  commonly  used.  See  note  to 
Grand  Baplds  v.  Powers  (Mich.)  14  L.  R.  A.  496. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  establish  lines  be- 
yond which  no  wharf  shall  be  maintained.  But 
such  ptatute  will  not  affect  the  right  to  maintain 
wharves  erected  before  their  passage.  Com.  v. 
Alger,  7  Cush.  68;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Boston  ft  L.  B.  Co. 
118  Mass.  849. 

Under  the  North  Carolina  statutes  requiring  tbe 
authorities  of  a  town  bordering  on  navigable 
water  to  fix  the  wharf  line  at  deep  water  upon  ap- 
plication of  riparian  owners,  the  mere  fact  that  one 
location  has  been  made  and  a  wbarf  built  in  ac- 
cordance with  it  does  not  deprive  the  riparian 
owner  of  the  right  to  compel  a  second  fixing  of 
the  Une  in  case  the  former  one  does  not  reach  deep 
water.    Wool  v.  Eden  ton,  117  N.  C.  1. 

Where  the  navigable  line  has  been  established 
by  dedication  of  lots  and  the  establlsbment  of  a 
dock  line  by  the  authorities,  a  wharf  cannot  t)e  ex- 
tended beyond  the  line.  Yates  v.  Judd,  18  Wis. 
119. 

The  extension  of  a  wbarf  beyond  the  established 
lines  of  the  harbor  is  a  purpresture.  Tbe  Idlewild, 
26  U.  S.App.  469.  64  Fed.  Bep.  603, 12  a  C.  A.  888, 

A  statute  establishing  a  wharf  line  beyond  wbtoh 
no  wbarf  can  be  built  does  not  take  the  property 


1897. 


Uadibon  t.  Matbbb 


645 


rially  injures,  inconveniences,  or  damages  the 
public 

J)ougla»  ▼.  StaU.  41  Wis.  887;  ^ate  ▼.  Car- 
penter, 68  Wis.  173,  60  Am.  Rep.  848;  Janes- 
mile  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  298. 8  L.  R.  A.  808; 
Gould,  Waters.  §  21;  1  Wood,  Nuisances,  §  4; 
P^pU,  Britton,  ▼.  Park  d  0.  B.  Co.  76  Cal. 
156. 

Under  the  circumstances,  whether  or  not 
the  acts  of  the  respondent  in  ibis  case  amounted 
to  a  public  nuisance  was  a  question  of  fact. 

Gould,  Waters.  §  21,  p.  45. 

The  remedy  for  a  purpresture  is  either  by 
an  information  of  intrusion  at  common  law,  or 
by  information  in  equity,  at  suit  of  the  attor- 
ney general.  A  common  nuisance  is  abatable 
at  suit  of  the  Crown  by  virtue  of  its  power  of  su- 


perintendeoce  and  control  over  public  rights, 
and  the  attorney  general,  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown,  may  proceed  by  information  in  equity 
for  the  protection  of  either  the  jun  privatum 
of  the  King,  or  the  jus  puUieum  of  his  sub- 
jects, from  the  nuisance. 

Gould,  Waters,  i^  21,  p.  46.  Bee  also  8taU 
V.  Carpenter,  68  Wis.  172.  60  Am.  Rep.  848; 
Diedrich  v.  Nortk*retttern  Union  B,  Co,  42 
Wis.  248,  24  Am.  Kep.  899;  People,  Britton,  v. 
Park  db  0.  B.  Oo,n  Cal.  156;  Stewart  v.  Fiteh, 
81  N.  J.  L.  17;  Delaplaine  v.  Chicago  dkN.  W. 
B.  Co.  42  Wis.  214,  24  Am.  Rep.  886. 

The  city  of  Madison,  in  its  public  capacitv, 
has  no  control  over  public  nuisances  within  its 
limits,  except  such  as  is  conferred  upon  it  by 
its  charter  or  some  general  law. 


of  a  riparian  owner.  Harlan  ft  H.  Ck>.  v.  Paachall, 
bDeUCh.4SS>. 

The  dty  of  BvansvlUe  has  under  her  charter  the 
power  to  establish  wharf  lines,  but  her  power  does 
not  extend  to  prevent  wbaryes  above  high* water 
noark.    Martin  v.  Evansville,  32Tnd.  85. 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  establish  wharf 
lines  upon  a  stream  which  is  navigable  only  for 
floating  logs  and  rafts.  Grand  Bapids  v.  Powers, 
80  Mich.  94,  U  L.  R.  A.  498. 

In  a  state  where  the  riparian  owner  owns  to  the 
middle  of  the  stream  the  public  authorities  cannot, 
after  he  has  erected  a  wharf,  arbitrarily  establish  a 
'  wharf  line  hundreds  of  feet  away  from  tbe  point  of 
na v1ii  ability,  and, without  making  the  river  naviga- 
ble up  to  that  line,  deprive  riparian  owners  of  tbe 
right  to  avaU  themselves  of  tbe  advantage  of  the 
navigable  channel  by  building  wbarves  or  docks  to 
it  for  that  purpose,  nor  declare  the  wharf  that  ex- 
tends beyond  it  a  nuisance  and  proceed  to  abate  It. 
Yates  V.  Milwaukee,  ID  Wall.  497, 19  L.  ed.  964. 

Right  of  municipal  corporation  to  buUd  toliarf. 

The  power  to  erect  wharves  and  charge  wharf- 
age is  not  one  of  the  implied  powers  of  the  munici- 
pal corporation,  but  requires  for  Its  exercise  an  ex- 
press legislative  grant  The  Geneva,  16  Fed.  Rep. 
874. 

The  power  to  erect  wharves  is  not  strictly  one 
relating  to  muplci  pa  lilies,  but  It  is  competent  for 
tbe  legislature  to  make  them,  in  such  measure  as  it 
deems  expedient,  repositories  of  it.  Mobile  v. 
Moog.68Ala.56i. 

A  city  cannot  engage  in  the  business  of  erecting 
wbarves  and  charge  for  the  use  of  them  without 
legislative  authority.  But  when  one  of  its  streets 
Is  laid  out  along  a  river  it  may  make  suitable  struc- 
tures to  enable  the  public  to  make  use  of  tbe  rights 
of  commerce  and  transportation  afforded  by  tbe 
river.  Webb  v.  ]>emopolis,  96  Ala.  116, 2^  L.  R.  A. 
6S. 

Tbe  power  to  erect  wharves  Is  a  franchise  which 
a  municipal  corpomtfon  can  acquire  only  by  log- 
Islative  grant  8t  Martinsville  v.  The  Mary  Lewis, 
38  La.  Ann.  1298. 

Tbe  power  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  acquire 
land  for  wharf  purposes  must  be  derived  directly 
from  the  legislature.  Roberts  v.  Louisville,  90  Ey. 
9S,]8L.R.A.844. 

Tbe  city  of  St  Louis  was  given  power  by  charter 
to  construct  wharves.  Waddingbam  v.  8t  Louis, 
14  Mo.  190. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  Alexandria.  Matthews 
V.  Alexandria,  68  Mo.  115, 80  Am.  Rep.  776. 

A  city  bas  power  to  build  piers  under  a  statute 
enabling  it  to  enlarge  slips,  and,  upon  paying  one 
third  of  tbe  expense  of  building  tbe  necessary 
piers,  shall  be  entitled  to  sbare  in  the  slippage. 
Thompson  v.  New  York,  11  N.  Y.  116. 

Under  the  Indiana  statutes  cities  have  power  to 
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construct  wharves.   Jefferson vllle  v.  The  John 
Sballcross.86Ind.19. 

A  city  has  a  light  to  build  a  wharf  for  publlo  pur- 
poses where  a  street  which  bas  been  duly  dedicated 
to  the  public  abuts  upon  a  navigable  river. 
Backus  V.  Detroit  49  Mich.  UQ,  48  Am.  Rep.  447. 

Wharves  may  be  constructed  by  the  city  either 
directly  or  by  oontraet  with  others,  givlnar  them 
the  revenue  for  a  certain  period  as  compensation 
for  the  expenditure.    Geigor  v.  Filor.  8  Fia.  886. 

In  California  a  statute  authorized  San  Francisco 
to  construct  wbarves  at  tbe  ends  of  all  tbe  streets 
which  terminated  on  tbe  bay.  People  v.  Broad- 
way Wharf  €k>.  81  Gal.  84. 

The  subsection  of  the  California  municipal  gov- 
ernment act  giving  cities  the  right  to  erect 
wbarves,  does  not  give  them  the  right  to  construct 
tbem  at  any  point  irrespective  of  the  rights  of 
otben.  San  Pedro  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Go.  101  Osl. 
838. 

The  right  of  erecting  wharves  will  pass  to  a 
town  wben  the  owner  of  land  lays  It  out  into  lots 
and  blocks  which  be  sells  according  to  a  plat  which 
loaves  the  space  along  the  water  open  and  marked 
for  public  use.  Rowan  v.  Portland,  8  B.  Mon.  266; 
Newport  v.  Taylor,  16  B.  Mon  699. 

A  city  has  a  right  to  construct  a  wharf  at  the  ter- 
mination of  a  dedicated  street  which  runs  to  the 
water.    McMurray  v.  Baltimore.  64  Md.  106. 

A  dty  has  a  right  to  build  a  wbarf  for  public 
purposes  wbere  any  street  which  has  been  duly 
dedicated  to  the  publlo  abuts  upon  a  navigable 
stream.  Backus  v.  Detroit  49  Miob.  110, 4S  Am.  Rep^ 
447.  That  case  turned,  however,  upon  tbe  ques- 
tion of  the  extent  of  title  in  the  public,  and  not 
upon  the  power  of  the  city  as  such. 

A  city  has  a  right  to  build  and  control  a  wbarf  in 
front  of  its  streets.  Galveston  v.  Menard,  28  Tex. 
404. 

But  wbere  the  title  to  tbe  fee  of  a  street  which 
runs  to  tbe  water  is  in  the  abutting  owners  the  mu- 
nicipal corporation  is  not  a  riparian  proprietor 
upon  the  water  so  as  to  justify  tbe  port  wardens  In 
granting  to  it  a  license  to  erect  a  wbarf  from  tbe 
end  of  tbe  street  into  the  water.  Re  Cramp,  18 
Pbila.  16. 

A  city  in  which  the  streets  have  been  dedicated 
for  public  use  bas  no  authority  to  grant  to  a  private 
person  a  rlgbt  to  erect  a  wharf  at  tbe  termination 
of  one  of  the  streets,  and  take  toil  there.  The  title 
to  the  street  being  in  the  public  any  wharf  erected 
there  must  be  free.  Russell  v.  Tbe  Empire  State, 
Newberry,  Adm.  542. 

The  Indiana  act  of  1860  gave  towns  no  authority  to 
construct  wharves.  Snyder  v.  Rookport  6  Ind.  287. 

A  municipal  corporation  maylease  a  small  por- 
tion of  a  water  front  for  a  private  wbarf.  PaolHc 
Coast  S.  8.  Co.  V.  Kimball,  114  Cal.  414. 

A  city  which  has  been  given  power  to  construct 
wharves  and  till  up  flats  cannot  make  a  lease  of 


646 


Wisconsin  Sufbbmb  Court. 


Nov., 


2  Wood,  Nuisances,  §748. 

The  general  language  of  the  charter  is  not 
intendra,  to  apply  to  acts  such  as  are  com- 
plained of  in  this  case,  but  is  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  such  acts  as  intrinsically  and  inev- 
Itably  amount  to  a  nuisance;  in  other  words, 
to  acts  which  amount  to  a  nuisance  per  se,  and 
which  necessarily  affect  the  health  and  safety  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  city,  or  the  property  of 
such  inhabitants. 

1  Dill.  Mun.Corp.  §  879,  also  §  374;  Waupun 
▼.  Moore,  84  Wis.  450,  17  Am.  Rep.  446;  Felt 
V.  Felt,  19  Wis.  194, 

The  fact  that  the  legislature  has  delei^ated  to 
the  common  council  of  this  city  the  authority 
to  prevent  certain  kinds  of  nuisances  from 
being  committed  in  this  lake,  by  necessary 
implication  excludes  its  authority  to  prevent 
others. 


Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  y.Oshkosh,  62  Wis.  32. 

Any  ambiguity  or  doubt  arising  out  of  the 
words  used  by  the  charter  must  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  public. 

1  Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  §§  638.  577;  1  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §  91,  note  2;  15  Am.  <&  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  pp.  1089,  1042;  Oilman  v.  Milwaukee, 
61  Wis.  588;  BeU  v.  Platteville,  71  Wis.  139; 
KUvington  ▼.  Superior,  83  Wis.  222, 18  L.  R. 
A.  45;  Haeine  v.  Chicago  dk  N.  W.  R.  Co,  92 
Wis.  118. 

In  the  absence  of  special  powers  given  to, 
or  special  duties  imposed  upon,  a  city  by  act 
of  the  legislature,  a  city  can  no  more  than  an 
individual  bring  an  action  in  equity  to  enjoin 
the  commission  of  a  public  nuisance,  unless  it 
is  specially  injured  in  its  corporate  capacity. 

Janesvilk  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288,  8  L.  R. 
A.  808;  Sheboygan  v.  Sheboygan  d  F,  du  L. 


the  riffht  to  a  private  corporation.    Oorpus  Christi 
V.  Central  Wharf  ft  W.  Co.  8  Tex.  Civ.  A  pp.  94. 

Riahi  of  etttf  to  regulaJte  wharf. 

The  oorporation  of  Washtnirton  has  the  power 
under  act  of  CooRress  to  regulate  the  erection 
of  wharves.  District  of  Columbia  v.  Johnson,  8 
Maokey,  120. 

Under  the  Maryland  acts  of  1788  and  1798,  the  city 
of  Baltimore  may  refuse  Its  authority  to  the  erec- 
tion of  a  wharf,  or  may  Rrant  It  with  such  condi- 
tions, limltaUons,  or  restrictions  as  it  deems  most 
beneficial  to  the  navlffation  and  use  of  tbe  port  of 
the  city.  Baltimore  v.  Wbfte,  2  Gilt  444. 
'  Wharves  erected  within  tbe  corporate  limits  of  a 
municipality  must  yield  to  the  paramount  right  of 
the  corporation  under  tbe  law  by  wbicb  tbe  cor- 
poration is  created.  Grant  v.  Davenport,  18  Iowa, 
179. 

If  a  city  bas  been  Riven  tbe  riirbt  to  control  the 
water  front  beyond  a  line  drawn  on  the  bay,  a  per- 
son who  subsequently  acquires  land  from  tbe  state 
will  take  in  subordination  to  such  right,  and  can- 
not erect  a  wharf  against  tbe  will  of  the  dty. 
Weber  v.  State  Harbor  Comrs.  18  Wall.  67, 21 L.  ed. 
796. 

If  no  title  to  tide  lands  bas  passed  from  tbe  state 
to  a  municipal  oorporation,  it  cannot  enjoin  a 
railroad  company  from  erecting  a  wharf  over  tbem 
under  permission  of  the  state  authorities.  San 
Pedro  V.  Soutbern  P.  B.  Co.  101  Cat.  833. 

Right  of  New  York  cUy, 

Tbe  city  of  New  York  received  a  grant  of  a  strip 
400  feet  wide  around  the  whole  water  front  of  Man- 
hattan island  before  any  private  titles  bad  t>een 
perfected.  It  therefore  bas  a  right  different  from 
that  of  other  munlciptillties. 

Tbe  city  of  New  York,  when  private  rights  were 
not  interfered  with,  bad  a  general  authority  to  lay 
out  wharves  whenever  and  wherever  it  should 
deem  tbem  expedient.  Marshall  v.  Guion,  11  N.  T. 
4AL 

An  addition  to  a  pier  in  New  York  harbor  cannot 
be  made  wltbout  permission  from  tbe  proper  au- 
thorities, and  if  authority  has  been  giyen  for  cer- 
tain additions,  which  has  been  exhausted,  no 
further  additions  can  be  made  without  further 
authority.    Buck  v.  Post,  80  Fed.  Bep.  248. 

After  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1857  to  reinvest  in 
the  people  the  title  to  the  Hudson  river  outside  of 
the  port  lines,  tbe  city  of  New  York  could  not  au- 
thorize the  erection  of  a  pier  outside  of  such  lines, 
but  such  erection  would  be  a  purpresture  and 
nuisance,  to  t>e  restrained  and  abated  at  tbe  suit  of 
the  people.    People  v.  Vanderbllt,  28  N.  Y.  287. 

Where  a  permanent  pier  and  an  exclusive  right 
to  its  use  is  a  necessity  of  large  steamship  lines* 
40  L.  R.  A. 


without  which  business  cannot  be  properly  trans- 
acted, the  duty  rests  upon  the  state  or  tbe  munici- 
pality to  provide  such  acoommodatioos  or  to  per- 
mit the  companies  t-o  okrtain  them  from  private 
owners.    Re  New  Fork,  136  N.  Y.  268. 

If  tbe  city  is  granted  the  right  by  the  state  to 
establish  a  new  bulkhead  line  t)eyond  tbe  ends  of 
tbe  wharves  of  private  owners,  wbicb  have  t>een 
made  under  contract  with  the  city,  and  proceeds 
to  do  so,  by  which  the  access  to  tbe  private  owners* 
wharves  is  cut  off,  it  will  be  compelled  to  make 
compensation  to  tbem  for  tbe  damage  so  occa- 
sioned.   Williams  v.  New  York,  106  N.  Y.  419. 

A  city  which  has  granted  to  an  individual  its 
right  to  build  a  wharf  and  collect  wharfage  can- 
not, without  express  authority  from  the  legisla- 
ture, subsequently  establish  a  new  wharf  line  and 
erect  a  bulkhead  there  in  such  a  way  as  to  cut  the 
other  wharf  off  from  access  to  tbe  water.  Lang- 
don  V.  New  York,  66  N.  Y.  120»  Reversing  6  Abb. 
N.  C.  814.  where  it  was  held  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  deed  to  tbe  claimants  the  city  did  not  under- 
take to  keep  the  land  beyond  the  wharf  line  free 
from  obstruction;  that  all  tbe  right  that  the  claim- 
ants had  was  the  right  to  tbe  wharfage  from  tlie 
wharves  as  they,  were  originally  erected. 

And  that  case  was  followed  in  Kingsland  v.  New 
York,  45  Hun,  198. 

But  it  bas  been  held  that  a  city  which  owns  the 
soil  under  the  water  of  a  river  along  its  front  to 
tbe  distance  of  400  feet  from  the  shore  is  not  pre- 
cluded by  a  gram  to  one  person  of  a  right  to  build 
wharves  upon  less  than  the  400  feet  upon  condition 
that  be  is  required  to  do  so,  from  sulMequently 
granting  tbe  right  to  another  to  build  upon  the 
space  beyond  his  grant,  tbe  former  grant  never 
havmg  l>een  acted  upon.  Furman  v.  New  York,  18 
N.  Y.  667. 

A  riparian  owner  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  right 
of  access  to  the  water,  without  compensation,  by 
the  erection  of  a  bulkhead  for  tbe  use  of  the  pub- 
lic  Van  Dolsen  v.  New  York,  17  Fed.  Bep.  817. 

Abatement  of  wharf. 

If  tbe  soil  of  the  river  is  in  the  sovereign  he  may 
remove  the  obstruction  at  pleasure,  whether  it  n 
an  injury  to  navigation  or  not.  Wetier  v.  State 
Harbor  Comrs.  18  Wall.  67,  21  L.  ed.  798. 

An  addition  to  a  pier  in  the  public  waters  of  a 
harbor  where  the  statute  forbids  it  wiU  be  a  nui- 
sance so  that  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  the 
proceedings  of  the  board  of  pilot  oommlssionera  to 
abate  it.  Moore  v.  Commissioners  of  PUota,  81 
How.  Pr.  184. 

EjFeet  of  street  alono  a/iora. 
Tbe  creation  of  a  public  street  between  the 
abutting  owner*s  property  and  the  stream  will  out 
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tL  Co.  21  Wis.  672;  Mtiwaukee  T.  Milwaukee 
df  B.  R.  Co,  7  Wis.  85. 

The  facts  ia  this  case  are  not  such  as  to  jus- 
tify the  ioterference  bj  a  court  of  equity  to 
graot  an  inJuDCtioD. 

State  V.  Carpenter,  68  Wis.  165, 60  Am.  Rep. 
848;  High,  Inj.  §  742,  and  cases  cited  in  note 
4;  Woodruffs.  Lockerl^,  8  Wis.  869;  Head  v. 
James,  18  Wis.  642, 10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  830. 

Wherever  an  injunction  has  been  finally 
•dissolved,  it  is  proper  to  ascertain  the  damages 
hj  a  reference  for  that  purpose. 

Rev.  Stat.  §  2778;  ParUh  v.  Beetle,  63  Wis. 
815;  Kane  v.  Casgrain,  69  Wis.  430;  Avery  v. 
Ryan,  74  Wis.  591. 

Where  the  sole  purpose  of  the  action  is  to 
obtain  an  injunction,  and  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion is  issued,  which  is  dissolved  on  final  hear- 


ing, the  defendants  are  entitled  to  recover  as 
damaares  reasonable  attorneys'  fees,  even 
though  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  was 
not  made. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  999-1001;  Ford 
V.  Loomts,  6:^5  Iowa,  586;  Andrews  v.  QlenmUe 
WooUn  Co.  60  N.  Y.  282;  2  Sutherland, Dam- 
ages,  pp.  68, 69;  Miles  v.  Edtoards,  6  Mont.  180; 
8wan  V.  Timmons,  81  Ind.  243;  Newton  v.  Rtis- 
seU,  24  Hun,  40;  Crsek  v.  McManus,  18  Mont. 
152;  Brownslee  v.  Fenuiek^-iOZ  Mo.  420;  Colby  v. 
Mesertey^  85  Iowa,  555. 

Messrs.  Chynoweth  A  Wynne*  R.  M. 
L»  FoUette*  and  O.  M.  Roe,  also  for  re- 
spondents. 

Cassod»y»  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 
The     complaint    alleges.    In   effect,    that 


off  his  riirht  to  build  wharves.  Potomao  8.  B.  Co. 
▼.  Upper  Potomao  b.  B.  Co.  100  U.  8.  072,  27  L.  ed. 
1070. 

But  It  has  heen  held  In  Minnesota  that  the  dedica- 
tion  to  public  use  of  a  street  aloog  the  bank  of  a 
«treain  wilJ  not  deprive  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  his 
riparian  rights  to  erect  wharves  into  the  stream. 
Brisbine  v.  8t.  Paul  ft  8.  C.  R.  Co.  28  Minn.  114. 

Where  the  title  to  the  land  l)elow  high-water 
mark  is  in  the  public  it  may  widen  a  street  running 
along  the  shore  and  erect  wharves  without  the 
consent  of  the  adjacent  proprietor,  and  without 
making  him  any  compensation.  Barney  v.  Keo- 
kuk, 94  U.  8.  32i,  24  L.  ed.  224. 

Owners  of  land  fronting  on  a  public  street  which 
Is  laid  out  along  the  water  front,  and  the  title  to 
which  is  in  a  third  person,  cannot  wharf  out  from 
the  other  side  of  the  street  opposite  their  property. 
Potomac  8.  B.  Co.  ▼.  Upper  S.  B.  Co.  MacArth.  k 
M.28S. 

Privait  contracts. 

A  lessee  of  a  wharf  cannot,  as  against  his  lessor, 
acquire  a  right  during  the  existence  of  the  lease  to 
maintain  a  pier  beyond  the  wharf,  the  effect  of 
which  will  be  to  destroy  the  value  of  the  wharf. 
Bedlow  V.  New  York  FloaUng  Dry  Dock  Co.  112 
N.  Y.  268,  2  L.  R  A.  629. 

A  riparian  owner  who  has  granted  a  license  to  a 
third  person  to  fish  in  the  water  in  front  of  his 
property  is  not  thereby  precluded  from  acting 
upon  the  license  of  the  state  to  erect  a  wharf. 
Tmicum  Fishing  Co.  v.  Carter,  61  Pa.  29,  100  Am. 
Dec  697. 

If  the  owner  of  a  wharf  conveys  the  upland  by 
metes  and  bounds,  retaining  possenion  of  the 
wharf,  which  he  subsequently  sells  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  by  gradual  filling  up  the  water  line  is  at 
least  80  feet  beyond  the  bounds  of  the  first  grantee. 
4ie  will  have  no  wharf  right  so  that  be  can  maintain 
«  salt  for  the  abolishment  of  the  existing  wharf. 
RlTas  V.  8olary,  18  Fla.  122. 

A  deed  giving  title  as  far  as  a  line  which  Is  placed 
«t  such  a  distance  as  to  Include  a  certain  amount 
of  land  will  not,  although  it  extends  to  the  flats, 
give  the  grantee  a  right  to  wharf  out  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  right  of  the  prior  owner.  Simons  v. 
French,  25  Conn.  852. 

The  riparian  owner  may  oontraot  to  permit  a 
third  person  to  exerciae  his  right  to  the  use  of  the 
water  within  the  harbor  lines  for  wharves.  Miller 
▼.  MendenhalU  48  Minn.  96, 8  L.  B.  A.  89. 

The  right  to  wharf  out  nuiy  be  alienated  separate 
from  the  upland.  Hanford  v.  St  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co. 
48  Minn.  104,  Overruling  Lake  Superior  Land  Co.  v. 
Emerson,  db  Minn.  406. 

Upon  sale  of  land  bounded  by  tide  water  the 
right  of  wharfage  may  be  reserved.    Parker  v. 
Bogers,  8  Or.  188. 
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The  granting  by  a  riparian  owner  to  a  third  per- 
son  of  the  right  to  build  a  wharf  In  front  of  his 
property  will  be  binding  upon  a  subsequent 
grantee  of  the  riparian  proprietor.  McCann  v. 
Oregon  B.  ft  Nav.  Co.  18  Or.  466. 

The  right  to  erect  wharves,  severed  from  the 
ownership  of  the  upland,  is  not  a  right  which  can 
be  protected  by  an  action  of  ejectment.  Parker  v. 
West  Coast  Pkg.  Co.  17  Or.  510, 6  L.  B..A.  6L 

Direction  of  wharf. 

The  wharflng  rights  of  adjoining  proprietors  ia 
in  the  direction  of  their  side  lines  which  run  at 
right  angles  with  the  shore,  although  by  running 
the  wharves  in  another  direction  the  channel 
mjght  be  reached  in  a  much  shorter  distance.  New 
Haven  8.  R  Co.  v.  Bargent«  60  Conn.  199,  43  Am. 
Bep.632. 

Rights  of  state  and  general  goverinnenL 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  state  government 
to  authorize  the  oonstruotlon  of  wharves  on  navi- 
gable streams  within  its  territory,  even  below  low- 
water  mark,  and  such  right  does  not  interfere 
with  the  power  of  the  genenil  government  over 
commerce.    Savannah  v.  State,  Green,  4  Oa.  26. 

Effect  of  constructing  wharf  in  front  of  private 
property, 

A  wharf  constructed  by  a  third  person  in  front 
of  property  of  a  riparian  owner  will  l)elong  |to  the 
latter.  Baltimore  v.  Bt.  Agnes  Hospital,  48  Md. 
419. 

If  a  city  without  right  builds  a  bulkhead  In  front 
of  a  pier  belonging  to  a  riparian  owner  it  will  be 
treated  as  an  accretion,  and  the  title  will  vest  in 
him.    Steers  v.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  51. 

But  in  Bedlow  v.  New  York  Floating  Dry  Dock 
Co.  44  Hun,  378,  it  is  said  that  in  case  the  authorities 
of  New  York  city  were  to  disregard  the  rights  of  the 
riparian  owners  and  erect  the  piers  themselves,  or 
authorize  them  to  be  erected  by  a  third  person, 
the  riparian  owner  would  not,  under  the  statutes, 
become  the  owner  of  the  piers  so  built. 

The  provisions  of  a  statute  permitting  a  mu* 
nicipal  corporation  to  enlarge  a  slip  by  extending 
a  pier  must  be  strictly  complied  with  in  order  to 
cut  off  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  pier  as  it  was 
formerly  located.  Marshall  v.  Yultee,!  B.  D. 
Smith,  294. 

Right  in  wharf  which  has  been  erected. 

When  the  iotowner  has  accepted  the  statutory 
authority  and  has  erected  the  wharf,  he  has  a 
right  to  the  wharf,  which,  so  long  as  he  uses  it, 
cannot  be  taken  from  him.  Homer  v.  Pleas- 
ants, 66  Md.  475;  Baltimore  &0.  B.  Co.  v.  Chase,  48 
Md.2& 
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Maire  v.  Kruse,  85  Wis.  303,  26  L.  R.  A.  449; 
^'icolai  V.  DavM,  91  Wis.  370.  In  this  last 
case  it  was  held  that  '*the  mere  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  had  for  many  years  encroached  upon 
the  road  by  putting  a  portion  of  his  fences  in 
the  road,  and  otherwise,  did  not  bar  the  town 
from  the  legal  right  of  having  the  road  at  any 
time  opened  to  its  full  width  as  originally  sur- 
veyed and  laid  out."  It  follows  from  what 
has  been  said  that  the  space  between  the  iron 
railing  or  fence  and  the  south  line  of  the  street, 
as  so  located  under  the  plat,  was  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  is 
now,  a  part  of  Spaight  street,  and  may  be 
worked  and  fitted  for  public  use  as  a  part  of 
the  street  whenever  the  city  may  choose  to  do 
so. 

4.  The  several  defendants  as  abutting  lot 
owners,,  except  Eerns,  justified  what  they  had 
done,  respectively,  in  respect  to  removing 
stone,  earth,  and  other  materials  from  within 
the  limits  of  the  street  as  so  laid  out.  by  claim- 
ing that  they  severally  owned  the  land  clear 
up  to  the  iron  railing  or  fence,  and  that  the 
street  did  not  extend  south  of  that  railing  or 
fence,  and  the  findings  of  the  court  are  in  har- 
mony with  such  claim.  From  what  has  been 
said,  it  is  obvious  that  such  ruline:  was  errone- 
neous.  The  question  recurs  whether  the  city 
has  such  an  interest  in  that  branch  of  the  re- 
lief demanded  as  to  maintain  this  action.  The 
ri^ht  of  the  city  in  the  space  between  the  iron 
railing  or  fence  and  such  south  line  of  the 
«treet,  as  so  located,  being  as  stated,  it  follows, 
under  the  repeated  decisions  of  this  court,  that 
the  city  has  such  an  interest  therein  that  it  may 
maintain  this  action  so  far  as  to  restrain  the 
respective  defendants,  as  abutting  lotowners, 
from  so  removing;  stone,  earth,  and  other  ma- 
terials from  within  the  limits  of  such  street,  or 
from  impairing  the  embankment  of  the  street 
as  it  now  exists,  or  making  it  more  expensive 
And  difficult  to  fit  the  whole  width  of  the  street 
for  travel.  To  that  extent  the  injunction 
should  have  been  made  perpetual.  In  sup- 
port of  this  proposition  it  is  only  necessary  to 
cite  the  followini;  cases:  Wauke*ha  Hygeia 
Mineral  Spring  Go,  v.  Waukesha,  88  Wis.  475; 
Neshkoro  v.  Nest.  85  Wis.  126;  Eau  Claire  v. 
Matzke,  86  Wis.  291. 

5.  Counsel  contend,  in  effect,  that  block  150 
•on  the  plat  is  itself  a  monumcnl,  and  that, 
according  to  that  plat,  there  appears  to  have 
been  a  strip  of  land  between  the  section  of 
Spaight  street  in  question  and  the  lake  shore, 
for  the  whole  distance,  which  is  divided  up 
into  lots  numbered  from  1  to  9  inclusive,  and 
hence  that  the  plat  should  be  so  construed  and 
modified  as  in  some  way  to  satisfy  such  calls 
of  land  for  such  lots.  *6ut  the  fact  remains 
that  the  whole  of  block  150  is  south  of  Spaight 
street  on  the  plat,  and  hence  is  necessarily  south 
•of  it  as  actually  located  under  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  plat.  In  other  words,  the  location 
of  the  streets  as  mentioned  necessarily  located 
that  block.  Certainly  the  several  owners  of 
land  between  that  street  as  so  located,  and  the 
lake  shore,  have  all  the  rights  of  abutting  own- 
•ers  upon  the  street,  and  also  all  the  rights  of 
riparian  owners  on  the  shore  of  the  lake.  But 
if  there  is  any  defendant  who  owns  no  land 
between  the  street  as  so  located,  and  the  shore 
•of  the  lake,  then  we  are  unable  to  perceive 
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upon  what  theory  he  could  properly  be  re- 
garded as  an  abutting  owner  or  riparian  owner. 
A  mere  mistake  as  to  the  quantity  or  shape  of 
the  land  in  the  block,  or  as  to  whether  the 
shore  of  the  lake,  at  some  particular  point, 
was  within  the  limits  of  the  street,  cannot  be 
allowed  to  frustrate  the  plat,  as  such  mistake 
comes  within  the  well  recognized  maxim. 
Falsa  demonstratio  non  noeet.  Shericood  v. 
Shericood,  45  Wis.  864,  80  Am.  Rep.  757; 
Paine  v.  Benton,  82  Wis.  496;  Ihi  Pont  v. 
Dams,  30  Wis.  175;  Kennedy  v.  Knight,  21 
Wis.  847,  94  Am.  Dec.  543.  The  dimensions 
of  the  several  lots  in  the  block,  as  they  appear 
upon  the  plat,  must,  like  other  courses  and 
distances,  yield  to  the  actual  condition  of 
things  as  they  existed,  and  be  determined  by 
the  practical  construction  and  location  of  the 
plat  upon  the  grounds. 

6.  There  is  another  branch  of  this  case.  The 
complaint  alleges,  in  effect,  that  the  city  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  entire  surface  of  the  lake; 
that  the  defendants  have  placed  stones,  earth, 
and  other  materials  in  the  waters  of  the  lake, 
not  only  within  the  limits  of  the  street,  but 
outside  of,  and  beyond  the  limits  of,  the  street, 
even  to  the  distance  of  60  or  70  feet  from  the 
south  line  of  that  street, — and  prays  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  defendants  from  so  filling 
in  the  lake.  The  several  answers  allege,  and 
the  court  found,  in  effect,  that  such  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  city  over  the  lake  was  for  limited 
and  special  purposes  only,  but  not  for  any  of 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  So 
far  as  the  right  of  the  city  to  work  and  pre- 
pare the  street  for  travel,  for  the  whole  width 
thereof,  even  where  the  shore  of  the  lake  may 
be  within  the  limits  of  the  street,  enough  has 
already  been  said.  But  the  question  recurs  as 
to  whether  the  city  may  properly,  in  this  ac- 
tion, restrain  the  defendants  from  so  filling  in 
the  lake  outside  and  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
street.  The  provisions  of  the  charter,  cited  in 
the  brief  of  counsel,  give  the  city  power  to 
enact  ordinances  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  com- 
merce, and  health,  and  to  proyide  for  the 
abatement  and  removal  of  nuisances  thereun- 
der, and  '  'generally  to  take  such  other  meas- 
ures for  the  public  health  as  shall  be  deemed 
proper."  Such  police  regulations  may  well  be 
conceded,  but  they  do  not  authorize  the  city 
to  restrain  the  filling  in  of  the  lake  in  question, 
outside  of  the  limits  of  the  street.  Under  the 
repeated  decisions  of  this  court,  there  can  be 
no  question  but  what  the  title  to  the  bed  of  the 
lake  was  and  is  in  the  state.  But  such  of  the 
defendants  as  own  lots  between  the  shore  of 
the  lake  and  the  south  line  of  the  street  haye 
the  rights  of  riparian  owners  on  the  shore  of 
the  lake.  Such  rights  include  the  right  of 
each  to  construct  in  front  of  his  land,  in  shoal 
water,  proper  wharves,  piers,  and  booms  in 
aid  of  navigation,  without  obstructing  it,  far 
enoush  to  reach  water  actually  nayigable  for 
such  boats  as  are  in  use  or  appropriate  to  the 
lake.  Cohn  v.  Wausau  Boom  Co,  47  Wis.  822; 
J.  S,  Keiitor  Lumber  Co.  y.  St  Croix  Boom 
Corp.  72  Wii  82;  Northern  Pine  Land  Co.  v. 
Bigelow,  84  Wis.  168,  164,  21  L.  R.  A.  776; 
Priewe  v.  Wisconsin  State  Land  db  Improv.  Co. 
98  Wis.  547,  83  L.  R.  A.  645.  and  cases  there 
cited.  Such  right,  howeyer,  is  a  private  right, 
and  is  subordinate  to  the  public  right  to  navi- 
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l^te  the  lake,  and  may  be  regulated  or  prohib- 
ited b^  law.  Ibid.  Obviously,  the  city  has  do 
proprietary  or  corporate  ioterest  in  the  lake, 
oor  the  shore  of  the  lake,  outside  of  the  limits 
of  the  street.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  acts 
<:omplaiDed  of  are  sach  as  to  affect  tbe  health 
of  aoyoDe.  We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  city  has  no  such  interest  or  right  in 
the  lake  or  the  waters  thereof,  outside  of  the 
limits  of  the  street,  as  to  enjoin  the  defendants 
from  the  acts  complained  of.  Milwaukee  v. 
miwaukfe  dt  B.  R.  Co  '!  Wis.  85;  Sheboygan 
^.  Sluboygan  db  F.  du  L,  R,  Go.  21  Wis.  668; 
Jiacine  v.  Crotaenberg,  61  Wis.  481,  50  Am. 
Rep.  149;  Janesvilie  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288. 
^  L.  R.  A.  808.  In  such  a  case  the  right  of 
the  city  to  remove  such  a  purpreature  or  pub- 
lic nuisance  is  no  greater  than  that  of  an  indi- 
Tidual,  and  this  court  has  expressly  held  that 
«n  individual  could  not  remove  the  same. 
Lar9on  v.  Furlong,  60  Wis.  681.  In  England 
«ucb  purpresture  or  public  nuisance  was  re- 
movable or  abatable  only  by  suit  of  the  Crown, 
having  superintendence  and  control  over  pub 
lie  rights,  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  gen- 
-eral.  Gould,  Waters.  §§  21.  167.  In  this 
•country  such  riirht  of  action  is  in  tbe 
state.  Id.  ^§  98.  168.  Thus,  in  PeopU 
▼.  Vanderbilt,  28  N.  Y.  896.  84  Am.  Dec. 
351.  it  was  held  that  'Hhe  remedy  to  pre- 
vent the  erection  of  a  purpresture  and  nui- 
aance  in  a  bay  or  navigable  river  is  by  injunc- 
tion at  the  suit  of  the  attorney  general."  See 
also  People  V.  Davidson,  80  Cal.  879.  We 
must  hold  that  the  court  properly  refused  to 
enjoin  the  defendants  from  filling  in  the  lake 
outside  of  the  limits  of  the  street,  and  that  as 
to  that  branch  of  the  case  the  complaint  was 
properly  dismissed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with  directions  to 
enter  judgment  in  accordance  with  this  opin- 
ion. In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  findings  of 
the  trial  court  are  sustained  in  part  and  set 
aside  in  part,  costs  and  disbursements  are  al- 
lowed in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendants,  except  Kerns,  for  the  expense  of 
printing  the  case,  and  for  the  fees  of  the  clerk 
of  this  court;  but  no  other  costs  or  expenses 
are  allowed  to  either  party. 


Josephine  M.  KASTEN,  Respt, 

V. 

INTERSTATE    CASUALTY    COMPANY 
OF  NEW  YORK,  Appt. 
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*Under  a  poliej  inaarin^  a  person 
mgaSnmt  bodily  injury  miatained  by  ex- 
ternal* violent,  and  accidental  meane, 

wltb  a  provision  for  payment  to  a  t)eiieflciary  or 
beoeficiartes  lo  case  of  death  from  sucb  Injuries 
wlibin  ninety  days  tb«refrom,  independently  of 

*Headnote  by  Mabshai.l,  J. 

Norn.— As  to  whether  accident  or  disease  was 
tbe  cause  of  death,  see  ru)U  to  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  ▼. 
Johnson  (Mtss.)  30  L.  R.  A.  206;  also  Modem  Wood- 
men Aoci.  Asso.  V.  Sbryock  (Neb.)  80  L.  R.  A.  8M: 
Western  Commeroial  Travelers'  Asso.  v.  Smith 
<a  C.  App.  8th  C.)  poet,  668. 
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all  other  causes,  and  with  a  condition  that  the  lia- 
bility of  the  assurer  shall  not  extend  to  injuries, 
fatal  or  otherwise,  resultioir  wholly  or  in  part 
from  poison  or  anything  accidentally  or  other- 
wise  taken,  administered,  absorbed,  or  inhaled;— 
held,  that  death  caused  by  blood  poison inflr  from 
the  effects  of  the  absorption  into  the  system  of 
septic  poison  evolved  by  the  propanration  of 
verms  in  cotton  inserted  by  a  dentist  In  wounds 
caused  by  the  removal  of  teeth  from  tbe  mouth 
of  the  deceased,  to  stop  hemorrhage,  is  within  the 
condition,  and  creates  no  liability  under  the  pol- 
icy. 

(March  22. 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  pol- 
icy of  accident  insurance.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Marshall.  J.: 

Action  to  recover  on  a  $2,000  policy  of  ac- 
cident and  life  insurance,  which  insured 
Fred  A.  E^asten  against  bodily  injury  sus- 
tained through  external,  violent,  and  acci- 
dental means,  and  provided  that  in  case  of 
death  from  such  injuries  within  ninety  days 
therefrom,  independently  of  all  other  causes, 
tbe  company  should  pay  the  sum  of  $2,000  to 
his  wife,  Josephine  M.  Kasten,  if  surviving, 
otherwise  to  his  legal  representatives,  subject, 
however,  to  several  conditions,  among  which 
was  the  following:  "This  insurance  doea 
not  cov^r  .  .  .  injuries,  fatal  or  other- 
wise, resulting  wholly  or  in  part  from  poison 
or  anything  accidentally  or  otherwise  taken, 
administered .  absorbed,  or  inhaled."  The 
cause  of  death  was  alleged  to  be  tbe  accidental 
injection  of  septic  matter  into  a  wound 
caused  by  the  extraction  of  two  teeth,  at  the 
time  thev  were  extracted.  At  the  commence- 
ment of  the  trial  there  was  a  demurrer  ore 
tenus  to  the  complaint,  made,  overruled,  and 
the  ruling  duly  excepted  to.  The  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  deceased,  while  suffer- 
ing from  some  serious  derangement  of  his  sys- 
tem, which  'manifested  itself,  among  other 
ways,  by  severe  toothache,  had  two  of  hia 
teeth  extracted  by  a  dentist;  that  there  was  a 
diseased  condition  of  the  membrane  surround- 
ing some  of  the  teeth,  and  a  general  foul  con- 
dition of  the  mouth;  that  the  teeth  were  ex- 
tracted in  the  usual  way,  but  it  caused  a  rup- 
ture of  the  upper  maxillary  artery,  or  a  branch 
of  it,  from  which  a  violent  hemorrhage  en- 
sued, and  to  stop  that  the  dentist  plugged  the 
cavities  with  cotton;  that  thereafter  blood 
poisoning  ensued  from  the  absorption  into  the 
system  of  some  chemical  poison  supposed  to 
have  been  caused  by  the  propagation  of  dis- 
ease germs  in  the  cotton,  tbe  seat  of  tbe 
affection  being  where  the  teeth  were  ex- 
tracted. The  blood  poisoning  progressed  to  a 
fatal  determination.  At  tbe  close  of  the  evi- 
dence both  sides  moved  for  the  direction  of  a 
verdict.  Defendant's  motion  was  denied  and 
plaintiff's  granted.  Judgment  was  entered  ac- 
cordingly and  defendant  appealed. 

Messrs,  Winkler,  Flandtfrs,  Smith, 
Bottnm,  &  Vilast  for  appellant: 

In  construing  a  policy  of  insurance,  some 
particular   operation,   effect,    and    meaning 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A.  653;  42  L.  R.  A.  188;  43  L.  R.  A.  693;  46  L.  R.  A.  450. 
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should  be  assigned  to  each  sentence,  phrase, 
and  word  used,  and  when  this  may  fairly  and 
properly  be  done,  no  part  of  the  language  used 
can  be  rejected  as  superfluous  or  unmeaning. 

MerriU  v.  TraveUrs  Ins.  Co,  91  Wis.  829. 

The  injury  in  this  case  certainly  resulted 
from  poison  or  something  accidentally  or  other- 
wise absorbed. 

Bacon  v.  United  States  Mut,  Acei.  Ajuo,  128 
N.  y.  804.  4  L.  R.  A.  617. 

Where  a  policy  of  insurance  in  an  accident 
insurance  company  provides  that  its  benefits 
shall  not  extend  to  death  or  injury  caused 
"by  the  taking  of  poison/'  an  involuntary 
taking  of  poison  by  mistake,  causing  death,  is 
witbln  said  provision  of  the  policy. 

PoUoek  y.  United  States  Mut,  Aeei.  Asso,  102 
Pa.  230,  48  Am.  Rep.  204;  Cols  y.  Accident  Ins, 
Co.  61  L.  T.  N.  8.  227. 

A  disease  aggravated  and  made  fatal  by  an 
accident  cannot  be  a  ground  for  recovery. 

Freeman  v.  Mercantile  Mut,  Acei.  Asso.  156 
Mass.  851,  17  L.  R  A.  753;  McCarthy  v.  Trav- 
elers^ Ins.  Co.  8  Biss.  862;  Anderson  v.  Scottish 
Acci.  Ins.  Co,  27  Scot.  L.  R.  20;  McKechnie  v. 
Scottish  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  17  Sess.  Cas.  (Scotland) 
6;  1  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  817. 

Messrs,  La  Boule  &  Hant.  for  respondent: 

The  unintentional  and  accidental  introduc- 
tion of  the  septic  matter  and  its  confinement  in 
the  cotton  was  an  accident  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy. 

The  insertion  into  a  wound  of  cotton  con- 
taining matter  which  will  cause  blood  poison- 
ing is  as  much  an  accident  as  would  be  the 
giving  by  a  physician  to  his  patient  of  a  deadly 
poison  supposing  it  to  be  some  harmless  drug. 

In  all  cases,  a  policy  must  be  liberally  con- 
strued in  favor  of  the  insured,  so  as  not  to  de- 
feat without  a  plain  necessity  his  claim  to  the 
indemnity  which  in  making  the  insurance  it 
was  his  object  to  secure.  When  the  words  are, 
without  violence,  susceptible  of  two  interpre- 
tations, that  which  will  sustain  his  claim  and 
cover  the  loss  must  in  preference  be  adopted. 

May,  Ins.  8d  ed.  ^  175. 

The  words  "excepting  death  by  poison  or 
anything  accidentally  or  otherwise  taken,  ad- 
ministered, absorbed,or  inhaled," mean  '* poison 
or  anything,  accidentally  or  otherwise,  con- 
sciously ana  by  an  act  of  volition,  drawn  into 
the  system  bv  inspiration,"  and  do  not  apply 
to  a  case  of  accidental  asphyxiation  while 
the  insured  is  asleep. 

Fidelity  d  C.  Co.  v.  WaUrman,  161  111.  682, 
82  L.  R  A.  654. 

It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  an  in- 
jury from  the  sting  of  a  venomous  insect  is 
an  injury  from  poison,  the  court  making  a  dis- 
tinction between  venom  and  poison. 

Preferred  Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  v.  Beidelman,  1 
MonaghHn  (Pa.)  481;  Pickett  v.  Pacific  Mut. 
L,  Ins.  Co.  144  Pa.  79.  13  L.  R  A.  661. 

Where  there  is  an  unusual  or  unforeseen  oc- 
curence durinff  the  performance  of  a  voluntary 
act,  which  unroreseen  occurrence  results  in  in- 
jury, even  though  the  injury  is  a  disease,  a  re- 
covery should  be  had  under  policies  insuring 
against.in  juries  received  through  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means. 

United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry,  181 
U.  8.  100.  88  L.  ed.  60;  Bailey  v.  Interstate 
Casualty  Co.  8  App.  Div.  127;  J^orth  Amen- 
40L.R.  A 


can  Life  <t  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs,  69  Pa. 
48,  8  Am.  Rep.  212;  Freeman  v.  MeieanUl& 
Mut.  Aeei.  Asso.  156  Mass.  851,  17  L.  R.  A. 
758;  McCarthy  v.  Travelers^  Ins.  Co.  8  Biss. 
862;  Sinclair  v.  MariHme  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  3^ 
El.  &E1.  478;  1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
p.   292. 

Marshall.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  evidence  goes  no  further  than  the  com- 
plaint. It  mav  be  said  to  establish  the  fact 
of  death  as  alleged,  that  is.  thst  it  was  pro- 
duced by  the  accidental  planting  of  septic 
matter  in  the  mouth  of  the  decessed  at  or 
about  the  time  his  teeth  were  extracted. 
While  the  inference  from  the  allegations  of 
Uie  complaint  is  that  the  introduction  of  the 
foreign  substance,  which  subsequently  caused 
death^,  into  the  person  of  the  deceased,  was  ac- 
cidental,  it  was  nevertheless  by  an  act  to 
which  he  consented.  So  the  rulings  on  the 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  and  the  motions  for 
the  direction  of  a  verdict,  all  present  the  same 
question,  which  is.  Admitting  everything  al- 
leged, is  plsintiff  entitled  to  recover?  Such 
being  the  case,  the  rulings  will  be  considered 
together. 

The  theory  upon  which  the  complaint  wa» 
sustained  and  the  verdict  directed  in  respond- 
ent's favor,  and  upon  which  her  counsel  seek 
to  sustain  such  rulings,  defeats  them  if  the 
plsin  wording  of  the  contract  is  to  be  given 
effect  according  to  the  obvious  intention  of  the 
parties  thereto.  It  is  contended  that  the  sep- 
tic matter  was  accidentally  introduced  into  the 
wound  caused  by  the  estraction  of  the  teeth, 
by  its  being  in  the  cotton  with  which  the 
wound  was  plugged  to  stop  the  hemorrhage; 
that  it  was  absorbed  from  the  cotton  into  the 
surrounding  parts;  that  death  was  the  result; 
and  that  because  the  poisonous  substance  was 
thus  accidentally  planted,  the  calls  of  the 
policy  for  an  injury  caused  by  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means  were  all  satisfied. 
Whether  that  be  so  or  not,  and  if  so,  whether 
it  can  be  said  from  the  evidence,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  death  ensued  from  the  injury  in- 
dependently of  all  other  causes,  so  as  to  satisfy 
the  terms  of  the  policy  in  that  regard,  are  not 
by  any  means  free  from  diflScully,  but  they 
are  questions  unnecessary  to  decide,  because 
the  injury  having  been  admittedly  caused  by 
something  accidentally  taken,  administered,  or 
absorbed,  and  dcaih  caused  in  whole  or  in  part 
from  such  circumstances,  by  the  plain  lan- 
guage of  the  policy  the  verdict  should  have 
been  directed  in  favor  of  the  defendant  instead 
of  the  plaintiff. 

While  the  word  * 'poison,"  as  used  in  the 
policy,  may  be  construed  to  mean  liquids 
commonly  known  as  poisons,  it  is  followed 
by  the  words  **or  anything,"  which  clearly 
indicates  that  the  intent  was  to  include  under 
the  entire  term  everything  of  a  poisonous  na- 
ture. While  it  is  true  that,  where  the  mean- 
in?  of  words  in  an  insurance  contract  is  in 
doubt,  courts  are  to  lean  to  that  reasonable 
construction  most  favorable  to  the  assured, 
they  can  go  no  further  without  making  con- 
tracts for  the  parties  which  they  did  not  in- 
tend to  make.  If  words  are  plain,  courts 
must  give  effect   to   them  accordingly,    or 
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-eoDtrnctual  obllizations  will  be  subject  to 
variaiioDs  and  violations  to  suit  tbe.exigen- 
•cies  of  particular  cases.  Here,  in  order  to 
«ustaiD  a  recovery,  tbe  court  is  asked,  after 
baviag  successfully  passed  difflculiies  in  tbe 
way  of  holding  that  tbe  death  of  tbe  as- 
sured was  caused  solely  by  exteiDal,  violent, 
and  accidental  means,  iu  tbe  face  of  evidence 
that  tbe  septic  poison  was  voluntarily,  tboush 
accidentally,  planted  in  tbe  system  of  the  de- 
ceased, to  pass  the  barrier  by  which  the  de- 
fendant excepted  from  the  contract  death 
caused  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  administra- 
tion or  absorption,  accidentally  or  otherwise, 
of  poison  or  any  other  substance.  No  prece- 
dent to  which  we  have  been  referred  b^  coun- 
sel, or  which  we  have  been  able  to  discover, 
warrants  a  construction  of  the  contract  of  in- 
«urance  that  will  enable  the  court  to  do  that. 
Numerous  cases  may  be  found  to  tbe  effect 
that  the  clause  excepting  death  caused  by  in- 
haling gas,  accidentally  or  otherwise,  only 
-covers  cases  of  voluntary  conscious  inhalation. 
Such  are  Fidelity  db  C.  Co.  v.  Waterman,  161 
111.  682,  82  L.  R.  A.  654;  Tratelere'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Duniap,  160  III.  642;  Paul  v.  Traveleru'  Ins. 
Co.  112  N.  y.  472,  8  L.  R.  A.  443;  Menneiley 
▼.  Employer^  Liability  Assur,  Com,  148  N.  Y. 
^96.  31  L.  R.  A.  686;  and  Pickett  v.  Paeiflc 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  144  Pa.  79,  13  L.  R.  A.  661 
but  they  do  not  apply  to  this  case.  Here 
there  was  not  that  absence  of  volition  and  con- 
•sciousness  that  were  the  turning  circumstances 
of  those  cases.  The  rule  itself  is  by  no  means 
free  from  criticism,  nor  has  it  passed  without 
•criticism  from  respectable  courts.  Richardson 
▼.  Trarelert^  Ins.  Co.  46  Fed.  Rep.  848.  Cer- 
tainly, no  good  reason  can  be  given  for  extend- 
ing it  to  cases  of  accidental  taking  or  absorp- 
tion of  poisonous  substances  into  the  system 
through  the  voluntary  use,  for  a  remedial  pur- 


pose, of  some  other  substance.  In  the  in- 
stances cited  the  word  "inhaled"  and  the  word 
'take,"  in  view  of  other  language  used  in  the 
contract,  were  easily  construed  to  contemplate 
voluntary  conscious  action,  not  in  the  sense 
that  the  victim  should  know  ihe  precise  nature 
of  what  he  was  taking  or  inhaling,  or  its  effect 
on  his  svstem,  but  that  the  thing  taken  should 
be  by  his  act  or  permission.  Here  the  cotton 
was  placed  in  the  mouth  of  the  deceased  by  his 
permission.  True,  the  fact  that  it  contained 
the  germs  which  propagated  and  evolved  the 
poison  which  was  absorbed  into  the  blood 
with  fatal  effects  was  unknown  and  acci- 
dental: but  that  was  within  the  express  terms 
of  the  exception  under  consideration.  In 
Early  v.  Standard  Life  dk  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  71  N. 
W.  500,  a  very  recent  case,  the  supreme  court 
of  Michigan  reached  the  same  conclusion  at 
which  we  have  arrived,  and  to  the  same  effect 
is  Westmoreland  v.  Prtf erred  Acei.  Ins.  Co.  75 
Fed.  Rep.  244,  where  chloroform  was  ad- 
ministered, from  the  effects  of  which,,  and 
some  other  cause,  death  ensued;  and  it  was 
held  that,  as  the  chloroform  would  not  alone 
have  caused  death,  the  accidental  concurrence 
of  some  other  unknown  cause  did  not  make  a 
cause  of  action.  Here  tbe  cotton  alone  would 
not  have  produced  death.  It  was  properly  used, 
but  on  account  of  its  containing  the  poisonous 
germs  not  known  to  exist  in  it,  they  were  vol- 
untarily, though  accidentallv,  introduced  into 
the  system  of  the  deceased,  and  the  poison 
evolved  by  their  propagation  was  thereby  car- 
ried into  the  circulation,  corrupting  the  blood 
and  causing  death.  That  is  one  of  the  very 
things  most  carefully  guarded  against  by  the 
words  of  the  insurance  contract. 

The  judgment  of  the  Citcuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
ings according  to  law. 


UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS,  EIGHTH  CIRCUIT. 


WESTERN  COMMERCIAL  TRAVELERS' 
ASSOCIATION,  Plff.  in  Err., 

Sarah  L  SMITH. 

CBO  U.  8.  App.  896, 86  Fed.  Rep.  401.) 

1.   No  BOtloe  of  an  aoeUlont  or  injury 
onrtng  doath  need  bo  i^veii  by  the 

benefloiary  of  the  death  loss  until  the  death  oo- 
ouTB,  where  tbe  pollcj  provides  for  immediate 
notice  ^^tn  tbe  event  of  any  accident  or  injury 
for  which  claim  shall  be  made,  ...  or  in  case  of 
death  resulting  therefrom,**  as  this  provides  for 
two  notices  for  different  claims,  one  of  injury 
not  resulting  in  death,  and  the  other  of  death. 
1B«  An  abraaion  of  the  skin  of  a  too*  ud- 
ezpectedly  caused,  without  design,  by  unfore- 
seen, unusual,  and  unexpected  fnctJon  io  tbe 
act  of  wearing  a  new  shoe.  Is  an  acoideotal  in- 
Jury,  within  the  meaning  uf  ao  insurance  policy. 


N0SB.-On  the  question  whether  death  is  due  to 
4iccldent  or  disease,  see  preceding  case  of  Kasten 
V.  Interstate  Casualty  Ck).  (Wis.)  ante,  661,  and 
refereooes  In  footnote  theretow 
40L.&A. 


8.  Blood  pojgonlng  canaod  hy  an  aoei- 
dent,  and  which  la  a  moro  Unk  in  tho 
ehain  of  eanaation  between  the  accident 
and  the  death  which  it  produces.  Is  not  an  inter- 
vening and  Independent  cause  of  death  which 
will  prevent  liability  on  insurance  against  acol- 
denCb 

(February  14, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri 
to'review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  enforce  payment  of  an 
accident  insurance  certificate.    Aprmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Before  Sanborn  and  Thayer,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Philips,  District  Jud^e. 

Messrs.  Jadson  &  Taussig  and  Louis 
R*  Tatam.  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  conclusiveness  attached  to  the  special 
finding  as  to  the  verdict  of  a  jury  extends  only 
to  the  flodiog  of  facts.  It  does  not  attach  to 
the  conclusions  of  law  and  the  court's  deduc- 
tions from  tbe  special  llndings  of  fact,  though 
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the  findings  of  fact  and  coDclusiona  and  deduc- 
tions tberefrom  may  be  filed  together  as  in  the 
case  at  bar. 

Norris  ▼.  Jackson,  9  Wall.  125, 19  L.  ed.  608: 
Jennis(m  v.  Leonard,  21  Wall.  802,  22  L.  ed. 
589;  Walnut  v.  Wade,  108  U.  8.  683,  26  L.  ed. 
526;  Quinn  v.  Dimond,  44  U.  S.  A  pp.  469,  72 
Fed.  Rep.  993, 19  C.  C.  A.  837;  United  States 
V.  Harris,  46  U.  S.  A  pp.  653,  77  Fed.  Rep. 
821.  23  C.  C.  A.  483;  Wesson  v.  Saline  County, 
34  U.  8.  App.  680,  78  Fed.  Rep.  917,  20  C.  C. 
A.  227:  SneedY.  t^ahinal  Min,  A  Mill,  Co.  34 
U.  S.  App.  688,  73  Fed.  Rep.  925,  20  C.  C.  A. 
230:  2  Tbomp.  Trials,  §§  2658,  26bl. 

Where  the  facts  are  not  in  dispute,  the  rea- 
sonableness of  a  notice  in  respect  of  time  is  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court. 

Earnshaw  v.  United  States,  146  U.  8.  60,  36 
L.  ed.  887;  Brown,  v.  Kimmeh  67  Mo.  430; 
Pouell  V.  Pacific  R,  Co.  65  Mo.  658;  Burger  v. 
Burger,  84  Mo.  App.  158. 

The  finding  of  facts  is  that  neither  Freeman 
O.  Smith  duriog  his  lifetime,  nor  plaintiff, 
gave  to  the  defendant  ahv  notice  of  the  acci- 
dent to  the  deceased  prior  to  his  death. 

The  finding  goes  on  to  say  that  due  notice 
of  the  death  and  of  plaintiff's  claim  was  given 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  death,  and  ihe 
court  finds  in  effect  that  this  notice  was  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  notice  of  acci 
dent  required  by  the  contract. 

But  these  findings  were  not  of  facts,  but  of 
the  court's  legal  conclusions  from  the  facts 
specially  found.  Where  the  facts  are  undis- 
puted it  becomes  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court  to  determine  whether  a  notice  in  point 
of  time  was  sufficient. 

Earnshaw  ▼.  United  States,  146  (J.  8.  60,  86 
L.  ed.  887. 

But  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  not  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  reasonableness  of  time  of  a  notice,  but 
it  is  conceded  that  no  notice  whatever  was 
served. 

These  findlntn  of  the  court  are  none  the  less 
questions  of  law,  though  included  by  the  court 
in,  and  called,  a  special  finding  of  facts. 

Walnut  V.  Wade,  103  U.  8.  683,  26  L.  ed. 
626. 

Notice  was  a  condition  precedent  of  lia- 
bility. 

McFarland  v.  United  States  Mut.  Aeci.  Asso. 
124  Mo.  204;  McCvllough  v.  Phanix  Ins.  Co, 
118  Mo.  606;  Williams  v.  Preferred  Mut.  Aeci. 
Asso.  91  Qa.  698;  Standard  Life  Acci,  Ins.  Co, 
▼.  Strong,  13  Ind.  App.  315;  Merrill  v.  Travel- 
ers* Ins.  Co,  91  Wis.  329;  Hailway  Pass.  Assur. 
Co,  V.  Buricell,  44  Ind.  460;  Qamhle  v.  Accident 
Assur.  Co.  It,  Rep.  4  C.  L.  204;  Cawley  v. 
I>iational  Employers'  Aeci,  &  General  Assur, 
Asso.  1  Cab.  &  E.  597;  Cooke,  Life  Ins.  p.  211; 
Kentzler  v.  American  Mut,  Acci.  Asso.  88  Wis. 
589;  North  America  Ins,  Co,  v.  BHm,  111  Ind. 
281;  Whitehurst  v.  North  Carolina  Mut,  Ins. 
Co.  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones,  L.)  433,  78  Am.  Dec. 
246;  Trask  v.  State  F.  db  M.  Ins,  Co,  29  Pa. 
198,  72  Am.  Dec.  622;  Kimball  y.  Howard  F, 
Ins.  Co.  8  Gray.  33. 

The  finding  of  the  court  that  the  death  was 
caused  by  external,  violent,  and  accidental 
means  is  simply  the  court's  deduction  or  con- 
clusion that  the  death  caused  by  the  specific 
facts  found  was  the  result  of  such  external, 
violent,  and  accidental  means.  As  the  burden 
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rested  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below  ta 
establish  death  by  accident,  it  is  to  be  assumed 
that  the  special  finding  contains  all  the  find- 
ings necessary  to  recovery.  The  silence  of  » 
special  finding  as  to  a  fact  is  equivalent  to  a 
finding  against  the  party  who  has  the  burden 
of  establi:)hing  proof  as  to  such  fact. 

United  States  v.  Harris,  46  U.  8.  App.  653^ 
77  Fed.  Rep.  821,  23  C.  C.  A.  483;  Sneed  v. 
Sabinol  Min.  db  Mill.  Co.  84  U.  8.  App.  688,. 
73  Fed.  Rep.  925,  20  C.  C.  A.  280. 

The  term  "accident"  in  its  application  to  in- 
surance policies  has  been  defined  as  an  injury 
which  happens  by  reason  of  some  violence, 
casualty,  or  ms  major,  to  the  insured  without 
his  design  or  consent  or  voluntary  co-opera- 
tion. 

8ee  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  87. 

The  accident  must  be  the  approximate,  and 
not  the  remote,  cause  of  the  injury  or  death. 
That  which  merely  brings  into  activity  a  dor- 
mant disease  is  not  an  accident. 

Sinclair  v.  Maritime  Pass,  Assur.  Co.  8  El. 
&  El.  478. 

Disease  produced  by  the  action  of  a  knowi^ 
cause  cannot  be  considered  as  accidental. 

Dozier  v.  Fidelity  dt  C.  Co.  46  Fed.  Rep.  446,. 
18  L.  R.  A.  114;  Baoon  v.  United  States  Mut. 
Acci.  AS60.  128  N.  Y.  304,  9  L.  R.  A.  617; 
Travelers^  Ins.  Go,  v.  Selden,  42  U.  8.  App. 
253.  78  Fed.  Rep.  285,  24  C.  C.  A.  92:  .\fe- 
Carthy  v.  Traielerff  Ins.  Co,  8  Biss.  362;  Cli<ler9 
V.  Scottish  Acd,  Ins,  Co.  29  Scot.  L.  Rep.  303; 
United  States  Mut  Acci.  Asso.  ?.  Barry,  i:il 
U.  S.  100.  83  L.  ed.  60. 

Messrs.  S.  L.  Swarts,  E.  M.  Merriman^ 
and  Georg^e  H.  Sanders  for  defendant  ia 


Sanborn^  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  Western  Commercial  Travelers'  Asso- 
ciation, the  plaintiff  in  error,  has  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  judgment  against  it 
upon  a  certificate  of  insurance  against  accident 
which  it  issued  to  Freeman  O.  Smith,  one  of 
its  members,  for  the  benefit  of  8arab  I.  Smithy 
the  defendant  in  error.  A  jury  was  waived, 
the  court  tried  the  case  and  made  a  special 
finding  of  the  facts,  and  the  error  assigned  i» 
that  the  facts  found  do  not  support  the  judg- 
ment (1)  because  they  show  that  immediate 
notice  of  the  accident  or  injury  was  not  given 
to  the  association,  as  required  by  the  policy, 
and  (2)  because  they  fail  to  show  that  the  deaib 
of  the  member  was  produced  "by  bodily  in- 
juries effected  by  external,  violent,  and  acci- 
dental means." 

These  are  the  facta  relative  to  the  two  ques- 
tions thus  raised, which  appear  from  the  plead- 
ings and  the  findings:  The  certificate  upon 
which  the  suit  is  based  secured  to  the  meml>er. 
Freeman  O.  Smith,  indemnity  in  VHrioua 
amounts  for  total  disability,  for  the  loss  of  an 
arm  or  a  leg,  or  one  arm  and  one  leg,  and  for 
the  loss  of  both  arms  or  both  legs,  by  accident; 
and  it  also  secured  to  his  beneficiary,  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  indemnity  for  bis  death*  pro- 
duced "by  bodily  injuries  effected  by  external^ 
violent,  and  accidental  means*'  alone.  It  con- 
tamed  this  provision:  "In  the  event  of  any 
accident  or  injury  for  which  any  claim  shall 
be  made  under  this  certificate,  or  in  case  of 
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deatbresuUing  tberefrom. immediate  notice sball 
be  iri veil  in  writing,  addressed  to  the  secretary, 
at  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  stating  the  full  name 
and  address  of  the  member,  number  of  certifi- 
cate, occupation,  and  name  and  address  of  the 
attending  physician,  with  full  particulars  of  the 
accident  or  injury,  and  failure  to  give  such 
notice  shall  invalidate  all  claim  under  the  cer- 
tificate; and  unless  direct  and  aflSrmative  proof 
of  the  death  or  duration  of  total  disability  shall 
be  furnished  the  association  within  ninety  (90) 
days  from  the  happening  bf  such  accident,  as 
per  forms  of  proof  furnished,  and  questions 
prepared  on  same  by  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  association,  then  all  claims  under  this  cer- 
tificate shall  be  waived  and  forfeited  to  the  as- 
sociation." 

In  the  latter  part  of  August,  1895,  while  this 
certificate  was  in  force.  Freeman  O.  Smith, 
:who  was  a  strong  and  healthy  man,  com- 
menced weariog  a  pair  of  new  shoes.  About 
September  6,  1895,  the  friction  of  one  of  the 
shoes  against  one  of  his  feet,  uncrxpectedly  and 
without  design  on  his  part,  produced  an  abra- 
sion of  the  skin  of  one  of  his  toes.  He  gave 
the  abrasion  reasonable  attention,  but  it  never- 
theless caused  blood  poisoning  about  Septem- 
ber 26,  1895.  which  resulted  in  his  death  on 
October  8,  1896.  Neither  the  deceased  nor  the 
defendant  in  error  gave  any  notice  of  this  ac- 
cident or  iniurv  to  the  association  before  his 
death,  but*within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter 
due  notice  thereof  and  of  her  claim  under  the 
certificate  was  given  to  the  association  by  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  agreement  of  the  parties  was  that  the 
failure  to  give  the  notice  required  by  this  cer- 
tificate should  invalidate  all  claim  under  it, 
and  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  serv- 
ice of  this  notice  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  enforcement  of  any  such  clsim.  St. 
Lauia  In$,  Co.  v.  BTple,  11  Mo.  278,  2b9.  49  Am. 
Dec.  74;  MeCullovgh  v.  Phomix  Ins.  Co,  118 
Mo.  606;  McVarlandv,  United  States  Mvt  AeeL 
Asso.  124  Mo.  204.  The  real  question  here  is, 
therefore,  What  was  the  notice  exacted  of  the 
beneficiary  by  the  contract,  and  when  was  it 
to  be  given?  The  agreement  was  that,  "in  the 
event  of  any  accident  or  injury  for  which  any 
claim  shall  be  made  under  this  certificate,  or 
in  case  of  death  resulting  therefrom,  immedi- 
ate notice  shall  be  given."  In  the  interpreta- 
tion of  this  provision,  the  fact  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  all  claims  under  this  contract  for  acci- 
dents and  injuries  which  do  not  result  in  death 
accrue  to  the  member  himself.  The  benefi- 
ciary of  the  death  loss  has  no  interest  in  them. 
It  is  only  in  a  case  in  which  death  results  from 
an  accident  or  injury  that  any  claim  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  in  error  arises.  In  the  na- 
ture of  things,  she  cannot  know  whether  she 
will  have  a  claim  until  the  member  whose  life 
is  insured  for  her  benefit  is  dead.  Must  she 
give  notice  of  the  accident  or  injury  on  ac- 
count of  which  her  claim  may  arise  before  she 
knows  whether  or  not  it  will  ever  come  into 
existence?  A  provision  which  exacts  such  a 
notice  should  be  plain,  clear,  and  unambig- 
uous. Forfeitures  are  not  favored  in  the  law, 
and  a  strained  and  unnatural  construction 
must  not  be  given  to  this  contract  in  order  to 
impose  one  here.  A  stipulation  could  have 
easily  been  drawn  which  would  have  plainly 
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imposed  upon  this  beneficiary  the  duty  of  giv- 
ing such  a  notice.  If  this  contract  had  simply 
omitted  the  words,  *'or  in  case  of  death  re- 
sulting therefrom,"  and  had  provided  that,  "in 
the  event  of  any  accident  or  injury  for  which 
any  claim  shall  be  made  under  this  certificate, 
notice  of  such  accident  or  injury  shall  be  given 
immediately  after  it  happens."  there  would  have 
been  no  doubt  that  the  beneficiary  was  re- 

3111  red  to  notifjr  the  association  of  the  accl- 
ent  as  soon  as  it  occurred.  If  it  had  required 
only  that,  'in  case  of  death  resulting  from  any 
accident  or  injury  for  which  any  claim  shall  bie 
made  under  this  certificate,  immediate  notice 
shall  be  given,"  it  would  have  been  equally 
certain  that  she  was  not  required  to  give  any 
notice  until  the  death  had  supervened.  As  it 
stands,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  intended  to  provide 
two  different  classes  of  notices  for  the  two 
classes  of  claims,-— one  an  immediate  notice  of 
the  accident  or  injury  which  does  not  result  in 
death,  the  other  an  immediate  notice  of  the 
death  which  results  from  such  an  accident  or 
injury,  to  be  given  by  the  beneficiary  as  soon 
as  it  occurs.  If  this  is  not  the  correct  con- 
struction of  the  provision,  the  words,  *'or  in 
case  of  death  resulting  therefrom,"  are  with- 
out significance  or  effect,  because  the  stipula- 
tion, without  those  words,  would  require  the 
beneficiary  of  a  death  loss  to  give  notice  of  the 
accident  or  injury  immediately  after  it  oc- 
curred. 

There  is  no  better  canon  for  the  interpreta- 
tion of  contracts  than  the  rule  that  the  court 
may  put  itself  in  the  place  of  the  parties  to  the 
agreement  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  may 
then  consider  how  its  terms  affected  its  sub- 
ject-matter, and  ascertain  what  those  who 
made  it  intended  thereby.  Aeeumulator  Go.  v. 
Dubuque  Street  R.  Co,  27  U.  ».  App.  36i  372. 
64  Fed.  Rep.  70,  74,  12  C.  C.  A.  87,  41,  42; 
Westervelt  v.  Mohrensieeher,  40  U.  S.  App.  221, 
227,  228,  76  Fed,  Rep.  118,  121,  22  C.  C.  A. 
93,  95,  and  84  L.  R.  A.  477;  RofkefeVer  v. 
Merritt,  40  U.  S.  App.  666,  675,  76  Fed.  Rep. 
909,  915, 22  C.  C.  A.  6U8,  618. 614,  35  L.  R.  A. 
638:  Prentice  Y,  Duluth  Storage  <k  F.  Co.  19 
U.  S.  App.  100,  110,  58  Fed.  Rep.  437,  448, 
7  C.  C.  A.  293,  298.  When  this  is  done,  it  can 
hardly  be  successfully  maintained  that  the  par- 
ties to  this  certificate  intended  to  require  the 
beneficiary  of  .a  loss  by  death  under  it  to  give 
notice  of  the  accident  or  iniury  before  the 
death  occurred  and  before  her  claim  arose. 
When  the  provision,  "in  the  event  of  any  ac- 
cident or  injury  for  which  any  claim  shall  be 
made  under  this  certificate,  or  in  case  of  death 
resulting  therefrom,  immediate  notice  shall  be 
given,"  IS  riead  in  the  light  of  the  events  to 
which  it  refers,  and  of  the  relation  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  contract  to  each  other,  its  natural 
and  obvious  meaning  is  that,  in  the  event  of 
any  aocidi  nt  or  injury  which  shall  not  result 
in  death,  immediate  notice  of  such  accident  or 
injury  shall  be  given,  or.  in  the  case  of  death 
resulting  from  any  such  accident  or  injury, 
immediate  notice  of  such  death  shall  be  given, 
because  in  the  one  case  it  is  the  injury,  and  in 
the  other  it  is  the  death,  which  conditions  the 
existence  of  the  claim.  The  conclusion  is  that 
this  certificate  required  no  notice  of  the  acci- 
dent or  injury  to  be  given  to  the  association  by 
the  beneficiary  of  the  death  loss  before  the 
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death  occurred,  and  the  due  Dotioe  which  the 
•court  find 8  she  gave  immediately  after  death 
was  a  sufficieDt  compliance  with  this  stipula- 
tion of  the  agreement. 

It  is  earnesily  contended,  however,  that  the 
death  was  not  caused  by  bodily  injuries  ef 
fected  by  external,  violent,  and  accidental 
means  (1)  because  the  disease  of  blood  poison- 
ing was  the  cause,  and  the  abrasion  of  the  skin 
of  the  toe  was  only  the  occasion,  the  locality  in 
which  the  disease  first  appeared;  and  (2)  be- 
cause the  abrasion  of  the  skin  was  not  an  acci- 
dent, but  was  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
thinars.  The  contract  does  not  differ,  in  respect 
to  the  subject  presented  by  this  proposition, 
from  those  which  have  been  repeatedly  consid- 
ered by  this  court,  and  we  state  its  legal  effect 
briefly,  because  the  reasons  and  authorities  in 
support  of  our  views  here  have  been  frequentlv 
set  forth  in  the  opinions  of  this  court  which 
are  cited  below. 

If  the  death  was  caused  by  a  disease,  with- 
out any  bodily  injury  inflicted  by  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
malignant  pustule  (Bacon  v.  United  States  Mut. 
Aeei.  Asso.  128  N.Y.  304.  9  L.  R.  A.  617).  and 
as  in  the  case  of  sunstroke  (Sinclair  v.  Maritime 
Pan,  Amir,  Co.  8  El.  &  El.  478;  Dozier  v.  Fi- 
delity A  C.  Co,  46  Fed.  Rep.  446,  18  L.  R.  A. 
114),  the  association  was  free  from  liability  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  certificate.  If  the  de- 
ceased suffered  an  accident,  but  at  the  time  be 
sustained  it  he  was  already  suffering  from  a 
disease  or  bodily  infirmity,  and  if  the  accident 
would  not  have  caused  his  death  if  he  had  not 
l)een  affected  by  the  disease  or  infirmity,  but 
he  died  because  the  accident  aggravated  the 
disease,  or  the  disease  aggravated  the  effects  of 
the  accident,  as  in  the  case  of  the  insured  who 
'  was  subject  to  such  a  bodily  infirmity  that  a 
abort  run,  followed  by  stooping,  which  would 
not  have  injured  a  healthy  man,  produced  apo- 
plexy ( TVawfer**  Ine,  Co.  V.  Selden,  42  U.  8. 
App.  268.  78  Fed.  Rep.  286,  24  C.  C.  A.  92), 
the  association  was  exempt  from  liabilitv,  be- 
cause the  death  was  caused  partly  by  disease 
and  partly  by  accident.  If  the  death  was 
caused  by  bodily  injuries  effected  by  external, 
violent,  and  accidental  means  alone,  the  asso- 
ciation was  liable  to  pay  the  promised  indem- 
nity. If  the  death  was  caused  by  a  disease 
which  was  not  the  result  of  any  bodily  infirm- 
ity or  disease  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident, but  which  was  itself  caused  by  the 
•external,  violent,  and  accidental  means  which 
produced  the  bodily  in  jury,  the  association  was 
equally  liable  to  pay  the  indemnity.  In  such 
a  case,  the  disease  is  an  effect  of  the  accident, 
the  incidental  means  produced  and  used  by  the 
original  moving  cause  to  bring  about  its  fatal 
effect,  a  mere  link  in  the  chain  of  causation  be- 
tween the  accident  and  the  death,  and  the  death 
is  attributable,  not  to  the  disease,  but  to  the 
causa  causans,  to  the  accident  alone.  TVaoel- 
ers'  Ins,  Co.  v.  Bobbins,  27  U.  8.  App.  647, 560, 
661.  65  Fed.  Rep.  178, 186, 12  C.  C.  A.  544, 552. 
27  L.  R.  A.  e29;Union  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Callaghan, 
12  U.  8.  App.  541.  650.  66  Fed.  Rep.  988. 994; 
^  C.  C.  A.  205, 210;  Milwaukee  <fc  St,  P.  B.  Co. 
V.  Kellogg,  94  U.  S.  469,  475,  24  L.  ed.  256, 
259;  National  Masonic  Acci.  Asso,  v.  S^ryoek, 
86  U.  8.  App.  658,  663,  78  Fed.  Rep.  774,  776, 
20C.  C.  A.  8,  5. 

Now,  the  finding  of  the  facta  made  by  the 
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trial  court  is  conclusive  in  this  case,  and  the 
only  question  here  presented  is  whether  those 
facts  warrant  the  judgment  below.  That  court 
has  found  that  the  deceased  was  an  exception- 
ally strong  and  healthy  man  when  the  abra- 
sion in  question  was  produced.  It  has  found 
that  the  wearing  of  the  new  shoe  produced 
the  abrasion  on  September  6,  1896,  that  this 
abrasion  was  the  cause  of  blood  poisoning  on 
September  26,  1895,  and  that  the  blood  poison- 
ing produced  the  death  on  October  3,  1895. 
The  question  whether  the  death  was  produced 
by  the  abrasion  or  by  the  disease  is  therefore 
extracted  from  this  case.  There  is  no  ground 
for  the  contention  that  the  disease  of  blood 
poisoning  was  an  intervening  and  independent 
cause  of  the  death,  because  the  finding  of  the 
court  below  is  that  thtit  disease  was  a  mere  link 
in  the  chain  of  causation  between  the  abrasion 
which  produced  it  and  the  death  which  it 
produced. 

The  only  question  remaining,  therefore,  is 
whether  or  not  the  abrasion  of  the  skin  of  the 
toe  was  produced  by  accidental  means.  If  it 
was,  the  death  was  so  produced;  and  if  it  was 
not,  there  was  no  accident,  and  consequently 
no  cause  of  action.  The  contract  was  that  the 
association  would  pay  the  promised  inderonitv 
for  any  death  caused  "by  txKlily  injuries  ef- 
fected by  external,  violent,  and  accidental 
means."  There  is  no  claim  that  the  friction  of 
the  shoe  which  caused  the  abrasion  teas  not  ex- 
ternal and  violent.  The  contention  is  that  it  was 
not  accidental.  The  significance  of  this  word 
"accidental"  is  best  perceived  by  a  considera- 
tion of  the  relation  of  causes  to  their  effects. 
The  word  is  descriptive  of  means  which  pro- 
duce effects  which  are  not  their  natural  and 
probable  consequences.  The  natural  conse- 
quence of  means  used  is  the  consequence 
which  ordinarily  follows  from  their  use. — the 
result  which  mav  be  reasonably  anticipated 
from  their  use,  and  which  ought  to  be  expected. 
The  probable  consequence  of  the  use  of  given 
means  is  the  consequence  which  is  more  likely 
to  follow  from  their  use  than  it  is  to  fail  to  fol- 
low. An  effect  which  is  the  natural  and  prob- 
able consequence  of  an  act  or  course  of  action 
is  not  an  accident,  nor  is  it  produced  by  acci- 
dental means.  It  is  either  the  result  of  actual 
design,  or  it  falls  under  the  maxim  that 
every  man  must  be  held  to  intend  the  natural 
and  probable  consequence  of  his  deeds.  On 
the  other  hand,  an  effect  which  is  not  the  nat- 
ural or  probable  consequence  of  the  means 
which  produced  it,  an  effect  which  does  not 
ordinarily  follow  and  cannot  be  reasonably  an- 
ticipated from  the  use  of  those  means,  an  ef- 
fect which  the  actor  did  not  intend  to  produce 
and  which  he  cannot  be  charged  with  the  de- 
sign of  producing,  under  the  maxim  to  which 
we  have  adverted  is  produced  by  accidental 
means.  It  is  produced  by  means  which  were 
neither  designed  nor  calculated  to  cause  it 
Such  an  effect  is  not  the  result  of  desisn,  can- 
not be  reasonably  anticipated,  is  unexpected, 
and  is  produced  by  an  unusual  combination  of 
fortuitous  circumstances;  in  other  words,  it  is 

? reduced  by  accidental  means.     Chicago,  St. 
\  M.   dt  0.  B.  Co.  V.  Elliott,  12  U.  8.  App. 
381.  886,   887,  889,  6  C  C.  A.   847,  350,  851. 
863,  55  Fed.  Rep.  949,  962,  953,  955,  20  L.  R 
A.  682. 
Was  the  abrasion  of  the  skin  of  the  toe  of 
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the  deceased  the  Dataral  and  probable  coDse- 
quence  of  wearing  oew  shoes?  It  must  be 
conceded  that  new  shoes  are  not  ordinarily 
worn  with  the  design  of  causing  abrasions  of 
the  skin  of  the  feel,  and  the  trial  court  has 
found  that  the  abrasion  upon  the  toe  of  the  de- 
ceased was  produced  unexpectedly  and  with- 
out any  design  on  his  part  to  cause  it.  An 
abrasion  of  the  skin,  certainly,  is  not  the 
probable  consequence  of  the  use  of  new  shoes; 
for  it  cannot  be  said  to  follow  such  use  more 
frequently  than  it  fails  to  follow  it.  Nor  can 
such  an  abrasion  be  said  to  be  the  natural  con- 
sequence of  wearing  such  shoes,— the  conse- 
quence which  ordinarily  follows,  or  which 
might  be  reasonably  anticipated.  How,  then, 
can  it  fail  to  be  the  chance  result  of  accidental 
means,— means  not  designed  or  calculated  to 

Sroduce  it?  If  the  deceased,  without  design, 
ad  slipped,  and  caused  an  abrasion  of  his 
akin,  as  he  was  walking  down  the  street,  or 
had  punctured  the  skin  of  his  foot  by  stepping 
on  a  nail  in  his  room,  or  had  pierced  it  with  a 
nail  in  his  shoe  as  he  was  drawing  it  upon  bis 
foot,  there  could  have  been  no  doubt  that  these 
injuries  were  produced  by  accidental  means; 
and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  an  abra- 
sion of  the  skin,  produced  unexpectedly  and 
without  design  by  friction  caused  by  wearing 
a  new  shoe,  does  not  fall  within  the  same  cate- 
gory. 

In  McCarthy  ▼.  TraveUnf  Ins.  Co.  8  Biss. 
862,  it  is  held  that  death  from  the  rupture  of  a 
blood  vessel  caused  by  swinging  Indian  clubs 
for  exercise  may  be  a  death  from  bodily  injury 
caused  by  accidental  means.  In  Martin  v. 
Traveler  J  Ins.  Co.  iFost.  &F.  605,  a  total  disa- 
bility caused  by  strainine  the  back  while  lifting 
a  heavy  burden  was  declared  to  be  a  disability 
produced  by  accident  In  North  American  L. 
<fc  Aeci.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Burroughs,  69  Pa.  48.  51,  8 
Am.  Rep.  212,  the  court  said  that  an  accident 
is  **an  event  that  takes  place  without  one's 
foresight  or  expectation;  an  event  which  pro 
ceeds  from  an  -unknown  cause,  or  is  an  unus- 
ual effect  of  a  known  cause,  and  therefore  not 
expected;  chance;  casualty;  contiogency,"— 
and  held  that  a  strain  of  the  abdominal  mus- 
cles produced  by  pitching  hav,  which  caused 
an  inflammation  that  resulted  In  death,  was  an 
accident.  Death  bv  drowning,  by  involunta- 
rily inhaling  illuminating  gas,  or  by  fright,  is 


death  by  accidental  means.  Trew  v.  Railteay 
Pass.  Assur.  Co.  6  Hurist.  &  N.  839;  Mallory 
V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  52.  7  Am.  Rep. 
410;  Pavl  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  112  N.  Y.  472, 
8  L.  R  A.  443;  McOlinchey  v.  Fidelity  dt  C, 
Co.  80  Me.  251.  In  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rob- 
bins.  27  U.  8.  App.  547,  65  Fed.  Rep.  178,  13 
C.  C.  A.  544,  27  L.  R.  A.  629,  tbis  court  af- 
firmed a  judgment  baaed  upon  a  verdict  that  a 
death  caused  by  lockjaw,  which  was  produced 
bjT  a  shot  wound  unexpectedly  inflicted  upon 
himself  by  the  deceased,  without  design,  was 
a  death  caused  by  bodily  injury  produced  by 
accidental  means  alone.  In  United  States 
Mut,  Acei,  Asso,  v.  Barry,  131  (J.  S.  100.  38 
L.  ed.  60,  three  persons  jumped  from  the  same 
platform  at  the  same  lime  and  place.  Two  of 
them  alighted  in  safety,  while  the  third  suf- 
fered a  stricture  of  the  duodenum  which  pro- 
duced a  disease  which  caused  his  death.  The 
supreme  court  affirmed  a  judgment  founded 
upKon  a  verdict  that  his  death  was  the  result  of 
bodily  injuries  effected  through  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means,  and  approved  an 
instruction  to  the  jury  that  '*the  term  'acci- 
dental' was  used  in  the  policy  in  its  ordinary, 
popular  sense,  as  meaning  'happening  By 
chance;  unexpectedly  taking  place;  not  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  course  of  things;  or  not 
as  expected;'  that,  if  a  result  is  such  as  follows 
from  ordinary  means  voluntarily  employed  in 
a  not  unusual  or  unexpected  way  it  cannot  be 
called  a  result  effected  by  accidental  means; 
but  that  if,  in  the  act  which  precedes  the  in- 
jury, something  unforeseen,  unexpected,  un- 
usual occurs,  which  produces  the  injury,  then 
the  injury  has  resulted  through  accidental 
means. ' 

We  are  unable  to  distinguish  the  case  at  bar 
from  those  to  which  we  have  referred,  and  the 
case  last  cited  is  of  controlling  authority  in 
this  court.  The  abrasion  of  the  skin  of  the 
toe  of  the  deceased  was  unexpectedly  caused*, 
without  design  on  his  part,  by  unforeseen,  un- 
usual, and  unexpected  friction  in  the  act  of 
wearing  the  shoe,  which  preceded  the  Injury. 
It  was  not  the  natural  or  probable  consequence 
of  that  act,  and  it  was;  therefore  produced 
by  accidental  means. 

The  judgment  below  muit  be  affirmed,  with 
costs;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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REVERB  WATER  COMPANY,  Appt. 
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A  regulation  of  a  water  eoiii]iaiijr  by 

whiob  It  refuses  to  turn  on  water  for  a  building 
until  unpaid  rates  of  previous  owners  or  tenants 
are  paid  ia  unreasonable  and  invalid,  unlets  au- 
thorlxed  by  statute. 

(May  ZU  1808.) 


NOT>.— As  to  reffulations  concerDlnfr  the  supply 
•of  water  to  a  consumer,  see  Ladd  v.  Boston  (Mass.) 
•40  L.  R.  A.  171,  and  references  in  footnote  thereto. 

40  L.  aA. 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  to  compel 
defendant  to  furnish  plaintiff  with  water  upon 
premises  from  which  the  water  had  been 
turned  off  for  failure  of  former  occupants  to 
pay  the  water  tax.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated'  in  the  opinion.  • 

Mr.  Benjamin  JX.  Johnson*  for  appel- 
lant: 

There  is  no  general  statutory  requirement  or 
prohibition  which  imposes  the  duty  upon  the 
defendant  to  furnish  water  to  any  person  or 
classes  of  persons. 

There  U  no  provision  in  the  defendant's 
42 
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charter  which  requires  it  to  supply  water 
within  the  territory  in  question  upon  any 
specific  terms  or  conditions. 

Acto  1883,  chap.  142.  g  4. 

The  defendant  still  had  the  right  to  conduct 
its  husiness  under  fit  and  reasonable  rules  and 
regulations,  and  was  only  bound  to  furnish 
water  when  requested  in  a  reasonable  way, 
and  in  accordance  with  such  rules  and  regu- 
lations. 

Wood  T.  Auburn,  87  Me.  287.  29  L.  R  A. 
876;  Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  QasUght  Co,  6  Wis. 
639,  70  Am.  Dec.  479;  Merrimack  River  Sat. 
Bank  ▼.  Lou)eU,  152  Mass.  656,  10  L.  R.  A. 
122. 

Water  companies  may  make  reasonable  rules 
for  the  government  of  their  customers  in  the 
use  of  the  water  supply,  and  enforce  the  same 
by  stopping  their  supply  as  a  penalty  for  the 
Tiolation  thereof.  In  such  cases  the  company 
is  not  limited  to  an  action  for  damages. 

29  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  18,  and  cases 
cited;  Shewardy,  Cittzern^  Water  Co,  90  Cal. 
685;  8hira$  v.  Ewinff,  48  Kan.  170. 

Regarding  the  situation  of  the  parties,  it  is 
more  reasonable  to  require  that  ooe  proposing 
to  purchase,  lease,  or  otherwise  hire  a  build- 
ing, house,  or  other  tenement  should  make  in 
quiryas  to  the  practicability  of  obtaining  a 
supply  of  water  therefor,  and  as  to  the  terms 
and  conditions  on  which  such  supply  may  be 
secured,  than  that  the  municipality  or  corpora- 
tion furnishing  the  supply  should  be  com- 
pelled to  keep  itself  informed  of  the  shifting 
ownerships  and  tenancies  of  all  the  habitations 
and  other  buildings  within  its  territory. 

Oirard  L,  Ins.  Oo.  ?.  Philadelphia,  88  Pa. 
898;  Merrimack  Biter  8av,  Bank  v.  Lotcell, 
152  Mass.  556,  10  L.  R.  A.  122;  Wood  ▼.  Au- 
burn,  87  Me.  287,  29  L.  R.  A.  876;  Com., 
Soman  Catholic  High  School  Trustees,  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 182  Pa.  288;  Atlanta  y.  Burton.  90 
Qa.  486;  Brumm's  Appeal  (Pa.)  12  Atl.  855. 

Mr,  C.  R.  Morse*  for  appellee: 

The  act  under  which  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  organized  does  not  give  any  right  or 
lien  to  said  company  against  any  estate  for 
water  furnished  and  not  paid  for.  so  as  to  de- 
prive a  subsequent  owner,  tenant,  or  occu- 
pant of  said  premises  of  the  use  of  said  water, 
who  may  be  willing  to  comply  with  said  rules 
and  regulations,  without  first  paying  for  the 
water  used  and  unpaid  for  by  the  former  oc- 
cupant. 

Merrimack  River  Sav.  Bank  ▼.  TjOweU,  152 
Mass.  556,  10  L.  R.  A.  122;  2  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  ^  821  and  notes;  Rockland  Water  Co.  v. 
Adams,  84  Me.  472. 

Water  rates  are  not  to  be  collected  in  the 
exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  unless  made  so 
by  some  special  authority  of  law,  but  the 
obligation  to  pay  for  the  use  of  water  rests 
upon  either  a  special  or  implied  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  consumer  to  make  compensa- 
tion for  water  which  he  has  applied  for  and 
received,  on  the  terms  and  conditions  made 
public. 

Tovng  t.  Boston,  104  Mass.  95;  Atlanta  v. 
Burton,  90  Ga.  486;  Qirard  L,  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Philadelphia,  88  Pa.  898;  Com.,  Roman 
Catholic  High  School  Trustees,  v.  Philadelphia, 
182  Pa.  288;  Sfieward  v.  Citizens^  Water  Co.  90 
Cal.  685. 
40L.a  A. 


Lathrop,  J.,  delivered  the  opioion  of  the 

court: 

On  February  1,  1897,  the  plaintiff  hired  %. 
dwelling  house  io  Winthrop  from  Clarissa  C. 
Doane,  its  owner.  Two  days  later  he  applied 
to  the  defendant  to  have  water  turned  on,, 
and  tendered  the  price  charged  ftrom  January 
1,  1897,  to  January  1,  1896.  The  defendant 
refused  to  turn  on  the  water  until  the  amount 
due  the  defendant  for  water  supplied  to  Mra. 
Doane  from  January  1.  1896.  to  October  10, 
1896,  had  been  paid.  In  October,  1893,  one 
Emmet  J.  Doane,  the  then  owner  of  the  bouse, 
made  an  application  for  water  for  the  house, 
and  paid  the  bills  sent  to  him  on  July  1,  1894„ 
and.  on  July  1,  1896.  On  July  IS,  1895.  Em- 
met J.  Doane  conveyed  the  house  to  his  mother, 
Clarissa  C.  Doane,  who  since  that  date  has 
been  the  owner.  The  defendant  received  no- 
notice  of  this  conveyance  until  June  8.  1896. 
Od  July  1,  1896,  the  defendant  sent  a  bill  to- 
Clarissa  C.  for  water  during  the  yer?  1896. 
The  bill  was  not  paid,  and  on  July  17.  1896. 
the  defendant  sent  notice  to  Clarissa  that  the 
water  would  be  cut  off  unless  the  bill  sent  oa 
July  1st  should  be  paid  immediately.  On 
October  10,  1896,  the  waUr  was  shut  off.  The 
defendant  refuses  to  turn  on  the  water  until 
the  plaintiff  pays  the  blUs  incurred  by  his- 
landlord,  because  it  has  the  following  rule  or 
regulation:  *'The  rates  for  use  of  water  shall 
be  payable  on  the  1st  day  of  July  in  each  year. 
All  charges  for  specific  supplies,  or  for  frac- 
tional parts  of  the  year,  shall  be  payable  in  ad- 
vance, before  the  water  is  let  on.  In  all  cases 
of  nonpavment  of  rates  fifteen  days  after 
same  are  due.  the  water  may  be  shut  off  with- 
out further  notice,  and  not  be  agaii.  turned  on. 
until  rates  are  paid  and  $1.60  adui  Jonal  for 
shutting  off  and  letting  on."  The  superior 
court  entered  a  decree  restraining  the  defend- 
ant from  refusing  or  neglecting  to  furnish  the 
plaintiff  a  suitable  supply  of  water  so  long  as- 
he  continues  to  pay  the  regular  water  rates, 
and  complies  with  all  other  reasonable  and 
usual  regulations  of  the  defendant  in  the  fu- 
ture, except  those  relating  to  the  pa^rment  of 
the  water  rates  remaining  unpaid  of  previous- 
owners  or  tenants.  The  case  is  before  us  oq 
appeal,  and  the  principal  question  presented  i»- 
whetber,  if  the  rule  applies  to  a  case  like  this, 
it  is  reasonable.  The  defendant  was  incorpo- 
rated, under  Stat.  1882.  chap.  142,  "for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  the  inhabitants  of  Re- 
vere with  water  for  domestic  and  other  pur- 
poses." By  §  4  it  was  given  the  power  to  **es- 
tablisb  and  fix  from  time  to  time  rates  for  the 
use  of  such  water,  and  collect  the  same."  By 
Stat.  1884,  chap.  259,  it  was  authorized  to  coo- 
tract  with  the  town  of  Winthrop  to  supply 
that  town  with  water ''for  the  extinguishment 
of  fires  and  for  other  purposes  as  authorized 
by  said  act."  It  was  also  authorized  to  "dis- 
tribute water  through  said  town,  and  establish 
and  collect  rates  therefor  in  like  manner  as  by 
said  act  it  is  authorized  to  do  in  the  town  of 
Revere."  The  amendment  of  its  charter  by 
Stat.  1887,  chap.  887,  is  Immaterial  to  the  case. 

It  is  contended  that  the  rule  is  a  reasonable- 
one,  because  similar  rules  have  been  estab- 
lished by  ordinances  in  various  cities  of  this- 
comm(2n wealth,  and  in  a  statute  of  Georgia 
granting  a  charter  to  the  city  of  Atlanta,  and 
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that  it  bas  been  decided  to  be  reasonable  in 
Pennsylvania.  It  is  also  argued  tbat  it  is  easy 
for  a  person  hiring  or  buying  a  bouse  to  as- 
certain whether  the  debt  of  some  fornner 
owner  has  been  paid.  Of  course,  it  cannot  be 
disputed  that  if  the  legislature  gives  a  lien 
upon  the  land  to  a  water  or  gas  company  for 
unpaid  dues,  or  uses  words  equivalent  to  giv- 
ing a  lien,  it  has  the  right  to  do  so,  and  there 
is  nothing  more  to  be  said.  In  Atlanta  v. 
Burton,  90  Ga.  486,  the  charter  provided  that 
the  board  of  water  commissioners  shall  have 
the  power  to  "require  the  payment  in  advance 
for  the  use  or  rent  of  water  furnished  by  them 
in  or  upon  any  building,  place,  or  premises, 
and.  in  case  prompt  payments  shall  not  be 
made,  they  may  shut  off  the  water  from  such 
building,  place,  or  premises,  and  shall  not  be 
compelled  again  to  supply  said  building,  place, 
or  premises  with  water  until  said  arrears,  with 
interest  thereon,  shall  be  fully  paid."  It 
was  held  that  the  commissioners  might  fur- 
nish water  on  credit;  that  the  charter  did  not 
contemplate  a  personal  credit,  because  water 
was  not  furnished  to  persons,  but  to  buildings. 
"The  charter  did  not  contemplate  nor  intend 
that  water  should  be  furnished  upon  individ- 
ual or  personal  credit,  but  that  the  supply 
should  be  made  a  charge  upon  the  property  to 
which  the  water  was  conveyed."  In  Oirard 
X.  Ins.  Co,  V.  Philadelphia,  88  Pa.  893,  the 
words  of  the  ordinance  were  that,  after  the 
water  was  turned  off,  it  "shall  not  again  be 
supplied  or  furnished  to  the  said  premises  ex- 
cept upon  payment  of  all  arrears  of  water  rent 
and  the  sum  of  $2  for  expenses  incurred." 
The  opinion  of  the  court  states  that  the  validity 
of  the  ordinance  was  conceded.  The  only 
question  was  whether,  as  the  defendant  had 
not  sooner  cut  off  the  water  on  rates  not  being 
paid,  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  pay  three 
years'  rates  due  from  a  former  owner,  instead 
of  the  rates  for  one  year,  of  which  it  had  made 
a  tender.  The  case  of  Cam.,  Roman  Catholic 
Bigh  Hehool  Trustees,  v.  Philadelphia,  182  Pa. 
288  (a  gas  case),  simply  considered  the  ques- 
tion as  settled  by  the  former  case,  and  the 
opinion  does  not  discuss  it.  In  Brumm's  Ap- 
peal (Pa.)  12  Atl.  865  (a  water  case),  the  charter 
expressly  provided  that  the  real  estate  tow  hie  b 
the  water  was  furnished  should  be  bound  by 
the  water  rates.  The  argument  derived  from 
foreign  legislation,  and  ordinances  of  cities  in 
other  states,  Feems  to  us  to  be  of  little  conse- 
quence in  determining  the  question  before  us, 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  regulation  in  this  case. 
It  may  be  noted,  however,  tbat  in  New  York 
it  is  expressly  provided  that  a  gas  company 
cannot  refuse  to  turn  on  gas  because  a  former 
occupant  of  the  premises  has  not  paid  for  the 
gas  consumed  by  him.  N.  Y.  Stat.  1859, 
chap.  811,  §S  6,  9;3N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  1896. 
pp.  1856,  1857.  In  England  it  has  been  held, 
under  Stat.  10  A  11  Vict.  chap.  17,  that,  if  a 
tenant  does  not  pay  water  rates,  the  water  com- 
pany may  sever  the  connection  between  the 
house  and  the  main  pipes,  and  that,  if  a  new 
tenant  occupies  the  house,  be  has  the  right  to 
have  the  water  turned  on,  on  reconnecting  the 
pipes,  but  until  he  does  so  the  water  company 
is  not  liable  to  a  penalty  under  the  act  for  not 
supplying  him  with  water.  The  remarks  of 
Bramwefl,  L.  J.,  on  the  point  of  not  compell- 
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ingthe  new  to*  ant.  to  pay  an  old  debt,  will  be 
cited  later.  '  at  rieorks  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  L. 
R.  4  C.  P.  T)iv.  410.  Under  50  &  61  Vict, 
chap.  21,  §  4,  arrears  of  water  rates,  where  the 
rent  does  not  exceed  £20,  may  be  recovered  in 
a  personal  action  against  a  purchaser  of  land, 
but  the  water  cannot  be  cut  off.  East  London 
Waterworks  Go.  v.  Kelltrman  [1892J  2  Q.  B. 
72. 

So  far  as  legislation  is  concerned  in  Massa- 
chusetts, the  case  of  a  eas  company  is  covered. 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  61.  g  16.  gives  the  company 
the  right  to  "stop  the  gas  from  entering  the 
premises"  of  a  person  neglecting  to  pay  the 
amount  due,  and  to  enter  the  premises  between 
certain  hours,  and  remove  the  meter,  etc. 
Nothing  is  said  about  making  subsequent  users 
liable  for  old  debts.  Stet.  1894.  chap.  299. 
makes  it  unlawful  for  a  gas  company  to  refuse 
to  supply  gas  for  any  building  or  premises 
"for  the  reason  that  a  gas  bill  remains  unpaid 
by  any  previous  occupant  of  said  building  or 
premises;  provided  the  person  or  persons  ap- 
plying for  gas  shall  not  be  in  arrears  to  such 
corporation  for  gas  previously  furnished  to  or 
for  said  building  or  premises,  or  to  or  for  any 
other  building  or  premises."  So  far  as  gas  is 
concerned,  the  question  is  settled.  As  to 
water,  there  was  no  general  legislation  until 
after  this  action  was  brought  Stat.  1898, 
chap.  168,  makes  the  same  provision  as  to 
water  tbat  Stat.  1894.  chap  299.  made  as  to 
gas.  The  statute  is  not  retroactive,  and  the 
question  before  us  must  be  decided  on  general 
principles.  There  is  much  in  our  special  legis- 
lation to  show  that  we  should  not  hold  that 
one  man  is  obliged  to  pay  the  debt  of  another, 
or  that  a  water  rate  is  a  charge  upon  the  land. 
The  charter  of  the  defendant  is  one  of  the  sim- 
pler forms.  The  one  which  is  generally 
found,  and  which  applies  to  most  of  the  cities 
and  towns  of  this  commonwealth,  after  giving 
tbe  right  to  regulate  the  price  or  rents  for  the 
use  of  water,  contains  this  provision:  *'The 
occupant  of  any  tenement  shall  be  liable  for 
the  payment  of  the  price  or  rent  for  the  use  of 
the  water  in  such  tenement;  and,  the  owner 
thereof  shall  be  also  liable,  if,  on  being  notified 
of  such  use,  he  does  not  object  thereto."  Stat. 
1846,  chap.  167,  {I  14  (Boston);  Stat.  1863, 
chap.  168,  §  18  (New  Bedford);  Stat.  1864, 
chap.  268,  g  14  (Salem);  Stat.  1865.  chap.  163, 
§  9  (Cambridge);  Stat.  1867.  chap.  60,  g  7 
(Medford);  Id.  chap.  848.  §13  (Roxbury);  Stat. 
1869,  chap.  463,  §12  (Lynn);  Stat.  1871,  chap. 
807,  §  8  (Woburn);  Id.  chap.  188.  §  17  (Fall 
River):  Stat.  1872,  chap.  848,  §  14  (Brookline); 
Id.  chap.  188,  g  9  (Concord  and  Lincoln);  Id. 
chap.  62,  ^  9  (Holyoke);  Id.  chap.  79,  §  11 
(Lawrence);  Id.  chap.  844,  §  14  (Newton);  Id. 
chap.  845.  §  10  (Springfield);  Id.  chap.  386,  § 
14  (West  Roxburv);  Id.  chap.  837,  §  11 
(Waltham):  Stat.  1878.  chap.  274,  §  7  (Lexing- 
ton); Id  chap.  76.  §9(Natick);  Id.  chap.  822, 
§[9  (Westfleld);  Stat.  1874,  chap.  191,  S  9 
(Danvers):  Id.  chap.  266,  g  9  (Mariboro):  Id. 
chap.  126.  §^  10  (Newton);  Stat.  1876.  chap. 
199.  §  14  (Watertown);  Stat.  1881,  chap.  206, 
g  8  (Framingham);  Stat.  1884,  chap.  256,  §  12  . 
(Cambridge):  Staf.  1887.  chap.  416,  §  11  (Mai- 
den). The  following  charters  have  the  '*oc- 
cupant  and  owner"  clause,  but  add  that  the 
water  rates  are  * 'to  be  collected  in  an  action  of 
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coniract  in  the  name  of  the  city:"  Stat.  1891, 
chap.  848,  f  9  (Haverhill);  Id.  chap.  401.  §  13 
(Quincy);  Stat.  1894,  chap.  187,  §  12  (Stone- 
ham);  Stat.  1897.  chap.  473.  §  10  (Stoneham). 
The  following  charter  provides  that  the  notice 
of  objection  to  the  owner  must  be  in  wrllini;: 
Stat.  1875,  chap.  217,  g  9  (Taunton).  The  fol- 
lowing charters  provide  that  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection from  the  owner  must  be  in  writing: 
Stat.  1876,  chap.  98.  §  9  (Clinton);  Stat.  1881, 
chap.  174,  §  9  (Weymouth).  The  following 
charter  provides  that  both  the  notice  to  the 
owner  and  the  objection  from  the  owner  must 
be  in  writing:  Stat.  1875.  chap.  158.  §  6 
(Rockport  Water  Company).  The  following 
charter  provides:  ''The  owner  of  any  tene- 
ment shall  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
rent  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  such  tenement, 
to  be  collected  in  an  action  of  coniract  in  the 
name  of  the  city."  Stat.  1892.  chap.  884,  §  12 
(Chicopee).  This  must  mean  an  action  of 
contract,  for  it  is  simply  a  liability  for  rent; 
and  io  some  charters  the  words  are  added,  'Ho 
be  collected  in  an  action  of  contract  in  the 
name  of  the  town."  Our  legislature  has  never 
authorized  the  making  of  an  unpaid  water  rate 
a  lien  or  charge  upon  the  land.  It  has  au- 
thorized holdiog  the  owner  liable,  after  notice, 
in  some  instances,  for  the  debt  of  a  tenant:  but 
in  no  instance  has  a  tenant  been  held  liable  for 
the  debt  of  an  owner.  If  the  authority  to  cre- 
ate a  lien  or  charge  is  to  be  derived  from  the 
right  to  make  rules,  there  would  have  been  no 
necessity  to  insert  the  words  above  cited. 

In  the  absence  of  legislation,  can  a  regula- 
tion such  as  the  one  in  question,  if  it  imposes 
a  lien  on  land,  be  considered  a  reasonable  one? 
We  are  of  opinion  that  this  question  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative.  In  Lumbard  v. 
Stearns,  4  Cush.  60,  it  was  declared  by  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  that  a  private  water  company, 
by  accepting  its  charter,  would  abuse  its  fran- 
chise if  it  failed  to  furnish  water,  and  that  it 
was  its  duty  to  supply  all  who  should  apply 
for  water  on  reasonable  terms.  See  also 
Toung  v.  Bostan,  104  Mass.  95.  The  ordi- 
nance of  the  citv  of  Lowell,  which  was  before 
the  court  in  Merrimack  Riter  iSav,  Bonk  v. 
Lomll,  162  Mass.  656.  10  L.  R.  A.  122,  was 
much  more  explicit  than  the  one  before  us.  It 
provided  that,  in  case  the  water  was  cut  off 
for  nonpayment  of  rates,  it  should  not  be  let 
on,  ''either  for  the  present  or  any  subsequent 
occupant,"  except  upon  payment  of  the  amount 
due.  The  point  decided  was  that,  after  the 
city  had  received  the  money  for  a  year's  use  of 
the  water,  it  Could  not  cut  it  off  during  the 
vear  because  a  former  occupant  had  not  paid 
his  bill.  There  is  no  intimation  in  the  opinion 
that  a  water  rate  constitutes  a  charge  upon 
land,  and  the  case  goes  upon  the  ground  of 
contract.  Indeed,  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Enowlton,  speaking  of  payments  of  rates:  ''It 
seems  to  be  more  consistent  with  the  nature  of 
the  transactions  to  consider  them  as  payments 
of  the  price  of  a  commodity,  sold  under  a  gen- 
eral authority  to  provide  for  the  public,  and 
to  sell  upon  request,  in  a  reasonable  way,  to 
the  persons  who  constitute  the  public/  It 
may  be  desirable  that  a  water  company  or  a 
gas  company  should  have  an  easy  way  of  col- 
lecting its  debts,  but  we  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  be  enabled  by  the  court  to  collect  a  debt 
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from  one  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract, 
when  it  sells  its  commodity  on  credit.  The 
legislature  may  give  such  a  company  a  lien,  as 
it  has  given  one  to  mechanics.  We  have  no 
doubt  that  payment  may  be  demanded  in  ad- 
vance, as  is  done  in  Boston;  though  whether 
the  owner  of  the  house  could  not  have  the 
water  shut  off  during  the  year,  and  recover  for 
what  he  had  not  used,  may  be  considered 
an  open  question.  See  Rockland  Water.  Co. 
Adams,  84  Me.  472.  In  this  case  the  owner  of 
a  house  had  paid  bills  which  contained  the 
words,  "One  year's  rent  will  be  required  in  all 
cases."  During  a  subsequent  year  he  used 
the  water  for  four  months  only,  and  was  sued 
for  a  year's  supply.  It  was  held  that  the  regu- 
lation was  unreasonable  and  void,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless  the  defendant 
expressly  assented  to  the  regulation,  and  that 
payment  of  former  bills  was  not  such  assent. 
See  also  Wood  v.  Auburn,  87  Me.  287.  29  L. 
R.  A.  876.  where  there  are  some  strong  re- 
marks in  favor  of  the  consumer.  We  have 
also  no  doubt  that  a  water  company  may  de- 
mand a  deposit,  as  is  required  by  the  IBioston 
Gaslight  Company,  where  it  does  not  know  the 
consumer.  This  was  held  to  be  reasonable  in 
the  case  of* a  gas  company  in  Williams  v. 
Mutual  QoM  Co.  62  Mich.  499,  50  Am.  Rep. 
266.  See  also  Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  Oadight 
Co.  6  Wis.  589. 70  Am.  Dec.  479.  15  Wis.  818, 
82  Am.  Dec.  679.  The  rifrht  to  shut  off  water 
or  gas  if  a  bill  is  not  paid  is  undoubted,  so  far 
as  tne  consumer  is  concerned.  People,  Ken- 
nedy, V.  Manhattan  Oaslight  Co,  45  Barb.  136; 
McDaniel  v.  Springfield  Waterworks  Co.  48 
Mo.  App.  278;  Sheward  ?.  Citizens'  Water  Co. 
90  Cal.  685;  JShirasY.  Swing,  48  Kan.  170.  If 
gas  is  supplied  to  the  owner  of  different  houses, 
under  separate  contracts,  failure  to  pay  the^ 
bill  on  one  house  does  not  authorize  the  cutting 
off  of  the  sas  from  the  other.  Gaslight  Co.  t. 
ColUday,  25  Md.  1.  See  also  Uoyd  v.  Wa^- 
ington  Gaslight  Co.  1  Mackey.  881.  In  AmerU 
can  Waterworks  Co,  v.  State,  Walker,  46  Neb. 
194,  80  L.  R.  A.  447,  where  a  consumer  of 
water  (who  was  in  default),  after  the  water 
was  turned  off,  tendered  his  arrears  due,  bat 
refused  to  pay  $1,  as  required  by  regula- 
tion of  the  company,  for  turning  the  water 
on,  the  court,  by  mandamus,  compelled  the 
company  to  turn  the  water  on,  holding  the 
regulation  to  be  unreasonable.  See  also  Smith 
▼.  Birmingham  Waterworks  O.  104  Ala.  315. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  lien  or  charge  upon 
land  can  be  created,  except  by  the  written  con- 
sent of  the  owner  or  by  an  art  of  the  legisla- 
ture, when  it  is  provided  by  Pub.  Stat.  chap. 
120,  §  8,  "and  no  estate  or  interest  in  land 
shall  be  assigned,  granted,  or  surrendered, 
unless  by  such  writing  [».  e.,  an  instrument  in 
writing  signed  by  the  grantor],  or  by  opera* 
tion  of  law."  Water  is  at  the  present  time 
a  necessity,  and  without  it  a  house  cannot 
be  occupied  in  our  cities.  The  water  must 
be  obtained  from  a  water  company,  and  to 
compel  a  man  to  pay  another's  debt  in  or- 
der to  obtain  it  seems  to  us  a  result  thai 
ought  not  to  t)e  reached.  Water  is  even  a 
greater  necessity  than  gas.  for  there  are  other 
means  of  lighting  in  use:  yet  in  the  case  of 
gas  there  is  a  decision  di recti v  in  point.  In 
New  Orleans  Gaslight  4k  Bkg.  Co,  t.  AvWi^, 
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12  Rob.  (La.)  378,  tbe  plaintiff  refused  to  sup- 
ply the  defendant  with  gas  unless  he  paid  an 
unpaid  bill  contracted  by  a  former  owner  of 
tbe  building.  He  promised  to  do  so,  in  order 
to  obtain  tbe  gas.  Tbe  plaintiff  turned  on 
the  gas,  and  afterwards  sued  bim  on  bis  prom- 
ise to  pay  tbe  amount  due  from  tbe  former 
owner.  The  court  held  that  the  promise  was 
Toid,  and  that  tbe  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  re- 
quire such  a  payment.  In  Sheffield  Watertoorks 
Co.  v.  WHkinton,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  410,  421, 
422,  it  is  said  by  Bramwell,  L.  J.:  "My 
judgment  does  not  proceed  upon  this,  that  the 
appellants  baye  a  right  to  insist  upon  tbe  com- 
munication with  their  main  remaining  severed 
until  their  claim  for  rates  due  from  the  pre- 
ceding occupier  is  satisfied.  I  do  not  think 
they  have  such  rieht.  That  was,  no  doubt, 
tbe  notion  upon  which  they  acted;  but  in  my 
opinion  it  is  not  sustainable.  The  learned 
magistrate  who  has  stated  this  case  has  argued 
it  extremely  well,  and  I  agree  with  him  in 
tbinlting  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  the  undertakers  should  be  at 
liberty  to  withhold  the  supply  of  water  from 
tbe  respondent's  premises  until  the  arrears 
due  from  someone  else  are  paid.  I  also  agree 
with  bim  in  thinking  that  ampl%  provision  is 
made  for  their  security,  by  enabling  them  to 
demand  the  rates  in  advance,  without  having 
what  may  be  called  something  in  tbe  nature 


of  a  lien  upon  tbe  property  itself  for  bygone 
rales."  It  is  suggested  that  a  lessee  or  pur- 
chaser can  easily  protect  himself  by  finning 
out  whether  the  water  has  been  paid  for.  The 
answer  to  this  is  obvious.  Tbe  records  of  a 
water  company  are  not  public  records,  to 
which  anyone  has  access.  If  inquiry  be 
made,  there  is  no  law  to  compel  tbe  company 
to  give  a  certificate  in  writing.  The  answer 
would  be  a  verbal  one.  If  there  should  be  a 
controversy  as  to  what  it  was.  it  would  be  a 
matter  to  be  proved.  An  answer  in  the  nega- 
tive would  only  operate  by  way  of  estoppel, 
and  this  would  have  to  be  proved.  Suppose  it 
turned  out  that  there  was  an  old  bill  which  the 
clerk  who  gave  tbe  answer  supposed  bad  been 
paid,  when  in  fact  it  bad  not  been,  and 
the  company  should  show  that  the  clerk  bad 
no  authority  to  answer  tbe  question.  Is  tbe 
man  who  proposes  to  buy  a  bouse  to  be  kept 
from  completing  tbe  purohase  until  all  these 
matters  are  determined  by  a  court  of  law?  See 
Wood  V.  Auburn,  87  Me.  287,  292,  29  L.  R.  A. 
876.  It  seems  to  us  that  if  an  unpaid  gas  or  wa- 
ter bill  is  made  a  charge  upon  tbe  land,  without 
authority  of  a  statute,  there  are  numerous  dif- 
ficulties to  be  encountered,  and  that  the  better 
rule  is  that  any  such  regulation  as  that  before 
us,  if  construed  as  the  defendant  seeks  to  con- 
strue it  in  this  case,  is  unreasonable  and  void* 
Decree  affirmed. 
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Samuel  D.  PETERSON,  Be$pt, 

WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COM- 
PANY, Appi. 
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n.  AwHttenmeMage^alleffedtobeU- 
beloosy  was  delivered  to  defendant^  operator 
at  New  tJlm,  and  by  him  transmitted  by  sound 
over  tbe  wires  to  tbe  operator  at  St.  Paul,  to  be 
by  bim  reduced  to  wrltioir  and  delivered  to  tbe 
plaintiff.  Held,  that  this  constituted  a  publica- 
tion of  tbe  libel. 

£•  Mere  ne^Ui^enee*  nnleae  so  grwm  mm 
to  amaant  to  positive  ImuI  fSaitli,  is  not  a 

ground  for  awardinfr  punitive  damaires.  Hence 
an  iostruction  to  tbe  effect  tbat  tbe  Jury  might 
award  exemplary  damaRes,  if  tbey  found  tbat 
tbe  defendant  was  negligent  in  employing  the 
operator  wbo  transmitted  the  meseatre,  or  in  fail- 
iDflT  to  adopt  proper  rules  to  prevent  tbe  trans- 
mission of  libelous  messages,  is  erroneous. 

(April  22.  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Brown  County  re- 
fusing a  new  trial  after  verdict  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
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NOTB.— For  prior  decision  in  this  case,  see  Peter- 
son ▼.  Western  IT.  Teleg.  Go.  (Minn.)  88  L.  B.  A. 
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ages  for  alleged  publication  of  a  libel.  Bd- 
verted. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  In  tbe  opinion. 

Messrs.  Ferguson  ft  Kneeland*  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  words  of  the  message  must  speak  for 
themselves,  unaffected  by  anything  extraneous. 
If  they  are  not  libelous  per  se,  they  are  not 
libelous  at  all. 

Hankinson  v.  Bilby,  16  Mees.  &  W.  445; 
ShuU  V.  Baymond,  28  Minn.  66. 

The  broad  distinction  between  slander  and 
libel,  or  tbe  two  distinct  wrongs  which  those 
terms  are  used  to  designate  and  distinguish,  is 
that  one  Is  the  communication  of  defamatory 
matter  by  transitory  means, — ^like  the  human 
voice;  tbe  other  by  'means  more  or  less  perma- 
nent,—as  written  language,  pictures,  carica- 
tures, effigies,  etc. 

Newell,  Defamation,  p.  88:  Townshend, 
Slander  &  Libel,  8d  ed.  §§  18,  98.  citing  Holt, 
Libel,  p.  254:  Folkhard's  Starkie,  Slander  & 
Libel,  p.  02,  ♦67,  note;  Odgers.  Libel  &  Slander, 
§22. 

Tbe  transmission  of  this  message  was  not  a 
publication  in  writing  either  under  authority 
or  in  reason. 

Spoken  words  are  actionable  in  themselves 
if  they  (1)  charge  the  plaintiff  with  tbe  com- 
mission of  some  indictable  offense;  (2)  impute 
to  the  plaintiff  a  contagious  disorder  tending 
to  exclude  bim  from  societv;  (8)  or  speak  of 
tbe  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  j>rofession  or 
trade,  or  disparage  him  in  an  office  of  public 
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t-rast  Bnt  in  all  other  cues  of  spoken  words 
the  fact  that  the  plaiDlifTs  reputation  has  been 
injured  thereby  must  be  proved  at  the  trial  by 
evidence  of  the  consequences,  etc. 

Odgers,  Libel  &  Slander,  §  2;  see  also 
Townsbend,  Slander  A  Libel,  §^  168a  et  9eq,: 
13  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  849. 

A  corporation  cannot  be  liable  for  slander. 

Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  8d  ed.  §  265; 
Odgers,  Libel  &  Slander,  g  868;  Newell,  Def- 
amation, p.  861;  OilbertY.  Crystal  Fountain 
Lodge.  80  Ga.  284;  4  Am.  &  £ug.  £nc.  Law, 
p.  257;  18  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  449. 

Such  a  publication,  if  it  is  a  publication,  is 
privileged  in  the  absence  of  express  malice. 

Gray  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  87  Ga.  850, 14 
L.  R.  A.  95;  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Fergu- 
son, 57  Ind.  495;  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1894, 
^§  2635,  etseq.;  Primrose  v.  Wtstern  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  154  U.  S.  1,  88  L.  ed.  888;  Wenman  v.  Ash, 
18  C.  B.  844,  cited  in  Townshend.  Slander  & 
Libel,  §  209;  Marks  v.  Baker,  28  Minn.  162; 
Traynor  v.  Seilaff,  62  Minn.  420:  Rector  v. 
Smith,  11  Iowa,  802;  Taylor  v.  Hawkins,  16 
Q.  B.  808;  Toogood  v.  Sprynng,  1  Cromp.  H. 
&  R.  181;  Moore  v.  Bvtter,  48  N.  H.  161:  Ald- 
rieh  v.  Press  Printing  Co.  9  Minn.  188,  86  Am. 
Dec.  84;  Bishop,  Non-Cont.  L.  g  802. 

A  verdict  for  purely  vindictive  damages,  if 
excessive,  should  be  set  aside. 

Sedgw.  Damages.  520-528;  Pratt  v.  Pioneer 
Press  Co.  82  Minn.  217;  Bridge  v.  Oshkosh,  71 
Wis.  868;  McCarthy  v.  Niskern,  22  Minn.  90; 
Dennis  v.  Johnson,  42  Minn.  801. 

The  question  of  actual  malice  and  punitive 
damages  bhould  not  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury  at  all. 

Wiggin  v.  Coffin,  8  Story.  1;  Hoffman  v. 
northern  P.  R.  Co.  45  Minn.  58. 

Malice  of  agent  is  not  imputable  to  princi- 
pal. 

Eviston  V.  Cramer,  57  Wis.  570;  Wardrobe  y. 
California  Stage  Co.  7  Cal.  118,  68  Am.  Dec. 
281 ;  Hill  V.  New  Orleans,  P.  d  O.  W.  R.  Co. 
11  La.  Ann.  292;  Detroit  Daily  Post  Co.  v.  Me- 
Arthur,  16  Mich.  447;  Sedgw.  Damages,  523, 
and  note. 

Mr.  S.  li.  Pierce,  for  respondent: 

When  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  speaker  of  the 
words  to  have  the  person  spoken  to  reduce  the 
spoken  words  to  writing,  and  this  is  done, 
the  writing  is  published  to  the  writer. 

Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  ^  86:  Pull- 
man V.  HiU  [:891]  1  Q.  B.  5*44;  Snyder  v.  An- 
drews, 6Barb.  48;  McCoombs v.  TuUle,  5  Blackf. 
431. 

Where  one,  knowing  a  writing  to  be  a  libel, 
reads  it  to  others,  that  is  an  unlawful  publica- 
tion of  it. 

Lamb's  Case,  9  Coke,  596, 108;  Kiene  v.  Rvff, 
1  Iowa,  483;  Bacon  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  55 
Mich.  224,  54  Am.  Rep.  372;  State  v.  MclnUre, 
115  N.  C.  769;  Munson  v.  Lathrop,  96  Wis. 
886;  The  Case  De  Libellis  Famosin.  5  Coke, 
125a;  Adains  v.  Lawson,  17  Gratt.  250, 94  Am. 
Dec.  455. 

In  common -law  actions  the  parties  are  en- 
titled to  trial  of  issues  of  fact  b^  jury. 

Judges  may  differ  widely  with  the  jurors, 
but  that  is  no  justification  for  disturbing  the 
decision  of  a  jury  on  matters  left  by  the  law  to 
(heir  determination,  unless  the  damages  given 
are  excessive,  and  this  fact  appears  to  have 
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been  given  "under  the  influence  of  passion  and 
prejudice." 

Fabrigas  v.  MoHyn,  2  W.  Bl.  929;  Meeki  t. 
St.  Paul,  64  Minn.  220. 

Aside  from  the  question  of  punitive  dam- 
ages, was  there  not  here  something  in  the  war 
of  actual  injury  to  the  plaintiff  of  a  serious  and, 
indeed,  irreparable  character? 

Williamson  v.  J^Vwr,  48  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
161. 

Mitchell*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  was  here  on  a  former  appeal  (65 
Minn.  18,  88  L.  R.  A.  802),  the  opinion  in 
which  may  be  referred  to  for  a  full  statement 
of  the  facu.  It  was  there  held  that  the  for 
warding  of  the  alleged  libelous  message  by 
the  defendant  over  its  wires  to  its  operator  at 
St.  Paul  constituted  a  publication;  that  the 
message  was  on  its  face  fair!y  susceptible  of  a 
libelous  meaning;  also  that  ihe  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  de- 
fendant's operator  published  or  transmitted  the 
message  maliciously,  and  not  in  good  faith. 
If  there  is  any  difference  between  the  evidence 
on  this  last  point  on  the  first  trial  and  that  ad- 
duced on  the  last  trial,  the  latter  is  the  stronger 
against  the  defendant. 

The  message  was  delivered  in  writing  to  the 
operator  at  New  Ulm,  and  by  him  transmitted 
over  the  wires  to  the  operator  at  St.  Paul,  to 
be  by  him  reduced  to  writing  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  done.  The  fact 
affirmatively  appears  on  the  second  trial  that 
the  message  was  transmitted  over  the  wires  by 
sound,  and  the  point  is  now  made  that  the 
mode  of  commnnieation  was  oral,  and  not 
written,  and  therefore  there  was  no  publicar 
tion  of  a  libel;  the  distinction  between  slander 
and  libel  being  that  the  former  is  oral  defama- 
tion by  spoken  words,  while  the  latter  consists 
of  a  publication  by  writing,  printing,  pictures, 
or  other  durable  mode.  The  alleged  material- 
ity of  the  point  lies  in  the  facts  that,  as  de- 
fendant clsims,  the  words  complained  of  are 
not  actionable  in  themselves  unless  published 
in  writing,  and  that  a  corporation  cannot  be  li- 
able for  slander.  This  point  was  not  raised  or 
considered  on  the  former  appeal .  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is  without  merit.  Whether  the 
means  employed  by  the  operator  at  New  Ulm 
in  dictating  or  communicating  the  contents  of 
the  message  to  the  operator  in  St.  Paul  con- 
sisted of  sounds  representing  letters,  or  dots  or 
dashes  representing  the  same  thing,  can  make 
no  difference.  In  either  case,  the  purpose  and 
result  would  be  the  same,  viz.,  the  transmis- 
sion and  copying  in  written  form  the  contents 
of  the  written  message  in  the  hands  of  the  ope- 
rator in  New  Ulm.  The  result  was  to  put  the 
message  in  the  hands  of  the  St.  Paul  operator 
in  written,  durable  form,  which  he  could  read 
and  understand  as  effectually  as  if  the  origi- 
nal had  been  placed  in  his  possession.  Words 
communicated  for  such  an  accomplished  pur- 
pose "have  an  existence  per  se  off  the 
tongue."  When  the  means  of  reproducing  the 
contents  of  a  writing  are  by  repeating  its  con- 
tents orally  to  another,  to  enable  him  to  put  it 
into  writins,  and  the  person  to  whom  it  is  re- 
peated reduces  it  to  writing,  the  writing  thus 
produced  does  not  depend  for  its  identification 
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«D  the  oral  atterances  of  the  persoo  wbo  read« 
or  repeats,  but  on  the  writing  itself,  wbicb  is 
tbus  commuoicated  to  tbe  person  who  reduces 
it  to  writing;  and  it  can  make  no  difference 
wbetber  tbe  contents  of  tbe  writine  are  com- 
municated bj  sound  over  telegraph  wires  by 
one  operator  to  another,  or  by  a  person  in  au- 
dible words  to  an  amanuensis  at  bis  side.  See 
PuUman  ▼.  Hill  [1891]  1  Q.  B.  624;  JiPCoombs 
V.  TutUe,  5  Blackf.  481;  Adams  v.  Lawwn,  17 
Oratt.  250.  94  Am.  Dec  455.  As  long  affo  as 
LavOf%  Case,  9  Coke,  59a,  it  was  held  that 
where  one,  * 'knowing  a  writing  to  be  a  libel, 
reads  it  to  others,  that  is  an  unlawful  publica- 
tion of  it;"  and  in  The  Case  De  Libellis  Fa 
tnosis,  5  Coke.  124d.  it  was  held  that  a  libel 
may  be  published  (1)  verbis  aut  cantilenis,  as 
where  it  is  maliciously  repeated  or  sung  in  the 
presence  of  others."  It  is  not  necessary  to  go 
as  far  as  this  in  order  to  hold  that  tbe  facts  m 
the  present  case  constituted  the  publication  of 
a  libel. 

2.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  New  XJIm 
operator  was  not  competent  and  generally 
faithful  in  the  diflcharge  of  his  duties,  or  that 
he  was  ever  guilty  of  any  breach  of  duty,  un- 
less in  the  transmission  of  this  message,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had 
any  reason,  prior  to  its  transmission,  to  antici- 
pate that  he  would  transmit  an  improper 
message.  Neither  is  there  any  evidence  that 
the  defendant  ratified  or  approved  of  his 
wrongful  act  (if  it  was  such)  in  transmit- 
ting this  message,  unless  it  is  the  bare 
fact  that  it  subsequently  retained  him  in 
its  service.  Upon  this  state  of  the  evidence 
the  court,  after  instructing  tbe  Jury  that 
If  they  found  that  the  defendant  or  its  agent 
was  actuated  bv  malice  in  fact,  and  that  it 
ought  to  be  punished,  further  instructed  them 
in  that  connection  as  follows:  *' Perhaps  the 
only  fault  that  can  be  charged  against  tbe  de- 
fendant in  the  premises  is  that  it  had  and  re- 
tained an  operator  who  would  receive  and 
transmit  such  improper  messages,  or  that  it 
did  not  have  a  rule  prohibiting  the  sending  of 
unsigned  messages  libelous  on  their  face;  and, 
if  the  jurv  should  be  of  that  opinion,  they 
should  make  the  amount  of  exemplary  dam- 
ages, if  any,  reasonably  proportionate'  to  the 
degree  of  defendant's  fault."  (It  should  be 
stated  in  this  connection  that  tbe  defendant 
had  a  rule  forbidding  its  operators  from  send- 
ing messages  containing  profane  or  obscene 
language,  but  none  in  regard  to  unsigned  or 
libelous  messages).  When  the  court  bad  com- 
pleted his  charge,  defendant's  counsel  took  the 
following  exceptions:  "I  except  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  general  charge  which  submits  tbe 
?uestion  of  punitive  damages  to  tbe  jury;  and 
especially  except  to  that  portion  of  the  charge 
reading  as  follows:  [The  part  above  quoted]." 
Then  ensued  tbe  following  colloquy  between 
counsel,  and  between  tbe  counsel  and  tbe  court: 
•'Mr.  Pierce:  If  there  is  an  exception  to  that 
part  of  the  charge,  I  would  consent  to  strike 
that  portion  of  the  charge  out.  Lei's  get  that, 
—that  it  might  be  possiblv  construed  to  be  a 
recognition  of  tbe  fact  of  fault.  I  eupp  ise  that 
is  the  point  counsel  makes.  I  just  as  soon,  if 
they  object  to  do  it,  to  have  that  clause  stricken 
out'  Mr.  Ferguson:  I  have  referred  to  that. 
If  that  is  stricken  out,  why,  then,  the  case 
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should  be  dismiv^,  because  there  isn't  any 
other  fault  of  tbe  company.  Mr.  Pierce:  I 
think,  perhaps,  that  clause  might  be  stricken 
out.  Mr.  Ferguson:  I  except  to  it.  If  you 
want  to  strike  It  out,  I  move  to  dismiss.  By 
tbe  Court:  I  guess  I  won't  strike  it  out.  Mr. 
Ferguson:  That  is  the  gist  of  your  action; 
thai  is  why  I  except  to  it  Mr.  Pierce:  Now. 
I  will  ask  counsel,  then,  the  particular  feature 
of  that^What  is  it  that  you  object  to?  Ob- 
ject to  the  question  of  submitting  the  question 
of  punitive  damages  at  all,  under  the  evidence 
of  this  case?  Mr.  Ferguson:  I  except  to 
this,  which  is  the  only  specific  point  called 
out.  I  don't  think  that  tbe  question  of  puni- 
tive damages  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
Mr.  Pierce:  I  might  say  that  it  might  be 
modified,  with  the  suggestion  that,  if  these 
facts  might  be  found,  it  is  rather  a  matter  for 
the  jury  to  determine.  By  tbe  Court:  I 
don't  feel  disposed  to  change  that  at  present." 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  part  of  the 
charge  especially  excepted  to  contains  material 
error.  It  may  be  that  it  is  erroneous  in  assum- 
ing or  implying  that  tbe  defendant  was  at 
fault  or  negligent  in  each  and  all  of  the  mat- 
ters mentioned.  But  that  is  not  its  chief  vice. 
The  fatal  error  in  this  part  of  tbe  charge  lies 
in  tbe  fact  that,  in  effect  and  substance,  it 
amounts  to  an  instruction  that  the  mere  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant  in  tbe  respects  men- 
tioned would  justify  the  jury  in  awarding 
punitive  or  exemplary  damages.  The  defend- 
ant's liability,  if  anv,  rests  upon  the  doctrine 
of  respondeat  superior.  If  the  act  of  the  serv- 
ant in  transmittmg  tbe  message  was  wrongful, 
the  defendant  is  liable,  whether  it  was  negli- 
gent or  not;  and.  on  the  other  hand,  if  his  act 
was  lawful,  the  defendant  is  not  liable,  bow- 
ever  negligent  it  may  have  been.  Hence  the 
question  of  defendant's  negligence  in  the  em- 
ployment of  its  operator,  or  in  the  failure  to 
adopt  proper  rules,  was  really  foreign  to  the 
issues  in  the  case. 

Moreover,  mere  negligence,  unless  so  gross 
as  to  amount  to  positive  bad  faith,  is  no  ground 
for  awarding  punitive  damages.  Tbe  liability 
of  the  defendant  for  such  damages,  if  the  act 
of  tbe  agent  was  actuated  by  malice  or  bad 
faith,  is  an  entirely  different  matter.  It  is 
urged  very  strenuously  by  plaintiff's  counsel 
that  defendant  is  not  in  position  to  raise  this 
objection,  for  the  reason  that,  by  what  subse- 
quently occurred  in  court,  he  put  his  excep- 
tion to  the  charge  exclusively  upon  the  ground 
that  the  question  of  exemplary  damages  should 
not  have  t>een  submitted  to  the  jury  at  all.  and 
that  he  did  not  specificallv  call  tbe  court's  at- 
tention to  tbe  particular  vice  in  this  part  of  tbe 
charga  We  cannot  sp  construe  the  colloquy 
between  the  court  and  defendant's  counsel. 

Counsel  took  two  entirely  distinct  excep- 
tions: First,  to  the  submission  of  the  question 
of  exemplary  damages  to  the  jury  at  all;  and, 
second,  to  tbe  part  of  the  charge  wbicb  stated 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  jury  might  award 
such  damages:  and  we  cannot  see  anything  in 
what  followed  that  amounted  to  a  waiver  of 
either  of  the  exceptions  or  a  merger  of  the  sec- 
ond in  the  first.  The  second  exception  was 
sufficiently  explicit.  Counsel  called  the  court's 
attention  specifically  to  the  particular  part  of 
the  charge  excepted  to,  embodying  it  verbatim 
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In  his  ezceptioTi.  We  do  DOt  think  he  was  re- 
quired, under  the  circumstances,  to  go  further, 
and  explain  to  the  court  the  reasons  why  the 
charge  was  erroneous.  The  error  in  it  was  not 
one  of  mere  verhal  inaccuracy  or  incomplete- 
ness of  statement.  As  it  appears  that  this  case 
has  heen  tried  three  times,  it  is  unfortunate 


that  error  should  have  occurred  on  the  trials 
but  the  error  is  so  manifest  and  so  suhstantii^ 
that  we  cannot  avoid  granting  a  new  trial. 
This  renders  it  unnecessafy  to  consider  any  of 
the  other  points  discussed  by  counsel. 
Order  reverted. 


NEW  YORK.  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Be  Assignment  of  Alfrederick  8.  HATCH 
et  al. 


Be  Claim  of  Collis  P.  HUNTINGTON. 
(166  N.  Y.  40L) 

1.  A  daim  aeemliii^  after  an  asslgn- 
ment  for  ereditors  on  a  contract  previously 
made  by  the  assignor  is  assets  In  tbe  bands  of  the 
assignee  only  to  the -extent  of  the  balance  due 
after  deducting  a  claim  against  tbe  assignor 
wblch  was  a  valid  existing  set-off  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment. 

£•  Only  one  of  mntanl  debts  or  daims 
need  be  due  at  tbe  time  of  an  asslgnnient  for 
creditors  by  one  of  the  parties,  in  order  to  give 
tbe  right  of  set-off  in  equity. 

8.  A  claim  which  was  due  when  the 
debtor  made  an  aasiffnment  for  creditors 
can  t>e  set  off  against  a  claim  in  favor  of  tbe  as- 
signee against  tbe  creditor  for  a  sbare  of  tbe 
proceeds  of  collections  made  after  tbe  assign- 
ment on  judgments  wbicb  the  assignor,  before 
tbe  assignment,  had  transferred  to  tbe  creditor 
under  a  contract  for  a  division  of  the  proceeds. 

(April  19, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  Collis  P.  Huntington  from  an 
order  of  tbe  Appellate  Division  of  the  Sa- 
preme  Court,  Fii'st  Department,  reversing  an 
order  of  a  Special  Term  for  New  York  County 
entered  upon  order  of  a  referee  allowing  his 
claim  upon  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  estates 
of  the  Hatches.    Betersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Mazwell  Evarts,  for  appellant: 

Mr.  Huntington  had  a  right  under  the  stat- 
ute to  set  off  bis  claim  for  money  loaned  to 
Hatch  prior  to  the  assignment,  against  the 
claim  of  Hatch's  assignee  for  his  proportion  of 
the  money  collected  by  Huntington  in  the 
Ballimore  and  Canadian  suits  under  the  agree- 
ment of  June  24,  1886. 

Code  Civ.  Proc.  §§  501,  502;  If&rton  ▼.  Mc- 
Carthy, 10  Misc.  222. 

Mr.  Huntington  is  entitled  to  set  off  pro 
tanto  tbe  i})  of  the  net  collections  made  by  him 
under  the  agreement  of  June  24,  1836.  against 
the  amounts  due  him  from  Hatch  and  his  firm 
at  the  date  of  the  assignment. 

Huffhitt  V.  Hnwe,  186  N.  Y.  168;  Seoft  v. 
Armstrong,  146  U  8. 499,  86  L.  ed.  1059;  Yard- 
ley  V.  Clothier,  49  Fed.  Rep.  837,  8  U.  S.  App. 


207,  51  Fed.  Rep.  506.  17L.R.  A.  462;  ^cfanw 
V.  Spokane  Drvg  Co,  57  Fed.  Rep.  888.  28  L. 
R  A.  ZM\Van  Wagoner  v.  Patereon  OcLdight 
Co.  23  N.  J.  L.  284;  Smith  v.  Felion,  43  N.  Y. 
419;  Smitli  v.  Fox,  48  N.  Y.  674;  Bothachild  v. 
Mock,  115  N.  Y.  1;  SkUes  v.  Houston,  110  Pa. 
254;  Martin  v.  KummvlUr,  87  N.  Y.  396; 
French  v.  Fenn,  8  Dougl.  257;  Cooke,  Bank- 
rupt Laws,  569;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17  Wall.  610, 
21  L.  ed.  781. 

Where  the  claim  against  the  insolvent  ma- 
tured before  the  assignment,  and  the  claim  in 
favor  of  the  insolvent  became  due  after  tbe 
assignment  (the  present  case),  the  right  of  set- 
off has  always  been  allowed. 

Smith  V.  Felton,  48  N.  Y.  419;  Smith  v.  Fw^ 
48  N.  Y.  674;  Bughitt  v.  Hayes,  136  N.  Y.  163. 

It  has  invariably  been  held  b^  this  court  that 
it  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  right  of  set  off  i» 
concerned,  that  the  claim  in  favor  of  the  in- 
solvent became  due  after  the  date  of  the  as- 
signment. 

Rothschild  v.  Mack,  115  N.  Y.  1;  BichardMY^ 
La  Tourette,  119  N.  Y.  64;  Fera  v.  Wiekham, 
135  N.  Y.  223,  17  L.  R  A.  456. 

A  pledgeor  cannot  set  off  asainat  his  debt  U> 
a  pledgee  the  value  of  tbe  collateral  as  existing 
at  any  earlier  time  than  the  time  when  the  ac- 
count is  taken  to  the  court. 

Granite  Bank  v.  Richardson,  7  Met.  407; 
Rozet  V.  MeClellan,  48  HL  345,  95  Am.  Dec. 
551. 

Messrs,  Hatch  &  Wickes  and  George 
C.  Lay*  for  respondent: 

Demands  to  be  set  off  must  be  legal  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  They 
must  be  mutual  between  all  the  parties  to  the 
action;  and  the  set-off  must  be  a  subsisting 
cause  of  action. 

Waterman,  Set-Off,  2d  ed.  §  25. 

At  the  date  of  the  assignment  there  was  na 
subsisting  demand,  actual  or  contingent^ 
against  Huntington. 

Chance  v.  /«aa(»,  5  Paige,  592;  Hatch  v.  New^ 
York,  82  N.  Y.  442;  F&nd  v.  Hartoood,  139  N. 
Y.  111. 

In  cases  of  cross  demands,  both  due  at  the 
date  of  tbe  assignment,  the  equitv  of  the  per- 
son owing  the  insolvent  is  deemed  superior  to 
the  equities  of  creditors  entitled  to  a  share  in 
the  estate,  and  a  set-off  is  allowed. 

Richards  v.  La  Tourette,  119  N.  Y.  54; 
a  Connor  v.  Brandt,  12  App.  Div.  596. 

On  tbe  other  hand,  where  the  estate  baa  a 


Note.— As  to  the  effect  of  tbe  Immaturity  of  a 
claim  at  tbe  time  of  insolvencF  upon  tbe  rierbt  of 
set-off.  see  nofU  to  Fera  v.  Wickbam  (N.  Y.;  17  L. 
R.  A.  456. 
40  L.  R.  A. 

.    See  also  46  L.  R.  A.  388. 


As  to  the  riffbt  to  set  off  an  insolvent's  obligation 
upon  a  claim  in  tbe  bands  of  bis  receiver  or  as- 
signee or  trustee  for  creditors,  see  nnte  to  Menili 
V.  Cape  Ann  Granite  Co.  (BCass.)  28  L.  B.  A.  313. 
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claim  against  A  due  at  the  date  of  the  assign 
meDt,  and  A.  the  debtor,  is  also  a  creditor  upon 
a  claim  against  the  estate,  falling  due  after  the 
assignment,  the  set-off  is  not  allowed,  on  the 
theory  that  at  the  date  of  the  assisnment 
the  rights  of  the  other  creditors  have  become 
fixed  for  the  recovery  of  all  the  assets  of  the 
estate  and  the  collection  of  claims  then  due. 

MarU'n  v.  Kttmmtiller,  87  N.  Y.  896;  Bamil 
ton  V.  Pka,  6  App.  Div.  598;  Fera  v.  Wickham, 
185  N.  Y.  228,  17  L.  R.  A.  456. 

Where  an  insolvent  has  an  existing  matured 
claim  against  a  third  person  at  the  date  of  the 
assignment,  and  where  at  that  date  there  is  a 
contingent  liability  of  said  third  person  upon 
a  qote  of  the  assignor,  which  ripens  into  a 
claim  against  the  estate  after  the  assignment, 
the  setoff  is  not  allowed. 

Chance  v.  Imaee,  5  Paige,  592. 

The  rights  and  equities  of  the  other  cred- 
itors, which  became  fixed  by  the  assignment, 
are  superior  to  the  right  of  the  secured  cred- 
itor to  a  set-off. 

Chance  v.  Isaacs,  5  Paige,  692;  Fera  v. 
Wickham,  136  N.  Y.  228,  17  L.  R.  A.  456; 
Hatch  V.  New  York,  82  N.  Y.  486. 

The  claim  of  the  estate  against  Huntington 
was  unliquidated,  and  its  amount  could  only 
be  determined  after  an  accounting. 

Eackett  v.  Connett,  2  Edw.  Ch.  73;  Cvm- 
mings  v.  Morne,  25  N.  Y.  625;  EUioU  v.  Smith, 
77  Hun,  116. 

The  right  of  setoff  depends  upon  the  situa- 
tion of  affairs  at  the  moment  of  insolvency, 
and  the  allowance  of  a  set-off  creates  a  prefer- 
ence to  the  prejudice  of  other  creditors. 

Wingate  v.  Orchard,  44  U.  8.  App.  522,  76 
Fed.  Rep.  241,  21  C.  C.  A.  815;  fardUy  v. 
Philler,  167  D.  8.  844,  42  L.  ed.  192. 

0*Brieii«  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  only  question  necessary  for  us  to  con- 
sider in  this  case  is  that  of  the  right  to  offset 
one  claim  against  another.  The  facts  that 
bear  upon  this  question  are  these:  On  the  14th 
of  November,  1887,  the  firm  of  A.  8.  Hatch  & 
Co.,  as  a  firm,  and  each  of  the  individual 
members  as  such,  made  a  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  At  that  time, 
Huntington  had  a  claim  against  A.  8.  Hatch, 
individually,  of  $17,889.22,  and  against  the 
firm  of  $20,167.49:  and  he  still  holds  these 
claims  against  the  individual  and  firm  estate 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignee.  On  the  24ih  of 
June,  1886,  more  than  a  year  before  the  as- 
signment, Huntington  had  entered  into  a  writ- 
ten contract  with  A.  8.  Hatch,  individually, 
whereby  the  latter  transferred  to  the  former 
certain  Judgments  which  were  to  be  collected, 
and,  when  collected,  divided  between  the  par- 
ties in  the  manner  indicated  in  the  agreement. 
Nothing,  however,  had  been  collected  on  these 
Judgments,  and  nothing  was  due  on  this  con- 
tract at  the  date  of  the  assignment  above  men- 
tioned. Several  ^ears  after  the  assignment 
was  made,  a  considerable  sum  of  money  was 
paid  to  Huntington  in  compromise  and  satis- 
faction of  the  Judgments  by  the  defendants 
therein;  and  for  a  certain  share  of  the  sum  so 
paid,  after  deducting  certain  expenses,  Hun- 
tington is  bound  to  account  to  Hatch,  or,  in 
this  case,  to  his  assignee.  This  was  a  procced- 
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ing,  under  the  statute  relating  to  general  as- 
signments, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and 
adjusting  the  claim  of  the  assignee  against 
Huntington  by  reason  of  the  money  in  his 
bands  received  on  the  Judgments,  and  of  Hun- 
tington against  the  assignee,  in  consequence  of 
bis  debt  against  Hatch  individually,  above 
stated.  The  amount  of  the  claim  of  each 
party  was  determined  upon  a  reference  under 
the  statute,  and  subsequently  contirmed  by  tbe 
court.  Tbe  referee  and  tbe  court  permitted 
Huntington  to  set  off,  against  tbe  claim  of  tbe 
assignee  for  tbe  moneys  collected  on  the  Judg- 
ments, tbe  debt  held  against  Hatch  individually 
at  the  date  of  the  assignment;  but  tbe  appellate 
division  reversed  the  order  in  so  far  as  it  per- 
mitted the  offset,  and  this  presents  tbe  only 
question  of  law  which  we  need  consider. 

In  the  view  that  we  have  taken  of  tbe  case, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  the  right 
of  set  off  exists  under  tbe  statute  on  that  sub- 
lect.  Code,  §§  601,  502.  The  question  can 
be  disposed  of  under  the  rule  in  equity,  which 
exists,  as  it  alwavs  did,  quite  independent  of 
the  statute,  li  is  this  rule  tbat  the  learned 
court  below  dealt  with,  as  will  appear  from 
tbe  opinion.  But  we  think  that  tbe  learned 
Judge  who  spoke  for  tbe  court  misapprehended 
the  true  scope  and  application  of  tbe  decisions 
on  the  question  in  assuming,  as  he  evidently 
did,  that  it  is  necessarv  tbat  tbe  mutual  debts 
or  claims  should  botb  be  due  at  the  time  of  Ibe 
assignment  of  the  insolvent  estate.  The  in- 
solvency of  one  of  the  parties  in  this  case 
draws  tbe  question  with  respect  to  tbe  right  of 
set-off  into  tbe  domain  of  equity.  Tbe  party 
who  asserts  the  right  is  Hunlington  alone. 
His  debt  was  due  wben  the  assignment  was 
made,  though  the  claim  of  tbe  assignee  against 
him  did  not  accrue  until  some  years  after- 
wards. The  question  is  whether  HunlingtOQ 
is  not  entitled  to  apply  tbe  former  in  exlin- 
guishment  of  the  latter.  Tbe  general  lan- 
guage used  in  some  of  the  decisions  would 
seem  to  sustain  the  decision  below;  but  it  will 
be  seen  on  closer  examination  that  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  warrant  the  set-off,  tbat 
both  debts  should  be  due  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
solvency. The  learned  court  below  supposed 
that  the  case  of  Fera  v.  Wickhnm,  135  N.  Y. 
223,  17  L.  R.  A.  456,  deprived  Hunlington  of 
the  right  of  setoff.  In  tbat  case  neither  claim 
was  due  at  the  time  of  tbe  assignment,  but 
botb  accrued  afterwards,  and  tbe  right  was  for 
that  reason  denied.  It  was  held  tbat,  where 
this  right  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
solvency or  assifirnment,  it  could  not  arise  after- 
wards. In  SmUh  V.  Felton,  43  N.  Y.  419,  an 
assignee  of  an  insolvent  sued  upon  a  note  made 
by  the  defendant  to  the  insolvent  not  due  at 
the  time  of  tbe  assitrnment.  The  defendant 
had  a  debt  against  the  insolvent  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  note,  which  was  due  at  tbe  time 
of  the  assignment.  It  was  held  tbat  tbe  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  set  off  bis  claim  against 
tbe  note.  In  Smith  v.  Fox,  48  N.  Y.  674,  the 
debt  due  to  the  assignee  did  not  accrue  till 
after  the  assienment,  but  that  held  bv  tbe  de- 
fendant was  due,  and  the  latter  was  allowed  to 
set  off  the  debt  so  due.  In  Richards  v.  La 
Tourctte,  119  N.  Y.  54,  tbe  debt  due  from  the 
assignee  accrued  prior  to  the  assignment, 
while  the  debt  due  to  him    matured   after- 
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wards,  as  1b  tbe  case  here,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  right  of  set-off  existed  Id  such  a  case.  Id 
Mothschild  y.  Mack,  115  N.  Y.  8,  the  court 
-said:  **It  has  beeo  frequently  held  that,  as  to 
the  right  of  set  off  in  equity,  the  fact  that  the 
debt  owing  to  the  insolvent  is  not  due  when  he 
makes  an  assignment  is  entirely  immaterial." 
The  same  rule  was  laid  down  in  the  same 
words  in  the  case  of  Richards  y.  La  Tourette, 
119  N.  Y.  58,  and  a  careful  reading  of  tbe 
opinion  in  Fera  y.  Wiekham,  185  N.  YT  228, 17 
L.  R.  A.  456,  will  show  that  the  learned  Judge 
had  the  same  principle  in  mind. 

The  principle  upon  which  tbe  rule  proceeds 
Is  that,  in  case  of  mutual  debts,  it  is  ooly  tbe 
balance  which  is  the  real  and  Just  sum  owing 
by  or  to  the  insolvent.  Hence,  when  the  as- 
signee in  this  case  became  vested  with  the 
assets  of  his  insolvent  assignor,  he  took  the 
-contract  above  mentioned,  which  had  not  then 
matured  into  a  claim  or  right  of  action,  but 
which  did  mature  in  his  hands  some  years 
thereafter.  He  acquired  no  greater  right  than 
his  assignor  had  prior  to  the  assignment,  had 
the  claim  then  matured,  and  since  Huntington 
bad,  prior  to  the  assignment,  a  yalid  existing 
aet-off  against  what  the  assignee  took,  that 
right  was  not  lost  or  impaired  by  tbe  assign- 
ment. The  rights  of  the  parties  being  ad- 
Justed  in  equity  as  of  the  date  of  the  insol- 
yency,  all  the  assignee  took  as  assets  was  the 
balance  subsequently  accruing  on  tbe  contract, 
after  deducting  Huntington's  debt  due  against 
the  assignor  before  the  rights  of  creditors  in- 
tervened. Had  Huntington's  debt  accrued 
after  tbe  insolvency,  as  that  of  the  assignee 
did,  then  equity  would  not  permit  the  set  off, 
and  the  case  would  come  within  the  rule  laid 
•down  in  Fera  v.  Wickham,  185  N.  Y.  228,  17 
L.  R.  A.  456;  but,  as  already  shown,  such  was 
not  the  case.  When  the  debt  of  the  party 
claiming  tbe  set  off  does  not  exist  when  thein- 
aolvent  estate  passes  into  tbe  hands  of  a  trus 
tee  for  creditors,  but  accrues  subsequently 
•during  the  administration  of  the  estate,  then 
the  equities  of  the  other  creditors  will  inter- 
yene  to  preyent  tbe  depletion  of  the  assets  in 
the  bands  of  the  trustee  by  extinguishing  a 
good  debt  due  to  tbe  estate  by  a  bad  one  due 
to  the  creditor  from  the  estate.  In  all  cases  of 
mutual  debts,  it  is  the  insolvency  of  one  of  the 
•debtors  and  the  rights  of  the  other  creditors  in 
the  assigned  estate  that  equity  takes  notice  of, 
and  modifies  the  legal  right  of  set  off  accord- 
ingly, in  order  to  promote  equality  and  Jus- 
tice. But  that  condition  of  things  exists  only 
from  tbe  time  when  the  assignment  takes  ef- 
fect; and,  while  it  is  the  general  rule  in  the 
administration  of  insolvent  estates  that  equality 
among  creditors  is  equity,  yet  the  court  will 
not  ignore  the  principle  that  it  is  only  tbe  bal- 
ance in  case  of  mutual  debts  or  obligations 
which  is  the  real  sum  owing  by  or  to  the  in- 
solvent; and  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee  for  distribution  to  creditors  are  meas- 
ured by  this  rule.  Equity  always  regards  as 
done  what  ought  to  have  been  done,  and  hence 
in  this  case  it  applies  tbe  past  due  debt  of 
Huntington,  existing  at  the  lime  of  tbe  assign- 
ment, upon  his  unmatured  obligation  in  the 
hands  of  Hatch,  which  passed  to  the  tnistee. 
Mugfiitt  y.  Hayes,  186  N.  Y.  163.  This  is  the 
rule  that  prevails  with  respect  to  the  right  of 
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set  off  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  In  SeoU  y.  Armstrong,  146  U.  S.  499, 
86  L.  ed.  1059,  the  receiver  of  an  insolyent 
national  bank  sought  to  recoyer  upon  a  note 
which  fell  due  after  his  appointment.  The 
maker  of  the  note  claimed  a  right  to  set  off 
against  his  obligation  a  sum  of  money  depos- 
ited to  his  credit  with  the  bank  prior  to  tbe  in- 
solvency. The  precise  question  certified  to  the 
court  for  its  decision  was  this:  "Where  a  na- 
tional bank  becomes  insolvent,  and  ito  assets 
pass  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  appointed  by 
the  controller  of  the  currency,  can  a  debtor  of 
the  bank  Ret  off  against  his  indebtedness  the 
amount  of  a  claim  he  holds  against  the  bank, 
supposing  the  debt  due  from  the  bank  to 
have  been  payable  at  the  time  of  its  sus- 
pension, but  that  due  to  it  to  have  been 
payable  at  a  time  subsequent  thereto?"  The 
court  answered  the  question  in  the  affirma- 
tive, and,  in  deliveringthe  opinion,  the  learned 
chief  Justice  said:  "Where  a  set  off  is  other- 
wise yalid,  it  is  not  perceived  how  its  allow- 
ance can  be  considered  a  preference:  and  it  is 
clear  that  it  is  only  the  balance,  if  any,  after 
tbe  setoff  is  deducted,  which  can  Justly  beheld 
to  form  part  of  the  assets  of  the  insolvent. 
.  .  .  The  state  of  case  where  tbe  claim 
sought  to  be  offset  is  acquired  after  the  act  of 
insolvency  is  far  otherwise,  for  the  rights  of 
the  parties  become  fixed  as  of  that  time,  and 
to  sustain  such  a  transfer  would  defeat  the  ob- 
ject of  these  provisions.  The  transaction  must 
necessarily  be  held  to  haye  been  entered  into 
with  the  intention  to  produce  its  natural  re- 
sult, the  preventing  of  the  application  of  tbe 
insolvent's  assets  in  the  manner  presciibed." 
From  this  review  of  the  authorities,  I  think  it 
is  quite  apparent  that  the  decision  of  the  court 
at  special  term  allowing  the  set  off  in  this  case 
was  correct.  The  order  of  the  Apfellate  Divi- 
sion should  therefore  he  reversed,  and  that  of  the 
special  term  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 

Rehearing  denied  May  18,  1893. 


Louis  BLANGK.  Appt.^ 

c. 

Frank  X.  SADLIER,  Receiver,  etc.,  of  Cas- 

sidy  et  al.,  Respt. 

(158X.Y.6SL) 

An  midisclosed  (^Id  elanse  in  a  mort- 
gSLg^  subject  to  which  real  estate  to  bought  at 


aucuon  is  not  a  defect  in  title  which  will  enable 
tbe  purcbaser  to  withdraw  from  hto  coDiract, 
nor  will  a  contract  be  implied  on  the  part  of  tbe 
vendor  tbat  no  such  clause  existed,  a  breach  of 
which  will  entitle  the  purcbaser  to  rescind  the 
contract  and  recover  his  deposit,  where  tbe  froy- 
ernment  has  pledged  its  faltbto  keep  all  Its 
funds  at  par,  and  tbe  terms  of  tbe  mort^agre  are 
such  that  there  is  no  probability  tbat  the  policy 
of  tbe  government  will  be  changed  before  tbe 
mortgage  becomes  due. 

(Baraelt  and  Haight,  JJ.,  diatent.) 


NOTB.— As  to  contracts  for  payment  in  coin,  see 
note  to  Skinner  v.  Santa  Roea  (Cal.)  29  L.  B.  A.  514; 
also  Dennto  v.  Moses  (Wash.)  ante^  dfXL 
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(October  8. 1807J 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Jadgment  of 
the  Appellate  DivisioD  of  the  Supreme 
Oourt,  First  Department,  affirming  a  Judgment 
of  a  Trial  Term  for  New  York  County  in  favor 
•of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
money  which  had  been  deposited  aa  part  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  purchase  real  estate. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Meurs.  Spink  A  Martin*  for  appellant: 
The  provisions  of  the  terms  of  sale  must  be 
•construed  most  strongly  against  the  defendant 
who  prepared  them. 

Pom.  Spec.  Perf.  §§  866-868;  Qib9on  v. 
J/RgU,  2  Tounge  &  C.  Ch.  Cas.  542;  Oreates 
V.  Wi/9on,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  271;  Dykes  v.  Blake,  4 
Bing.  N.  C.  468;  Jonee  v.  Sdney,  8  Campb. 

The  purchaser  cannot  be  compelled  to  do 
anything  more  than,  or  to  take  something  dif- 
ferent from,  that  which  is  provided  by  the 
clear  meaning  of  the  terms  of  sale.  He  is 
DOt  bound  to  take  upon  himself  any  risk  or 
trouble  not  contracted  for. 

Webster  v.  Kings  County  Trust  Go.  145  N. 
Y.  275;  Schmidt  v.  Reed,  182  N.  Y.  108;  Op 
penheirmr  v.  Humphreys,  81  N.  Y.  S.  R.  622; 
Zorn  V.  McParland,  ll  Misc.  555;  Smyth  v. 
Sturges,  108  N.  Y.  495. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  property 
was  to  be  conveyed  subject  to  a  "lawful 
monev"  mortgage.  This  is  clear,  under  legal 
principles  of  interpretation.  It  is  also  the 
practical  construction  put  upon  it  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Van  Dyek,  27  N.  Y. 
400;  JuUliard  v.  Greenman,  110  U.  S.  421,  28 
L.  ed.  204;  Legal  Tender  Oases,  12  Wall.  457. 
28  L.  ed.  217;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  $§  3588-3590; 
Laws  of  45th  Cong.  chap.  20,  passed  Feb.  28. 
1878;  Laws  of  51st  Cong.  chap.  708,  passed 
Julv  14, 1890. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  from  which  an 
agreement  to  pay  in  gold  can  be  presumed. 

Maryland  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  B.'  Co,  22  Wall. 
105.  22  L.  ed.  718. 

The  statement  of  the  defendant  on  June  26, 
when  told  that  the  mortgage  was  payable  in 
^Id  coin,  shows  that  his  understanding  of  the 
contract  was  the  same  as  that  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Such  practical  interpretation  by  the  parties 
must  control. 

Snyder  v.  Seaman,  2  App.  Div.  258,  and 
cases  cited. 

If  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  pay  part  in  cash 
sind  give  mortgage  for  $16,000,  be  could  not 
have  been  compelled  to  execute  a  "gold"  mort- 

Jfeabody  v.  Dewey,  158  111.  657,  27  L.  R  A. 
322. 

The  mortgage  in  fact  on  the  property  is  en- 
forceable in  gold. 

Branson  v.  Bodes,  7  Wall.  229, 19  L.  ed.  141; 
Trebileoek  ▼.  Wilson,  12  Wall.  687,  20  L.  ed. 
460. 

The  plaintiff  is  suing  for  monev  had  and  re- 
ceived, to  recover  back  monev  paid  by  him  on 
%  consideration  which  has  failed. 

Green  v.  Green,  9  Cow.  60. 

The  defendant  does  not  ask  equitable  relief, 
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but  assumes  the  position  of  exacting  a  forfeit- 
ure. 

Oppenheimer  v.  Humphreys,  81  N.  Y.  8.  R. 
622;  Zorn  v.  MeParland,  11  Misc.  555. 

It  is  now  too  late  for  the  defendant  to  seek 
specific  performance. 

Page  v.  McDonnell,  55  N.  Y.  808. 

The  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  all 
matters  of  public  history  affecting  the  whole 
people,  whether  they  be  events  relating  to  war 
or  peace. 

Stdnnerton  v.  Columbian  Ins,  Co.  87  N.  Y. 
188,  98  Am.  Dec.  560. 

The  uncertainty  as  to  a  "gold"  standard  is  a 
matter  which  not  only  ought  to  be  generally 
known,  but  is  generally  knowu  throughout 
the  state,  and  above  all  within  New  York  city, 
its  great  commercial  and  financial  center. 

Peojde  V.  Snyder,  41   N.  Y.   398;  Olive  v. 
StaU,  86  Ala.  88, 4  L.  R.  A.  88.  note. 
'  Mr.  Henry  Yong^»  with  Messrs,  John- 
son Sb  Lamb,  for  respondent: 

The  defendant  here  is  an  officer  of  the  court. 
To  set  aside  a  sale  made  by  such  an  officer,  it 
is  necessary  to  establish  fraud  or  grave  mistake. 
Mere  technicalities  the  court  will  not  notice. 

Biggs  v.  Pursell,  66  N.  Y.  198;  High,  Re- 
ceivers, 8d  ed.  §  191;  Hackley  v.  Draper,  60 
N.  Y.  88. 

Tbe  mortgaire  upon  the  property  was  as  de- 
scribed in  the  bill  of  sale. 

Tidnlcock  v.  Wilson,  12  Wall.  687,  20  L.  ed. 
460. 

The  complaint  does  not  allege,  and  there  is 
no  evidence  of,  any  damage  by  reason  of  the 
mortgage  being  wbat  is  termed  a  gold  mort- 
gage. The  ab^noe  of  proof  of  this  character 
is  fatal  to  the  plaiDtiff*s  contention. 

Biggs  v.  PiirseU,  66  N.  Y.  193, 74  N.  Y.  875; 
Wetmore  v.  Bruce,  118  N.  Y.  823;  Gould  v. 
Allen,  1  Wend.  182;  Thompson  v.  Gould,  16 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  424. 

A  man  paying  the  mortgage  in  gold  value 
would  have  paid  just  the  amount  in  actual 
value  of  the  encumbrance  as  originally  made, 
and  the  mortgagor  would  receive  Just  that 
amount. 

That  he  has  been  deprived  of  a  situation 
where  he  might  have  realized  a  speculative 
profit  is  the  foundation  of  his  claim.  Such 
profits  the  court  will  not  regard  unless  they 
are  distioctly  proved. 

Griffin  v.  Colver,  16  N.  Y.  489,  69  Am.  Dec. 
718;  Cassidy  v.  Le  Fevre,  45  N.  Y.  562;  Mess- 
more  V.  Neuf  York  Shot  <t  Lead  Go.  40  N.  Y. 
422;  Starbird  v.  Barrons,  88  N.  Y.  230; 
Bochester  Lantern  Co,  v.  Stiles  db  P.  Press  Co, 
135  N.  Y.  209. 

Where  prospective  loss  is  claimed  there 
must  be  evidence  that  such  loss  will  result. 

Sedgw.  Damages,  8th  ed.  §  172. 

There  is  not  a  scintilla  of  proof  in  this  case 
that  the  plaintiff  made  any  mistake,  or  that  he 
did  not  know  that  this  mortgage  was  a  gold 
mortgage.    Therefore  he  can  have  no  relief. 

1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  152.  p.  166;  Lyman  v. 
United  States  Ins,  Go.  2  Johns.  Ch.  630;  Gil- 
lespie V.  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  585.  7  Am.  Dec. 
559;  Southard  Y,  Curley,  184  N.  Y.  148,  16  L. 
R.  A.  561;  Devereux  v.  Sun  Fire  Office,  51 
Hun,  151. 

The  court  should  apply  the  maxim  Ds 
minimis  non  curat  Ux, 
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(Jorwiihe  v.  Oriffing,  21  Barb.  •;  Searlet  v. 
Crovk,  3S  How.  ft.  820;  Orook  v.  RindsAopf, 
105  N.  Y.  476. 

The  principles  of  equity  are  available  by 
the  defendant,  all  bough  the  action  is  at  law. 

SJieehan  v.  Hamilton,  2  Reyes,  806;  Brown 
V.  Miles,  61  Hun,  458;  PhiUips  v.  Oorham,  17 
N.  Y.  270;  Dobion  v.  Pearce,  12  N.  Y.  156.  62 
Am.  Dec.  152;  CraryY.  Ooodman,'\2  N.  Y. 
266,  64  Am.  Dec.  506;  New  York  O.  Ins  Co.  v. 
National  Protection  Im.  Co.  14  N.Y.  85;  Cum- 
mings  v.  MorHs,  25  N.  Y.  625;  MeHenry  v. 
Bazard,  45  N.  Y.  580:  iSow^<j  v.  4//<?w,  54  N. 
Y.  458;  Ca©<i«»  v.  ^Wen,  57  N.  Y.  508;  Hop- 
povgh  V.  55frwftfe,  60  N.  Y.  430. 

The  plaintiff  had  construciive  notice  of  ibe 
terms  of  the  mortgage,  and  may  not  now  plead 
ignorance  of  its  provisions. 

Riggs  v.  P\ir^U,  66  N.  Y.  198;  Oilhert  ▼. 
Peteler,  88  N.  Y.  165;  WiUiamton  v.  Brown, 
15  N.  Y.  864;  Cbwen  ▼.  Paddock.  48  N.  Y.  S. 
R  842;  Williamson  v.  jBr<?i/m,  15  N.  Y.  884. 

Andrews*  Cb.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff,  on  June  6,  1895,  became  the 
purchaser  at  public  auction  of  premises  known 
as  No.  188  West  l88d  street  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  for  the  sum  of  $19,700.  The  sale  was 
made  by  the  receiver  of  the  firm  of  Cassidy  & 
Adler,  under  the  order  of  the  court.  There 
was  at  the  time  of  the  sale  a  mortgage  on  the 
premises  for  |16,000.  dated  January  8,  1894, 
and  payable  January  80,  1899,  ''in  gold  coin 
of  the  Uoited  States  of  America,  of  the  pres- 
ent standard  of  weight  and  fineness."  The 
sale  was  made  as  stated  in  the  conditions  of 
sale,  "subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $16,000,  to  be 
ot  5  per  cent,  three  years  to  run ;"  and  there 
was  no  further  or  other  statement  or  represen- 
tation made  at  the  time  as  to  the  terms  or  char- 
acter of  the  mortgage.  The  conditions  of  sale 
further  provided  that  all  liens  and  encum- 
brances upon  the  premises  would  be  allowed 
out  of  the  purchase  money.  The  plaintiff,  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  paid  10  per  cent  of 
the  purchase  price  and  the  auctioneer's  and 
salesroom  fees,  as  required  by  the  terms  of 
sal^  Subsequently,  upon  the  examination  of 
the  title  by  nis  counsel,  the  provision  in  the 
mortgage  requiring  payment  to  be  made  in 
gold  coin  was  discovered.  The  plaintiff,  at 
the  time  appointed  for  the  closing  of  the  title, 
stated  the  fact  so  ascertained,  and  refused  to 
accept  the  conveyance  tendered  by  the  defend- 
ant, unless  he  would  procure  a  change  in  the 
mortgage  by  the  elimination  therefrom  of  the 
provision  requiring  its  payment  in  gold.  The 
defendant  refused  to  comply  with  such  re 
quirement,  and  stood  upon  the  validitv  of  the 
title  tendered  and  the  insufficiency  of  the  ob 
jection  made  to  the  mortgage.  Thereupon  the 
plaintiff,  having  first  obtained  the  consent  of 
the  court,  brought  this  action  against  the  re- 
ceiver to  recover  back  the  10  per  cent  of  the 
purchase  money  and  the  auctioneer's  and  sales- 
room fees  paid  on  the  sale,  and  also  the  ex- 
penses incurred  in  the  examination  of  title.  It 
seems  that  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the  receiver, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  knew  that  the  mort 
gage  contained  the  provision  in  question. 
There  was  no  proof  that  the  provision  for  the  ' 
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payment  of  the  mortgage  in  gold  affected  the 
salable  value  of  the  premises. 

The  sole  question  presented  by  this  record 
is  whether  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  pres- 
ence in  the  mortgage  of  this  provision,  was 
justified  in  refusing  to  accept  the  title,  and  be- 
came entitled  to  maintain  this  action.  The 
general  rule  is  well  settled  that  a  vendor,  under 
an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  un- 
less exempted  by  the  terms  or  nature  of  the 
contract,  is  bound  to  convey  a  good  title  free 
from  any  essential  defect;  and  the  purchaser 
cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  a  cooveyanceof 
property  differing  from  the  contract  in  any 
material  particular.  The  obligation  of  the 
vendor  to  convey  a  good  title  exists,  independ- 
ently of  any  express  undertaking  in  the  con- 
tract. Where  not  expressed,  it  is  implied  fronci 
the  nature  of  the  transaction.  And,  although 
the  title  tendered  may  in  fact  be  good,  yet  if  it 
is  subject  to  reasonable  doubt,  depending  upoi> 
the  ascertainment  of  some  material  fact  ex- 
trinsic to  the  record  title,  to  be  found  by  a  jury- 
when  the  question  arises,  the  purchaser,  in 
general,  will  not  be  required  to  complete  the 
purchase,  for  he  is  entitled  to  a  title  not  only 
good  in  fact,  but  marketable.  BurtoeU  v. 
Jackson,  9  N.  Y.  585;  Fleming  v.  Burnham^ 
100  N.  Y.  1;  Moore  v.  WiUiams,  115  N.  Y. 
586,  5  L.  R.  A.  654;  Leake,  Contr.  p.  881. 
Where  the  vendor  refuses  to  perform  his  con- 
tract, or  is  unable  to  do  so  by  reason  of  some 
defect  in  the  title  affecting  the  substance  of  the 
thing  contracted  for,  or  where  the  contract  was 
induced  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  the 
vendee  may  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded, 
and  recover  back  any  deposit  made  on  account 
of  the  purchase  money  and  the  necessary  ex- 
penses to  which  he  has  been  put  preliminarily 
to  the  completion  of  the  contract  on  his  part. 
Lawrence  v.  Taylor,  5  Hill,  114;  Qrares  v. 
White,  87  N.  Y.  468;  Leake,  Contr.  107. 1070. 

The  action  brought  by  the  vendee  in  the 
pnsent  case  proceeds  on  the  theory  that,  by 
the  contract  of  sale,  the  mortgage  subject  to- 
which  he  purchased  was  to  be  a  mortgage  pay- 
able in  any  lawful  currency,  and  that  the  pro- 
vision therein  which  required  its  payment  ia 
^otd  coin  was  not  the  encumbrance  described 
in  the  conditions  of  sale,  and  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  accept  the  conveyance  tendered  by 
the  defendant  unless  he  procured  the  mortgage 
to  be  reformed  in  this  respect.  Whether  thia 
action  is  regarded  as  an  action  based  on  a  re- 
scission of  the  contract  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
default  of  the  defendant  in  performing  the 
contract,  or  as  an  action  for  damages  for  it» 
breach,  it  is  plain  that  in  either  aspect  it  is  a 
fundamental  condition  to  its  maintenance  that 
the  plaintiff  should  estat)lish  that  there  was 
an  undertaking  by  the  defendant,  based  upon 
contract,  or  upon  a  representation  equivalent 
to  a  contract,  that  the  mortgage  subject  io 
which  the  plaintiff  purchased  was  payable 
generally,  and  couhi  be  discharged  by  payment 
in  any  legal  currency.  We  think  there  was 
ho  such  contract  or  representation.  It  is  not 
claimed  that  there  was  any  representation  as 
to  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  outside  of  the 
conditions  of  sale.  The  amount  of  the  mort- 
gage was  stated,  the  rate  of  interest,  and  the 
time  it  was  to  run.    It  made  no  reference  to- 
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the  media m  of  paymeot.  Obviously,  there- 
fore, if  there  was  any  contract  that  it  was  pay- 
able generally  in  any  lawful  money,  and  not 
in  gold  coin  only,  it  was  an  implied,  as  distin- 
guished from  an  express,  contract.  If  such 
implicatioD  existed  in  this  case  it  was  an  un- 
expressed term  which  the  law  reads  into  the 
coutract  to  effectuate  the  actual,  though  unex- 
pressed, agreement  of  the  parties.  Implied 
contracts  are  familiar  to  the  law.  The  court, 
as  has  been  said,  will  imply  such  a  contract 
whenever  there  is  something  not  expressed 
which  it  is  clear  to  all  men  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence and  Icnowledge  of  business  must  either 
have  been  latent  in,  or  palpably  present  to,  the 
minds  of  both  pan  ies  when  the  contract  was 
made.  Brett,  J.,  Thorn  v.  London,  L.  R.  10 
Exch.  123.  The  case  of  the  implication  of  a 
contract  to  give  a  good  title  in  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  land  is  an  illustration  of  the  appli- 
cation of  this  principle.  So,  on  principles 
of  natural  Justice  or  to  overreach  covin  or 
fraud,  courts  often  force  upon  a  wrongdoer 
the  implication  of  a  contract,  although  none 
existed  in  fact. 

In  this  case  the  land  was  the  subject  of  sale, 
and  not  the  mortgage.  The  purchaser  was 
notified  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  and 
its  amount.  He  made  no  inquiry  as  to  whether 
It  contained  any  special  terms.  He  purchased 
aubject  to  this  encumbrance,  entering  into  no 
personal  obligation  for  its  payment.  The  pro- 
Tision  in  this  mortgage,  that  it  should  be  paid 
in  gold  coin,  although  not  present  in  most 
mortgages,  was  not  unusual  or  infrequent. 
Such  a  provision  is  found  in  many  corporate 
mortgages,  and  in  mortgages  taken  by  savings 
And  other  institutions.  It  was  an  Important 
provision  at  a  time  when  treasury  notes  or^e- 
^al  tenders  were  not  convertible  into  coin.  Law 
of  United  States,  February  26,  1862;  Bronson 
V.  Bodes,  7  Wall.  229,  19  L.  ed.  141.  Now, 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  the  paper 
currency  of  the  government  and  silver  coins 
are  exchangeable  at  the  treasurv  for  gold  coin 
at  their  nominal  amount;  and,  as  shown  in 
the  opinion  of  Judge  Ingraham,  the  faith  of 
the  government  of  the  United  States  is  pledged 
by  solemn  and  repeated  declarations  by  Con- 
gress and  the  various  departments  of  govern- 
ment to  maintain  the  parity  of  all  the  currency 
issued  by  the  government.  The  only  hazard 
which  the  plaintiff  would  assume  in  taking  the 
premises  subject  to  the  mortgage  in  question, 
beyond  what  would  exist  if  the  mortgage  was 
payable  without  specification  of  the  medium 
of  payment,  is  the  contingency  that  the  United 
States  government  would  violate  its  plighted 
faith,  and,  within  the  three  years  which  the 
mortgage  has  to  run.  refuse  to  redeem  its  obli- 
gations Id  gold.  We  think  this  possibility  is' 
-Quite  too  remote  to  justify  the  assumption  that 
the  contract  was  made  in  reference  to  the 
mortgage  being  payable  generally  in  lawful 
■currency,  and  not  in  a  particular  kind  of  law- 
ful money.  Special  clauses  in  mortgages  are 
not  infrequent.  They  sometimes  contain  what 
Is  known  as  the  "insurance  clause,"  or  a  clause 
making  the  whole  mortgage  due  after  a  speci- 
fied default,  and  other  special  terms  are  some- 
times inserted.  It  would  not,  we  conceive,  be 
a  valid  ground  of  objection  on  the  part  of  a 
purchaser  of  land  subject  to  a  specific  mort- 
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gage,  wherein  the  contract  did  not  set  out  such 
special  clauses,  that  they  were  not  disclofted  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made,  if  there  was 
no  deceit  or  misrepresentation.  The  contract 
here  is  sought  to  be  avoided,  not  by  reason  of 
any  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  nor  by  reason 
of  any  variation  in  the  subject  of  the  sale 
from  the  description  in  the  contract,  but  by 
reason  of  an  incident  connected  with  an  en- 
cumbrance on  the  property,  as  to  which  the 
contract  was  silent,  which,  so  far  as  appears, 
did  not  affect  the  value  of  the  property  or  in- 
fluence the  purchaser  in  making  his  bid,  and 
which  we  cannot  assume,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  government  is  pledged  to  maintain  the 
parity  and  the  equal  exchangeable  value  of 
treasury  notes  ana  silver  and  gold  coin,  will 
impose  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  case  the  contract 
is  completed,  any  additional  burden.  The  law 
will  not  imply  a  contract,  under  such  circum- 
stances, that  the  mortgage  was  payable  gener- 
ally in  any  lawful  currency,  since  whether  it 
was  or  not  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  a 
material  circumstance  entering  into  the  sub- 
stance of  the  transaction,  or  an  efficient  ele- 
ment in  inducing  the  contract. 
T/te  judgment  should  therefore  be  affirmed. 

O'Brien,  Martin,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  con- 
cur with  Andrews,  Cb.  J.,  for  afiirmance. 
Haigrht,  J.,  concurs  with  Bartlett,  J.,  for 
reversal. 

Gray,  J.,  absent. 

Bartlett,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  for  reversal.  Presiding  Justice  Van 
Brunt,  in  his  dissenting  memorandum  below, 
said:  "When  I  contract  to  pay  for  property  I 
may  pay  in  any  legal  tender;  when  I  take  sub- 
ject to  an  obligation,  I  may  assume  tliat  I  can 
discharge  it  in  any  kind  of  legal  tender."  In 
my  judgment,  this  quotation  contains  the  law 
of  the  case  clearly  and  briefly  stated.  This 
was  a  sale  at  the  Real  Estate  Exchanse  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  under  terms  of  sale  which 
provided:  "The  property  is  sold  by  a  good 
title  in  fee  simple,  .  .  .  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage of  $16,000.  to  be  at  6  per  cent,  three 
years  to  run."  These  sales  are  attended  by  a 
large  number  of  bidders,  and  the  purchaser  is 
given  ample  time  to  search  the  title  after  the 
property  is  sold.  In  this  case,  by  the  terms 
the  sale  was  made  June  6,  1895,  and  the  deed 
was  to  be  delivered  and  balance  of  purchase 
money  paid  July  2,  1895.  The  bidders  rely 
upon  the  terms  of  sale,  and  no  search  of  the 
title  is  ever  made  until  the  property  is  pur- 
chased. If  it  was  the  intention  to  sell  this 
property  subject  to  a  mortgage  not  payable  in 
1efi:al  tender,  it  should  have  been  so  stated  in 
the  terms  of  sale.  Any  other  rule  will  com- 
pel bidders  to  search  titles  for  the  terms  of  en- 
cumbrances before  they  can  safely  bid  at  the 
exchange.  The  mere  statement  of  this  propo- 
sition, which  will  compel  hundreds  of  bidders 
at  the  exchange  to  examine  titles  they  may 
never  purchase,  shows  how  unwise  and  incon- 
venient is  the  rule  that  is  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished in  this  case.  In  the  legal  tender  case  of 
JuilliardY.Oreenman,  110  D.  S.  421.  28  L.  ed. 
204,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  SUtea 
laid  down  the  rule  (p.  449.  110  U.  S.,  and 
p.  216,  28  L.  ed.)  that  a  contract  to  pay  a  cer- 
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talD  sum  In  moDey,  without  any  stipulatioa  as 
to  the  kind  of  money  in  which  U  shall  be  paid, 
may  always  be  satisfied  by  payment  of  that 
sum  in  any  currency  which  is  lawful  money 
at  the  place  and  time  at  which  payment  is  to 
be  made.  The  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar,  on 
consulting  the  terms  of  sale,  found  that  the 
property  was  "subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $16,- 
000,  to  be  at  5  per  cent,  three  years  to  run." 
He  had  the  right  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of 
a  statement  to  the  contrHry,  that  the  mortgage 
was  payable  in  whatever  should  be  legal  ten> 
der  at  the  time  of  payment,  whether  it  might 
be  gold,  silver,  greenbacks,  or  treasury  notes. 
If  this  general  right  was  curtailed  by  the  stip- 
ulations of  the  contract,  the  terms  of  sale 
should  have  so  stated,  in  order  to  have  put 
bidders  upon  their  guard.  This  plaintiff  is 
not  seeking  to  recover  damages.  He  rests 
upon  ttie  presumption  that  all  contracts  are 
payable  in  legal  tender,  unless  the  contrary  is 
made  to  appear;  and.  as  the  terms  of  sale  were 
silent  as  to  this  important  point,  he  disaffirms 
the  contract  of  sale,  and  asks  to  have  rej«tored 
to  him  what  he  paid  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  I 
think  he  is  entitled  to  recover. 


John  F.  BAXTER,  Baspt.^ 

V. 

Charles  E.  McDONNELL.  AppL 
(106  N.  Y.  88.) 

1.  A  complaiiit  alleg^is^  an  implied 
liability  of  a  bishop  of  the  Roman  Oatbolio 
church  to  a  priest  under  the  rules  and  reirula- 
tions  of  the  church,  without  alleging  any  ex- 
press Rffreement  to  that  effect,  or  anything;  to 
show  the  nature  of  the  church  or  its  dvil  rlRhta, 
power,  or  capacity,  or  whether  it  is  a  corpora- 
tlon,  a  voluntary  association,  or  a  mere  name 
adopted  by  the  pleader  for  some  purpose  undis- 
closed.—does  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  Jndieial  notice  of  the  natnre 
powers  of  the  Holy  Roman  Catholic 
Church*  so  far  as  its  civil  riKhts  and  duties  are 
concerned,  will  not  k>e  taken  without  any  aver- 
ment or  proof  upon  the  subject. 

8*  A  bishop  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Chnrch  cannot  be  held  liable  on  the  con- 
tracts of  his  predecessor,  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  ajrreemcnt. 

4*  The  same  evidence  is  required  to 
constitute  a  "church  trust**'  and  to  bind 
a  bishop  as  trustee  thereof,  as  would  be  required 
in  the  case  of  a  layman  alleved  to  be  a  trustee 
under  like  circumstances. 

6.  A  receipt  of  trust  property  by  a 
bishop  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  as  trus- 
tee does  not  make  him  liable  on  the  contracts  of 
his  predecessor. 

6.   A  receipt  oftrust  property  as  trustee 

constitutes  no  consideration  for  an  individual 
promise  to  pay  an  obligation  of  a  predecessor  as 
trustee. 
7*  A  bishop  is  not  the  employer  of  a 
priest  of  the  Korean  Catholic  Church,  althoufrh 
he  has  power  to  assigrn  priests  to  duty,  and  is  not 


NoTS.— The  question  of  liability  for  the  salary 
of  a  pastor  Is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  First  Presby. 
Church  V.  Myers  (Okla.)  38  L.  R.  A.  687. 
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personally  liable  under  the  laws  of  the  churoh^ 
In  the  absence  of  any  express  promise,  to  pay  the 
priest  for  his  services  to  the  church. 
8«   An  answer  is  not  demurrable  when  the 
complaint  is  defective. 

Per  Haight,  jr. 

0.  The  ▼alidity  of  a  defense  demurred, 
to  may  be  considered  Dotwithstandinir  de- 
fects in  the  complaint,  when  the  question  is  ceiv 
tifled  for  review  to  the  court  of  appeals,  under 
Code  Civ.  Proa  S 190,  subd.  2,  and  the  defendant 
has  waived  the  defects  in  the  complaint  by 
omlttioff  to  call  attention  to  them  or  to  have  any 
questions  with  reference  thereto  certified. 

10.  The  decision  of  an  ecdesiasticaL 
tribunal  oonoeminff  the  rights,  duties,  and  ob- 
ligations of  a  priest  or  minister  of  the  church 
who  has  submitted  the  controversy  to  it  for  de- 
cision is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  him  in 
a  civil  court. 

(March  1,  liBOeL) 

APPEAL  hy  defendant  hy  permission,  and 
to  determine  certified  questions,  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Api^ellate  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  Second  Department,  affirming 
a  Judgment  of  a  Special  Term  for  Kinga 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  payment  of  salary  alleged 
to  be  due  to  plaintiff  as  a  priest.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

MetiTs.  Henry  C«  M*  luffraham  and 
Joseph  E*  Owens*  for  appellant: 

If  the  allegations  demurred  to  set  forth  a 
defense  to  either  of  the  two  causes  of  action 
alleged  bv  the  plaintiff,  the  demurrer  should 
be  overruled. 

^aU  V.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  49  N.  Y.  627; 
fJenderaon  v.  Commercial  Adteriiser  Ano.  46 
Hun,  604.  Affirmed,  111  N.  Y.  685;  WheeUrv. 
Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Im.  Co.  82  N.  Y.  548,  87 
Am.  Rep.  594;  Boyle  ▼.  Brooklyn,  71  K  Y.  1; 
6  Enc.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  801. 

The  fact  that  plaintiff  is  suing  for  a  pastor's 
salary  while  acting  as  chaplain,  claiming  that 
such  salary  is  more  than  the  salary  paid  him, 
does  not  introduce  any  conflicting  claim  u> 
church  property  or  funds,  or  to  the  use  of 
them,  or  introduce  a  question  of  civil  rights. 

1  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc.  ^  77. 

The  admissions  which  flow  from  the  plain- 
tiff's demurrer  are  conclusive  against  the 
plaintiff,  even  though,  as  matter  of  fact,  the 
defendant  is  in  error  as  to  the  allegations  con- 
stituting his  third  separate  and  affirmative 
defense. 

MiUiken  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co,  110  N.  Y. 
403  1  L.  R.  A.  281;  Arrow  A  8.  Co.  ▼.  Bennett, 
78  Hun,  81. 

The  demurrer,  as  matter  of  law.  admits  all 
the  allegations  of  the  pleading  demurred  to» 
and  such  pleading  will  be  held  to  state  all  facts 
that  can  be  impTted  from  the  allegations  by 
reasonable  and  fair  intendment;  and  facts  so 
impliedly  averred  are  traversable  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  directly  stated. 

Sage  ▼.  Culver,  147  N.  Y.  241,  and  cases 
cited:  Zelley  v.  Farmertt  Loan  <fc  T.  Co,  180 
N.  Y.  461;  ComweU  y.  Clement,  87  Hun,  60; 
Marie  v.  Oarrison,  83  N.  Y.  14. 

Panics  mav  in  many  ways  bind  themselTea 
by  their  admissions  and  stipulations. 


1898. 


Baxter  t.  McDonhbll. 
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Embury  y.  Conner,  8  N.  Y.  611, 68  Am.  Dec 
825;  Paird  ▼.  Neu>  York,  74  N.  T.  382;  Re 
New  York,  L,  AW.  R,  Co.  98  N.  T.  447;  Foley 
V.  Royal  Arcanum,  151  N.  Y.  196;  Brady  v. 
Nally,  161  N.  Y.  258;  Rood  v.  Railioay  Pan. 
d  Freight  Condvctore  Mui.  Ben.  Ano.  81  Fed. 
Rep.  62;  Hembeau  v.  Great  Camp  K.  of  M.  101 
Mich.  161;  Wation  ▼.  Jonea,  18  Wall.  679,  20 
L.  ed.  666. 

The  church  court  having  passed  upon  the 
question  of  church  law  as  to  the  individual 
liability  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  salary  of 
a  priest,  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  the  allega- 
tion of  fraud  found  in  the  plaintiff's  first  cause 
of  action  is  immaterial,  and  such  judgment, 
being  upon  a  question  of  church  law,  is  con- 
clusive upon  a  civil  court. 

Connitt  v.  Reformed  Prot.  Dutch  Church,  54 
K.  Y.  551;  St.  JameM  Church  v.  Evntington, 
82  Hun,  125;  Walker  v.  Waintoright,  16  Barb. 
486:  Union  Church  v.  Banders,  1  Houat.  (Del.) 
100.  68  Am.  Dec.  187;  Chaee  v.  Cheney,  58  111. 
527;  McQuire  v.  St.  Patricide  Cathedral,  64 
Hun,  207;  Tuigg  v.  Bheehan,  101  Pa.  868,  47 
Am.  Reo.  727;  Rote  v.  Vertin,  46  Mich.  457, 
41  Am.  Rep.  174;  Stack  v.  CHara,  98  Pa.  218; 
Moeeman  v.  Heitshousen,  50  Neb.  420. 

If  it  should  be  held  that  the  defendant  was 
responsible  for  the  plaintiff's  salanr  from  the 
time  of  his  installation  to  the  end  of  the  plain- 
tiff's pastorate,  the  complaint  shows  that  plain- 
tiff has  received  $1,500  on  account  of  his  claim 
for  salary,  which  is  much  more  than  the 
amount  of  his  salary  for  these  ten  months, 
and,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  does  not  aay 
from  whom  be  received  the  $1,500,  it  must  be 
held  that  he  received  it  from  the  party  against 
whom  he  makes  his  claim  for  salary. 

Clark  V.  Diihn,  97  N.  Y.  870. 

Trustees  have  no  power  to  bind  the  trust 
estate  by  any  executory  contract. 

Stanton  v.  King,  8  Hun,  4.  Affirmed,  69  N. 
Y.  609;  Austin  v.  Munro,  47  N.  Y.  860:  Fer- 
rin  V.  Myriek,  41  N.  Y.  815;  Schmittler  v. 
Simon.  101  N.  Y.  654,  54  Am.  Rep.  787;  New 
v.  Nicoll,  12  Hun.  481,  78  N.  Y.  127;  Blevoitt 
V.  (Hin,  18  N.  Y.  a  R.  76;  Clark  v.  DiUon,  97 
N.  Y.  870. 

When  the  vital  question  is  whether  the  com- 
plaint is  sufficient,  the  prayer  must  show  the 
nature  of  the  action. 

Swart  v.  Boughton,  85  Hun,  281;  Edson  v. 
Oirvan,  29  Hun,  422;  Fisher  v.  Charter  Oak 
L.  Ins.  Co.  67  How.  Pr.  19\\  Alexander  v.  Katte, 
68  How.  Pr.  262;  Kelly  v.  Downing,  42 
N.  Y.  71. 

Mr.  L.  J.  Morrison*  for  respondent: 

Defendant's  predecessor  in  the  bishopric  was 
personally  liable  to  plaintiff  as  employer  under 
an  express  contract. 

Where  services  are  performed  at  the  request 
of  another,  the  law  implies  a  promise  to  pay, 
on  the  part  of  the  person  requesting  perform- 
ance. 

Williams  v.  Hutchinson,  8  N.  Y.  812. 58  Am. 
Dec.  801;  Wood,  Mast.  &  8.  §  67;  1  Parsons, 
Contr.  446. 

As  the  employment  of  plaintiff  was  pursuant 
to  the  constitution,  rules,  regulations,  and. 
ordinances  of .  the  church,  <  they  necessarily 
bound  both  plaintiff  and  the  bishop  in  so  far 
as  they  established  contractual  relations,  as  un- 
der similar  conditions  the  courts  have  held 
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that  the  by-laws  of  the  association  made  under 
authority  of  the  constitution  have  this  effect. 

Kent  V.  Quteksilter  Min.  Co.  78  N.  Y.  159;. 
Flint  V.  Pierce,  99  Mass.  68,  96  Am.  Dec.  691; 
Oummings  v.  Webster,  48  Me.  198. 

The  title  to  the  church  property  is  vested  In 
the  bishop  individually,  upon  the  trust  and 
confidence  that  he  will  apply  it  for  the  pur- 
pose intended,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  prop- 
erty by  the  appellant  with  the  knowledge  of 
its  character  constitutes  an  agreement  on  hi» 
part  that  he  will  use  it  for  the  purposes  in- 
tended. 

1  Perry.  Tr.  §  95;  Baldwin  v.  Humphrey, 
44  N.  Y.  609;  Ryan  v.  Dox,  84  N.  Y.  807,  y6 
Am.  Dec,  696;  Despard  v.  Walbridge,  15  N.  Y. 
%lA,Wood  v./?«6<f,96  N.Y.414,  48  Am.Rep.640. 

The  appellant  occupies  the  same  position 
logically  and  equitably  as  that  of  a  devisee  or 
legatee  charged  with  certain  payments,  who 
becomes  personally  bound  by  accepting  the- 
devise  or  legacy. 

QridleyY.  Oridley,M^.  Y.  180;  Taylor  v. 
Dodd,  58  N.  Y.  885;  Brown  v.  Knapp,  79  N. 
Y.  186;  Etter  v.  Qreenawalt,  98  Pa.  422-,. 
Dodge  v.  Manning,  1  N.  Y.  298. 

In  determining  the  adequacy  of  a  considera- 
tion the  extent  or  benefit  derivable  therefrom 
is  not  considered;  a  value,  however  small  or 
nominal,  if  given  or  stipulated  in  good  faith,, 
is  sufficient  to  support  an  action. 

Buhbard  v.  Coolidge,  1  Met.  84;  Hind  v. 
HoldHhip,  2  Watts,  104,  26  Am.  Dec.  107; 
Handle  v.  Harris,  6  Yerg.  508;  Kidder  v. 
Chamberlin.  41  Vt.  62;  La^nrence  v.McCalmont, 
2  How.  426.  11  L.  ed.  326;  Follett  v.  Rose. 
8  McLean,  883;  Stewart  v.  State,  Riggin,  2 
Harr.  &  G.  114;  Brachan  ▼.  Griffin,  8  CaU 
(Va.)  484. 

The  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  appel- 
lant was  a  good  consideration  for  his  promise 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  deceased  contracted 
with  respect  to  the  property  transferred. 

Austin  V.  Munro,  47  N.  Y.  860;  Datis  v. 
mover,  58  N.  Y.  478. 

All  of  this  property  has  been  transferred 
and  handed  over  to  the  appellant  upon  bia- 
agreement  to  discharge  the  liabilities  of  the 
testator  incurred  in  respect  thereto.  As  th& 
property  transferred  to  appellant  was  the  fund 
out  of  which  a  court  of  equity  in  marshaling 
the  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  deceased  bish- 
op's estate  would  have  decreed  the  payment  to- 
respondent,  the  liability  assumed  by  appellant 
accords  with  the  equities  {Gifford  v.  Corrigan, 
117  N.  Y.  258,  6  L.  R.  A  610),  and  the  trans- 
fer of  the  property  in  advance  of  the  settle- 
ment of  the  estate  is  a  good  consideration  for 
the  promise  of  the  appellant. 

Oakley  v.  Boorman,  21  Wend.  588;  Harlan 
V.  Harlan,  20  Pa.  808;  Clark  v.  Gayhrd,  24 
Conn.  484:  Powell  v.  Brown,  8  Johns.  100; 
Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268;  Chitty,  Contr. 
8d  Am.  ed.  p.  29:  Todd  v.  Weber,  §5  N.  Y. 
181,  47  Am.  Rep.  20:  Van  Loan  v.  Farm£rsr 
Mut.  F  Ins.  Asso.  90  N.  Y.  280;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Chalmers,  144  N.  Y.  482. 

If  this  church  property  is  to  be  treated  a» 
a  part  of  the  decedent's  general  estate  for  the 
purposes  of  administration,  the  executor,  by 
voluntarily  handing  over  the  personal  property 
bequeathed  before  duly  ascertaining  and  pay> 
ing  debts,  assumed  a  personal  risk. 


«7d 


Kbw  Tobk  Coubt  of  Appbaia 


Tbe  general  rule  is,  nvhere  an  executor  vol- 
unleers  to  pay  the  'whole  or  any  portion  of  a 
legacy,  and  it  subsequently  turns  out  that  the 
assets  are  not  suflScient  to  Justify  a  payment  to 
that  extent,  the  loss  must  fall  on  him,  and  he 
cannot  compel  the  legatee  to  refund. 

Redfield's  Sur.  Practice,  p.  632;  Be  Under- 
hill,  117  N.  T.  471. 

Therefore  tbe  agreement  of  the  appellant  to 
pay  the  debts  contracted  by  bis  predecessor  in 
respect  to  tbe  property  bequeathed  was  based 
upon  a  valuable  consideration  within  the  rule 
as  laid  down  by  this  and  other  courts. 

8and9  v.  Crooke,  46  N.  Y.  564;  Cary  ▼. 
White,  62  N.  T.  138;  Weaver  v.  Barden.  49 
N.  Y.  286;  ChryOer  v.  Benois,  43  N.  Y.  209; 
CardeU  v.  Hicks,  87  Barb.  458;  Pond  v.  Stark- 
tpeather,  99  N.  Y.  411;  Beekwith  v.  Brackeit, 

97  N.  Y.  62;  Morehouse  ▼.  Second  yat.  Bank, 

98  N.  Y.  503:  Todd  v.  Weber,  95  N.  Y.  181,  47 
Am.  Rep.  20;  Dunham  v.  Orimold,  100  N. 
Y.  224;  Tradertt  Bank  v.  Bradner,  43  Barb. 
879;  Brown  ▼.  Leavitt,  81  N.  Y.  118;  Leonard 
V.  Dvfnn,  94  Pa.  218;  Austyn  v.  M'Lvre,  4 
Dall  227,  1  L.  ed.  811;  Snow  v.  Eix,  54  Vt. 
478;   Gone  v.  Newton,   58  N.  H.  359;  UaU  v. 

Weare,  92  U.  S.  728,  28  L.  ed.  500;  Harmon  v. 
Adams,  120  U.  S.  863,  30  L.  ed.  683;  Bo  ers  v. 
Union  Stone  Co.  134  Mass.  31;  WashburneY, 
Pintaeh,  17  Fed.  Rep.  582;  Ware  v.  Morgan, 
67  Ala.  461;  Howe  v.  Taggart,  133  Mass.  284; 
Memphis  v.  Brown,  20  Wall.  289,  22  L.  ed. 
264;  Sinclair  ▼.  Bedington,  58  N.  H.  864; 
Planters^  Bank  v.  Union  Bank,  16  Wall  48 ^. 
21  L.  ed  478;  Dawson  v.  BeaU,  68  Ga.  328; 
Bing  v.  Kelly,  10  Mo.  App.  411;  Wharton  ▼. 
Anderson,  28  Minn.  801;  Little  v,  Allen,  56 
Tex,  138;  Flannagan  v.  Eileome,  58  N.'!H. 
443. 

Treatinsr  the  church  property  as  a  part  of  the 
general  estate  of  the  deceased  bishop  ap- 
plicable to  tbe  payment  of  his  debts,  tbe  ex- 
ecutor of  the  estate  assumed  a  risk  or  liability 
In  parting  witb  it  before  the  debts  bad  been 
paid,  which  is  a  sufScicnt  consideration  to  sup- 
port the  promise  of  tbe  appellant  to  pay  cer- 
tain debts  existing  against  the  estate. 

Hannigan  v.  AUen^  127  N.  Y.  6^9;  Arnold 
▼.  Nichols,  64  N.  Y.  117;  Dingeldein  v.  Thitd 
Ate.  B.  Co.  87  N.  Y.  675;  King>^hury  v.  Earle, 
Hn  Hun.  141;  Snell  v.  Ives,  85  111.  279. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  tbe  promisee  is  the 
•estate  of  tbe  late  bishop  or  tbe  church,  if  tbe 
appellaot  as  promisor  was  in  receipt  of  any 
consideration  for  tbe  promise  made  by  him 
iCosUr  V.  Albany,  43  N.  Y.  899).  It  is  the 
agreement  made  for  tbe  benefit  of  respondent 
as  a  third  party  which  gives  the  right  of 
recovery. 

Lawrence  v.  Fbx,  20  N.  Y.  268. 

An  individual  who  enters  a  partnership,  or 
aucceeds  to  the  business  of  a  sole  trader,  may 
make  himself  liable  for  debts  which  accrued 
prior  to  his  becoming  a  partner  or  succeeding  to 
tbe  business  of  a  sole  trader. 

/7//W  V.  Hfrter  Bros.  88  Hun.  19;  Hannigan 
v.  AlUn,  127  N.  Y.  689:  Dingeldein  v.  Third 
Ave.  B.  Co.  37  N.  Y.  575. 

Tbe  question  for  this  court  to  determine  is 
whether,  assuming  all  tbe  facts  alleged  to  be 
true,  enough  has  been  well  stated  to  constitute 
any  cause  of  action. 

Sage  v.  Culver,  147  N.  Y.  241.  I 
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Tbe  duties  performed  by  respondent  were 
performed  for  the  benefit  of  the  church,  and 
hence  appellant's  agreement,  on  accepting  the 
church  property,  to  pay  debts  and  liabilities 
incurred  by  his  predecessor  "in  behalf  of  the 
church,"  was  by  its  terms  an  agreement  to  pay 
tbe  debts  existing  in  favor  of  respondent,  in- 
curred partly  by  his  predecessor  and  partly  by 
appellant  in  continuing  to  accept  respoodeot's 
services  after  the  deatb  of  the  former  bishop. 

Coster  V.  Albany,  48  N.  Y.  899. 

If  either  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  contains  facts  suflScient  to  entitle 
respondent  to  recover,  then  the  respondent  is 
in  a  position  to  have  his  issue  of  law  deter- 
mioed  upon  his  demurrer  to  the  separate  de- 
fense pleaded  by  appellant. 

Wheeler  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Co.  82 
N.  Y.  648;  Boyle  v.  Brooklyn,  71  N.  Y.  1. 

No  Judgment  of  any  court  not  existing  un- 
der governmental  sanction  can,  propno  vi- 
gore,  be  binding  where  its  decision  purports 
to  be  an  adjudication  of  property  rights 
simply. 

Const,  art.  6,  §  19;  People,  Townsend,  v.  A?r. 
ter,  90  N.  Y.  68;  Dunston  v.  Higgins,  138  N. 
Y.  76.  20  L.  R.  A.  668;  8  BI.  Com.  23;  Hobart 
v.  Hobart,  45  Iowa,  501;  Glass  v.  The  Betsey, 
3  Dall.  8,  1  L.  ed.  486. 

Nor  can  consent  of  parties  confer  jurisdic- 
tion. 

Coffln  V.  Tracy^  8  Cai.  129;  Dudley  ▼.  May- 
hew,  3  N.  Y.  9. 

Tbe  contention  that  there  is  in  any  way  a 
question  of  church  law  Involved  is  not  borne 
out  by  tbe  record. 

The  burden,  of  course,  is  upon  respondent 
to  prove  the  existence  of  those  rules  as  pleaded, 
and  also  to  establish  the  fact  that  bis  agree- 
ment was  made  with  reference  thereto. 

State  V.  Overton,  24  N.  J.  L.  440,  61  Am. 
Dec.  671;  Com,  v.  Worcester,  8  Pick.  462. 

The  authority  of  an  organization,  church  or 
otherwise,  to  take  action  which  affects  the 
rights  of  its  members,  must  be  pursuant  to 
some  by-law  or  rule  reasonable  in  charac- 
ter, not  opposed  to  the  law  of  the  land,  and 
passed  or  assented  to  by  its  members  by  virtue 
of  its  charter  or  constitution. 

Austin  V.  Searing,  16  N.  Y.  112,  69  Am, 
Dec.  665. 

Whether  or  not  the  church  was  duly  organ- 
ized is  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the 
court  on  the  facts. 

Oraham  v.  Maehado,  6  Duer.  517;  Myers  ▼. 
Machado,  6  Abb.  Pr.  198. 

It  is  not  enough  to  allege  in  general  terms 
that  tbe  court  bad  Jurisdiction,  but  tbe  facts 
on  which  Jurisdiction  depends  must  be  pleaded. 

Turner  v.  Boby,  8  N.  Y.  198;  McLaughlin 
V.  NichoU,  18  Abb.  Pr.  244. 

Where  property  rights  are  involved  the  ec- 
clesiastical courts  have  no  power  whatever  to 
pass  upon  them  so  as  to  bind  tbe  civil  courts. 

2  Black.  Judgm.  §  528;  Watson  v.  Qarvin, 
54  Mo.  858. 

The  appellant  Is  in  no  position  to  urge  the 
decision  of  the  church  tribunal  as  an  arbitra- 
tion and  award. 

The  adjudication  is  not  pleaded  as  an  arbi- 
tration and  award,  nor  are  the  facts  essential 
to  such  a  defense  alleged  in  the  answer. 

BrasiU  v.  Isham,  12   N.  Y.  9:  Estee,  PL 
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Pomeroy's  8d  ed.  $  8289,  p.  402;  Denny  ▼. 
Smith,  18  N.  Y.  667;  Lorenzo  v.  Deery.  26 
Hun,  447;  Qihon  v.  Lefoy,  2  Duer,  176. 

Vann«  J.,  delivered  the  oplDion  of  the 
<;ourt: 

While  the  questioo  certified  to  us  for  deci- 
sion involves,  directly,  the  sufficiency  of  the 
third  defense  set  forih  in  the  answer,  it  in- 
volves, indirectly,  as  we  have  held,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  complaint  also.  Baxter  v.  Mc- 
DonneU,  154  N.  T.'  482.  When  reduced  to 
their  simplest  form,  the  suhetantial  allegations 
of  the  first  cause  of  action  purporting  to  be 
alleged  are  that,  by  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  Holy  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  the 
diocese  of  Brooklyn,  the  bishop  holds  all  its 
property  in  his  own  name,  as  trustee  for  its 
benefit,  and  is  liable  Individually  upon  all 
contracts  for  services  rendered  or  materials  fur- 
nished to  the  church;  that  each  priest  assigned 
to  duty  is  authorized  to  hold  the  bishop  indi- 
vidually liable  for  his  salary,  and  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  bishop  to  provide  by  will  for  the 
devolution  cf  all  the  trust  property  to  the 
church  or  to  his  successor;  that  in  Septem- 
ber, 1885,  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  pastor  of 
A  parish  in  said  diocese  by  Bishop  Ix>ughlin, 
who  died  in  December,  1891,  after  devising 
and  bequeathing  all  the  trust  property  held 
by  him  for  the  church  to  his  successor  in  the 
bishopric;  that  in  May,  1892,  the  defendant 
was  installed  as  bishop,  and  soon  after  received 
the  trust  property  subject  to  the  trust  upon 
which  his  predecessor  had  held  it,  and  upon  ac- 
cepting the  same  on  his  installation  as  bishop 
agreed,  by  virtue  of  the  law  of  the  church,  to 
pay  all  debts  incurred  and  to  perform  all  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  the  late  bishop  in  behalf 
of  the  church,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  the  debts  had  been  incurred 
and  the  contracts  entered  into  by  himself. 
There  were  further  allegations  to  the  effect 
that,  upon  this  basis  of  liability,  the  defendant 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain 
amount.  The  second  cause  of  action  is  based 
on  the  assignment  of  the  plaintiff  to  duty  as 
chaplain  of  a  hospital,  made  by  the  defendant 
on  the  4th  of  December,  1893,  and  it  is  claimed 
that  by  virtue  thereof  he  became  entitled,  un- 
der the  constitution  and  ordinances  of  the 
church,  to  a  salary  of  $1,000  per  annum,  and 
that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  him  for  the 
balance  unpaid  on  that  basis. 

Thus,  in  both  counts  of  the  complaint  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  is  founded  upon  a 
promise  implied,  as  it  is  claimed,  from  the  law 
of  the  church.  In  the  first  count  two  prom- 
ises are  said  to  arise  therefrom,  one  on  the  part 
of  Bishop  Loughlin  to  become  personally  lia- 
ble for  the  salary  of  the  priests,  and  the  other 
on  the  part  of  Bishop  McDonnell  to  discharge 
the  obliirations  assumed  by  his  predecessor  in 
office.  The  theory  of  the  complaint  is  that, 
while  the  bishop  holds  the  property  of  the 
church  in  trust  for  its  benefit,  be  is  personally 
liable  for  all  services  rendered  to  it  in  his  dio- 
cese. No  express  agreement  to  that  effect  is 
alleged,  but  simply  one  to  be  implied  from  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  church.  No  con- 
sideration is  suggested,  unless  one  springs 
from  the  relation  of  trust  existing  between  the 
bishop  and  the  church,  and  that  relation  is  de- 1 
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pendent  upon  the  law  of  the  church.  Tet 
there  is  nothing  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
church  except  as  it  may  be  implied  from  its 
name  and  the  names  given  to  certain  of  its  offi- 
cers. There  are  no  allegations  as  to  its  civil 
rights,  power,  or  capacity.  We  cannot  tell 
from  the  complaint,  which  is  our  sole  guide, 
whether  it  is  a  corporation,  a  voluntary  asso- 
ciation, or  a  mere  name  adopted  by  the  pleader 
for  some  purpose  undisclosed.  What  it  is, 
what  It  can  do,  and  what  can  be  done  to  it; 
whether  it  can  become  the  beneficiary  of  a 
trust  and  enforce  its  rights  as  such,  or  sue  and 
be  sued, — are  not  made  known  to  us.  No 
valid  trust  is  alleged,  unless  the  church  is 
shown  to  be  a  body  capable  of  making  a  con- 
tract and  suing  to  enforce  it.  A  trust  created 
by  the  rules  ox  a  church  which  is  not  shown 
capable  of  making  contracts,  accepting  bene- 
fits, or  compelling  performance,  is  not  recog- 
nized bv  the  law.  The  pleader  seems  to  have 
assumed  that  the  court  would  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  the  nature  and  powers  of  the  Holy  Ro- 
man Catholic  Church,  so  far  as  its  civil  rights 
and  duties  are  concerned,  without  any  aver- 
ment or  proof  upon  the  subject  Judicial  no- 
tice is  to  be  taken  with  caution,  and  every  rea- 
sonable doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  its  exer- 
cise in  a  given  case  should  be  resolved  against 
it.  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  87,  28  L  ed. 
200;  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  151.  Accord- 
ing to  the  general  practice  of  the  courts  in  all 
jurisdictions,  proof  has  been  required  upon  the 
subject  of  church  rights  and  powers,  and  what- 
ever is  to  be  proved  must  be  alleged.  Even  if 
we  should  attem'^t  to  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  legal  powers  and  duties  of  the  church,  it 
is  doubtful  whether  the  result  would  aid  the 
plaintiff.  Thus.  Judge  Strong,  in  his  work  on 
Kelationsof  Civil  Law  to  Church  Polity,  says: 
"A  very  large  portion  of  the  religious  societies 
in  the  country  are  unincorporated,  and  in  a  few 
of  the  states  charters  cannot  be  obtained  for 
them.  They  are,  therefore,  not  legal  entitles, 
recognized  as  having  a  legal  existence.  They 
can  neither  sue  nor  be  sued  in  civil  courts. 
They  cannot  hold  property  directly,  yet  they 
may  control  property  held  by  others  for  their 
use.  Donations  and  grants  may  be  legally  made 
to  trustees  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  an  unincor- 
porated religious  society,  or  for  the  suppor  tof 
the  gospel  ministry  in  connection  with  any  par- 
ticular church."  P.  71.  "There  is  still  an- 
other mode  in  which  property  is  largely  held 
in  this  countrv  for  religious  or  church  uses. 
In  the  Moravian  congregations  the  property 
devoted  to  pious  uses  is  held  neither  by  a  cor- 
poration nor  by  trustees,  nor  yet  by  the  congre- 
gation itself.  In  some  of  the  congregations, 
and  I  presume  in  all,  the  title  to  the  churches, 
schoolhouses,  and  cemeteries  is  held  by  the 
bishop,  who  transmits  it  by  will  to  his  suc- 
cessor in  office.  And  such  is  the  tenure  of  most 
Roman  Catholic  churches  in  the  country. 
The  title  to  the  real  estate  resides  in  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese.  In  a  certain  sense  he  is  a  trustee 
thereof  for  religious  uses,  but  there  is  no 
declaration  of  trust,  and  he  controls  the  en- 
joyment and  transmits  the  title  by  devise. 
The  purpose  of  this  arrangement  is  to  ex- 
clude the  laity  from  that  power  of  interference 
which  they  would  have  were  the  title  vested  in 
a  corporation.    But,  inasmuch  as  the  holders 
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of  such  titles  are  DOt  corporations,  either  sole 
or  aggregate,  as  are  the  Eoglish  bishops, 
deans,  and  even  parsons,  lands  held  by  thena 
do  not  pass  to  their  successors  in  office  unless 
through  the  instrumentality  of  a  deed  or  will." 
P.  109. 

We  have  been  referred  to  no  statute  author- 
izing the  incorporation  of  the  church  at  iar^e. 
By  chapter  45  of  the  Laws  of  1863,  provision 
was  made  for  the  incorporation  of  Roman 
Catholic  churches,  and  for  the  government 
thereof,  but  it  is  confined  to  a  congregation, 
society,  or  assemblage  of  persons  accustomed 
to  statedly  meet  for  divine  worship.  This  is 
now  embodied  in  the  religious  corporations 
law,  which  also  provides  for  the  incorpoiation 
of  ecclesiastical  bodies  with  governing  author- 
ity over  churches.  Laws  1896,  chap  728, 
§^  14,  50,  51;  Laws  1876,  chap.  110;  Laws 
1886,  chap.  210;  Laws  1882.  chap.  23. 

Under  the  act  of  1813,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal property  may  be  held  in  irust  for  the 
use  of  an  unincorporated  religious  society 
without  any  restriction  as  to  time,  except 
that  it  shall  terminate  upon  the  lawful  in- 
corporation of  the  religious  society,  when,  by 
virtue  of  the  act,  the  title  vests  in  the  corpora- 
tion. Laws  1818.  chap.  60,  §  4.  This  also  re- 
fers to  congregations,  and  not  to  the  church  at 
large.  Indeed,  in  Petty  v.  Tooker,  21  N.  Y. 
267.  270,  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of  the 
church  proper  as  an  organized  body  is  not  rec- 
ognized by  the  municipal  law.  In  Van  Buren 
V.  Brformed  Church,  62  Barb.  495,  497,  it  was 
said:  "In  order  to  give  an  organization  for 
public  worship  legal  rights,  and  to  impose  on 
it  legal  obligations  as  a  corporate  body,  there 
must  be  a  special  law  declaring  its  existence, 
or  there  must  be  an  incorporation  under  the 
provisions  of  the  general  law  relating  to  reli- 
gious societies."  And  in  Hardin  v.  Second  Bap- 
tist Chvrch,  51  Mich.  187,  47  Am.  Rep.  555. 
Judge  Cooley  said:  *'The  church  is  not  incor- 
porated, and  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
the  temporalities.  It  does  not  control  the 
properly  or  the  trustees;  it  can  receive  nobody 
into  the  society  and  can  expel  nobody  from  it. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  corporation  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  church  except  as  it  provides 
for  the  church  wants.  It  cannot  alter  the 
church  faith  or  covenant,  it  cannot  receive 
members,  it  cannot  expel  members.  It  can- 
not prevent  the  church  from  receiving  or 
expelling  whomsoever  that  body  shall  see 
fit  to  receive  or  expel."  In  SiUby  v.  Barlow, 
16  Gray,  829,  it  was  said  that  ''churches 
are  not  corporate  bodies,  and  commonly 
have  no  occasion  lor  the  exercise  of  cor- 
porate powers."  Kynett  and  Cotton,  in  their 
work  on  Churches  and  Other  Religious  Socie- 
ties, say  that  "these  two  bodies,  namelv,  the 
religious  corporation  and  the  church,  although 
one  may  exist  within  the  pale  of  the  other,  are 
tn  no  respect  correlative.  The  objects  and  in- 
terests of  the  one  are  moral  and  spiritual;  the 
other  deals  exclusively  with  things  temporal 
and  material.  Each  as  a  body  is  entirely  in- 
dependent and  free  from  any  direct  control  or 
interference  by  the  other.  .  .  .  The  church 
by  the  nature  of  its  organization  may  be  en- 
tirely independent  of  other  ecclesiastical  asso- 
ciations, or  may  hp  a  subordinate  part  of  some 
general  organization  or  denomination  in  which 
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there  are  superior  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  with 
general  and  ultimate  i>ower  of  control,  more  or 
less  complete,  in  some  superior  judicature,  over 
the  whole  membership  of  the  general  organiza- 
tion." These  citations  show  the  danger  of  an 
attempt  to  take  jtidicial  notice  of  what  the 
civil  rights  of  the  Holv  Roman  Catholic  Church 
are,  and  emphasize  the  necessity  of  allegationa 
in  the  complaint  as  the  basis  of  evidence  upon 
the  subject. 

We  have  no  statute  to  guide  us  upon  the  as- 
sumptioi)  that,  bv  implication,  it  is  part  of  the 
complaint.  If.  instead  of  the  Holy  Roman 
Catholic  Church,  the  pleader  had  made  use  of 
an  abstract  term  or  a  name  that  might  be  ap- 
plied to  various  organizations,  incorporated  or 
voluntary,  the  complaint  would  have  had  the 
same  eflfect  as  a  pleading  that  it  now  has.  If, 
wherever  the  word  "church"  appears,  by  its 
full  name  or  otherwise,  a  mere  abstraction  had 
been  used,  as,  for  the  sake  of  ilhistration,  the 
letter  "X,"  the  complaint  would  then  allege 
that  by  virtue  of  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
"X"  the  defendant  assumed  certain  obligations 
and  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  certain 
rights,  yet  no  one  would  seriously  contend  that 
such  allegations  constituted  a  cause  of  action. 
The  defendant  cannot  be  held  liable  on  the  con- 
tracts of  his  predecessor,  unless  he  has  ex- 
pressly agreed  in  proper  form  and  for  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  to  become  liable  thereupon. 
An  agreement  by  one  person  to  become  liable 
for  the  debts  of  another  must  be  an  express 
promise  in  writing,  and  cannot  arise  by  impli- 
cation from  the  fact  of  membership  in  an  or- 
ganization having  rules  to  that  effect.  The  per- 
sonal contracts  of.  a  bishop  are  the  same  as 
those  of  a  layman,  so  far  as  their  form,  force, 
and  effect  are  concerned.  This  is  true  of  his 
engagements  as  trustee.  The  same  evidence  is 
required  to  constitute  a  '*church  trust,"  and  to- 
bind  a  bishop  as  trustee  thereof,  as  would  be 
required  in  the  case  of  a  layman  alleged  to  be 
a  trustee,  under  like  circumstances.  The  mere 
receipt  of  property  by  one  person  alleged  to- 
be  the  trustee  of  such  a  trust,  under  the  will  of 
another  person  alleged  to  have  been  the  pre- 
ceding trustee  thereof,  forms  no  consideration 
for  a  promise  subsequently  made  by  the  former, 
as  an  individual,  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  third 
persons.  No  promise  in  any  form  is  alleged  to- 
have  been  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but  simply  a  general  promise,  made  to  the 
church,  as  we  read  the  complaint,  by  virtue  of 
its  rules  and  regulations.  The  promise  could 
not  have  been  made  to  Bishop  Loughlin,  for 
he  was  not  alive  when  it  is  said  to  have  been 
made.  A  promise  made  to  pay  the  personal 
debts  of  the  deceased  bisbopout  of  trust  funds 
could  not  be  enforced,  as  it  would  be  a  misap* 
propriation.  If,  as  alleged.  Bishop  Loughlin 
was  individually  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  hia 
salary,  that  individual  liability  could  be  en- 
forced against  his  individual  estate  by  the  usual 
procedure  against  his  personal  representatives. 
We  find  no  trust  set  forth  that  is  capable  of  en- 
forcement, but  simply  a  moral  obligation,  de- 
pendent entirely  upon  the  integrity  of  the 
bishop.  For  aught  that  appears,  the  church  at 
large  depends  wholly  upon  moral  power  to 
carry  on  its  functions,  without  appeahng  to  the 
civil  authorities  for  aid,  either  through  the 
legislature  or  the  courts.  The  complaint  alleges- 
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BO  common- law,  equf table,  or  statutory  cause 
of  actioD.  If  all  averments  relatini;  to  the 
rules  and  regulaifoDS  of  the  cbarch  were 
stricken  out,  nothing  of  substance  would  re- 
main upon  which  the  defendant  could  be  held 
liable.  No  force  can  be  given  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  as  alleged,  because  there  Is  no  alle- 
gation as  to  the  civil  standing,  position,  or 
rights  of  the  body  that  is  supposed  to  have 
made  them.  Even  if  an  express  promise  had 
been  made  by  the  deceased  bishop,  as  an  indi- 
vidual, to  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  a  promise 
implied  from  the  usages  of  the  church,  there 
would  have  been  do  consideration  to  support 
an  agreement  by  the  defendant,  as  an  individ- 
ual, to  carry  out  the  promise  made  by  his 
predecessor.  The  receipt  of  trust  property  by 
him.  as  trustee,  constitutes  no  consideration  for 
an  in«ti vidua!  promise.  In  other  words,  the 
defendant  cannot  be  held  liable  as  trustee  of 
the  church  to  use  trust  funds  to  pay  the  indi- 
vidual debts  of  Bishop  Loughlin,  for  that 
would  be  an  unlawful  use  of  trust  funds,  and 
he  cannot  be  held  liable  as  an  individual  to 
pay  those  debts  for  the  want  of  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration and  an  express  promise  in  proper 
form. 

The  claim  of  the  respondent,  that  the  bishop 
individually  is  the  employer  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  liable  as  such  for  his  compensation,  is 
not  sustained  by  the  complaint.  The  legal  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant  is  not  alleged, 
either  expressly  or  impliedly;  for,  according  to 
the  complaint,  the  bishop,  as  such,  holds  the 
property  of  the  church  in  trust,  and  has  the 
power  to  assign  priests  to  duty,  but  is  liable  as 
an  individual,  and  not  as  trustee,  for  the  serv- 
ices of  the  priests  upon  such  assignments,  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  church,  and  not 
through  his  personal  promise.  Obviously  this 
relation  is  in  no  sense  that  of  master  and  serv- 
ant, but  that  of  an  ecclesiastical  superior  and 
inferior,  with  an  alleged  obligation  arising 
from  the  laws  of  the  church  on  the  part  of  the 
former  to  become  personally  liable  for  the 
services  rendered  by  the  latter  to  the  church. 
The  relation  of  priest  and  congregation  is  not 
involved,  but  that  of  priest  and  bishop. 

This  subject  was  considered  in  TuiggY,  Sfiee- 
han,  101  Pa.  868,  47  Am.  Rep.  727,  where  a 

{)riest  sued  his  bishop  for  salary,  and  the  canon 
aw  bearing  on  the  organization  of  the  church 
and  the  relation  of  tbe  priesthood  and  the 
bishops  was  before  the  court  The  trial  court 
found  that  tbe  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  salary 
of  $800  per  year  under  the  common  law  of  the 
church,  which  guaranteed  him  a  support  when 
be  was  ordained  as  priest.  The  supreme  court, 
however,  held  that,  while  the  organic  law  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  was  to  the  effect  that 
the  church  was  bound  to  provide  a  decent  sup- 
port for  its  priests,  this  did  not  constitute  an 
implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  bishop  of 
the  diocese  to  support  the  priests  therein;  that 
no  priest,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  con- 
tract, could  bring  assumpsit  against  his  bishop 
for  an  amount  sufficient  to  decently  support 
him;  and  that  the  relation  between  a  Roman 
Catholic  bishop  and  priest  is  not  that  of  hirer 
and  hired  or  principal  and  sgent.  In  deriding 
ihe  case  the  court  ssiiJ:  '*The  plaintiff  al- 
leges that  tbe  law  of  his  church  creates  a  duty 
from  which  spriDgs  an  implied  contract  on  the 
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part  of  the  bishop  to  support  him  so  long  as  be 
remained  a  priest  of  the  diocese,  and  was  not 
convicted  of  any  offense  or  suspended  from 
bis  priestly  functions.  Is  this  position  sound? 
The  obvious  test  is  to  reverse  the  position,  and 
treat  this  as  a  suit  by  tbe  bishop  to  recover 
damages  from  the  plaintiff  for  a  failure  to  per- 
form his  priestly  functions,  or  any  duty  pre- 
scribed by  his  ordination  vows.  No  one  will 
contend  that  such  a  suit  could  be  maintained. 
The  plaintiff  can  lay  down  his  office  and  its 
duties  at  pleasure.  For  doing  so  he  could  onlv 
be  visited  with  ecclesiastical  censure,  and  such 
punishment,  if  any,  as  the  canons  of  the  church 

{)rescribe.  The  bishop  would  have  no  remedy 
n  the  courts  of  law.  It  will  thus  be  seen  tha* 
there  is  no  mutuality.  .  .  .  It  would  be  doing  a 
wrong  to  the  Catholic  Church,  and  degrade  its 
priesthood  from  their  high  position,  were  we 
to  hold  that  the  relation  between  the  bishop 
and  his  priest  was  that  of  hirer  or  hired,  or 
employer  and  employee.  The  moving  consid- 
eration in  such  contracts  is  the  pecuniary  ad- 
vantages flowing  from  the  relation.  When  a 
priest  dedicates  his  life  to  the  church,  and  takes 
upon  himself  the  vows  of  obedience  to  its  laws, 
he  is  presumed  to  be  actuated  by  a  higher 
principle  than  the  hope  of  gain.  Where  he 
has  an  actual  contract  with  bis  congregation  or 
his  bishop  for  a  salary,  it  may  be  enforced  as 
any  other  contract;  but  where  he  relies  upon 
the  duty  of  his  church  to  support  him,  he  must 
invoke  the  aid  of  the  church  if  he  seeks  re- 
dress." In  Rote  V.  Vertin,  46  Mich.  457,  41 
Am.  Rep.  174,  it  was  held  that  a  bishop  is  not 
liable  for  the  salary  of  a  priest  whom  he  has 
engaged,  and  that  they  are  fellow  servants  of 
the  church,  for  which  the  bishop  acts  merely 
as  a  superior  agent,  and  not  as  a  principal.  Tha 
learned  Justices  united  in  saying  that  'Mh» 
bishop  was  the  priest's  superior,  and  according^ 
to  the  established  order  of  things  in  the  econ- 
omy of  the  church  government,  regulating  th» 
degrees  of  subordination  and  the  methods  of 
administration,  it  was  the  province  of  the- 
bishop  to  designate  the  place  for  the  priest  ta 
exercise  his  functions,  and  prescribe,  under 
certain  limitations,  the  rules  and  precepts  for 
his  guidance  and  control.  But  both  were 
common  servants  of  the  church,  and  the  serv- 
ice of  the  priest  was  not  a  service  for  the 
bishop,  nor  was  the  bishop,  in  respect  to  the 
employment,  a  principal.  .  .  .  Men  are 
constantly  going  into  positions  under  appoint- 
ment by  superior  agents,  and  where  no  lia- 
bility for  compensation  rests  on  the  employ- 
ing agent,  and  the  means  of  payment,  if  they 
come  at  all,  are  to  come  from  another 
source.  Cases  of  illustration  are  infinite. 
They  abound  in  business  operations,  and 
marked  instances  may  be  seen  in  the  great 
missionary  enterprises  which  are  carried  on. 
No  one  supposes  the  existence  of  a  legal 
liability  on  tbe  part  of  the  appointing 
agency."  In  First  Soa.  of  M.  E.  Church  v. 
mark,  41  Mich.  780,  737.  it  was  declared  that, 
''where  there  is  no  incorporation,  those  who 
deal  with  the  church  must  trust  for  the  per- 
formance of  civil  obligations  to  the  honor  and 
good  faith  of  the  members."  See  also  Hoff- 
man, £cc.  Law,  141,  145;  Andrews,  Church 
Law,  4,  67;  Humph.  Church  Law,  2.  62. 
Without  prolonging  the  discussion,   we  an 


976 


New  York  Coubt  of  Afpbals. 


nounce  as  our  codcIusiod  that  the  oomplaiot 
does  not  set  forth  a  cause  of  action,  ana  that 
for  this  reason  the  third  defense  pleaded  iD 
the  answer  is  sufficient,  for,  when  the  com- 
plaint is  defective,  the  answer  is  not  demur- 
rable. Baxter  v.  MeDonneU,  164N.T.  482, 436. 
It  U  th9refore  our  duty  to  reverse  the  judg 
ments  of  the  courts  below,  and  to  overrule  the 
demurrer  to  the  third  defense  set  up  in  the 
answer,  with  costs,  and,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  answer  the  question  certified,  as 
to  the  insufflciencj  of  said  defense,  in  the  neg- 
ative. 

Haiffht*  J.,  concurring: 

I  thmk  that  the  question  submitted  to  us, 
namely,  whether  the  third  defense  interposed 
by  the  defendant  is  good  in  law  upon  its  face 
to  constitute  a  defense,  should  be  directlv  de- 
cided. It  is  true  that,  where  there  is  a  defect 
in  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  he  is  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  assail  the  sufficiency  of  his  opponent's 
answer.  But  the  defendant  may  waive  defects 
in  the  complaint  by  omitting  to  call  attention 
to  them,  or  in  not  having  questions  with  refer- 
ence thereto  certified  to  this  court  to  be 
answered.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  190,  subd.  2. 
The  plaintiff  does  not  count  upon  any  express 
agreement  or  contract,  but  upon  a  claim 
founded  wholly  upon  church  laws  or  customs. 
The  defense  is  that  the  plaintiff  himself,  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  brought 
suit  against  the  defendant  for  the  same  cause 
in  the  metropolitan  court  of  the  diocese,  that 
being  an  ecclesiastical  court  possessing  juris- 
diction as  such  over  the  parties  and  ibe  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  controversy;  that  the  cause 
was  duly  heard  in  that  court  and  decided. 
The  precise  question  is  whether  such  a  defense 
to  such  a  cause  of  action  or  claim  is  good  in 
law.  Judge  Bradley,  in  the  court  below,  con- 
ceded that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  by  the 
determination  of  that  tribunal  so  far  as  related 
to  the  matter  of  discipline  and  ecclesiastical 
rules,  laws,  and  customs  of  church  govern- 
ment; and,  when  rights  of  property  are  de- 
pendent upon  the  questions  of  doctrine,  dis- 
cipline, or  church  government,  the  civil  court 
will  treat  the  determination  made  in  the  high- 
est tribunal  within  the  church  as  controlling. 
Watson  V.  Jones,  13  Wall.  679,  20  L.  ed.  666; 
Vojinitt  V.  Reformed  Prot.  Dutch  ChurcJi,  54 
N.  Y.  551. 

But  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  that  tribunal 
did  not  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  other 
civil  and  temporal  rights.  We  need  not  ques 
tion  this  rule.  As  we  have  seen,  the  plaintiff 
has  alleged  no  express  contract.  He  claims 
under  some  custom  or  law  of  the  church  that  | 
be  should  be  paid  a  salary,  as  a  priest,  of  |1,000 , 
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per  year,  by  the  bishop.  Here  the  plaintiff 
asks  the  civil  courts  to  examine  and  pass  upon 
questions  growing  out  of  his  relations  to  the 
church  and  the  bishop,  as  one  of  the  priests  of 
the  diocese.  In  such  a  case,  when  it  appears 
that  the  whole  controversy  has  onoe  been  sub- 
mitted by  the  parties  to  the  ecclesiastical  tri- 
bunal which  the  church  itself  has  organized 
for  that  purpose,  the  civil  courts  are  justified 
in  refusing  to  proceed  any  further.  The  de- 
cision of  the  church  judicatory  may  and  should 
then  be  treated  as  a  bar  to  the  action  and  a 
good  defense  in  law.  When  an  individual 
joins  an  incorporated  club  or  legally  organized 
body  with  power  to  make  laws  and  rules  for 
its  own  government  and  for  the  regulation  of 
the  conduct  of  its  members,  the  member  be- 
comes bound  by  those  laws  and  rules,  and  a 
decision  by  the  body  or  a  duly  constituted 
committee,  proceeding  according  to  judicial 
forms,  touching  his  rights  or  relations  as  a 
member,  is  binding  upon  the  courts.  A  priest 
or  minister  of  any  church,  by  assuming  that 
relation,  necessarily  subjects  his  conduct  in 
that  capacity  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  the 
ecclesiastical  body  from  which  he  derives  his 
office  and  in  whose  name  he  exercises  his  func- 
tions; and  when  he  submits  questions  concern- 
ing his  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  as  such 
priest  or  minister  to  the  proper  church  judica- 
tory, and  they  have  been  heard  and  decided 
according  to  the  prescribed  forms,  such  deci- 
sion is  binding  upon  him  and  will  be  respected 
by  the  civil  courts.  The  decisions  of  the 
courts  in  this  country  are  substantially  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  view.  HahUr  t.  Prod- 
uce Exchange,  149  N.  Y.  414;  People,  Johruon, 
V.  New  York  Produce  Exchange,  149  N.  Y.  401; 
(ynarav.  Stack,  90  Pa  477;  Stack  v.  (TBara. 
98  Pa.  218;  Tuiog  v.  S/iee/ian,  lOl  Pa  863,  47 
Am.  Rep.  727;  Kerr^e  Appeal,  89  Pa.  97;  Boie 
V.  Vertin,  46  Mich.  467.  41  Am.  Rep.  174; 
Chase  v.  Clieney,  58  111.  609, 11  Am.  Rep.  95; 
People,  Meads,  v.  MeDonough,  8  App.  Div.  691. 
He  can  always  insist,  of  course,  that  his 
civil  or  property  rights  as  an  individual  or 
citizen  shall  be  determined  according  to  the 
law  of  the  land :  but  his  relations,  rights,  and 
obligations  arising  from  his  position  as  a  mem- 
ber of  some  religious  body  may  be  determined 
according  to  the  laws  and  procedure  enacted 
by  that  £>dy  for  such  purpose.  The  question 
should  be  answered  in  the  negative,  and  the 
judgment  reversed,  and  the  demurrer  over- 
ruled, with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien,  and  Bart- 
lett*  JJ.,  concur  with  both  opinions.  Mar- 
tin, J.,  concurs  with  Vann»  J.,  Grayt  J., 

absent. 
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OKLAHOMA  AGRICULTURAL  AND  ME- 
CHANICAL COLLEGE,   Plff.  in  Err.. 
f>, 
Charles  F.  WILfJS  et  al. 

(Okla.) 

*The  Afirricultiiral  ajid  Mechanical  CM- 
le^e*  which  to  strictly  a  public  or  quasi  oorpo- 
ratlon,  created  and  extotlng  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  cannot, 
in  the  absence  of  express  statutory  authority 
therefor,  be  sued,  and  no  such  authority  ezl8t«1n 
this  territory;  hence  said  institution  cannot  be 
sned. 

(February  12, 1806.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Payne 
County  to  review  a  jud^nneut  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
contract  price  of  labor  and  materials  furnished 
by  plaintiffs  to  defendant     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  C.  A.  Galbraith,  Attorney  General, 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mesm.  King;  A  Hntto  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Keatont  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Several  assignments  of  error  are  urged  by 
counsel,  but,  under  our  view  of  this  case,  it  is 
not  only  unnecessary,  but  would  be  improper, 
for  us  to  pass  upon  any  of  the  assignments  ar- 
gued. The  judgment  complained  of,  omitting 
certain  formal  parts,  is  as  follows:  ''It  is 
therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  by  the  court 
that  the  plaintiffs.  Charles  F.  Willis  and  W. 
R.  Bradford,  have  and  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  Oklahoma  Agricultural  and  Mechan- 
ical College,  the  3um  of  six  hundred  ten  and 
^  dollars,  and  that  the  same  bear  interest  at 
the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  from  this 

date,  and  for  the  further  sum  of dollars 

as  the  cost  of  this  suit;  and  thereon  let  execu- 
tion issue  after  thirty  days  from  this  date, — to 
all  of  which  the  defendant  excepts." 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  that,  as  there  is  no 
statute  of  this  territory  expressly  authorizing 
the  issuance  of  executions  against  the  property 
of  public  corporations,  no  execution  can  run 
against  such  property;  and  we  think  there  is 
much  force  in  this  contention,  although  the 
authorities  thereon  are  very  much  divided. 
3  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  576.  But,  al- 
though the  position  has  not  been  urged,  or 
even  referred  to.  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error.  I  am  convinced  that  we  must  go  further, 
and  hold  that  no  action  can  be  maintained 
against  the  defendant,  for  the  reason  that  there  j 
is  no  statute  authorizing  it  to  sue  or  be  sued. 
That  defendant  is  a  public  corporation  under 
the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  there 
can  be  no  doubt.  Section  143,  Okla.  Stat. 
1893,    provides:    "The   institution   shall   be 
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known  as  the  Oklahoma  Agricultural  and  Me- 
chanical College,  and  shall  be  an  institution 
corporate  under  the  laws  of  Oklahoma;  and 
the  government  and  management  thereof  is 
hereby  vested  in  a  board  of  regents,  to  be 
known  as  the  'Agricultural  and  Mechanical 
College  Board  of  Regents.' "  In  addition  to 
the  foregoing  express  provision,  said  college  is 
to  be  supported  entirely  from  public  funds, 
and  is  under  the  direct  and  almost  immediate 
control  of  the  territorial  legislature.  See 
§§  151.  159.  B85-387,  889,  Id. 

The  question  of  whether  or  not  defendant 
can  be  sued,  being  a  jurisdictional  one,  must  be 
first  determined.although  not  specifically  called 
to  our  attention;  and,  as  we  hold  that  no  suit  can 
be  maintained  against  said  defendant,  any  opin- 
ions which  we  might  express  upon  the  points 
argued  by  counsel  would  be  mere  dicta;  hence 
we  confine  this  opinion  to  the  one  proposition 
necessary  for  a  decision  of  the  cause.  In  the 
celebrated  case  of  Dartmouth  CoLiege  v.  Wood- 
ward, Chief  Justice  Marshall,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  uses  the 
followinff  language:  "That  education  is  an 
object  of  national  concern,  and  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  legislation,  all  admit.  That  there  may 
be  an  institution,  founded  by  government,  and 
placed  entirely  under  Wa  immediate  control, 
the  officers  of  which  would  be  public  officers, 
amenable  exclusively  to  government,  none  will 
deny."  And  in  the  same  case  Justice  Story, 
in  a  very  able  concurring  opinion  says:  "Pub- 
lic corporations  are  generally  esteemed  such 
as  exist  for  public'political  purposes  only,  such 
as  towns,  cities,  parishes,  and  counties,  and  in 
many  respects  they  are  so,  although  they  in- 
volve some  private  interests;  but,  strictly 
speaking,  public  corporations  are  such  only  as 
are  founded  by  the  government  for  public 
purposes,  where  the  whole  interests  belong 
also  to  the  government."  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L. 
ed.  629.  It  will  be  readily  observed  that  de- 
fendant is  strictly  a  public  or  quasi  corpora- 
tion. The  members  of  its  managing  board 
(board  of  regents)  are  public  officers,  appointed 
by  the  governor  and  legislative  council  of  the 
territory;  their  terms  of  office  and  compensa- 
tion for  services  performed  being  definitely 
fixed  by  statute.  Stat.  1893,  §§  148,  150.  In 
fact,  as  before  stated,  it  is  strictly  and  entirely 
a  territorial  institution,  having  been  created  by 
legislative  enactment  for  public  purposes  only, 
being  managed  and  controlled  exclusively  by 
and  under  legislative  authority,  and  deriving 
its  whole  support  from  public  funds. 

As  to  the  distinctions  between  public  and 
private  corporations,  and  between  the  different 
classes  of  public  corporations,  it  is  said  by  an 
eminent  text-writer  that  "all  corporations  in- 
tended as  agencies  in  the  administration  of 
civil  government  are  public,  as  distinguished 
from  private,  corporations.  Thus,  an  incor- 
porated school  district  or  county,  as  well  as 
city,  is  a  public  corporation;  but  the  school 
district  or  county,  properly  speaking,  is  not, 
while  the  city  is,  a  municipal  corporation.    All 


NOTB.— As  to  the  nature  of  Incorporated  Instl- 1  also  Lane  v.  Minnesota  State  Ajrri.  Soc.  iMlnn.>  29 
tutions  belonffinfr  to  the  state,  see  noU  to  State,    L.  B.  A.  706;  Sterling   v.  Besrenti  of  University 
Little,  V.  Board  of  Regents  (Kan.)  29  L.  &  A.  878;  I  (Miob.)  84  L.  R.  A.  IfiO. 
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mnnicipal  corporatioDs  are  public  bodies, 
created  for  civil  or  political  purposes;  but  all 
civil,  political,  or  public  corporations  are  Dot, 
in  the  proper  use  of  language,  municipal  cor- 
porations. The  phrase  'municipal  corpora- 
tions,' in  the  contemplation  of  this  treatise,  has 
reference  to  incorporated  villages,  towns,  and 
cities,  with  power  of  local  administration,  as 
distinguished  from  other  public  corporations, 
such  as  counties  and  quasi  corporations." 
1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  22.  See  also  Id. 
^^  23-26;  Hamilton  County  Comrs,  v.  Mighels, 
7  Ohio  St.  109;  Finch  v.  Toledo  Bd.  of  Edu. 
80  Ohio  St.  87,  27  Am.  Rep.  414;  Manuel  v. 
Cvmberlind  County  Comrs.  98  N.  C.  9;  Do^dall 
T.  OlmsUd  County,  80  Minn.  96,  44  Am.  Rep. 
185;  Eastman  v.  Clackamas  Co.  82  Fed.  Rep. 
24.  In  Finch  v.  TuUdo  Bd,  of  Edu.  80  Ohio 
St.  87.  27  Am.  Rep.  414,  it  is  said:  "City  and 
village  school  districts  constitute  a  part  of  the 
state  policy  in  promoting  and  fostering  com- 
mon schools,  and  have  Income  state  agencies 
in  the  school  system  of  education  contemplated 
in  the  Constitution.  .  .  .  Owing  to  the 
very  limited  number  of  corporate  powers  con- 
ferred on  them,  boards  of  education  rank  low 
in  the  grade  of  corporate  existence,  and  hence 
are  properly  denominated  'quasi  corporations.' 
This  designation  distinguishes  this  grade  of 
corporations  from  municipal  corporations, 
such  as  cities  and  towns,  acting  under  charters 
or  incorporating  statutes,  which  are  vested 
with  more  extended  powers  and  a  larger  meas- 
ure of  corporate  life.  This  superior  grade, 
from  the  nature  of  their  organization,  benefits 
received,  and  power  to  raise  needed  funds,  are 
held  responsible  by  the  common  law,  for  pri- 
vate personal  in  juries  caused  by  their  own  neg- 
ligence, or  that  of  their  servants,  while  the  in- 
ferior grade  of  public  quasi  corporations  are 
liable  for  damages  resulting  from  their  negli- 
gence, only  where  made  so  by  express  legisla- 
tion. This  grade  includes  the  defendant.  It 
possesses  but  limited  powers  and  a  small  cor- 
porate life, — a  corporation  in  some  sense  politi- 
cal, but  in  no  sense  a  municipal,  corporation." 
As  already  seen,  the  various  sections  of  the 
acts  creating  and  locating  this  institution,  and 
authorizing  the  issuance  of  bonds  and  the  levy- 
ing of  taxes  for  the  erection  and  support  thereof, 
provide  how,  by  whom,  and  for  what  purposes 
all  the  funds  appropriated  for  its  use  shall  be 
disposed  of.  While  §  147,  Stat.  1898.  author- 
izes it  to  take  title  to  real  estate,  make  con- 
tracts, locate  and  erect  buildings,  "and  do  all 
things  necessary  to  make  the  college  effective 
as  an  educational  institution,"  yet  it  does  not 
follow,  from  the  granting  of  these  powers, 
that  the  corporation  can  be  sued.  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  authority  therefor,  it 
is  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  adhered  to 
by  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  American  states, 
that  no  suit  can  be  brought — much  less,  ex- 
ecution issue — against  a  corporation  which 
is  strictly  public,  generally  called  a  "quasi 
municipal  corporation,'*  such  as  a  county, 
Bchool  district,  or  road  district.  "In  this 
case  a  sovereign  is  one  of  the  contracting 
parties;  for  the  government  of  the  county  of 
Contra  Costa  is  a  portion  of  the  state  govern- 
ment, and,  as  against  a  sovereisrn,  there  are  no 
remedies  except  such  as  the  sovereign,  in  the 
exercise  of  that  good  faith  by  which  all  gov- 
40  L.  R  A. 


ernments  are  presumed  to  be  actuated,  may 
accord.  The  state  government,  neither  in  its 
general  nor  its  local  capacity,  can  be  sued  by 
her  creditors,  or  made  amenable  to  judicial 
process,  except  by  her  own  consent.  Her 
creditors  must  rely  solely  upon  her  good  faith, 
as  to  the  time,  mode,and  measure  of  payment. 
.  .  .  At  the  time  the  contract  was  made 
between  Oilman  and  the  state,  as  repre- 
sented in  the  local  government  of  Contra 
Costa  county,  no  remedies,  in  a  judicial  sense, 
existed  either  against  the  state  or  county. 
.  .  .  The  subsequent  passage  of  the  act  by 
which  persons  holding  claims  against  counties 
were  allowed  to  sue  them,  when  such  claims 
were  rejected  by  the  county  government,  did 
not  at  all  improve  the  condition  of  Oilman  or 
his  assignee  in  this  respect,  nor  add  to  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  state  or  county  to  pay  his  claim. 
A  judgment,  under  that  act,  against  a  county, 
only  had  the  effect  of  converting  a  disputed 
into  an  audited  claim.  .  .  .  Beyond  the  entry 
of  judgment  the  judiciary  were  not  author- 
ized to  proceed,  and  hence  in  respect  to  pay- 
ment. Oilman  and  his  assignee  had  no  higher 
claim  after  he  obtained  his  iudgment  than  be- 
fore, and,  as  before,  was  still  dependent  upon 
the  good  faith  of  the  state.  His  remedy— if 
remedy  it  may  be  called — still  lay  in  the  vol- 
untary exercise  of  the  taxing  power  by  the 
state.  In  other  words,  the  state,  by  reason  of 
her  sovereignty,  still  held  control  of  the  ques- 
tion oC  payment  as  to  all  its  incidents  of 
time,  mode,  and  measure."  Sharp  v.  Contra 
Costa  County,  84  Cal.  284;  Oilman  y.  Contra 
Costa  County,  8  Cal.  62,  48  Am.  Dec.  290; 
Emerie  v.  Oilman,  10  Cal.  404.  70  Am.  Dec. 
742;  Hunsaker  v.  Borden,  5  Cal.  288.  63  Am. 
Dea  180.  '•  Counties  being  merely  parts  of 
the  state  government,  they  partnke  of  the 
state's  immunity  from  liability.  The  state  is 
not  liable,  except  by  its  own  consent;  and  so 
the  county  is  exempt  from  liability,  unless 
the  state  has  consented.  Counties  are  not 
liable  to  implied  common-law  liabilities  as 
municipal  corporations  are."  4  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  859;  Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks, 
111  U.  8.  400.  28  L.  ed.  470.  "  As  has  been 
already  stated,  the  county  is  a  creation  of  the 
legislature  and  a  part  of  the  sovereign  gov- 
ernment, and  as  such  it  cannot  be  sued  except 
by  the  consent  of  the  state.  Therefore  persons 
dealing  with  a  county,  for  whose  liabilities  the 
legislature  has  provided  no  means  of  enforce- 
ment, must  rely  wholly  upon  its  good  faith, 
or  they  must  seek  a  remedy  by  application  to 
the  legislature"  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  869,  and  cases  cited  in  notes  4-6.  In  Rusch 
v.  Davenport,  6  Iowa,  448,  doubt  was  ex- 
pressed whether  in  this  state,  and  under  our 
statutes,  a  road  district  could  sue  or  be  sued  as 
a  corporation.  .  .  .  We  have  no  law  de- 
claring that  each  district  shall  constitute  or 
be  a  l^y  corporate,  capable  of  suing  and  be- 
ing sued.  Nor  is  there  any  statute  giving 
them  the  power  to  sue,  or  making  them  liable 
to  a  civil  action.  It  is  provided  that  each 
road  district  shall  be  responsible  for  all  dam- 
ages sustained  by  any  person  io  consequence 
of  defects  in  the  roads  and  bridges  in  said 
districts.  .  .  .  Beyond  this,  there  is  nothing  U 
indicate  that  they  are  to  be  treated  as  corpora- 
tions; nor  is  there  any  provision  as  to  how  they 
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are  to  be  made  responsible  for  the  damages 
sustained  in  consequence  of  defects  in  roads 
and  bridges.  Under  such  circumstances,  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  a  road  district  cannot 
become  a  party  in  a  court  of  justice  in  this 
state,  as  a  corporation,  quasi  or  otherwise." 
White  V.  Boad  Dist.  No,  1, 9  Iowa,  202. 

It  seemingly  needs  no  argument  to  show 
that  the  public  educational  institutions  of  a 
state  are  as  much  a  part  of  its  sovereign tv 
as  are  its  counties.  If  defendant  can  be  sued, 
so  can  all  the  other  territorial  educational  in- 
stitutions. The  established  rule  of  law,  as 
well  as  the  civil  political  policy  of  almost 
every  state  in  the  Union,  forbid  such  suits,  and 
we  have  no  disposition  to  vary  this  rule,  which 
is  so  well  founded  both  in  reason  and  authority, 
so  as  to  except  therefrom  the  young,  though 
thriving,  educational  institutions  of  this  terri- 
tory. To  hold  that  these  institutions  can  be 
sued,  and  the  property  held  by  them  for  the 
most  important  of  all  public  purposes  seized 
under  execution,  attachment,  and  other  such 
process,  would  be  to  greatly  impede  their 
progress  and  usefulness,  while  it  has  ever  been 
the  policy  of  our  people,  through  their  legis- 
lative assemblies,  to  foster  and  encoursge  them 
in  every  proper  way.  The  obligations  of  the 
defendant  in  the  case  at  bar  are  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  territory  (|^  185,  hereinbefore 
cited):  and  to  the  territory  its  creditors  must 
look  for  payment,  where  there  is  no  fund  ap- 

fropriated  for  the  payment  of  their  claims, 
f  a  fund  exists  for  the  payment  of  any  just 
claim  against  defendant,  and  the  board  of 
regents  refuse  to  audit  same.  I  have  no  doubt 
but  that  the  creditor  can  maintain  an  action  in 
mandamus  to  compel  the  board  to  pass  upon 
and  properly  audit  such  claim.  Probably  this 
board  could  be  so  compelled  to  audit  such  a 
demand,  even  though  no  fund  existed  out  of 
which  it  could  be  paid;  but,  in  this  event,  if 
his  claim  should  be  allowed,  the  claimant 
would  have  to  look  to  the  legislative  power  of 
the  territory  for  payment.  People,  McCauley, 
V.  Brooks^  16  Cal.  U. 

A  similar  question  to  the  one  under  consider- 
ation was  decided  in  Drake  v.  Oskaloom  Normal 
School,  11  Iowa,  54,  wherein  the  plaintiff  sued 
the  board  of  trustees  of  the*  normal  school  at 


Oskaloosa,  in  their  corporate  capacity,  "for 
work  and  labor  done,  and  materials  furnished 
in  and  about  the  erection  of  a  house  for  the 
use  of  said  school;"  and  the  trial  court  sus- 
tained a  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  petition, 
which  ruling  was  affirmed  on  appeal,— both 
courts  holding  that  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained  against  the  defendant  as  a  corpo- 
ration. In  passing  upon  the  question  pre- 
sented in  that  case,  the  supreme  court  says, 
in  part,  the  following:  "To  hold  that,  under 
such  circumstances,  plaintiff  could  maintain 
this  action  against  defendant  named,  would 
be  in  effect  to  disregard  the  general  laws  of 
the  state,  upon  the  subject  of  corporations, 
whether  for  pecuniary  benefit  or  otherwise. 
There  is  no  provision  of  law  anywhere  that 
either  expressly  or  by  implication  recognizes 
the  defendant  sued  in  this  case  as  a  body 
capable  of  suing  or  being  sued.  ...  If 
it  is  asked.  Has  the  plaintiff  no  remedy?  we 
answer  that  we  only  determine  that  he  has 
none  against  the  defendant  as  named  in  this 
record.  It  may  be  tbst  the  persons  contracting 
with  him  may  be  liable  to  him  as  individuals, 
or  that  he  must  look  for  compensation  or  aid 
to  the  lawmaking  power  of  the  state,  or  the 
liberality  of  the  friends  of  education,  and  espe- 
cially those  disposed  to  encourage  the  school 
named.  None  of  these  questions  do  we  un- 
dertake to  determine." 

In  the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states  is 
found  a  provision,  under  the  general  bead  of 
"  Corporations,"  authorizing  all  public  cor- 
porations to  sue  and  be  sued, unless  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  laws  creating  them  an^ 
providing  for  their  management  and  control. 
The  statutes  of  Oklahoma  contain  no  such 
general  provision,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is 
provided  that  "public  corporations  are  formed 
or  organized  for  the  government  of  a  portion 
of  the  territory.  Such  corporations  are  regu- 
lated by  local  statute."  Stat.  1893.  §  925. 
For  the  reasons  stated,  the  judgment  of  the  Di9- 
trict  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  that  same  be  dismissed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  Dale*  Ch. 
J.,  who  presided  at  the  trial  of  the  case  below, 
and  takes  no  part  in  this  decision. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Stewart  Spearman  MACK,  by  Guardian  ad 
Litem,  Bespt, 

V, 

SOUTH  BOUND  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
Appt. 


Barnett  Salley  MACK,  Retpt., 

9. 

SAME,  Appt. 

i 8.  C. ) 

1*   Evidence  mm  to  the  fiLilare  to  igive 
•tatQtorjr  a^gntilm  at  road  orosslngs  is  ad- 


miflfilble  in  an  action  for  fnjuries  not  received  at 
a  orosslnir,  where  reckless  negligeoce  in  runnlnff 
a  train  is  allegred. 

2.  IrreleTaat  teattmony  will  not  require  a 
reversal,  if  it  was  harmless. 

8*  Recovery  for  injnrlea  occasioned  by 
fH^ht,  wbich  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
a  railroad  company,  can  be  had,  altbough  no 
pbysical  injury  was  sustained  except  that  caused 
by  the  fright. 

4«  A  chaj*|te  that  the  dnty  of  a  railroad 
company  la  greater  to  a  minor  than  to 
an  adult  wben  on  the  track  is  not  erroneous  as  a 
statement  that  mere  minority  exempts  from  the 
obligation  to  look  and  listen  for  a  train. 


NoTB.— As  to  fright  as  the  ba^ls  of  a  cause  of  I 
action,  see  note  to  Ewlng  ▼.  Pittsburgh.  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  U  L.  B.  A.  068;  also  Sloane  ▼.  South-  < 
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em  Oalif omia  R.  Go.  (Gal.)  88  L.  R.  A.  108;  Mitchell 
y,  Rochester  R.  Go.  (N.  Y.)  84  L.  R.  A.  781;  Spade  ▼. 
Lynn  ft  a  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  88  L.  R.  A.  51S. 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  199;  47  L.  R.  A.  323,  32.3. 


SouTK  Caboluta  Sufrbkb  Coubt. 


Apb.» 


6«  PanitiTe  dmsakt^gem  mmj  be  giveii  for 

injury  by  a  railroad  train  caused  by  grotB  neffll- 
genoe,  reoklessneas,  or  wanton  disregard  or 
malice. 
6*  The  if^iHwg  of  »  mole  by  a  train  raises  a 
presumption  of  negllgenoe  on  the  part  of  the 
railroad  company. 

(April  10, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  tadgments  of 
the  ConimoD  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for  Lex- 
ington County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  actions 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries and  for  the  killing  of  a  mule  ifpbich 
were  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  C.  J.  C.  Hnteon  and  William  H. 
Lyles*  for  appellant: 

It  was  error  for  his  honor  to  allow  the  in- 
troduction of  testimony  as  to  failure  to  give  the 
statutory  signals  at  the  Augusta  and  other  road 
crossings. 

Neely  v.  Charlotte,  0.  dt  A,  R.  Co.  83  8.  C. 
186;  Barber  v.  Richmond  d:  D,  R.  Co.  84  9.  C. 
444;  Kinard  v.  Columbia,  N.  dt  L.  R,  Co.  39 
8.  C.  514. 

A  person  using  a  railroad  track  as  a  foot- 
path for  his  own  convenience,  elsewhere  than 
at  a  lawful  crossing,  and  injured  by  a  train 
while  so  doing,  cannot  recover  damages  of  a 
railroad  company,  unless  it  beguiity  of  wanton 
or  gross  negligence. ; 

Spicer  V.  Chesapeake  d:O.R,Co.MW.  Va. 

614,  11  L.  R.  A.  885. 

Where  a  boy  thirteen  years  old,  and  "appar- 
ently capable  of  appreciating  the  peril  of  his 
situation/'  is  walking  on  the  track  in  front  of  a 
locomotive,  and  there  is  an  opportunitv  for 
him  to  avert  the  danger  by  stepping  oflf,  the 
engineer  is  justified  in  assuming  that  he  will 
step  off. 

Meredith  v.  Richmond  dt  D.  R.  Co.  108  N.  C. 
(J16;  Sheehan  v.  St.  Paul  dt  D.  R.  Co.  46  U.  8. 
App.  498,  76  Fed.  Rep.  201,  22  C.  C.  A.  121; 
Anderson  v.  Chicago,  8t.  P.  M.  dh  0.  R.  Co.  87 
Wis.  195;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  163  111.  167; 
1  Thomp.  Neg.  p.  448;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  660. 

Properly  speaking,  there  is  no  positive  duty 
owing  from  a  railroad  companjr  to  a  trespas^er 
on  its  track;  it  is  not  a  part  of  its  duty  in  exer- 
cising ordinarjr  care  in  the  operation  of  its  road 
to  provide  against  the  possibility  that  trespass- 
ers may  be  on  its  track,  and  the  extent  of  its 
duty  is  to  refrain  from  wilful  or  deliberate  in- 
jury. Except  at  crossings  it  has  the  right  to 
an  exclusive  use  of  its  track  and  premises,  and 
is  entitled  to  assume  that  they  are  clear;  it  is 
not  bound  to  anticipate  that  persons  will  be  on 
them  or  to  make  provision  for  the  safety  of 
such  persons. 

19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  986,  986; 
Houston  dt  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Sympkins,  54  Tex. 

615,  38  Am.  Rep.  637;  Little  Schuylkill  Nat. 
R.  dt  Coal  Co.  V.  Norton,  24  Pa.  465,  64  Am. 
Dec.  675;  P/iilndelpfiia  dt  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hum- 
mell,  44  Pa.  875,  84  Am.  Dec.  460;  Kelly  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  65  Mich.  186;  State,  Rick 
etts,  V.  Baltimore  db  0.  R.  Co.  69  Md.  494; 
McMullen  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  132  Pa.  107; 
Central  R.  dt  Bkg.  Co,  v.  Vaughan,  93  Ala. 
209;  Atlanta  db  0.  Air  Line  R.  Co,  v.  Gravitt, 
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93  Ga.  869,  26  L.  R.  A.  568;  Burg  ▼.  Chicago^ 
R.  L  db  P.  R.  Go.  90  Iowa.  106;  Toomey  y. 
Southern  P.  R.  Go.  86  Cal.  874.  10  L.  R.  A. 
139;  Candelaria  v.  Atchison,  T.  dt  8.  F.  R.  Oo. 
6  N.  M.  266;  Glass  v.  Memphis  dtC.R.  Co.94 
Ala.  681;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown(ltx.)  IS 
8.  W.  670;  Brown  v.  LouUtiUe  dt  N.  R.  Co. 
97  Ky.  228;  Tlwmas  v.  Chicago,  M.  dt  St.  P. 
R  Co.  98  Iowa,  248;  Sullivan  v.  St.  Louis  8. 
W.  R.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  86  8.  W.  1020. 

The  engineer  has  a  right  to  presume  that  one 
is  in  possession  of  all  his  senses,  and  that  he 
will  look  out  for  his  own  safety. 

1  Harris,  Damages  by  Corporations,  g  808; 
Darwin  v.  Charlotte,  G.  dt  A.  R  Go.  28  8.  C. 
531,  55  Am.  Rep.  32;  Garter  v.  Columbia  dt  O. 
R.  Co.  19  8.  C.  20,  45  Am.  Rep.  754.  8ee  ed- 
itorial comments  of  45  Cent.  L.  J.  126,  August 
13,  1897,  on  case  of  Dobbins  v.  Missouri,  K.  dt 
T,  R.  Co,  (Tex.)  88  L.  R.  A.  578. 

It  was  error  to  hold  the  defendant  liable  for 
damages  for  the  consequences  of  fright  caused 
by  the  running  of  .the  train  in  proximity  to- 
young  Mack,  when' there  was  no  actual  colli- 
sion between  the  train  and  him,  and  no  physical 
injury  derived  therefrom,  or  from  his  efforts  to 
escape  the  collision. 

Mitch^l  V.  Rochester  R.  Co.  151  N.  Y.  107^ 
84  L.  R.  A.  781;  KaUn  v.  Terre  Haute  dtL  R 
Co.  cited  in  45  Cent.  L.  J.  428;  Canning  v. 
Willianistown,  1  Cush.  451;  SalinaY.  Trosper,. 
27  Kan.  544;  Atchison,  T.  dt  S.  F.  R  Co.  v. 
MeGinnis,  46  Kan.  109;  Morse  v.  Duncan,  14 
Fed.  Rep.  896;  Wyman  v.  Leatitt,  71  Me.  227, 
36  Am.  Rep.  808;  Johnson  v.  Wells,  F.  dtCo.f^ 
Nev.  224,  8  Am.  Rep.  245;  Indianapolis  dt  8t. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Stables,  62  111.  814;  Terre  Haute  db 
L  R.  Co.  V.  Brunker,  128  Ind.  542;  Etoing  v. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  G.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  147  Pa.  40, 
14  L.  R.  A.  666;  Hale  v.  Columbia  dt  G.  R.  Co. 
84  8.  C.  292;  l*urcell  v.  St.  Paul  City  R  Co.  4a 
Minn.  184. 16  L.  R.  A.  203;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Wood,  13  U.  S.  App.  317. 6  C.  C.  A.  482, 
21  L.  R.  A.  706.  57  Fed.  Rep.  471. 

The  question  whether  a  child,  even  under 
the  age  of  fourteen,  is  so  mature  as  to  be  guilty 
of  contributory  nepligence  under  the  circum- 
stances, is  ordinarily  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Bridger  v.  AshetUle  dt  S.  R.  Co.  25  8.  C.  24^ 
27  S.  C.  456;  Shirk  v.  Wabash  R.  Go.  14  Ind. 
App.  126;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Phillips,  91  Ga. 
526. 

There  was  error  in  the  charge  in  indicatin^^ 
to  the  jury  that  it  was  their  duty  to  give  puni- 
tive damages  in  case  of  gross  negligence. 

Robinson  Y.  Superior  Rapid  2 ransit  R,  Go. 

94  Wis.  354.  34  L.  R  A.  205. 

Messrs.  Abney  A  Thomas*  for  respond- 
ent: 

It  is  tbe  duty  of  an  engineer  running  a  loco- 
motive to  exercise  ordinary  care  and  prudence 
in  keeping  a  lookout  upon  the  track  to  avoid 
injuring  anyone  who  may  be  upon  the  track. 
This  is  also  true  as  to  animals. 

If  the  engineer  was  not  required  to  keep  any 
lookout  at  all  for  stock  trespassing  upon  the 
track,  the  mere  fact  of  the  killing  of  the  stock 
could  not  raise  a  presumption  of  negligence. 
In  this  state  there  is  such  presumption  after 
the  fact  of  killing  is  made  out,  and  this  even 
when  the  animal  is  a  trespasser. 

Jones  y.  Columbia  db  G.  R.  Go.  20  8.  C.  249; 
Simpkins  v.  Columbia  dt  G.  R  Oo.  20  8.  C. 
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259;  Long  v.  Smiihem  R.  Co.  50  S.  C.  49; 
Darwin  v.  CharloUe,  C.  dt  A.  R.  Co.  23  8.  C. 
531.  65  Am.  Rep.  32;  Carter  ▼.  Columbia  tft  O. 
Jt  Co,  19  ft.  C.  20,  45  Am.  Rep.  754;  Hale  v. 
Colvmbia  d  Q.  B.  Oo.  84  8.  G.  292;  2  Wood, 
Railroads,  Minor's  ed.  1894.  §  820. 

If  the  cooduct  of  the  engineer  was  reckless 
or  wanton,  the  injured  party  can  recover. 
Upon  that  question  the  Jury  were  entitled  to 
consider  the  case. 

Samueis  v.  Riehmond  A  D.  R.  Co.  85  8.  G. 
498. 

If  the  fright  causes  nervous  convulsions  and 
illness,  the  negligence  is  the  primary  cause  of 
the  injury,  and  the  injury  is  one  'for  which 
action  may  he  hrought. 

PureeU  v.  St,  Paul  City  R,  Co.  48  Minn.  184. 
16  L.  R.  A.  203.  81  Am.  L.  Rev.  589,  29  Am. 
L.  Rev.  209;  Sloane  v.  Southern  California  R. 
Co.  Ill  Gal.  668.  83  L.  R.  A.  193;  Sedgwick. 
Damages,  §  47,  p.  67.  8th  ed.  §  861;  Bell  v. 
Great  Northern  R  Co,  Ir.  L.  R.  26  C.  L.  428; 
LouiscilU  db  N.  R.  Co.  v.  W/iitman,  79  Ala. 
828;  Stutz  v.  Chicago  d  N,  W.  R.  Co.  78  Wis. 
147;  KendaU  v.  Alhia,  73  Iowa,  241. 

Gary,  A.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  above  entitled  actions  were  commenced 
on  the  15th  of  August,  1895,  and  by  consent 
were  tried  together  before  his  honor.  Judge 
Buchanan,  and  a  jury,  at  the  September,  18S47, 
term  of  the  court  for  Lexington  county.  The 
fifth  paragraph  of  the  first  cause  of  action  in 
the  first  of  the  above-entitled  actions  is  as  fol- 
lows: "(5)  That  on  the  afternoon  of  the  said 
mentioned  day,  between  six  and  seven  o'clock, 
the  plaintiff  ir^tewart  Spearman  Mack,  as  was 
his  wont  and  customary  duty,  was  sent  by  his 
father  to  drive  the  cows  from  the  pasture, 
which  was  on  the  south  side  of  said  railroad, 
at  or  near  the  7-mile  post.  That  while  en- 
gaged in  driving  said  cattle  from  said  pasture 
to  the  house  of  said  Barnett  ftallev  Mack,  which 
was  on  the  north  side  of  said  railroad  track  (it 
being  necessary  to  cross  the  track  at  a  private 
crossing  which  had  been  in  use  for  years,  and 
which  use  was  well  known  to  the  defendant), 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  riding  a  mule,  being  un- 
able to  control  said  mule,  on  account  of  bis 
tender  age  and  lack  of  strength,  was  carried 
by  said  mule,  which  had  become  unruly  and 
unmanageable,  in  and  upon  the  track  of  de- 
fendant, at  or  near  the  said  7  mile  post:  and. 
in  endeavoring  to  get  said  mule  off  said  track, 
the  plaintiff  alighted,  and  was  pulling  the  f^aid 
mule,  by  the  bridle  and  a  plow  line  attached 
thereto,  away  from  and  across  said  track;  and, 
while  so  en<;aged,  his  attention  being  absorbed 
in  his  efforts  to  control  the  mule  and  prevent 
him  from  going  further  down  the  track  and 
getting  away  from  him  (being  in  open  and 
plain  view  of  an  approaching  train  from  the 
south  for  half  a  mile  or  more),  a  locomotive, 
with  a  train  of  cars  attached,  belonging  to  the 
defendant,  its  agent,  les-ee.  or  lessees,  without 
any  signal  or  warning  whatsoever,  running  at 
a  rapid  and  reckless  rate  of  speed  towards'Co- 
lumbia,  came  upon  the  plaintiff,  who  was  not 
aware  of  its  approach,  on  account  of  his  being 
80  enenged  in  endeavoring  to  get  the  mule  off 
said  track,  and  struck  the  mule,  and  instantly 
killed  the  same.  The  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
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save  his  own  life,  threw  himself  down  between 
and  along  the  cross- ties  just  outside  of  the  rail, 
bruising  and  injuring  his  person,  and  Just 
barely  escaped  being  struck  by  the  locomotive 
and  cars  of  said  dcfend«int,  its  servants  and 
agents,  which  said  locomotive  and  cars  ran 
immediately  over  and  above  the  plaintiff  at  a 
rate  of  speed  of  more  than  60  miles  an  hour; 
and  being  of  such  tender  age,  inexperienced, 
and  ignorant  of  the  operation  of  railroads  and 
the  running  of  locomotive  cars  thereon,  and 
owing  to  the  great  and  imminent  danger  in 
which  he  was,  and  the  reckless  movement  of 
said  train  over  him,  was  terribly  frightened, 
his  nervous  system  was  shocked,  his  mind  was 
affected  and  partially  destroyed,  his  reason  un- 
balanced, and  be  for  a  long  time  was  made  ill 
and  sick,  and  suffered  great  mental  anguish 
and  physical  pain,  arising  from  the  terrible 
shock  to  his  nervous  system  and  the  fright 
which  he  received;  and  by  reason  thereof  he 
was  incapacitated  from  performing  or  attend- 
ing to  his  ordinary  duties,  and  his  capacity  for 
work  greatly  diminished,  and  he  will  for  a 
long  time,  and  probably  will  for  the  balance 
of  his  life,  be  affected  in  mind  and  body,  and 
it  will,  to  great  extent,  affect  his  means  of 
making  a  livelihood  and  of  advancing  his  hap- 
piness in  life.  That  prior  to  said  accident  and 
injury  he  wan  perfectly  healthy  and  sound, 
both  physically  and  mentally,  and  had  every 
reason  to  think  and  believe  that  he  would  so 
continue;  but  the  injury  to  bis  mind  and  body 
by  reason  of  such  fright  and  nervous  shock 
has  greatly  .diminished  his  capacity  for  per- 
forming his  duties,  and  will  hereafter  dimin- 
ish and  affect  his  capacity  and  means  of  ac- 
quiring property,  and  means  of  advancing  his 
happiness  in  life,  which  he  had  a  right  to  ex- 
pect that  he  would  be  fully  able  to  do,  and  ac- 
quire all  those  means  of  happiness  which  he, 
as  a  perfectly  heal Iby  and  sound  person,  could 
have  acquired,  and  he  will  hereafter  pass 
through  life  subject  to  the  effects  which  said 
fright  and  nervous  shock  have  produced." 
The  specifications  of  negligence  are  alleged  in 
paragraph  6  thereof  as  follows,  to  wit:  '*(6) 
That  the  South  Bound  Railroad  Company,  its 
servants,  agents,  lessee,  or  lessees,  were  negli- 
gent in  this:  That  although  the  plaintiff  and 
the  mule  he  was  endeavoring  to  pull  away 
from  the  track  could  be  seen  for  at  least  one 
half  a  mile,  and  were  in  plain  and  open  view 
of  the  engineer  driving  the  locomotive  (the 
track  at  said  point  being  perfectly  straight), 
and  although  the  said  train  could  have  been 
easily  stopped  before  it  reached  the  point  on 
said  track  where  the  plaintiff  and  mule  were, 
the  engineer  in  charge  of  said  locomotive  made 
no  effort  whatsoever  to  slop  or  diminish  the 
rate  of  speed  of  the  train,  nor  did  henrive  any 
signal,  either  by  the  sounding  of  the  steam 
whistle  of  the  locomotive,  or  by  ringing  of 
the  bell  thereon,  nor  did  he  take  or  exercise 
any  prudence  or  foresight,  or  do  anything 
whatsoever  to  prevent  the  running  of  tlic  said 
train  upon  the  plaintiff  and  said  mule,  but 
that  the  said  engineer  and  persons  in  charge 
of  said  locomotive  and  train,  although  they 
saw.  or  could  easily  have  seen  by  the  exercise 
of  the  slightest  outlook  or  observation,  upon 
the  track  in  front  of  said  advancing  locomo- 
tive and  train,  the  plaintiff  and  the  mule,  and 
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did  see,  or  could  have  easily  seen  by  the  slight- 
est observation  or  outlook  from  the  train,  that 
he  was  a  child  of  tender  years,  and  endeavor- 
ing to  get  his  mule  across  the  track,  and  al- 
though the  said  engineer  or  persons  in  charge 
of  said  locomotive  saw,  or  could  have  easily 
seen  by  the  exercise  of  any  prudence  or  out- 
look whatsoever,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
aware  of  the  approach  of  the  train,  yet  the 
said  engineer,  or  persons  in  charge  of  said  lo- 
<;omotive  and  train,  carelessly,  negligently, 
without  any  prudence  or  foresight  or  observa- 
tion or  outlook,  which  he  should  have  kept 
upon  the  track  before  him,  ran  the  said  loco- 
motive and  train  at  a  reckless  rate  of  speed 
over  said  plaintiff,  and  against  said  mule,  and 
so  injured  and  frightened  the  plaintiff  as  above 
stated,  and  instantly  killed  the  mule,  and  that 
by  reason  of  the  said  negligent  act  and  want 
of  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  its  serv- 
ants, agents,  lessee,  or  lessees,  the  plaintiff  was 
damaged,  in  his  person,  mind,  and  health,  $2,- 
600."  The  allegations  of  the  second  cause  of 
action  set  forth  in  said  complaint  are  substan- 
tially the  same  as  these  contained  in  the  first 
cause  of  action,  except  the  acts  of  negligence 
on  the  part  or  the  defendant  are  alleged  to 
have  been  wilful,  malicious,  wanton,  and  reck- 
less, by  reason  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
-exemplary  damages.  The  second  complaint 
was  brought  by  Barnett  Salley  Mack,  the 
father  of  Stewart  Spearman  Mack,  in  which 
the  allegations  are  substantially  the  same  as 
those  set  forth  in  the  first  cause  of  action  in 
the  first  complaint.  In  the  first  .cause  of  ac- 
tion he  claimed  damages  for  the  killing  of  his 
mule,  which  he  valued  at  $175.  The  second 
-c&UBe  of  action  alleged  in  said  complaint  was 
for  the  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained 
by  his  son;  and  the  plaintiff  asked  damages 
for  the  loss  of  services  of  his  son,  and  expend- 
itures for  medicines,  medical  attention,  and 
-care  of  his  son,  in  the  sum  of  $1,200.  The 
defendant  answered  both  complaints,  and,  in 
effect,  denied  generally  the  allegatir>ns  of  the 
complaint,  and  set  up  the  defense  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  both  on  the  part  of  the  father 
and  the  son.  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
testimony  the  defendant  made  a  motion  for  a 
nonsuit,  which  was  refused.  The  jury  ren- 
dered a  verdict  in  favor  of  Stewart  Spearman 
Mack  for  $650,  and  a  verdict  for  Barnett  Sal- 
ley  Mack  for  $885.  The  defendant  appealed, 
upon  exceptions,  the  first  of  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(1)  Because,  against  the  objection  of  the 
defendant,  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  al- 
lowed the  witnesses  produced  for  the  plaintiff 
to  testify  as  to  the  failure  of  the  train  which 
caused  the  accident  to  give  the  statutory  sig- 
nals upon  approaching  the  Augusta  Koad  cross- 
ing, and  other  road  crossings."  Some  of  this 
testimony  was  admitted  without  objection,  and 
it  is  questionable  whether  the  objection  was 
properly  interposed  to  the  other  part  of  said 
testimony.  Furthermore,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  presiding  judge  ruled  upon  the  ad- 
missibility of  said  testimony.  But  said  testi- 
mony tended  to  show  an  utter  disregard  of  the 
requirements  of  law  as  to  the  manner  of  run- 
ning the  train,  and  was  responsive  to  the  alle- 
gation of  reckless  negligence.  This  exception 
18  therefore  overruled. 
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The  second  exception  is  as  follows:  "(2^ 
Because  bis  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  al- 
lowed the  witness  John  Weston  to  testify, 
against  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  in  ans- 
wer to  the  question,  'Who  travels  that  last 
road, — what  kind  of  people?'  When  it  had 
been  admitted  that  the  accident  had  not  oc- 
curred at  the  crossing,  and  the  crossing  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it."  The  testimony  was 
irrelevant,  but  harmless.  This  exception  is 
overruled. 

The  third  exception  is  as  follows:  "(3)  Be- 
cause his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  against 
the  objection  of  the  defendant,  allowed  other 
witnesses  to  testify  as  to  the  character  of  the 
crossings  on  the  Augusta  road  and  the  Planta- 
tion road  crossing."  Waiving  the  objection  to 
this  exception  that  it  is  too' general,  still  it 
cannot  be  sustained,  as  the  testimony,  although 
irrelevant,  was  harmless. 

The  fourth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(4) 
Because,  against  the  objection  of  the  defend- 
ant, his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  allowed  a 
witness,  Barnett  Salley  Mack,  to  testify  that 
the  railroad  hands  worked  the  Plantation  road 
crossing."  Even  if  there  was  error,  it  was 
harmless,  and  this  exception  is  overruled. 

The  fifth  exception  is  as  follows:  **(5)  Be- 
cause his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  refused 
the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  upon  the  grounds 
stated  in  the  case  for  appeal."  Waiving  the 
objection  to  this  exception,  that  it  is  not  suffi- 
ciently specific,  it  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
grounds  upon  which  the  defendant  made  the 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  are  as  follows:  "First. 
That  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  as  an 
appeal  under  the  statute  regulating  the  giving 
of  signals  at  crossings,  because  it  was  proved 
that  it  had  not  occurred  at  any  crossing  or 
traveled  place.  Second.  That  the  action  could 
not  be  maintained  as  a  common  law  action  for 
negligently  injuring  the  plaintiff  Stewart  Spear- 
man Mack,  or  negligently  killing  the  mule, 
because  the  evidence  did  not  tend  to  establish 
any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  com 
pany,  through  its  servants,  in  the  running  of 
the  train  which  caused  the  injury."  The  first 
ground  cannot  be  sustained,  for  the  reason 
that  the  plaintiff  distinctly  stated  upon  the 
trial  of  the  case  that  the  action  was  not  brought 
under  the  statute.  The  second  ground  cannot 
be  sustained,  as  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  testimony  adduced  to  support 
them,  showed  that  this  was  not  the  case  of  an 
ordinary  trespasser.  There  was  testimony 
tending  to  prove  every  material  allegation  of 
the  complaint,  and  this  exception  is  overruled. 

The  sixth  and  seventh  exceptions,  which 
will  be  considered  together,  are  as  follows: 
"(6)  Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge, 
refused,  upon  request  of  the  defendant,  to 
charge  as  follows,  to  wit:  '  It  being  admitted 
that  there  was  no  actual  collision  between  the 
plaintiff  Stewart  Spearman  Mack  and  the  de- 
fendant's train,  and  no  physical  injury  result- 
ing from  such  a  collision  at  any  public  cross- 
ing, traveled  place,  or  any  other  place,  the 
defendant's  servants  were  not  bound  to  have 
stopped  the  train  because  it  ran  in  proximity 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences  of  fright  occa- 
sioned thereby.'  (7)  Because  his  honor  charged 
the  jury  as  follows,  to  wit:    'But  if  the  defend- 
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«ot,  by  their  seirante,  were  guilty  of  a  lack  of 
ordinary  care,  and  bad  lua  upon'  the  plaiotiff, 
thus  making  itself  liable  for  negligence,  and, 
while  guilty  of  such  lack  of  ordinary  care,  ran 
so  immediately  upon  the  plaintiff  that  he  had 
to  jump,  being  impressed  with  the  overwean- 
ing  necessity  to  jump,  and  such  necessity  not 
having  been  brought  upon  himself,  and  he 
had  to  jump  beyond  and  off  of  the  track;  and, 
if  he  were  injured  by  such  lack  of  ordinary 
care, — then  that  would  be  a  natural  and  prox- 
imate injury,  such  as  the  law  giyes  an  action 
for,  and  they  would  be  responsible  for  the  con- 
aequences  of  such  natural  fright,  if  such  fright 
was  so  caused;'  thereby  erring,  in  indicatmg 
that  a  mere  '  lack  of  ordinary  care '  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  would  make  the  defendant 
liable  for  the  consequences  of  natural  fright 
caused  by  running  in  proximity  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  irrespective  of  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff." Li  disposing  of  this  request,  his  honor 
said:  'I  cannot  charge  this  request,  as  framed, 
because  the  court  cannot  say  that  no  physical 
injury  has  resulted  to  the  plaintiff  here,  and 
the  use  of  the  word  '  proximity/  associated 
with  the  language  here  in  the  request  to 
charge,  would  be  open  to  a  construction  that 
the  court  could  not  charge.  But  I  charge  you 
this:  They  were  not  obliged  to  stop  because 
of  the  nearness  to  the  track, — by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff  being  near  to  the  track, — nor  would 
they  be  liable  for  such  injury,  provided  the 
plaintiff  exercised  due  and  proper  care,  ac- 
cording to  his  age  and  circumstances:  but  if 
the  defendants,  by  their  servants,  were  guilty 
of  a  lack  of  ordinary  care,  and  had  run  upon 
the  plaintiff,  thus  making  themselves  liable 
for  negligence,  and,  while  guilty  of  such  lack 
of  ordinary  care,  ran  so  immediately  upon  the 
plaintiff  tb at  he  had  to  jump,  being  impressed 
with  the  over  weaning  necessity  to  jump,  and 
fiuch  necessity  not  having  been  brought  upon 
himself,  and  he  had  to  jump  beyond  and  off 
of  the  track,  and  if  he  were  injured  by  such 
lack  of  ordinary  care,  then  that  would  be  a 
natural  and  proximate  injury,  such  as  the  stat- 
ute gives  an  action  for,  and  they  would  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences  of  such  natural 
fright,  if  such  fright  was  so  caused.  Now,  I 
have  made  that  definite,  for  the  purpose  of 
ahowing  you  the  meaning  of  the  word  'prox- 
imity.' A  railroad  does  not  have  to  stop,  in 
these  days  of  fast  trains,  when  a  person  is  close 
to  their  track,  unless  they  see  that  he  is  going 
upon  the  track,  or  unless  they  stop,  exercising 
the  care  of  an  ordinary  person,  some  injury 
would  result.  But,  while  they  don't  owe  that 
duty,  suppose  a  man  were  approaching  in  such 
a  condition,  and  at  such  an  angle  to  the  rail- 
road, and  the  fireman  or  the  servants  were  to 
see  him  in  time  to  stop,  and  they  were  to  see 
that  there  was  something  the  matter  with  this 
man, — ^judging  from  his  actions  that  he  could 
not  have  heard  the  train,— or  to  impress  them 
with  the  fact  that  he  was  deaf,  and,  if  they 
did  not  stop  the  train,  he  would  continue,  and 
it  would  result  in  a  collision  with  him  upon 
the  track  of  the  railroad.  Then  I  say  that  if 
they  were  so  impressed,  and  were  to  go  on, 
and  thereby  make  that  act  an  act  of  wilful- 
ness, although  he  may  be  guilty  of  carelessness 
and  negligence  in  going  across  the  track,  yet 
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that  would  not  excuse  the  railroad.  If  they 
could  have  avoided  it  by  exercising  ordinary 
care. — because  he  is  in  the  wrong,  and  they 
could  have  avoided  it.  They  should  not  go 
upon  and  kill  a  person,  or  run  over  property, 
when  it  could  be  avoided,  no  matter  whether 
the  man  is  in  the  wrong.  I  mean,  in  the  sense 
that  such  injury  would  be  wilful.  I  therefore 
charge  that,  with  this  modification,  and  so  far 
as  consistent  with  the  matter  requested  here." 
For  the  first  time  the  question  is  presented 
to  this  court  whether  a  railroad  company  is 
liable  for  injuries  sustained  in  consequence  of 
fright  caused  by  its  negligence.  The  authori- 
ties are  very  conflicting,  and  those  which  de- 
cide that  the  railroad  is  not  liable  for  such  in- 
juries are  not  in  harmony  as  to  the  reason  for 
such  rule.  In  the  case  of  MitcJiell  v.  Rochester 
B,  Co.  151  N.  Y.  107,  84  L.  R.  A.  781,  and 
cases  therein  cited,  it  is  held  that  the  railroad 
company  is  not  liable,  on  the  ground  that  dam- 
ages for  such  injuries  are  too  remote,  while  in 
the  case  of  Spade  v.  Lynn  <fc  B,  H.  Co,  168 
Mass.  285,  88  L.  R.  A.  512.  the  court  says: 
"This  case  presents  a  question  which  has 
not  heretofore  been  determined  in  this  com- 
monwealth, and  in  respect  to  which  the  de- 
cisions elsewhere  have  not  been  uniform.  It 
is  this:  whether,  in  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  injury  sustained  through  the 
negligence  of  another,  there  can  be  a  re- 
covery for  a  bodily  injury  caused  by  mere 
fright  and  mental  disturbance.  The  jury 
were  instructed  that  a  person  cannot  recover 
for  mere  fright,  fear,  or  mental  distress,  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligence  of  another,  which 
does  not  result  in  bodily  injury;  but  that, 
when  the  fright  or  fear  of  nervous  shock  pro- 
duces a  bodily  injury,  there  may  be  a  recovery 
for  that  bodily  injury,  and  for  all  the  pain, 
mental  or  otherwise,  which  may  arise  out  of 
that  bodily  injury.  .  .  .  The  exemption 
from  liability  for  mere  fright,  terror,  alarm,  or 
anxiety  does  not  rest  on  the  assumption  that 
these  do  not  constitute  an  actual  injury.  They 
do  in  fact  deprive  one  of  enjoyment  and  of 
comfort,  cause  real  suffering,  and,  to  a  greater 
or  less  extent,  disqualify  one  for  the  time 
being  from  doiug  the  duties  of  life.  If  these 
results  flow  from  a  wrongful  or  negligent  act, 
a  recovery  therefor  cannot  be  denied  on  the 
ground  that  the  injury  is  fanciful,  and  not 
real.  Nor  can  it  be  maintained  that  these  re- 
sults may  not  be  the  direct  and  immediate  con- 
sequence of  the  negligence.  Danger  excites 
alarm.  Few  people  are  wholly  insensible  to 
the  emotions  caused  by  imminent  danger, 
though  some  are  less  affected  than  others.  It 
must  also  be  admitted  that  a  timid  or  sensitive 
person  may  suffer,  not  only  in  mind,  but  also 
in  body,  from  such  a  cause.  Qreat  emotion 
may,  and  sometimes  does,  produce  physical 
effects.  The  action  of  the  heart,  the  circula- 
tion of  the  blood,  the  temperature  of  the  body, 
as  well  as  the  nerves  and  appetite,  may  all  be 
affected.  A  physical  injury  may  be  directly 
traceable  to  fright,  and  so  may  be  caused  by  it. 
We  cannot  say,  therefore,  that  such  conse- 
quences may  not  flow  proximately  from  unin- 
tentional negligence;  and,  if  compensation  in 
damages  may  he  recovered  for  a  |)hysical  in- 
jury 80  caused,  it  is  hard,  on  principle,  to  say 
why  there  should  not  also  be  a  recovery  for 
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tbe  mere  mental  suffering,  when  not  accom- 
panied by  any  perceptible  pbvsical  effects.  It 
«^ould  seem,  therefore,  that  the  real  reason  for 
rafusinfz:  damages  sustained  from  mere  fright 
must  be  something  different;  and  it  probably 
rests  on  the  ground  that  in  practice  it  is  im- 
possible satisfactorily  to  admmister  any  other 
rule.  .  .  .  Tbe  logical  vindication  of  this 
rule  is,  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  hold  persons 
who  are  merely  negligent  bound  to  anticipate 
and  guard  against  fright,  and  the  conse- 
quences of  fright;  and  that  this  would  open 
a  wide  door  for  unjust  claims,  which  could 
not  successfully  be  met.  These  views  are 
supported  by  the  following  decisions:  Vte- 
toiian  R.  Comrs.  v.  Coultas,  L.  R.  18  App. 
Cas  222:  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  151  N. 
Y.  107,  84  L.  R.  A.  781;  Emng  v.  PitUburgh, 
a  a  &  St  L.  R.  Go,  147  Pa.  40.  14  L.  R.  A. 
666;  riaile  v.  Tea-as  it  P.  R.  Co.  23  U.  S.  App. 
80.  60  Fed.  Rep,  557,  9  C.  C.  A.  184,  23  L.  R 
A.  774.  In  the  following  cases  a  different 
view  was  taken:  Bell  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
Ir.  L.  R.  26  C.  L.  428;  Parcel',  v.  8i.  Paul  City 
R.  Co,  48  Minn.  134.  16  L.  R  A.  203;  FiU- 
patrick  v.  Great  Western  R,  Co.  12  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
645.  See  also  BeVen,  Neg.  pp.  77  et  seq.  It  is 
hardly  necessary  to  add  that  this  decision  does 
not  reach  those  classes  of  actions  where  an  in- 
tention to  cause  mental  distress  or  to  hurt  the 
feelings  is  shown,  or  is  reasonably  to  be  in- 
ferred, as,  for  example,  in  cases  of  seduction. 
Blunder,  malicious  prosecution,  or  arrest,  and 
some  others.  Nor  do  we  include  cases  of  acts 
done  with  gross  carelessness  or  recklessness, 
showing  utter  indifference  to  such  conse- 
quences, when  they  must  have  been  in  the 
actor's  mind.  Lombard  v.  Lennox,  155  Ma<i8. 
70;  Fillehrown  v.  Hoar,  124  Mass.  580;  Meagher 
V.  Ihiscoll,  99  Mass.  261,  96  Am.  Dec.  7n9. 

We  are  much  impressed  with  the  leasoning 
of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Sloane  v.  Southern 
California  R,  Co,  111  Cal.  668,  32  I<.  R  A. 
193.  in  which  the  following  language  is  used: 
**The  real  question  presented  bj^  the  objections 
and  exception  of  the  plaintiff  is,  whether  the 
subsequent  nervous  disturbance  of  the  plaintiff 
was  a  suffering  of  the  body  or  of  the  mind. 
The  interdependence  of  the  mind  and  body  is 
in  many  respects  so  close  that  it  is  impossible 
to  distinguish  their  respective  influence  upon 
each  other.  It  must  be  conceded  that  a  nervous 
shock  or  paroxysm,  or  a  disturbance  of  the 
nervous  system,  is  distinct  from  mental  anguish, 
and  falls  within  the  physiological,  rather  than 
the  psychological,  branch  of  the  human  organ- 
ism. It  is  a  matter  of  general  knowledge  that 
an  attack  of  sudden  fright,  or  an  expo«?ure  to 
imminent  peril,  has  produced  in  individuals  a 
complete  change  in  their  nervous  sy.stem,  and 
rendered  one  who  was  physically  strong  and 
vigorous  weak  and  timid.  *Such  a  result  must 
l^e  regarded  as  an  injury  to  the  body,  rather 
than  to  tbe  mind,  even  though  the  mind  be  at 
the  same  time  injuriously  affected.  Whatever 
may  be  the  influence  hy  which  the  nervous 
system  is  affected,  its  action  under  that  influ- 
ence is  entirely  distinct  from  the  mental  process 
which  is  set  in  motion  by  the  brain.  The 
nerves  and  nerve  centers  of  the  body  are  a  part 
of  tbe  physical  system,  and  are  not  only  sus- 
ceptible of  lesion  from  external  causes,  but  are 
also  liable  to  be  weakened  and  destroyed  from 
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causes  primarily  acting  upon  the  mind.  If 
these  nerves,  or  the  entire  nervous  system,  are 
thus  affected,  there  is  a  physical  injury  thereby 
produced;  and,  if  the  primal  cause  of  this  in- 
jury is  tortious,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is 
direct,  as  by  a  blow,  or  indirect,  through  some 
action  upon  the  mind.  .  .  .  The  mental 
condition  which  superinduced  the  bodily  harm 
in  the  foregoing  cases  was  fright,  but  the  char- 
acter of  the  mental  excitation  bv  which  the  in- 
jury to  the  body  is  produced  is  immaterial.  If 
it  can  be  established  that  the  bodily  harm  is 
the  direct  result  of  the  condition,  without  any 
intervening  cause,  it  must  be  held  that  the  act 
which  caused  the  condition  set  in  motion  the 
agencies  by  which  the  injury  was  produced* 
and  is  the  proximate  cause  of  such  injurv." 

In  the  case  of  Purcell  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co, 
48  Minn.  184,  16  L.  R  A.  203,  tbe  court  says: 
**0f  course,  negligence  without  injury  gives 
no  right  of  action.  On  the  argument  there 
was  much  discussion  of  the  question  whether 
fright  and  mental  distress  alone  constitute  such 
injury  that  the  law  will  allow  a  recovery  for 
it.  The  question  is  not  involved  in  the  case. 
So  it  may  be  conceded  that  any  effect  of  a 
wrongful  act  or  neglect  on  the  mind  alone  will 
not  furnish  ground  of  action.  Here  is  a  physi- 
cal injury,  as  serious,  certainly,  as  would  be 
the  breaking  of  an  arm  or  leg.  Does  the  com- 
plaint show  that  defendant's  negligence  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  that  iniury?  If  so.  the 
action  will,  of  course,  lie.  Wnat  is,  in  law,  & 
proximate  cause,  is  well  expressed  in  the  def- 
inition, often  quoted  with  approval,  given  in 
Milw^ultee  &  St.  P.  R  Co,  v.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8. 
469.  24  L  ed.  t?56,  as  follows:  'The  primary 
cause  may  be  the  proximate  cause  of  a  disas- 
ter, though  it  operate  through  successive  in- 
struments, as  an  article  at  the  end  of  a  chain 
may  be  moved  by  force  applied  to  the  other 
end.  that  force  being  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  movement;  or  as  in  the  oft-cited  case  of 
the  squib  thrown  in  the  market  place.  Scott 
V.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bl.  892.  The  question  al- 
ways is,  Was  there  an  unbroken  connection 
between  the  wrongful  act  and  the  injury,— a 
continuous  operation?  Did  the  facts  consti- 
tute a  continuous  succession  of  events,  so 
linked  together  as  to  make  a  natural  whole,  or 
was  there  some  new  and  independent  cause  in- 
tervening between  the  wrong  and  the  injury?* 
There  mav  be  a  succession  of  intermediate 
causes,  eac1i  produced  bv  the  one  preceding, 
and  producing  the  one  following  it.  It  must 
appear  thai  the  injurv  was  the  natural  conse- 
quence of  the  wrongful  act  or  omission.  The 
new,  independent,  intervening  cause  must  be 
one  not  produced  by  the  wrongful  act  or  omis- 
sion, but  independent  of  It,  and  adequate  to 
bring  about  the  injurious  result.  Whether 
the  natural  connection  of  events  was  main- 
tained, or  was  broken  by  such  new,  independ- 
ent cause,  is  generally  a  question  for  the  jury. 
In  this  case  the  only  cause  that  can  be  sug- 
gested OS  intervening  between  the  negligence 
and  the  injury  is  plamtiff's  condition  of  mind» 
to  wit,  her  fright.  Could  that  be  a  natural, 
adequate  cause  of  the  nervous  convulsions? 
The  mind  and  body  operate  reciprocally  on 
each  other.  Physical  injury  or  illness  some- 
times causes  mental  disease.  A  mental  shook 
or  disturbance  sometimes  causes  injury  or  ill- 
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of  body,  especially  of  the  nervous  sys- 
tem. 

Now,  If  tbe  fright  was  the  natural  conse- 
quence of — was  brought  about,  caused  by— 
the  circumstances  of  peril  and  alarm  in  which 
defendant's  negligence  placed  plaintiff,  and 
the  fright  caused  the  nervous  shock  and  con- 
vulsions, and  consequent  illness,  the  negli- 
gence was  the  proximate  cause  of  those  in- 
juries. That  a  mental  condition  or  operation 
on  the  part  of  the  one  injured  comes  between 
the  negligence  and  the  injury  does  not  neces- 
sarily oreak  the  required  sequence  of  inter- 
mediate causes." 

Mr.  Sedgwick,  in  his  work  on  Damages,  8th 
«d.  vol.  2,  p.  642,  in  commenting  on  the  opin- 
ion of  Palles,  C.  B.,  in  the  case  of  Bell  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co,  Ir.  L.  R.  26  C.  L.  428, 
says:  "The  learned  chief  baron  then  referred 
to  the  case  of  Victorian  R.  Comrg.  v.  Coultas^ 
L.  R.  18  App.  Cos.  222,  in  which  the  privy 
council  held  that  mere  mental  terror  was  not  a 
consequence  which  would  ordinarily  flow  from 
the  negligence  proved  in  that  case.  This  case, 
however,  was  not  approved;  but  the  court 
followed  an  earlier,  unreported  Irish  case 
{BftrM  V.  Great  Southern  db  W,  R.  Co.  in  the 
court  of  appeal),  where  compensation  for  in- 
jury resulting  from  nervous  shock  was  allowed 
in  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  one  at  bar. 
The  learned  chief  baron  continued  (page  442): 
'In  conclusion,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  the  re 
lation  between  fright  and  injury  to  the  nerve 
and  brain  structures  of  the  body  is  a  matter 
which  depends  entirely  upon  scientific  and 
medical  testimony,  it  is  impossible  for  any 
court  to  lay  down,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  if 
negligence  cause  fright,  and  such  fright,  in  its 
turn,  so  affects  such  structures  as  to  cause  in- 
jury to  health,  such  injury  cannot  be  a  conse- 
quence which,  in  the  ordinaiy  course  of 
things,  would  flow  from  the  negligence,  unless 
such  injury  accompany  such  negligence  in 
point  of  lime.'  The  principle  adopted  in  this 
case  would  seem  to  be  the  true  one.  The  neg- 
ligence of  the  company  being  admitted,  any 
injury  directly  resuliing  should  be  compen- 
sated." See  also  Mentzer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  98  Iowa,  752.  28  L.  R.  A.  72. 

These  views  are  in  harmony  with  the  prin- 
ciples laid  down  in  the  case  of  Harrison  v. 
Berkley,  1  Strobh.  L.  525,  47  Am.  Dec.  578, 
which  was  an  action  for  damages  against  a 
shopkeeper  for  unlawfully  selling  whisky  to  a 
slave,  by  means  whereof  he  became  intoxicated 
and  died.  In  that  case  the  court  said;  '^It  is 
therefore  required  that  the  consequences  to  be 
answered  for  should  be  natural,  as  well  as 
proximate.  [Ward  v.  Weeks]  7  Ring.  211; 
\Keay  v.  Partington]  6  Barn.  &  Ad.  645.  By 
this  I  understand,  not  that  they  should  be 
such  as,  upon  a  calculation  of  chances,  would 
be  found  likely  to  occur,  nor  such  as  extreme 
prudence  might  anticipate,  but  only  that  they 
should  be  such  as  have  actually  ensued  one 
from  another,  without  the  concurrence  of  any 
such  extraordinary  conjuncture  of  circum- 
stances or  the  intervention  of  any  such  extraor- 
dinary result,  as  that  the  usual  course  of  nature 
should  seem  to  have  been  departed  from.  In 
requiring  concurring  consequences,  that  they 
should  be  proximate  and  natural  to  constitute 
legal  damage,  it  seems  that  in  proportion  as  one 
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quality  is  strong  may  the  other  be  dispensed 
with:  that  which  is  immediate  cannot  be  con- 
sidered UDnatural;  that  which  is  reasonably  to 
be  expected  will  be  regarded,  although  it  may 
V*  considerably  removed.  Bennett  v.  Lock- 
wood,  20  Wend.  228.  32  Am.  Dec.  532.  .  .  . 
The  defendant,  however,  has  further  insisted 
that,  if  the  drinking  and  intoxication  were  the 
proximate  and  natural  consequences  of  his  act 
the  exposure  and  death  were  not;  but  that  tbe 
death  resulted  mainly  from  the  exposure,  and 
not  from  the  intoxication  only.  It  may  well 
be  said  (speaking  in  the  language  of  e very-day 
life,  which  attempts  no  philosophical  analysis) 
that  the  exposure  was  the  immediate  effect  of 
tbe  intoxication,  and  that  the  two  produced 
the  death.  Thus,  without  any  unconnected  in- 
fluence to  be  perceived,  the  death  has  come 
from  the  intoxication,  which  the  defendant's 
act  occasioned.  The  defendant  cannot  com- 
plain that  an  agent  which  his  own  act  natur- 
ally brought  into  operation  has  occurred  to 
produce  the  result." 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  reasoning  is  in  favor 
of  the  liability  of  a  railroad  company  in  such 
cases,  and  that,  as  a  general  proposition,  it  is  lia- 
ble for  such  injuries  where  there  is  a  lack  of  or- 
dinary care.     These  exceptions  are  overruled. 

The  eighth  and  ninth  exceptions  will  be  con- 
sidered together,  and  are  as  follows:  "(8)  Be- 
cause his  honor,  tbe  presiding  judge,  refused, 
upon  request  of  the  defendant,  to  charge  as 
follows,  to  wit:  'It  being  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  Stewart  Spearman  Mack  suffered  no 
injury  at  any  traveled  place  or  public  crossing 
referred  to  in  the  statute,  any  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant's  servants  to  ring  a  bell 
or  blow  a  whistle  at  any  such  traveled  place  or 
public  crossing  was  not  evidence  of  such  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  this 
case  as  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  recovery.' 
(9)  Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge, 
in  connection  with  his  refusal  of  such  request, 
charged  as  follows,  to  wit:  'It  is  not  charged 
that  it  was  at  a  public  highway  or  crossing, 
and  that,  therefore,  tbe  mere  omission  to  ring 
the  bell  or  blow  the  whistle  would  not  be  con- 
clusive presumption  of  negligence,— this  being 
a  common-law  action,  should  be  taken  as  a 
circumstance  only.  I  so  charge  that  request, 
with  that  qualification :  That  the  injury  is  not 
charged  to  have  been  committed  at  a  crossing, 
whereby  the  application  of  this  principle  and 
rule  of  evidence,  making  it  conclusive  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  from  tbe  omission  to 
ring  the  bell  or  blow  the  whistle,  will  apply;' 
thereby  erring,  in  indicating  that  the  failure  to 
give  the  statutory  signals  at  the  Augusta  Road 
crossing  and  other  crossings  was  a  circum- 
stance from  which  the  jury  might  infer  negli- 
gence." A  request  to  charjje  must  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  issue  made  by  tbe 
pleadings,  and  the  testimony  adduced  upon 
the  trial  of  the  case.  If  the  presiding  judge 
had  charged  the  request  in  the  form  in  which 
it  was  presented,  he  would  have  invaded  the 
province  of  the  jury.  The  testimony,  as  wc 
have  said,  was  competent  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  an  utter  disregard  of  the  requirements 
of  law  as  to  the  blowing  of  the  whistle,  and 
was  responsive  to  the  allegation  of  recklessness 
on  tbe  part  of  the  defendant.  Even  if  the  de- 
fendant was  not  required  by  the  statute  to  blow 
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the  whistle,  in  approacbiDg  the  crossing,  be- 
fore it  reached  the  plaintiff,  still  it  was  a  mat- 
ter for  the  consideration  oif  the  jury  whether 
there  was  negligence  in  blowing  the  whistle  at 
that  time,  not  as  a  requirement  of  the  statute, 
but  as  a  fact  showing  a  want  of  due  care  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  Czech  v.  Great  Northern 
K.  Co.  (Minn.)  88  L.  R.  A.  802.  These  excep- 
tions  are  overruled. 

The  tenth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(10) 
Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  refused 
the  request  of  the  defendant  to  charge  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit:  'If  the  jury  believe  that  the 
plaintiff,  while  looking  and  listening,  could 
hear  the  train,  and  that  any  ordinary,  prudent 
person  would,  under  like  circumstances,  have 
done  so,  then  he  was  negligent;  and  if,  then, 
under  those  circumstances,  he  went  on  the 
track,  in  view  of  an  approaching  train,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover,* — but  modified  the 
same  by  adding:  *I  charge  you  that,  with  this 
modification:  The  "person  there  refers  to  an 
adult;  and  due  care  is  owing  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  person.  His  duty  would  be 
greater  to  a  minor;'  thereby  erring  in  indicat- 
ing to  the  jury  that  the  mere  minority  of  the 
plaintiff  Stewart  Spearman  Mack,  although  a 
boy  of  fourteen  or  fifteen  years  of  age,  would 
exempt  him  from  the  obligation  to  look  and 
listen  for  an  approaching  train."  The  inten- 
tion of  the  presiding  judge  in  modifying  the 
request  was  to  make  it  responsive  to  the  alle 
gallons  of  the  complaint.  The  charge  of  the 
presiding  judge  is  not  susceptible  of  the  con- 
struction set  forth  In  the  exception.  The 
minority  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  fact  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  iury  in  determining  the  question 
of  negligence,  out  bis  honor  did  not  charge  the 
jury  that  the  mere  minority  of  the  plaintiff 
would  exempt  him  from  the  obligation  to  look 
and  listen  for  an  approaching  train.  This  ex- 
ception is  overruled. 

The  eleventh  exception  Is  as  follows:  "(11) 
Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  re- 
fused, upon  request  of  the  defendant,  to  charge 
as  follows,  to  wit:  'If  the  jury  find  that  the 
defendant's  servants  had  every  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  the  plaintiff,  or  any  prudent  person, 
would  not  go  upon  the  track,  there  was  no 
negligence  in  running  trains  at  a  fast  speed, 
and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,' — but  modi- 
fled  the  same  by  adding:  'I  charge  you  that, 
with  the  modification  of  the  preceding  charge; 
charge  both  together;'  thereby  erring,  in  indi- 
cating that  the  mere  minority  of  the  plaintiff 
Stewart  Spearman  Mack  would  make  it  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  servants  of  the  com- 
pany to  have  run  the  train  rapidly,  even 
though  they  had  every  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  plaintiff  would  not  go  upon  the  track." 
This  exception  is  disposed  of  by  what  was  said 
in  considering  the  tenth  exception. 

The  twelfth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(12) 
Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  re- 
fused, upon  request  of  the  defendant,  to 
charge  the  jury  that  'the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  slacken  speed  of  train,  where  no  rea- 
sonable ground  existed  for  the  supposition  that 
the  plaintiff  would  go  on  or  near  the  track,' 
but  modified  the  same  by  saying,  *I  charge  you 
that,  with  the  limitation  of  nearness  to  tbe 
track  that  I  have  indicated  heretofore.'" 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Waiving  the  objection  to  this  exception,  that 
it  fails  to  point  out  any  specific  error  of  law, 
still  the  modification  of  the  request  by  tha 
presiding  judge  was  not  erroneous. 

Tbe  thirteenth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(18) 
Because  his  honor,the  presiding  judge,  refused, 
upon  the  request  of  the  defendant,  to  charge, 
'that,  even  if  the  jury  should  believe  that  no 
signals  were  given  at  or  near  any  crossing,  yet 
the  defendant  would  not  be  liaole.  if  it  were- 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  no  ordinarily  pru- 
dent person  would  attempt  to  go  near  or  upoa 
a  track  when  the  train  was  plainly  in  sight  and 
advancing,  and  when  the  defendant's  servanta 
had  every  reason  to  suppose  that  the  plaintiff 
was  aware  of  the  fact,'  but  modified  the  sam& 
by  adding:  'Well,  as  an  abstract  proposition 
that  is  so.  "Prudent  person  of  ordinary  in- 
telligence" applies  to  an  adult, — applies  to  a. 
person  who  can  take  care  of  himself,  who 
IS  supposed  to  have  average  intelligence;* 
thereby  erring,  by  indicating  that  the  mere 
minority  of  the  plaintiff  Stewart  Spearmaa 
Mack  would  make  the  failure  to  giye  the  sig- 
nals, at  or  near  the  crossing,  negligence  to- 
wards  the  plaintiff,  although  the  train  was. 
plainly  in  sight  and  advancing,  and  the  serv- 
ants of  the  defendant  had  every  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  fact." 
This  exception  does  not  contain  all  the  remarka 
of  his  honor  in  charging  the  request.  They 
are  as  follows:  "Well,  as  an  abstract  propo- 
sition, that  is  so.  'Prudent  person  of  ordinary 
intelliirence'  applies  to  an  adult,— applies  to  a. 
person  who  can  take  care  of  himself,  who  ia 
supposed  to  have  average  intelligence.  In  ad- 
dition to  that,  as  I  have  indicated  before  in  my 
charge  on  one  of  these  requests,  signals  were 
required  at  a  traveled  place, — that  conclusive- 
ness of  presumption  from  the  omission  to  ring 
tbe  bell  or  blow  tbe  whistle  applied  to  a  public 
highway,  street,  or  some  crossing  like  that; 
but  that  does  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  hia 
right  at  all;  nor  does  it  relieve  them  of  their 
duty  that  the  law  lays  upon  them, — If  neces- 
sary, to  make  signals  for  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing an  accident,  in  exercising  ordinary  care 
and  prudence."  This  exception  is  disposed  of 
by  what  was  said  in  considering  the  other  ex- 
ceptions, and  is  overruled. 

The  fourteenth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(14> 
Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge.ref used, 
upon  request  of  the  defendant,  to  charge  the 
jury  'that  the  jury  cannot  render  any  verdict 
for  punitive  damages  unless  the  evidence  is- 
clear  that  the  defendant's  servants  were  guilty 
of  the  most  reckless,  gross,  and  malicious  neg- 
ligence,' but  modified  the  same  by  adding: 
'Well,  1  cannot  charge  that,  as  stated  there,^ 
because  the  plaintiff  must  recover  by  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.  I  suppose  what 
counsel  meant  to  say  was,  "Guilty  of  reckless- 
ness, wanton,  wilful,  malicious,  or  acts  of 
fross  negligence."  That  is  the  general  rule, 
unitive  or  smart  money  is  given  where  the 
action  has  l)een  prompted  by  recklessness,  by 
wantonness,  by  wilfulness,  by  malice,  or  hap- 
pened through  negligence;'  thereby  erring  ia 
indicating  that  the  jury  might  give  punitive 
damages  or  smart  money  upon  injury  suffered 
through  ordinary  negligence."  When  the 
charge  is  considered  in  its  entirety,  and  whea 
all  of  his  honor's  language  in  ref  usi  ng  to  charge^ 
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the  request  is  taken  fnto  consideration,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  presiding  judge  did  not  intend  to 
charge  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  exem- 
plary damages  in  case  there  was  only  ordinary 
negligence.     This  exception  is  overruled. 

The  fifteenth  exception  is  as  follows:  *'(1S) 
Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge,  in 
summine  up  charged  the  jury  as  follows,  to 
wit:  'This  is  not  an  action  for  a  collision  at  a 
street  or  highway,  or  public  traveled  place. 
Therefore  the  omission  of  the8ignals'(aslha?e 
already  charged  you)  required  by  the  statute 
for  such  crossings  does  not  throw  light  upon 
the  subject,  and  show  a  presence  or  want  of 
ordinary  care  with  reference  to  either  or  all  the 
causes  of  action;'  thereby  erring,  in  indicating 
to  the  jury  that  the  failure  to  blow  the  stat- 
utory signals  at  the  Augusta  road  crossing  and 
other  public  crossings  were  circumstances  that 
might  be  considered  as  proving  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant."  This  exception  is 
disposed  of  by  what  was  said  in  considering 
the  other  exceptions,  and  is  overruled. 

The  sixteenth  exception  is  as  follows:  "(16) 
Because,  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge, 
charged  tha  jury  as  follows,  to  wit:  'While 
the  mere  finding  of  cattle,  horses,  or  mules 
killed  upon  the  railroad  raises  presumption  of 
negligence,  making  it  a  rule  of  negligence,  has 
not  wen  modified  by  the  adoption  of  the  stock 
law,  yet  it  is  an  element  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  considering  the  question  of  neg- 
ligence;' thereby  indicating  to  the  jury  that 
the  mere  finding  of  the  body  of  the  mule  near 
the  railroad  track  was  a  circumstance  that 
they  might  take  into  consideration  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  negligence,  although  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses  had  given  full  testimony  as 
to  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  killing." 
The  killing  of  the  mule  by  the  defendant  raised 
the  presumption  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  and  this  presumption  continued 
until  it  was  rebutted  by  the  testimony.  The 
fact  that  the  witnesses  were  examined  by  plain- 
tiff in  regard  to  the  killing  of  the  mule  did  not 
destroy  the  presumption  arising  from  the  mere 


fact  of  killing,  nor  prevent  the  application  of 
that  rule.  If  the  facts  showed  that  there  was 
no  negligence,  then,  of  course,  the  presump- 
tion would  be  ineffectual.  This  exception  is 
overruled. 

The  seventeenth  exception  is  as  follows: 
'•(17)  Because  his  honor,  the  presiding  judge, 
further  charged  the  jury:  'I  say  the  finding 
of  the  animal  upon  the  track  raises  a  presump- 
tion of  negligence.  It  is  only  a  presumption. 
It  may  be  rebutted.  But  that  is  a  presumption 
the  law  raised.  And  if  you  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  mule  was  killed  through  the 
lack  of  care  upon  the  part  of  the  railroad,  and 
the  presumption  is  confirmed, — the  presump- 
tion is  not  rebutted,— then  the  value  would  be- 
the  value  of  the  mule;'  thereby  indicating  that 
the  mere  finding  of  the  body  of  the  mule  near 
the  railroad  track  was  a  circumstance  to  be- 
taken into  consideration  by  the  jury  in  deter- 
mining the  question  of  negligence."  The 
killing  of  the  mule  was  not  dis]  uted,  and  this 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  presumption  of 
negligence.  So  that,  even  admitting  that 
theie  was  error,  it  was  harmless.  This  excep- 
tion is  overruled. 

The  eighteenth  exception  is  as  follows:  ''(IB) 
Because  bis  honor,  thepresidingiudge,  charged 
the  jury  as  follows,  to  wit:  *The  damages  to 
the  son  may  be  ordinary  compensatory  dam- 
ages, or  if  there  be  gross  negligence,  gross 
carelessness,  or  recklessness,  or  wanton  disre- 
gard or  malice,  then  go  one  step  further:  You 
may  give  him,  not  only  such  damages  as  will 
compensate  him,  but  give  him  smart  money, — 
punitive  damages,— to  punish  defendant;' 
thereby  indicating  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
jury  in  such  case  to  give  smart  money,— puni- 
tive damages, — to  punu^h  defendant."  His 
honor  statt-d  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  jury  had  the  right  to  give  smart  money, 
and  there  was  no  error  in  his  charge.  This, 
exception  is  overruled. 

Jt  is  the  judgment  of  this  court  that  the- 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  be  affirmed. 
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1*  The  mere  finding  of  bees  in  a  tree  on 
the  land  of  another  person  ffives  tbe  finder  no 
right  to  the  bees  or  to  the  tree. 


8.  A  trespasser  who  finds  bees  on  the- 
land  of  another,  and  hives  them,  but  is  not 
the  owner  of  the  hive  in  which  he  puts  them  or 
the  land  on  which  he  leaves  them,  has  no  inter- 
est In  them  which  is  the  subject  of  larceny. 

(January  18, 189BJ  * 

APPEAL  \sj  defendant  from  a  juogment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Monroe  County  con- 


Nora.— Property  righU  in  bees., 
I.  OeneraUy. 
n.  Trei*pas8  and  trover, 

III.  Larceny, 

IV.  TUTus. 

L  OeneraJly. 
It  seems  thnt  bees  belong  to  the  first  party  reduc- 
ing them  to  his  possession,  and,  while  followed 
from  the  hive  of  their  owoer  and  located  by  him 
are  held  to  be  his  property  unless  he  abandons 
tbem. 

'  In  Cooper's  Justinian.  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  1.  9 14.  it 
was  said  that  "bees  also  are  wild  by  nature;  there- 
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fore,  althouflrh  they  swarm  upon  your  tree,  they 
are  not  reputed,  until  they  are  hived  by  you,  to  be 
more  your  property  than  the  birds  which  have 
nents  there;  so,  if  any  other  person  inclose  them  in. 
a  hive,  he  becomes  their  proprietor.  Their  honey- 
combs also.  If  any,  become  the  property  of  him  who 
takes  them;  but  clearly,  if  you  observe  any  person 
entering  into  yourirround,  the  obj<>ctuo Touched, 
you  may  Justly  hinder  htm.  A  swarm  which  hath 
flown  from  your  hive  is  still  reputed  to  continue 
yours  as  long  as  it  is  in  sight;  and  may  easily  be 
pursued;  but  in  any  other  case  It  will  become  the 
property  of  the  occupant.** 


Iowa  Bufrbmb  Court. 


Jav., 


victing  him  of  larceny  of  a  swarm  of  bees. 
Revfrsed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  T.  B*  Perr j»  for  appellant: 

The  court  should  have  permitted  the  defend- 
ant to  show  that  he  did  not  take  the  gum  and 
bees  steatbily,  but  openly. 

8  Qreenl.  Ev.  7th  ed.  §  157. 

If  one  takes  the  goods  of  another  and  car- 
ries them  upon  his  own  land,  the  owner  may 


enter  to  retake  them,  because  the  wrong  of 
the  other  excuses  the  entry. 

Cooley,  Torts,  p.  50. 

As  Mosely  stole  the  gum  from  the  defendant, 
he  could  not,  by  giying  it  to  Stevens,  invest 
him  with  any  right  to  it,  even  if  the  latter  were 
innocent  of  the  wrongful  act  of  Mosely. 

Cooley,  Torts,  pp.  51,  52;  Isle  Royal  Min, 
Co.  y.  Bertin,  87  Mich.  882,  26  Am.  Rep.  520. 

Bees  have  a  local  habitation,  more  often  in 


So.  Wood*8  Civil  Law,  bk.  2,  chap.  8,  p.  103,  says: 
•*TTnder  the  oonslderatlon  of  wild  creatures  we 
may  place  bees,  which  are  also  wild  by  nature; 
therefore  If  they  settle  upon  your  trees,  they  do 
not  belODfr  to  you  before  you  have  covered  them 
with  an  hive,  no  more  than  birds  who  have 
built  their  nests  there,  or  the  young  ones  In  the 
nests  before  they  are  taken.  It  is  likewise  lawful 
for  any  to  take  the  honeycombs  from  thence, 
tho%  as  before  you  may  prohibit  them  from 
coming  upon  your  ground.  But  if  they  are  once 
hived,  the  honeycombs  t)eloog  to  the  possessor; 
and  if  the  swarm  flies  from  your  hives,  they  still 
belong  to  you  as  long  as  they  are  in  sight  and  un- 
der any  probability  of  recovery,  or  if  they  contin  ue 
their  custom  of  flying  abroad  and  returning.** 

Domut^s  Civil  Law,  vol.  1,  bk.  8.  pt.  1.  subd.  7, 
1 2188,  says:  ''As  we  may  possess  living  creatures 
which  it  is  not  possible  to  have  always  in  our  power 
and  custody,  so  we  retain  the  poesession  of  them 
whilst  we  shut  them  up,  whilst  we  have  them  under 
the  care  of  a  koeper,or  if.  being  made  tame,  they  re. 
turn  home  without  a  keeper,  as  bees  to  their  hives, 
and  pigeons  to  their  dove-houses.  But  the  creatures 
which  escape  out  of  our  custody,  and  do  not  come 
back,  are  no  longer  in  our  possession  till  we  re- 
cover them  again." 

Puffcndorf^s  Law  of  Nature,  4.  chap.  6,  fi  6,  says: 
**Yet  bees  are  no  doubt  wild  by  nature  since  their 
custom  of  returning  to  their  hive  doth  not  proceed 
from  their  familiarity  with  mankind,  but  from 
their  own  secret  instinct:  they  being  in  all  other  re- 
spects utterly  unteachable.  It  is  nevertheless  one 
of  Plato*s  laws,  whoever  shall  pursue  the  swarms 
which  belong  to  others,  and  by  strlkmg  on  the 
bross  shall  draw  them  with  the  delightful  sound  to 
flx  near  himself,  let  him  make  restitution  for  the 
damage.  Where  he  seems  to  presuppose  that  the 
owner  of  the  bees  did  not  follow  them  when  thoy 
left  bis  hives,  Pliny  will  have  the  bees  to  be  neither 
wild  nor  tame:  others  divide  them  Into  both  those 
kinds.  But  that,  so  long  as  they  return  to  our 
hives  they  are  properly  our  own,  and  cannot  be 
hurt  without  our  loss  and  damage,  is  very  labori- 
ously proved  in  that  declamation  of  Quinctiliau, 
entitled  'The  Poor  Man's  Bees.'" 

"Articles  which  the  proprietor  of  a  farm  has 
placed  thereon,  for  the  service  and  management 
of  such  a  farm,  are  immovable  by  destination. 

.  .  .  Thus  Immovables  by  destination,  havmg 
^n  placed  by  the  proprietor  for  the  use  and  man- 
agement of  his  farm,  are  .  •  .  beehives."  Code 
Napoleon.  9  624. 

Bees  also  are  ferm  natwrm^  but  when  hived  and 
reclaimed  a  man  may  have  a  qualified  property  in 
them  by  the  law  of  nature  as  well  as  by  civil  law. 
Bracton's  Law,  2,  chap.  1, 1  8. 

In  Beire  Law  of  Scotland,  p.  386,  it  was  said  that 
*'whcn  wild  animals  confined  and  appropriated 
have  regained  their  natural  lit>erty,  they  are  again 
free  to  be  acquired  by  occupancy.  But  dlstlno- 
tion  is  made,  and  a  dlflferent  rule  prevails,  in 
respect  to  such  of  those  animals  as  have  animum 
revertendi— as  pigeons,  hawks  In  pursuit  of  prey, 
beea  hiving  while  pursued  by  the  owner.  2  Stair, 
Law  of  Scotland*  1,  •  83;  8  Brskine.  Law  of  Soot- 
land,  L  S  10." 
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Replevin  lies  for  a  swarm  of  bees.  Fits,  N.  B. 
68. 

And  a  swarm  of  bees  going  from  the  hive  oould 
be  reclaimed  if  they  oould  be  followed  and  were 
known.    Merrills  v.  Goodwin,  1  Root,  200. 

A  man's  finding  bees  in  a  tree  upon  another  man's 
land  gave  him  no  right  either  to  the  tree  or  the 
bees.    Merrills  v.  Goodwin,  1  Root,  200. 

In  Golf  V.  Kilts,  15  Wend.  860,  It  was  said  that  beea 
are  ftroa  naturcB^  and  when  hived  or  reclaimed  a 
person  may  have  a  qualified  property  in  them  by 
the  law  of  nature  as  well  as  the  civil  law,  and  hiv- 
ing or  inclosing  them  gives  property  in  them. 

In  Goff  V.  Kilts,  16  Wend.  650,  it  was  said  that  aa 
unreclaimed  swarm  of  bees  belong  to  the  oooopant 
who  first  hives  them. 

In  a  suit  against  the  owner  of  bees  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  bees  to  horses  passing  on  the  high- 
way, it  was  said  that  if  courts  are  to  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  nature  of  things  so  familiar  to  man 
as  bees,  which  I  suppose  they  would  be  justified  in 
doing,  ''then  I  would  observe  that  however  it 
might  have  been  anciently.  In  modern  days  the 
bee  has  become  almost  as  oompletely  domesticated 
as  the  ox  or  .the  oow."  Bar!  v.  Van  Alstlne,8 
Barb.  680. 

n.  TrtspauaindtiroriieT, 

The  party  discovering  wild  bees  and  first  appro- 
priating them  to  his  possession  acquires  title,  but  he 
cannot  maintain  trespass  or  trover  against  a  party 
taking  the  same  unless  ho  basfirst  reduced  them  to 
his  possession:  and  it  seems  that  no  one  is  entitled  to 
enter  upon  the  land  of  another  without  permission 
and  cut  a  bee  tree  to  capture  wild  bees  or  their 
honey.  Where  two  parties  have  obtained  permis- 
sion from  the  owner  to  cut  a  bee  tree,  the  one  first 
taking  possession  will  have  a  better  title  to  the 
bees  and  honey;  but  a  license  to  one  party  to  out  a 
tree  may  be  revoked  by  the  owner  of  the  land  and 
the  same  license  given  to  another  party. 

So,  where  a  swarm  of  bees  left  the  hive  of  the 
plalntiif  and  went  into  a  tree  on  the  land  of  A.  B^ 
and  the  plaintiff  followed  the  bees  and  marked  the 
tree  in  which  they  entered,  he  could  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass  against  a  third  party  who  cut 
tfie  tree  down  and  killed  the  t>ees  and  took  the 
honey  away,  although  It  was  said  that  he  would  not 
have  had  the  right  to  enter  upon  another  person *8 
land  tn  order  to  recover  them.  Goflf  v.  Kilts,  16 
Wend.  560. 

In  that  oase  the  case  of  Ferguson  v.  Miller,  1 
Cow.  248,  was  distinguished,  as  that  oase  was  be- 
tween two  persons  each  claiming  as  the  first  finder; 
also  the  case  of  Glllet  v.  Mason.  7  Johns.  16,  as  that 
case  presented  a  question  between  the  finder  and 
the  person  interested  in  the  soli. 

So,  where  a  party  discovered  a  t)ee  tree  on  the 
land  of  a  third  party  and  obtained  consent  to  cut 
the  tree,  and  while  doing  so  was  disoovered  by  an- 
other parry  who  had  obtained  a  license  to  look  for 
the  t)eeB  and  if  found  to  cut  the  tree,  and  the  aeoond 
party  prevented  the  first  from  oompleting  the  re- 
moval of  the  t>ee8  and  honey  and  appropriated  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  the  first  party  ooakl  maintain 
an  acuon  of  trespass  and  oase,  having  possession 
and  a  superior  right  oyer  the  party  who  took  the 
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« tree  than  elsewhere,  and  while  there  they  may 
be  said  to  be  within  cootrol,  because  the  tree 
may  at  any  time  be  felled.  But  the  right  to  cut 
it  is  in  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and  therefore  such 
property  as  the  wild  bees  are  susceptible  of  ia 
Id  him  also. 

Cooley,  Torts,  p.  485. 


A  man's  finding  bees  in  a  tree  standing  upon 
another  man's  land  gives  him  no  right  either 
to  the  tree  or  the  bees. 

1  Waterman.  Trespass,  1875,  p.  858. 

Mes9rs.  Milton  Remley,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  Jesse  A.  Miller,  for  the  State: 

Bees  stefera  natur(r,VLnd  though  confined  to  a 


honey.  In  this  case  It  appears  that  the  owner  of 
tbe  land  supposed  the  finder  of  the  tree  was  enti- 
tled to  take  tbe  bees  and  honey,  and  made  no  at- 
tempt to  revoke  tbe  lloense.  Adams  y.  Burton,  48 
Vt.88. 

And  where  two  persons  claimed  to  be  first  dis- 
coverers of  wUd  bees  in  a  bee  tree,  and  each  ob- 
tained license  from  tbe  owner  to  cut  the  tree,  the 
bees  belonged  to  the  lloeneee  first  takloff  possession* 
It  was  said  that  the  license  was  without  considera- 
tion and  liable  to  he  revoked  at  pleasure.  Fergu- 
son ▼.  Miller,  1  Oow. 248. 18  Am.  Dea  510. 

Where  a  party  placed  an  empty  bee  box  in  a  tree 
on  tbe  land  of  another  without  obtaining  hia  con- 
aent;  and  subsequently  bees  entered  the  same,  and 
a  third  party  appropriated  the  bees  and  hooey,  tbe 
party  who  first  placed  the  box  there  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  of  trover  for  the  value  of  the  bees 
and  honey,  as  be  was  a  trespasser  and  the  bees  were 
not  bla  property.  It  was  held  that  bees  are  T^rtB 
TKUuroB  and  tbe  only  ownership  in  tbem  until  re- 
claimed and  blved  is  ratUme  ioHi,  and  this  qualified 
•ownership  cannot  be  changed  or  terminated  by 
the  act  of  a  mere  trespasser.  Kexrotb  v.  Coon,  16 
B.  I.  86. 

So,  where  a  man  discovered  bee»  in  a  tree  on  tbe 
land  of  another,  and  marked  the  tree  with  tbe  inl- 
.tial  of  his  name,  such  finder  was  not  vested  with 
any  exclusive  right  of  pro  perty,and  could  not  main- 
tain trespass  against  a  person  for  cutting  down  tbe 
tree  and  carrying  away  the  bees.  Gillet  v.  Mason, 
7  Johns.  16. 

A  party  who  found  a  swarm  of  bees  in  a  tree  on 
another  party*s  land,  and  marked  the  tree,  and  no- 
tified tbe  landowner,  could  not  maintain  trover 
against  bim  for  taking  the  honey,  as  the  finder  of 
the  bees  acquired  no  property  in  the  tree,  or  could 
not  cut  tbe  tree.  Fisher  v.  Stewart,  Smith  (N.  H.) 
^. 

And  a  man  finding  bees  in  a  tree  standing  upon 
another  man*s  land  acquired  no  right  either  to  tbe 
tree  or  tbe  bees,  and  could  not  maintain  trespass 
against  a  third  party  taking  tbem.  Merrils  v. 
Ooodwiu,  1  Root,  209. 

III.  Lareeny, 

In  Statb  v.  Repp  It  was  held  that  a  trespasser 
who  finds  hees  on  the  land  of  another  and  hives 
them,  but  is  not  tbe  owner  of  the  hive  in  wbioh  be 
puts  them  or  the  land  on  which  he  leaves  them, 
has  no  interest  in  them  which  is  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny. This  Is  in  accord  with  the  authorities.  Lar- 
ceny may  be  committed  by  stealing  bees  when  they 
have  been  reduced  to  possession.  But  it  is  not  lar- 
ceny to  take  wild  bees  or  cut  down  a  bee  tree  and 
take  the  honey. 

In  case  for  these  words.  Thou  has  stole  my  bees 
(innuendo  a  stock  of  bees)  and  Thou  art  a  thief, 
after  A  verdict  for  tbe  plaintiff  it  was  moved  for  ar- 
rest of  Judgment  that  felony  cannot  be  committed 
of  bees  because  they  are  feroB  naturce,  Sed,'per 
•euriam,  Tbe  subsequent  words,  via.,  Tbou  art  a 
thief,  show  that  the  stealing  was  of  such  bees  of 
which  felony  may  be  committed,  and  so  aetionabie. 
TTibbs  V.  Smith,  T.  Raym,  88.  3Salk.  835. 

A  motion  of  arrest  of  JudKment  was  refused 
where  an  indictment  charged  larceny  of  three  bee 
hives  of  the  value  of  $5,  three  swarms  of  bees  of 
tbe  value  of  $8,  and  40  pounds  of  honey  of  the 
value  of  $8,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  C,  as  in 
this  case  the  three  swarms  of  bees  were  described 
to  be  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  one  C,  which  is 
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In  effect  an  averment  that  when  stolen  tbey  were 
his  property  and  in  his  possession,  and  therefore 
were  clearly  a  subject  of  which  larceny  could  be 
committed,  and  as  to  tbe  40  pounds  of  honey  that 
was  the  subject  of  larceny  whether  made  by  wild 
bees  or  beea  that  bad  been  reclaimed,  where  it  was 
described  as  ^*of  the  goods  and  chattels'*  of  C,  and 
a  conviction  for  stealing  any  one  of  tbe  three 
named  articles  would  sustain  a  Judgment  of  petit 
larceny.    Harvey  v.  Ck)m.  28  Gratt.  941. 

And  an  indictment  charging  larceny  of  one  bee 
hive,  100  pounds  of  honey  and  10  pounds  of  wax 
and  a  swarm  of  bees  of  the  value  of  $6,  of  the  per- 
sonal goods  of  A.  B.,  was  sustained,  as  it  alleged 
the  bees  to  be  the  goods  of  A.  B.  and  in  his  posses- 
sion when  stolen,  and  bees  when  in  the  possession 
of  any  person  are  the  subject  of  larceny.  State  v. 
Murphy,  8  Blackf.  488. 

In  Hannam  v.  Mockett,  2  Bam,  ft  C.  944,  it  was 
said  that  *'bees  are  property  and  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny." 

In  Gom.  V.  Hazelwood,  84  Ey.  681,  it  was  said  that 
bees  may  be  the  subject  of  larceny. 

But  In  an  action  of  slander  for  charging  the  plain- 
tiff with  being  a  thief,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  a  felony  by  taking  a  swarm  of 
bees  and  their  honey  from  tbe  tree  of  another  man 
which  the  owner  of  tbe  tree  had  reduced  to  posses- 
sion by  confining  them  while  in  the  top  of  the  tree, 
as  some  bees  while  tbey  remain  in  the  tree  are  not 
the  subject  of  a  felony.  Wallis  v.  Mease,  8  Binn. 
546., 

And  it  was  not  slander  to  charge  a  person  with 
havingstolen  a  bee  tree,  as  tbe  term  **bee  tree**  re- 
lated to  the  wild,  and  not  to  the  reclaimed,  insect, 
the  insect  feroB  naturfB  and  not  yet  reduced  to 
property,  and  tbe  term  '*tree**  was  applicable  to 
standing  timber,  and  neither  of  these  articles  were 
subjects  of  larceny.  Cock  v.  Weatherby,  6  Smedes 
AM.  838. 

So,  it  was  not  slander  to  charge  that  '^be  has 
stolen  my  bee  tree,**  as  the  charge  referred  to  tbe 
larcenous  taking  of  the  tree,  and  not  of  the  bees  or 
honey.    Idol  v.  Jones,  13  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  Lb)  162. 

lY.  Tithes. 

It  seems  that  bees  were  not  tltbeable.  but  that 
tithes  could  be  collected  on  honey  and  wax. 

*' And  upon  a  surmise  made  that  he  was  sued  for 
tithes  of  bees,  that  in  consideration  he  paid  honey 
and  wax,  and  was  at  tbe  charge  for  hives  and  main- 
tenance of  them  in  winter,  he  should  be  discharged 
of  the  tithes  of  the  Iwes  themselves.  And  upon 
t^ese  surmises  a  prohibition  was  granted.**  Anon- 
j-mous.  Cro.  Oar.  404. 

It  was  held  that  there  was  no  tithe  due  of  a  swarm 
of  bees  t>ecause  ttiey  were  wild  by  nature.  Bolle, 
Abr.  651,  pi.  5. 

But  tbe  honey  of  bees  is  titheable.  Barfoot  ▼. 
Norton,  Cro.  Car.  659,  W.  Jones,  447. 

Bum*s  Ecclesiastical  Law,  vol.  8,  p.  816,  fi  15,  says* 
^  Bees  are  reckoned  amongst  the  things  that  are  fera 
naturcB,  and  by  consequence  tithe  free:  and  it  hatb 
been  adjudged  that  they  shall  not  be  paid  in  kind 
by  the  tenth  swarm.  Gibe.  077.  But  of  the  wax 
and  honey  of  bees  tithes  shall  be  paid  in  kind  di 
Jure.  1  Rolle,  Abr.  685;  Anonymous,  Cro.  Car.  404. 
And  that  is,  by  the  tenth  measure  of  honey,  and 
the  tenth  weight  of  wax.  God.  889,  Deg.  p.  2.  C.  7. 
And  there  is  a  consultation  provided  in  the  regis- 
ter for  the  tithe  of  honey  and  of  the  wax  of  bees.^ 
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tree  by  the  owner  of  the  tree,  while  they  re- 
main in  the  tree  and  are  not  secured  in  a  hive 
they  are  not  the  subject  of  larceny. 

Cock  y.  Weatherby,  5  Smedes  &  M.  888; 
WalliB  y.  Meaw,  8  Binn.  546. 

But  though  bees  are  fera  naturcB,  they  be- 
come property  by  being  reclaimed  and  hiyed, 
and  they  are  then  subject  of  larceny,  for,  while 
they  are  not  fit  for  food,  their  honey  is. 

State  y.  Murphy,  8  Blackf.  498;  Harvey  v. 
Oom.  28  Gratt.  94i. 

And  as  between  the  discoyerer  of  wild  bees 
and  one  who  afterward  finds  them,  the  first 
finder,  if  he  has  proceeded  to  take  possession 
of  the  bees,  has  paramount  right  and  title  to 
them. 

Adams  y.  Burton,  48  Vt.  86. 

Ladd*  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  July,  1895,  Steyens  found  a  bee  tree  on 
the  land  of  Cody,  and,  without  the  tatter's 
permission,  chopped  it  down,  and  put  the  bees 
m  a  gum  obtained  from  Mosely.  These  were 
left  near  the  fallen  tree  on  Cody's  land.  The 
gum  was  cut  from  a  tree  on  defendant's  land, 
without  his  knowledge  or  consent;  and  finding 
it  with  the  bees,  where  left  by  Stevens,  he  re- 
moved them,  at  dusk  of  day,  to  the  orchard  of 
his  mother,  and  inclosed  them  in  a  telescope 
gum,  about  83  inches  square,  nailed  to  that 
procured  from  Mosely.  This  was  unknown 
to  the  mother  whose"  residence  was  about  1 
mile  from  the  bee  tree,  while  that  of  the  de- 
fendant was  8  miles  further  away.  It  does 
not  appear  that  the  defendant  knew  who  hived 
the  bees,  or  that  Stevens  was  aware  that  Mose- 
ly was  not  the  owner  of  the  gum.  When 
Stevens  discovered  the  bees,  after  several  days' 
search,  the  defendant  refused  to  do  more  than 
return  them,  and  after  some  parley  this  prose- 
cution was  begun. 

Wild  game  is  under  the  control  of  the  state, 
and  only  becomes  the  subject  of  private  own- 
ership when  reclaimed  by  the  art  and  industry 
of  man.  A  somewhat  different  rule  applies  to 
bees,  though  fercB  natures.  These  have  a  local 
habitation.  Blackstone  states:  "It  hath  also 
been  said  that  with  us  the  only  ownership  in 
bees  is  rationesoli;  and  the  charter  of  the  forest, 
which  allows  every  freeman  to  be  entitled  to 
the  honey  found  within  his  own  woods,  af- 
fords (Treat  countenance  to  this  doctrine  that  a 
qualified  property  may  be  had  in  bees,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  property  of  the  soil  whereon 
they  are  found."    The  same  rule  is  laid  down 


in  Cooley,  Torts^  p.  485,  where  it  is  said  that 
bees  "have  a  local  habitation,  more  often  in 
a  tree  than  elsewhere.and  while  there  they  may 
be  said  to  be  within  control,  because  the  tree 
may  at  any  time  be  felled.  But  the  right  U> 
cut  it  is  in  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and  therefore, 
such  property  as  the  wild  bees  are  susceptible 
of  is  in  him,  also.'*  And  it  has  beea 
so  adjudged  in  Ferguson  v.  Miller,  1  Cow. 
248,  18  Am.  Dec.  519,  and  Bexroth  y.  Coon, 
15  R.  I.  85.  By  the  law  of  nature,  the  per- 
son who  hived  the  swarm  would  be  entitled  to> 
it;  but,  under  the  regulation  of  property  rights 
since  the  institution  of  civil  society,  the  for- 
est, as  well  as  the  cultivated  field,  belongs  to 
the  owner  thereof,  and  be  who  invades  it  is  a 
trespasser.  Goff  v.  Kilts,  15  Wend.  550.  See 
Adams  v.  Burton,  48  Yt.  86.  The  mere  find- 
ing of  bees  on  the  land  of  Cody  gave  Steven* 
no  right  to  them,  or  to  the  tree.  Men  its  y. 
Goodwin,  1  Root,  209;  GiUet  y.  Masm,  7 
Johns.  16.  In  cutting  down  the  tree  and  tak- 
ing the  bees,  he  was  a  wrongdoer.  Had  he 
acted  with  the  license  of  Cody,  he  might  have 
acquired  ownership,  but  he  could  obtain  no> 
title  by  his  wrongful  acts  as  a  mere  trespasser. 
Bexroth  v.  Coon,  15  R.  I.  85.  In  that  case  the 
plaintiff  had  placed  a  box  in  the  crotch  of  the 
tree  belonging  to  Green,  without  permission, 
and  later  the  defendant,  without  the  consent 
of  cither,  took  the  box  from  the  tree,  emptied 
it  of  bees  and  honey,  and  then  replaced  it.  In 
holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  Uy 
recover,  the  court  said:  "The  plaintiff  was  & 
trespasser  upon  the  land  of  Green.  .  .  .  He 
had  no  right  to  place  the  box  or  hive  in  the 
tree,  and  by  placing  it  there  he  acquired  no- 
title  to  the  bees  which  subsequently  occupied 
it,  or  to  the  honey  which  they  produced." 
No  better  title  could  be  acquired  by  removing 
the  bees  from  the  tree  top  to  a  box  on  the 
land,  than  by  luring  them  to  a  box  placed  in  a 
tree  top.  Title  to  a  Xhixsgfera  natures  cannot 
be  created  by  the  act  of  one  who  at  the 
moment  is  a  trespasser,  and  Stevens  obtained 
no  interest  in  the  bees  by  the  mere  wrongful 
transfer  from  the  tree  to  the  gum.  He  neither 
owned  the  land  on  which  he  left  them,  nor 
the  gum  in  which  they  were  hived.  Having^ 
neither  title  nor  possession,  he  had  no  interest 
therein,  the  subject  of  larceny.  As  the  infor- 
mation alle'ged  ownership  in  Stevens,  and  the 
case  was  tried  on  that  theory,  we  need  make 
no  inquiry  as  to  any  taking  from  Cody.  But 
see  Wallis  v.  Mease,  3  Binn.  546i 
Betersed. 
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1*   Liabilitj  fbr  money  lost  by  Ikilore 
of  the  bank  in  which  it  wa4B  deposited 


with  due  oare  by  the  state  treasurer  la  not  inK 
poeed  by  bis  bond  oooditlooed  to  account  for  all 
mbney  comiDg  into  his  hands  by  virtue  of  bla 
ofBce,  and  to  perform  ail  the  duties  of  his  office 
when  his  statutory  duty  is  to  receive  and  keep^ 
all  moneys  of  the  state  not  required  to  be  re- 
ceived and  kept  by  some  other  person. 
8*  The  role  which  makes  a  public  oHI* 
cer  an  insurer  of  the  safety  of  the  pnb-^ 


Note.— For  the  cooflicting  authorities  as  to  the 
liability  on  an  official  bond  for  loss  of  money  by 
theft  or  bank  failure,  see  Wilson  v.  People,  Pueblo 
A  A.  YaUey  R.  Go.  (Colo.)  22  L.  R.  A.  449,  and  noU; 
40L.R.A. 


also  State,  Overton  Ck>unty,  v.  Copeland  (Tenn.)  81 
L.  R.  A.  844;  Fairchild  v.  Hedges  (Wash.)  81  L.  R. 
A.  851;  Bush  v.  Johnson  Oouoty  (Neb.)  82  L.  R.  A. 
223;  Healdsburg  v.  Mulligan  (Cal )  83  L.  R.  A  48L 
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lie  fluids  UBder  his  control  fs  not  based 
uoon  the  mere  faot  that  he  is  a  public  officer  in- 
trusted with  public  funds,  but  is  based  upon  the 
Itfinciple  that  by  his  bond,  considered  alone  or 
In  connection  with  the  statutes  dednin»?  his  du- 
ties, he  has  contracted  to  become  an  insurer,  and 
the  rule  is  limited  to  cases  Involving  such  con- 
tracts. 

8«  A  trustee's  depositing^  money  in  » 
private  bank  is  not  negligence  as  matter  of 
law. 

4.  Estoppel  against  the  state  from  pnr- 
suing  a  treasurer's  bond  is  not  effected  by 
its  proceeding  against  the  insolvency  assignee  of 
one  with  whom  ttie  treasurer  had  deposited  the 
money,  and  accepting  a  dividend  from  him. 

iCom^  J.,  dimen^s.) 

(March  10, 1806.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  District  Court  for 
Laramie  County  for  the  opiDion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  questious  arising  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  enforce  liability  upon  the  bond 
of  defendant  Gramm  as  state  treasurer  for 
moneys  which  bad  been  deposited  by  him  in  a 
bank  and  lost  through  its  insolvency.  Answers 
returned  favorable  to  defendants. 

Statement  by  Potter,  Ch.  J. : 

This  case  was  submitted  to  the  distridl  conrt 
upon  the  motions  of  plaintiff  and  defendants, 
respectively,  for  Judgment  upon  the  pleadings 
The  suit  is  brought  in  the  name  of  and  by  the 
state  upon  the  bond  given  by  Otto  Gramm.  as 
state  treasurer,  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1893, 
with  Henry  G.  Balch,  Daniel  C.  Bacon.  Will- 
iam C.  "Wilson,  Jr.,  Francis  E.  Warren,  and 
Thomas  A.  Kent  as  sureties. 

The  materia]  allegations  of  the  petition  are 
substantially  as  follows:  That  said  Otto 
Gramm  was  elected  to  the  office  of  state 
treasurer,  on  the  11th  day  of  September,  1890, 
for  a  term  ending  on  the  7th  day  of  January, 
1896.  That  he  entered  upon  the  discharge  of 
the  duties  of  such  office  on  the  7th  day  of 
November,  1890,  and  continuously  acted  as 
such  officer  until  January  7,  1895,  at  which 
time  he  was  succeeded  by  Henry  G.  Hay.  He 
had  given  a  bond  upon  first  assuming  the 
duties  of  the  office,  bur,  owing  to  the  death  of 
two  of  his  sureties,  he  gave  the  bond  in  suit, 
upon  the  requirement  of  the  secretary  of  state. 
The  bond  was  duly  aoproved.  That  during 
his  term  of  office  said  Gramm  had  received  the 
sum  of  $44,147.81,  which  it  was  his  duly  to 
pay  over  to  his  successor,  but  he  had  failed  to 
make  such  payment.  Judgment  is  claimed 
for  said  amount,  with  interest. 

All  of  the  defendants,  except  William  C. 
Wilson,  Jr.,  who,  it  is  presumed,  was  not 
served  with  process,  appeared  and  filed  an 
answer,  admitting  the  election  of  said  Gramm 
to  the  office  aforesaid,  his  entering  upon  and 
coniinuance  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties 
thereof,  the  execution  and  approval  of  the 
bond,  but  denying  that  on  January  7,  1895,  or 
at  any  time  thereafter,  said  Gramm  had  in  his 
possession  the  sum  of  money  mentioned  in  the 
petition,  or  any  other  sum  of  money,  belonging 
to  plaintiff,  unless  the  money  thereinafter 
shown  to  have  been  deposited  in  bank  be  held 
to  have  been  at  that  time  in  his  possession. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


The  answer  also  specifically  denies  the  making 
of  any  default  in  payment  to  the  successor  of 
said  Gramm,  unless  the  facts  thereinafter  set 
forth  constitute  such  default,  and  denies  the 
truth  of  the  charge  that  he  did  not  truly  and 
justly  account  for  all  moneys  that  came  into 
his  hands  as  such  treasurer,  and  alleges  that 
he  did  honestly,  truly,  and  justly  account  for 
all  moneys  that  came  into  his  hands  as  such 
officer  at  any  time  after  the  giving  of  the  bond 
sued  on.    The  answer  further  denies  that  there 
was  any  dutv  of  his  office  which  said  Gramm 
did  not  faithfully,  truly,  and  justly  perform. 
The  answer  then  continues  with  the  following, 
which  we  quote:     "And  these  defendants  aver 
that  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1893,  and 
for  many  years  prior  thereto,  one  Thomas  A. 
Kent  was  engaged  in  the  general   banking 
business,  in  the    city  of    Cheyenne,   in  the 
county  of  Laramie,  and  state  of  Wyoming, 
and  was  of  excellent  repute    and    financial 
standing  as  a  banker  in  said  city  of  Cheyenne, 
and  throughout  the  state  of  Wyoming;  that  at 
divers  times  prior  to  the  said  20th  day  of  July, 
A.  D.  1898,  the  said  Otto  Gramm,  as  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming,  did  deposit  with  and 
intrust  and  deliver  to  the  said  Thomas  A. 
Kent,  doine  business  as  T.  A.  Kent,  banker, 
as  aforesaid,  divers  sums  of  money,  in  the 
aggregate  many  thousands  of  dollars,  which 
said  sums  of  money  were  of  the  public  funds 
of  the  said  state  of  Wyoming,  and  were  in  the 
possession  of  said  Otto  Gramm  as  state  treas- 
urer, as  aforesaid,  and  were,  as  aforesaid,  de- 
posited in  the  said  bank  conducted  by  the  said 
Thomas   A.   Kent,   banker;  and  that  at  the 
respective    times  when  each    and  all  of  said 
sums  of  money  were  as  aforesaid  deposited 
with  said  Thomas  A.  Kent,  banlter,  the  said 
public  funds  and  moneys  were  known  by  the 
said  banker  to  be  public  moneys  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming,  and  were  by  him  received  and  held 
subject  to  the  check  and  order  of  the  said  Otto 
Gramm  as  state  treasurer  of  the  slate  of  Wyom- 
ing, all  of  the  said  deposits  being  made  in  the 
name  of  Otto  Gramm,  state  treasurer,   and 
being  kept  entirely  separate  and  distinct  from 
any  private  funds  of  the  said  Otto  Gramm. 
and  being  so  as  aforesaid  deposited  to  the  sole 
use  and  benefit  of  the  said  state  of  Wyoming. 
And  defendants  aver  that  on  the  said  20th  day 
of  July,  A.  D.  1898,  solely  by  reason  of  a  great, 
sudden,  unusual,  unprecedented,  and  entirely 
unlooked-for  business  panic  in  the  community 
in  which  the  said  Thomas  A.  Kent  was  doing 
business  as  a  banker,   the  said   Thomas  A. 
Kent  suddenly  became  insolvent,  and  executed 
a  deed  of  assignment  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Wyoming,  wherein  and  whereby  he 
assigned  to  one  Joel   Ware  Foster,   for   the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  Thomas  A. 
Kent,  all  of  his  property,  including  any  and 
all  moneys  so  as  aforesaid  in  his  hands  belong- 
ing to  the  state  of  Wyoming,  and  deposited 
with  him  by  the  said  Otto  Gramm  as  state 
treasurer  of  the  state  of  Wyoming;  that  the 
amount  of  such  state  funds  in  his  hands  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment  was  fifty -six  thousand, 
four  hundred  fifty-four  dollars  and  seventy 
cents  ($56,454.70).     And  defendants   further 
aver  that  for  a  period  of  at  least  eighteen  years 
prior  to  the  assignment  of  the  said  Thomas  A. 
Kent  it  was  the  common  and  uninterrupted 
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custom  in  the  territory  of  Wyoming  ana  in  the 
state  of  Wyoming  for  the  treasurer  of  rhe  said 
territory  and  state  to  deposit  the  public  funds 
belonging  to  the  said  territory  and  to  the  said 
state  in  banks,  subject  to  check  of  the  treasurer 
thereof,  which  said  custom  has  all  times  been 
generally  known  to  the  citizens  of  tbe  state  of 
Wyoming  and  of  the  territory  of  Wyoming, 
and  to  the  officers  thereof ;  that  the  said  custom 
was  a  reasonable  one,  and  was  necessary  for 
the  safe  keeping  of  the  funds  belonging  to  the 
state  of  Wyoming  and  belonging  to  the  said 
territory  of  Wyoming;  that  there  was  no  other 
way  whereby  the  funds  belonging  to  the  state 
or  to  the  territory  could  be  as  safel^r  and 
securely  kept  as  by  depositing  the  same  in  the 
manner  aforesaid,— all  of  which  was  at  all 
times  well  known  to  the  said  territory  of 
Wyoming  and  to  the  officers  thereof,  and  to 
the  said  state  of  Wyoming  and  to  tbe  officers 
and  inhabitants  thereof,  who,  with  such  full 
knowledge  at  all  times,  failed  and  refused  to 
proyide  any  safe  or  secure  place  for  keeping 
the  said  funds,  and  at  all  times  acquiesced  in 
the  actions  of  the  said  treasurers  and  of  the 
said  defendant  Otto  Giamm.  in  depositing  said 
funds  in  bank,  according  to  the  custom  afore- 
said. And  defendants  aver  that  the  insolvency 
of  the  said  Thomas  A.  Kent,  banker,  was 
wholly  unknown  to  the  said  Otto  Gramm,  or 
to  these  defendants,  or  to  the  community  in 
which  he  carried  on  his  business,  until  the 
execution  of  the  said  assignment,  and  that  the 
said  insolvency  was  wholly  unanticipated  until 
he  made  bis  assignment  as  aforesaid;  that  in 
truth  and  in  fact  tbe  said  Kent,  banker,  would 
not  have  become  insolvent  but  for  the  sudden, 
great,  and  unusual  panic  which  occurred  at 
that  time  in  the  community  where  he  carried 
on  his  business  as  a  banker;  that  the  prop- 
erty and  assets  of  the  said  Thomas  A.  Kent, 
at  the  time  of  the  said  assignment,  were  such 
as  to  have  much  more  than  paid  all  of  his 
debts  and  liabilities  at  the  values  which  said 
property  possessed  immediately  prior  to  said 
assignment,  which  values  said  property  and 
assets  had  maintained  for  many  years  prior 
to  said  assignment.  And  defendants  aver 
that  the  said  Otto  Gramm  was  not  in  any 
degree  negligent,  nor  in  any  degree  un  faith- 
ful  to  his  trust  as  treasurer  of  the  state  of  Wy- 
oming, nor  in  anv  degree  at  fault  in  depositing 
or  retaining  said  moneys,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  said  bank,  and  that  tbe  moneys  so  deposited 
in  said  bank  are  the  moneys  which  tbe  plaintiff 
seeks  to  recover  in  this  action.  And  defend- 
ants aver  that  the  said  Gramm  was  not  in  any 
degree  at  fault,  or  in  any  degree  negligent,  or 
In  any  degree  lacking  in  skill,  or  in  any  degree 
unfaithful  in  the  care,  custody,  or  safe  keeping 
of  said  moneys,  or  any  of  them;  that  no  negli- 
gence of  the  said  defendant  Otto  Gramm  in 
any  degree— that  no  unfaithfulness  of  tbe  said 
defendant  Otto  Gramm  in  any  degree — caused 
or  in  any  way  contributed  to  tbe  loss  of  said 
funds,  or  any  of  them."  It  is  further  alleged 
that  in  January,  1894,  the  state  brought  its  ac 
tion  for  said  moneys  against  the  assignee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  of  said  Thomas  A.  Kent, 
and  that  the  state,  by  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture, elected  to  and  did  receive  dividends  from 
said  assigned  estate  amounting  to  $12,807.89. 

The  plaintiff  filed  a  reply,  admitting  the 
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lack  of  negligence  or  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
officer,  tbe  reply  in  that  respect  being  as  fol- 
lows: "Comes  now  the  above-named  plaintiff, 
the  state  of  Wyoming,  and  for  its  reply  to  the 
answer  of  the  defendants  in  said  cause  admits 
that  on  the  20!h  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1893,  and 
for  many  years  prior  thereto,  one  Thomas  A. 
Kent  was  engaged  in  the  general  banking  busi- 
ness in  the  city  of  Cheyenne,  in  the  county  of 
Laramie,  and  state  of  Wyoming,  and  was  of 
excellent  repute  and  financial  standing  as  a 
banker  in  said  city  of  Cheyenne,  and  through- 
out the  state  of  Wyoming;  that  at  divers  times, 
prior  to  tbe  said  lidOth  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1898, 
tbe  said  Otto  Gramm,  as  treasurer  of  the  state 
of  Wyoming,  did  deposit  with  tbe  said  Thomas 
A.  Kent,  banker,  many  thousands  of  dollars 
of  the  public  funds  of  the  said  state  of  Wyom- 
ing, which  said  public  funds  were  known  by 
the  said  Thomas  A  Kent,  banker,  to  be  public 
moneys  of  the  state  of  Wyoming,  and  which 
were  by  him  received  and  held  subject  to  the 
chedk  and  order  of  the  said  Otto  Gramm  as 
state  treasurer  of  the  state  of  Wyoming,  and 
were  kept  entirely  separate  and  distinct  from 
the  private  funds  of  the  said  Otto  Gramm. 
And  plaintiff  further  admiU  that  on  the  20th 
day  of  Julv,  a.  d.  1893,  by  reason  of  a  busi- 
ness panic  in  tbe  community  in  which  tbe  said 
Thomas  A  Kent  was  doing  business  as  a 
banker. the  said  Thomas  A  Kent  suddenly  be- 
came insolvent,  and  executed  a  deed  of  assign- 
ment under  tbe  laws  of  the  state  of  Wyoming 
to  one  Joel  Ware  Foster  of  all  of  bis  property, 
including  all  moneys  in  his  hands  belonging 
to  tbe  said  state  of  Wyoming,  said  money 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  fifty-six  thousand, 
four  hundred  fifty-four  dollars  and  seventy 
cents  ($56,454.70).  And  plaintiff  further admiU 
that  for  a  period  of  at  least  eighteen  years  prior 
to  the  assignment  of  the  said  Thomas  A.  Kent, 
it  was  the  common  and  uninterrupted  custom 
in  the  territory  of  Wyoming,  and  in  the  state 
of  Wyoming,  for  tbe  treasurers  of  the  said  ter- 
ritory and  state  to  deposit  tbe  public  funds  be- 
longing to  said  territory  and  state  m  banks, 
subject  to  check  of  the  treasurer  thereof, 
which  said  custom  has  at  all  times  been  gen- 
erally known  to  the  citizens  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming  and  of  the  territory  of  Wyoming,  and 
to  the  officers  thereof,  and  the  said  sta'e  of  Wy- 
oming and  its  officers  and  inhabitants  bad  failed 
to  provide  any  other  place  for  keeping  said 
funds.  And  plaintiff  further  admits  that  tbe 
insolvency  of  the  said  Thomas  A.  Kent  was 
wholly  unknown  to  tbe  said  Otto  Gramm,  or 
to  either  of  said  defendants,  or  to  tbe  com- 
munity in  which  he  carried  on  his  business, 
until  the  execution  of  tbe  said  assignment,  and 
that  the  said  insolvency  was  wholly  unantici- 
pated until  he  made  his  assignment  as  afore- 
said, and  that  the  property  and  assets  of  the 
said  Thomas  A.  Kent,  at  tbe  time  of  the  said 
assignment,  were  such  as  to  have  much  more 
than  paid  all  of  his  debts  and  liabilities  at  tbe 
values  which  said  property  possessed  immedi- 
ately prior  to  ^aid  assignment,  which  values  said 
property  and  assets  had  maintained  for  many 
years  prior  to  said  assignment.  Plaintiff  fur- 
ther admits  that  tbe  said  Oito  Gramm  was  not 
in  any  degree  negligent,  nor  in  any  degree  un- 
faithful to  his  trust  as  treasurer  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming,  nor  in  any  degree  at  fault  in  de- 
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positiDg  or  retaining  said  moneys,  or  any 
of  them,  in  the  said  hank,  and  that  no  negH- 
l^ence  or  unfaithfulness  on  the  part  of  the  said 
defendant,  Otto  Gramm.  in  any  degree  caused 
or  contrihuted  to  the  loss  of  the  said  funds  by 
the  faOure  of  said  bank."  The  alienations  of 
the  answer  concernin?  the  pursuit  of  the 
money  in  the  bands  of  Kent's  assignee,  and  the 
receipt  of  dividends  by  authority  of  a  legisla- 
tive resolution,  are  also  admitted.  It  appears 
by  such  reply  that  the  amount  of  money  in 
the  hands  of  the  officer  which  had  been  de- 
posi'ed  in  said  bank,  and  was  there  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment^was  $56,454.70,  and  that  the 
sum  sued  for  is  the  balance,  after  deducting 
the  amount  recovered  from  the  assignee  by  the 
suit  against  him.  and  by  way  of  dividends. 

Upon  the  submission  of  the  motions  for 
judgment  upon  the  pleadings,  the  district 
court  reserved  the  following  questions,  held 
to  be  diflicult  and  important,  to  this  court  for 
its  decision  thereon:  (1)  Under  the  bond  set 
out  with  the  petition  are  the  defendants  liable 
for  losses  of  state  funds  by  the  state  treasurer. 
Otto  Gramm,  which  occurred  without  any 
negligence  or  unfaithfulness  in  any  degree  on 
the  part  of  said  state  treasurer  in  any  way  re- 
lating to  his  trust  as  treasurer?  (2)  Under  the 
bond  sued  on,  if  the  facts  are  that  for  eighteen 
years  prior  to  the  loss  herein af  er  set  forth  it 
oad  been  the  uninterrupted  custom,  known 
to  the  officers  and  inhabitants  of  Wyo- 
ming, for  the  defendant.  Otto  Gramm,  as  state 
treasurer,  and  his  predecessors  in  office,  to 
deposit  the  funds  of  Wyoming  in  bank,  as 
was  done  in  this  instance,  and  if  with  this 
knowledge  the  officers  and  inhabitants  of  Wy- 
oming had  failed  to  provide  any  other  place 
for  keeping  said  funds;  and  if,  without  any 
negligence  or  unfaithfulness  to  his  trust  in 
any  degree  on  the  part  of  said  Otia  Gramm  as 
state  treasurer,  he  deposited  $56,454.70  of 
the  funds  of  the  state  in  T.  A.  Kent's  bank, 
as  the  state  funds  payable  upon  the  check  and 
order  of  himself  as  state  treasurer,  and  kept 
entirely  separate  from  the  private  funds  of 
said  Otto  Gramm;  and  if  saia  Otto  Gramm,  as 
.  state  treasurer,  was  not  in  any  decree  at  fault 
in  depositing  or  retaining  moneys  m  said  bank; 
and  if  said  banker  was  of  excellent  charac 
ter  and  repute  as  a  bsnker  at  the  city  where  he 
did  business  as  a  banker,  and  was  entirely  safe 
and  solvent  until  the  day  of  his  assignment; 
and  if  suddenly,  and  solely  by  reason  of  a  sud- 
den, great,  ancTunprecedented,  and  unexpected 
financial  panic  in  the  community  where  he 
did  business,  the  said  banker  became  suddenly 
insolvent,  and  assigned  his  property,  including 
the  funds  of  the  state  in  bis  hands;  and  if 
said  Otto  Gramm,  as  state  treasurer  in  account- 
ing with  his  successor  for  tbe  funds  in  his 
hands,  made  full  report  of  the  deposits  made 
by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  turned  over  to  his 
said  successor  the  vouchers  therefor;  and  if 
the  state  of  Wyoming,  upon  said  vouchers, 
and  under  express  authority  of  a  resolution  of 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  state  of  Wyom- 
ing, filed  its  claim  with  the  assignee  of  said 
banker,  claiming  as  its  own  the  said  moneys 
($56,454.70)  so  deposited  with  the  said  banker 
by  said  Otto  Gramm  as  state  treasurer,  and 
thereafter  received  from  said  assignee,  as  divi- 
dends upon  said  claim,  the  sum  of  $12,807.84, 
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—would  the  defendants,  under  and  by  reason 
of  these  facts,  be  liable  upon  the  bond  sued  on? 
(8)  Under  tbe  bond  sued  on.  did  the  defendants 
become  Insurers  of  the  fun(%3  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming,  placed  in  the  hands  of  Otto  Gramm, 
as  state  treasurer,  and  liable,  in  all  events,  for 
any  loss  that  might  occur  of  any  such  funds? 
(4)  Under  the  pleadings  should  judgment  go, 
and,  if  sOr  should  it  be  for  the  plaintiff  or  for 
the  defendants? 

Mr.  Benjamin  F.Fowler*  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, for  the  State. 

MeMTi,  Van  Orsdel  A  Bnrdiek  and 
John  W.  LaeesTt  for  defendants: 

Tbe  provision  lor  accounting  is  satisfied  by 
an  honest  and  truthful  account,  either  pro>Iuc- 
ing  the  funds  or  furnishing  lawful  excuse  for 
their  nonproduction. 

Many  of  the  esses  turn  upon  the  language 
of  the  statute  or  bond,  where  language  is  used 
far  more  exact  and  much  more  indicative  of 
insurance  than  anything  that  can  be  found  in 
the  case  at  bar. 

New  Promdenee  v.  McEaehron,  88  N.  J.  L. 
830;  Hancock  v.  Bustard,  12  Cush.  112;  8iaU, 
Wyandot  Govnty,  v.  Harper,  6  Ohio  St.  607. 
67  Am.  Dec  863;  United  States  v.  Preacott,  8 
How.  578,  11  L.  ed.  784;  Om.  y.  C<mly,  8  Pa. 
St.  872;  Jefferson  County  Oomn.  y.  Lineberger, 
8  Mont.  281, 85  Am.  Rep.  464;  Rock  y.  Stitwer, 
86  Ind.  846;  Co/erain  v.  Bell,  0  Met.  499;  jSaU 
y.  Walsen,  17  Colo.  117,  15  L.  R.  A.  456. 

In  this  sta^e  it  is  the  law  that  the  money  re- 
ceived by  the  treasurer  is  not  the  property  of 
the  treasurer,  but  the  property  of  the  state. 

State  V.  Foster  ( Wyo.)  29  L.  R.  A.  226. 

The  words  "faithfully  discharge  the  duties,'*' 
etc.,  stipulate  for  the  fidelity  and  honesty  of 
tbe  treasurer,  and  either  by  themselves,  or  in 
connection  with  the  words  "well  and  correctly 
behave  therein,"  also  stipulate  for  his  compe- 
tence and  diligence.  To  constitute  a  breach 
of  the  bond  the  officer  must  haye  acted  either 
dishonestly  or  without  competent  skill  and 
knowledge,  or  without  due  diligence.  The- 
breach  alleged  in  this  case  does  not  fall  under 
any  of  these  heads. 

AUantie  d  N,  0.  R,  Co.  y.  Cowles,  69  N.  0. 
59;  Minor  y.  Mechanictf  Bank,  1  Pet.  46,  7  L.. 
ed.  47:  American  Bank  v.  Ad/ims,  12  Pick.. 
808;  Union  Bank  v.  Closs*y,  10  Johns.  371? 
Commercial  Bank  y.  Ten  Eyek,  48  N.  Y.  805; 
Chicago,  B.  A  C-  B.  Co.  v.  Barttett,  120111  608. 

Receivers  and  tbeir  sureties  are  not  insurers 
of  the  funds  in  their  hands  as  receivers,  but 
only  liable  in  case  of  failure  to  exercise  fidel- 
ity or  prudence  or  diligence. 

Barton  y.  BiJgeicau,  92  Va.  168;  Hamm  t. 
J.  Stone  dt  Sons  Livestock  Go.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
35  8.  W.  427;  Poioers  y.  Loughridge,  88  N.  J. 
Eq.  896. 

The  liability  on  executors'  and  administra- 
tors' bonds  is  not  that  of  insurers.  On  less 
there  has  been  a  lack  of  fidelity,  diligence,  or 
skill  there  is  no  liability  for  loss  of  the  prop- 
erly. 

ifoore  y.  Eure,  101  N.  C.  11;  Lehman  y. 
Robertson,  84  Ala.  489;  StaU,  Townshend,  y. 
Mengher,  44  Mo.  866.  100  Am.  Dec.  298;  Foster 
V.  Datds,  46  Mo.  268;  Newton  y.  Bushong,  22 
Gratt.  628;  Be  Maxwell,  21  N.  Y.  B.  a  X89; 
Be  Kohier,  15  Wash.  618. 
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If  guardians  aod  trustees  "are  to  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  all  negligence,  and  are  not  al- 
lowed the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion 
and  prudential  Qfire  in  the  management  of 
their  trusts,  it  will  deter  prudent  men  from  as- 
suming the  office,  which  in  itself  is  sufficiently 
onerous  and  already  undertaken  by  such  men 
with  reluctance." 

Fahnestoek's  Appeal.  104  Pa.  46. 

The  guardian  and  his  sureties  are  liable  only 
in  case  of  lack  of  fidelity,  diligence,  or  skill. 

Law*s  mate,  144  Pa.  499, 14  L.  R  A.  103; 
Witmet's  Appeal,  87  Pa.  120;  N^s  Appeal,  57 
Pa.  91;  Beach  y.  Mo8&r,  4  Kan.  App.  66; 
(y  Connor  y.  Decker,  95  Wis.  202. 

The  common-law  rule  is  admitted  to  haye 
been  different  from  the  rule  laid  down  in 
United  States  y.  Preseott,  8  How.  578, 11 L.  ed. 
784. 

United  States  y.  nomas,  15  Wall.  887. 21  L. 
ed.  89;  Walker  y.  British  Guarantee  Asso.  18 
Q.  B.  277. 

All  the  language  of  the  statute  relating  to 
the  subject  matter  is  predicated  upon  the  idea 
that  the  moneys  which  come  into  the  official 
custody  of  the  county  treasurer  are  not  his 
own  priyate  funds,  but  the  county's,  and  they 
remain  so  until  legally  paid  out. 

Cumberland  County  y.  PenneU,  69  Me.  857, 
81  Am.  Rep.  284;  Meehaniet^  Bank  y.  Ballowell, 
52  Me.  545;  Thompson  y.  White,  45  Me.  445; 
Colerain  y.  Bell,  9  Met.  499;  Hancock  y.  Has 
sard,  12  Cush.;il2;  Muzzy  v.  Shattuek,  1  Denio, 
288;  Looney  y.  Hughes,  28  N.  Y.  514;  Perley 
y.  Muskegon  County,  82  Mich.  182,  20  Am. 
Rep.  687. 

The  responsibility  of  the  county  treasurer, 
in  the  absence  of  any  statute  enlarging  it,  is 
measured  by  the  common-law  rules  applicable 
to  bailees  for  hire  other  than  common  carriers 
and  inn  holders. 

United  States  y.  Thomas,  15  Wall.  887,  21 
L.  ed.  89;  1  Perry,  Tr.  g  441.  and  notes;  8  Redf. 
Wills,  394;  State  y.  Houston,  78  Ala.  576,  56 
Am.  Rep.  59;  Walker  y.  British  Guarantee 
Asso.  18  Q.  B.  277;  Planter^  d  Af.  Bank  y. 
ma,  1  Stew.  {A\di.)20UPeek  v.  James,  8  Head, 
75;  State,  Overton  County,  y.  Copeland,  96  Tenn. 
296.  31  L.  R.  A.  844;  The  Governor  y.  MEwen, 
5  Humph.  265;  York  County  v.  Watson,  15  8. 
C.  1,  40  Am.  Rep.  675;  Healdsburg  y.  MtUli- 
gan,  113  Cal.  205,  38  L.  R.  A.  461:  Livingston 
y.  Wooda  (Mont.)  49  Pac.  487;  Je^erson  County 
Comrs,  V.  J .ineUrger ,  8  Mont.  281.  85  Am. 
Jttep.  462;  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  301. 

A  cestui  que  trust  may  either  follow  the 
trust  estate  or  the  trustee,  but  may  not  do 
both. 

A  cestui  que  trust  cannot  haye  judgment 
against  his  trustee  for  the  trust  moneys  which 
have  come  into  his  hands,  and  at  the  same  time 
haye  lands  purchased  with  such  moneys  judged 
to  be  the  trust  properly. 

Barker  y.  Barker,  14  Wis.  143:  Fears  y. 
Lynch,  28  Ga.  249;  Merket  y.  Smith,  88  Kan. 
66;  Fowier  y.  Bowery  Sat.  Bank,  118  N.  Y. 
450,  4  L.  R.  A.  145;  Priestly  y.  Fearnie,  8 
Hurlst.  &  C.  977;  Scarf  v.  Jardine,  L.  R.  7 
App.  Cas.  845;  Rawson  y.  Turner,  4  Johns. 
469;  Sanger  y.  Wood,  3  Johns.  Ch.  416;  Mor- 
ris V.  Bedford,  18  N.  Y.  552;  Gardner  y.  Og- 
den,  22  N.  Y.  827,  78  Am.  Dec.  192;  Bank  qf 
Beloit  y.  BeaU,  34  N.  Y.  478;  Rodermund  y. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Clark,  46  N.  Y.  854;  Bou^en  y.  Mandeville,  95 
N.  Y.  237;  Cheeseman  y.  Sturges,  9  Bosw.  246; 
Mattlage  v.  Poole,  5  Hun,  556;  Riley  y.  Al- 
bany Sav.  Bank,  86  Hun,  518,  108  N.  Y.  669; 
Curtis  y.  Williamson,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  57; 
dough  y.  London  &  N.  W,  R.  Co.  L.  R.  7 
Exoh.  26;  Raymond  y.  Proprietors  of  Crown  dt 
E.  Mills,  2  Met.  319;  Sears  v.  Carrier,  4  Allen, 
839;  Cobb  v.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y.  848.  27  Am. 
Rep.  51;  Moller  y.  Tuska,  87  N.  Y.  166. 

Pottert  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  and 
stated  in  the  reserved  questions  raise  the  gen- 
eral question  whether  the  state  treasurer,  under 
our  statutes  relating  to  that  officer  and  the  bond 
given  by  him,  is  liable  for  public  funds  in  hia 
possession  which  have  been  lost  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  a  bank  in  which  he  had  deposited 
them  for  safe  keeping,  he  being  without  any 
fault,  blame,  or  negligence.  The  reputable 
character  of  the  bank  In  the  community  and 
among  business  men,  and  its  excellent  reputa- 
tion for  solvency  and  safety  as  a  place  of  de- 
posit, is  admitted,  as  well  as  that  the  treasurer 
was  not  negligent  or  careless  In  depositing  or 
leaving  the  public  funds  in  such  bank.  While 
thus  acquitting  the  late  officer  of  all  blame,  it 
is  urged  on  the  part  of  the  state,  by  the  attor- 
ney general,  that  the  treasurer  and  his  sureties, 
under  the  statutes  and  the  bond,  are  insurers 
of  the  safety  of  the  public  money  coming  into 
the  custody  of  the  officer,  and  that,  notwith- 
standing that  he  has  been  honest,  faithful,  and 
capable  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  and  the 
moneys  haye  been  lost  in  the  absence  of  any 
kind  of  fault  on  his  part,  they  must  respond 
for  all  such  moneys.  The  contrary  rule  is  con- 
tended for  on  behalf  of  defendants.  The  mat- 
ter has  been  fully  and  ably  presented  to  the 
court  on  both  sides,  both  in  briefs  and  upon 
argument.  The  decisions  of  the  courts  in  this 
country  upon  this  (question  present  an  irrecon- 
cilable cenflict.  It  is  one  of  first  impression  in 
this  court.  We  have  examined  all  the  author- 
ities with  much  care,  and  have  arrived  at  a 
conclusion  only  after  mature  reflection.  We 
realize  the  importance  of  the  question,  so  far 
as  the  present  case  is  concerned.  It  is  a  mat- 
ter, however,  which,  for  the  future,  can  and 
ought  to  be  clearly  settled  by  le^slation.  In 
the  process  of  determining  the  pnnciple  which 
must  govern  a  decision  upon  the  question  be- 
fore us,  and  the  application  of  the  various  con- 
flicting authorities  to  it,  it  will  be  useful,  in 
the  first  place,  to  set  down  certain  well  estab- 
lished rules  upon  which  all  the  courts  are  in 
accord.  The  point  of  diyergence  will  thus  b© 
the  more  observable  and  the  better  understood. 

I.  In  general,  all  trustees  who  have  the  cus- 
tody of  money,  such  as  executors  and  admin- 
istrators, guardians  and  receivers,  and  the  like, 
are  held  not  to  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  funds 
occurring  without  their  fault  or  negligence, 
and  this  is  so  regardless  of  the  form  or  char- 
acter of  the  bond  which  they  may  have  giyen, 
or  the  statutes  or  orders  of  court  prescribing 
their  duties.  Such  trustees  are  held  merely 
to  diligence  and  prudence  in  the  care  of  the 
funds.  The  rule  is  stated  as  follows  in  2  Story, 
£q.  Jur.  §  1269:  "The  rule  in  all  cases  of 
this  sort  is  that,  where  a  trustee  acts  by  other 
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hands,  either  from  necessitv  or  conformity  to 
the  common  usa^e  of  mankind,  he  is  not  made 
answerable  for  Tosses."  He  is  to  keep  the 
money  as  a  prudent  man  would  keep  his  own. 
Norwood  ▼.  Barnes$,  98  Ind.  184.  140,  49  Am. 
Hep.  789.  In  this  case,  on  page  144.  the  court 
flays:  *'His  business  is  to  keep  the  money  safely » 
and  banks  are  commonly  used  as  safe  places 
of  deposit  by  prudent  men."  Notwithstand- 
insr  that  his  duty  "is  to  keep  the  money 
aafely,"  the  trustee,  an  administrator,  was 
held  not  liable  for  money  lost  by  the 
failure  of  a  bank  in  which  It  had  been  de- 
posited without  negligence.  Twitty  y.  Hou$er, 
7  S.  C.  N.  8. 158;  Jacobvs  ▼.  Jacobus,  87  N.  J. 
Eq.  17;  Cox  y.  Roome,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  259;  Deberry 
T.  Ivey,  66  N.  C.  (2  Jones,  Eq.)  870;  MeCabe  y. 
Fowler,  84  N.  Y.  814;  State,  TownsJiend,  v. 
Meagher,  44  Mo.  359,  100  Am.  Dec.  298.  In 
the  case  last  cited  the  suit  was  brought  upon 
the  bond  of  an  administrator,  which  was  con- 
ditioned that  he  should  pay  over  and  account 
for  the  money  or  property  that  should  come  to 
his  hands  belonging  to  the  estate  as  required 
by  law.  It  was  said  that ' 'it  is  well-established 
equity  law  that  under  certain  circumstances 
executors  and  administrators  are  absolved  from 
responsibility,  notwithstanding  the  bond,  and 
DOtwithstandlng  the  failure  to  produce  the 
property  or  pay  over  its  value  In  money,  .  .  . 
no  negligence  being  imputable  to  the  adminis- 
trator or  executor.  2  Wms.  Exrs.  142,  and 
cases  there  cited.  The  obligation  of  the  bond, 
therefore,  in  such  cases  is  not  absolute."  In 
determining  what  was  "required  by  law,"  re- 
ferring to  that  phrase  in  the  bond,  the  court 
did  not  resort  to  any  exception  found  either  in 
the  bond  or  statute,  but  went  to  the  common 
law,  and  as  a  result  of  an  investigation  on  that 
]ine  determined  "that  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, according  to  the  decided  cases  and 
views  of  eminent  law  writers,  stand  in  the  po- 
sition of  trustees  of  the  persons  who  are  inter- 
ested in  the  estates  upon  which  they  adminis- 
ter, and  that  they  are  subject  to  liability  only 
for  want  of  due  care  and  skill,  and  that  the 
measure  of  care  and  skill  required  of  them  is 
the  same  as  that  demnnded  of  bailees  for  hire, 
'namely,  that  which  prudent  men  exercise  in 
the  direction  of  their  affairs."  The  cases  upon 
this  particular  branch  of  the  subject  abound  in 
expressions  to  the  effect  that  such  a  person, 
having  trust  money  in  his  possession,  would 
be  negligent  if  he  did  not  deposit  the  same  in 
a  bank,  as  that  is  the  place  where  the  most 
prudent  men  deposit  for  safe  keeping  taeir  own 
money,  and  in  some  instances  such  trustees 
have  been  held  liable  for  the  loss  of  money  on 
the  ffround  that  they  were  negligent  in  failing 
to  ^posit  it  in  bank.  See  also  Potters  y. 
Loughridge,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  396;  Moore  v.  Eure, 
101  N.  C.  11;  Lehman  v.  Robertson,  84  Ala. 
489;  Foster  v.  Davis,  46  Mo.  268;  Be  Kohl&r, 
15  Wash.  618:  Imw*s  Estate,  144  Pa.  499,  14 
L.  R  A.  108;  Fahnesioek's  Appeal,  104  Pa. 
46:  Jones  v.  Lewis,  2  Ves.  8r.  240;  Knight  v. 
Lord  Plymouth,  8  Atk.  480. 

2.  It  is  also  well  settled  that  there  is  nothing 
at  common  law  which  distinguishes  public 
treasurers  or  depositaries  from  any  other  finan- 
cial managers  or  trustees. 

8.  The  absence  of  any  such  distinction  is 
recognized  in  another  well  settled  doctrine, 
40  L.  a  A. 


that  public  officers,  having  in  their  official  cus- 
tody money  belonging  to  others  than  the  pub- 
lic are  not  responsible  for  its  loss  occurring 
without  negligence  on  their  part.  That  rule 
has  been  adopted  in  this  country  in  case^ 
where  the  officer  and  his  sureties  have  been 
sought  to  be  charged  in  suits  upon  the  official 
bond.  Wilson  v.  People,  Pueblo  <fe  A,  Valley 
R.  Go,,  19  Colo.  199,  22  L.  R  A  449;  Pwple, 
Nash,  V.  Faulkner,  107  N.  Y.  477.  In  the 
case  of  Wilson  v.  People,  19  Colo.  199,  22  L. 
R  A.  449,  action  was  brought  upon  the 
official  bond  of  a  clerk  of  the  district  court,  to 
recover  certain  moneys  which  had  been  de- 
posited with  that  officer  In  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings. The  money  had  been  deposited  by 
the  clerk,  to  his  credit  as  clerk,  in  a  bank 
which  subsequently  failed.  The  bond  was 
conditioned  that  the  officer  shall  "faithfully 
perform  all  the  duties  of  said  office  as  pre- 
scribed by  law,  that  he  will  punctually  pay 
over  to  the  person  legally  authorized  to  receive 
the  same  all  moneys  that  may  come  into  his 
hands  by  virtue  of  said  office/*^  etc.  The  court 
was  unanimous  in  absolving  the  officer  and  his 
sureties  from  liability,  do  negligence  being 
imputable  to  him.  The  opinion  in  the  case 
does  not  attempt  to  draw  any  distinction  be- 
tween cases  of  public  and  private  funds,  but 
in  a  subsequent  case  in  the  same  court,  which 
will  be  hereinafter  cited,  such  a  distinction 
was  made,  although  over  the  dissent  of  the 
writer  of  the  opinion  in  the  Wilson  Case,  Mr. 
Justice  Goddard.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
condition  of  the  bond  above  quoted  was  about 
as  strong,  if .  not  entirely  so.  as  in  any  of  the 
cases  holding  the  officer  as  to  public  funds  to 
a  strict  accountability.  In  the  case  of  People, 
Nash,  V.  Faulkner  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York  refused  to  hold  the  obligation  of  the  bond 
of  a  surrogate  as  absolute,  and  as  rendering 
himself  and  sureties  liable  as  icsurers  of  money 
belonging  to  others  than  the  public  in  his 
official  custody,  and  lost  without  his  fault  by 
the  failure  of  a  bank  in  which  it  had  been  de- 
posited. The  material  conditions  of  the  sur- 
rogate's bond  were  as  follows:  "Well  and 
truly  and  faithfully,  in  all  things,  perform  his 
duties  as  county  judge  of  Livingston  county, 
and  shall  well  and  truly  and  faithfully  perform 
his  duties  as  surrogate  of  said  county  of  Living- 
ston, and  shall  well  and  faithfully  apply  and 
pay  over  all  moneys  and  effects  that  may  come 
into  his  hands  as  such  county  judge  in  the 
execution  of  his  office,  and  shall  well  and  faith- 
fully apply  and  pay  over  all  moneys  and  ef- 
fects that  may  come  into  his  hands  as  such 
surrogate  in  the  execution  of  his  office  without 
fraud,  deceit,  or  delay."  With  this  much, 
which  may  be  considered  as  settled  law,  uj^on 
which  the  decisions  are  apparently  not  in  con- 
flict, we  come  to  the  precise  question  of  the  li- 
ability of  public  officers  for  public  funds;  and 
here  we  are  confronted  with  divergent  views, 
and  It  is  difficult  even  to  reconcile  all  the  au- 
thorities which  reach  the  conclusion  that  such 
an  officer,  as  to  such  funds,  Is  an  insurer,  and 
bound  to  respond  in  any  event,  with  the  pos- 
sible exception  of  loss  occasioned  by  the  act  of 
God  or  the  public  enemy.  In  the  considera- 
tion of  this  case  we  have  endeavored  to  ex- 
tract the  principle  from  the  decisions  favoring 
that  strict  and  absolute  rule,  and  note  the  ef- 
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feet  of  the  applIcatioD  thereof  to  our  own  stat- 
utes, and  the  bond,  which  is  the  basis  of  the 
present  controversy.  If,  when  so  applied, 
such  authorities,  if  followed  by  us,  would  ren- 
der the  treasurer  and  his  sureties  insurers  of 
the  public  funds,  a  further  investigation  may 
become  necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not 
they  or  the  opposing  decisions  announce  the 
rule  more  agreeable  to  our  conditions. 

The  first  case  involving  this  question  In  this 
country  arose  in  New  York, — Albany  County 
Supert.  V.  Dorr,  2&  Wend.  440,  decided  in  1841, 
— wherein  it  was  held  that  a  county  treasurer 
was  not  responsible  for  public  money  stolen 
from  his  office  where  there  is  no  imputation  of 
negligence  or  other  default  on  his  part.  This 
case,  however,  has  ceased  to  be  an  authority, 
for  the  reason  that  in  Peopfe,  Nash,  v.  Faulk- 
ner, 107  N.  Y.  477,  the  court  of  appeals  an- 
nounced that,  owing  to  his  having  often  been 
criticised,  and  in  view  of  another  case  next  to 
be  adverted  to,  the  question  should  be  consid- 
ered an  open  one  in  ihat  state,  although  it  was 
denied  that  it  had  been  at  all  overruled,  and 
for  the  further  reason  that  in  a  more  recent 
case  the  contrary  doctrine  has  been  adopted  in 
that  state.  Muzzy  v.  Shaituek,  1  Denio,  288, 
arising  In  the  same  state,  was  a  case  involving 
the  responsibility  of  a  tax  collector  for  moneys 
collected  by  him,  and  stolen  from  his  posses- 
sion, without  any  fault,  want  of  care,  or  omis- 
sion of  duty  on  his  part.  He  was  held  re- 
sponsible, but  solelv  upon  the  ground  that, 
under  the  statutes,  that  officer  was  a  debtor  for 
all  the  money  collected,  which,  of  course, 
meant  that,  upon  the  collection  of  any  tax 
money,  the  legal  title  thereto  was  in  him,  and 
it  was  not  the  money  of  the  public,  but  the 
officer  became  eo  tnttanU  a  debtor  for  the 
amount,  and  the  statute  had  provided  the  only 
method  by  which  such  obligation  could  be 
discharged.  In  passing,  it  may  be  said  that 
the  courts  have  not  usually  accepted  that  view, 
and  this  court  announced  a  different  view  in 
the  case  of  State  v.  Foster  (Wyo.)  29  L.  R.  A. 
226.  The  cases  which  are  based  upon  a  hold- 
ing that  the  officer  is  a  debtor  for  the  public 
funds  in  his  possession  must  be  eliminated 
from  this  case  as  precedents. 

The  leading  case  upholding  the  doctrine  that 
the  treasurer  occupies  the  position  of  an  in- 
surer, and  on  the  strength  of  which  the  most, 
if  not  all,  of  the  cases  have  adopted  that  rule 
of  decision,  is  Uuited  Statesr,  Prescott.  8 How. 
578,  11  L.  ed.  784,  which  was  decided  at  the 
December  term,  1844.  Not  all  the  courts, 
however,  nor  the  same  court  in  later  decisions, 
which  have  followed  that  case,  and  cited  it 
approvingly,  have  kept  to  the  fundamental 
principle*  underlying  it.  It  was  an  action 
brought  upon  the  official  bond  of  Prescott, 
^ven  for  his  faithful  performance  of  the  du- 
ties of  receiver  of  public  moneys  at  Chicago. 
The  defense  pleaded  was  that  the  sum  not  paid 
over  had  been  feloDiously  stolen  from  his  pos- 
session, notwithstanding  that  he  had  used  or- 
dinary care  and  diligence  in  keeping  ihe  same. 
A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  plea,  and  thereon 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  were  opposed,  and 
the  case  was  certified  to  the  supreme  court 
upon  the  question  whether  "the  felonious  tak- 
ing and  carrying  away  the  public  moneys 
in  the  custody  of  a  receiver  of  public  moneys, 
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without  any  fault  or  negTlgonoe  on  bis  part, 
discharged  him  and  his  sureties."  On  the 
part  of  defendants  it  was  contended  before  that 
court  that  the  officer  was  a  depositary  for  hire, 
and  that,  unless  bis  liability  was  enlarged  by 
the  special  contract  to  keep  safely,  he  is  only 
subject  to  the  liabilities  imposed  by  law  upoa 
such  a  depositary,  and  that  the  special  contract 
did  not  enlarge  his  liability.  In  response,  ap- 
parently, to  that  point,  the  learned  Justice  de- 
livering the  opinion  said:  "This  is  not  a  case 
of  bnilment,  and,  consequently  the  law  of  bail- 
ment does  not  apply  to  it  The  liability  of  the 
defendant,  Prescott,  arises  out  of  his  official 
bond,  and  principles  which  are  founded  upon 
public  policy."  Without  quoting  in  full  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  it  will  answer  all  pur- 
poses by  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  re> 
quired  the  officer  to  well,  truly,  and  faithfully 
keep  safely,  without  loaning  or  using,  all  the 
public  moneys  coming  into  his  possession,  and,, 
when  orders  for  their  transfer  or  payment  hud 
been  received,  that  he  should  faithfully  and 
promptly  make  the  same  as  directed.  After 
quoting  the  bond,  the  opinion  proceeds  as  fol- 
lows: "The  condition  of  the  bond  has  been 
broken,  as  the  defendant,  Prescott,  failed  to 
pay  over  the  money  received  by  him  when  re- 
quired to  do  so;  and  the  question  is  whether 
he  shall  be  exonerated  from  the  condition  of 
his  bond  on  the  ground  that  the  money  had 
been  stolen  from  him.  Tbe  objection  to  thia 
defense  is,  that  it  is  not  within  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  and  this  would  seem  to  be  conclu- 
sive." And  again:  ''Public  policy  requires 
that  every  depositary  of  tbe  public  money 
should  be  held  to  a  strict  accountability.  Not 
only  that  he  should  exercise  the  highest  degree 
of  vigilance,  but  that  'he  should  keep  safely,* 
the  moneys  which  come  to  his  hands.  Any 
relaxation  of  this  condition  would  open  a  door 
to  frauds  which  might  be  praciised  with  im- 
punity. A  deposiiary  would  have  nothing 
more  to  do  than  to  lay  his  plans  and  arrange 
his  proofs,  so  as  to  establish  his  loss  without 
laches  on  his  part.  Let  such  a  principle  be  ap- 
plied to  our  post  masters,  collectors  of  the  cus- 
toms, receivers  of  public  moneys,  and  others 
who  receive  more  or  less  of  the  public  funds,  * 
and  what  losses  might  not  be  anticipated  by 
the  public."  It  was  beld  that  the  defense  waa 
not  good.  It  is  evident  from  the  most  casual 
reading  of  the  opinion  just  quoted  from  so 
largely,  that,  as  concerned  that  action,  all 
idea  of  a  bailment  was  eliminated  from  tbe 
case.  The  matter  of  public  policy  was  not 
brought  in  as  an  attachment  to  any  com- 
mon law  rules  relating  to  bailment.  It  was 
not  said  or  held,  either  expressly  or  by  im- 
plication, that  the  common  law  principles  af- 
fecting the  responsibilitv  of  bailees  for  hire, 
as  applied  to  depositaries  of  public  funds, 
needed  to  be  modified  and  made  more  strict 
The  court  distinctly  started  out  upon  the 
theory  that  no  question  of  bailment  was  in- 
volved, and  placed  whatever  liability  there 
existed  squarely  and  solelv  upon  the  bond. 
It  having  been  determined  by  the  learned 
ourt  that  the  bond,  out  of  which  arose  the 
only  liability  to  respond,  contained  a  positive 
agreement  to  keep  all  moneys  received  safelv, 
and  to  pay  them  out  or  transfer  them  promp  ly 
whenever  directed  to  do  io,  concluded  that 
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pablic  policy  forbade  any  relaxation  by  tbe 
courts  of  tbat  coDdition;  and,  further  than 
ibat,  tbe  only  reason  given  for  tbe  existence 
of  tbat  public  policy  was  the  opportunity  for 
fraud  wbicb  would  be  offered  were  sucb  de- 
fenses permitted,  and  tbe  cbance  wbicb  an 
officer  would  bare  to  manufacture  a  case  of 
loss  wiibout  fault.  It  must  be  remembered 
tbat  this  was  the  first  case  announcing  tbat 
doctrine. 

Tbe  next  case  in  point  of  time,  Muzzy  v. 
Shattuekj  1  Denio,  283,  bas  already  been  com- 
mented upon.  Following  tbat  came  Com.  y. 
Comly.  8  Fa.  St.  872,  decided  at  tbe  July  term, 
1846,  by  tbe  Pennsylvania  supreme  court, 
wbicb  involved  tbe  liability  under  bis  l)ond  of 
a  collector  of  tolls;  tbe  condition  thereof  beinir 
tbat  "he  shall  account  for  and  pay  over  all 
money s  he  may  receive  for  tolls. "  The  def eo se 
was  a  larceny  of  tbe  money  received  for  tolls 
from  a  secret  apartment  in  a  locked  desk  in 
tbe  collector's  office.  Tbe  trial  court  had  in- 
structed tbe  Jury  tbat,  if  tbe  collector  bad  kept 
tbe  public  money  as  a  prudent  man  would 
keep  bis  own.  and  exercised  tbat  care  and  dili- 
gence wbicb  every  person  of  common  prudence 
takes  of  bis  own  affairs,  and  if  the  money  was 
actually  stolen  as  sworn  to,  then  tbe  verdict 
should  be  for  tbe  defendant  The  opinion  of 
the  court,  delivered  bv  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Gib- 
son, commences  by  citing  tbe  decision  in  the 
case  of  United  States  ▼.  Preecott,  and  stating 
tbat  tbe  same  is  founded  in  sound  policy  and 
sound  law,  and  tbe  learned  Justice  said:  *The 
responsibility  of  a  public  receiver  is  determined, 
not  by  tbe  law  of  bailment,  which  is  called  in 
to  supply  tbe  place  of  a  special  agreement 
where  there  is  none,  but  by  tbe  condition  of 
his  bond."  And,  concerning  the  matter  of 
public  policy:  'The  keepers  of  the  public 
moneys/  or  their  sponsors,  are  to  be  held 
strictfv  to  tbe  contract;  for,  if  they  were  to  be 
let  off  on  shallow  pretenses,  delinquencies, 
which  are  fearfully  frequent  already,  would 
be  iocessaot." 

In  1858,  the  case  of  Haneack  v.  Eazzard,  12 
Gush.  112,  was  decided  by  the  supreme  judi- 
cial court  of  Massachusetts.  The  action  was 
on  tbe  bond  of  the  treasurer  and  collector  of 
tbe  town  of  Hancock.  Tbe  defense  in  this 
case  was  that  tbe  unpaid  money  bad  been 
stolen  without  fault  of  tbe  collector.  In  a 
former  case  (Colerain  v.  Bell,  9  Met.  499)  it  bad 
been  said,  with  reference  to  sucb  an  officer, 
under  the  peculiar  provisions  of  the  statutes, 
that  the  money  received  by  bim  as  collector, 
in  tbe  collection  of  taxes,  is  bis  own  money, 
/  and  not  that  of  tbe  town.  Tbat  case  was  re- 
ferred to  in  tbe  case  reported  in  12  Gush.  112, 
and  the  court  said:  "He  is  a  debtor,  an  ac- 
countant, hound  to  account  for  and  pay  over 
tbe  money  he  bas  collected.  Tbe  loss  of  bis 
money,  therefore,  by  theft  or  otherwise,  is  no 
excuse  for  nonperformance.  This  is  founded 
on  the  nature  of  his  contract  and  considera- 
tions of  public  policy,"— citing  l/nited  i^iates 
V.  Freeeott,    The  court  also  said  tbat  tbe  obli- 

fation  is  not  regulated  by  the  law  of  bailments, 
t  is  not  difficult  to  understand  that,  if  the 
officer  is  a  debtor,  no  law  of  bailment  is  in- 
volved. It  does,  however,  require  someibing 
of  an  effort  to  understand  what  considerations 
of  public  policy  and  the  case  of  United  IStaise  i 
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T.  Prescott  bad  to  do  with  tbe  case,  if  tbe  offi- 
cer was  a  debtor  before  be  lost  tbe  money,  un- 
less, indeed,  the  Massachusetts  court  construed 
the  decision  in  tbe  Prescott  Case  as  making  out 
tbat  tbe  money  in  Prescott's  hands  was  bis 
own.  At  any  rate,  tbe  case  from  Massachu- 
setts is  not  m  any  sense  a  precedent  for  U8» 
under  our  statutes. 

On  this  side  of  the  Judicial  controversy  the 
next  case  arose  in  Ohio,— -State,  Wyandot 
County,  V.  Harper,  6  Ohio  St.  608,  67  Am. 
Dec.  868,  decided  in  18.^6.  Harper  had  been 
county  treasurer,  and  his  bond  contained  the 
following  condition:  "Harper  shall  honestly 
and  faithfully  pay  over,  during  his  continu- 
ance in  office,  all  moneys  tbat  shall  come  into 
bis  bands  for  state,  county,  and  township,  or 
for  other  purposes,  according  to  law."  His 
residence  was  broken  open,  and  certain  public 
moneys  stolen  therefrom,  without  his  fault  or 
negligence.  Under  the  terms  of  the  bond  and 
tbe  statute,  it  was  held  that  the  treasurer  was 
an  insurer  "against  the  delinauencies  of  him- 
self, and  against  tbe  faults  and  wrongs  of  oth- 
ers, in  regard  to  the  trust  placed  in  his  bands.** 
The  case  of  Muoy  v.  Shait'tek,  which  was 
based  upon  tbe  theory  tbat  tbe  officer  was  a 
debtor,  and  tbe  Prescott  Case,  and  Com.v.  Cornly, 
8  Pa.  St.  872,  based  upon  a  different  consider- 
ation, were,  strangelv  enough,  cited  in  support 
of  tbe  court's  conclusion,  without  comment. 
Tbe  court  adds:  "Tbe  distinction  between 
this  and  a  common  case  of  bailment,  is  tbat 
tbe  law  of  the  latter  is  generally  founded  upon 
tbe  absence  of  any  positive  engagements  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  hiring,  or,  as  it  is 
called,  the  *locatio  conductio*  and  therefore  th» 
qiiesiion  arises.  What  obligation  may,  with 
reference  to  public  policy  and  general  con- 
venience, be  implied  by  law,  in  tbe  absence  ot 
such  positive  engagements?  The  express  con- 
tract of  tbe  parties  may.  as  in  the  case  now 
under  consideration  it  has  done,  vary  or  super- 
sede those  derived  from  tbe  law  of  bailments.*^ 

A  critical  examination  of  some  of  the  early 
cases  cannot  fail  to  impress  one  with  tbe 
thought  tbat  they  observed  no  distinction  be- 
tween moneys  the  legal  title  to  which  is  by 
law  vested  in  tbe  officer,  and  those  wbicb  ar» 
merely  in  official  custody  and  care,  but  belong 
to  tbe  public;  and  tbe  various  decisions  which 
respectively  base  their  conclusions  upon  one 
condition  of  affairs  or  the  other  are  cited  indis- 
criminately, as  bearing  upon  and  forming  a 
precedent  upon  tbe  same  proposition.  This  is 
particularly  noticeable  in  tbe  Indiana  cases, 
when  read  together.  We  can  readily  under, 
stand  a  court  which,  as  in  the  Prescott  Case, 
bns  found  a  special  contract  which  defines  tbe 
obligation  of  tbe  officer,  and  upon  tbat  ground 
enforces  it,  and  refuses  any  equitable  relaxa- 
tion of  tbe  obligation  for  reasons  of  public 
policy;  but  it  must  be  confessed  it  is  embar- 
rassing to  determine  the  exact  reason  behind 
an  opinion  which  approves  and  follows  that 
doctrine,  and  at  tbe  same  time  find  support 
for  its  conclusions  in  another  case,  which  is 
founded  upon  tbe  theory  that  the  money  is  in 
tbe  possession  of  the  officer  as  a  debtor.  Both 
kinds  of  cases  have,  it  is  true,  held  tbe  officer 
liable  under  bis  bond;  but  the  reasons  are  far 
different,  and  in  more  recent  times,  when  it 
has  been  necessary  for  the  public  to  seek  after 
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its  money  in  the  bands  of  others,  to  whom  the 
officer  has  intrusted  it,  the  distinction  between 
a  debtor  and  a  mere  custodian  or  keeper  has 
become  yery  marked.  I  do  not  regard  the 
Ohio  case  above  referred  to  as  imputing  the 
character  of  debtor  to  the  treasurer,  but  as 
holding  that  the  special  contract  has  fixed  the 
€Ztent  of  his  responsibility.  The  case  of  Halhert 
V.  State,  Martin  County  ComrB.,  22  Ind.  125, 
may  not  be  based  upon  the  debtor  theory,  al- 
though the  learned  justice  who  wrote  the  opin- 
ion said,  in  Bock  ▼.  Stinger,  86  Ind.  846,  that 
it  followed  that,  the  officer  not  being  a  mere 
bailee,  the  technical  title  to  the  money  in  his 
hands  was  in  himself,  and,  in  case  of  his  death, 
it  would  go  to  his  personal  representative, 
rather  than  to  his  executor.  A.nd,  indeed,  in 
still  another  case,  it  was  directly  held  that  the 
title  to  the  money  was  in  the  officer.  It  is, 
therefore,  at  least  doubtful  whether  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Indiana  court  was  not  influenced 
to  some  extent  by  that  theory.  In  Halhert  v. 
State,  Martin  County  Comrs,,  22  Ind.  125,  de- 
cided in  1864,  the  strict  liability  was  enforced, 
as  well  as  in  the  later  case  of  Mock  v.  Stinger, 
36  Ind.  346,  and  under  statutes  and  bonds  not 
as  positive,  in  respect  to  an  engagement  to 
keep  safely  and  pay  over,  as  any  of  the  other 
cases  previously  cited  herein. 

We  have  thus  rather  minutely  discussed  the 
foregoing  decisions,  for  reasons  which  will  be- 
come obvious,  and  from  necessity,  as  it  seemed 
10  us,  even  at  the  expense  of  extending  this 
opinion  beyond  ordinarily  reasonable  limits, 
to  the  end  that  we  might  arrive  at  some  satis- 
factory and  exact  knowledge  of  the  reasons 
upon  which  the  doctrine  of  the  majority  of  the 
cases  upon  the  subject  have  been  grounded. 
With  the  cases  above  advened  to  as  leading; 
precedents,  quite  a  number  of  the  state  courts 
have  more  recently  announced  the  same  doc- 
trine. Many  adopt  the  rule  by  mere  reference 
to  authority,  and  with  no  attempt  at  argument. 
See  Fairddld  v.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  117,  31  L. 
R.  A.  851;  Pine  Isfand  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  JetoeU, 
44  Minn.  427;  Hennepin  Govniy  Comrs.  v. 
Jonee,  18  Minn.  199  (Gil.  182);  Wilson  v.  Wich- 
ita County,  67  Tex.  647;  Gartley  v.  People, 
Pueblo  County  (Colo.)  49  Pac.  272;  Rose  v. 
Douglcus  Twp.  52  Kan.  451;  A'oAWi  v.  Erie 
County  Directors  of  Poor,  126  Pa.  445;  State  v. 
Nevin,  19  Nev.  163;  Taylor  Dist.  Tv>p.  v.  Mor- 
ion, 37  Iowa,  560;  TiUinghast  v.  Mirrill,  151 
N.  Y.  135.  84  L.  R  A.  678;  Thompson  v.  Town- 
ship Sixteen,  80  III.  t<9;  State,  Mississippi 
County,  V.  Moore,  74  Mo.  413,  41  Am.  Rep. 
322;  Hate,  The  Township,  v.  Powell,  67  Mo. 
396.  29  Am.  Rep.  512;  Baity  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  9 
Cent.  Rep.  22,^;  Bush  v.  Johnson  County,  48 
Neb.  1,  32  L.  R.  A.  223.  The  doctrine  an- 
nounced in  such  romprebensive  terms  by  the 
Prescott  Case  has,  however,  been  considerably 
modified  in  a  later  case  in  the  same  court. 
The  Prescott  Case  was  followed  by  that  court 
in  Boyden  v.  United  States,  18  Wall.  17.  20  L. 
ed.  527;  Bennns  v.  United  SUites,  13  Wall.  56, 
20  L.  ed.  631;  United  States  v.  Morgan,  11 
How.  164, 18  L.  ed.  648;  United  Slates  v.  Dash- 
iel,  4  Wall.  182,  18  L.  ed.  819;  United  States 
V.  Keehler,  9  Wall.  88.  19  L.  ed.  574.  The 
United  States  cases  following  the  Prescott  Case 
make  one  matter  clear,  viz.,  that  the  officer  is  a 
bailee,  but  under  special  obligations.  It  was 
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said,  in  the  opinion  in  Bevans  v.  United  States 
18  Wall.  56.  20  L.  ed.  581:  "Bailee  he  was! 
undoubtedly,  but  by  his  bond  he  had  insured 
the  safe  keeping  and  prompt  payment  of  the 
public  money  which  came  to  his  bands."  And 
it  is,  further  on  in  the  opinion,  stated  that  the 
officer  had  not  only  assumed  the  common  law 
obligations  of  a  bailee,  but  had  given  bond  to 
keep  safely  the  money  in  his  hands. 

The  case  which  modified  to  some  extent  the 
rule  stated  in  the  Prescott  and  subsequent  cases 
in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  above  cited, 
is  United  States  v.  Thomas,  15  Wall.  887.  21  L. 
ed.  89.  The  direct  result  of  this  case  was  to 
exonerate  a  bonded  government  officer  for  the 
loss  of  public  moneys,  occurring  by  the  act  of 
the  public  enemy,  and  the  bond,  however 
stringent  in  its  terms,  was  held  not  absolute, 
if  performance  of  its  conditions  should  be  pre- 
vented by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy, 
without  any  neglect  or  fault  on  the  officer's 
part.  The  real  effect  of  this  case  has  been 
much  disputed.  It  has  been  thought  by  some 
to  have  practically  overruled  the  former  de- 
cisions, but  one  of  the  able  Judges— Mr.  Justice 
Miller — dissented  from  the  majority  opinion 
because  it  did  not  flatly  overrule  the  Prescott 
and  subsequent  cases.  That  distinguished 
jurist,  in  a  dissenting  opinion  of  much  clear- 
ness and  vigor,  stated  that  he  had  not  believed, 
and  did  not  then  believe,  that  there  was  any 
principle  of  public  policy,  recognized  by  the 
courts  or  imposed  by  law,  which  made  a  de- 
positary of  the  public  monev  liable  for  it,  when 
it  had  been  lost  or  destroyed  without  any  fault 
or  negligence  or  fraud  on  his  own  part,  and 
when  he  had  faithfully  discharged  his  duty  in 
regard  to  its  custody  and  safe  keeping.  This 
opinion,  although  written  by  a  dissenting 
judge,  has  been  approved  and  followed  by  a 
respectable  number  of  the  state  coufts  since 
then,  and  its  utterances  strongly  approved  by 
many  other  judges,  who  have  found  themselves 
obliged,,  for  the  like  reasons  as  therein  ex- 
pressed, to  dissent  from  the  views  of  the  major- 
ity of  their  court. 

Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  majority  opin- 
ion in  the  Tfiomas  Case,  it  is  entirely  manifest, 
and  open  to  no  possible  contradiction,  that  it 
was  necessary,  and  so  held,  to  modify  the  gen- 
eral expressions  contained  in  the  opinion  in  the 
Prescott  Case.  The  learned  justice  who  de- 
livered the  opinion  in  the  Thomas  Case,  Mr. 
Justice  Bradley,  in  discussing  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  a  public  financial  officer, 
said:  "The  general  rule  of  official  obligation, 
as  imposed  by  law,  is  that  the  officer  shall  per- 
form tbe  duties  of  his  office  honestly,  faith- 
fully, and  to  the  best  of  his  ability.  This  is 
tbe  substance  of  all  official  oaths.  In  ordinary 
cases,  to  expect  more  than  this  would  deter 
upright  and  responsible  men  from  taking  office. 
This  is  substantially  the  rule  by  which  the 
common  law  measures  the  responsibility  of 
those  whose  official  duties  require  them  to 
have  the  custody  of  property  public  or  private. 
If,  in  any  case,  a  more  stringent  obligation  is 
desirable,  it  must  be  prescribed  by  statute,  or 
exacted  by  express  siipulation."  To  this  gen- 
eral rule,  so  clearly  stated,  we  think  no  well- 
considered  case  has  offered  opposition.  The 
learned  justice  then  goes  on  to  show  that  tbe 
basis  of  tbe  common-law  rule  ia  founded  on 
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the  doctrine  of  bailment;  that  the  public 
officer,  with  property  in  his  official  possession, 
is  a  bailee:  and  that  the  rules  growing  out  of 
that  relation  must  govern,  unless  the  legisla- 
ture, at  its  pleasure,  shall  change  the  common- 
law  role  of  responsibility;  and,  proceeding, 
says:  "Where,  however,  a  statute  merely  pre- 
scribes the  duties  of  the  officer,  as  that  he  shall 
safely  keep  money  or  property  received  or 
collected,  and  shall  pay  it  over  when  called 
upon  to  do  so  by  the  proper  authority,  it  can- 
not, without  more,  be  regarded  as  enlarging 
or  in  any  way  affecting  the  degree  of  his  re- 
sponsibility. The  mere  prescription  of  duties 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  as  to  what 
flhall  constitute  the  rule  of  responsibility  in  the 
discharge  of  those  duties,  or  a  legal  excuse  for 
the  nonperformance  of  them,  or  a  discharge 
from  their  obligation.  The  common  law, 
which  is  common  reason,  prescribes  that;  and 
statutes,  in  subordination  to  their  terms,  are  to 
be  construed  agreeably  to  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law."  Alter  referring  to  the  solicitude 
shown  by  Congress  for  the  due  and  faithful 
discharge  of  duties  by  public  officials,  which 
is  found  indicated  by  statutes  requiring  officers 
to  keep  safely,  without  using  or  loaning,  or  de- 
positing In  banks,  etc. ,  all  public  moneys  in 
their  hands,  and  the  exacting  of  a  bond  to  a 
like  effect,  the  opinion  proceeds  to  state,  in 
substance,  that  the  officers  are  yet  nothing  but 
bailees,  but  that  they  are  subject  to  special  ob- 
ligations, and  the  ordinary  law  of  bailment 
cannot  be  invoked  to  determine  the  degree  of 
their  responsibility,  but  that  is  fixed  by  special 
comract.  While  I  do  not  regard  the  case  just 
discussed  as  deciding  anything  more  than  that, 
under  the  most  stringent  of  statutes  and  bonds, 
the  officer  would  be  absolved  from  liability  for 
losses  caused  by  an  overruling  necessity,  yet  it 
does  seem  to  me  that  the  relation  which  an 
officer  bears  to  the  mooey  in  his  bands,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  eitent  of  his  re.spoosibil- 
ity  is  to  be  measured,  is  clearly  stated;  and  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  no  court  at  this  day 
holds,  or  would  hold  as  generally  as  the  Pres 
cott  Case  seems  to  do,  to  the  effect  that  the 
officer  would  be  liable  at  all  events,  and  that 
no  circumstances  of  any  character  whatever 
could  exonerate  him. 

So  far  we  have  adverted  only  to  those  cases 
which  adopt  the  rule  of  strict  liability.  As 
has  been  indicated,  the  courts  of  this  country 
Are  by  no  means  in  accord  upon  this  proposi- 
tion. The  courts  of  last  resort  in  a  few  of  the 
states  have  refused  to  accede  to  the  idea  that 
there  exists  any  rational  distinction  between 
the  measure  of  the  responsibility  of  an  officer 
with  public  funds,  and  one  having  private 
moneys  in  bis  control,  or  any  bond^  trustee 
upon  whom  is  imposed  the  duty  of  keeping 
money  belonging  to  others.  The  existence  of 
a  public  policy  forbidding  any  relaxation  of 
the  condition  of  a  bond  given  by  the  public 
official,  when  there  has  t^en  no  sort  of  negli- 
gence or  fraud  on  his  part,  is  strenuously  con- 
troverted by  such  courts,  as  well,  especially  in 
more  recent  cases,  by  a  respectable  number  of 
dissenting  Judges.  I  shall  not  attempt  more 
than  A  very  brief  citation  and  reference  to  the 
cases  maintaining  a  view  opposed  to  the  Pres- 
€oU  Case  and  those  following  it.  They  are. 
Ouwberland  County  t.  Pennell,  60  Me.  857,  81 
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Am.  Rep.  284;  State  v.  Houston,  78  Ala.  376, 
56  Am.  Rep.  50;  Peek  v.  James,  8  Head,  75; 
State,  OverUm  County,  v.  Copeland  (decided  in 
1885)  06  Tenn.  206,  81  L.  R.  A.  844;  York 
C9unty  V.  Watson,  15  8,  C.  t,  40  Am.  Rep. 
675;  Healdsburg  v.  Mulligan  (decided  in  1896) 
118  Cal.  205,  88  L.  R.  A.  461;  Livingston  v. 
Woods  (Mont.)  49  Pac.  487,--the  latter  case 
overruling  a  former  decision  in  that  state. 

The  Alabama  case  was  one  involving  the 
loss  of  public  moneys  caused  by  their  being 
stolen;  but  in  a  more  recent  case  in  that  state 
{AUton  V.  Stale,  02  Ala.  124.  18  L.  R.  A.  659)  a 
probate  jud^e  was  held  liable  for  a  loss  of 
money  occasioned  by  the  failure  of  a  bank,  but 
upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  officer  bad  no 
authority  to  deposit  the  money  in  a  bank,  and 
his  unlawful  act  constituted  him  a  debtor  for 
the  money  so  deposited.  The  opinion  in  the 
case  of  Cumberland  County  v.  Pennell,  60  Me. 
357.  81  Am.  Rep.  284,  is  very  able  and  logical. 
The  authorities  are  fully  commented  upon, 
and  the  Prescott  Case,  among  others,  is  re- 
viewed, and  the  court  says:  ''Notwithstanding 
the  high  character  of  the  several  courts  whose 
decisions  are  above  cited,  we  cannot  yield  our 
convictions  as  to  the  consi ruction  to' be  given 
to  the  bond  in  such  case,  or  concur  in  relation 
to  the  new-born  public  policy,  based  upon 
supposed  facility  or  temptation,  wnich  deposi- 
taries of  public  money  are  said  to  possess,  for 
collusive  robberies.  'For,'  as  was  said  by 
Redfield,  J.,  in  Bridges  v.  Perry,  14  Vt.  262, 
'we  cannot  believe  that  they  are  founded  upon 
any  just  warrant,  either  of  sound  judgment  or 
constant  experience.'  ...  On  the  con- 
trary, this  is  the  first  case  in  this  state  in  which 
the  'shallow  pretense'  of  robbery  without  fault 
on  his  part  has  been  interposed  by  a  treasurer 
in  action  upon  his  official  bond.  Ever  since 
the  decision  of  PotUr  v.  Titcomb,  7  Me.  802, 
the  people  of  this  state  have  entertained  a  dif- 
ferent view  from  that  promulgated  for  the  first 
time  in  United  Siites  v.  Prescott  as  to  the  effect 
of  an  official  bond  stipulating  for  a  'faithful 
discharge'  of  official  duties.  In  the  case  last 
cited,  Mellen,  Ch.  J.,  .  .  .  said:  'The 
design  of  all  official  bonds  is  to  secure  from 
losses  those  who  are  or  may  be  interested  in 
the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duties  mentioned 
in  them.  Such  bonds  are  given  to  protect 
against  damage  occasioned  by  unfaithfulness, 
negligence,  or  dishonesty  in  such  officers.'"  And 
again:  "Were  the  law  otherwise  in  this  state, 
and  known  to  be  such,  faithfulness  and  honesty, 
even  if  they  continued  to  be  considered  com- 
mendable personal  qualities,  would  be  held,  if 
not  mere  abstractions,  matters  of  secondary 
importance,  at  best,  in  candidates.  Such  quali- 
fications, accompanied  by  the  highest  capabil- 
ity, would,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  property 
in  the  principal  to  secure  his  sureties,  fail  to 
obtain  them;  for  many  a  responsible  person 
would  gladly  sign  a  bond  &s  suretv.  guarantee- 
ing the  faithfulness,  honesty,  and  capacity  of 
his  neighbor,  which  were  so  potent  in  effecting 
his  election  to  the  responsible  public  station  of 
county  treasurer,  who  would  long  hesitate  to 
insure  the  public  against  possible  loss  happen- 
ing in  spite  of  such  qualities;  for  to  insure 
against  such  a  loss  is  not  only  vouching  for 
the  integrity  of  the  officer,  but  practically  for 
that  of  the  rest  of  mankind,~that  they  will 
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Dot  rob  him.''  The  fact  should  be  meutloned 
that,  after  the  earlier  decisions  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  this  subject, 
Congress  passed  a  law  authorizing  the  court  of 
claims  to  bear  and  determine  and  afford  relief 
in  cases  of  all  claims  of  a  disbursing  ofQcerfor 
relief  where  a  loss  had  occurred  without  fault 
or  negligence  on  his  part;  thus  offsetting  in  a 
large  degree,  as  to  Federal  officers,  the  harsh- 
ness of  the  rule  promulgated  by  the  courts, 
and,  it  may  be  said,  perhaps  justly,  asindicat 
ing  confrressional  disbelief  in  the  public  policy 
discovered  by  the  court.  And  in  Indiana  and 
Ohio  the  legislature  in  some  instances  enacted 
special  laws  to  relieve  public  officials  who 
claimed  to  have  suffered  loss  in  the  absence  of 
neglect.  Mouvt  v.  State,  Rickey,  90  Ind.  29, 
46  Am,  Rep.  193;  Scio  Rd.  ofEdu.  v.  McLandi- 
borough,  86  Ohio  St.  227,  88  Am.  Rep.  582. 
The  other  cases  which  apree  with  the  Maine 
court  contain  opinions  giving  evidence  of  much 
research  and  ability,  and  in  all  cases  fully  ex- 
ploiting there  reasons  for  refusing  adherence  to 
the  doctrine  that  the  treasurer  and  his  sureties 
upon  the  bond  are  insurers. 

Should  it  become  necessary  for  this  court  at 
any  time  to  determine  which  line  of  decisions 
to  follow,  I  am  constrained  to  confess  that  at 

gresent  it  seems  to  me  the  weight  of  authority  can 
ardly  be  said,  upon  this  question,  to  be  settled 
by  the  preponderance  of  the  number  of  courts 
advocating  or  adopting  either  view,  but  that  it 
is  a  sufficiently  open  subject  to  require  one's 
judgment  to  be  formed  only  upon  that  line  of 
reasoning  which  shall  commend  itself  as  pos- 
sessinff  the  most  wisdom  and  comporting  with 
what  IS  the  most  iust,  taking  into  careful  con- 
sideration the  enlightened  public  policy,  and 
the  individual  righu  of  its  citizens.  Of  the 
more  recent  cases  upon  the  broad  proposition, 
Montana,  California,  and  Tennessee  have  fol- 
lowed in  the  footsteps  of  Maioe;  and  Colorado, 
Washington,  and  iNebraska  have  adopted  the 
theory  of  strict  responsibilitv.  With  reference 
to  the  matter  of  public  policy,  the  California 
court,  in  the  case  cited  supra,  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:  *'It  is  urged,  in  many  of  the 
cases  which  hold  the  officer  to  an  absolute 
responsibilitv  for  all  moneys  coming  to  his 
hands,  that  if  robt)ery  or  larceny  were  held  to 
be  a  defense,  it  would  endanger  the  security  of 
public  funds,  and  encourage  simulated  robber- 
ies and  pretended  larcenies.  But  we  cannot 
assume  that  courts  of  justice  are  unable  to  pro- 
tect the  public  in  such  cases;  and,  even  if  they 
could  not  do  so  in  all  cases,  justice  does  not 
require  that  the  public  shall  be  protected  by 
enforcing  against  its  servant,  the  officer,  and 
his  sureties,  a  liability  the  law  has  not  im- 
posed upon  them,  and  which  they  have  not 
assumed." 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court, 
however,  this  case  does  not  require  our  assent 
to  or  dissent  from  the  cases  enforcing  the  more 
liberal  rule.  We  express  no  opinion  upon  the 
general  proposition.  In  our  judgment,  the 
important  question  is  whether,  under  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  the  Prei^cott  Case,  and  those 
others  which  intelligently  follow  it,  there  is 
any  such  liability  upon  the  bond  sued  on  in 
this  ac  ion  as  is  contended  for.  We  are  in- 
clined to  believe  that  a  few  of  the  courts,  in 
attempting  to  apply  the  theory  of  absolute  re- 
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sponsibility,  have  perverted  the  original  doc- 
trine,   while   apparently    enforcing  it.     We 
should  hesitate  to  fall  into  a  similar  error.    For 
that  resson  we  have  discussed  the  cases  lying 
at  the  foundation  of  the  rule,  that  we  might 
be  able  to  intelligently   state  the    principle 
upon  which  the  decisions  rest.     Thatprincipld- 
is  that,   although  the  officer  is  a  bailee,   he> 
has  entered  into  a  contract,    with    sureties* 
positively  engaging  to  do  something.      The- 
bond  may  fully  express  that  engagement,  or 
it  may  be  aided  by  the  statutes  which   pre- 
scribe the  duties  agreed  to   be   performed. 
Finding  a  positive  and  solemn  agreement,  sub- 
ject to  no  exception  stated  in  the  bond  or  stat- 
utes, to  distinguish  between  a    bond  in  such- 
case  and  bonds  in  other  cases  to  which  refer- 
ence has  been  made,  the  courts  resort  to  the- 
mutter  of  public  policy,  which  they  hold  re- 
quires that  the  absolute  agreement  or  oonditioQ 
shall  not  be  relaxed  by  any  consideration  of 
care  or  faithfulness,  honesty,  or  skill,   whiclk 
may  have  been  displayed  by  the  officer.    That 
public  policy  is  held  to  arise,  and  only  to  arise, 
out  of  the  possibility  of  fraud  and  simulated 
defenses,  which  public  depositaries  and  their 
sureties  could  and  would  interpose,  if  any  de- 
fense of  lack  of  negligence  or  fraud  on  the  of- 
ficer's irart  is  to  be  permitted.    As  was  stated 
in  an  earlier  part  of  this  opinion,  public  policy 
is  not  invoked  to  alter  any  law  of  bailment. 
It  does  not  act  upon  the  common-law  obiiga* 
tions  of  a  bailee,  but  is  effectual  only  to  keep> 
the  official  strictly  and  absolutely  to  his  bond 
and  the  conditions  thereof.     It  is  universally 
recognized  and  so  stated  in  Bouden  v.    VniUdt 
States,  13  Wall.  17,  20  L.  ed.  527,  that,  tfirtute 
officii,  the  officer  is  not  an  insurer,  but  he- 
may  make  himself  so  when  he  enters  into  a. 
solemn  obligation  by  contract.    Such  an  ob- 
ligation has  been  found  to  exist  in  bonds,  and 
under  statutes  supplemented  by  bond,  which 
require  the  depositary  of  public  funds  to  keep> 
them  safely,  or  to  pay  over  to  bis  successor,  or 
to  some  other  officer,  all  moneys  which  he  shall 
have   officially  received,    or  to  pay  over  all 
moneys  belonging  to  his  office,  or  language  of 
similar,  but  as  strong,  import.    In  the  case  of 
a  collector  of  taxes,  whose  duty  it  is  to  pay  all 
money  which  he  collects  to  some  general  de- 
positary, and  his  bond  requires  thai  he  shall 
pay  over  all  the  money  which  he  shall  collect 
or  receive  in  his  official  capacity;  in  the  case- 
of  a  treasurer,  who  is  required  by  statute  or 
bond,  or  both,   to  keep  safely  all  the  money- 
coming  into  his  hands,  or,  if  that  provision  is 
lacking,  or  it  may  be  present,  he  Is  required  to 
pav  to  his  successor  all  moneys  belonging  U> 
bis  office,— it  is  held  that  the  condition  of  the 
bond  in  either  event  would  be  broken  if  the 
officer  did  not.  in  fact,  pay  over  ail  moneys 
officially  received  bv  him,  or  did  not  keep  the 
funds  safely,  or  had  failed  to  pay  over  all  the 
money  belonging  to  his  office,  as  the  caj^e  might 
be.     The  latter  requirement  is  in  the  bond  or 
statute  in  the  Missouri.  Colorado,   and  some 
other  cases.    It   is   obvious,    therefore,  that, 
primarily,  our  inquiry   should  be  directed  to 
the    condition    of  the    bond,— to    the    posi- 
tive  engagement   which    these    parties  have 
entered  into.    No  court  has  held  that,  where 
the  condi<ion    of   the  bond    is  that   the  of- 
ficer will  prudently  and  diligently  keep  the- 
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money,  be  ia  an  insurer;  but  it  bas  been  beld 
tbat  sQcb  a  condition  does  not  make  tbe  officer 
an  insurer.  The  fact  alone  that  a  bond  is 
given  is  not  sufficient.  No  well-considered 
case  so  holds,  with  the  possible  exception  of 
the  case  of  Tillivghast  v.  MerriU,  161  N.  Y. 
185.  34  L.  R  A.  678.  From  a  reading  of  the 
statutes  concerned  in  that  decision,  together 
with  tbe  decision  itself,  it  might  appear  that 
DO  attention  was  given  to  the  bond,  and  that 
the  statute  did  not  impose  upon  the  officer  any 
positive  and  clear  duty  to  do  either  of  the 
things  above  mentioned;  yet  we  observe,  by 
reference  to  the  statutes  of  that  state,  that  the 
bond  was  required  to  be  conditioned  that  the 
officer  should  keep  safely  all  moneys  coming 
into  his  hands.  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
karned  court  overlooked  the  bond,  and  paid 
no  attention  to  it,  as  it  must  have  been  before 
it.  In  that  case  it  was  conceded  by  the  court, 
as  H  bas  been  in  very  many  of  the  cases,  that 
the  rule  of  absolute  liability  is  a  harsh  one,  and 
shocks  one's  idea  of  justice,  and  that  it  is 
capable  of  working  much  hardship  upon  the 
individual.  But  tbe  court  said,  in  substance, 
that  right  there  public  policy  came  in,  and,  as  a 
general  guard  against  fraud  and  simulated  de- 
fenses, demanded  that  tbe  court  enforce  tbe 
rule  that  depositaries  of  public  funds  and  their 
sureties  are  insurers  of  the  absolute  safely  to 
the  moneys  in  tbe  official  care.  That  case, 
admittedly,  was  decided  without  any  regard 
to  former'  adjudicated  cases  outside  of  Kew 
York. 

We  come  now  to  a  consideration  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond  in  suit,  and  what  will  con- 
stitute a  breach  thereof.  Have  the  parties  en- 
tered into  a  certain,  positive  engaeem en  t,  from 
which,  under  the  decisions  maintaining  the 
rule  of  strict  responsibilitv,  they  cannot  be  ex- 
onerated for  losses  occurring  without  tbe  fault 
or  negligence  of  the  principal  in  tbe  bond  ?  Tbe 
condition  of  tbe  bond  in  suit  is  as  follows: 
"Now,  therefore,  if  the  above-bounded  Otto 
C^ramm  shall  and  will  truly  and  justly  account 
for  all  tbe  moneys  coming  into  his  bands  by 
virtue  of  his  said  officer  as  treasurer  of  tbe 
atate  of  Wyoming,  and  shall  faithfully  and 
truly  perform  all  the  duties  of  bis  said  office, 
then  this  obligation  shall  be  void;  otherwise, 
tbe  same  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect." 
Tbe  bond  is  required  by  §  1687,  Rev.  Stat ,  as 
follows:  **The  territorial  [state]  treasurer 
shall  give  bond  to  the  territorv  [state]  of  Wyo- 
ming, in  the  penal  sum  of  notless  than  $75,000 
coodilioned  that  he  will  truly  and  justly  ac- 
count for  all  moneys  coming  into  his  hands  by 
virtue  of  bis  office.  Tbe  additional  provision, 
embodied  in  the  bond,  that  the  treasurer  '*shali 
faithfully  and  truly  perform  all  the  duties  of 
his  said  office,"  is  not  made  a  statutory  part  of 
the  condition;  but,  as  the  other  condition  must 
be  construed,  we  do  not  think,  with  respect  to 
the  breach  alleged  in  this  action,  the  aforesaid 
supplemental  condition  adds  anything  to  the 
obligation  of  the  contract.  The  undoubted 
meaning  of  the  condition  to  "truly  and  justly 
account  for  all  moneys"  is  that  he  shall  account 
therefor  according  to  law;  and,  in  respect  to 
such  an  accounting  for  moneys,  it  operates  the 
same  as  a  condition  to  perform  the  duties 
which  the  law  has  imposed.  What  are  the 
statutory  duties  in  respect  to  the  moneys  com- 
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ing  into  the  treasurer's  hands?  They  are  em* 
bodied  in  the  following  provisions:  *'The 
treasurer  shall:  First— Receive  and  keep  all 
moneys  of  the  territory  [state],  not  expressly 
required  by  law  to  be  received  and  kept  by 
some  other  person.  Second — Pay  all  warrants 
duly  and  legally  issued  by  the  auditor  so  long 
as  there  are  in  his  hands  funds  sufficient  to  pay 
such  warrants:  provided,  that  his  payment  for 
any  purpose  shall  in  no  case  exceed  the  amount 
appropriated  for  such  purpose.  Third— Keep 
a  just,  true,  and  comprehensive  account  of  all 
money  received  and  disbursed.  Fourth — 
Keep  a  just  and  true  account  of  each  head  of 
appropriation  made  by  law,  and  the  disburse- 
ments made  under  the  same.  Fifth — Render 
his  accounts  to  the  auditor  for  settlement  quar- 
terly, or  oftener  if  required.  Sixth — Report 
to  each  house  of  the  legislative  assembly 
within  ten  days  after  the  commencement  of 
each  regular  session,  a  detailed  statement  of 
the  condition  of  the  treasury,  and  its  opera- 
tions for  tbe  two  preceding  years."  Rev.  Utat. 
§  1696.  The  provision  about  rendering  ac- 
counts to  the  auditor  is,  perhaps,  modified  by 
tbe  law,  subsequently  enacted,  providing  for 
a  state  examiner  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine 
tbe  books  of  all  financial  omcers.  *'The  ter- 
ritorial [state]  treasurer  shall  in  no  case  dis- 
burse or  pay  out  the  territorial  [state]  funds 
except  on  warrants  drawn  by  the  auditor." 
Id.  g  1734.  "Biennially,  at  the  end  of  their 
respective  terms  of  office,  the  treasurer  and 
auditor  shall,  upon  the  day  above  named 
[March  81],  deliver  to  their  successors  all  of- 
ticial  books,  papers,  records,  and  balances  of 
funds  which  mav  be  in  their  possession:  pro- 
vided, that  if  either  or  both  of  such  successors 
be  not  appointed,  confirmed,  and  qualified,  the 
existing  incumbent  of  the  office  shall  retain 
such  territorial  property  until  such  appoint- 
ment, confirmation,  and  qualification  of  his 
successor  shall  have  taken  place."  Id.  §  1731. 
The  section  from  which  this  last-quoted  pro- 
vision is  taken  was  enacted  while  Wyoming 
was  a  territorv,  as,  indeed,  were  all  the  laws 
above  referred  to.*  and  when  the  treasurer  and 
auditor  were  appointive  officers,  and  served 
for  a  term  of  two  years,  which  expired  bienni- 
ally on  March  81.  Under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  state,  they  are  elective  officers  and 
hold  for  a  term  of  four  years,  which  expires 
on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  instead  of 
March  81.  Therefore,  so  much  only,  if  any, 
of  tbe  provision  of  §  1781,  with  regard  to  de- 
livery of  books  and  funds  to  a  successor,  is  in 
force  which  requires  it  to  be  done  at  tbe  ex- 
piration of  tbe  official  term. 

The  engagement  of  the  defendants  herein, 
in  and  by  the  bond,  was  that  the  treasurer 
should  account  according  to  law  for  all  mon- 
eys coming  into  his  hands.  He  was  required 
to  receive  and  keep  all  funds  of  the  state  not 
expressly  required  to  be  received  and  kept  by 
some  other  person,  to  pay  out  or  disburse  no 
state  funds  except  upon  auditor's  warrants, 
and,  at  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  to 
deliver  all  balances  of  funds  in  his  possession 
to  his  successor.  It  is  reasonably  clear  that 
the  phrase,  ''balances  of  funds  in  his  posses- 
sion." refers,  applies  to,  and  means  all  such 
funds  which  should,  under  the  law,  be  in  hil 
possession,— such  balances  of  funds  as,  having 
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regard  to  his  duties  and  responsibilities,  be 
ou£rbt  to  bave  in  his  possession;  or,  to  put  it, 
perhaps,  more  distinctly,  allsuch  funds  which 
he  has  received,  and  has  not  lawfully  paid  out, 
or  for  which  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  credit, 
legally  or  equitably,  and  for  which  he  is  hound 
in  law  to  respond.  Had  there  been  a  statute 
expressly  exonerating  the  treasurer  from  all 
losses  occurring  without  bis  fault,  then,  under 
§  1731,  it  is  evident  any  funds  so  lost  would 
not  be  legally  regarded  as  in  his  possession, 
which  he  is  thereby  required  to  deliver  to  his 
successor.  There  is  no  such  statute.  Never- 
theless, under  all  the  decisions,  as  hereinbefore 
explaiDed,  he  will  be  exonerated  for  such  losses, 
or.  rather,  he  will  not  be  liable  for  them  un- 
less he  and  his  sureties  have  positively  con- 
tracted to  become  so.  There  is  no  express 
statutory  requirement  that  the  treasurer  shall 
pay  to  his  successor  all  the  moneys  belonging 
to  his  oifice,  nor  that  be  will  pay  to  him,  or 
any  other  person,  all  the  money  which  he  shall 
have  received.  We  are  therefore  obliged  to 
resort  to  that  provision  concerning  his  duty  to 
receive  and  keep  the  moneys  of  the  state  to  de- 
termine whether  there  bas  been  an  agreement 
to  safely  keep,  or  to  securely  preserve,  the  pub- 
lic funds.  It  is  manifest  tliat  unless,  by  that 
provision,  the  statute  has  imposed  upon  the 
treasurer  the  absolute  and  unmistakable  duty 
to  keep  safely  tbe  moneys,  there  is  nothing 
elsewhere  in  the  statute,  or  in  the  bond,  which 
in  any  sense  approaches  an  agreement  to  "safely 
keep"  such  money.  Tbe  proposition  that  this 
case  is  within  the  principle  of  strict  responsi- 
bility, and  that  tbe  line  of  decisions  adopting 
that  rule  should  be  accepted  as  precedents,  or 
authority,  assuming  them  to  correctly  an- 
nounce tbe  law.  must  stand  or  fall  upon  the 
construction  of  that  provision  of  §  1696,  which 
says  that  "the  treasurer  shall  receive  and  keep 
all  moneys  of  the  state,  not  expressly  required 
by  law  to  be  kept  by  some  other  person."  It 
is  observable  that  the  statute  does  not  expressly 
state  that  the  treasurer  shall  keep  "safely"  tbe 
public  funds  That  word  "safely,"  which  has 
cut  so  important  a  figure  in 'a  majority  of  the 
cases,  is  absent  from  our  statute.  Does  the 
requirement  that  he  shall  receive  and  keep 
mean,  intrinsically,  as  used  in  the  section, 
tbe  same  as  "keep  safely"?  Is  the  latter 
word  mere  surplusage?  In  what  sense  did 
the  legislature  employ  the  word  "keep,"  in 
respect  to  the  public  moneys?  In  answering 
these  questions,  it  should  not  be  forgotten  that 
we  are  construing,  not  only  a  statute,  but  a 
contract,  because  only  upon  the  contract  can 
any  liability  in  this  action  be  maintained. 
Further  than  that,  we  are  construing  a  con- 
tract which,  it  is  contended,  is  absolute,  so  far 
as  it  goes,  and  not  entitled  to  any  equitable  de- 
fense; a  contract  which,  if  found  to  agree  to 
"safely  keep"  the  public  moneys,  renders  the 
contractors  insurers;  a  contract  which,  it  is  in- 
sisted, must  be  strictly  enforced,  although  by 
doin^  so  a  harsh  rule  is  adopted,  and  a  dis- 
tinctfon  is  made  between  tbe  officer  and  all 
other  kinds  of  trustees. 

The  court  has  no  sort  of  authority  to  make 
a  contract  between  tbe  state  and  these  defend- 
ants. The  contract,  whatever  it  is,  has  al- 
ready been  made.  The  court  has  no  right  to 
impose  upon  the  defendants  any  higher  degree 
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of  responsibility  than  the  legislature  has  done, 
and  by  their  bond  they  have  assumed.  If,  by 
the  intrinsic  purport  of  the  statute,  tbe  duty 
is  not  imposed  upon  the  treasurer  to  keep 
safely  the  public  funds,  without  exception,  it 
would  exceed  the  judicial  prerogative  to  force 
such  duty  upon  him.  The  duty  of  the  court 
is  merely  to  construe  and  interpret  the  stat- 
utes, not  to  make  them.  The  first  specified 
duty  of  tbe  treasurer  is  that  he  "shall  receive 
and  keep  all  moneys  of  the  state  not  expressly 
required  by  law  to  be  received  and  kept  by 
some  other  person."  In  what  sense  is  the 
duty  to  receive  and  keep  thus  prescribed?  The 
last  part  of  the  provision,  which  qualifies  the 
first  as  to  that  which  the  treasurer  is  to  receive 
and  keep,  viz. ,  that  money  of  the  state  not  ex- 
pressly required  by  law  to  be  received  and 
kept  by  some  other  person,  will  not  be  under- 
stood by  anyone  to  comprehend  only  such 
money  as  is  required  to  be  kept  safely  by  some 
other  person;  but  the  idea  clearly  conveyed  is 
that  the  exception  refers  to  state  funds  which 
belonff  in  the  custody  of  other  persons.  This 
must  Indicate  somewhat  the  sense  of  the  entire 
sentence.  It  would  be  the  sheerest  folly  to 
attempt  to  supply  the  word  "safely,"  follow- 
ing and  qualifying  the  word  "kept"  Ought 
the  court,  nevertheless,  to  interpret  tbe  entire 
provision  as  requiring  the  officer  to  keep  safely 
the  state  moneys,  so  as  to  mean  without  ex- 
ception and  loss  in  any  mannfer?  The  answer 
to  that  depends  upon  three  considerations:  (1> 
The  sense  in  which  the  language  respecting 
tbe  prescribed  duty  is  employed  in  the  provi- 
sion; (2)  the  susceptibility  of  the  provision  to 
any  other  reasonable  construction;  (8)  the  sig- 
nificance of  the  word  "safely,"  if  supplied  or 
implied. 

In  regard  to  tbe  matter  f  rst  suggested:  The 
provision  under  discussion  is  the  only  one  re- 
specting the  general  custody  of  state  moneys. 
While  stating  a  duty  of  the  officer,  it  describes 
that  which  he  shall  receive  and  keep.  Ck>n- 
struing  the  entire  sentence,  and  giving  due  ef- 
fect to  all  its  parts,  and.  in  view  of  the  signifi- 
cant absence  of  anything  therein  to  indicate 
the  method  or  manner  in  which  the  money 
shall  be  received  or  kept,  it  must  be  held  to 
have  reference  only  to  the  custody  of  the 
money,  and  that  it  bas  no  greater  force  than 
if  it  bad  said  that  the  treasurer  shall  receive 
and  bave  tbe  custody  and  care  of  all  money  of 
the  state  not  expressly  required  to  be  received 
and  cared  for  by  another  person.  The  con- 
clusion that  this  is  the  correct  interpretation  of 
the  statutory  provision  in  question  appears  to 
me  to  be  irresistible. 

Take,  however,  the  second  matter  suggested 
for  consideration:  Is  the  provision  susceptible 
of  any  other  reasonable  construction  than  that 
it  imposes  upon  the  treasurer  tbe  clear  duty  to 
keep  the  money  safely?  What  has  already 
been  said  in  some  degree  furnishes  an  answer 
to  this  inquiry.  There  is,  however,  a  further 
answer.  Several  degrees  of  care  to  be  be- 
stowed upon  property  or  money  intrusted  with 
a  depositary  are  recognized  in  the  law,  only 
two  of  which  we  need  notice:  First.  That  de- 
gree which  is  the  highest  known  to  the  com- 
mon law,  viz..  the  exercise  of  diligence,  fidel- 
ity, faithfulness,  and  such  care  as  a  prudent 
man  would  take  of  his  own  property  or  money* 
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As  to  large  amouDtsof  public  funds,  we  might 
assume  and  bold  tbat  tbe  care  ougbl  to  be  such 
as  a  very  prudent  man  would  exercise, — a  high 
degree  of  vigilance  in  addition  to  fidelity.  Sec- 
ond. That  the  money  shall  be  kept  sa'fely  at 
all  events  and  without  loss,  except,  probably, 
that  which  may  result  from  the  act  of  God  or 
the  public  enemy.  The  degree  of  care  first 
above  mentioned  is  that  which  is  always  im- 
plied, in  the  absence  of  a  special  contract,  as 
to  money  or  property  in  the  bands  of  a  trus- 
tee. The  responsibility  of  absolute  safe  keep- 
ing, free  from  loss,  is  never  applied  or  en- 
forced, except  when  found  to  be  specially 
contracted  for.  Take  our  statute.  It  requires 
the  officer  to  keep  certain  moneys,  without  fur- 
ther specification.  Is  it  susceptible  of  the  con- 
struction that  diligence  and  prudence  are  onl^ 
intended  as  a  measure  of  responsibility?  Is  it 
reasonably  susceptible  of  any  other?  We  can 
imply  the  less  strict  measure  of  liability,  be- 
cause such  implication  does  no  violation  to 
any  rule  of  law  or  interpretation.  It  is  the 
implication  which  would  arise  if  the  statute 
had  said  that  the  treasurer  shall  have  the  cus- 
tody of  the  money,  and  nothing  more.  It 
adopts  the  measure  of  care  and  liability  which 
would  follow,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  con- 
tract differing  therefrom.  To  supplv  the  word 
or  imply  the  duty  which,  some  or  the  cases 
hold,  imports  an  absolute  safe  keeping  without 
loss,  and  a  liability  which  admits  of  no  de- 
fense of  loss  without  fault  or  negligence,  we 
must  supply  or  imply  that  which  has  no  place 
in  the  law  outside  of  an  express  or  special 
agreement.  In  that  event,  it  is  necessary  to 
say  that  the  provision  for  keeping  the  money, 
standing  alone,  means  more  than  it  meant  at 
common  law,  and  imports  the  very  highest 
degree  of  care  and  responsibility  known  to  the 
law  anywhere.  We  are  unable  to  conceive  of 
any  possible  authority  for  going  to  that  length. 
In  our  judgment,  the  provision  is  not  only  rea- 
sonably susceptible  of  the  more  liberal  inter- 
pretation, but  it  is  not  reasonably  susceptible 
of  any  other. 

The  third  point  suggested  for  consideration 
is  the  significance  of  the  word  "safely,"  if  it 
is  to  be  supplied.  The  word  not  being  found 
in  tbe  statute,  and  coming  in  only  by  way  of 
implication  from  that  which  is  expressed,  the 
question  arises,  In  what  sense  is  it  implied,  if 
at  all?  At  common  law,  the  duty  of  a  trustee 
with  respect  to  money  in  his  hands  is  more 
frequently  than  otherwise  spoken  of  as  to  keep 
safely.  Tet,  when  so  used  and  spoken  of,  it 
has  no  stronger  force  or  meaning  than  tbat  the 
money  shall  be  kept  and  cared  for  with  dili- 
gence and  prudently,  hy  the  exercise  of  that 
degree  of  vigilance  which  has  already  been 
adverted  to^^ess  than  the  requirement  for  ab- 
solute safety.  When  we  imply  that  word,  or 
the  duty  represented  thereby,  as  following  or 
resulting  from  the  express  requirement  of  the 
statute,  we  must  take  it  with  its  common-law 
significance  and  interpretation.  We  have  no 
authority  to  interpolate  it  into  the  statute  with 
any  confined  or  strict  meaning  which  it  is  held 
to  possess  when  found  in  an  express  contract. 
Again,  in  the  absence  of  a  bond  to  perform 
the  duty,  the  requirement  to  keep  safely,  al- 
though clearly  expressed  in  the  statute,  would 
not  impose  the  absolute  responsibility  upon 
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tbe  officer  as  an  insurer.  We  are  convinced 
tbat  the  provision  of  the  statute  under  discus- 
sion actual  Iv  means  tbat  the  treasurer  shall 
receive  and  keep  the  money  according  to  law. 
There  is  no  regulation  of  the  manner  in  which, 
or  the  persons  from  whom,  he  shall  receive 
the  money  in  this  particular  provision.  To 
determine  those  matters,  we  must  resort  to 
other  portions  of  the  statute  or  to  implication. 
Neither  is  the  manner  or  method  in  which  the 
officer  shall  keep  the  money  regulated  by  this 
particular  provision  of  the  statute.  To  deter- 
mine that  matter,  also,  we  must  find  the  regu- 
lation in  other  portions  of  the  statute  or  resort 
to  implication.  Having  undertaken  the  duty 
of  keepi^  the  money,  he  must  perform  tbat 
duty  accOTding  to  law.  The  statute,  however, 
nowhere  else  regulates  that  matter,  nor  the 
measure  of  his  liability.  Clearly,  therefore, 
we  are  required  to  furnish  tbe  manner  and  the 
measure  of  the  liability  by  implication,  upon 
well-known  principles  of  law,  inasmuch  as  the 
condition  of  the  bond  compels  us  to  look  else- 
where to  determine  its  force  and  extent.  From 
either  of  the  considerations  above  discussed 
the  conviction  is  forced  upon  us  that  the  dutv 
imposed  upon  the  treasurer  by  statute  and  all 
reasonable  implications  therefrom  was  that  he 
should  have  the  custody  of  the  money  of  the 
state,  and  should  exercise  a  diligent  and  pru- 
dent care  over  the  money,  but  in  a  high  de- 
gree, and  should  also  bring  to  tbe  performance 
of  such  duty  strict  fidelity  and  faithfulness; 
and  it  therefore  follows  that  by  the  bond 
neither  the  treasurer  nor  his  sureties  undertook 
any  greater  responsibility,  for  the  reason  that 
they  contracted  that  the  treasurer  should  justly 
and  truly  account  for  the  public  moneys, 
which  accounting,  we  hold,  means  according 
to  law. 

We  have  said  that  the  statute  does  not  regu- 
late or  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  th» 
money  shall  be  kept.  The  Constitution,  in- 
deed, contains  some  restrictions  upon  i!s  use» 
and  some  commands  upon  the  legislature  con- 
cerning money  received  from  certain  sources. 
It  is  provided  bv  that  instrument  that  the  mak- 
ing of  profit,  directly  or  indirectly,  out  of  any 
public  money,  or  usmg  the  same  for  any  pur- 
pose not  authorized  by  law,  shall  be  deemed 
a  felony,  and  be  punished  as  provided  by  law. 
Const,  art.  15,  §  8.  The  legislature  is  required 
to  pass  laws  "for  the  suitable  keeping,  trans- 
fer, and  disbursement  of  the  land-grant  funds, 
and  shall  require  of  all  officers  charged  with 
the  same,  or  the  safe  keeping  thereof,  to  ^ive 
ample  bonds  for  all  moneys  and  fund?  received 
by  them."  Id.  art.  18.  §  4.  The  legislature 
has  not  required  a  separate  bond  for  the  land 
funds,  nor  enacted  any  law  concerning  the 
keeping  thereof.  Permanent  land  funds  are 
authorized  to  be  invested  by  the  treasurer  in 
certain  kinds  of  securities.  Laws  1890-91, 
p.  339:  Laws  1895.  p.  125.  It  seems  evident 
that  all  of  these  provisions  fnll  short  of  pre- 
scribing the  degree  of  care  which  shall  be  ex- 
ercised by  the  officer.  Statutes,  in  subordina- 
tion to  their  terms,  are  to  be  construed  agree- 
ably to  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  United 
States  V.  Thomas,  15  Wall.,  at  page  345,  21  L. 
ed.  92;  Bacon,  Abr.  title  Statute,  I  (4).  It  seems 
to  me  quite  clear  that  it  is  not  only  possible  to 
give  to  the  statute  the  common -law  interpreta- 
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tion,  but  that,  in  ooDnection  with  the  context, 
that  is  the  sense  in  which  the  legislature  en- 
acted it;  that,  if  a  more  rigorous  duty  was  de- 
signed to  be  imposed,  other  words  would  have 
been  employed  which  would  have  plainly  in- 
dicated it.  Id  regard  to  a  school  district  treas- 
urer, the  statute  provides  that  he  shall  have 
the  custody  of  all  moneys  belonging  to  the  dis- 
trict. Kev.  Stat.  ^  8959.  It  is  therefore  not 
an  absurdity  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  may 
have  used  such  words  only  as  shall  require, 
not  absolute  securitv  to  be  afforded  by  a  pub- 
lic treasurer,  but  the  exercise  of  appropriate 
diligeDce  and  vigilance.  If  to  "keep  safely'* 
implies  more  than  to  keep  diligently,  honestly, 
and  faithfully,  then,  I  ask.  What  riglU  has  the 
court  to  imply  the  higher  and  more  ooerous 
responsibility?  The  statute  is  certainly  sus- 
ceptible of  the  less  harsh  and  burdensome 
construction.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that, 
in  a  sense,  the  treastirer  is  charged  with 
the  safe-keeping  of  the  moneys  intrusted 
to  his  care,  in  the  sense  that  he  is  to 
guard  the  same,  and  exercise  a  high  degree 
of  vigilance  to  prevent  its  loss.  Any  trustee, 
administrator,  receiver,  guardian,  or  public 
ofBcer,  as  to  private  moneys,  is  charged  with 
the  safe-keeping  of  the  funds  in  his  control. 
He  has  the  responsibility  of  their  care.  But 
the  fact  that  one  is  charged  with  the  safe-keep- 
ing of  money  does  not  imply  that  he  is  an  in- 
surer of  its  safety,  and  such  a  rule  has  at  no 
time  been  promulgated.  It  is  only  where  the 
party  has  positively  contracted  to  safely  pre- 
serve that  be  is  found  to  be  an  insurer. 

I  am  aware  that  the  learned  Judge  delivering 
the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Town- 
ship  Sixteen,  30  111.  101,  said  that,  the  dutv 
of  the  officer  being  to  keep  the  money,  it  fol- 
lows that  he  Is  to  keep  it  safely.  The  court 
did  not  say  that  to  keep  meant  to  keep  safely, 
but  that  the  duty  to  keep  safely  followed 
the  duty  to  keep.  But  I  cannot  regard  the 
statement  as  anything  huimere  dictum,  for  the 
reason  that,  immediately  preceding  such  re- 
mark, the  opinion  quotes  the  statute,  which 
In  express  terms  required  the  officer  to  '*keep 
safely."  This  remark  is  adopted  in  the  case 
of  State  V.  Nevi7i,  19  Nev.  162,  and  applied  to 
a  statute  of  Nevada,  which  did  not  even  ex- 
pressly require  the  treasurer  to  keep  tbe  moneys, 
but  did  provide  that  he  should  receive  all 
moneys  ''  due  and  accruing  to  his  county,  and 
disburse  the  same  on  the  proper  orders,"  etc. 
The  Nevada  statute  further  provided  that,  at 
the  expiration  of  his  office,  the  treasurer 
should  deliver  to  his  successor  all  public 
moneys  in  his  possession.aDd  that  at  least  once  a 
year  the  money  in  his  office  should  be  exhibited 
to  the  county  board.  Unless  the  requirement  as 
to  tbe  periodical  exhibition  of  tbe  money  adds 
something  to  the  other  statutory  provisions,  and 
amounts  to  an  unmistakable  indication  that 
the  money  is,  by  statuie.  required  to  be  se- 
curely preserved,  I  should  be  inclined,  with  all 
due  respect,  to  regard  the  Nevada  case  as  going 
beyond  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  leading 
cases  announcing  tbe  theory  of  strict  respon- 
sibility, and  I  should  hesitate  to  follow  it.  I 
think  that  case,  however,  and  most,  if  not  all, 
of  tbe  cases  enforcing  the  doctrine  of  strict 
liability,  can  be  clearly  distinguished  from  the 
case  at  bar,  owing  to  the  difference  between 
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tbe  bond  or  statutes;  and,  eliminating  the  cases 
based  upon  a  positive  and  clear  condition  in 
the  bond  or  requirement  of  statute,  and  con- 
sidering the  authorities  which  deny  the  strict 
liability  in  any  case,  there  is  not,  upon  a  stat- 
ute and  bond  like  that  here,  a  great  weight  of 
authority  nor  preponderance  of  cases  favoring 
the  doctrine  that  the  treasurer  and  his  sureties 
are  insurers  of  the  safety  of  tbe  public  funds. 
The  earlier  cases  have  been  referred  to.  A 
brief  reference  to  some  of  the  later  ones  will 
be  useful. 

In  the  New  Jersey  case  (yew  Providence 
Tvop,  V.  MeEacfiron,  83  N.  J.  L.  839)  the  statute 
prescribing  the  duties  of  a  township  collector 
was,  "  Shall  pay  the  moneys  which  he  shall 
have  received  by  virtue  of  any  such  assess- 
ment, to  the  county  collector."  Tbe  court 
said  that  "the  condition  of  the  bond,  read,  as 
it  must  be  read,  in  connection  with  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  above  quoted,  Is  of  the 
purport  that  the  collector  will  pay  over  the 
moneys  received  by  him  in  his  official  charac- 
ter. The  obligation  to  do  this  is  uncondi- 
tional, and  there  is  no  principle  on  which  a 
?ualifi cation  can  be  arbitraril  v  annexed  to  it." 
n  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  condition  of  the  bond 
is  not  an  unconditional  obligation  to  keep 
safely  all  moneys  received,  and  deliver  to  a 
successor  all  moneys  not  paid  out  on  lawful 
warrants,  there  is  equally  no  principle  upon 
which  such  an  obligation  can  be  annexed  to  it. 
In  Minnesota,  in  the  case  of  Hennepin  County 
V.  Jones,  18  Minn.  199  (Gil.  182),  tbe  statute 
expressly  required  the  officer  to  "safely  keep'' 
all  moneys  coming  into  his  bands.  In  tbe  later 
case  of  Hne  Island  Bd,  of  Edu,  v.  Jeteell,  44 
Minn.  427,  no  such  express  provision  appears, 
but  tbe  court,  following  tbe  previous  deci&ion, 
held  the  officer  liable,  on  the  ground  that,  ac- 
cording to  tbe  weight  of  authority,  the  princi- 
ple of  strict  liability  is  enforced,  not  only 
where  the  direct  terms  of  a  statute  impose  the 
duty  to  pay  over  all  moneys  received,  but 
where  such  duty  is  to  be  gathered  from  its 
general  tenor,  and  the  duty  was  found  in  tbe 
general  tenor  of  the  statute.  The  Nebraska 
court  adopts  similar  laufiruage;  its  statement  in 
Bush  V.  Johnson  County,  48  Neb.  1,  82  L.  R. 
A.  223,  at  page  10,  48  Neb.,  being  "where  tbe 
law.  in  positive  terms,  or  from  its  general 
tenor,  and  without  any  limitation  upon  the  ob- 
ligation, requires  that  the  officer  pay  over  pub- 
lic funds  which  have  been  received  by  him 
and  held  as  such."  But  in  that  case,  the  bond 
itself  was  conditioned  for  tbe  payment  over  of 
all  the  moneys  of  the  county  wliich  the  offi- 
cer received.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the 
reference  to  the  principle  as  affected  by  the 
"  general  tenor  of  the  statute  "  was  unneces- 
sary. In  tbe  Texas  case  {Wilson  v.  Wichita 
County,  67  Tex.  647)  the  condition  of  the  bond 
was  that  tbe  treasurer  would  "safely  keep"  the 
school  fund,  etc.  In  the  earlier  Texas  case 
of  Boggs  v.  State,  46  Tex.  10.  the  bond  is 
not  given,  but  the  language  of  tbe  opinion  in- 
dicates that  it  was  conditioned  for  the  payment 
over  by  a  collector  of  all  moneys  received,  less 
his  commissions.  The  Kansas  case  does  not 
quote  the  bond  or  statute,  but  tbe  opinion 
states  that  tbe  officer  assumed  the  duty  of 
safely  keeping  the  public  funds  coming  into 
his  hands,  and  cites  certain  sections  of  the  stat- 
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utes.  They  required  the  officer  to  receiye  aod 
take  charge  of  all  moneys  belooging  to  the 
township,  and  pay  out  and  account  therefor 
upon  orders  drawn  upon  him  by  the  township 
trustee.  That  much  would  not  seem  to  go 
further  than  our  own  statute,  but  there  was  a 
penal  statute,  also  cited,  which  subjected  the 
•officer  to  a  fine  if  he  should  neglect  or  refuse, 
on  demand,  after  the  expiration  of  bis  office, 
10  deliver  to  his  successor  all  moneys  or  other 
property  appertaining  to  such  office.  This  pro- 
vision clearly  distinguishes  the  Kansas  case 
from  the  one  at  bar,  and  puta  it  in  the  class 
with  the  Colorado  and  Missouri  cases,  where 
the  statutes  required  all  money  belonging  to 
the  office  to  be  paid  over.  The  Iowa  case  was 
founded  upon  a  bond  conditioned  for  a  faithful 
performance  of  the  duties  of  the  office,  and 
the  statute  required  the  officer  to  "hold  "  the 
money.  It  may  be  doubtful  whether  there  is 
any  distinction  k)etween  that  case  and  the  one 
«t  bar.  If  not.  we  are  not  prepared  to  yield 
•our  convictions  upon  the  construction^  which 
we  believe  the  true*one,  to  be  placed  upon  a 
-statute  like  our  own.  In  Washington,  the 
•Constitution  provides  that  the  legislature  shall 
provide  for  the  strict  accountability  of  county 
officers  for  all  public  moneys  which  may  of- 
^cially  come  into  their  possession.  And  In 
Fairchild  r.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  117.  81  L.  R. 
JL  851,  the  bond  required  by  statute  which 
«eem8  to  have  been  construed  in  the  light  of 
the  constitutional  provision,  was  conditioned 
that  "aU  moneys  received  by  him  [the  officer] 
for  the  use  of  the  county  shall  be  paid  as  the 
commissioners  shall  from  time  to  time  direct," 
and  "  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties." 
In  that  case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Hoyt  dissented, 
flaying  that  it  was  a  strained  construction  of 
the  statute  and  obligation  which  made  the 
officer  the  guarantor  of  the  safekeeping  of  the 
public  moneys. 

All  of  the  cases  adopting  the  strict  doctrine 
do  so  upon  the  terms  of  the  bond  or  statute, 
4iDd,  distinguishing  them  according  to  the 
principle  or  reasons  behind  the  respective  de- 
cisions, or  the  various  terms  or  provisions  of 
the  statute,  none  of  them,  with  the  po<isibIe 
exception  of  the  cases  from  Iowa  and  Wash- 
ington, and  the  later  Minnesota  case, can  be  said 
to  have  found  the  strict  contract  in  a  bond  and 
■statute  at  all  similar  to  that  in  the  case  at 
bar.  The  cases  in  which  the  general  proposi- 
tion has  been  determined,  one  way  or  the 
other,  involve  losses  occurring  in  various 
ways.  In  some  of  them  the  money  has  been 
lost  by  larceny,  robbery,  or  burglary,  and  in 
others  througu  the  insolvency  of  a  bank  in 
which  it  had  been  deposited.  No  distinc- 
tion, upon  principle,  between  the  various 
oauses  of  loss,  in  the  absence  of  negligence,  has 
been  made  in  the  adjudicated  cases.  If  the 
•bond,  according  to  iis  own  terms,  docs  not 
require  that  the  money  be  kept  safely,  or  that 
«11  that  has  been  received  or  all  belonging  to 
the  office  shall  be  paid  over,  without  excep- 
tion, the  extent  of  its  obligation  may  be  con- 
trolled by  the  statute.  But  to  authorize  the 
application  of  the  sriot  rule,  the  obligation 
must  be  certain,  positive,  and  clear,  and 
tnade  express  by  tbe  direct  terms  of  the 
bond  or  statute,  read  in  connection  with  it. 
If  nothing  appeared  in  the  statute  prescribing 
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the  officer's  duties,  the  courts  would  imply 
that  he  was  to  keep  the  money  safely,  and  to 
pay  or  deliver  to  his  successor  all  the  balance 
of  money  in  his  hands.  As  so  implied,  how- 
ever, the  engagement  or  duty  would  not  be  ab- 
solute, and  a  defense  of  loss  without  fault 
would  be  permissible.  To  say,  as  was  said  in 
Illinois,  in  Thompson  ▼.  Township  Sixteen,  80 
III.  101.  that  the  duty  of  the  officer  being  to 
keep  the  money,  it  follows  that  he  is  to  keep  it 
pafely,  is  nothiog  more  or  less  than  implying 
tbe  duty  to  keep  safely.  This  may  be  allow- 
able for  certain  purposes,  but  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  an  express  and  absolute  stat- 
ute or  contract.  When  we  enter  the  field  of 
implied  duties,  we  must  respect  tbe  law  thereof. 
When  the  duty  to  keep  safely  is  implied,  and 
not  expressed,  its  meaning  and  effect  are  de- 
termined as  at  common  law;  and  at  common 
law  that  requirement  meant  only  to  keep  dili- 
gently and  prudently. 

We  are  unable  to  give  our  consent  to  read- 
ing into  tbe  statute  the  very  words  or  language 
or  provision  omitted  therefrom,  which  will 
render  applicable,  and  tbe  only  thing  which 
will  render  applicable,  the  harsh  rule,  which 
is  not  found  elsewhere,  respecting  depositaries 
of  money.  No  liability  can  m  predicated 
upon  the  theory  that  the  treasurer  is  a  debtor 
for  the  money  in  his  hands.  Our  statutes  pro- 
ceed upon  a  different  idea  altogether,  and  this 
court,  in  State  v.  Foster  (Wyo.)  39  L.  R.  A. 
226,  held  that  the  state  and  county  treasurers 
are  but  custodians  of  the  public  funds  com- 
mitted into  their  bands.  Neither  can  it  k>e 
said  that  the  deposit  of  the  public  funds  in  a 
bank  is  an  unlawful  act,  and  constitutes  the 
treasurer  a  debtor.  The  admitted  facts  show 
that  for  many  years  the  custom  has  been  for 
custodians  of  the  public  funds  to  deposit  them 
in  banks  for  safekeeping,  and  that  no  other 
safe  place  has  been  provided.  The  legislature 
has  known  of  this  custom,  as  well  as  the  peo- 
ple generally,  and  it  would  be  going  very  far 
at  tbis  late  date  to  bold. such  an  act  unlawful. 
Further  than  that,  the  Constitution  contains 
a  provision  recognizing  banks,  at  least  na- 
tional and  state  banks,  as  proper  places  for  de- 
posit of  public  funds.  It  provides  tbat  all 
public  money  shall,  whenever  practicable, 
be  deposited  in  a  national  bank,  or  bank 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  state; 
provided  that  the  said  bank  shall  furnish  se- 
curity to  be  approved  as  provided  by  law, 
and  shall  also  pay  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest, 
which  interest  sball  accrue  to  tbe  fund  from 
which  it  is  derived.  Const,  art.  15,  §  7.  That 
section  is  in  operative,  however,  as  the  legislature 
has  not  provided  by  law  for  the  approval  of 
the  security,  nor  enacted  any  law  for  carrying 
tbe  provisions  of  tbe  section  into  effect 

The  fact  that  tbe  funds  in  Treasurer 
Gramm's  hands  were  deposited  in  a  private 
bank  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  affect  our  de- 
termination. None  of  the  cases  on  either 
side  of  the  question  make  any  distinction  be- 
tween a  deposit  of  public  moneys  in  cor- 
porate and  private  banking  institutions.  In 
some  of  tbe  cases,  and  in  many  of  those  in- 
volving the  liability  of  other  kinds  of  trus- 
trees,  tbe  money  was  in  private  banks.  Tbe 
relation  of  banker  and  depositor,  and  of  the 
banker  to  tbe  fund,  is  the  same,  whether  the 
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bank  Is  prfyate  or  corporate.  One  cannot 
fail  to  recognize  the  fact  that,  when  the  de- 
posit is  in  a  private  bank,  the  moneys  are 
placed  in  the  possession  of  an  individual,  who 
has  given  no  security  to  the  state,  and  that  it 
is  in  his  power,  if  so  disposed,  by  illy-advised 
transactions,  to  hazard  the  safety  of  the  money. 
To  a  certain  extent  the  same  power  exists  as  to 
a  corporate  bank.  na<  ional  or  state.  The  extent 
of  the  business  dealioes  may  be  limited.  They 
may  not  be  authorized  to  use  the  money  of  de- 
positors in  outside  speculations  or  investments 
not  strictly  connected  with  the  banking  busi- 
ness. They  may,  however,  actually  do  what 
they  are  not  auth  rized  to  do.  Moreover,  they 
may,  by  bad  loans,  lose  the  money  left  with 
them  on  deposit  just  as  completely  as  if  it  had 
been  thrown  into  unwarranted  business  enter- 
prises. On  the  other  hand,  while,  as  to  a  cor- 
porate bank,  the  responsibility  behind  the  cor- 
porate assets  is  usually  limited,  all  the  property 
of  a  private  banker  is  behind  his  institution. 
In  the  case  at  bar  it  Is  alleged  and  admitted 
that,  at  the  lime  of  the  assignment  of  Mr.  Kent, 
he  had  sufficient  property  to  pay  his  debts,  but 
that  that  result  became  impossible  by  reason 
of  subsequent  depreciation  in  values.  After 
all,  however,  as  between  dififerent  kinds  of 
banks,  the  question  is  one  of  diligence,  faith- 
fulness, and  care.  If  it  was  negligence  in  the 
officer  to  deposit  the  public  funds  in  a  private 
bank,  that  question  is  eliminated  from  this 
case,  because  it  is  alleged  and  admitted  that  it 
was  not  negligence.  It  cannot  be  said  to  be 
negligence  ^7«r««,  or  as  a  matter  of  law.  for  any 
trustee  to  place  the  funds  in  his  control  in  a 
private  bank.  In  no  kind  of  case  has  such  a 
doctriue  been  asserted.  Whatever  the  facts 
are,  we  are  not  to  determine  them.  They  are 
before  us.  admitted  by  the  pleadings  and  stated 
in  the  questions.  Our  duty  is  only  to  deter- 
mine the  law  as  applicable  to  them. 

Although  it  is  not  necessary  that  we  decide 
the  question  of  estoppel  presented  in  argu- 
ment, were  the  defendants  liable,  we  do  not 
think  the  fact  that  the  state  brought  suit  to 
trace  the  funds  into  the  hands  of  the  assignee 
of  the  banker  having  them  on  deposit,  nor  the 
acceptance  of  dividends  from  the  estate  of  said 
baniier.  would  affect  the  question,  or  consti- 
tute an  estoppel  against  the  state  from  pursu- 
ing the  treasurer  upon  his  bond.  The  money 
belonged  to  the  state,  and  no  efforts  of  the 
state  to  recover  it  from  other  hands  could  pos- 
sibly affect  whatever  the  liability  of  the  treas- 
urer might  be  for  the  unrecovered  balance. 
We  understand,  however,  that  it  is  not  even 
contended  by  counsel  that  suit  to  trace  and  re- 
cover the  funds  operates  as  an  estoppel:  but  it 
was  urged  that  the  acceptance  of  dividends 
from  the  assigned  estate,  upon  a  claim  filed  by 
the  state,  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  by  the 
legislature,  does  have  that  effect.  We  do 
not  think  so.  The  assignor  had  in  his  hands 
money  belonging  to  the  estate,  and  he  was 
accountable  therefor,  and  is  still  accountable 
therefor;  but  any  liability  of  the  treasurer 
was  not  thereby  released.  These  views  are 
supported  by  J^ason  v.  Erie  County  Directors 
cf  Poor.  126  Pa.  445;  Bok  v.  Douglass  Twp.  52 
Kan.  451. 

The  defendants  did  not  enter  into  a  bond 
which  contains  a  condition  that  the  treasurer 
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would  keep  safely  the  moneys  of  the  state  Id 
his  hands,  so  that  he  would  be  liable  absolutely 
in  case  they  were  lost,  without  any  fault  or 
neglieenee  on  his  part.  The  questions  re- 
served for  our  decision  are  based  upon  the 
facts,  admitted  by  the  pleadings  .that  there  wa» 
no  fault,  or  want  of  care  or  diligence,  on  the 
part  of  the  treasurer,  and  that  he  is  not  charge- 
able with  any  fraud  or  negligence,  or  unfaith- 
fulness in  any  degree.  We  answer  the  first,  sec- 
ond, and  third  questions  in  the  negative.  Th& 
fourth  question,  which  pertains  to  what  Judg- 
ment should  be  rendered,  is  not  necessary  or 
proper,  under  our  former  deciaiona,  to  be  an- 
swered. 

KxMlghUJ.,  concurs. 

Corn,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by 
a  majority  of  the  court  In  cases  like  the 
present,  under  slightly  varying  statutes,  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  and  the  courts  of 
perhaps  twenty  of  the  states,  have  held  sucb 
officers  and  their  sureties  to  a  strict  responsi- 
bility for  the  public  funds;  and.  In  my  opin- 
ion, not  only  the  greater  number,  but  the  great 
weight,  of  authority  sustains  that  view.  A 
few  of  the  state  courts  have  held  otherwise* 
The  suit  is  upon  the  bond,— the  contract  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  defendants.  Any  re- 
covery most  be  upon  this  contract.  It  is  an 
express  contract  in  writing.  So  far  as  the 
sureties  are  concerned,  it  is  evident  that,  prior 
to  the  execution  of  the  bond,  they  had  no  re- 
sponsibility in  the  premises  whatever,  and  that 
their  liability  now  is  only  what  they  have  as- 
sumed by  their  contract.  A  few  courts  hold- 
ing the  minority  view,  as  in  Cumberland  County 
y.  Pennell,  69  Me.  357,  31  Am.  Rep.  284.  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  responsibility 
of  the  defendants  is  governed  by  what  is 
termed  the  *']aw  of  bailments,"  and  that  .the 
treasurer  is  a  bailee  for  hire,  and  is  bound  only 
to  bring  to  the  discharge  of  his  trust  "that  pru- 
dence, caution,  and  attention  which  careful 
men  usually  exercise  in  the  management  of 
their  own  affairs,  and  he  is  not  responsible  for 
any  loss  occurring  without  any  fault  on  his 
part."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  law  of 
bailments  here  invoked,  which  fixes  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  bailee  for  hire,  is  simply  the  contract 
implied  by  law  between  the  parties  when  they 
themselves  have  made  no  express  contract  fix- 
ing the  degree  of  responsibility  of  the  baile& 
Com.  y.  Comlif,  3  Pa.  St.  872.  It  has  no  appli- 
cation where  the  parties  themselves  have  made 
their  own  contract:  and.  indeed,  it  is  not  ap- 
plied alike  in  all  cases  of  bailment  for  hire 
Where  there  is  no  express  contract,  as  in  the 
case  of  common  carriers  and  innkeepers,  the 
contract  implied  by  law  is  for  more  stringent 
liability,  owing  to  the  relations  of  the  parties. 

In  this  case  the  treasurer  and  his  8uretie» 
have  contracted,  in  the  words  of  the  bond, 
that  he  shall  "faithfully  and  truly  perform  aU 
the  duties  of  his  office. ''^  Those  duties  are  pre- 
scribed by  the  statutes  of  this  state.  Section 
1696  provides  that  • 'the  treasurer  shall:  First,— 
receive  and  keep  all  moneys  of  the  state,  not 
expressly  required  by  law  to  be  received  and 
kept  by  some  other  person;  second,— pay  all 
warrants  duly  and  legally  issued  by  the  audi- 
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tor  80  loDg  80  there  are  Id  his  hands  funds 
Bttfflciei) t  to  pav  such  warran ts. "  Section  1 734 
provides:  '*The  state  treasurer  shall  in  no  case 
disburse  or  pay  out  the  state  funds  except  on 
warrants  drawn  by  the  auditor."  Section  1731 
provides  that  at  the  end  of  their  respective 
terms  of  office  the  treasurer  and  auditor  shall 
"deliver  to  their  successors  all  official  books, 
papers,  records,  and  balances  of  funds  whicli 
may  be  in  tbeir  possession."  These  are  his  du- 
ties with  reference  to  the  public  funds,  and  he 
and  his  sureties  have  contracted  that  be  shall 
faithfully  and  truly  perform  them.  It  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  must  recover  under  this  state 
of  facts,  unless  it  is  held  either  that  they  do 
not  show  a  conract  for  the  safe  keeping;  of  the 
money,  or  else  that  the  loss  of  the  funds  by  the 
failure  of  the  bank  in  which  they  were  depos- 
ited is  an  equitable  excuse  for  the  nonperform- 
ance of  the  contract.  The  duty  prescribed  by 
the  statute  is  that  he  shall  "receive  and  keep" 
the  funds.  But  some  stress  is  laid  upon  the 
circumstance  that  while  some  statutes,  under 
which  the  treasurer  has  been  held  to  a  strict 
liability,  provide  that  he  shall  ^'safely  keep," 
the  word  "safely"  is  omitted  from  ours,  and  it 
Is  argued  that  the  latter  indicates  the  require- 
ment of  a  smaller  decree  of  responsibility,  and 
I  understand  that  this  is  the  view  adopted  by 
my  associates,  and  that  upon  this  distinction 
they  rest  the  decision  of  this  case, —that  is, 
that  l^  the  use  of  the  words  "to  receive  and 
keep,  omitting  any  such  additional  words  as 
':safely,"  * 'securely,"  or  the  like,  the  officer  is 
simply  made  the  custodian  of  the  funds,  and 
that  his  bond  to  faithfully  perform  the  duties 
of  his  office  is  not  an  unconditional  contract  to 
safely  keep  the  funds.  Where  the  custody  of 
other  property  than  money  is  involved,  there 
might,  no  doubt,  be  a  distinction  between 
keeping  and  keeping  safely,— that  is,  keeping 
uninjured;  and  it  is  easy  to  perceive  that  such 
property  might  be  kept  and  turned  over,  but 
in  such'coudition  as  to  show  negligence  in  com- 
plying with  the  requirement  to  keep  safely. 
But,  in  the  case  of  money,  if  it  is  kept  at  all 
and  is  forthcoming  when  required,  it  is  kept 
safely;  and  there  is  no  issue  in  this  case  which 
makes  such  a  distinction  important  or  relevant. 
If  the  defendant  had  kept  the  money  and 
turned  it  over,  there  could  be  no  complaint 
that  he  had  not  safely  kept  it.  In  Illinois,  in 
a  suit  upon  the  bond  of  a  township  treasurer, 
the  defense  was  interposed  that  the  money  was 
stolen  without  the  fault  of  the  defendant.  The 
condition  of  the  bond  was  that  the  treasurer 
"shall  faithfullv  discharge  all  the  duties  of 
said  office  according  to  the  laws  which  are  or 
may  hereafter  be  in  force,  and  shall  deliver  to 
his  successor  in  office  all  moneys,  books,  pa- 
pers, securities,  and  property  in  his  hands  as 
such  township  treasurer,  then  the  obligation  to 
be  void,"  etc.  By  §  56  of  the  statute  he  was 
required,  among  other  thinflrs,  to  charge  him- 
self with  all  moneys  received.  By  §  62  he 
was  required  "to  demand,  receive,  and  safely 
keep,  according  to  law,  all  moneys,"  etc.  The 
bond  in  this  case  being  conditioned  only  for 
the  performance  of  his  duties  and  the  turning 
over  of  the  moneys  "In  his  hands,"  and  the 
6Sd  section  providing  only  for  a  safe-keeping 
"according  to  law,"  it  was  urged  by  counsel 
*.h8t  the  duties  of  township  treasurer  did  not 
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embrace  keeping  safely  the  moneys  coming  to 
his  hands.  The  court  says:  The  fact  that  the 
township  treasurer  is  required  to  receive  money, 
and  enter  it  in  his  cash  book,  implies,  without 
any  other  special  regulation,  that  he  is  to  keep 
it,  and,  being  required  to  keep  it,  it  follows 
that  he  is  to  keep  it  safely.  This  is  one  of  the 
duties  of  his  office  he  has  undertaken  to  faith- 
fully discharge.  Another  duty,  no  lessimpera-. 
tive,  is  that  be  will  deliver  to  bis  successor  in 
office  all  moneys  in  his  hands  as  such  town- 
ship treasurer,  which  he  could  not  do  if  he 
suffered  it  to  be  lost  out  of  his  hands  or  it 
should  be  so  lost  by  any  accident.  The  under- 
taking is  that  the  monev  shall  be  in  his  hands. 
These  duties  he  has  undertaken  to  perform  un- 
conditionally. Besides  all  this,  he  is  required, 
by  §  62,  to  receive  and  safely  keep,  according 
to  law,  all  moneys,  etc.,  belonging  to  the  town- 
ship. 

We  cannot  discover  a  shade  of  difference  be- 
tween this  and  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Pregcoii,  3  How.  578,  11  L.  ed.  784,  cited  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error.  As  in 
that  case,  so  here  is  an  undertaking  safely  to 
keep  the  money  by  the  veny  force  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  independ- 
ent of.  the  provisions  of  the  02d  section. 
TJiompson  v.  Tawnnhip  Sixteen,  80  111.  99.  In 
StaU  V.  Nexdn,  19  Nev.  162,  the  condition  of 
the  bond  was  to  "well  and  truly  and  faithfully 
perform  and  execute  the  duties  of  treasurer." 
The  provision  of  the  statu  les  was  that  the  county 
treasurer  "shall  receive  all  moneys  due  and 
accruing  to  his  county,  and  disburse  the  same 
on  the  proper  orders  issued  and  attested  by 
the  county  auditor.  ...  He  shall  so  ar- 
ranire  and  keep  his  books  that  the  amount 
received  and  paid  out  .  .  .  shall  be  ex- 
hibited in  separate  accounts,"  etc.  "He  shall 
at  all  times,  keep  his  books  and  office  subject 
to  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  and  shall  ex- 
hibit the  money  in  his  office  to  such  board  at 
least  once  a  year,"  etc.  ''He  shall  annually 
make  complete  settlements,  .  .  .  and  shall  at 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office  deliver  to 
his  successor  all  public  moneys,  books,  and 
papers  in  his  possession."  The  defendant  in- 
sisted that  his  responsibility  was  simply  that 
which  the  common  law  imposes  upon  a  bailee 
for  hire.  The  court  say  the  duly  to  safely 
keep  the  money  is  made  absolutely  clear  by 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  referred  to.  In 
TilHnghost  v.  MernU,  151  N.  Y.  135,  34  L.  R. 
A.  678,  decided  December  1.  1896,  one  of  the 
latest  cases  upon  this  subject,  the  statute  is 
quoted  as  follows:  "It  is  the  duty  of  every 
supervisor  (1)  to  disburse  the  school  moneys  in 
his-  hands  applicable  to  the  payment  of  teach- 
ers' wages  upon  and  only  upon  the  written 
orders  of  the  sole  trustee,  or  a  majority  of  the 
trustees,  in  favor  of  qualified  teachers."  By 
paragraph  8  of  the  same  section  a  supervisor  is 
required  to  pay  to  his  successor  all  school 
moneys  remaining  in  his  hands.  The  court 
says:  "In  this  statute  it  will  be  observed  that 
there  are  no  explicit  declarations  of  the  legis- 
tive  intent,  as  in  the  case  of  town  collectors, 
to  create  a  supervisor  the  debtor  of  the  county 
for  public  moneys  in  his  hands,  and  the  condi- 
tion of  the  bond  to  safely  keep,  faithfully  dis- 
burse, and  justly  account  for  the  same  does 
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act  add  to  the  liability  created  by  statute." 
Upon  the  decisiou  of  the  same  case  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  New  York,  Martin,  J.,  dis- 
sented upon  the  specific  ground  that  the  con- 
<&ti»n  of  the  bond  to  "safely  keep,'*  etc  ,  im- 
posed upon  the  officer  no  greater  resp^nsibil- 
ity  or  liability  than  the  statute.  77  Hun.  489. 
In  Iowa,  township  treasurers  are  required  by 
the  statute  to  give  bond  "conditioned  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  their  duties."  The 
flame  act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  treasurer  to 
bald  all  moneys  belonging  to  the  district,  and 

Say  out  the  same  upon  the  order  of  the  presi- 
cnt,  countersigned  by  the  secretary.  The 
court  says:  *'The  condition  of  the  bond  upon 
which  this  action  is  brought  substantially  com- 
plies with  the  requirements  of  the  stntute;  It 
is,  in  effect,  identical  with  the  condition  pre- 
scribed in  the  law.  It  is  made  his  duty  to 
hold  all  moneys  of  the  district,  and  to  pay 
them  out,  but  only  upon  Touchers  signed  by 
the  proper  officers.  He  is  bound  by  the  obli- 
gation of  the  bond,  not  to  exercise  due  care 
and  diligence  in  the  discharge  of  this  duty, 
bat  to  perform  it  absolutely,  without  condi- 
tions or  exceptions.  He  is  to  hold  the  money 
of  the  district.  This  is  the  provision  of  the 
law.  His  contract,  expressed  in  the  •  bond, 
binds  him  to  the  discharge  of  this  duty.  He 
will  not  be  relieved  from  his  contract  by  show- 
ing any  degree  of  diligence  or  care  which  falls 
short  of  absolute  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  his  contract."  Taylor  Dist.  Twp,  v.  Mor- 
ton, 87  Iowa,  558.  The  court  did  not  recog- 
nize the  nice  drstinctlon  relied  upon  in  the  ma- 
jority opinion  in  this  case  that  to  "hold  safely" 
might  be  construed  as  a  contract  to  hold  with- 
out loss,  while  the  obligation  to  "hold"  is  to 
be  shaded  down  into  a  contract  to  use  due  care 
and  diligence  in  holding.  But  it  pointedly 
rejects  such  interpretation  of  the  requirement 
to  ^'hold"  the  money,  although,  as  in  our  own 
statute,  the  word  is  entirely  unqualified  by 
"safely,"  "securely,"  or  any  word  of  like  im- 
port. In  Kansas  the  statute  requires  a  town- 
ahip  treasurer  to  give  bond  "conditioned  for 
the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties."  The  sec- 
tion prescribing  his  duties  provides:  *'Tbe 
township  treasurer  shall  receive  and  take 
charge  of  all  moneys  belonging  to  the  town- 
ship, or  which  are,  by  law,  required  to  be  paid 
to  him,  and  shall  pay  out  and  account  for  the 
same  upon  orders  drawn  upon  him  by  the 
township  trustee,  and  shall  diBcbarge  such 
other  duties  as  may  be  required  of  him  by 
law  "  Under  this  statute  the  court  says:  "By 
accepting  the  office  of  township  treasurer, 
McXabb  assumed  the  duty  of  receiving  and 
safely  keeping  the  money  of  the  township,  and 
paying  it  out  according  to  law.  He  or  His 
sureties  are  bound  to  make  good  any  defi- 
ciency which  might  occur  in  the  funds  which 
came  under  his  charge,  whether  they  were  lost 
in  the  bank  or  otherwise."  Rom  t.  Dovgiass 
Tvp.  53  Kan:  453.  Here  there  was  no  express 
requirement  that  the  officer  should  "safely 
keep."  or  even,  as  in  our  statute,  that  he 
should  "keep"  the  funds,  but  simply  that  he 
should  "receive  and  take  charge  or  them." 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities. 
"While  there  are  several  cases  wherein  the 
stati:te  or  the  bond  sued  on  emploved  the  ex- 
pression "safely  keep,"  or  "keep  safely,"  there 
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is,  as  I  believe,  no  reported  case  sustaining  the 
distinction  which  seems  to  be  relied  upon  by 
the  majority  of  the  court  for  thg  decision  of 
thi?  case.  This  view  has  been  frequently  in- 
sisted upon  by  counsel,  but,  so  far  as  the  ca^ea 
have  come  to  my  knowledge,  has  in  every  in- 
stance been  rejected  by  the  courts. 

-The  majority  of  the  court  having  reached 
the  conclusion  that  no  contract  has  been 
shown  binding  the  treasurer  to  keep  safely  or 
securely  the  moneys  of  the  state,  declined  to 
express  an  opinion  upon  the  question  what 
measure  of  liability  such  contract  imposes 
when  proved.  In  my  view,  the  bond  and  the 
statute  clearly,  and  under  all  the  authorities, 
constituting  such  a  contract,  there  is  no  other 
question  for  this  court  to  decide  than  the  char- 
acter of  liability  which  it  imposes. 

It  his  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  Slates,  and  by  the  highest  courts  of 
perhaps  twenty  other  states,  that  where,  in 
whatever  form  of  words,  the  bond  is  condi- 
tioned for  the  payment  over  of  the  public 
moneys,  or  for  the  keeping  or  safe-keeping  of 
them,  or  the  statute  prescribes  such,  in  sub- 
stance, to  be  the  duty  of  the  officer,  and  the 
bond  is  conditioned  for  the  performance  of 
the  duties  of  the  office,  and  no  condition  lim- 
iting that  obligation  is  discoverable  in  the 
statute,  the  obligation  thus  imposed  upon  and 
assumed  by  the  officer  will  be  deemed  abso- 
lute, and  the  plea  that  the  money  has  been 
stolen  or  lost  without  his  fault  does  not  consti- 
tute a  defense  to  an  action  for  its  recovery; 
that,  the  contract  being  absolute  in  its  terms, 
there  is  no  defense  at  law  but  a  production  of 
the  funds;  and  that  loss  by  accident  or  other- 
wise is  not  a  defense  in  equity,  but  the  allow- 
ance of  such  a  defense  would  be  dangerous  to 
the  public  interests,  and  is  forbidden  by  con- 
siderations of  public  policy.  This  is  substan- 
tially the  view  adopted  in  United  States  v. 
Prescott,  8  How.  578.  11  L.  ed.  734;  United 
States  V.  Bashiel,  4  Wall.  183,  18  L.  ed.  819; 
United  States  v.  Keehler,  9  Wall.  88, 19  L.  ed. 
574;  Bovden  ▼.  United  States  18  WalL  17.  30 
L.  ed.  537;  Bcvans  v.  United  StaUs,  18  Wall. 
56,  30  L.  ed.  581;  New  Providence  v.  MeEaeh- 
ron,  88  N.  J.  L.  839;  Hancock  v.  Haggard,  18 
(•ush.  113,  59  Am.  Dec.  171;  Thompson  v. 
Township  Sixteen,  80  111.  99;  State  ▼.  Croft,  34 
Ark.  550:  State,  Wvandot  County,  v.  Harper, 
6  Ohio  St.  607.  67  Am.  Dec.  363;  Com.  v. 
Comly,  8  Pa.  St.  872;  Halberi  v.  State,  Mar- 
tin County  Comrs.  23  Ind.  135;  Gartley  v.  Peo- 
ple, Puebio  County  (Colo.)  49  Pac.  273;  Rose 
V.  Douglass  Twp.  53  Kan.  453;  Bush  v.  John- 
son County,  48  Neb.  8,  33  L.  R,  A.  328:  State 
V.  Nevin,  19  Nev.  162;  State,  Mississippi 
County,  V.  Moore,  74  Mo.  418,  41  Am.  Rep. 
833;  Taylor  Dist.  Twp.  v.  Morton,  87  Iowa, 
550:  Pi7ie  Island  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Jewell,  44 
Minn.  437;  Tillinghast  v.  Merritt,  151  N.  T. 
ia5,  84  L.  R  A.  678;  Fairchild  v.  Hedges, 
14  Wash.  117.  81  L.  R  A.  851;  Wilson  v. 
Wichita  County,  67  Tex.  647:  Griffin  v.  Mis- 
sim'ppi  Levee  Comrs.  71  Miss.  767;  United 
States  v.  Watts,  1  N.  M.  563;  Omro  Supers,  v. 
Kaime,  39  Wis.  468. 

There  are  many  other  cases  announcing  sub- 
ptantiallv  the  same  principles.  There  are 
some  of  those  above  referred  to  which  hold 
that  the  statute  has  made  the  officer  the  legal 
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owner  of  the  public  funds  committed  to  bis 
keepini?,  and  for  tbat  reason  they  are,  by  tbe 
majority  of  tbis  court,  discarded  aod  set  aside 
as  of  DO  autbority  under  our  laws,  wlilcb  do 
not  vest  tbe  legal  title  to  tbe  public  funds  in 
the  treasurer.  I  confess  myself  unable  to  un- 
derstand wby  this  feature  should  make  those 
decisions  of  no  authority  in  tbis  case.  If  it  is 
upon  the  theory  that  tbe  officer  is  held  to  be  a 
mere  borrower  of  tbe  public  funds  for  bis  own 
use  and  benefit,  and  to  be  held  to  repayment  as 
upon  a  promissory  note  like  any  other  bor- 
rower of  money,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  tbat  no 
court  has  ever  hinted  at  any  such  ownership 
in  the  officer.  They  have  held  simply  that  the 
technical  legal  title  by  the  statute  vested  in 
the  officer.  If  it  is  because  of  some  legal  or 
equitable  principle  that,  while  courts  of  chan- 
cery will  relieve  against  the  enforcement  of 
unconscionable  contracts  to  refund  monevs 
which  do  not  and  never  did  belong  to  the  cfe- 
fendant.  they  will  not  relieve  against  uncon- 
scionable contracts  to  pay  out  one's  own 
money  to  make  good  the  losses  of  another,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  tbat  no  such  principle  ex- 
ists. In  the  case  of  ordinary  trustees,  the 
legal  title  U  in  the  trustee.  Almost  without 
exception  in  the  United  Sta'es  the  legal  title  to 
the  money  and  personal  property  of  tbe  dece- 
dent vests  in  the  executor  or  administrator. 
But  in  these  cases  courts  of  equity  will,  and 
constantly  do,  relieve  from  liability  arising  out 
of  bonds  absolute  in  their  terms.  It  is  there- 
fore clearly  not  for  the  reason  that  the  statutes 
have  vested  in  the  officer  tbe  legal  title  to  the 
public  funds  that  these  cases  bold  him  to  a 
strict  liability.  But  the  fact  of  such  technical 
legal  title  has  been  emphasized  in  those  cases 
to  make  it  clear  that,  the  officer  not  being  a 
bailee,  the  law  of  bailmects  did  not  govern, 
and  these  cases  have  tnen  been  determined  by 
reference  to  the  express  contract,  as  in  United 
8tate9  V.  Prescott  and  tbe  other  cases  taking 
the  same  view.  This  is  made  perfectly  evf 
dent  by  the  opinion  in  Hancock  v.  Hazzard,  18 
Gush.  112.  The  complete  opinion  is  as  fol- 
lows: **A  collector  of  t^xes  by  accepting  the 
office,  takes  tbe  risk  of  tbe  safekeeping  of  tbe 
money  he  has  actually  received.  His  obliga- 
tion is  not  regulated  by  the  law  of  bailments, 
and  the  cases  cited  to  thai  effect  are  inapplica- 
ble. He  is  a  debtor, — an  accountant, — bound 
to  account  for  and  pay  over  tbe  money  be  has 
collected.  Tbe  loss  of  his  money,  therefore, 
by  theft  or  otherwise,  is  no  excuse  for  non- 
performance; this  is  founded  on  the  nature  of 
his  contract  and  considerations  of  public 
policy.  United  States  v.  Prescott,  8  How.  678, 
11  L.  ed.  784.  It  bemg  a  duty  of  the  collec- 
tor to  account  for  and  pay  over  to  tbe  treas- 
urer, .  .  .  and  the  excuse  of  loss  by  theft 
being  unavailing,  the  sureties  in  tbe  bond  are 
liable  equally  with  the  principal."  Tbe  tenor 
of  all  the  cases  holding  the  officer  and  his 
sureties  to  a  strict  liabili  y  Is  tbat  tbe  contract 
is  absolute,  neither  tbe  bond  nor  the  statute 
providing  any  excuse  for  nonperformance; 
that,  at  law,  it  can  only  be  discharged  by  per- 
formance; that,  therefore,  any  excuse  for  non- 
performance must  be  an  equitable  one;  tbat 
the  excuse  of  loss  of  tbe  funds,  unless  by  the 
act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy,  will  not  be  al- 
lowed in  equity,  because  it  would  be  dangerous 
40  L.  R  A. 


to  the  public  interests  and  contrary  to  public 
policy.  None  of  tbe  cases,  as  I  understand 
them,  attempt,  upon  ground  of  public  money 
or  otherwise,  to  impose  any  liability  upon  tbe 
officer  and  his  sureties  other  than  that  volun- 
tarily assumed  by  them*  by  their  contract. 
There  seems  to  be,  however,  some  confusion 
or  misconception  upon  tbis  point,  in  some,  at 
least,  of  tbe  few  courts  dissenting  from 
tbe  prevailing  doctrine.  In  Bealdsburg  v. 
MuUigan,  113  Cal.  2u5,  88  L.  R.  A.  4G1, 
the  court,  in  concluding  its  discussion  of  tbe 
question  of  the  application  of  the  princi- 
ples of  public  policy,  says:  "Justice  does 
not  require  tbat  tbe  public  shall  be  protected 
by  enforcing  against  its  servant,  the  officer, 
and  his  sureties,  a  liability  the  law  has  not 
imposed  upon  them  and  which  they  have 
not  assumed."  This  language  would  seem 
very  clearly  to  impute  to  the  majority  of  the 
courts  of  the  country  a  doctrine  which  is  cer- 
tainly not  stated  in  their  decisions,  and  would 
probably  be  very  vigorously  repudiated  by  all 
of  tbem.  Six  courts,  as  1  understand,  are 
quoted  as  sustaining  the  minority  view:  Maine, 
in  Cumberland  County  v.  Pennell,  89  Me.  867, 
81  Am.  Kep.  284;  Alabama,  in  State  v.  Hous- 
ton, 78  Ala.  576,  56  Am.  Rep.  59;  Tennessee, 
in  Peck  V.  James,  8  Head,  75,  and  State,  (her- 
ton  County  w,  Oopeland,  96  Tenn.  296,  81  L. 
R.  A.  844;  South  Carolina,  in  York  County  v, 
Watson,  15  S.  C.  1,  40  Am.  Rep.  675;  Califor 
nia,  in  HeaUfsburg  v.  Mulligan,  118  Cal.  205, 
83  L.  R.  A.  461:  and  Montana,  in  Liringston  y. 
Woods  (Mont )  49  Pac.  487.  The  Maine  deci- 
sion is  tbe  leading  case,  and,  out  of  a  ooort 
composed  oft-even  judges,  the  chief  justice  aad 
two  of  tbe  justices  dissented.  Tbere  seems  to 
be.  in  all  of  the  decisions  to  which  we  have  had 
access  or  been  referred,  but  five  in  which  the 
failure  of  a  bank  bus  been  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
excuse  for  failure  to  pay  over  tbe  moneys. 
Of  these,  in  PeekY.  (/a77i^«,  8  Head,  75,  a  school^  % 
trustee  bad  accepted  bank  notes  of  the  Bank 
of  East  Tennessee,  at  that  time  supposed  to  be 
solvent,  but  which  failed  while  its  notes  were 
in  his  hands.  He  tendered  the  specific  bank 
notes  to  his  successor  in  settlement.  In  Iat}- 
ingston  v.  Woods  (Mont.)  49  Pac.  487,  the  suit 
was  against  a  city  treasurer,  and  both  tbe  law 
of  tbe  state  and  the  ordinance  of  the  city  re- 
quired the  officer  to  deposit  the  money.  In 
State  V.  Houston,  78  Ala.  581,  56  Am.  Rep.  69, 
the  defense  of  robbery  was  set  up,  and  tke 
court  held  that,  while  the  responsibility  of  the 
officer  under  the  statute  fell  short  of  an  abBO- 
lute  liability,  it  was  greater  than  that  of  an 
ordinary  bailee  for  hire,  the  officer  being  held 
to  the  highest  diligence;  and  tbe  court  says: 
'*We  purposely  limit  the  decision  to  the  caBe 
of  irresistible  force."  Tbe  great  mas)  of  cases 
referred  to,  involving  tbe  liability  of^  tmaffea 
of  private  property,  executors,  administratim, 
guardians,  and  the  like,  afford  no  parallel 
whatever  and  are  valueless  as  authority.  Such 
officers  are  In  a  great  measure  mere  private 
agents.  They  must  handle  and  manage  the  es- 
tates in  their  hands,  often  exercise  their  Judg- 
ment and  discretion,  and  incur  the  risk  of  loss 
of  the  trust  property.  If  their  bonds  import  con- 
tracts for  absolute  liability,  courts  of  equity 
will  nevertheless  treat  tbem  as  agents,  and  re- 
lieve from  any  greater  liability.  Probate  courts 
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and  those  of  like  juriadiction  are  amply  en- 
dowed with  equity  powers  to  afford  proper 
relief.  These  matters  are  too  well  understood 
to  require  any  extended  comment.  In  regard 
to  the  principle  of  public  policy  underlying 
the  decisions,  there  is  in  my  mind  no  question 
whatever  of  the  propriety  and  neressity  of  iJs 
enforcement.  While  Alabama  is  quoted  as 
one  of  the  states  sustaining  the  limited  liability 
there  is  the  later  case  from  that  state  of  Alston 
y.  State,  92  Ala.  126, 18  L.  R.  A.  659,  which  is 
strongly  persuasive  of  the  other  view,  and 
somewnat  applicable  to  the  conditions  under 
our  laws.  A  Judge  of  probate  was  sued  for 
public  moneys,  and  pleaded  that  he  had  de- 
posited them  m  a  certain  bank  which  had 
failed,  and  tbere  were  the  usual  stipulations 
of  perfect  solvency  at  the  time  of  the  deposit, 
etc.  By  the  statute  he  was  prohibited  from 
knowingly  converting  or  applying  any  of  the 
money  to  his  own  use,  or  to  the  use  of  any 
otber  person,  or  permitting  another  to  use  any 
of  it.  Applying  this  statute,  the  court  says: 
"The  money  of  the  state  was  thus  turned  over 
to  the  bank  on  general  deposit,  and  became  a 
part  of  its  funds  and  subiect  to  Its  use,  as  any 
other  of  its  property.  Tbis  use  of  the  public 
money  by  the  probate  Jud^e  was  without  war- 
rant of  law.  He  had  no  right  to  convert  it  to 
his  own  use,  or  permit  anyone  else  to  use  It. 
The  deposit  was  of  like  effect  as  a  loan  of  the 
money.  It  was  an  unauthorized  use  thereof. 
The  probate  judge  by  that  act  voluntarily  re- 
linquished his  custody  and  control  of  this  pub- 
lic fund  so  that  be  could  not  reclaim  it.  When 
the  state  demands  it  his  answer  is  that  he  no 
longer  has  it,  but  has  a  claim  for  the  amount 
thereof  against  an  insolvent  bank.  In  view  of 
the  statutory  provisions  above  referred  to,  we 
think  this  answer  is  wholly  insufficient  as  a 
defense."  So,  under  our  laws,  the  bani^er  be- 
comes the  owner  of  the  money,  and  at  liberty 
to  use  it  for  investment,  speculation,  or  other- 
wise. The  officer  is  forbidden  by  the  Con- 
stitution to  use  for  his  own  benefit,  or  make 
any  profit  from  the  public  moneys,  and  he 
mu^tgive  a  heavy  bond  for  their  safe  keeping. 
But  of  what  use  or  benefit  to  the  people  is  a 
bond,  if  he  may  immediately  turn  over  the 
public  funds  to  some  other  person,  who  may 
and  does  and  is  expected  to  use  them  for  his 
own  purposes,  and  that,  too,  without  any  se- 
curity wha'ever?  The  bond  is  a  meaningless 
form,  if  it  is  not  to  secure  to  the  slate  repay- 
ment of  its  losses  under  such  circumstances. 


STATE  of  Wyoming,  ex  ret.  Philip  NOBLE, 
City  of  CHEYENNE. 
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An  ordinance  may  vest  discretionary 
power  in  the  council  as  to  is8uinf[f  li- 
censes for  the  sale  of  intozicatinf[f  li- 
quors within  certain  limits,  where  there  is  char- 
ter authority  to  enact  ordinances  to  tax  and 
reirulate  that  business,  but  such  discretion  must 
be  reasonably  exercised. 


Note.— Ab  to  discretion  in  granting  liquor  li- 
ceoses,  see  fi4)t«  to  Sherlock  v.  Stuart  (Mich.;  21  L. 
R.  A.  58a 
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aUESTIONS  reserved  by  the  District  Court 
for  Laramie  County  for  the  opiuioo  of  the 
Supreme  Court  which  arose  upoD  an  applica- 
tion for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  defend- 
ant to  grant  to  relator  a  license  to  sell  intoxi- 
cating liquors.  Anstoers  returned  facorable  to 
defendant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Walter  R«  Stoll,  for  relator: 

The  only  power  to  prohibit  and  suppress  with 
relation  to  any  subject  at  all  in  any  way  con- 
nected with  the  matter  of  liquors  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  city  is  given  power  to  restrain,  pro- 
hibit, and  suppress  tippling  shops.  That  a  man 
may  take  out  a  retail  license  and  not  be  guilty 
of  keeping  a  tippling  shop  is  too  plain  for  ar- 
gument. 

A  tippling  house  Is  a  place  where  intoxicat- 
ing drinks  are  sold  in  small  quantities,  to  be 
drunk  on  the  premises,  and  where  men  resort 
for  drinking  purposes. 

2  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  p.  7B2;  Black,  Intoxi- 
cating Liquors.  §  20:  26  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  18;  Emporia  v.  Volmer,  12  Ean.  688. 

There  is  an  absolute  silence  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  of  this  state  with  reference  to  the 
matter  of  discretion  vested  in  any  body  with 
relation  to  the  giving  of  licenses. 

If  the  legislature  has  not  made  any  rules, 
regulations,  or  laws  on  the  subject  the  legisla- 
ture has  not  exercised  any  rights  under  the  po- 
lice power;  and  consequently  there  can  be  no 
discretion  on  the  subject  vested  in  any  man  or 
set  of  men,  simply  because  the  legislature  has 
not  spoken  u[>on  the  subject. 

The  police  power  of  any  government  is  a 
power  which  resides  in  the  law-making  power 
of  the  ^vcrnment,  and  not  something  which 
resides  m  any  particular  individual,  set  of  men, 
or  body. 

Tiedeman,  Pol.  Power,  8  1,  p.  4.  §  2.  p.  5, 

L8.  p.  10,  §  101,  p.  277:  18  Am.  &  En^.  Enc 
iw,  p.  746;  Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors, 
chap.  2. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  expressly  or  by 
implication  giving  to  a  particular  body,  board, 
or  person  a  discretion  in  the  matter  oif  issnine 
or  rejecting  licenses,  the  applicant  Is  entitled 
to  his  license  if  he  brings  himself  within  the 
conditions  prescribed  by  the  statute. 

Miller  v.  Wade,  58  Ind.  91;  Zanone  v.  Monnd 
City,  11  m.  App.  334;  State  v.  Morgan  County 
Inferior  Ct.  Justi'eea,  15  Qa,  408;  MeLeody. 
Scott,  21  Or.  94;  Ampetse  v.  Kalamazoo,  59 
Mich.  78;  Potter  v.  Homer.  59  Mich.  8. 

Where  the  applicant  brings  himself  within 
the  statutory  requirements  the  license  cannot 
be  withheld,  unless  a  clear  discretion  is  granted 
by  the  statute  to  some  board,  court,  or  body  to 
control  the  matter. 

Jones  V.  Moore  County  Comrs.  106  N.  C.  436; 
Crouley  v.  Christenscn,  187  U.  S.  86.  84  L.  ed. 
620;  Re  Cfiri»tensen,49¥ed.Bep.24^;  Ma.Tton 
Comrs,  V.  Robeson  County  Comrs.  107  N.  C.  335; 
State  V.  Newcomb,  107  N.  C.  900;  BilUbt^ro 
Comrs.  V.  Smith,  110  N.  C.  417;  Peoj^,  (fToole^ 
V.  Brooklyn  Excise  Board,  42  N.  Y.  8.  R.  89; 
Re  Hoover.  80  Fed.  Rep.  51;  United  StatM,  Ho- 
ver, V.  Ronan,  83  Fed.  Rep.  117;  PoUard^s  Pe- 
tition, 127  Pa.  507;  Johnson's  License,  156  Pa. 
822;  Prospect  Brewing  Co.*s  Petition,  127  Pa. 
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«28;  merlock  t.  Siuart,  96  Mich.  193,  21  L.  R 
A.  680. 

The  ODiy  authority  for  the  power  to  HceDse 
liquor  seUers  conferred  in  any  sort  of  expressed 
terms  is  found  only  in  the  8d  paragraph  of 
^  161  of  the  charter;  and  there  the  expression 
is  "to  levy  and  collect  taxes  on  .  .  .  dram 
ahops,  saloons,  liquor  sellers." 

Mt.  Carmel  y.  Waha$k  County.  50  III.  69; 
Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors,  §§  65.  108.  109; 
StaU,  Benton,  ▼.  Boboken,  88  N.  J.  L.  280;  1 
Dill.  Mun.  Ck>rp.  §§  857-861,  and  cases  cited 
In  notes;  18  Am.  £  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  582- 
«84.  ^ 

It  has  heen  the  policy  of  our  legislature,  when 
it  was  desired  to  confer  power  to  regulate  or 
prohibit  or  forbid  the  licensing  of  liquor  sell- 
«r8,  to  expressly  grant  that  power  in  the  char- 
ter. 

A  nfunicipal  corporation  can  exercise  only 
fiuch  powers  as  are  granted  to  it  in  express 
words,  or  those  which  are  necessarily  and 
fairly  implied  as  incident  to  the  powers  ex- 
pressly granted,  or  those  essential  to  the  de- 
clared objects  and  purposes  of  the  corpora- 
tion. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  ^§  89,  90;  15  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  1039-1042. 

Where  the  charter  has  giyen  specified  pow- 
ers, the  provisions  relating  to  these  powers  must 
govern. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp  1187-1192; 
13  Am.  <&  Eng.Enc.  Law.  pp.  529-531;  1  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §^  815,  894  407,  and  cases  cited  in 
notes;  Chariton  y.  BarJer, .54  Iowa.  860,  37 
Am.  Rep.  209;  StaUY,  Fer(ru9on,'^N.B.  424. 

The  only  powers  which  are  delegated  to  a 
municipality  by  the  legislature  are  powers 
which  enable  the  municipality  to  enact  ordi- 
nances. There  is  no  arbitrary  power  granted 
to  a  municipality,  but  only  the  power  for  the 
municipality  to  enact  ordinances;  and  ordi 
nances  enacted  must  be  wiibin  the  power  con- 
ferred, and  until  such  ordinances  are  enscted 
the  municipality  has  no  power  in  the  prem- 
ises. 

People  y.  Crotty,  98  111.  180;  1  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  §  20,  p.  807,  and  note  1.  p.  321,  §  308. 
note,  p.  323,  §g  809,  315,  317.  end  notes;  17 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  235,  IT  2,  pn.  286. 
22J7. 1 8;  BuU  y.  Quinej/,  9  III.  App.  127;  Eait 
St.  Louts  y.  Wehrvng,  50  111.  28. 

The  powers  conferred  upon  a  municipality, 
and  the  trusts,  involved  under  the  grant  con- 
tained in  its  charter,  do  not  permit  the  munici- 
pality to  delegate  its  authority  to  others. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  g  96;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  pp.  1042. 1043:  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  237;  Black,  Into.xicating  Liquors,  §§  155, 
228;  Kinmundy  v.  Mahan,  72  III.  462;  Dar- 
ling  V.  8t.  Paul,  19  Minn.  389;  East  St.  Louie 
y.  Wehrung,  50  111.  28;  StaU  y.  Oaribaldi,  44 
La.  Ann.  809. 

In  the  absence  of  a  provision  In  the  charter 
giving  a  city  the  power  to  designate  the  por- 
tions of  the  city  within  which  liquors  may  be 
sold,  and  further,  giving  to  the  city  the  power 
to  determine  the  number  of  licenses  that  shall 
be  issued  within  such  district,  the  city  has  no 
authority  to  give  a  license  to  one  in  a  particu- 
lar district,  and  to  refuse  it  to  another  in  the 
same  district,  other  things  being  equal. 

Ex  parte  Lecy,  48  Ark.  42, 51  Am.  Rep.  550; 
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THgman  v.  Chicago,  78  III.  405;  Eudeon  y. 
Thome,  7  Paige,  261. 

Under  the  licensing  system  it  does  not  mat- 
ter what  steps  may  have  been  taken  towards 
the  procurement  of  the  license,  or  what  date 
the  license  bears,  the  license  contemplated  by 
law  to  be  issued  is  a  license  which  can  take 
effect  and  be  in  force  only  from  and  after  the 
date  of  its  delivery. 

State  V.  Hughes,  24  Mo.  147;  State  v.  Pate, 
67  Mo.  488;  Wiles  v.  State,  88  Ind.  206;  Van- 
nop  y.  State,  64  Ind.  447;  StaU  y.  Wilcox,  66 
Ind.  557;  Keiser  v.  State,  78  Ind.  480;  State  v. 
Brady,  14  R.  L  508:  Boldue  v.  Randall,  107 
Mass.  121:  Com.  v.  Welch,  144  Mass.  356; 
United  States  v.  Angell,  11  Fed.  Rep.  84. 

An  ordinance  passed  by  a  city  must  comply 
with  certain  requirements:  (1)  They  must  tie 
reasonable  and  lawful.  (2)  They  must  not  be 
oppressive.  (8)  They  must  not  contravene 
common  right.  (4)  They  must  be  impartial, 
fair,  and  general.  (5)  They  must  be  consistent 
with  public  legislative  policy. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§  819,  820,822,  825,  829; 
Moore  v.  St.  Paul,  48  Minn.  831. 

A  by-law  to  be  good  must  be  reasonable,  and 
whether  reasonable  or  not  is  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court. 

State  y.  Jersey  City,  87  N.  J.  L.  848. 

Mr.  Edfl^ar  W*  Mann,  for  respondent: 

The  relator  must  show  a  clear  right  to  the 
writ  of  mandamus  before  the  same  will  be 
granted  by  the  court. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  94;  State, 
TA)rd,Y.  Washington  County  Supers.  2  Finney, 
5')2;  People,  Besse,  v.  Crotty,  93  111.  180;  Peo- 
ple, Hempntead,  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R,  Co.  55  111. 
95,  8  Am.  Rep.  631. 

Mandamus  is  issued  or  withheld  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  the  court,  in  issuing 
it,  will  be  governed  by  what  seems  to  be  neces- 
sary and  proper  to  be  done  in  the  premises  for 
the  purpose  of  justice. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  97;  Swift  v. 
People,  Powers,  63  111.  App.  453:  2  Beach,  Pub. 
Corp.  §:5  1548,  1574,  1578,  1579.  1589;  2  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  864,  note  2. 

The  city  of  Cheyenne,  under  its  charter,  has 
discretion  in  the  matter  of  issuing  licenses  for 
the  sale  of  liquors,  and  if  it  chooses  to  do  so  it 
can  refuse  to  issue  such  a  license  to  any  person 
who  makes  application  therefor  if  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  city  council  of  said  city  it  is  not 
for  the  best  interests  of  the  city  that  such  li- 
cense should  be  issued. 

Ailstock  V.  Page,  77  Va.  886;  Ex  parte  Tea- 
get,  11  Gratt.  655;  Hein  v.  Smith,  13  W.  Va. 
358;  Axty,  Qen.,  Oillospie,  v.  Quilford  County 
Justices,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  815;  MuUer  v. 
Buncombe  County  Comrs.  89  N.  C.  171;  Nepp 
y.  Com.  2  Duv.  546;  Ex  parte  Whitfihgton.  34 
Ark.  894;  Ex  parte  Levy,  43  Ark.  42,  51  Am. 
Rep.  550;  State,  Reynolds,  v.  Tippecanoe 
County  Comrs.  45  Ind.  501;  State,  Kyger,  v.  Bolt 
County  Ct.  JuHices,  89  Mo.  521:  Perry  v.  Sail 
iMke  City,  7  Utah,  143,  11  L.  R.  A.  446;  Per- 
kins y.  Ledbetter,  68  Miss.  827:  Su>ift  v.  People, 
Powers,  68  111.  App.  458;  Sherlock  v.  Stuart, 
98  Mich.  198,  21  L.  R  A.  580:  11  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  649-651. 

While  the  cit^  of  Cheyenne  it  permitted  by 
its  charter  to  issue  licenses  to  retail  liquor 
dealers,  it  is  not  compelled  to  do  so. 
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8taU,  EdUv,  y.  BonneU,  119  Ind.  494:  BilU- 
horo  Comrs.  v.  Smith,  110  N.  C.  417;  People, 
Wood,  V.  Bandolph  Excise  Comrs.  75  Hud.  224; 
People,  Decker,  ▼.  TFa<tfr«,  4  Misc.  1:  People, 
Jones,  Y,  Bennett,  4  Misc.  10;  People,  Davis,  v. 
Truman, 4M\Bc.  247;  P«?p&,  Watkins,  ▼.  TTar- 
«at0  £rciM  Comrs.  4  Misc.  647. 

Courts  will  Dot  interfere  by  maDdamus  with 
the  action  of  a  board  charged  with  the  dutv  of 
issuing  licenses  for  the  sale  of  liquor  when 
such  board  has  discretion  in  the  matter. 

Wyo.  ReT.  Stat.  §  8074;  14  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  108-111,  ft  1, 2.  p.  170;  11  Am. 
&  Eng.  Euc.  Law,  p.  649;  State  ▼.  CriUt,  48 
Ohio  St.  460;  State,  Osnenkop,  v.  Caes  County 
Comrs.  12  Neb.  64;  State,  Silver,  v.  Kendall, 
15  Neb.  262;  Stanley  y.  Monnet,  84  Ran.  708; 
Eu  y.  Simon,  78  Ga.  120. 

The  time  for  which  the  relator  applied  for  a 
license  for  the  sale  of  liquors  has  lonf  since 
expired,  and  hence  he  is  not  entitled  to  have  a 
writ  of  mandamus  issued  commanding  the  re- 
spondent to  issue  to  hiai  a  license  now. 

State,  Vereen,  y.  Marion  County  Comrs,  27 
Fla.  488;  People,  Hempstead,  v.  Chicago  dt  A. 
R.  Co,  55  111.  95.  8  Am.  Rep.  681;  2  Beach, 
Pub.  Corp.  g  1601;  14  Am.  tte  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
§  10,  p.  104;  Aff^.  Hopkins,  67  111.  App.  529. 

The  city  council  has  the  ri^ht  to  pass  ordi- 
nances of  the  character  mentioned,  not  only 
under  the  general  welfare  clause  or  clauses 
contained  in  the  city  charter,  but  also  under 
the  clause  contained  in  subdivision  8  of  chap- 
ter 161  of  the  city  charter  which  provides  that 
the  city  council  may  regulate  certain  occupa- 
tions by  ordinance. 

Portland  y.  Sefimidt,  18  Or.  17;  Piqua  v. 
Zimmerlin,  85  Ohio  St.  507:  State  v.  Freeman, 
88  N.  H.  426;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  617;  Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors,  g  284. 

Potter,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  the  5th  day  of  October,  1897.  the  relator 
applied  to  the  city  council  of  the  city  of  Chey- 
enne for  a  license  per  mining  him  to  open  and 
conduct  a  retail  liquor  establishment  for  the 
selling  of  spirituous,  vinous,  fermented,  and  in- 
toxicating liquors,  in  a  building  known  as 
"606  and  608  West  Eighteenth  Street,"  in  said 
city.  In  his  application  it  was  stated  that  the 
relator  had  his  United  States  license  for  1897, 
and  also  his  county  license  running  from  May, 
1897,  to  May,  lb98.  At  the  same  time  he  sub- 
mitted a  bond  in  the  amount  prescribed  by 
the  city  ordinances.  The  council,  at  a  regular 
session  of  that  body,  refused  to  grant  the  ap- 
plication, the  records  of  the  council  showing, 
in  brief,  that  the  application  was  referred  to 
the  police  committee,  who  reported  adversely 
thereon;  that  the  report  was  adopted  by  the 
council,  and  the  license  fee  which  accompan- 
ied the  application  was  ordered  returned  lo  the 
applicant.  The  relator  thereupon  obtained  an 
alternative  writ  of  mandamus  from  the  dis- 
trict court.  After  the  disposition  of  some  pre- 
liminary matters  of  pleading,  an  answer  and 
reply  were  filed,  and  the  whole  case  submitted 
upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  embodying 
therein  the  matters  above  stated  with  other 
facts  upon  which  it  was  agreed  the  cause 
might  be  determined.  The  district  court,  upon 
its  own  motion,  thereupon  reserved  certain 
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questions  arising  tberdn,  deemed  to  be  im- 
portant and  difficult,  for  the  decision  of  this- 
court. 

The  chief  point  of  contention  is  the  right  or 
respondent  to  refuse  to  grant  the  license.'  The- 
questions  are  fifteen  in  number,  and  pre- 
sent some  matters  which  we  do  not  conceive  it 
necessary  to  decide  in  this  cause.  The  answer 
alleged:  That  the  place  at  which  the  relator 
desired  to  open  and  conduct  a  saloon  under 
the  license  applied  for  had  been  for  a  long 
time  known  as  the  "Chicago  Saloon;"  and  it 
bad  become  a  notorious  resort  for  lewd,  dis- 
reputable, and  vicious  people;  was  conducted 
in  a  disorderly  manner,  and  so  that  constant 
surveillance  on  the  part  of  the  police  force  was- 
required  in  that  part  of  the  city  where  the  sa- 
loon was  conducted,  in  order  either  to  prevent 
the  commission  of  crimes  or  violations  of  the 
city  ordinances,  or  to  arrest  parties  guilty  of 
committing  crimes  or  such  violations;  and,  in 
consequence  thereof,  the  locality  in  which  said 
saloon  was  conducted  acquired  a  reputation  of 
such  an  evil  character  that  it  was  deemed  best 
by  the  council  that  no  saloon  should  be  main- 
tained or  kept  in  that  particular  locality. 
That,  in  pursuance  of  that  determination,  the 
ordinance  of  February  16.  1897,  which  will  be- 
ad verted  to  in  connection  with  other  ordi- 
nances of  the  city,  was  adopted.  These  par- 
ticular facts,  although  not  denied  by  the  reply, 
are  not  brought  into  tJie  agreed  statement  of 
facts.  Instead  thereof,  the  entire  proceedings 
of  the  council  relating  to  the  matter  are  made^ 
a  part  of  the  statement,  together  with  the  or- 
dinances. From  them  It  appears  that  on  No- 
vember 24,  1896,  at  a  meeting  of  the  council, 
"the  mayor  called  the  attention  of  the  council 
to  the  recent  developments  in  connection  with 
a  certain  saloon  in  the  western  portion  of  the- 
city,  known  as  "Chicago  Saloon."  The  mayor 
was  of  the  opinion  that  such  resort  was  one  of 
a  menacing  nature  to  the  city,  and  might 
sooner  or  later  create  trouble  of  a  serious  and 
expensive  nature  to  the  city.  He  further  stated 
that,  in  his  opinion,  no  license  should  be- 
granted  to  such  places;  and,  if  it  was  in  his 
power,  he  would  refuse  to  issue  same,  but 
the  matter  was  in  the  power  of  the  council, 
and  he  therefore  could  dq  nothing,  but  sug- 
gested that  the  council  take  some  action.  At 
that  meeting  the  council  adopted  a  resolution 
that  no  license  should  be  issued  to  any  person 
for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  at  any  place 
in  the  city  north  of  the  center  line  of  i^even- 
teenth  street,  or  west  of  the  center  line  of 
Thomes  street  On  February  2,  1897,  one 
Molll)erg,  who  had  theretofore  conducted  the 
saloon  referred  to,  applied  for  a  continuation 
of  bis  license.  The  matter  was  held  over  un- 
til February  16,  1897,  when,  at  his  request  he 
was  allowed  to  withdraw  his  application.  An 
ordinance  was,  on  that  date,  adopted,  regulat- 
ing the  subject,  for  the  particular  locality  in 
question,  in  connection  with  other  ordinances 
already  existing.  At  that  meeting,  also,  a  li- 
cense was  ordered  issued  to  one  applicant  for 
620  West  Eighteenth  street;  and  on  March  2, 
1897,  a  license  was  ordered  issued  to  another 
for  833  Bent  street;  and  licenses  were  refused  to* 
two  others,  respectively,  one  of  them  desiring, 
a  license  for  the  place  specified  in  relator's  ap- 
plication, and  the  other  for  a  place  directly  op- 
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po«ite  and  in  close  proximity  thereto.  The 
two  liceDses  granted  were  for  places  located 
witbio  the  limits  mentioned  in  the  aforesaid 
resolution,  and  In  tbe  ordinance  of  February 
16.  Tbe  places  for  which  tbe  said  licenses 
were  refused  were  also  wiibin  said  limits. 

The  ordinances  of  the  city  governing  the 
subject  of  liquor  licenses,  with  tbe  exception 
of  the  one  of  February,  1807.  were  originally 
adopted  prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  tbe  pres- 
ent city  charter,  and  wheu  tbe  municipal  af- 
fairs were  controlled  by  a  board  of  trustees, 
one  of  whom  was  chosen  as  president.  Such 
ordinances  were  continued  in  force  by  tbe 
new  cbarterof  1877,  until  repealed  or  amended. 
Rev.  Stat.  p.  115,  Cheyenne  City  Charter, 
§  174.  Under  the  present  charter,  the  corpo- 
rate powers  are  exercised  by  a  mayor  and 
council,  consisting  of  nine  member8,*and  the 
new  corporation  Ix'came  the  legal  successor  of 
the  city  which  existed  under  the  former  char 
ter.  ^  174,  «i/j7ra.  The  municipal  ordinances 
conceded  to  affect  tbe  matter  of  liquor  licenses 
are  as  follows:  "The  president  or  board  of 
trustees  are  hereby  authorized  to  grant  licenses 
for  the  sale  of  spirituous,  vinous,  fermented, 
and  intoxicating  liquors,  to  any  person  who 
shall  apply  therefor,  upon  such  person  execut- 
ing to  the  city  of  Cheyenne  a  hood,  with  at 
least  two  sureties  to  be  approved  by  ihe  presi 
dent,  in  the  penal  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars, 
conditioned  that  the  party  so  licensed  shall 
faithfully  observe  and  keep  all  ordinances 
heretofore  passed  or  to  be  pa^^sed  during  the 
period  of  such  license.  On  compliance  with 
the  foregoing  requirements,  a  license  shall  be 
issued  to  the  applicant,  which  shall  authorize 
the  person  or  persons  therein  named  to  sell, 
barter,  give  away  and  deliver  wines  and 
liquors,  whether  vinous,  ardent,  or  fermented, 
in  quantities  less  than  one  gallon  in  the  place 
designated  in  the  applicaiion:  provided,  that 
no  license  shall  be  granted  or  issued  for  a 
less  sum  than  one  hundred  dollars  a  vear,  or 
twenty-five  dollars  for  each  quarter  of  a  year, 
and  all  licenses  shall  beissupd  quarterly,  pay- 
able in  advance."  City  Ordinances,  chap.  81, 
art.  6,  §  1.  Section  4  of  the  same  article  pro- 
hibits tbe  sale  of  any  liquors  In  the  city  with- 
out a  license,  except  by  druggists  for  medici- 
nal, mechanical,  or  sacramental  purposes,  and 
penalties  are  Imposed  for  a  violation  thereof. 
The  above  are  found  in  a  general  ordinance 
concerning  licenses  adopted  in  1870,  which 
covers  in  separate  chapters  a  number  of  occu- 
pationa  The  first  chapter  thereof  regulates 
the  issuance  of  licenses  generally;  and,  in  sub- 
stance, it  is  provided  thereby  that  all  licenses 
which  may  be  issued  under  any  ordinance  of 
the  citjT  shall  be  subject  to  the  ordinances  and 
regulations  in  force  at  tbe  time  of  the  issuance 
thereof;  that  all  licenses  shall  be  issued  and 
signed  by  the  clerk,  under  the  city  seal,  pur- 
suant to  tbe  order  of  the  president  or  board  of 
trustees  upon  tbe  payment  to  tbe  marshal  of 
the  sum  assessed  therefor,  together  with  the 
appropriate  fees;  that  no  license  shall  be  as.«ign- 
able  or  transferable  without  permission  of  tbe 
president  or  board  of  tru.^tees;  and  that,  in  all 
cases  where  it  is  not  otherwise  expressly  pro- 
Tided,  the  president  or  board  of  trustees  shall 
have  power  to  hear  applications  for,  and  to 
order  the  issuing  of,  licenses,  upon  the  terms 
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specified  by  the  city  ordinances.  Provision  is 
also  made  for  cancelation  or  revocation  of  a 
license  for  cause.  In  1877,  but  prior  to  the 
existence  of  the  present  charter,  another  ordi- 
nance was  adopted,  entitled  "An  Ordinance 
Concerning  Licenses  and  Good  Order.''  Sec- 
tion 1  of  that  ordinance  requires  that  all 
licenses  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquora 
shall  contain  a  stipulation  against  a  violation 
of  any  of  the  city  ordinances  relating  to  the 
sale  of  liquors,  and  for  a  cancelation  in  case 
of  such  violation  after  hearing,  and  that,  if  so 
canceled,  no  other  license  shall  issue  to  the 
same  person  or  his  agent  for  six  months  there- 
after unless  ordered  by  the  board.  Section  2 
(as  amended  in  1891)  increases  the  amount  to 
be  paid  for  liquor  licenses  to  $80  per  quarter; 
and  g  8  requires  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $500, 
with  certain  stated  conditions.  Section  6,  as 
amended  in  1885,  authorizes  a  cancelation  of 
license  for  certain  stated  causes.  Sections  2 
and  6,  as  amended,  were  adopted  during  the 
life  of  the  present  charter.  On  February  16, 
1897,  tbe  following  ordinance  was  duly  passed 
and  approved:  *'That  hereafter  no  license  for 
the  sale  of  spirituous,  vinous,  fermented,  or 
intoxicating  liquors  of  any  kind  shall  be  issued 
by  anv  ofiScer  of  the  city  of  Cheyenne  without 
special  permission  of  the  council  for  the  sale 
of  such  liquors  within  that  portion  of  the  city 
of  Cheyenne,  bounded  on  the  south  by  Seven- 
teenth street,  and  on  the  east  by  Thomes 
street."  Tbe  place  named  by  relator  in  his 
application  is  located  in  the  portion  of  the  city 
covered  by  that  ordinance.  Persons  engaged 
in  selling  liquors  arc  also  required  by  general 
law  to  oi>tain  a  county  license  therefor.  Rev. 
Stat,  title  26.  If  the  business  is  licensed  to  be 
carried  on  in  an  incorporated  town,  city,  or 
village,  the  license  money  is  collected  by  the 
collecting  officer  of  the  municipality,  although 
the  license  is  issued  by  the  county  officers. 
Rev.  Stat.  $  1438,  as  amended  by  Laws  1888,. 
chap.  44.  And  such  license  money  is  expressly 
authorized  to  be  collectid  for  the  city  in  addi- 
tion to  the  licenses  issued  by  the  city.  lUd. 
It  is  made  a  penal  offense  to  sell  liquors  with- 
out a  license.  Rev.  Stat.  §  1442.  as  amended 
by  Laws  1890-91,  chap.  23;  Rev.  Slat.  ^  1455. 
On  behalf  of  the  relator  it  is  contended  that, 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  which  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication  gives  to  the  licensing 
authorities  a  discretion  in  the  matter  of  issuing 
licenses,  an  applicant  who  complies  with  all 
the  prescribed  conditions  is  entitled  to  his 
license;  that  no  discretion  is  vested  in  the  city 
council;  and  that  the  powers  with  which  the 
council  is  clothed  must  be  exercised  by  ordi- 
nance It  is  then  argued  that  tbe  relator  has 
complied  with  the  law  and  ordinances  in  hia 
application,  and  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
to  the  license  applied  for.  Counsel  says  that 
the  corporate  authorities  have  adopted  ordi- 
nances, and  now  refuse  to  comply  with  them. 
His  contention  in  this  respect  seems  to  be 
based  lipon  that  provision  of  the  ordinance  of 
1870,  hereinbefore  quoted,  which  says,  ''On 
compliance  with  the  foregoing  requirements, 
a  license  shall  be  issued  to  tbe  applicant."  and 
upon  a  construction  of  tbe  ordinance  of  Febru- 
ary, 1897.  as  neither  adding  to  nor  modifying 
the  former  ordinances.  The  position  is  taken 
that  it  was  at  all  times  the  duty  of  tbe  council 
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Co  order  the  iflsaance  of  each  liceose,  but  that 
the  ordiDances  on  the  sublect  must  comprise  a 
general  rule  applicable  alike  to  the  caaes  of  all 
applicants.  If  the  original  ordinance  should 
he  held  to  have  had  the  effect  contended  for, 
and  as  having  made  the  issuing  of  a  license 
Imperative  upon  the  council  when  an  applicant 
had  complied  with  its  conditions,  then  we  are 
not  able  to  assent  to  the  construction  which 
counsel  for  relator  places  upon  the  ordinance 
of  1897.  Its  effect  and  clear  meaning  is,  that 
as  to  all  places  within  the  specified  locality,  in 
addition  to  the  applicant's  compliance  with  the 
other  municipal  requirements,  he  must  obtain 
the  special  permission  of  the  city  council. 
Unless  such  permission  has  been  obtained,  the 
applicant  has  failed  to  bring  himself  within 
the  conditions  prescribed  by  tlie  ordinances. 
Whether  the  ordinance  is  one  which  may  law- 
fully be  adopted  and  executed  depends  upon 
the  power  conferred  upon  the  city  bj  the  char- 
ter, and  a  consideration  of  the  legality  of  such 
a  discretion  if  it  proceeds  from  legislative  au- 
thoriiy.  The  charter  invests  the  city,  in  its 
corporate  capacity,  with  authority  and  power 
to  enact  ordi Dances,  to  "levy  and  collect  taxes 
on  .  .  .  dramshops,  saloons,  liquor  sellers. 
.  .  .  and  regulate  the  same  by  ordinance." 
Rev.  Stat.  §  161.  Several  other  occupations 
and  kinds  of  business  are  specifically  men- 
tioned in  the  subdivision  of  the  section  quoted 
f  lom.  It  is  conceded,  and  indeed  insisted,  on 
behalf  of  relator  tbat  the  power  to  tax  as  given 
by  tbat  particular  section  includes  authority  to 
license.  The  authority  "to  regulate  the  same 
by  ordinance"  counsel  dismisses  from  con- 
sideration, apparently  on  the  ground  that  it 
must  be  held  to  refer  only  to  the  occupation  or 
business  last  named,  nz ,  "shows,  theaters, 
and  all  kinds  of  exhibitions  for  pay."  This 
court  did  not  take  that  view  of  it  in  the  case 
of  Cheyenne  v.  O^Connell  (Wyo.)  46  Pac.  1088: 
and  we  do  not  now  conceive  such  view  to  be 
the  correct  one.  The  clear  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  provision  is  that,  as  to  all  the  occupa- 
tions and  kinds  of  business  mentioned  in  the 
subdivision,  the  city  may  enact  ordinances, 
not  only  to  tax,  but  to  regulate.  We  agree 
that  the  power  to  license  is  included  in  the 
power  to  tax  and  regulate.  Other  provisions 
of  the  charter  authorize  the  property  employed 
in  the  several  occupations  to  be  taxed  upon  an 
assessed  value  for  general  revenue  purposes, 
and  the  evident  intent  and  force  of  this  par- 
ticular provision  is  to  permit  an  occupation 
tax,  or  to  require  a  license  for  the  privilege  of 
carrying  on  the  same,  and  to  otherwise  regu- 
late such  occupations.  The  legislature  has  not 
attempted  to  regulate  in  any  manner  the  mat- 
ter of  municipal  licenses.  The  general  law 
concerning  county  licenses  does  not  affect  the 
power  which  has  been  conferred  upon  various 
cities  and  towns  to  require  a  license  for  the 
tale  of  liquors  within  tneir  respective  limits. 
If  a  municipal  license  is  provided  for  .by  any 
municipality  in  lawful  pursuance  of  its  charter 
powers,  it  is  in  addition  to  the  county  license. 
Where  both  are  provided  for,  one  must  possess 
both  to  lawfully  sell  liquors  within  the  corpo- 
rate boundaries. 

It  is  now  well  and  conclusively  settled  that 
the  legislature  may  not  only  regulate  and  re 
strain  the  sale  of  intoxicants,  but  may  entirely 
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prohibit  the  same.  It  possesses  the  fullest  and 
amplest  powers  in  that  respect.  Muf^  ▼. 
Kansoi,  128  U.  8.  638,  81  L.  ed.  205;  Ex  parte 
Levy,  48  Ark.  48,  61  Am.  Rep.  550;  Black, 
Intoxicating  Liquors,  ^§  84,  87,  89.  Authori- 
ties might  be  multiplied,  bat  the  principle  is 
now  too  well  established  to  require  further 
reference  to  them.  It  is  likewise  settled  law 
that  such  power  may  be  delegated  to  munici- 
pal corporations,  in  the  absence  of  constitu- 
tional restrictions,  to  be  operative  within  their 
respective  limits;  and  this  is  true  notwith- 
standing that  the  subject  has  already  been  pro- 
vided lor  by  the  general  laws  of  the  state. 
Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors,  §  217;  1  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  808.  The  legislature 
mav  confer  a  lawful  discretion  upon  boards 
and  ofiScers  appointed  to  grant  liquor  licenses. 
This  proposition  is  not  denied,  but  it  is  urged 
that,  unless  such  discretion  is  conferred,  none 
exists.  We  need  not  dispute  such  contention. 
The  question,  however,  may  often  arise 
whether  the  discretion  in  any  case  exists.  It 
has  been  held  to  have  been  conferred  in  very 
many  cases  under  varying  forms  of  legislation, 
but  a  discussion  of  the  cases  at  this  time  will 
hardly  be  useful.  They  mav  be  found  collated 
in  Black  on  Intoxicating  Liquors,  in  notes  to 
§^  170-172.  The  city  of  Cheyenne,  by  its 
ordinances,  has  retained  or  granted  to  the 
council  a  discretion,  at  least  in  respect  to  a 
certain  locality.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that,  where  a  municipality  has  legislative  au- 
thority for  such  purpose,  it  may  restrict  the 
localities  within  which  intoxicating  liquors 
may  be  sold,  and  that  the  character  of  persona 
to  whom  licenses  for  the  sale  thereof  shall  be 
issued  may  be  prescribed.  The  city  of  Chey- 
enne, in  its  corporate  capacity,  has  t)een  given 
complete  authority  to  ena(  t  ordinances  to  regu- 
late the  sale  of  liquors  within  its  limits.  The 
charter  also  authorizes  the  enactment  of  ordi- 
nances to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances  (Rev. 
8tat.  §  J61,  subd.  7);  to  prescribe  limits  within 
which  "dangerous,  obnoxious,  or  offensive 
business  may  be  carried  on"  (subdiv.  18);  to 
restrain,  prohibit,  and  suppress  tippllntr  shops 
and  other  disorderly  houses  and  all  kinds  of 
public  indecencies  (subdiv.  4),  in  addition  to 
the  power  contained  in  what  is  generally  known 
as  the  "general  welfare  clause."  Although 
it  is  not  necessary  to  resort  to  huj  other  statu- 
tory authority  than  that  contained  in  sub- 
division 8.  the  above  provisions  are  referred 
to  as  exhibiting  the  very  ample  powers  be- 
stowed upon  the  municipality  for  the  purpose 
of  maintaining  its  internal  peace  and  good  or- 
der. 

The  entire  argument  on  behalf  of  the  relator 
is  based  upon  the  assumed  absence  of  a  discre- 
tion of  any  character  in  the  municipal  author- 
ities. The  assumption  is  erroneous.  The  leg- 
islature conferred  upon  the  city  the  power  to 
enact  ordinances  regulating  the  subject,  to  the 
same  extent,  possibly  nhort  of  entire  prohibi- 
tion, as  the  legislature  itself  could  have  done 
by  a  direct  and  comprehensive  statute.  In 
pursuance  of  that  power,  the  city  has  enacted 
ordinances  which  vest  in  the  council  a  certain 
discretion  as  to  a  stated  locality.  The  question, 
nevertheless,  arises  whether  or  not  the  regula- 
tions, so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  discretion  ia 
concerned,  are  lawful,  and  whether  such  dis- 
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•cretion  has  been  lawfully  exercised  in  tbe 
present  instance.  It  is  a  fuDdamental  princi 
pie  that  there  is  no  inherent  right  in  a  citizen, 
or  anyone,  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  by  re- 
tall,  and  that  there  is  not  a  Tested  riebt  in  any 
person  to  have  a  liquor  license.  Crowley  v. 
ChrUteneen.  187  U.  8.  86,  84  L.  ed.  620;  Ex 
parte  Levy.  48  Ark.  42,  51  Am.  Bep.  650.  "As 
it  is  a  business  attended  with  danger  to  the 
oommuntty,  it  may,  as  already  said,  be  entirely 
prohibited,  or  be  permitted  under  such  condi- 
tions as  will  limit  to  the  utmost  its  evils.  Tbe 
manner  and  extent  of  regulation  rest  in  the 
discretion  of  the  governing  authority.  That 
authority  may  vest  in  such  officers  as  it  may 
deem  proper  the  power  of  passing  upon  appli- 
cations for  permission  to  carry  it  on,  and  to 
Issue  licenses  for  that  purpose.  It  is  a  matter 
of  legislative  will  only."  Grtmley  v.  ChrUten- 
Jen.  187  U.  8.  86.  84  L.  ed.  620. 

The  precise  question  arising  in  the  case  at 
bar  has  engaged  the  attention  of  the  courts  in 
%  number  of  adjudicated  cases,  and  they  unite 
in  upholding  a  law  or  municipal  ordinance 
such  as  we  have  in  this  case,  and  a  reasonable 
exercise  of  the  authority  and  discretion  granted 
or  retained  thereby,  as  applied  to  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,  unless  the  regulation 
oomes  in  conflict  with  some  general  law.  or 
tbe  discretion  is  exercised  arbitrarily  and  with- 
out any  consideration  or  reason  in  an  individ- 
ual case. 

Tbe  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  pos- 
sessed the  power,  under  the  Constitution,  to 
make  *'all  such  local,  police,  sanitary,  and 
other  regulations  as  are  not  in  conflict  with 
general  laws."  An  ordinance  of  that  munici- 
pality provided  that  no  liquor  licen.«e  should 
be  issued  unless  the  applicant  should  have  ob- 
tained the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  board 
of  police  commissioners  to  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness, or,  in  case  of  the  refusal  of  such  con.«:ent. 
then,  upon  the  written  recommendation  of  not 
less  than  twelve  citizens  of  San  Francisco 
owning  real  estate  in  the  block  or  square  in 
which  the  business  is  desired  to  be  carried  on. 
No  material  distinction  between  that  and  the 
Cheyenne  ordinance  is  to  be  observed  upon 
principle.  Said  ordinance  came  before  the 
supreme  court  of  California  and  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  Ei  parte  Chris- 
ten§en,S5  Cal.  208;  Crowley  v.  Christensen,  137 
U.  8.  86,  84  L.  ed.  620.  The  case  of  Tiek 
Wo  V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  8.  856,  80  L.  ed.  220, 
relating  to  a  laundry  ordinance,  was  relied  on 
in  each  case  to  defeat  the  liquor  ordinance. 
The  objection  made  was  that  the  license  de- 
pended upon  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  police 
board  in  the  first  instance,  and  of  the  twelve 
property  owners  In  the  second.  The  follow- 
ing was  said  in  the  opinion  in  Ex  parte  Chris- 
tensen:  "Whatever  force  this  objection  might 
have  in  reference  to  licenses  to  carry  on  the 
ordinary  avocations  of  life,  which  are  not  sup- 
posed to  have  any  injurious  tendency,  it  has 
no  force  in  the  present  case."  And  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Field,,  in  Crowley  v.  Ckristensen,  in  his 
opinion  sustaining  the  ordinance,  and  a  re- 
fusal to  grant  a  license,  distinguished  the  case 
from  Tick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  856,  80 
L.  ed.  220,  by  saying:  "It  will  thus  be  seen 
that  that  case  was  essentially  different  from 
the  one  now  under  consideration:  tbe  ordinance 
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there  held  invalid  vesting  uucontrolled  discre- 
tion in  the  board  of  supervisors  with  reference 
to  a  business  harmless  in  itself,  and  useful  to 
the  community,  and  the  discretion  appearing 
to  have  been  exercised  for  the  express  purpose 
of  depriving  the  petitioner  of  a  privilege  that 
was  extended  to  others.  In  tbe  present  case 
the  business  is  not  one  that  any  person  is  per- 
mitted to  carry  on  without  a  license,  but  one 
that  may  be  entirely  prohibited  or  subjected  to 
such  restrictions  as  the  governing  authority  of 
the  city  may  prescribe.^  The  license  was  re- 
fused in  the  two  cases  just  alluded  to  for  the 
reason  that  larcenies  had  been  committed  in 
the  place  kept  by  tbe  applicant. 

An  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Grand  Rapids, 
Micbiffan,  required  every  applicant  for  a  li- 
quor license,  in  addition  to  other  conditions,  to 
obtain  the  consent  of  the  common  council. 
The  charter  authority  was  "to  enact  such  ordi- 
nances, bylaws,  and  regulations  as  they 
deemed  desirable  ...  to  restrain  license 
and  regulate  saloons,  and  to  regulate  and  pre- 
scribe the  location  thereof."  This  is  not  essen- 
tially different  from  a  power  to  license  and 
regulate;  but,  as  has  been  seen,  Cheyenne  is 
empowered  to  prescribe  limits  within  which  an 
obnoxious  or  offensive  business  may  be  carried 
on.  An  application  was  refused  on  account  of 
tbe  objectionable  locality;  and  the  court  de- 
clined to  require  by  mandamus  the  city  author 
ites  to  grant  the  license.  Sherlock  v.  Stuart,  96 
Mich.  198,  21  L.  R.  A.  580.  An  objection 
made  to  the  ordinance  in  that  case  was  that 
the  regulation  should  have  been  made  by  a 
general  ordinance  fixinc:  dis'ricis  within  which 
saloons  may  be  kept,  and  that  tbe  council  did 
not  possess  tbe  power  to  hear  and  determine 
each  individual  case.  It  was  held  that  the  or- 
dinance was  authorized,  and  that  the  other 
conditions,  such  as  giving  a  bond,  presenting 
a  petition,  and  kindred  matters,  did  not  limit 
tbe  discretion,  but  prescribed  merely  a  method 
of  procedure.  The  cases  cited  in  the  dissent- 
ing opinions  in  that  case  do  not,  in  my  judg- 
ment, sustain  their  view.  Some  of  them  arose 
in  respect  to  legitimate  and  useful  avocations, 
such  as  dairies,  slaughter  houses,  and  tbe  like, 
and  others,  like  Amperse  v.  Kalamazoo,  59 
Mich.  78,  to  a  case  of  the  arbitrary  refusal  of 
a  village  or  town  board  to  approve  a  bond 
where  the  board  had  nothing  else  to  do  under 
state  law  concerning  licenses  but  to  approve 
the  bond,  tbe  license  not  being  issued  by  or 
under  authority  of  tbe  board. 

The  mayor  of  Chicago  refused  a  liquor  li- 
cense for  a  place  in  the  midst  of  a  dwelling- 
house  district,  and  the  appellate  court  sustained 
him,  holding  ''that a  court  should  not,  by  man- 
damus, compel  the  public  ofticials  to  issue  a 
license  for  the  keeping  of  a  saloon  in  a  resi- 
dence neighborhood,  where  a  saloon  will  be  a 
nuisance."  Swift  v.  People,  Powers,  63  III. 
App.  458.  That  decision  was  rendered  not- 
withstanding the  case  of  Zanone  v.  Mound 
City,  which  will  be  referred  to. 

The  council  of  ^h\i  Lake  City,  Utah,  had 
power  "to  license,  regulate,  and  tax"  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors.  A  municipal  ordi- 
nance required  a  petition  by  an  applicant  for 
liquor  license  to  be  presented,  in  which  tbe 
place  of  business  and  some  other  minor  matters 
of  fact  were  required  to  be  stated,  and  also  a 
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bond.  It  was  held  that  the  couDcil  coald,  in 
iU  discretioD,  refuse  a  license,  although  the 
applicant  had  complied  with  the  ordinance  in 
respect  to  petition,  bond,  etc.  Perry  v.  Salt 
Lake  City,  7  Utah.  148.  11  L.  R.  A.  446. 

The  legality  of  a  discretion  which  noay  be 
exercised  in  each  individual  case  is  also  sus- 
tained in  many  other  cases,  but  a  citation  of 
the  following,  the  facts  of  which  more  closely 
approach  those  in  the  case  at  bar,  will  subserve 
all  useful  purposes:  Trageier  v.  Oray,  73  Md. 
260,  9  L.  B.  A.  780;  Perkins  v.  Ledbetter,  68 
Miss.  827;  Maxton  Comrs.  v.  Eobeson  County 
Comr»,  107  N.  C.  835;  RiUeboro  Comrs.yr.  Smith, 
110  N.  C.  417;  Cam.  v.  Moran,  148  Mass  458. 

The  case  of  Ex  parte  Levy,  43  Ark.  43,  51 
Am.  Rep.  550,  is  also  in  point.  It  was  held  in 
that  case  that  a  law  which  would  limit  the 
number  of  dramshops,  authorizing;  the  selec- 
tion of  such  limited  number  in  some  manner, 
would  not  be  void  as  creating  a  monopoly  in 
the  sense  of  the  constitutional  probibiiion,  but 
would  be  rather  a  police  regulation  for  the 
public  good,  in  view,  however,  of  the  consti- 
tutional inhibition  of  that  state  against  the 
granting  to  any  citizen,  or  class  of  citizens, 
privileges  or  immunities  which,  upon  the  same 
terms,  shall  not  equally  belong  to  all  citizens. 
The  court  held  that  the  dfscretion  of  the 
county  court  over  liquor  licenses  extended  only 
to  determine  whether  the  applicant  had  com- 
plied with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law,  and 
18  of  good  moral  character,  and  that,  upon  a 
refusal  to  grant  a  license,  the  grounds  should 
be  shown,  so  that  it  might  be  seen  whether  or 
not  the  court  had  exercised  a  sound  legal  dis- 
cretion in  the  matter.  In  that  case  the  appli- 
cation was  under  a  general  law  of  the  state, 
and  no  question  of  regulation  under  munici- 
pal charters  or  ordinances  was  involved.  It  is 
a  well  considered  case,  and  not  in  conflict  with 
our  conclusions  herein.  The  discretion  to  de- 
termine the  moral  fitness  of  the  applicant  to 
receive  a  license  was  recognized  as  a  proper 
one.  and  that  a  discrimination  between  those 
worthy  and  unworthy  of  receiving  the  privil- 
ege was  not  unlawful.  The  question  of  loca- 
tion did  not  arise  in  the  case. 

There  are  ^ases  which  announce  the  general 
doctrine  that,  where  privileges  arci  granted  by 
law,  they  should  be  open  to  the  enjoyment  of 
all,  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions.  So 
far  as  that  principle,  when  given  its  broadest 
significance,  is  held  to  forbid  a  municipal  cor- 
poration to  make  any  discrimination  between 
applicants  for  license  to  conduct  or  carry  on  a 
particular  business,  it  has  usually  been  applied 
in  the  case  of  such  industries  or  avocations 
which  are  necessary  to  the  well-being  of  the 
community  and  harmless  in  themselves,  but, 
by  reason  of  the  character  of  the  employment, 
require  municipal  regulation.  A  clear  distinc- 
tion, however,  is  generally  recognized  between 
such  occupations  and  the  business  of  selling 
intoxicating  liquors,  the  latter  being  one  which, 
in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  may  be  entirely  prohibited.  We  do  not 
therefore  conceive  it  either  necessary  or  desira- 
ble to  attempt  any  review  of  the  decisions  re- 
lating to  the  former  class  of  employments. 

A  case  which  has  denied  the  power  of  a 
municipality  to  refuse  a  liquor  license  to  one 
who  has  complied  with  the  procedure  and  oon- 
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ditions  prescribed  by  law  is  Ex  parte  Theieen^ 
80  Fla.  629.  That  case,  however,  is  easily  dis- 
tinguishable from  Crowley  v.  Chrinteneen,  and 
the  others  in  harmony  with  it.  The  Florida 
court  referred  to  thos-e  cases,  and,  as  a  feature 
which  distinguished  them  from  Ee  parte  T/iei- 
sen,  mentioned  the  fact  that  the  statutes  of  th& 
state  contained  specific  regulations  relating  to 
the  sale  of  liquors  and  the  issuance  of  munici- 
pal licenses  therefor,  and  the  court  said:  *'Our 
decision  in  the  case  at  bar  rests  upon  the  con- 
clusion that  the  grant  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions to  regulate  and  restrain  will  not  permit 
the  enactment  of  an  ordinsnce  under  which 
arbitrary  discrimination  may  be  made  in  re- 
spect to  matters  which  are  exclusively  under 
siatutorv  control  and  regulation.  In  the  ab- 
sence o^  an  express  declaration  of  intention  to 
that  effect,  it  must  not  be  assumed  that  the 
legislature  proposed  by  the  grant  of  power  to> 
municipal  corporations  to  regulate  and  restrain 
retail  liquor  dealing,  to  confer  upon  them  tbe- 
power  to  contravene  and  defeat  state  policy  by 
ordinances  incr^nsistcnt  with  the  laws  of  th& 
state  on  the  subject.'* 

The  case  of  Zanonev.  Mound  City,  103  111. 
552,  is  cited  as  authority  against  the  validity  of 
the  refusal  of  the  license  to  relator  in  the  case 
at  bar.  In  that  case,  however,  the  municipal 
authorities  offered  no  sort  of  excuse,  justifica- 
tion, or  explanation  of  their  action  in  refu.sing^ 
the  license,  but  they  res'ed  upon  what- 
was  contended  to  be  their  power  of  arbitrary 
discrimination.  The  ordinances  did  not  pro- 
vide for  the  previous  consent  of  the  board. 
All  that  the  case  decides  is  that  the  corporate 
authorities  could  not  exercise  an  arbitrary  dis- 
crimination, and  could  not  refuse  a  license 
through  mere  caprice.  It  was  not  denied  but 
that  the  city  might  limit  the  number  of  dram- 
shop keepers  to  be  licensed,  or  refuse  license» 
to  'persons  of  such  habits  and  character  as  ren- 
der tbem  unfit  persons  to  be  licensed,"  but  the 
court  says  that  the  authorities  had  not  decided 
that  the  applicant  was  an  unfit  man.  It  waa 
said  as  to  limiting  the  number  of  licenses  that 
it  should  be  done  by  ordinance,  and  in  such  a. 
way  as  to  avoid  favoritism  and  monopoly. 
Three  of  the  justices  dissented  in  that  case. 
The  esse  of  Swift  v.  People,  Powert,  63  III. 
App.  453,  was  decided  subsequently  to  that  of 
Zaitone  v.  Mound  City;  and  the  appellate  court 
evidently  did  not  consider  the  latter  case  aa 
denying  the  principle  that,  for  good  reasons,, 
the  authorities  of  the  city  could  refuse  a  license 
for  a  place  which  would  be  detrimental  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  municipality  and  its  citi- 
zens. As  good,  if  not  stronger  reasons,  may 
exist  for  discrimination  as  to  the  place  where 
liquor  shall  be  permitted  to  be  retailed  in  an  in- 
corporated town  as  for  such  a  discrimination  be- 
tween individuals  ba'-ed  upon  personal  fitness. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  council  has  not  refused 
the  license  through  mere  caprice,  nor  have  they 
attempted  an  exercise  of  mere  arbitrary  dis- 
crimination. Their  answer  to  the  alternative 
writ  of  mandamus  disclosed  at  length  the  rea- 
sons for  their  action.  Two  other  applicants- 
had  been  refused  who  desired  to  carry  on  the 
same  character  of  business  in  the  same  place 
or  locality.  Thev  did  not  discriminate  against 
the  relator  individually.  He  had  selected  » 
place  which  the  council  insists  would,  judging 
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from  the  past,  endanger  the  peace  and  good 
order  of  the  community.  While  the  pleadings 
und  statement  of  facts  are  not  very  definite  as 
to  the  comparative  location  described  with 
reference  to  the  other  business  locations  in  the 
•city,  enough,  perhaps,  appears  to  indicate  that 
the  prescribed  limits  and  tbe  place  selected  by 
the  applicant  are  not  contiguous  to  the  busi- 
ness districts.  We  conclude,  therefore,  that, 
under  the  charter  authority  to  enact  ordinances 
to  tax  and  regulate,  the  city  possesses  the 
power  to  license  saloons  and  liquor  sellers,  to 
regulate  the  same  by  ordinance  by  prescribing 
the  locality  or  localities  in  which  such  business 
shall  be  permitted,  and  to  provide  by  ordi- 
nance that  the  consent  of  the  council  shall  be 
obtained  before  tbe  issuance  of  a  license  for  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  certain 
limits,  and  that  the  ordinance  of  February. 
1897,  has  that  effect,  and  that  the  same  is  valid. 
We  have  not  much,  if  any,  doubt  but  that  the 
discretion  should  be  reasonably  and  soundly 
•exercised.  It  should  not  be  enforced  merely 
tt  a  matter  of  caprice,  but  the  action  of  the 
<»uncil  sh(Hild  appear  to  be  based  on  reasons. 
It  does  so  appear  in  the  case  at  bar. 

These  considerations  must  necessarily  dis- 
pose of  tbe  controversy,  and  must  result  in  a 
denial  of  the  writ  prayed  for.  It  should  per- 
haps he  mentioned  that  the   county  license. 


which  relator  held,  running  from  May, 
1897,  to  May,  1898,  did  not  permit  him  to  sell 
within  the  ciiy,  but  was  i&oued  for  a  place  out- 
side of  the  municipal  limits.  He  had  applied 
for,  was  willing  and  ready  to  acquire,  but  had 
not  received,  a  license  from  tbe  county  author- 
ities to  operate  within  the  city. 

The  following,  in  connection  with  what  has 
been  said,  will  sufficiently  answer  such  of  the 
reserved  questions  as  are  pertinent  to  the  points 
we  have  considered,  without  returning  specific 
answers  to  individual  questions:  The  charter 
authorizes  the  city  to  enact  ordinances  regulat- 
ing the  matter  of  granting  licenses  for  the  sell- 
ing at  retail  of  intoxicating  liquors,  and,  in 
pursuance  of  that  authority,  the  ordinances 
may  vest  a  discretionary  power  in  tbe  council 
the  same  to  be  reasonably  exercised,  as  to  the 
place  or  places  where  such  sale,  within  tbe 
city,  shall  be  permitted  or  denied,  and  may 
prescribe  the  locality  or  district  within  which 
said  sales  may  be,  and  without  which  may  not 
be,  licensed,  and  that  the  council,  upon  the 
facts  and  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  had  authority  to  refuse  to 
issue  a  license  to  the  relator,  notwithstanding 
that  he  should  ^ive  a  sufficient  bond  condi- 
tioned as  required  by  the  ordinances. 

Com  and  Knight,  JJ.,  concur. 
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1.  A  f^  by  will  of  a  certain  anm  to  a 
priest  to  say  masses  for  tbe  testator,  being  an 
outright  ffif t  to  take  effect  at  once,  is  valid. 


8.  A  bequest  the  ineome  of  which  ie  to 
boused  to  ornament  and  keep  in  re- 
pair the  burial  lot  of  the  testator  Is  void 
k)ecau8e  it  is  a  gift  in  perpetuity  for  a  private 
trust,  and  not  for  a  charitable  trust. 

8*  A  bequest  to  the  parish  priest  of  a 
certain  cburch  to  say  masses  for  tbe  testator 
goes  to  tbe  priest  who  Is  in  offloe  when  the  wtil 
takes  effect. 

4.  Clauses  of  a  will  s^vin^  specified 


Note.— Faiicltty  of  bequests  for  masses. 

There  is  some  ooDflict  of  authority  as  to  the  va- 
lidity of  a  bequest  for  maeces.    It  seems  that  by 

the  weight  of  Amerlcao  authority  a  bequest  of 

dollars  to  A.  B.,  requesting  him  to  say  masses  for 
Che  testator*8  soul,  will  be  sustained  as  a  valid  gift. 
Xo  some  cases  such  a  bequest  has  been  sustained  on 
tbe  ground  that  It  was  a  valid  trust,  lo  others  It 
was  held  valid  because  not  a  trust,  but  a  gift  to 
Che  donee.  In  other  oases  It  has  been  sustained  as 
not  contravening  a  statute  prohibiting  devises  to 
oharltable  or  religious  societies  of  more  than  half 
of  the  testator^s  property. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  in  Festorazzt  ▼.  St 
Joseph  Koman  Catholic  Church  (Ala.)  26  L.  R.  A. 
800,  note,  the  following  cases  susUln  tbe  validity  of 
a  bequest  or  devise  for  the  purpose  of  having 
masses  said  for  the  souls  of  the  testator  and  others. 
Harbison  v.  Bbopht,  Hosttlxk  v.  Clooan, 
Shbbman  t.  Bakeb,  Moran  v.  Moran  (Iowa)  89  L. 
B.  A.  204:  Bmsley  v.  Madden,  18  Grant  Cb.  (N.  C.) 
886;  Brennan  v.  Brennan,  Ir.  Rep.  2  Eq.  3?1;  Atty. 
Oen.  V.  Delaney,  Ir.  Rep.  10  C.  L.  101;  Re  Backes,  9 
Misc.  604;  He  Zimmerman,  22  Misc.  411:  Bradsbaw  v. 
Jackman,  Ir.  L.  B.  21  Eq.  12:  Phelan  v.  Slattery,  Ir. 
40  U  EL  A. 


L.  R.  19  Bq.  177;  Relchenbach  v.  Quln,  Ir.  L.  R.  21 
Eq.  188;  Dillon  v.  RelUy,  Ir.  Rep.  10  Eq.  162. 

In  Sherman  v.  Bakkr  it  was  held  that  a  bequest 
to  the  parish  priest  of  A.  B.  cburcb  of  $100  ''to  say 
masses  for  me."  was  evidently  not  Intended  to  be  a 
trust  as  it  was  for  the  parlsb  priest  himsc'lf  for  his 
own  service  In  saying  masses,  and  was  valid.  It 
was  further  held  that  tbe  learutee designated  in  this 
clause  was  Intended  to  be  tbe  parisb  priest  in  offioo 
when  this  will  should  take  effect. 

So,  In  Harrison  v.  Bropht,  a  bequest  of  a  sum 
of  money  to  a  priest  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church 
for  the  celebration  of  mass  for  the  souls  of  the  tes- 
tator and  another  was  construed  as  a  gift  direct  to 
the  donee,  wltb  an  Injunction  to  the  performance 
of  the  ceremonial  named,  and  was  held  not  to  be  In 
trust  for  such  purpose,  aud  was  not  void  because 
incapable  of  being  enforced  by  boneflclaries  in  be- 
ing. It  was  further  held  that  the  English  common 
law,  which  avoided  as  being  for  superstitious  uses 
bequests  for  masses,  was  not  the  law  in  Kansas. 

In  HOHTLKR  V.  Clog  AN  it  was  held  that  a  devise 
and  bequest  to  a  cburch  in  trust  to  expend  the 
proceeds  In  saying  masses  for  the  repose  of  tbe 
souls  of  certain  persons  was  not  void  as  a  mere  pri- 
vate trust  but  was  a  valid  charitable  trust  aiding 


c?ee  also  40  L.  R.  A.  724,  730;  48   L.  R.  A.  100. 
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portions  of  the  residiie  are  oonstrued  to 
refer  to  the  residue  meotloued  near  the  befrto- 
niofir  of  tbe  will  after  deducting  the  burial  ez- 
peuaes,  and  not  to  tbe  residue  after  deductlnff  tbe 
legacies  made  in  tbe  InterTeniag  clauses,  where 
tbe  terms  of  tbe  will  are  such  that  this  construc- 
tion makes  a  disposition  of  substantially  all  the 
estate,  while  the  other  construction  would  leave 
a  considerable  portion  undisposed  of,  except  by  a 
final  residuary  clause  tacked  on  to  the  will  on  a 
separate  slip  as  an  evident  afterthought,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  possible  contingency. 

6.  The  children  of  certain  persons  to 
whom  a  beqnest  is  made*  to  take  effect 
after  tbe  determination  of  a  life  estate,  are  those 
living  at  the  death  of  tbe  testator,  and  their  in- 
terests vest  upon  his  death  rather  than  at  tbe 
death  of  tbe  life  tenant. 

6.  A  widow's  election  of  dower  and  re- 
fosal  to  accept  the  icift  of  the  income 
of  ocrUin  property  for  life  In  lieu  thereof,  under 
a  will  which  contemplates  tbe  conversion  of  tbe 
real  estate  into  money  and  then  a  division,  will 
entitle  the  administrator  to  divide  the  balance  of 
tbe  estate  after  setting  off  dower,  without  wait- 
ing for  tbe  death  of  the  widow. 

(April  S,  189a.) 

BILL  for  the  coDstruction  of  the  will  of 
John  Baker  deceased. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Herbert  Almy,  for  complainant: 

The  renunciation  of  the  wife  of  the  provi- 
sions of  tbe  will  in  her  favor  "works  an  extin- 
guishment of  her  life  estate  and  acceleration 
of  the  rights  of  the  second  taker." 

20  Am.  <&  Ed|^.  Edc.  Law.  p.  897,  note; 
EatesiaffY,  Austin,  lOBeav.  591;  Be  ISchultz 
(Mich.)  71 N.  W.  1079. 

All  tbe  legacies  down  to  the  fourteenth,  with 
the  exception  of  the  thirteenth,  vest  at  once  on 
tbe  death  of  the  testator,  tbe  time  of  payment 
only  being  postponed  to  the  time  when  all  tbe 
real  and  personal  estate  should  be  converted 
into  money. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  6th  ed.  p.  811;  Ghafee  v. 
Maker,  17  R.  L  741;  WiUiameY.  Knight,  18 
R.  I.  838. 


As  the  thirteenth  legacy  is  to  a  class,  and  to 
not  to  take  effect  until  after  the  death  of  the 
wife,  and  as  tbe  gift  is  of  one  sixth  of  all  the 
said  residue  of  my  estate  to  one  class,  and  one 
sixth- part  of  all  of  my  said  estate  to  tbe  other 
class,  this  legacy  is  also  accelerated,  and  tbess 
children  take  vested  interests.  ~ 

EatestaffN,  Austin,  19  Beav.  591;  Qilletpte 
▼.  SehuTnan,  62  Ga.  256. 

Formerly  a  gift  to  say  masses  was  held  to  he 
void  as  against  tbe  general   poiicy  of  the  law. 

See  1  Jarman,  Wills,  6th  ed.  p.  199. 

But  latterly  and  in  this  country  such  be- 
quests are  upheld. 

See  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  928, 
notes. 

A  bequest  for  the  purpose  of  ornamenting 
and  keeping  in  proper  fepair  tbe  burial  lot  i» 
void. 

Eelly  V.  mehols.  17  R.  L  806. 

Mr.  James  BC  GUlrain  also  for  com- 
plainant. 

Messrs.  David  S.  Baker,  Charles  E* 
Gorman,  and  Lewis  A.  Waterman  for 
respondents. 

Stiness,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  for  the  construction  of  the  will 
of  John  Baker.  After  providing  for  his  burial 
and  the  erection  of  a  monument,  the  testator 
at  once  goes  on  to  say  that  all  tbe  residue  of 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  shall  be  converted 
into  money  and  disposed  of  according  io  the 
remaining  clauses  oi  tbe  will.  The  tenth  and 
eleventh  clnuses  give  to  the  parish  priest  of  St. 
Patrick's  Church  at  Valley  Falls  $100  "to  say 
masses  for  me."  and  $1U0  "tbe  income  of 
which  to  be  used  in  ornamenting  and  keeping 
in  proper  repair  my  burial  lot  in  said  St 
Patrick's  cemetery." 

Tbe  strife  of  the  time  of  the  Reformation 
naturally  found  vent  in  statutes.  Among  them 
was  that  of  1  Edw.  VI.  chap.  14.  for  vesting 
in  the  Crown  property,  devoted  to  "supersti- 
tion and  errors  io  Christian  religion/'  which 
specified  "vain  opinions  of  purgatory  and 
masses  satisfactory,  to  be  done  for  them  which 


to  support  the  clenry  and  public  worship,  as  It  was 
presumed  tbat  the  masses  would  be  said  in  public 
It  was  further  held  that  a  trustee  would  be  ap- 
pointed by  tbe  court  If  necessary  to  prevent  the 
failure  thereof. 

So,  in  Moran  v.  Moran  (Iowa)  80  L.  R.  A.  S04,  It 
was  held  that  a  bequest  to  the  pastor  of  a  specified 
eburoh  nbat  masses  may  be  said  forme,"  although 
not  a  charity,  created  a  valid  private  trust. 

And  where  a  bequest  was  made  of  £100  to  tbe  So- 
oiety  of  St.  Vincent  de  Paul;  £15  to  be  expended  in 
paying  for  masses  to  be  said  for  the  soul  of  the 
testator,  and  the  residue  to  be  converted  Into  cash 
and  paid  to  the  House  of  Providence,  it  was  held 
that  the  bequest  for  masses  was  not  void  as  a  be- 
quest for  superstitious  uses.  It  was  further  held 
tbat  the  fact  that  neither  of  tbe  societies  was  a  cor* 
poration  did  not  render  the  gifts  void,  as  gifts  to 
voluntary  charitable  associations  were  valid. 
Emsley  v.  Madden,  18  Grant,  Ch.  (N.  C.)  886. 

In  Reicbenbach  v.  Quin,  Ir.  L.  B.  Si  Eq.  188, 
where  a  testatrix  directed  her  trustees  to  sell  her 
Interest  In  certain  premises  and  out  of  the  amount 
realized  to  apply  £100  towards  having  masses  of- 
fered up  In  public  in  Ireland  for  tbe  repose  of  her 
soul  and  the  souls  of  other  persons  mentioned,  one 
of  whom  was  then  alive  and  survived  her,  it  was 
40  L.  R.  A. 


held  without  discussion  not  to  create  a  perpetuity* 
and  was  not  void  for  tbat  cause. 

In  Dillon  v.  Reilly,  Ir.  Uep.  10  Eq.  162,  where  a 
testator  directed  a  sum  to  be  Invested  and  tbe  in- 
terest thereof  to  t>e  paid  to  the  Roman  OathoHo 
clergyman  attached  to  the  parish  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  from  time  to  time  forever  therefrom,  upon 
condition  that  '"four  masses  each  month  shall  be 
celebrated  for  the  beneflt  of  my  soul  and  the  souls 
of  my  relatives  and  the  poor  souls  late  of  tbe  parish 
of  St.  Peter,  Drogbeda,  now  suffering  In  purga- 
tory,** the  bequest  was  held  to  be  valid  for  the 
lives  of  the  clergymen  ofiQciating  in  the  parish  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death  and  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  that  at  the  death  of  such  survivor  tbe 
principal  Invested  formed  a  part  of  tbe  residuary 
personal  estate. 

In  Small  v.  Torley.  Ir.  L.  R.  25  Eq.  888,  it  was  saM 
in  regard  to  Dillon  v.  Reilly,  Ir.  Rep.  10  Eq.  UB, 
that  from  tbe  very  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the  r^ 
port  of  it,  comment  has  frequently  arisen.  ^It 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  decision  that  in  a  case  where 
words  are  used  which  purport  to  tie  up  property 
beyond  legal  limits,  the  court  will  from  thence 
carve  out  a  life  estate,  hold  It  good  to  that  extent, 
and  reject  the  rest.  On  the  contrary  it  is  plainly  a 
decision  on  the  peculiar  words  of  a  particular  wilt 
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were  departed."  From  this  came  the  English 
doclrine  of  superstitious  uses,  and  even  now, 
after  ttie  statute  of  2  &  3  Wm.  IV.  chap.  115, 
which  legalizes  bequests  for  the  support  of  the 
Roman  Catbolic  religion,  a  legacy  to  priests 
and  chapels  for  the  benefit  of  their  prayers  and 
masses  is  held  to  be  i^oid  on  account  of  the 
superstitious  purpose  a«tacbed  to  them.  West 
V.  Shuttlmorth,  2  Myl.  &  E.  684;  Heath  ▼. 
Chapman,  2  Drew,  417;  BeBlundeU,  80  Beay. 
860. 

In  this  country,  where  all  forms  of  re- 
ligious belief  stand  upon  equal  legal  rights,  tbe 
doctrine  of  superstitious  uses  has  never  been 
recognized,  and  bequests  for  masses  are  now 
generally  admitted  to  be  legal,  but  there  is  a 
diversity  of  opinion  as  to  their  execution.  One 
class  of  cases  holds  that  tbey  are  good  as 
charitable  trusts,  being  for  religious  services. 
Another  class  holds  tbatthey  are  private  trusts 
which  are  void  because  there  is  no  living  ben- 
eficiary to  enforce  the  trust.  A  third  class 
holds  that  they  are  good  as  outright  gifts  for 
a  specified  legal  object. 

Of  tbe  first  class  is  Sehouler,  Petitioner,' l^^ 
Mass.  426,  in  which  tbe  court  says:  ''Masses 
are  religious  ceremonials  or  observances  of  tbe 
church,  of  which  she  [the  testatrix]  was  a 
member,  and  come  within  the  religious  or 
pious  uses  which  are  upheld  as  public  chari- 
ties." In  Rhymer's  Appeal,  98  Pa.  142, 89  Am. 
Rep.  786,  it  was  held  that  a  gift  for  masses  was 
a  gift  to  a  religious  use,  and  so  yoid  under  a 
statute  declaring  that  no  gift  in  trust  for  charit- 
able or  religious  uses  should  be  made,  except 
it  should  be  done  at  least  one  month  before  tbe 
testator's  death.  The  opinion  says  that  the 
mass  is  a  prominent  part  of  tbe  religious  service 
of  the  CathoHc  Church,  and  that  the  service  is 
the  same  in  kind,  whether  it  be  designed  to 
promote  the  spiritual  welfare  of  one  or  man  v. 
Bee  also  Seiherfs  Appeal  18  W.  N.  C.  276; 
8eda  y.  BvhU,  75  Iowa.  429. 

Recent  examples  of  the  second  class  may  be 
found  in  Festorazzi  v,  St,  Joseph* b  GathoHc 
ChurcK  104  Ala.  827,  25  L.  R.  A.  860;  HoUand 
V.  Akoek,  108  N.  Y.  812,  and  Mellugh  v. 
McCcie,  post,  724.     In  this  last  case  the  court 


held  a  gift  of  this  kind  to  be  invalid  because  its 
form  implies  a  trust,  but,  at  the  same  lime,  it 
said  this:  *'We  know  of  no  legal  reason  why 
any  person  of  the  Catholic  faith,  believing  In 
the  eflQcacy  of  masses,  may  not  make  a  direct 
gift  or  bequest  to  any  bishop  or  priest,  of  any 
sum  out  of  his  property  or  estate,  for  masses 
for  the  repose  of  his  soul,  or  the  souls  of  others, 
as  he  may  choose.  Such  gifts  or  bequests^ 
when  made  in  clear,  direct,  and  legal  form, 
should  be  upheld;  and  they  are  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  impeachable  or  inyalid,  under  the 
rule  that  prevailed  in  England,  by  which  they 
were  held  void  as  gifts  to  superstitious  uses. 

The  third  class  of  cases  is  like  those  which 
this  court  referred  to  in  Williams  v.  Herriek, 
19  R.  I.  197,  relating  to  something  to  be  done 
and  ended,  such  as  erecting  a  monument  or  a 
building,  as  to  which  we  said  that  we  made  no 
question  that  a  devise  with  such  a  simple  di- 
rection would  be  good.' 

The  essential  distinction  between  these 
classes  of  cases  is  not  the  legality  of  tbe  pur- 
pose  of  the  gift,  but  tbe  creation  of  a  perpetu- 
ity. A  charitable  trust  may  be  in  perpetuity, 
but  a  private  trust  cannot  be.  If  a  gift  is  a 
charitable  trust,  it  will  be  good,  whenever  it  is 
to  be  executed.  If  it  is  not  a  charitable  trust 
it  will  be  good  if  it  has  the  proper  elements  of 
a  trust  and  is  to  be  executed  within  the  limit 
allowed  by  law;  or  it  will  be  good  if  it  is  aa 
outright  gift  for  a  specified  legal  object,  al- 
though it  may  not  have  all  the  elements  of  a 
trusf,  but  may  be  only  what  has  been  called  an 
honorary  trust,— an  expression  of  a  desired 
purpose  rather  than  an  imposed  condition,  for 
present  execution,  and  not  in  perpetuity. 

This  will  presents  an  example  both  of  a  gift 
in  perpetuity  for  a  private  trust,  t.  e,  for  the 
care  of  tbe  testator's  burial  lot,  and  an  outright 
gift  for  masses.  The  former  is  invalid.  Kellit 
v.  Nichols.  17  R.  I.  306;  Williams  v.  Herrielc, 
19  R.  L  197.  The  latter,  the  gift  for  masses, 
is  valid,  as  one  which  takes  efTect  at  once,  like 
any  personal  bequest  for  a  legal  object.  It  i» 
evidently  not  intended  to  be  a  trust,  as  it  is  for 
the  parish  priest  himself,  for  his  own  service 
in  saying  masses.    A  gift  to  one  for  a  mourn- 


If  we  look  to  the  terms  of  tbe  bequest  we  find  no 
mention  of  tbe  'successors*  of  tbe  persons  takinflr 
the  flrift;  tbe  only  persons  named  are  the  cier^y- 
mea  attached  to  tbe  parisb  of  St.  Peter,  Drog-beda, 
at  tbe  time  of  my  death.*  **  And  tbe  court.  Id  Small 
V.  Torley,  further  says:  **If  tbe  ffif t  was  held  to  be 
a  dedication  of  property  forever,  I  should  respect- 
fully decline  to  follow  tbe  decision.'* 

In  Brennan  v.  Brennan,  Ir.  Rep.  2  Eq.  381.  where 
a  bequest  was  made  In  a  will  ''of  £60  to  such  per- 
son as  shall  at  my  deatb  be  tbe  Roman  Catholic 
priest  .  •  .  upon  tbe  follpwing-  trust  ...  to 
have  one  half  thereof  expended  in  procurinar 
masses  to  be  celebrated  for  tbe  repose  of,*'  and 
by  a  subsequent  will  *'£20  to  tbe  priest  of  tbe 
parish  in  which  I  die,  for  masses  to  be  celebrated 
for  tbe  repose  of,**  and  k)Otb  wills  were  admitted  to 
probate,— it  was  beid  that  tbe  legracies  for  masses 
in  both  wills  should  be  paid.  Tbe  court  does  not 
discuss  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  devise 
for  masses. 

In  Re  Backes,  9  Misc.  504,  where  a  will  directed 
ber  executors  **to  cause  masses  to  t>e  read  lo  a  Ger- 
man Catholic  Churob  In  tbe  city  of  Buffalo,  for 
herself  and  her  deceased  husband,  for  any  balance 
of  cash  money  which  might  be  left  after  tbe  pay- 
ment of  ber  lust  debts,  doctor  bills,  and  funeral  ex- 
40  L.  R  A 


penses.**  it  was  beld  that  the  testator  had  tbe  right 
to  appropriate  a  reasonable  amount  of  her  money^ 
in  offering  masses  for  tbe  remission  of  ber  and  ber 
deceased  busband*8  sins,  and  tbe  direction  to  her 
executor  to  have  the  masses  said  in  a  German 
Catholic  Cbureti  in  Buffalo  was  not  indeflnite.  as- 
tbe  deceased  could  not  have  Intended  any  other 
than  a  German  Roman  Catholic  Church,  and  the 
direction  contained  In  tbe  will  for  tbe  masses  wa» 
valid. 

And  a  bequest  of  bank  stock  was  sustained  where 
It  was  made  to  J.,  provincial  of  tbe  Francfscao. 
missionaries  of  M.  chapel  In  D.,  or  to  the  pro- 
rlncial  of  said  missionaries  at  the  time  of  my 
deatb,  for  tbe  offering  up  of  masses  for  tbe  soula 
of  the  testator  and  bis  late  father,  mother,, 
brothers,  and  sisters,  although  it  was  beld  that  J. 
could  not  be  compelled  to  apply  anything  to  the 
use  of  tbe  Franciscan  order.  It  was  further  beld 
that  tbe  gift  in  tbe  alternative  did  not  affect  lt» 
validity,  as  the  money  in  tbe  hands  of  such  pro- 
vincial would  be  bound  by  no  trust  for  the  order, 
but  would  be  simply  In  trust  for  the  celebration  of 
masses.  It  was  also  held  there  was  nothing  in  the- 
wlll  making  it  compulsory  that  the  masses  should 
be  beld  by  tbe  Franciscan  order.  Bradsbaw  v. 
Jackman,  Ir.  L.  R.  21  Eq.  12. 
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iDg  ring  would  not  be  a  trust,  and  this  Is  the 
same  in  principle.  In  each  case  the  testator 
would  seek  a  posthumous  benefit,— a  memorial 
of  bis  personality  in  one  case,  and  a  benefit  to 
his  soul  in  the  other.  Id  both  cases  the  sub- 
stance of  the  gift  would  fno  to  the  legatee,  and 
one  is  not  a  trustee  for  himself.  It  Is  not  pre- 
cisely like  the  gift  for  a  monument,  for  that  is 
not  intended  to  go  to  the  legatees,  and  is  like  a 
trust,  except  that  it  lacks  a  living  beneficiary; 
but  given  a  legal  bequest,  not  personal  to  the 
legatee  or  to  his  use,  and  it  is  bard  to  see  why  it 
should  not  be  enforced  as  a  trust.  The  answer 
that  there  is  no  one  in  interest  to  have  a  stand- 
ing in  court  is  met  by  the  rejoinder  that  an 
heir  at  law  of  the  testator  has  a  sufficient  in- 
terest to  see  that  the  will  is  carried  out.  See 
article  by  Prof.  James  B.  Ames  on  "Failure 
of  Tilden  Trust,"  5  Harvard  Law  Rev.  389. 
But.  however  this  may  be,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  bequest  in  the  tenth  clause  of 
the  will  is  good  for  the  reasons  we  have  stated. 
This  view  is  supported  by  Moran  v.  Moran 
(Iowa)  89  L.  R.  A.  204:  Seda  v.  HuUe,  76  Iowa. 
429;  Vanderveer  v.  McKane,  25  Abb.  N.  C. 
105;  Oilman  v.  MeArdle,  99  N.  Y.  451, 52  Am. 
Rep.  41;  Eeichenbaeh  v.  Quin,  Ir.  L.  R.  21 
Eq.  138.  The  case  is  expressly  put  upon  the 
ground  that  no  perpetuity  is  created. 

We  arc  also  of  opinion  that  the  legatee  des- 
ignated in  the  tenth  clause  was  intended  to  be 
the  parish  priest  in  office  when  the  will  should 
take  effect. 

The  second  question  is  whether  the  gifts  of 
the  residue  in  the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth 
•clauses  relate  to  the  residue  mentioned  in  the 
second  clnuse  or  to  the  residue  after  taking  out 
the  legacies  in  the  intervening  clauses.  The 
will  is  very  crudely  drawn.  It  starts  out  with 
a  residue  after  the  burial  expenses;  then  refers 
iigain  to  a  residue  in  these  clauses;  and,  as 
though  these  were  not  residues  enough,  another 
residuary  clause  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  will. 
We  think  that  the  testator  must  have  meant 
the  residue  referred  to  in  the  second  clause. 
That  was  the* net  remainder  of  his  properly  to 
be  divided.    In  the  twelfth  clause  he  gives  the 


Income  of  one  third  of  all  his  "said  estate"  to 
his  wife  for  life,  and  in  the  next  clause  he  gives 
two  sixths  to  the  rhildren  of  her  brother  and 
the  children  of  Thomas  Murphy.  But  one 
sixth  is  described  as  a  part  "of  all  the  said  resi- 
due of  mv  estate,"  and  the  other  as  "one  sixth 
part  of  all  of  my  said  estate."  Evidently  he 
did  not  mean  to  make  a  distinction  in  these 
two  gifts.  They  Just  made  up  the  one  third 
given  to  his  wife  for  life,  ana  which  was  to 
pass  upon  her  death,  and  the  indiscriminate  use 
of  the  words  * 'residue"  and  "estate"  show  that 
they  meant  the  same  thing.  In  clause  14  lie 
gives  one  third  "of  all  the  said  residue;'*  and 
here  again  we  think  that  he  must  have  had  in 
mind  the  net  remainder  of  bis  estate  which  he 
was  dividing.  This  construction  is  supported 
by  the  scheme  of  the  will.  The  final  residuary 
clause  has  the  phrase,  "if  any  there  should 
be;"  which  shows  that,  to  his  mind,  about  all 
of  the  property  had  been  divided,  and  it  was 
doubtful  if  any  would  remain.  Ey  the  terms 
of  the  will,  the  pecuniary  legacies  were  about 
one  third  of  the  value  of  his  property,  one 
third  to  his  wife  and  one  third  to  Catherine 
Baker.  This  would  dispose,  very  nearly,  of 
the  whole  estate.  If  the  sale  of  the  real  estate 
should  be  favorable  there  might  be  a  surplus 
in  the  third  devoted  to  pecuniary  legacies,  and 
so,  to  be  sure  that  nothing  should  be  left  over, 
the  final  residuary  clause  was  tacked  onto  the 
will,  on  a  separate  slip,  as  an  evident  after- 
thought, to  provide  for  a  possible  contingency. 
But  under  any  other  construction  there  must 
have  been  a  residue;  for  if  the  residue,  in 
clauses  18  and  14  refers  to  the  remainder  after 
the  payment  of  the  pecuniary  legacies,  the 
testator  would  only  give  away  two  thirds,  and 
would  leave  one  third  of  that  residue  not  be- 
queathed. Upon  this  answer  the  third  ques- 
tion becomes  immaterial. 

The  fourth  question  is  whether  the  bequests  to 
the  children  of  Thomas  Keenan  and  of  Thomas 
Murphy  refer  to  children  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator  or  at  the  death  of  his  wife,  when 
tbe  legacies  are  payable,  after  the  determina- 
tion of  the  life  estate.    For  the  reasons  given 


So,  where  a  testator  left  to  the  abbot  of  M.  for 
the  time  belnir  £100  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  his 
•soul  at  a  stipend  of  68.  each,  it  was  held  to  be  a 
valid  bequest  as  Joeing  immediately  payable,  the 
word  ^'stipend"  being  used  as  meaning  prloe,  and 
not  Involving  any  attempt  to  create  a  perpetuity. 
Phelan  v.  Slattery,  Ir.  L.  K.  19  Eq.  177. 

Where  a  will  contained  a  bequest  to  the  priest  of 
8t  Mary*8  Church  of  Lancaster,  New  York,  of  the 
•sum  of  $600,  for  which  masses  shall  be  said  for  the 
repose  of  my  soul  and  that  of  my  husband  and  all 
my  relatives  and  benefactors,  it  was  held  to  be 
.  valid  under  N.  7.  Laws  1860,  chap.  800,  providing 
that  DO  person  having  a  busluind,  wife,  parent,  or 
-cbild  shall  devise  or  bequeath  to  any  benevolent, 
•charitable,  religious,  or  missionary  society,  in  trust 
or  other vrise,  more  than  one  half  of  his  property 
after  the  payment  of  his  debts,  although  another 
clause  gave  $200  to  St.  Mary's  Cburoh  of  Lancaster, 
and  another  clause  gave  $200  to  tbe  Seminary  and 
•Collefze  of  Our  Lady  of  Angels  for  the  support  of 
students  for  the  priesthood,  as  it  was  held  that  the 
bequest  to  the  priest  was  not  to  tbe  cburoh,  and 
therefore  not  more  than  one  half  of  tbe  estate  was 
t)equeatbed  to  corporations.  Ae  Zimmerman,  28 
Misc.  411. 

So,  under  K.  Y.  laws  1803.  chap.  701, 1 1,  providing 
'**tb<it  no  gift,  grant,  bequest,  or  devise  to  religious, 
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educational,  charitable,  or  benevolent  uses,  which 
shall  in  otber  respects  be  valid  under  the  laws  of 
this  state,  shall  or  be  deemed  invalid  by  reason  of 
tbeindeflolteness  or  uncertainty  of  the  persons  de- 
signated as  the  tieneflciaries  thereunder  in  tbe  in- 
strument creating  the  same.  If  in  tbe  instrument 
creating  such  a  gift,  grant,  bequest,  or  devise  there 
is  a  trustee  named  to  execute  tbe  same,  tbe  legal 
title  to  the  lands  or  property  given,  granted,  de- 
vised, or  bequeathed  for  such  purposes  sball  vest 
in  such  trustee.  Jf  no  person  be  named  as  trustee 
then  tbe  title  to  suob  lands  or  property  shall  vest 
in  tbe  supreme  court,**— it  was  held  that  a  bequest 
to  the  priest  of  8t.  Mary's  Church  of  Lancaster, 
New  York,  of  the  sum  of  $000  for  wbiob  mass  shall 
be  said  for,  etc.,  was  not  a  bequest  to  tbe  church, 
and  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  tbe  same  on  tbe 
performance  of  such  service,  lie  Zimmerman,  2S 
Mi80.41L 

Where  a  testatrix  domiciled  in  Ireland  be- 
queathed of  her  personal  estate  in  Ireland  sums  of 
money  to  Roman  Catholic  ecclesiastics  in  Ireland 
to  offer  up  masses  *'ror  tbe  repose  of  tbe  soul  of  her 
brother  and  of  her  own,**  it  was  held  that  bequests 
were  liable  to  legacy  duty  at  tbe  rate  of  10  per 
cent.    Atty.  Gen.  v.  Delaney,  Ir.  Bep.  10  a  L.  101. 

And  where  a  legacy  was  left  for  masses  to  be 
said  in  a  public  church  In  Ireland  '*whiob  ohurcb 
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<n  Chafee  y.  Maker,  17  R.  I.  789,  and  Pond  ▼. 
AUen,  15  R.  I.  171,  we  think  that  the  ffifts 
took  effect  at  the  death  of  the  leatator.  They 
were  present  gifts,  although  postponed  in  pay- 
ment; and  as  there  was  no  uncertainly  in  the 
happening  of  the  event  upon  which  the  pay- 
ment  depended,  but  only  as  to  the  time  of  hap- 
pening, the  interest  vested  upon  the  death  of 
the  testator. 

The  fifth  question  is  whether  the  refusal  of 
the  widow  to  accept  the  provisions  of  the  will 
in  lieu  of  her  dower,  and  the  setting  off  of  a 
portion  of  the  real  estate  as  her  dower,  permit 
the  administrator  to  divide  the  balance  of  the 
-estate,  which  he  has  converted  into  cash, 
before  the  death  of  the  widow.  We  think 
that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  adminis- 
trator has  the  right  to  pay  legacies  as  far  as  he 
<!an  before  the  death  of  the  widow.  The  pay- 
ment of  only  one  third  of  the  estate  was  to 
«wait  her  death,  and  that  because  she  was  to 
have  the  income  for  life.  This  she  has  refused 
by  applying  for  and  securing  dower.    There 


I  is  no  reason  now  to  hold  that  third  of  the  es- 
tate until  her  deaih.  But  the  will  contem- 
plated that  all  the  real  estate  should  be  con- 
verted into  money,  and  that  the  division  should 
then  be  made;  and,  as  all  of  the  real  estate 
cannot  now  be  sold  until  after  her  dower  in- 
terest has  terminated,  the  question  is  made 
whether  there  can  be  any  division  at  all  until 
after  her  death.  The  parties  interested  need 
not  and  ought  not  to  be  kept  out  of  what  be- 
longs to  them.  A  state  of  affairs  has  come 
which  the  testator  did  not  look  for.  The  con- 
version of  the  whole  estate  cannot  take  place  at 
once.  But  that  is  no  reason  why  the  legatees 
should  not  have  as  much  of  their  legacies  as 
can  now  be  paid,  waiting  for  the  balance  until 
the  rest  of  the  estate  can  be  converted  into 
money,  according  to  the  will.  The  election 
of  the  widow  to  take  dower  has  effaced  the 
life  estate,  and  so  advanced  the  interests  in  re- 
mainder. ^  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  897: 
Bs  86fiulU  (Mich.)  71  N.  W.  1079;  Savutaffr. 
Atiitin,  19  Beav.  69L 
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^1«  A  bequest  of  a  siim  of  money*  made 
In  the  will  of  a  member  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  <?hnreh  to  a  priest  of  *  auoh  oburoh, 
for  the  oeiebration  of  mass  for  the  souls  of  tbe 
testator  and  another,  will  be  oonstrued  as  a  gift 
direct  to  tbe  donee,  witb  an  injunction  to  tbe 
performance  of  the  ceremonial  named,  and  not 
as  made  to  him  In  trust  for  such  purpose,  and 
therefore  void,  because  incapable  of  enforcement 
by  benefloiaries  In  hemg. 

IB.  The  Eng^lish  common  law*  wbiob 
avoided  bequests  of  the  kind  above  stated,  as 

*Head notes  by  Dostbb,  Ch.  J. 


being  for  superstitious  uses,  never  became  a 
part  of  the  law  of  this  oountry;  and  tbe  validity 
of  tbe  gift  for  the  purpose  named  Is  therefore 
apheld. 

(Jaoaary  8, 1806.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Franklin 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  a  proceeding  brought  to  contest 
the  validity  of  a  bequest.    Afirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  W.  Deford*  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

The  bequest  is  void  because  it  violates  a 
doctrine  of  the  common  law.  which  has  never 
been  modified  in  this  state  by  constitutional  or 
statutory  law,  or  judicial  decision;  and  tbe 
condition   and  wants  of  our  people,  and  of 


ahali  be  open  to  the  public  during  tbe  celebration 
of  eacb  and  every  of  said  masses,  at  which  everyone 
who  sball  so  desire  shall  be  allowed  to  be  present," 
it  was  beld  to  be  subject  to  legacy  duty  under  6  & 
«  Vice.  obap.  82, 1 88«  providing  that  notblng  In  this 
net  sball  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to 
cbarge  witb  doty.  In  Ireland,  any  legacy  for  tbe 
education  and  maintenance  of  poor  children  in  Ire- 
land, or  to  be  applied  in  support  of  any  charitable 
Institution  In  Ireland,  or  for  any  purpose  merely 
charlUble.    Ferry  v.  Tuomey,  Ir.  L.  U.  21  Eq.  480. 

But  in  other  cases  such  bequests  were  held  void 
on  various  grounds  as  tbat  tbe  will  created  a  trust 
without  a  beneficiary;  that  the  trust  was  Indefinite; 
tbat  it  was  in  contravention  of  a  statute  forbidding 
t)equests  for  pious  or  charitable  uses  within  a  cer- 
tain tinvB  prior  to  tbe  testator^s  deatb.  In  some 
cases  it  was  beld  void  as  a  gift  to  a  superstitious 
use,  and  In  others  void  as  creating  a  perpetuity. 

In  the  following  cases  a  bequest  for  masses  was 
held  Invalid  and  void:  MoHugh  v.  MoCk>ijB:  Boyle 
V.  Boyle,  Ir.  Bep.  11  Bq.  488;  Hart  v.  Brewer, 
€ro.  Ells.  pt.  1,  p.  419:  West  v.  Shuttleworth,  2  Myl. 
A  K.  684. 4  L.  J.  Ob.  N.  &  115:  Small  v.  Torley,  Ir. 
L.  R.  3S  Eq.  888;  Morrow  v.  M*Oonville,  Ir.  L.  a  U 
Eq.  280;  Kehoe  v.  Wilson.  Ir.  L.  B.  70  Eq.  10;  Dillon 
V.  Beilly,  Ir.  Bep.  10  Bq.  ITiS. 
40L.R.  A. 


In  MoHuGH  V.  M cOou  it  was  held  tbat  a  be- 
quest of  a  certain  sum  to  a  bishop,  to  be  used 
and  applied  for  masses  for  repose  of  the  souls 
of  certain  persons  specified,  was  void  for  the  rea- 
son that  there  was  no  beneficiary  who  could  en- 
force tbe  performance  of  the  trust.  1 1  was  f  u  rtber 
beld  that  a  bequest  to  a  certain  person  '"^to  be  used 
and  applied  as  follows,  for  manncs  for  tbe  repose 
of"  the  souls  of  certain  persons  named,  created  a 
trust  and  not  a  gift  to  the  donee,  and  was  void.  It 
was  said:  **Had  the  testator  made  a  plain  direct  be- 
quest of  the  sum  in  question  to  Bishop  Messmer 
or  to  any  bishop  or  priest,  for  masses  for  the  re- 
pose of  the  souls  of  persons  named  in  his  will  in 
that  behalf,  it  would  certainly  be  our  duty  to  de- 
clare it  valid.**  Tbe  court  cited  and  adopted  the 
argument  in  Festoraml  v.  St.  Joeeph*s  Oatholio 
Church,  104  Ala.  327,  25  L.  R.  A.  800. 

Where  a  tesutor  domiciled  in  Ireland  devised 
and  bequeathed  his  property  situated  in  Ireland  to 
bis  executors  upon  trust  to  apply  the  same  to 
works  of  charity  **such  as  masses  for  the  repose  of 
my  Boui  and  whatever  else  they  may  judge  most 
charitable,**  and  died  within  three  months  from 
tbe  execution  of  the  will,  it  was  held  that,  tbe  trust 
being  indefinite,  tbe  gift  totally  failed.  It  was 
further  held  that  the  giftfor.masBes  was  a  pious 
46 
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eyerj  people,  call  loudly  for  its  stringent  en- 
forcement. 

2  Kan.  Rev.  Stat.  §7281. 

The  laws  are  noade  for  the  government  of 
actions,  and  while  they  cannot  interfere  with 
mere  religious  belief  and  opinions,  they  may, 
with  practices. 

Reynolds  ^f.  United  States,  98  D.  8.  H5,  25 
L.  ed.  244;  Mormon  Church  v.  United  States, 
186  IT.  a  49,  50,  84  L.  ed.  498;  Davis  v.  Sea- 
son, 138  U.  8.  883,  88  L.  ed.  687. 

The  rules  of  the  common  law  avoiding  be- 
quests for  "superstitious  uses"  are  in  full  force 
in  Kansas.     As  to  what  these  rules  are,  see— 

1  Bacon,  Abr.  pp.  581,  682;  1  Jarman,  Wills, 
♦188,  lb9;  West  v.  Shuttleworth,  2  Myl.  &  K. 
684. 

This  bequest  creates  a  clear  trust  in  Rev. 
James  Collins,  '*for  mass"  for  certain  souls,  "if 
he  performs  her  request  well.  If  he  fails  no 
human  power  can  compel  performance,"  for 
the  plain  reason  that  the  cestuis  que  trttst  are 
"disembodied  souls,"  which  cannot  complain 
of  breaches  of  trust  to  earthly  courts,  and  over 
which  such  tribunals  have  no  jurisdiction. 

Boaand  v.  Aleoek,  108  N.  T.  812;  Festor- 
axzi  V.  St.  Joseph's  Catholic  Church,  104  Ala. 
827,  25  L.  R.  A.  860. 

The  trust  is  void  for  uncertainty.  The  Rev. 
James  Collins  has,  or  had,  two  grandfathers 
and  two  grandmothers. 

How  many  masses  are  to  be  said  for  this 


money?  And  if  any  particular  number,  why 
so  many  only?  And  if  no  particular  number, 
why  any  at  all?  And  to  what  court  is  the 
trustee  to  account? 

Bristol  v.  Bristol,  58  Conn.  242;  Heiss  v. 
Murphy,  40  Wis.  276,  and  cases  cited. 

Mr.  William  H.  Clark  for  defendants 
in  error. 

Doflter,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Mary  Bropby,  a  widow  lady,  was  a  member 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  and  a  believer 
in  its  faith  and  doctrines.  She  was  possessed 
of  an  estate  consisting  of  personal  property 
alone.  She  died  after  haviug  executed  a  will 
in  which  speciQc  legacies  in  money  were  given 
to  her  children  and  grandchildren.  A  residu- 
ary sum  was  bequeathed  in  the  followintc  lan- 
gua((e:  "I  give  and  bequeath  to  Rev.  Jame» 
Collin?,  for  msss  for  his  grandfather's  and 
grandmother's  soul."  The  legatee  named  waa 
a  priest  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  and 
was  the  grandson  of  the  testatrix  and  her  de- 
ceased husband.  The  validity  of  the  legacy 
made  to  him  is  denied  by  the  heirs  of  Mar^ 
Brophy.  The  district  court  sustained  the  be- 
quest, and  error  is  now  prosecuted  from  its  de- 
cision. The  claims  of  error  are  that  the  will 
undertakes  to  create  a  trust,  the  beneficiaries- 
of  which  are  disembodied  spirits,  in  whose  fa- 
vor no  trust  can  exist;  that  the  trust,  if  other- 


nae,  under  7  ft  8  Vict.  obap.  97.  §  Ift,  obaritahle  do- 
natloDfl  and  bequests  act,  providing  that  no  dona- 
HoD,  devise,  or  bequest  for  pious  or  charitable  uses 
In  Ireland  shall  be  valid  unless  executed  three  cal- 
endar months  at  least  before  the  death  of  the  per- 
son executing  the  same.  It  was  further  held  that 
the  ffift  fatled,  altbouirh  the  will  did  not  say  in 
terms  that  the  trust  was  to  be  executed  and  ap- 
plied in  Ireland.  Boyle  v.  Boyle,  Ir.  Bep.  U  Eq. 
488. 

In  Boyle  v.  Boyle.  Ir.  Rep.  U  Eq.  488.  it  was  held 
that  7  ft  8  Vict.  chap.  97,  ft  16,  charitable  donations 
and  bequests  act,  Invalidated  under  the  prescribed 
circumstances  gifts  of  land  whether  for  charitable 
purposes  or  for  pious  purposes. 

Wbere  a  devise  was  made  of  two  bouses  to  the 

church  wardens  of to  these  uses,  first  to  tind 

an  obit  and  to  bestow  8s.  4d.  annually  upon  an  obit 
In  the  church  of  St.  Stephens,  secondly  to  repair 
the  same  houses,  thirdly  to  bestow  the  residue  of 
the  profits  al)out  reparations  of  the  same  church 
of  St.  Stephens  and  to  provide  ornaments  in  the 
same  church,  conditioned  that  if  they  failed  In 
finding  tbe  obit  then  the  estate  should  cease  and 
the  lands  should  be  to  tbe  mayor  and  commonalty 
of  London,  and  that  they  should  find  that  obit  and 
repair  tbe  tenements  and  bestow  the  residue  of 
the  profits  upon  London  bridge.— it  was  bold  that 
the  Queen  sbould  have  no  more  but  that  which  was 
appointed  for  the  maintenance  of  tbe  obit,  under 
1  Edw.  VI.  chap.  14,  providing  that  the  King  shall 
have  bequests  given  for  obits.  Hart  v.  Brewer, 
Cro.  Eliz.  pt.  1,  p.  449. 

In  Weet  v.  Shuttle  worth,  2  Myl.  ft  K.  684. 4  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  116,  where  a  testatrix  directed  several  sums 
to  be  paid  to  certain  Boman  Catholic  priests  and 
chapels,  desiring  that  tbey  be  paid  as  soon  as 
possible  after  her  decease  that  she  may  have  the 
benefit  of  tbeir  prayers  and  masses,  and  gave  the 
residue  of  her  property  to  the  trustees  upon  trust 
to  pay  £10  each  to  tbe  ministers  of  certain 
specified  Roman  Catholic  cbnpels  for  the  benefit  of 
tbeir  prayers  for  tbe  repose  of  her  soul  and  tbat  of 
her  deceased  husband,  and  to  appropriate  the  re- 
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mainder  in  such  a  way  as  tbey  may  judge  best  cal- 
culated to  promote  the  Catbollc  Cbrietian  lleligioik 
among,  etc.,  it  was  held  tbat  the  gifts  to  tbe  priesta 
and  chapels  were  void,  as  tbe  statute  of  Edw.  VI. 
avoids  certain  supertltious  gifts  previously  created; 
and  such  statute  has  been  considered  as  establishing 
the  illegality  of  such  gifts.  It  was  further  held  that 
tbe  gift  of  the  residue,  and  appropriating  it  in  sucb 
a  way  as  the  trustee  aball  Judge  best  calculated  to 
promote  tbe  knowledge  of  tbe  Catbollc  Cbriaiian 
Religion  among  tbe  poor  and  ignorant  inhabitants 
of  A—,  was  not  void. 

In  Dillon  V.  Reilly,  Ir.  Rep.  10  Eq.  152,  a  bequest 
to  tbe  Roman  Catholic  Primate  of  Ireland  and  bia 
successors  forever,  upon  condition  to  celebrate 
masses  for  the  salvation  of  tbe  testator*s  soul  and 
those  of  his  relatives,  was  held  void. 

And  a  bequest  to  A.  B.  or  otber  the  clergyman 
for  the  time  being  officiating  in  tbe  parish  of  C.  D. 
at  the  time  of  the  testator^s  deatb,  and  bis  succes* 
sora,  of  an  annuity  payable  during  a  term  of  fifty 
years  from  the  testator^s  death  upon  trust  for  the 
celebration  of  masses  for  the  repose  of  the  souls  of 
tbe  testator  and  otbers.  was  void  as  being  an  at- 
tempt to  create  a  perpetuity.  Small  v.  Torley,  Ir. 
L.  R.  25  Eq.  388. 

A  bequest  of  the  testator^s  property  to  his  wife^ 
for  life,  and  after  her  death  tbe  property  held  on 
999  years*  lease  to  be  let  and  one  moiety  to  be  given 
to  tbe  Roman  Catholic  clergy  of  the  L.  church  to- 
say  masses  for  the  repose  of  hts  soul  and  the  soul 
of  bis  wife,  was  void,  not  being  a  charitable  gift, 
and  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  perpetuity.  Mor- 
row V.  M'Conville,  Ir.  L.  B.  11  Eq.  236. 

So,  In  Kehoe  v.  Wilson,  Ir.  L.  R.  7  Eq.  ip.  it  waa 
held  that  tbe  bequest  of  a  sum  to  tbe  superior  of  a 
body  of  laymen  bound  by  religious  vows,  tbe 
income  to  be  applied  in  masses  for  tbe  benefit  of 
tbe  members  of  said  order,  was  void  as  being  a 
perpetual  dedication  of  the  income  of  the  legacy 
to  a  purpose  not  charitable.  As  to  the  validity  off 
four  other  gifts  for  masses  tbe  defendants  con- 
sented to  tbeir  being  paid,  and  no  opinion  was  ex- 
pressed on  their  validity.  L  T. 
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-wise  Talid,  Is  Told  for  UDcertainty  Id  the  qestui't 
que  trust;  and  that  the  gift  is  void,  because  re- 
pugnant to  the  ancient  common  law  again8t 
bequests  for  "superstitious  uses."  Of  these  in 
their  order. 

The  will  does  not  undertake  to  create  a  trust. 
The  gift  is  absolute  to  the  person  named.  The 
language  in  which  it  is  made  is  advisory,  per- 
suasive, expressive  of  desire,  *'precatorv,'^  as 
called  in  the  law  of  wills,  but  the  passing  of 
the  gift  is  not  conditioned  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  act  enjoined.  Upon  the  conscience 
of  the  donee  alone  is  laid  the  duty  of  perform- 
ing the  sacred  service  named.  The  testatrix 
might  have  made  the  gift  in  the  usual  terms. 
That  she  coupled  with  it  an  injunction  to  the 
performance  of  a  solemn  religious  ceremonial 
cannot  avoid  it.  The  case  of  Holland  v.  AC- 
eock,  108  N.  T.  312,  is  not  in  point  against  this 
view.  The  bequest  in  that  case  was  made  to 
trustees  eo  nomine.  It  was  not  made  direct  as 
in  this  case.  There  can  be,  of  course,  no  trus- 
tee without  a  beneficiary  In  being;  and,  inas- 
much as  in  the  case  named  there  was  no  bene- 
ficiary, there  could  be  no  trustee,  and  conse- 
quently no  trust.  Moreover,  the  case  of  Bol- 
land  V.  Alcock  recognized  the  distinction  we 
draw.  The  court  in  its  opinion  says:  "If  the 
bequests  had  been  of  a  sum  of  money  to  an  in- 
corporated Roman  Catholic  church  or  churches 
dulv  designated  by  the  testator,  and  authorized 
by  law  to  receive  such  bequests  for  the  purpose 
of  the  solemnization  of  masses,  a  different  ques- 
tion would  arise.  But  such  is  not  this  case." 
Since  the  decision  of  that  case,  the  subordinate 
courts  of  New  York  have  upheld  bequests  of 
the  character  of  the  one  in  question.  Uovrardts 
Ei^taU,  5  Misc.  2u5;  Vanderveer  v.  MeKane,  25 
Abb.  N.  C.  105. 

The  fact  that  the  legacy  was  a  gift  direct, 
and  was  not  bequeathed  in  trust,  obviates  the 
necessity  uf  noticing  the  obiection  made  by 
counsel  for  plaintifif  in  error  that  it  Is  void  for 
uncertainty  as  to  the  beneficiaries  Neither  is 
it  void  because  repugnant  to  the  law  against 
bequests  for  *  'superstitious  uses."  To  properly 
int(  rpret  the  part  of  the  will  in  question,  and 
to  determine  whether  effect  can  be  given  to  it, 
we  must  bear  in  mind  the  Catholic  Church 
doctrine  of  Purcratory.  Purgatory  is  de- 
fined by  an  authoritative  expositor  of  the 
church's  creed  to  be  "a  state  of  suffering  after 
this  life,  in  which  those  souls  are  for  a  time  de- 
tained who  depart  this  life,  after  their  deadly 
sins  have  l)een  remitted  as  to  the  stain  and 

fuilt,  snd  as  to  the  everlasting  pain  that  was 
ue  to  them,  but  who  have,  on  account  of  those 
sins,  still  some  debt  of  temporal  punishment  to 
pay;  as  also  those  souls  which  leave  this  world 
guilty  only  of  venial  sins.  In  Purgatory  these 
souls  are  purified  and  rendered  fit  to  enter  into 
Heaven,  where  nothing  defiled  enters."  Ca- 
tholic Belief  (Lambert^s  Am.  ed.)  196.  Devo- 
tees of  this  church  also  believe  "that  souls  in 
Purgatory  are  relieved  by  the  sarrifice  of  the 
mass,  by  prayer,  and  pious  works  and  alms 
deeds."  Id.  202.  Scriptural  authority,  as  it 
is  recognized  by  Catholics,  though  by  others 
regarded  as  apocryphal,  exists  for  the  practice 
of  offering  prayers  for  the  dead,  and  for  con- 
tributions to  the  church  to  enable  it  to  perform 
its  otAceB  in  their  behalf.  "And,  making  a 
gathering,  he  [Judas  Maccabeus]  sent  12,000 
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drachms  of  silver  to  Jerusalem  for  sacrifice,  to 
be  offered  for  the  sins  of  the  dead.  (For,  if  he 
had  not  hoped  that  they  that  were  slain  should 
arise  again,  it  would  have  seemed  superfluous 
and  vain  to  pray  for  the  dead.)  And  because 
he  considered  that  they  who  had  fallen  asleep 
with  Godliness  had  great  grace  laid  tip  for 
them.  It  is  therefore  a  holy  and  wholesome 
thought  to  pray  for  the  dead,  that  they  may 
be  loosed  from  sin."  2  Maccabees,  xii.,  43-46. 
In  the  light  of  these  beliefs,  the  act  of  Mary 
Brophy  in  making  the  bequest  is  reasonable 
and  consistent,  and  should  be  upheld  unless  it 
be  prohibited  by  force  of  some  positive  rule  of 
law. 

In  the  reigns  of  Henry  VUI.  and  Edward 
VI.  statutes  were  enacted  to  prevent  the  de- 
voting of  propertvto  what  was  termed  "super- 
stitious uses."  This  was  anterior  to  the  reign 
of  James  I.,  during  which  the  common  law, 
consisting  of  the  statutes  and  legal  customs 
and  usages  then  in  force,  was  imported  into 
the  colonies;  and  therefore,  unless  these  stat- 
utes have  been  abrogated  or  modified  by  con- 
stitutional or  statutory  law,  judicial  decisions, 
and  the  condition  and  wants  of  the  people, 
they  are  of  binding  force  in  this  state.  Gen. 
Sat.  1897,  chap.  1,  §4.  If.  by  proper  oun- 
struction,  the  statutes  of  Henry  and  Edward 
prohibit  the  making  of  bequests  for  the  pur> 
poses  named  in  the  will  under  consideration, 
assuming  them  to  be  part^  of  our  law,  the  gift 
In  question  must  fail.  It  is  said,  however,  that 
the  Eoiflish  courts  did  not  bold  the  making  of 
such  gifts  to  be  repugnant  to  the  terms  of  these 
statutes,  but  declared  them  void  by  analogy 
to  the  prohibitions  of  the  statutes,  and  by  the 
general  policy  of  the  common  law.  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  6ib  ed.  107,  198.  Be  that  as  it  may.— 
and  for  the  purpose  of  the  question  before  us, 
it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  prohibi- 
tion was  originally  statutory  or  otherwise, — 
we  have  no  hesitation  in  declaring  the  English 
common-law  interdiction  of  be(^uests  of  the 
kind  named  to  be  without  force  in  this  state. 
It  is  opposed  to  the  spirit  of  religious  tolera* 
tion  which  has  always  prevailed  In  this  coun- 
try, and  which  has  found  expression  in  the 
Federal  Constitution  and  statutes,  and  in  the 
Constitution  and  statutes  of  every  state  of 
the  Union.  That  religious  intolerance  which 
infused  itself  through  parliamentary  enact- 
ments  and  judicial  sentences,  and  which  pro- 
cured the  law  to  anathematize  different  creeds 
as  "superstition"  or  "heresy,"  according  as 
Catholic  or  Protestant  gained  governmental 
ascendancy,  was,  more  than  anvthing  else, 
what  our  ancestors  fled  from.  It  would  be 
strange,  indeed,  had  they  carried  to  thiscoun> 
try.  and  established  here,  the  very  laws  of  re- 
ligious persecution  from  which  ihey  sought 
to  esca|M.  They  brought  here  such  of  the 
common  law  as  was  adapted  to  the  condition 
and  wants  of  the  people,  and  as  was  consistent 
with  the  spirit  and  genius  of  free  political  and 
religious  institutions  What  was  not  thus 
brought  has  since  been  made,  and  every  addi- 
tion to  the  ancient  fabric  which  bears  any  re- 
lation to  the  subject  of  religious  right  has  been 
a  cumulative  guaranty  of  religious  freedom. 
It  is  not,  however,  meant  that  religious  tolera- 
tion, as  it  now  exists,  was  from  the  beginning 
the  rule  of  practice  io  the  colonies.    What  i« 
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meant  ia  that  the  disabilities  of  the  Enelish 
law  upon  the  rights  of  conscienoe  and  free- 
dom of  worship,  though  imposed  in  many  in- 
stances, did  oot  become  established  as  a  part 
of  oar  legal  polity.  The  fierce  struggle  be- 
tween ancient  bigotry  and  growing  liberality, 
though  renewed  and  continued  here,  was  not  a 
struggle  between  an  established  order  and  a 
revolutiouary  and  protesting  force.  It  was 
a  struggle  to  prevent,  and  not  to  uproot,  a  le- 
gally authorized  ecclesiastical  system.  In  the 
pense,  therefore,  that  the  effort  of  many  of  the 
colonists  to  prescribe  articles  of  faith  and  forms 
of  worship,  though  partially  and  temporarily 
successful  in  parts  of  the  country,  finally  and 
wholly  failed,  it  may  be  said  that  the  penalties 
of  the  English  statutes  and  courts  upon  non- 
conformity of  religious  belief  and  practice 
never  became  incorporated  into  the  common 
law  of  this  country.  The  express  provisions 
of  our  constitutional  guaranties  are  to  the  con- 
trary. ''Congresp  shall  make  no  law  respecting 
an  establishment  of  religion  or  prohibiting  the 
free  exercise  Uiereof."  U.  8.  Const.  Amend. 
art  1.  "The  right  to  worship  God  according 
to  the  dictates  of  conscience  shall  never  be  in- 
fringed; nor  shall  any  person  be  compelled  to 
attend  or  support  any  form  of  worship;  nor 
shall  any  control  of»  or  interference  with,  the 


rights  of  conscienoe  be  permitted,  nor  any 
preference  be  given  by  law  to  any  religious 
establishment  or  mode  of  worship.  No  re- 
ligious test  or  property  qualification  shall  be 
required  for  any  office  of  public  trust,  nor  for 
any  vote  at  any  election,  nor  shall  any  person 
be  incompetent  to  testify  on  account  of  religious 
belief."  Kan.  Ck>n8t.  Bill  of  Rights,  §  7. 
Many  other  provisions  illustrative  of  the  degree 
of  religious  toleration  allowed  to  the  people  of 
this  country  might  be  quoted.  The  bequest 
of  Mary  Brophy  is  valid  by  the  letter  of  many 
of  them  and  bv  the  spirit  of  them  alL  We 
may  question  the  soundness  of  her  belief,  and 
may  deride  the  claim  of  efficacy  of  the  service 
she  desired  to  have  performed;  but  the  law 
has  no  care  for  contrariety  of  faith  as  to  spirit- 
ual things,  and  will  therefore  sanction  the  be- 
quest she  has  made.  The  law  interferes  with 
no  mere  religious  opinions,  nor  with  religious 
practices,  except  such  as  tend  to  subvert  the 
foundation  of  public  morals  and  order.  Rey- 
nold$  V.  United  Statef,  98  U.  8.  145,  25  L.  ed. 
244. 
T^e  judgment  of  the  court  hdow  ie  affirmed, 

Allen,  J. ,  concurs.    Johnflon*  J.,  ooncuri 
with  the  result. 
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V, 

Patrick  McCOLE,  Exr.,  etc.,  of  Owen  Mc- 
Hugh,  Deceased,  et  al. 
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1.  The  doctrine  of  oy  prea  is  not  in  force 
in  WtecoDsln. 

2.  A  bequest  to  the  Bishop  of  Fond  dn 

Lac  to  \>e  used  by  him  for  the  benefit  and  be- 
hoof of  the  ProtestftDt  Episcopal  Church  of  Fond 
du  Lao,  which  is  not  shown  to  be  a  body  corpo- 
rate or  lefral  entity,  capable  in  law  of  taklog  or 
assertion  any  right  in  court  to  the  fund,  but 
which  consists  of  several  oripiniBatlons,  is  void 
for  uncertainty. 

3.  A  bequest  of  property  to  be  used  by 
the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of  the  diocese 
of  Green  Bay  *'f  or  the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the 
Roman  Oatholio  Church,"  there  being  several 
churches  in  the  diocese,  is  void  for  uncertainty. 

4.  Conversioii  of  realty  into  person- 
alty  wli]  Dot  be  affected  by  a  will  if  the  provi- 
sions  which  require  it  are  void,  but  the  property 
will  descend  to  the  heir  at  law  as  realty. 

6*  A  bequest  of  a  certain  sum  to  a  bish- 
op to  be  Qsed  and  applied  for  masses 
for  the  repoee  of  the  souls  of  certain  persons 
specified  is  void  for  the  reason  that  there  is  do 
beneficiary  who  may  enforce  performance  of  the 
trust. 

6.  lADir^^mceof  the  will  which  is  plain 
and  nnamblg^nons  will  not  be  wrested  from 
its  natural  import,  as  oreatiug  an  uneuforoeable 
trust,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  provisions 
from  oondemnatlon. 


Nora.— flee  note  to  preoeding  cases. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


7*    A  trust*  and  not  an  absolute  gfiftt  to 

the  individual  named  as  recipient  of  the  gift.  Is 
effected  by  a  bequest  to  a  certain  person  **to  bo 
used  and  applied  as  follows:  for  masses  for  the 
repose  or*  the  souls  of  certain  persons  named, 
etc 
8*  A  trust  will  result  to  the  donor*  his 
heirs  or  legal  representatives,  in  case  of  a  gift 
upon  trusts  that  are  void  in  whole  or  in  part  for 
illegality.  If  the  property  is  not  otherwise  dis- 
posed of. 

(October  22, 1887.) 

CROSS-APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Calumet  County  in  an 
action  brought  to  test  the  validity  of  certain 
provisions  in  the  will  of  Owen  McHugh,  de- 
ceased; the  plaintiff  appealing  from  so  much 
of  the  judgment  as  upheld  certain  bequests  in 
trust  for  religious  associations,  and  defendant 
appealing  from  so  much  as  held  void  a  bequest 
in  trust  for  masses^  Beteraed  on  plaintiff'e 
appeal.     Affirmed  on  defendant's  appeal. 

Statement  by  Pinney*  J. : 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  heirs  at  law 
of  one  Owen  McHugb,  deceased,  against 
Patrick  McCole,  executor  of  his  last  wm  and 
testament;  S.  G.  Messmer,  as  bishop  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  diocese  of  Green  Bay;  Brid- 

Sii  Carney,,  John  O'Rourke,  and  Frank  Mo- 
rath,  as  trustees  of  the  St.  Augustine's  Ro- 
man Catholic  Church  of  Chilton,  Calumet 
county,  Wisconsin;  C.  C.  Grafton,  as  the  Prot- 
estant Bpiscopal  bishop  of  Fond  da  Lac,  Wia- 
consin,  and  the  Catholic  Orphan  Asylum  at 
Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,— to  obtain  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  as  to  the  intent,  meaning. 
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BDd  legal  effect  of  the  will  of  said  Owen  Mc- 
Hugh,  deceased,  and  especially  with  reference 
to  the  bequests  and  deyises  contained  in  para- 
ginphs  4  to  7,  inclusive:  and  to  ascertain 
whether  said  provisions  were  void,  and  whether 
the  persons  named  as  legatees  and  devisees  in 
said  paragaphs  take  anything  thereby,  or  are 
entitled  to  receive  and  take  the  several  legacies 
and  devises  provided  thereunder,  and  whether 
the  executors  of  the  deceased  are  entitled,  un- 
der and  by  the  fernos  of  the  will,  to  sell  the  lands 
of  the  deceased,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  pay  said  several  sums  to  the  per- 
sons therein  named,  as  provided  by  the  will, 
or  whether  said  property  should  descend  or 
pass  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator  or  his 
personal  representatives  for  the  benefit  of  his 
distributees.  It  appeared  that  the  executor  re- 
fused to  bring  an  action  for  these  purposes,  or 
to  participate  therein;  that  one  of  the  heirs  at 
law,  Bridget  Carney,  refused  to  Join  as  plain- 
tiff, and  was  therefore  made  a  defendant. 
The  plaintiffs  assert  iteveral  grounds  of  inva- 
lidity or  illegality  in  respect  to  the  provisions 
in  paragraphs  4  to  7  of  the  will,  inclusive.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  testator  left  personal 
propertv  suiflcient  to  pay  his  debts,  together 
with  his  funeral  exp^^nses.  but  that  Patrick 
McCole,  the  executor,  applied  to  the  county 
court  of  Calumet  county  for  an  order  or  li- 
cense authorizing  and  empowering  him  to  sell 
the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  and  to  pay  the 
proceeds  over  to  the  devisees  and  legatees  men- 
tioned in  said  will.  There  were  answers  put 
in  by  the  defendants,  raising  substantially  the 
same  issues,  in  which  ic  is  conceded  that 
the  executor.  Patrick  McCole,  applied  to  the 
county  court  of  Calumet  county  for  the  pur 
pose  aforesaid,  and  insisted  upon  the  validity 
of  all  the  paragraphs  of  the  will  numbered  4 
to  7,  inclusive,  but  denied  that  the  testator  left 
personal  property  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts 
and  the  cost  of  administration,  ana,  except  as 
expressly  admitted,  denied  each  and  every  al- 
Ic^tion  of  the  complaint.  The  testator  be- 
queathed $1,000  to  his  daughter  Bridget  Car- 
ney, $600  to  bis  daughter  Hannah  Daugherty, 
and  $300  to  his  grandson  Joseph  Daugherty: 
and  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  to  the  seventh 
paragraphs  of  the  will,  inclusive,  are  as  fol- 
lows, namely:  "(4)  I  do  give  and  bequeath 
unto  the  Protestant  Episcopal  bishop  of  Fond 
du  Lac.  in  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  the  sum  of 
$300.  *to  be  used  by  him  for  the  benefit  and 
behoof  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  of 
said  diocese  of  Fond  du  Lac,  Wisconsin.'  (5) 
I  do  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Roman  Catho- 
lic bishop  of  the  diocese  of  Green  Bay,  Wis- 
consin, the  sum  of  $4,150.  the  said  sum  'to  be 
used  and  applied  as  follows:  For  masses  for 
the  repose  of  my  soul,  $2,000;  for  masses  for 
the  repose  of  the  soul  of  my  deceased  wife, 
Mary  McHugh.  the  sum  of  $1,000;  for  the  re- 
pose  of  the  soul  of  my  deceased  son  John  Mc- 
Hueh,  $500;  for  the  repose  of  the  soul  of  my 
deceased  daughter,  Katie  McHiigh,  the  sum 
of  $100;  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  the  souls 
of  my  father  and  mother,  Owen  and  Hannah 
McHugh,  $50;  for  the  Catholic  Orphan  Asy- 
lum at  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,  the  sum  of 
$500.'  (6)  I  do  give  and  bequeath  unto  the 
trustees  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  at 
Chilton,  Calumet  county,  Wisconsin,  to  wit, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


St.  Augustine  Church,  to  be  used  for  the  bene- 
fit of  said  church,  and  in  repairing  the  same, 
the  sum  of  $500.  (7)  I  do  give,  grant,  be- 
queath, and  devise  all  the  resr,  residue,  and 
remainder  of  my  estate,  real  or  personal,  'to 
the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  Green  Bay, 
Wisconsin,  to  be  by  him  used  for  the  benefit 
and  behoof  of  the  Koman  Catholic  Church.'" 
Upon  trial  by  the  court  it  was  found  that  the 
testator  made  his  will  with  the  provisions 
stated,  and  that  it  had  been  admitted  to  pro- 
bate; that  the  defendant  C.  C.  Grafton  is  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  bishop  of  Fond  du  Lac, 
in  the  state  of  Wisconsin;  that  S.  G.  Messmer 
is  the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  the  diocese  of 
Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,  which  said  diocese  in- 
cludes the  county  of  Calumet;  that  St.  Jo- 
seph's Orphan  Asylum  of  Green  Bay  Is  and 
was  duly  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  at  the  time  of  the  making 
and  publishing  of  said  will,  and  was  and  is 
the  only  Catholic  orphan  asvlum  in  said  city; 
that  the  Roman  Catholic  bishop,  the  vicar 
general  of  the  diocese  of  Green  Bay,  the  pas- 
tor of  the  congregation  of  St.  Augustine,  to- 
ffether  with  'John  O'Rourke  and  Frank  Mc- 
Grath,  are  the  trustees  of  St.  Augustine's 
Church.  Roman  Catholic  Church  of  Chilton. 
The  court,  as  conclusions  of  law,  affirmed  the 
validity  of  all  the  provisions  of  the  will  except 
the  sixth  paragraph  and  so  much  of  the  fifth 
paragraph  as  disposes  of  $8,650,  to  be  used  and 
applied  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  the  soula 
of  the  persons  therein  named,  and  judgment 
was  rendered  accordingly.  The  plaintiffs  ap- 
pealed from  that  part  of  the  judgment  uphold- 
ing the  bequest  to  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
bishop  of  Fond  du  Lac  of  $B00,  and  the  pro- 
visions sustaining  the  seventh  or  residuary 
clause  of  the  will,  and  ordering  and  adjudging 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate  to  be  assigned  to  S.  G.  Messmer, 
the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  the  diocese  of 
Green  Bay,  "for  the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  of  his  diocese. ** 
There  was  a  cross-appeal  by  the  defeodant 
Patrick  McCole,  the  executor  of  the  testator, 
from  so  much  of  the  judgment  as  declared  that 
part  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  will  be- 
queathing $3,650,  "to  be  used  and  applied  for 
masses"  as  therein  specified,  void  for  indefi- 
niteness  and  uncertainty,  and  from  the  failure 
of  the  court  to  render  judgment  in  accordance 
with  said  bequest. 


Me»9r$.  J.  E.  McMulIen  and  (j.  J.  Nash 

for  plaintiffs. 

MesiTB.  Wig^an  ft  Martin*  for  defend- 
ants: 

The  first  essential  inquiry  is  of  the  testator's 
intent,  and,  when  this  is  ascertained,  if  it  con- 
travenes no  law,  it  must  be  given  effect. 

Dodge  y.  Williams,  46  Wis.  70;  Cassoday, 
Wills,  §§594-640. 

The  Catholic  who  gives  money  for  masses 
trusts  implicitly  to  the  honor  and  conscience 
of  the  celebrant  or  donee,  and  to  the  rules  and 
doctrine  of  the  church,  that  his  wishes  shall  be 
observed. 

The  testator  does  not  use  the  term  "trust," 
or  "give  in  trust."  He  indicates  no  purpose 
to  create  a  trust 
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No  trust  is  here  created,  and  the  bequest  is 
valid. 

Ruppel  V.  Schlegel,  56  Hun,  183:  Vanderreer  v. 
McKane,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  105;  HotoartTs  Estate, 
5  Misc.  296;  Seda  y.  huhU,  76  Iowa.  429;  Re 
Backes,  9  Misc.  504;  Be  Hapenmeyer,  12  Abb. 
N.  C.  482;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  181, 
Dote4;  ElmsleyY.  Madden,  18  Grant, Ch.  (U.  C.) 
886;  Charitable  Donation  A  Beqvest  Comrs.  y. 
Walsh,  7  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  84;  Atty  Gen,  v.  ffall, 
(1896)  2  I.  R.  291;  Bead  v.  Hodgens,  7  Ir.  Eq. 
Rep.  17;  SeiberVs  Appeal,  18  W.  N.  C.  276; 
Kehoe  v.  Kehoe,  Chicago  Legal  News,  May  12, 
1883. 

The  right  of  a  person  to  devote  his  property 
to  any  purpose  which  he  believes  to  be  a  re- 
ligious purpose  is  just  as  necessary  to  the  re- 
ligious liberty  guaranteed  bv  the  Constitution 
as  is  the  right  to  believe  and  worship  accord- 
ing to  the  dictates  of  one's  own  cooscience. 

The  court  should  put  itself  in  the  position  of 
the  testator  at  the  time  he  made  the  will,  in 
order  that  it  may  determine,  in  the  light  of  all 
the  surrounding  circumstances,  his  intent. 

Lee  V.  Simpson,  184  U.  8.  672,  88  L.  ed. 
1088;  Colton  v.  Cotton,  127  U.  8.  300.  82  L.  ed. 
188;  Hess  v.  Bingler,  114  Mass.  56. 

Whether  or  not  the  sacrifice  of  the  mass  is 
ever  offered  for  deceased,  or  other  designed 
person,  living  or  dead,  is  within  the  sole  knowl- 
edge of  the  celebrant. 

If,  then,  upon  inquiry  to  determine  whether 
or  not  this  service  has  been  performed,  the 
question  is  dependent  in  its  ultimate  upon  the 
honor  and  integrity  of  the  celebrant,  why  im- 
pute to  testator  an  intent  to  create  a  trust,  a 
purpose  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court,  where 
its  service  would  be  nugatory  and  its  aid 
futile  r 

Seda  v.  Hvbk,  76  Iowa,  429;  Schouler,  Pe- 
titioner, 134  Mass.  426. 

The  right  of  the  testator  to  make  an  abso- 
lute gift  or  donation  to  some  designated  priest 
or  bishop  of  his  church,  coupled  with  the  di- 
rection that  masses  be  said  for  his  soul,  cannot 
be  denied.  8uch  purpose  and  intent  is  law- 
ful. Why  should  not  the  testator  be  credited 
with  the  lawful  rather  than  the  unlawful  in- 
tent? 

Foose  V.  Whitmore,  82  N.  Y.  406,  87  Am. 
Rep.  572;  Jarman,  Wills,  p.  686. 

It  was  competent  to  prove  the  nature  of  the 
diocesan  organization,  the  relation  of  the  bishop 
to  this  organization;  how  the  property  of  the 
diocese,  real  and  personal,  is  held,  and  what 
are  diocesan. purposes  for  which  such  property 
may  be  used,  as  well  that  this  bequest  was  in- 
tended for  the  use  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  of  the  diocese  of  Green  Bay. 

And  the  decrees,  rules,  canons,  etc.,  of  the 
church  are  admissible  in  evidence,  so  far  as 
might  be  necessary,  to  establish  the  facts. 

Fadness  v.  Braunhorg,  78  Wis.  257;  Beiss  v. 
Vosburg,  69  Wis.  682;  Mannix  v.  Pureell,  46 
Ohio  St.  102,  2  L.  R.  A.  768;  Watson  v.  Jones, 
18  Wall.  728,  20  L.  ed.  674. 

The  testator's  will  is,  alike,  simple  and  cer- 
tain in  its  provisions,  and  his  intent  ascer- 
tained, must  be  given  effect  where  it  contra- 
venes no  law. 

Dodge  v.  Williams,  40  Wis.  70;  Cassoday, 
Wills,  gg  694-640;  Lee  v.  Simpson,  184  U.  8. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


672,  88  L.  ed.  1038;  Colton  v.  Colton,  127  U.  S. 
800,  83  L.  ed.  188. 

The  will  must  be  construed  as  one  relating 
to  personal  property. 

Chandler's  Appeal,  84  Wis.  605;  Dodge  v. 
Williams,  46  Wis.  70;  Gould  y.  Taylor  Orphan 
Asylum,  46  Wis.  106;  Scott  v.  West,  63  Wis. 
659;  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  866,  57  Am. 
Rep.  278;  Ford  v.  Ford,  70  Wis.  19;  Crowley 
V.  Hicks,  72  Wis.  639;  Cassoday,  Wills,  §§  659, 
660. 

The  bishop  in  the  case  is  trustee,  ex  officio, 
of  diocesan  property. 

Sanborn  &Berryman,  Anno  Stat,  g  2001  ib), 
and  subdiv.  9  (a)/  Heiss  v.  Vo^urg,  69  Wis. 
682;  Mannix  v.  FurceU,  41  Ohio  St.  102,  2  L. 
R.  A.  763;  Be  Ftnt  Ptesby.  Soc.  106  N.  Y. 
251. 

There  is  no  limitation  of  the  use  and  no  trust 
fastened  upon  any  property  carried  by  the 
residuary  clause,  other  or  different  from  (he 
limitation  and  trust  attached  to  any  other 
property  now  held  or  which  mav  be  hereafter 
held  by  the  bishop,  for  the  benefit  and  behoof 
of  the  church  of  his  diocese.  This  is  one 
founded  solely  upon  the  character  of  the  donee. 

Beater  v.  Beater,  117  N.  Y.  421,  6  L.  R  A. 
403. 

It  was  competent  to  prove  that  the  testator 
intended  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  of  the 
diocese  of  Qreen  Bay. 

Weibster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  866, 67  Am.  Rep. 
278;  Cassoday,  Wills.  §  612. 

This  fact  appearing,  the  will  should  br>  read 
as  if  the  words,  "of  the  diocese  of  Greeo  Bay" 
or  "of  his  diocese"  were  found  in  the  will. 

Baker  v.  McUod,  79  Wis.  5H 

A  voluntary  association,  religious  or  secular, 
may  take  hold  and  enjoy  property,  through  its 
proper  officers  or  trustees,  and  a  court  of 
equity  will  take  cognizance  of,  and  protect, 
the  property  rights  of  such  as.sociaiion,  against 
any  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  ita  officers 
or  trustees. 

Fadness  v.  Braunborg,  78  Wis.  257;  Beiss  v. 
Vosburg,  69  Wis.  682;  Mannix  v.  Pureell,  46 
Ohio  St.  102,  2  L.  R  A.  768;  Watson  y,  Jones, 
18  Wall.  723,  20  L.  ed.  674;  Brown  v.  Stoerkel, 
74  Mich.  269,  8  L.  R.  A.  480;  LafondY.  Deems, 
81  N.  Y.  607. 

Lapsed  and  void  legacies  and  devises  go  to 
the  residuary  legatee. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  p.  686;  Hawkins,  Wills, 
p.  44;  Sanborn  &  Berryman.  Anno  Stat. 
ts  2279;  Smith  v.  OurtU,  29  N.  J.  L.  346; 
PrescottY.  Preseott,  7  Met.  141;  Patterson  v. 
Swallow,  44  Pa.  487;  Stehman  v.  Stehman, 
1  Watts,  476;  Bayard  v.  Atkins,  10  Pa.  18; 
DreiD  V.  Wakefeld,  54  Me.  291;  Brigham  v. 
Shaituck,  10  Pick.  806:  Hayden  v.  Stoughton, 
6  Pick.  528;  Thayer  v.  Wellington,  9  Allen.  ^8, 
85  Am.  Dec.  758;  Tounga  v.  Youngs,  45  N.  Y. 
254;  Crvikshank  v.  Home  of  the  Friendless,  118 
N.  Y.  887,  4  L  R.  A.  140;  Be  Pierce,  56  Wis. 
560;  Scott  V.  West.  68  Wis.  570;  Newman  v. 
Waterman,  68  Wis.  616,  58  Am.  Rep.  810; 
HiUs  V.  AtUe,  90  Wis.  72. 

Pinney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
conrt: 

The  record  does  not  disclose  how  much  of 
the  testator's  estate  consisted  of  realty,  or  how 
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fiduch  of  personal  property.  Il  may  be  fairly 
asBumed  from  the  seventh  or  residuary  clause 
of  the  will,  disposing  of  ''all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  tbe  testator's  estate,  real  or 
persona]/'  to  the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of 
Cfreen  Bay,  Wis.,  "to  be  by  him  used  for  the 
benefit  and  behoof  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church,"  that  the  testator  owned  both  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  that  it  was  understood 
that  there  might  be  a  residue  or  remainder  of 
either  real  or  personal  estate  not  required  for 
the  payment  of  tbe  legacies  specified  in  the 
will.  The  will  contemplates,  as  to  the  legacies 
therein  named,  that  it  should  be  executed  in 
personalty  exclusively,  and  that  any  residue 
-of  real  estate  which  it  might  not  be  necessary 
io  sell  in  order  to  pay  said  legacies  should  pass 
under  tbe  residuary  clause  in  the  will.  It  was 
plainly  the  intent  of  the  testator  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  satisfying  said  legacies,  his  executor 
«hould  convert,  if  need  be,  all  his  real  estate 
into  money.  If  the  said  provisions  of  the  will 
are  valid,  the  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion 
would  apply  to  the  extent  that  the  provisions 
of  said  will  may  be  valid;  and  the  court  would 
^eal  with  the  estate  as  personalty.  Dodge  v. 
WiUiam»,  46  Wis.  97,  and  104;  Webster  v.  Mor- 
ris, 66  Wis.  399.  57  Am.  Rep.  278.  It  will  be 
«een  upon  an  examination  of  the  record  that 
If  a  residue  of  realty  remained  unsold,  the  sale 
of  which  was  not  necessary  for  the  payment 
of  such  bequests,  the  validity  of  the  will  as  a 
Revise  of  such  realty  will  be  determined  by 
principles  involved  in  the  determination  of  the 
validity  of  the  bequests  above  stated.  All  the 
contested  provisions  of  the  will  are  essentially 
trust  provisions,  and  appear  to  be  void  for 
uncertainty,  and  wholly  incapable  of  being 
executed  hy  a  court  of  equity  by  virtue  of  its 
judicial  jurisdiction  over  private  trusts.  Un- 
less they  can  be  so  executed,  they  must  neces- 
«ari1y  fail;  for  it  is  settled  that  the  doctrine  of 
€y  prii,  as  it  existed  in  England,  and  as  it  has 
l^n  applied  in  some  of  the  states  of  the 
American  Union  (whereby  trust  provisions  are 
administered  and  executed  as  near  to  the  pre- 
fiumed  intention  of  tbe  donor  or  founder  as 
may  be),  is  not  recognized  or  acted  upon  by 
the  courts  of  this  state  as  a  part  of  the  judicial 
power  of  the  state.  The  doctrine  rests  upon 
a  prerogative  or  sovereign  power,  is  not  strictly 
judicial  in  its  nature,  and  consequently  the 
courts  of  tbe  state  cannot  exercise  it.  FuUer^e 
Will,  75  Wis.  435;  Ueiss  v.  Murphey.  40  Wis. 
276;  Ruih  v.  Oherbrunner,  40  Wis.  238.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  trust  provisions  in 
•question  are  void  for  uncertainty,  in  that  no 
certain  and  competent  beneficiaries  are  named 
who  may  come  into  a  court,  and  claim  and 
establish  their  right  to  the  fund  and  to  the 
•execution  of  the  trusts  of  tbe  will;  and  no 
method  has  been  prescribed  or  pointed  out  for 
the  administration  of  tbe  several  funds  or  their 
■application  to  tbe  purposes  of  tbe  supposed 
trusts.  The  testator  has  not  fully  defined  his 
trust  purposes,  but  has  left  them  so  indefinite 
that  it  is  impossible  for  tbe  court,  in  the  exer- 
<>ise  of  its  judicial  functions,  to  administer 
them  after  the  manner  of  private  trusts,  with- 
out, in  substance,  making  a  new  will  for  the 
testator,  or,  at  least,  new  and  effective  provi- 
sions to  carry  his  supposed  intentions  into 
effect.  Fuller's  Will,  76  WU.  485.  In  order 
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that  these  trusts  shall  be  sustained,  they  must 
be  of  such  a  clear  and  definite  nature  that  the 
court  can  deal  with  them  in  the  exercise  of  its 
ordinary  judicial  functions,  and  render  them 
effective.  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  57 
Am.  Rep.  278;  Heiss  v.  Murphey,  40  Wis.  276; 
BofferCs  Estate,  70  Wis.  522.  The  position 
that  the  disputed  trust  provisions  of  this  will 
are  hopelessly  indefinite  and  uncertain,  for  the 
reasons  stated,  is  supported  by  very  many  re- 
cent and  well-considered  cases,  and  by  argu- 
ments which  we  are  compelled  to  regard  as 
unanswerable.  It  was  conceded  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  party  seeking  to  maintain  these 
several  disputed  provisions  that,  regarded  as 
trusts,  they  must  necessarily  fail.  That  they 
are  trust  provisions,  imposing  active  duties 
upon  the  trustee,  does  not,  we  think,  upon  a 
consideration  of  their  terms,  admit  of  doubt 
or  question. 

1.  Tbe  bequest  of  $300  to  the  bishop  of  Fond 
du  Lac,  Wisconsin,  is  '*to  be  used  by  him  for 
the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the  Protestant  Epis- 
copal Church  of  Fond  du  Lac.  Wisconsin." 
The  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  of  the  dio- 
cese of  Fond  du  Lac  is  not,  so  far  as  we  are 
advised,  a  body  corporate  or  legal  entity,  ca- 
pable in  law  of  taking,  claiming,  or  asserting 
any  right  in  court  to  this  fund,  and  could  not, 
as  against  the^personal  representatives  and  dis- 
frilmtees  of  the  testator  or  donor,  apply  for 
and  have  it  paid  over.  It  consists,  as  we  un- 
derstand, of  several  churches  or  organizations, 
and  there  has  been  no  selection  or  provision  as 
to  which  of  said  churches,  or  what  members 
of  either  of  them,  are  to  take  or  participate  in 
tbe  donor's  bounty,  or  to  what  extent,  nor  has 
there  been  authority  conferred  on  anyone  to 
make  such  selection.  In  the  absence  of  such 
provision,  the  court  will  be  powerless  to  make 
any  such  selection  without  any  plan  or  scheme, 
ey  pres,  for  the  distribution  of  the  funds. 

2.  The  seventh  or  residuary  clause  of  the 
will  is  of  like  character,  and  subject  to  similar 
Infirmities.  The  pro|)erty  to  be  affected  by 
this  provision  is  "to  be  used"  by  the  Roman 
Catholic  bishop  of  the  diocese  of  Green  Bay, 
**for  the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church."  What  church  or  body  is 
thus  designated  or  intended?  Is  it  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  in  any  particular  city,  state, 
or  diocese?  Certainly,  no  such  church  is  spec- 
ified. Or  does  this  designation  include  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  throughout  the  entire 
world?  The  diflaculty— indeed,  the  utter  im- 
possibility—of dealing  with  and  executing  this 
provision  as  a  valid  trust  is,  we  think,  obvious 
and  insuperable;  and,  within  the  authorities, 
this  clause  of  the  will  must  be  regarded,  for 
these  reasons,  as  void  and  inoperative  for  any 
purpose,  and  utterly  ineffective  to  pass  anv  in- 
terest or  estate  whatever  to  the  bishop  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  of  the  diocese  of 
Green  Bay.  Manifestly,  he  could  not  take  or 
derive  thereunder  any  trust  estate  or  interest 
which  a  court  of  equity  could  execute,  pro- 
tect, or  enforce,  for  want  of  certain,  compe- 
tent, and  definite  beneficiaries  of  the  trust.  It 
is  evident  that  no  one  of  these  trust  provisions 
affecting  the  testator's  real  estate  can  be  sus- 
tained under  the  statute  in  relation  to  uses  and 
trusts.  No  one  of  them  is  for  any  one  of  the 
purposes  specified  in  g  2081,  Rev.  Stat.  [San- 
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born  A  B.  Anno.  8tat.1,  for  which  express 
trusts  in  real  estate  may  be  created:  and  neither 
of  them  is  so  framed  that  it  can  be  sustained 
as  being  "for  the  beneficial  interests  of  any 
person  or  persons,  when  such  trust  is  fully  ex- 
pressed and  clearly  defined  upon  the  face  of 
the  instrument  creating  it."  Whatever  resi- 
,  due,  therefore,  of  real  estate,  may  remain  after 
satisfying  the  valid  bequests  of  the  will,  is  un- 
disposed of  by  it,  and  must  go  to  the  heirs-a^ 
law  of  the  testator.  Failing  the  bequests  in 
the  fifth  and  seventh  clauses  in  the  will,  the 
purpose  of  the  conversion  of  real  estate  into 
personalty  ceases,  except  as  to  the  valid  be- 
quests. The  case  in  this  respect  falls  within 
the  general  pricciple  that  a  power  of  sale,  how- 
ever peremptory  in  form,  does  not  operate  as 
a  conversion  in  aid  of  a  particular  purpose  of 
the  testator  where  the  testator's  plan  or  pur- 
pose fails  by  reason  of  illegality,  lapse,  or  other 
cause.  In  such  event  an  intention  to  convert 
realty  into  personalty  will  not  be  implied,  and 
the  propertv  retains  its  original  character,  and 
goes  to  the  heir  or  next  of  kin  as  real  or  person- 
al estate,  as  the  case  may  be.  Bead  v.  Will- 
iams, 125  N.  T.  571. 

The  bequest  for  the  Catholic  Orphan  Asylum 
at  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin,  an  incorporated  body, 
was  sustained,  and  is  not  in  question  on  these 
appeals.  That  part  of  the  judgment  adj\id?- 
ing  the  bequest  in  the  sixth  clause  of  the  will 
of  $500,  to  the  trustees  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  at  Chilton,  Calumet  county,  to  wit. 
St.  Augustine  Church  (to  be  used  for  the  ben- 
efit of  said  church,  and  in  repairing  the  same), 
void,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  appealed 
from,  and  its  validity  is  not  now  in  question. 
The  trust  provision  in  the  fifth  paragraph 
of  the  will,  bequeathing  $8,650,  to  be  used  and 
applied  for  masses  as  therein  specified,  is  also 
void,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  beneficiary 
or  beneficiaries  of  the  trust  who  may  come  into 
equity  and  enforce  performance.  It  is  evident 
that  such  a  trust  is  not  capable  of  execution, 
and  no  court  could  take  cognizance  of  any 
question  in  respect  to  it  for  want  of  a  compe- 
tent party  to  raise  and  litigate  any  question  of 
abuse  or  perversion  of  the  trust.  Although 
the  testator  has  used  language  ordinarily  used 
for  the  declaration  of  a  trust,  it  is  argued  that 
the  court  cannot  impute  to  him  the  intention 
of  creating  a  trust  simply  for  the  sake  of  sub- 
sequently condemning  it.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  declare  the  construction  and  meaning 
of  this  clause  of  the  will,  and  then  to  deter- 
mine whether  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  law. 
Where  the  language  is  plain  and  unambiguous, 
we  are  not  permitted  to  wrest  it  from  its  nat- 
ural import,  in  order  to  save  a  nrovislon  from 
condemnation.  Cottman  v.  Qrace,  112  N.  Y. 
309,  3  L.  R.  A.  145.  The  court  is  still  bound 
to  give  Judgment  upon  the  essential  character 
of  the  instrument,  according  to  its  true  legal 
effect  and  meaning.  In  Ford  v.  Vord,  70  Wis. 
21,  a  trust  was  held  to  exist  under  the  provi- 
sions of  a  will  as  a  matter  of  construction,  and 
yet  the  court  declared  it  void  as  to  a  part  of 
the  property  affected  by  it.  It  is  a  well  settled 
rule  that,  where  a  trust  fails  for  indefiniteness 
or  uncertainty,  the  representatives  or  distribu- 
tees of  the  donor  will  prevail  over  the  claimant 
under  the  trust.  Levy  v.  Levu,  88  N.  Y.  107; 
Holland  v.  Aleoek,  108  N.  Y.  818.  In  the 
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case  last  cited,  the  will  of  Q.  bequeathed  hi» 
residuary  estate,  which  consisted  exclusively 
of  personalty,  to  his  executors.  In  trust  for 
the  purposes  expressed  therein,  as  follows: 
"To  be  applied  bv  them  for  the  purpose  of 
having  prayers  offered  in  a  Roman  Catholic 
Churd),  to  be  by  them  selected,  for  the  reposfr 
of  my  soul  and  the  souls  of  my  family,  and 
also  the  souls  of  all  others  who  may  be  ii^ 
purgatory."  It  was  held  that  the  trust  so  at- 
tempted to  be  created  was  invalid;  and  that, 
as  to  such  residuary  estate,  the  testator  died 
intestate,  and  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator 
were  entitled  thereto,  as  there  was  no  benefi- 
ciary in  existence,  or  to  come  into  existence, 
who  was  interested  in  or  who  could  demand 
the  execution  of  the  trust.  In  Holland  v.  AU 
cock,  108  N.  Y.  818,  it  was  said  that  *'wben  a 
trust  is  attempted  to  be  created  without  any 
beneficiary  entitled  to  demand  its  enforcement, 
the  trustee  would,  if  the  trust  property  were 
in  his  possession,  have  the  power  to  hold  it  to 
bis  own  use,  without  accountability  to  anyone 
and  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  donor,  but 
for  the  principle  that  in  such  a  case  a  resulting 
trust  attaches  in  favor  of  whoever  would,  but 
for  the  alleged  trust,  be  equitably  entitled  to 
the  property.  This  equitable  title  cannot  on 
any  sound  principle  be  made  to  depend  upon 
the  exercise  by  the  trustee  of  an  election  whether 
he  will  or  will  not  execute  the  alleged  trust. 
In  such  a  case  there  is  no  "trust"  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  term  is  used  in  lurisprudence.  There 
is  simply  an  honorary  and  imperfect  oblisration 
to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the  donor  which  the 
alleged  trustee  cannot  be  compelled  to  perform 
and  which  he  has  no  right  to  perform,  contrary 
to  the  wishes  of  those  legally  or  equitably  enti- 
tled to  the  property,  or  who  have  succeeded  to 
the  title  of  the  original  donor.  The  existence 
of  a  valid  trust  capable  of  enforcement  is  con- 
sequently essential  to  enable  one  claiming  to 
hold  as  trustee  to  withhold  the  property  from 
the  legal  representatives  of  the  alleged  donor. 
A  merely  nominal  trust  in  the  performance  of 
which  no  ascertainable  person  has  any  interest, 
and  which  is  to  be  performed  or  not  as  the  per- 
son to  whom  the  money  is  given  thinks  fit,  ha» 
never  been  held  to  be  sufiicient  for  that  pur- 
pose." In  Lety  v.  Levy,  88  N.  Y.  107,  Wright. 
J.,  said  that,  "if  there  is  a* single  postulate  of 
the  common  law  established  by  an  unbroken 
line  of  decision,  it  is  that  a  trust  without  a  cer- 
tain beneficiary  who  can  claim  itsenforcement^ 
is  void."  Prichard  v.  Thompson,  95  N.  Y.  76, 
47  Am.  Rep.  9.  And  in  Fosdick  v.  Hempstead, 
125  N.  Y.  539, 11  L.  R.  A.  715,  it  was  held  that, 
to  constitute  a  valid  testamentary  trust,  there 
must  be  a  defined  beneficiarv  either  named  or 
capable  of  being  ascertained,  within  the  rulea 
of  law  applicable  in  such  cases.  The  beneficia- 
ries, under  these  disputed  trust  provisions,  are 
neither  named  nor  capable  of  being  ascertained, 
within  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  such  cases. 
The  elaborate  decision  in  the  case  of  Holland 
V.  Alcock,  108  N.  Y.  812,  would  seem  to  be  de- 
cisive of  the  trust  for  masses;  nor  is  it  sup- 
ported by  the  case  of  Patoer  v.  Cassidy,  79  N. 
Y.  602,  35  Am.  Rep.  550,  as  explained  in  Peo- 
ple V.  Powers,  147  N.  Y.  104,  85  L.  R.  A.  502, 
In  Holland  v.  Aleock,  108  N.  Y.  812,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  disposition  in  question  contained 
all  the  elements  of  a  valid  trust  of  personal 
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property;  that  there  were  definite  and  compe- 
teDt  trustees;  that  the  purpose  of  the  trust  was 
lawful,  and  it  was  sufflcfentlj  defined  to  be 
capable  of  beinj?  enforced  by  a  court  of  equity, 
as  the  court  cou4d  decree  the  payment  of  the 
legacies  for  the  purposes  directed  by  the  will. 
But  to  this  contention  the  court  responded  that, 
if  all  this  should  be  conceded,  there  is  still  one 
more  important  element  lacking.  There  is  no 
beneficiary  in  existence,  or  to  come  into  exist- 
ence, who  is  interested  in  or  can  demand  the 
execution  of  the  trust  No  defined  or  ascertain- 
able living  person  has,  or  ever  can  have,  any 
temporal  interest  in  its  performance;  nor  is  any 
incorporated  church  designated,  so  as  to  entitle 
it  to  claim  anv  portion  of  the  fund.  The  ab- 
sence of  a  denned  beneficiary  is,  as  a  general 
rule,  a  fatal  objection  to  any  attempt  to  create 
a  valid  trust,  in  Read  v.  Williams,  125  N.  Y. 
560,  the  bequest  was  to  such  charitable  institu- 
tions and  in  such  proportions  as  the  executors, 
by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  testatrix's  friend. 
Rev.  John  Hall,  D.  D.,  should  choose  and  des- 
ignate. After  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the 
executors,  with  the  advice  and  approval  of  Dr. 
Hall,  made  a  written  designation  of  certain  in- 
corporated charitable  institutions;  but  it  was 
held,  under  the  language  used,  a  charitable  in- 
stitution was  not  capable  of  taking,  and  that  it 
was  not  such  a  trust  as  could  be  carried  Into 
execution  by  the  court;  and  it  was  therefore 
held  void.  In  Fosdiek  v.  Hempstead  the  be- 
quest was  to  the  town,  to  keep  as  a  fund  for 
the  support  of  the  poor  of  the  town;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  bequest  was  indefinite  and  invalid, 
for  the  want  of  an  ascertained  beneficiary,  the 
"poor  of  the  town"  being  too  general;  and  it 
was  said  that,  applying  the  rule  to  these  cases, 
it  appears  that  the  conclusion  is  inevitable  that 
the  trust  attempted  to  be  created  is  unenforce- 
able, for  the  reason  of  a  failure  to  designate 
the  beneficiary,  or  to  designate  or  describe  a 
class  or  kind  of  beneficiary,  to  whom  distribu- 
tion is  practicable,  or  that  could  with  reason- 
able certainty  be  identified  and  ascertained. 
These  considerations  and  authorities  sustain 
as  well  the  proposition  that  the  residuary  clause 
of  the  will  relied  on  is  clearly  invalid  and  inop- 
erative. 

8.  In  support  of  the  cross  appeal  of  the  exec- 
utor from  so  mucb  of  the  judgment  as  declares 
that  part  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  will  be- 
queathing $3,850,  to  be  used  and  applied  for 
masses  as  therein  specified,  void  for  indefinite- 
ness  and  uncertainty,  it  was  contended  that 
this  provision  was  not  in  fact  valid  as  a  trust, 
but  that  it  was  a  valid  bequest  of  that  sum  per- 
sonally to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  and  that 
there  Was  no  limitation  of  this  bequest  in  his 
hands;  that  it  was  his  to  use  and  enjoy  as  he 
chose;  that  be  miirht  bum  it  up  the  moment 
received,  and  his  doing  so  would  not  impair  in 
any  degree  his  ability  to  execute  the  testator's 
wish:  that  it  was  not  named  as  a  consideration 
for  the  masses;  and  that  ;the  bishop  could  as 
well  perform  the  service  without  as  with  it. 
It  was  also  contended  *'that  this  gift  was  abso- 
lute to  the  church."  We  know  of  no  legal 
reason  why  anv  person  of  the  Catholic  faith, 
believing  in  the  efficacy  of  masses,  may  not 
make  a  direct  gift  or  bequest  to  any  bishop  or 
priest  of  any  sum  out  of  his  property  or  estate 
for  masses  for  the  repose  of  his  soul  or  the  souls 
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of  others,  as  he  may  choose.  Such  gifts  or  be- 
quests, when  made  in  clear,  direct,  and  legal 
form,  should  be  upheld;  and  they  are  not  to  be 
considered  as  impeachable  or  invalid,  under 
the  rule  that  prevailed  in  England,  by  which 
they  were  there  held  void,  as  gifts  to  supersti- 
tious uses.  No  such  rule  or  principle  obtains 
here.  Had  the  testator  made  a  plain,  direct 
bequest  of  the  sum  in  question  to  Bishop  Mess- 
mer,  or  to  any  bishop  or  priest,  for  masses  for 
the  repose  of  the  souls  of  the  persons  named  in 
his  will  in  that  behalf,  it  would  certainly  be 
our  dutv  to  declare  it  valid,  and  give  full  efl'ect 
to  it.  It  is  a  matter  of  regret  when  a  will  or 
other  disposition  of  property  is  so  framed  that 
effect  cannot  be  legally  given  to  what  may  well 
be  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
testator  or  donor;  but  the  law,  for  wise  and 
just  reasons  of  public  policy,  has  established 
rules  and  has  made  provisions  in  these  respects 
that  may  not  be  disregarded.  The  true  inter- 
ests of  society  are  best  subserved  in  all  such 
cases  by  faithfully  following  the  law  made  to 
regulate  and  protect  the  inierests  of  all  alike; 
and  it  is  the  dutyof  courts  in  all  such  cases  to 
adhere  to  it,  and  uphold  its  salutary  provisions 
and  principles.  As  has  already  been  said,  we 
are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  fifth  clause 
of  the  will  is  essentially  a  trust  provision. 
There  is  no  foundation  in  the  language  used 
for  the  contention  that  this  clause  operates  as 
a  bequest  in  favor  of  any  church  or  person. 
We  are  to  give  full  force  and  effect  to  the  lan- 
guage of  the  testator,  and  this,  in  the  strongest 
and  clearest  terms,  excludes  the  contention  of 
the  counsel  for  the  bishop.  It  does  not  give 
or  bequeath  to  S.  G.  Messmer,  in  his  personal 
right  or  individual  capacity,  any  sum  whatever 
for  masses  or  other  purpose.  The  position  of 
the  parlies  and  the  relations  between  them 
seem  to  repel  any  such  intention  to  bestow  the 
sum  named  as  a  personal  bequest.  The  express 
language  of  the  will  is  that  it  is  given  "to  be 
used  and  applied  as  follows:  For  masses  for 
the  repose  of."  etc.  This  language  Is  the 
proper  and  appropriate  language  quite  uni- 
versally used  to  create  trust  provisions  of  an 
active  character  in  wills  and  other  instruments. 
It  excludes  the  idea  of  personal  interest  on  the 
part  of  the  donee  of  the  fund,  or  any  authority 
to  make  a  personal  use  and  application  of  it. 
It  would  be  a  most  unwarranted  construction, 
we  think,  to  place  upon  this  provision,  to  bold 
that  language  imposing  a  mere  matter  of  duty 
— to  use  and  apply  a  fund  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose— should  operate  by  way  of  gift  to  the 
person  upon  whom  the  instrument  imposed 
the  duty.  The  bequest  is  not  to  any  church, 
nor  to  Bishop  Messmer.  It  was  not  designed 
to  include  him  personally,  because  it  could 
not  be  known  that  upon  the  occurrence  of  the 
death  of  the  testator,  by  which  the  will  would 
become  operative,  he  would  be  bishop,  so  as  to 
answer  the  description  in  the  will.  A  similar 
contention— whether  a  trust  provision,  invalid 
as  such,  mieht  be  considered  a  direct  bequest 
— was  decided  in  Festorassi  v.  St.  Joseph  Ro- 
man Cat/iolie  Church,  25  L.  R.  A.  860, 104  Ala. 
827,  and  in  the  note  to  which  the  cases  bearing 
upon  this  question  appear  to  have  been  fully 
collected.  The  clauses  of  the  will  there  in 
question  were  substantially  the  same  as  in  the 
case  at  bar:    *'I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  Ro- 
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man  Catholic  Cathedral  in  the  city  of  Mohile 
the  sum  of  $3,000,  the  same  to  be  used  in  sol- 
emn masses  for  the  repose  of  my  soul;"  and, 
"I  give  aod  bequeath  to  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  of  St.  Joseph  in  the  city  of  Mobile  the 
flum  of  |2,000,  also  to  be  used  is  solemn  masses 
for  the  repose  of  my  soul."  And  it  was  held 
that  the  provisions  could  not  be  considered  a 
direct  bequest  to  the  church  for  its  general  use, 
■and  that  the  form  of  the  bequest  repelled  the 
idea  that  a  gift  to  the  church  for  its  ffeneral 
use  was  intended.  The  court  said:  "The  be- 
quest is  to  the  church,  Ho  be  used  in  solemn 
masses  for  the  repose  of  my  soul.'  Similar  be- 
quests have  been  many  times  before  the  courts 
In  England  and  this  country,  and  in  all  the 
xs&seB,  so  far  as  our  research  extends,  they  were 
treated  as  having  the  form  and  nature  of  the 
declaration  of  a  use  or  trust,  and  not  as  direct 
gifts  to.  and  for  the  general  uses  of.  the  church. 
An  application  of  the  fund  to  other  uses  than 
securing  masses  to  be  said  for  the  repose  of  the 
•donor's  soul  would  contravene  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  testator;"  that  the  authorities, 
whether  English  or  American,  are  porent  to 
show  that  they  partake  of  the  nature  of  trusts, 
and  cannot  be  treated  as  gifts  to  the  churches 
themselves.  And  it  was  said  that  the  trust 
was  not  valid  as  a  private  trust,  for  the  want 
•of  a  living  beneficiary;  that  a  trust  in  form  of 
which  no  one  could  enjoy  or  enforce  the  use  is 
no  trust,  and  that  argument  was  unnecessary 
to  show  that  there  was  no  imaginable  being 
possessing  power  to  enforce  the  use  declared 
in  the  bequest;  that  the  executor  could  not, 
because  he  succeeds  only  to  the  right  of  the 
testator;  and  if  the  church  should  receive  this 
bequest,  and  apply  it  to  paying  its  debts  or 
supporting  its  priests,  the  purpose  would  be 
-clearly  violated.  But  what  living  person  is 
authorized  to  call  the  trustee  to  account  for 
the  misuse  of  the  fund?  If  a  trust  for  a  spe- 
cific purpose  fails  by  the  failure  of  the  pur- 


pose, the  property  reverts  to  the  donor  or  his 
heirs;  and  if  the  gift  is  made  upon  a  trust  in- 
sufficiently or  ineffectually  declared,  as  if  it  is 
too  indefinite,  vague,  and  uncertain  to  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  the  gift  will  revert  to  the  set- 
tler, his  heirs  or  representatives.  And  it  seems 
to  be  well  settled  that,  where  a  gifc  is  made 
upon  trusts  that  are  void  in  whole  or  in  part 
for  illegality,  a  trust  will  result  to  the  donor, 
his  heirs  or  legal  representatives,  if  the  prop- 
erty is  not  otherwise  disposed  of;  and  the  donee 
will  take  in  trust  for  the  donor  or  his  heirs  or 
representatives.  The  case  of  EhytMr's  Appeal, 
98  Pa.  142-145,  89  Am.  Rep.  736,  is  an  author- 
ity to  show  that  the  provision  in  question  was 
a  trust  provision,  and  not  a  bequest  by  which 
the  parties  named  were  intended  to  take  bene- 
ficially. We  hold  that  the  disputed  trust  pro- 
visions of  the  will  of  the  testator  are  void  trusts, 
and  are  not  valid  personal  bequests. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  90  much  of 
the  judgment  appealed  from  bv  the  plaintifrs 
as  adjudges  that  the  deceased,  Owen  McHu&^h, 
disposed  of  $300  of  his  estate  to  the  defendant 
O.  C.  Qraftou,  Protestant  Episcopal  bishop  of 
Fond  du  Lac.  and  so  much  thereof  as  orders  and 
adjudges  that  t  he  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of 
the  es  ate  of  said  deceased  be  assigned  to  S.  G. 
Messmer,  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  Green 
Bay,  for  the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  of  said  diocese,  be  reversed; 
and  that  so  mvch  of  the  judgment  appealed 
from  by  Patrick  McCole,  executor  of  the  de- 
ceased, declaring  that  part  of  the  fifth  para- 
graph of  the  will  of  the  testator  bequeathing 
$3,650,  to  be  used  for  masses  as  therein  speci- 
fied, void  for  indefinitencss  and  uncertainty, 
be  affirmed.  The  costs  of  the  respective  par- 
ties, to  be  allowed  and  adjusted  bv  the  judge 
of  the  county  court,  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate  of  the  testator.  It  is  ordered  accord- 
ingly. 
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James  P.  K.  HOEFFER  et  aV,  Appte., 
«. 

Patrick  CLOGAN  et  al. 
an  HI.  402.) 

1.  Trustees  representing  a  relij^ions 
society  to  whicb  a  devise  was  made  m  trust  to 
expend  the  proceeds  In  sayingr  roaeses  are  proper 
parties  to  appeal  from  a  decision  against  the  de- 
vise. 

3.  A  devise  and  bequest  to  a  church  in 
tmst  to  expend  the  proceeds  in  saying 
masses  for  the  repose  of  the  souls  of  certain 
persons  is  not  void  as  a  mere  private  trust,  but  is 
a  valid,  charitable  gift,  aiding  to  support  the 
clergy  and  public  worship,  as  it  is  presumed  that 
the  masses  will  be  said  in  public. 

■3«  A  tmstee  or  trustees  will  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  court  to  take  gifts  and  apply 
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them  to  the  purposes  of  the  trust,  when 
•  sary  to  prevent  the  failure  thereof. 

(February  .14,1808.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  Hoeffer  et  aX.  from  a 
decree   of   the    Circuit  Court  for  Cook 
County  declaring  void  certain  bequests  in  the 
will  of  Andrew  Clogan,  deceased.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  slated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  William  Dillon  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  A.  J.  Redmond  and  Avery  R. 
Hayes  for  appellees. 

Cartwri^ht,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Andrew  Clogan,  of  Chicago,  died  June  6, 
1892,  leaving:  a  last  will  and  testament,  which 
was  admitted  to  probate,  and  letters  testamen- 
tary were  issued  to  the  executor,  James  Clo- 
gan.  The  fourth  and  fifth  clauses  of  the  will 
are  as  follows:  •'Fourth,  I  give  and  devise 
unto  the  Holy  Family  Church  (on  West 
Twelfth  street),  its  successors  and  assigns,  lot 
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56  ia  Sliarp  &  Smith's  subdivision  of  block  42, 
in  the  Canal  Trustees'  subdivision  of  the  west 
one  half  ( W.  i)  of  the  west  one  half  (W.  i)  of 
the  northeast  quarter  (N.  E.  ^)  of  section  sev- 
enteen (17),  town  thirty  nine  (89i  north,  range 
fourteen  (14)  east  of  the  third  principal  merid- 
iao.  in  Chicago,  Cook  county,  IlUnoiB,  to- 
gether with  the  building  and  improvements 
thereon,  in  trust  for  the  following  purposes: 
To  sell  the  same,  and  expend  the  proceeds  of 
said  sale  in  say  ins  masses  for  the  repose  of  my 
soul,  and  the  souls  of  my  deceased  wife,  Mar- 
garet Clogan,  mv  mother-in  law,  Ellen  Hurley, 
and  my  brotber-In  law,  James  Hurley.  Fifth, 
I  give  and  bequeth  unto  the  Holy  Family 
Church  (on  West  Twelfth  street),  the  sum  of 
^1«000,  Id  trust  to  be  expended  in  saying  masses 
tor  the  repose  of  my  soul  and  the  soul  of  my  de- 
•ceased  father.  Patrick  Clogan,  mother,  Julia 
Clogan,  and  sister,  Margaret  Clogan."  Wythe 
will  the  testator  also  directed  the  expenditure 
of  $250  in  erecting  a  monument  on  his  lot  in 
Calvary  Cemeterv,  bequeathed  $500  to  his  sister 
Mary  Daly,  and  cfoviaed  certain  real  estate  to  his 
brother,  Patrick  Clogao,  and  his  nephew,  the 
«xecutor,  James  Clogan,  and  by  the  seventh 
clause  said  James  Clogao  was  made  residuary 
devisee.  On  March  17,  1896,  said  Patrick  Clo- 
gan purchased  from  said  James  Clogan  all  his 
interest  as  residuary  devisee  in  the  property 
meniiooed  in  the  fourth  clause  of  the  will,  and 
afterwards  filed  the  bill  io  this  case,  alleging 
the  above  facts,  and  averriog  that  there  was  no 
sociefy  or  corporation  in  Chicago,  on  West 
Tweltth  street,  Isnown  as  the  Holy  Family 
Church,  but  that  there  was  an  unincorporated 
religious  society  known  as  the  Holy  Family 
Parish,  which  bad  a  church  on  West  Twelfth 
sireet,  and  that  the  title  to  said  church  was  in 
the  appellants,  clergymen,  who  are,  respec- 
tively, rector,  assistaot  rector,  and  treasurer  of 
said  Holy  Family  Parish,  and  their  successors, 
as  such,  in  trust  for  the  purposes  of  the  Soci- 
ety of  Jesus,  including  the  maintenance  of  the 
church  for  the  benefit  of  the  Holv  Family 
Parish.  The  Holy  Family  Church,  James 
Clogan,  in  his  own  right  and  as  executor,  Mary 
Daly  and  appellants  were  made  defendants. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  will  should 
be  construed,  and  the  validity  of  the  devise 
and  bequest  to  be  expended  in  saying  masses 
for  the  repose  of  souls  should  be  deter- 
mined. James  Clogan  and  Mary  Daly  an- 
£weied,  admitting  the  allegations  of  the  bill. 
The  amended  answer  of  appellants  admitted 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  averred  that 
4he  church  referred  to  therein  was  commonly 
known  as  the  Holy  Family  Church,  and  was 
the  only  one  in  Chicago  of  that  name;  that  the 
mass  was  a  solemn  act  of  worship  according 
to  the  belief  and  practice  of  the  Roman  Cath- 
olic Church;  that  mass  was  celebrated  several 
times  each  day  at  the  said  Holy  Family  Church, 
and  that  whenever  mass  was  so  celebrated  the 
doors  of  the  church  were  open,  and  such  of 
the  public  as  might  desire  to  worship  at  such 
•celebration  of  mass  were  admitted  to  do  so. 
The  cause  was  heard  on  the  bill  and  answers 
«o  filed,  and  the  court  decreed  the  fourth  and 
fifth  clauses  of  the  will  null  and  void;  that  the 
title  to  the  lot  therein  described  was  vested  in 
Patrick  Clogan,  as  grantee  of  the  residuary 
•devisee;  and  that  the  $1,000  mentioned  in  the 
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fifth  clause  should  be  paid  to  the  residuary 
legatee,  James  Clogan,  indue  course  of  admin- 
istration. An  appeal  to  this  court  was  prayed 
by  appellants  and  allowed  by  the  court. 

Appellee  Patrick  Clogan  has  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  and 
because  appellants  have  no  interest  in  the 
cause.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  was  to  settle 
the  Question  whether  the  fee-simple  title  to  the 
lot  aescribed  in  the  fourth  clause  of  the  will 
passed  under  that  clause,  or  whether  the  at- 
tempted devise  was  void,  and  the  title  passed 
to  the  residuary  devisee  under  the  seventh 
clause.  The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  held 
the  devise  of  the  freehold  by  the  fourth  clause 
void,  and  established  title  m  Patrick  Clogan. 
A  freehold  is  involved  in  the  appeal  from  that 
decree.  Appellants  are  the  officers  of  the 
Holy  Family  Parish,  and  trustees  representing 
the  religious  society  to  which  the  devise  was 
made.  They  were  made  defendants  to  the 
bill  as  representing  such  society,  and  their  offi- 
cial relation  to  the  parish  and  church  makes 
them  proper  parties  to  represent  it  in  the 
question  of  the  true  construction  of  the  will, 
and  the  validity  of  the  devise  and  bequest. 
The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  is  denied. 

The  devise  and  bequest  were  made  to  the 
Holy  Family  Church,  in  trust  for  a  specific 
purpose,  which  was  that  the  church  expend 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  and 
the  amount  of  the  bequests  in  masses  for  the 
repose  of  the  souls  of  the  persons  named. 
They  were  not  intended  as  gifts  to  the  church 
for  its  general  uses,  and  any  other  application 
than  that  specified  in  the  will  would  contra- 
vene the  purpose  of  the  testator.  This  being 
so,  it  is  claimed  that  the  trust  is  void,  because 
it  is  a  private. trust,  with  the  souls  of  particu- 
lar deceased  persons  as  beneficiaries,  none  of 
whom  can  come  into  court  and  call  the  trus- 
tees to  account  or  enforce  its  execution,  and  also 
for  want  of  a  trustee  capable  of  taking  legal 
title  to  the  property.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
claimed  that  the  aevise  and  legacy  are  for  a 
charitable  use,  within  the  meaning  and  spirit 
of  the  doctrine  on  that  subject,  and  if  this  po- 
sition is  correct,  the  rules  of  law  which  would 
invalidate  them  as  an  express  private  trust 
will  not  affect  their  validity.  The  doctrine  of 
charitable  uses  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be 
a  part  of  the  law  of  this  state.  The  equitable 
jurisdiction  over  such  trusts  was  not  derived 
from  the  statute  of  charitable  uses  (48  Eliz. 
chap.  4),  but  prior  to  and  independent  of  that 
statute  charities  were  sustained,  irrespective  of 
indefiniteness  of  the  beneficiaries,  or  the  lack 
of  trustees,  or  the  fact  that  the  trustees  ap- 
pointed were  not  competent  to  take  ( Vidal  v. 
Philadelphia,  2  How.  127,  11  L.  ed.  205; 
Beifser  v.  ffarria,  42  111.  425).  The  statute, 
however,  became  a  part  of  the  common  law 
of  this  state.  Feuser  v.  Harris,  42  111.  425; 
AndreiDS  v.  Andrews,  110  111.  228;  Hunt  v. 
Fowler,  121  111.  269.  The  statute  of  charitable 
uses  of  Elizabeth  has,  since  its  passage,  been 
considered  as  showing  the  general  spirit  and 
intent  of  the  term  "charitable,"  and  the  ob- 
jects which  come  within  such  general  spirit 
and  intendment  are  to  be  so  regarded.  The 
definition  given  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray  in  the 
case  of  Jarkson  v.  Phillips^  14  Allen,  589,  was 
adopted  and  approved  by  this  court  in  the  case 
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of  Crerar  v.  WHltami,  145  LI.  625,  21  L.  R. 
A.  454.    It  is  as  follows:    "A  charity,  in  a 
leiral   sense,  may  be  more  fully  defined   as  a 
gift,  to  be  applied  consistently  with  existing 
laws,  for  the  benefit  of  an  indefinite  number 
of  persons,  either  by  bringing  their  hearts  un- 
der the  iofluence  oC  education  or  religion,  by 
relieving  their  bodies  from  disease,   suflfering, 
or  constraint,   by  assisting  them  to  establish 
themselves  for  life,  or  by  erecting  or  maintain- 
ing public  buildings  or  works,  or  otherwise 
IcbseniDg  the  burdens  of  government.     It  is 
immaterial  whether  the  purpose  is  called  chari- 
table in  the  gift  itself,  if  it  is  so  described  as 
to  show  that  it  is  charitable  in  its  nature." 
Any  trust  coming  within  this  definition  for  the 
benefit  of  an  indefinite  class  of  persons  suffi- 
ciently designated  to  indicate  the  intention  of 
the  donor,  and  constituting  some  portion  or 
class    of  the  public,    is    a    charitable    trust. 
Among  such  objects  are  the  support  and  prop- 
agation of  religion,  and  the  maintenance  of  re- 
ligious services  (i4wdr^tr«  v.  Andrews,   110  111. 
223),  to  pay  the  expense  of  preaching  and  sal- 
ary of  rectors  {Alden  v.  St.  Peter's  Parish,  168 
111.  681.  30  L.  R.  A.  232),  or  the  preaching  of 
an  annual  sermon  in  memory  of  the  testator 
{Duror  v.  Motteux,  1  Ves.  8r.  320).     The  doc- 
trine of  superstitious  uses  arising  from  the  stat- 
ute (1  Edw.  VI.  chap.  14),  under  which  devises 
for  procuring  masses  were   held  to  be  void,  is 
of  no  force  in  this  state,  and  has  never  obtained 
in  the  United  States.     In  this  country  there  is 
absolute  religious  equality,  and  no  discrimina- 
tion, in  law,  is  made  between  different  religious 
creeds  or  forms  of    worship.     It  cannot  be 
denied  that  bcques's  for  the  general  advance- 
ment of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion,  the  sup- 
port of  its  forms  of  worship,  or  the  benefit  of 
its  clergy,  are  charitable,  equally  with  those  for 
the  support  or  propagation  of  any  other  form 
of  i*eligious  belief  or  worship.     The  nature  of 
the    mass,    like  preaching,  prayer,  the  com- 
munion, and  other  forms  of  worship,  is  well 
understood.     It  is  intended  as  a  repetition  of 
the  sacrifice  on  the  cross,  Christ  offering  Him- 
self again  through  the  hands  of  the  priest,  and 
asking  pardon  for  sinners  as  He  did  on  the 
cross;  and  it  is  the  chief  and  central  act  of 
worship  in  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.     It  is 
a  public    and  external  form    of  worship,— a 
ceremonial  which  constitutes  a  visible  action. 
It  may  be  said   for  any   special  purpose,   but 
from  a  li.urgical  point  of  view  every  mass  is 
practically  the  same.    The    Roman  Catholic 
Church  believes  that  Christians  who  leave  this 
world   without    having    sufficiently   expiated 
their  sins  are  obliged  to  suffer  a  temporary 
penalty  in  the  other,  and  among  the  special 
purposes  for  which  masses  may  be  said  is  the  re- 
mission of  this  penalty.     A  bequest  for  which 
special  purpose  merely  adds  a  particular  re- 
membrance to  the  mass,  and  does   not,  in  our 
opinion,  change  the  character  of  the  religious 
service,  and  render  it  a  mere  private  benefit. 
While  the  testator  may  have  a  belief  that  it 
will  benefit  his  soul  or  the  souls  of  others  do- 
ing penance  for  their  sins,  it  is  also  a  benefit  to 
all  others  who  may  attend  or  participate  in  it. 
An  act  of  public  worship  would  certainly  not 
be  deprived  of  that  character  because  it  was 
also  a  special  memorial  of  some  person,  or  be- 
cause special  prayers  should  be  included  in  the 
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services  for  particular  persons.  Memorial 
services  are  often  held  in  churches,  but  they 
are  not  less  public  acts  of  worship  because  of 
their  memorial  character;  and  in  Duror  t. 
Motteux^  supra,  the  trust  for  the  preaching  of 
an  annual  sermon  in  memory  of  the  testator 
was  held  to  be  a  charitable  use.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  bequest  was  given  with  the  inten- 
tion of  obtaining  some  benefit,  or  from  some 
personal  motive,  does  not  rob  it  of  its  charac- 
ter as  charitable.  The  masses  said  in  the  Holy 
Family  Church  were  public,  and  the  presump- 
tion would  be  that  the  public  would  be  ad- 
mitted, the  same  as  at  any  other  act  of  worship 
of  any  other  Christian  sect.  The  bequest  is 
not  onl^  for  an  act  of  religious  worship,  but  it 
is  an  aid  to  the  support  of  the  clergy.  Al- 
though the  money  paid  is  not  regarded  as  a 
purchase  of  the  mass,  yet  it  is  retained  by  the 
clergy,  and,  of  course,  aids  in  the  maintenance 
of  the  priesthood. 

In  the  case  of  BcTwuler.  Petitioner,  184  Mass. 
426,  it  was  held  that  a  bequest  of  money  for 
masses  was  a  good,  charitable  bequest  of  the 
testatrix,  and  the  court  said:  "Masses  are  re- 
ligious ceremonials  or  observances  of  the 
church  of  which  she  was  a  member,  and  come 
within  the  religious  or  pious  uses  which  are 
upheld  as  public  charities."  So.  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, it  has  been  held  that  a  bequest  to  be  ex- 
pended in  masses  for  the  repose  of  souls  is  a 
religious  or  charitable  bequest  under  the  stat- 
ute. Rhymer's  Appeal,  98  Pa.  142.  89  Am. 
Rep.  738;  SeiherVs  Appeal,  18  W.  N.  C.  276. 
A  recent  case,  decided  in  the  Irish  courts  Janu- 
ary 24,  1897,  is  Atty.  Gen,  v.  HaU.  It  was 
held  unanimously,  both  in  the  exchequer  and 
the  court  of  appeals,  that  a  bequest  for  saying 
masses  for  the  soul  of  a  deceased  person  was  a 
good  charitable  bequest.  In  New  York  and 
Wisconsin  it  has  been  held  that  a  trust  of  this 
character  is  void  for  the  want  of  a  definite 
beneficiary  to  enforce  its  execution.  Holland 
V.  Alcoek,  108  N.  Y.  812;  McHugh  v.  MeCole, 
ante,  724.  But  the  decisions  in  those  states  are 
readily  distinguishable  from  the  rule  in  this 
state.  In  New  York  charitable  uses  were  abol- 
ished by  legislation,  and  in  all  valid  trusts 
there  must  to  a  definite  and  certain  beneficiary 
to  take  the  equitable  title,  unless  the  act  of  1893, 
which  is  said  to  have  resulted  from  the  decision 
in  Tilden  v.  Qreen,  130  N .  Y.  29,  14  L.  B.  A. 
88.  has  enlarged  or  relaxed  the  rule  as  to  a 
definite  beneficiary.  In  Wisconsin  all  trusts 
are  abolished  by  statute,  except  certain  specific 
trusts,  where  there  is  certainty  in  the  bene- 
ficiaries, and  in  that  state  bequests  have  been 
held  to  be  void  which  have  been  uniformly 
sustained  in  this  court  as  for  charitable  pur- 
poses. The  decision  in  McHugh  v.  JdeOole, 
ante,  724,  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  doc- 
trine of  charitable  uses  was  not  in  force  in  that 
state,  and  that  a  trust,  to  be  sustained,  must 
be  of  a  clear  and  definite  nature,  and  the  bene- 
ficiary interest  to  every  person  therein  must  be 
fully  expressed  and  clearly  defined  upon  the 
face  of  the  instrument.  I'he  will  in  that  case 
gave  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  the  Roman 
Catholic  bishop  of  the  diocese  of  Green  Bay, 
Wisconsin,  to  be  used  and  applied  in  specified 
amounts  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  testator's 
soul  and  the  souls  of  certain  named  persons. 
It  was  held  invalid  solely  on   the  ground  that 
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the  provision  amounted  to  a  trust  which,  un- 
der the  statutes  of  that  state,  was  invalid.  It 
was  said  that,  if  the  testator  had  made  a  di- 
rect bequest  of  the  sum  in  question  to  Bishop 
Messmer,  or  to  any  bishop  or  priest,  for  masses 
for  the  repose  of  the  souls  of  persons  named  in 
his  will,  it  would  be  valid,  and  the  court  said: 
"We  know  of  no  legal  reason  why  any  person 
of  the  Catholic  faith,  believing  in  the  efficacy 
of  masses,  may  not  make  a  direct  gifi  or  be- 
<)uest  to  any  bishop  or  priest  of  any  sum  out 
of  his  property  or  estate  for  masses  for  the  re- 
pose of  his  soul  or  the  souls  of  others,  as  he 
may  choose."  The  court  expressed  regret  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  could  not  be  given 
effect  because  he  bad  put  it  in  the  form  of  a 
trust  provision.  So,  also,  in  New  York  it  has 
been  held  in  several  cases  that  a  bequest  to  a 
named  priest  for  the  saying  of  masses  for  the 
repose  of  the  souls  of  specified  persons  is  valid. 
Ruppd  V.  Schkgel,  55  Hun,  188;  HawarcTs 
Ettate,  6  Misc.  295;  Vanderveer  y.  MeKane, 
25  Abb.  N.  C.  105.  The  case  of  Festaraezi  v. 
8t,  JoKpKi  Soman  CaUidic  Church,  104  Ala. 
827,  25  L.  R.  A.  860,  holds  that  a  bequest  to 
that  church  in  the  city  of  Mobile,  to  be  used 
in  solemn  mass  for  the  repose  of  testator's  soul, 
could  not  be  supported  as  a  charitable  bequest. 


The  decision  seems  to  be  on  the  ground  that 
the  tes  ator's  own  soul  was  the  exclusive  ob- 
ject and  beneficiary  of  the  trust,  and  that  no 
public  benefit  was  to  be  derived  from  it,  and 
z&o  living  person  was  able  to  call  the  trustee  to 
account.  We  are  not  able  to  agree  with  the 
conclusion  that  there  is  no  benefit  to  the  church 
or  public  in  such  case,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
ceremonial  of  the  mass  is  a  public  action,  which 
can  be  seen  and  taken  cognizance  of,  so  that 
there  is  no  more  difficulty  in  procuring  a  mass 
to  be  said  than  there  is  in  securing  the  public 
delivery  of  a  sermon  or  a  lecture.  A  bequest 
for  the  erection  of  a  public  statue  or  monu- 
ment to  B  distinguished  person  is  a  good  char- 
itable bequest,  and  yet  such  person,  if  deceased, 
could  not  enforce  its  execution,  but  the  courts 
could  and  would  do  it.  We  think  the  devise 
and  lesacv  charitable,  and  a  rule  applicable  to 
trusts  IS  that  they  will  not  be  allowed  to  fail 
for  want  of  a  competent  trustee.  The  court 
will  appoint  a  trustee  or  trustees,  to  take  the 
gifts  and  apply  them  to  the  purposes  of  the 
trust.     Beu$er  v.  BarrU,  42  111.  425. 

The  decree  qf  the  Cireuit  Court  U  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remRnded,  with  directions  to 
proceed  in  conformity  with  the  views  herein 
expressed. 
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1«  A  demurrer  admita  issuable  fticts  al- 
leged Id  the  com  plaint,  and  not  mere  coocluslons 
of  law  from  suoh  faots. 

2.  It  is  of  common  knowledi^e  that,  in  a 
city,  crowds  assemble  In  the  streets  and  on  the 
sidewalks  on  the  ith  of  July,  and  explode  flre- 
cr  iclcera  and  cannon  crackers  and  other  combus- 
tthle  materials. 

3.  A  person  injured  by  the  explosion  of 
a  cannon  cracker  on  a  city  street  on 
the  4th  of  Jnly  Id  ylolarlon  of  an  ordlnanoet 
wbfle  persons  a'*sembled  there  are  ezplodiDKflre' 
crackers  without  any  common  purpose  to  injure 
anyone,  cannot  recover  from  the  city  for  the 
damages  under  Sanb.  &B.  Anno.  Stat.  §  988,  mak< 
inir  a  olty  liable  for  injury  done  by  a  mob  or  a 
riot,  and  under  Rev.  Stat.  §  4611,  providlnir  that 
three  or  more  persons  shall  be  guilty  of  a  riot  If 
they  assemble  in  a  ylolent  or  tumultuous  man- 
ner to  do  an  unlawful  act,  or,  being  together,  at- 
tempt to  act  In  a  violent,  unlawful,  or  tumultu- 
ous manner. 

(March  1. 180B.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Marathon  County  sus* 


Nora— As  to  the  liability  of  a  olty  for  fireworks, 
see  note  to  Soanlon  v.  Wedger  ( Mass.)  16  L.  B.  A 
395;  Flfleld  ▼.  Ptaoanix  (Aria.)  24  L.  B.  A.  490. 
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taining  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  In  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  persooal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  an  un- 
lawful assemblage  negligently  permitted  by 
defendant.     Affirmed. 

The  facls  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meeere.  Silwerthom*  Harleyf  Ryan,  & 
Jones*  for  appellant: 

The  common  purpose  of  the  crowd  was  to 
do  acts  which  were  in  violation  of  law  and  in 
disturbance  of  the  public  peace  by  exciting 
fear,  alarm,  and  consternation  among  the  peo- 
ple. Such  common  purpose  is  unmistakably 
implied  by  the  conduct  of  the  crowd,  and 
the  riot  consisted  in  actually  carrying  out  that 
purpose. 

BonneHlU  ▼.  StaU,  58  Wis.  680;  StaU  t. 
8no\o,  18  Me.  346;  Solomon  y.  Kingston,  24 
Hun,  562:  State  v.  Straw,  88  Me.  554;  Slate  v. 
Boies,  84  Me.  235;  Bigqins  y.  Minaghan,  78 
Wis.  602.  11  L.  R.  A.  138;  Palmers.  Concord, 
48  N.  H.  211,  97  Am.  Dec.  605;  Allegheny 
County  V.  Qibson,  90  Pa.  897,  85  Am.  Dec. 
670;  Qianfbrtone  v.  New  Orleans  (C.  C.  E.  D. 
La.)  24  L.  R.  A.  592,  and  annotations;  22  £nc. 
Brit.  p.  564.  note. 

Messrs.  Mylrea,  Marchette,  ft  Bird, 
for  respondent: 

The  statutes  generally  were  intended  to  pro- 
yide  compensation  for  damages  resulting  from 
local  insurrectfons  and  disturbances,  popular 
uprisings  and  excesses,  beyond  the  control  of 
local  authorities,  evidencing  an  intention  of 
the  populace  to  take  the  law  into  their  own 
hanas,  and  exceeding  ordinary  yiolations  of 
law,  breaches  of  the  peace,  etc.    It  is  to  sach 
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occurences  that  similar  statutes  have  been  ap- 
plied. 

Allegheny  County  ▼.  Oibeon,  00  Pa.  897,  35 
Am.  Rep.  670;  Oianfarione  v.  Neuf  Orleans,  61 
Fed.  Rep.  64,  24  L.  R  A.  592,  and  cases  in 
note. 

The  obvious  intention  of  the  legislature  in 
the  light  of  the  result  intended  must  govern. 

Baenize  v.  Howe,  28  Wis.  298;  Duryea  v. 
New  York,  10  Daly,  300. 

The  word  * 'unlawful"  must  be  construed  in 
connection  with  the  other  adjectives  used, 
otherwise  any  breach  of  the  peace,  or  assault 
'bj  three  or  more  persons,  would  be  a  riot. 
These  words  were  iotended  as  synonyms, 
the  better  to  express  the  real  meaning. 

Bonneville  v.  StaU,  58  Wis.  680. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  conclusion  of 
law  that  the  acts  were  done  in  a  ''violent,  un- 
lawful, and  tumultuous  manner,  to  the  terror 
and  disturbance  of  others/'  but  as  no  facts  are 
pleaded  to  justify  the  conclusion  it  must  go 
for  nauf^ht. 

Stedman  v.  Berlin  (Wis.)  73  N.  W.  57, 60. 

An  essential  element  of  this  crime  is  "some 
sort  of  resistance  to  lawful  authority." 

Qveen  v.  Bunt,  1  Cox,  C,  C.  177;  1  Hawk. 
P.  G.  chap.  28,  J  4,  p.  518;  4  Stephen.  Com. 
9th  ed.  215;  2  Roscoe.  Grim.  Ev.  7th  ed.  901; 
United  States  v.  Peaeo,  4  Cranch.  0.  C.  601; 
Duryea  v.  New  York,  10  Daly,  800. 

Casfloday,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  sustaining  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  upon  the  ground 
of  insufficiency.  Of  course  the  demurrer  ad- 
mits the  issuable  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, but  does  not  admit  mere  conclusions  of 
law  from  the  facts  so  alleged.  Pratt  v.  Lin- 
coln County,  61  Wis.  62;  Williatnsv.  Williams, 
68  Wis.  72,  58  Am.  Rep.  258;  Stone  v.  Oeono- 
mowoe,  71  Wis.  159:  Brown  v.  Phillips,  71  Wis. 
289;  Pafmer  v.  Bawes,  78  Wis.  50;  Meggett  v. 
Eau  Claire,  81  Wis.  329;  Peake  v.  Buell,  90 
Wis.  508.  The  issuable  facts  so  alleged  and 
admitted  are  to  the  effect  that  July  4,  1896, 
between  6  and  7  o'clock  in  the  evening,  the 
sidewalk  along  the  west  side  of  Third  street, 
and  in  and  alons  Third  street,  between  Scott 
street  and  McClellan  street,  in  Wausau,  was  oc- 
cupied by  a  crowd  of  thirtv  or  more  persons, 
then  and  there  being  and  blocking  up  and  ob- 
structing the  sidewalk  and  street,  and  unlaw- 
fully hindering  and  preventing  the  plaintiff 
and  others  from  freely  passing  along  the  side- 
walk and  street,  and  unnecessarily  and  unlaw- 
fully, and  contrary  to  the  city  ordinance  and 
the  statutes,  engaged  in  exploding,  and  who  did 
unnecessarily  and  unlawfully  explode,  fire- 
crackers and  other  fireworks,  and  did  unneces- 
sarily and  unlawfully  throw  in  the  street  squibs 
and  other  articles  containing  powder  and  other 
explosives,  such  as  giant  powder,  dynamite, 
nitro  glycerine,  and  jsun  cotton  inclosed  in 
strong,  heavy  pasteboard  and  strong  paper  with 
cement,  constituting  what  is  called  and  known 
as  "cannon  crackers"  or  '* American  firecrack- 
ers,"— in  fact,  dynamite  bombs, — which  were 
dangerous  to  human  life  and  safety,  unless 
handled  with  extreme  care:  that  such  explo- 
sions took  place  without  restraint,  in  a  violent, 
unlawful,  and  tumultuous  manner,  to  the  ter- 
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ror  and  disturbance  of  others  and  this  plain- 
tiff; that  while  this    plaintiff,  an  unmarried 
woman,  was  riding  with  her  brother,  in  a  one- 
horse  buggy,  in  a  quiet  manner,  at  the  time 
and  place  mentioned,  amone  the  persons  sa 
assembled  without  knowing  of  the  danger,  and 
without  any  negligence  on  her  part,  she  was 
struck  upon  her  head  and  face  by  one  of  the 
cannon  crackers  or  explosive  articles  or  bombs 
thrown    and   exploded   by    someone    in    the 
crowd,  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  and  severely 
injured  by  wholly  destroying  one  of  her  eyes, 
and  greatly  impairing  her  other  eye,  to  her 
damacre  in  the  sum  of  $20,000,  for  which  she 
prayed   judgment.     Thus  stripped  of  allega- 
tions and  conclusions  of  law,  and  of  arguments 
and  exaggerations,  the  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint are  few  and  simple.    The  city  contained 
more  than  10,000  inhabitants.    It  is  of  com- 
mon knowledge  that,  in  such  a  city,  crowds 
assemble  in  the  streets  and  on  the  sidewalks 
on  the  4th  of  July,  and  explode  firecrackers, 
cannon  crackers,  and  other  combustible  mate- 
rials.   In  the  instant  case  the  explosion  was 
violent  and  in  a  tumultuous  manner,  to  the 
terror  of  the  plaintiff  and  others.    The  un- 
known person  who  so  recklessly  threw  and 
exploded  the  cannon  cracker  which  so  cruelly 
injured  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  party  to  this  ac- 
tion, and,  of  course,  his  liability  is  not  before 
us  for  consideration.    The  only  question  here 
for  consideration,  upon  the  merits,  is  whether 
the  citv  is  liable.    The  explosion  was  in  viola- 
tion of  an  ordinance  of  the  city,  which,  by  its 
terms,  the  mayor  and  common  council  had 
power  to   suspend  on   the  4th  of  July,  but 
which  had    not  been  suspended.    The  com- 
plaint alleged  that  the  crowd  was  an  unlawful 
assemblage,— a  riot  and  a  mob, — and  in  viola- 
tion, not  only  of  the  ordinance,  but  of  the 
statute.    The  statute  gives  a  remedy  against 
the  city  for  any  bodily  harm  or  injury  sus- 
tained m  consequence  of  any  mob  or  riot,  by 
any  person  not  implicated  therein,  and  whose 
act  or   negligence   in    no  way    contributed 
thereto.     Sanborn  &  Berryman.  Anno.  Stat. 
§  938.    The  statute  also  provides  that  "any 
three  or  more  persons,  who  shall  assemble  in  a 
violent  or  tumultuous  manner  to  do  an  unlaw- 
ful act,  or,  being  together,  shall  make  any  at- 
tempt or  motion  towards  doing  a  lawful  or  un^ 
lawful  act.  in  a  violent,  unlawful,  or  tumultu- 
ous manner,  to  the  terror  or  disturbance  of 
others,  shall  be  deemed  an  unlawful  assembly: 
and  if  they  commit  such  acts  in  the  manner 
and  with  the  effect  aforesaid,  they  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  riot."    Rev.  Stat.  §4511. 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  "three  or   more 
persons"  must  be  so  assembled  **to  do  an  un- 
lawful act,"  or  being  so  assembled,  shall  at- 
tempt to  do'*a  lawful  or  unlawful  act,  in  a 
violent,  unlawful,  or  tumultuous  manner,  te 
the  terror  or  disturbance  of  others,"  in  order  to 
constitute  an  unlawful  assembly;  and  then,  "if 
they  commit  such  acts  in  themnnner  and  with 
the   effect  aforesaid,  they  shall    be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  riot."    In  other  words,  to  consti- 
tute such  unlawful  assembly,  the  three  or  more 
persons  must  have  a  common  purpose  to  do 
the  act  complained  of,   and,  if  they  commit 
such  act  with  such  common  purpose  or  intent» 
then  they  are  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  riot.    A 
distinguished  text-writer,  adopting  the  defl- 
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nttlon  taken  from  the  Draft  Report  of  the 
English  ComniissioDers  of  1879,  says:  "An  un- 
lawful assembly  is  an  a8<:embly  of  three  or  more 
persons  who,  with  intent  to  carry  out  any  com- 
mon purpose,  assemble,  in  such  a  manner,  or 
80  conduct  themselves  when  assembled,  as  to 
cause  persons  in  the  neighborhood  of  such  as- 
sembly to  fear  on  reasonable  grounds  that  the 
persons  so  assembled  will  disturb  the  peace 
tumultuously,  or  will  by  such  assembly  need- 
lessly and  without  any  reason  able  occasion 
provoke  other  persons  to  disturb  the  peace 
tumultuously."  2  Whart.  Crim.  L.  10th  ed. 
§  1585.  "A  riot  is  the  tumultuous  disturb- 
ance of  the  public  peace  by  an  unlawful  as- 
sembly of  three  or  more  persons  in  the  execu- 
tion of  some  private  object.  .  .  .  If  it  be 
to  resist  a  statute,  but  not  to  overthrow  gov- 
ernment, then,  in  the  United  States,    •    •    • 


the  offense  is  not  treason,  though  ft  may  be 
riot  or  a  h1|h  misdemeanor."  Id.  §  1587. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  to  indicate 
that  the  crowd  in  the  street,  or  on  the  side- 
walk, or  any  three  or  more  persons  in  the 
crowd,  had  any  common  intent  or  purp(jse  tcv 
injure  the  plaintiff  or  any  other  person  by  the 
explosion  of  the  cannon  cracker  in  question. 
It  was  thrown  and  exploded  by  someone  un- 
known to  the  plaintiff.  Others  were  throwintr 
and  exploding  firecrackers,  but  each  person 
was.  apparently,  the  sole  manipulator  of  his 
own  firecracker,  and  there  was  no  common  in- 
tent or  purpose,  of  any  three  or  more  persons, 
to  explode  any  particular  firecracker,  much 
less  to  injure  the  plaintiff  or  any  other  person 
by  such  explosion.  It  is  equally  apparent  that 
it  was  not  a  mcb. 
The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  ie  affirmed. 
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1«  Fraud  in  an  aasii^ment  of  wa^es 
by  a  debtor  is  not  shown  by  tbe  fact  that  the 
asBi^eo  never  drew  the  waires,  but  they  were 
drawn  on  his  orders  by  the  assignor,  and  Imme- 
diately paid  over  to  him. 

8.  An  aMiir>^>nent  of  wafces  for  the 
period  of  one  year,  made  by  a  person  then 
working  under  a  contract,  whether  It  was  for 
work  by  the  day,  by  the  week,  or  otherwise,  is 
valid,  under  Gton.  Laws,  chap.  264,  S  28.  when 
made  and  recorded  as  the  statute  provides. 

(May  5, 1808.) 

EXCEPTIONS  to  rulings  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  for  Providence  County 
charging  the  garnishee  for  wages  alleged  to  be 
due  the  defendant  in  a  proceeding  to  collect 
money  alleged  to  be  due  by  defendant  to  plain- 
tiff.   Sustained, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  William  F.  Barry,  for  defendant: 

The  assignment  of  defendant's  wages  to  the 
assignee  for  tbe  space  of  one  year  was  valid  and 
in  accordance  with  §  28.  chap.  254,  Gen.  Laws. 

Tfiayer  v.  Kelley,  28  Vt.  19.  65  Am.  Dec. 
220;  tiernayv.  McGarity,  14  R  I.  231;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Tiernai/,  14  R.  I.  528;  Hartley  v.  Tnp 
ley,  2  Gray,  56*5;  Brackett  v.  Blake,  7  Met.  335. 
41  Am.  Dec  442;  Emery  v.  Lawrence,  8  Cush. 
151 ;  Citaw  V.  Duby,  20  ii.  I. . 

The  title  to  future  earnings  belonged  of  right 
to  assignee,  and  his  delegating  another,  even 
the  defendant,  to  obtain  said  wages,  was  not 


Note— As  to  the  assignnaent  of  future  earnings, 
see  also  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eobioson  (Iowa)  U 
L.  B.  A.  ]2S,  and  naU. 
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of  itself  fraudulent,  as  the  said  assignee  migli» 
for  convenience,  or  any  other  way  best  suitva 
to  himself,  secure  another  to  obtain  same. 

Privity  of  contract  and  interest  must  in  gen- 
eral combine  to  justify  charging  the  garnishee. 

Drake,  Attach  m.  §  612. 

Mr,  C.  Slocnm  Smith  for  plaintiff. 

Tillin^haat,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  is  before  us  on  exceptions  to  the 
rulings  of  the  common  pleas  division  whereby 
the  Riverside  Woolen  Mills  was  charged  as 
garnishee.  The  record  shows  that  the  aef end- 
ant  was  in  the  employ  of  said  Riverside  Mills 
at  the  time  of  the  attachment  of  his  wages,  on 
November  5,  1897,  and  that  the  sum  of  $18.02 
of  his  earnings  was  then  in  its  hands.  It  also- 
shows  that  prior  to  said  attach meot,  tiz.^  on 
the  24th  dav  of  November,  1896,  tbe  defendant 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  had  assigned  hia. 
wages  to  one  John  F.  Fogarty  for  the  period  of 
one  year,  and  that  said  assignment  was  duly 
recorded:  that  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
assignment  the  defemlant  was  indebted  to  said 
Fogarty,  and  continued  to  be,  and  still  is.  in- 
debted to  him,  for  groceries  and  other  neces- 
saries furnished  to  him  and  his  family;  and 
that  he  was  so  indebted  at  the  time  of  the- 
service  of  the  writ  in  this  case.  It  further  ap- 
pears that  said  Fogarty,  assignee,  never  per- 
sonally drew  the  defendant's  wages,  but  that 
the  same  were  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon 
orders  given  by  the  assignee  for  that  purpose, 
and  that  all  of  the  moneys  so  collected  were 
immediately  paid  over  by  the  defendant  to  tbe 
assignee.  In  view  of  these  facts,  the  common 
pleas  division  held  that,  as  tbe  assignee  did  not 
personallv  draw  the  defendant's  wages,  but 
permitted  the  defendant  to  draw  the  same,  the 
assignment  was  fraudulent  and  void.  The 
court  also  held  that,  there  being  no  evidence  of 
any  lime  contract  between  tbe  defendant  and 
the  garnishee,  the  defendant  is  presumed  to 
have  been  hired  by  the  day,  and  hence  had 
nothing  assignable  to  set  over  to  the  claimant. 
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We  think  the  court  erred  In  its  decision. 
The  mere  fact  that  ihe  wages  were  drawn  or 
collected  by  the  defendant  in  the  manner  afore- 
said, did  not,  in  our  opinion,  render  the  assign- 
ment fraudulent  and  void.  In  thus  drawing 
his  wages  the  defendant  was  simply  acting  as 
the  agent  or  messenger  of  the  assignee.  That 
the  latter  could  have  authorized  any  other  per- 
son than  the  defendant  to  draw  the  wages  for 
him  will  not  be  questioned.  Why  could  he 
not  as  well  confer  this  power  on  the  defendant 
as  upon  any  other  person?  If  it  be  answered 
that  to  do  so  would  furnish  opportunity  for 
fraud,  as  between  the  assignor  and  assignee,  by 
enabling  a  debtor  to  prevent  other  creditors 
from  attaching  the  money,  we  reply  that  while 
this  may  be  so,  and  while  we  might  perhaps 
be  inclined  to  hold  that,  where  the  assignor 
is  allowed  to  draw  wages  thus  assigned  with 
out  explanation  as  to  the  disposition  thereof,  it 
would  afford  prima  facie  evidence  of  collu- 
sion and  fraud,  yet  when  it  appears,  as  it  does 
in  this  case,  that  the  wages  drawn  by  the 
assiffDor  were  immediately  and  fully  paid  over 
to  the  assignee,  we  fail  to  see  that  fraud  can 
properly  be  inferred.  The  presumption  of  law 
is  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  assignment  and 
of  the  good  faith  of  the  transactions  thereun- 
der, and  they  must  be  proved  to  have  been 
fraudulently  made  before  the  court  can  decide 
against  them.  Johnwn  v.  Thayer,  17  Me.  408; 
Adam$  v.  Robinson,  1  Pick.  561;  Drake, 
Attachm.  ^  615;  8binn,  Attachm.  §  114.  The 
case  is  different  from  that  of  Hickey  v.  Ryan, 
19  R.  I.  399,  cited  by  plaintiff,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  assignee  returned  to  the  de- 
fendant about  one  half  of  the  wages  earned  by. 
him  each  week,  which  cooduct  was  held  to  be 
fraudulent,  as  against  other  creditors. 

As  to  the  second  ground  upon  which  the 
common  pleas  division  held  that  the  assign- 
ment was  invalid,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
not  tenable.  R.  I.  Gen.  Laws.  chap.  254,  g  28, 
recognizes  the  validity  of  an  assigoment  of 
future  earnings  when  made  and  recorded  in  ac- 
cordance therewith,  and  this  court  has  repeat- 
edly held  such  an  assignment  to  be  good. 
Tiernay  v.  McQanty,  14  K.  I.  281;  Kennedy  y, 
Tiernay.  14  R.  I.  528;  Chase  v.  Diiby,  20  R.  I. 
— .  It  is  true  that  in  the  case  at  bar  the  rec- 
ord does  not  show  the  terms  of  the  hiring,  but 
40L.aA. 


it  does  show  that  the  defendant  was  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  garnishee,  and  had  been  for  a  con- 
siderable period  of  time,  and  that  his  wages 
were  payable  weekly.  In  other  words  it  ap- 
pears that  there  was  a  present  subsisting  con- 
tract between  the  defendant  and  the  garnishee 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  assignment, 
and  that  out  of  that  contract  an  Indebtedness 
did  in  fact  arise  upon  which  the  assignment 
could  operate.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  mere 
possibility  of  future  indebtedness  without  anv 
subsisting  engagement  upon  which  it  shall 
accrue  (see  assignment  in  Kennedys,  Tiernay, 
14  R.  I.  528).  but  the  case  of  both  an  actual 
and  a  possible  debt  arising,  and  contingently 
to  arise,  out  of  a  subsisting  contract;  and,  this 
being  so,  we  do  not  see  that  it  is  material 
whether  it  was  a  contract  to  work  by  the  day, 
by  the  week,  or  otherwise.  If  it  was  a  hiring 
b^  the  day,  as  the  common  pleas  division  de- 
cided, then  it  was  evidently  not  for  a  single 
day,  but  was  a  continuous  hiring  by  the  day, 
so  lone  as  the  contract  of  hiring  continued. 
In  McConnell  on  Trustee  Process  (§  209),  the 
law  is  summarized  as  follows:  *The  contract 
of  emplojrment  need  not  cover  a  fixed  time. 
A  hiring  is  all  that  is  necessary,  even  though 
the  employee  may  leave,  or  the  employer  may 
discharge,  at  any  time.  Nor  need  the  hiring 
be  for  a  regular  salary.  A  hiring  by  the  piece 
will  be  sufficient,  although  the  wages  vary  in 
amount  from  month  to  month.  And  the  same 
rule  applies  where  the  assignor  works  by  the 
day,  but  his  wages  are  paid  monthly.  And  so 
the  contract  may  be  defeasible  or  avoidable. 
In  such  case  it  will  be  valid  until  defeated  by 
some  act  of  the  parties.  And  although  wages 
may  be  conditional  or  uncertain  as  to  amount, 
or  contingent,  still  they  mav  be  assigned." 
Garland  v.  Harrington,  51  &.  H.  409,  and 
Lannan  v.  Smith,  7  Gray,  150,  were  cases 
where  the  hiring  was  by  the  day,  and  it  was 
held  in  each  of  them  that  the  wages  were  as- 
signable. 

We  therefore  decide  that  the  assignment  in 
question  was  effectual  to  convey  the  wages  of 
the  defendant  to  said  Fogarty,  and  hence  that 
the  garnishee  shotild  be  diteharged.  The  case  is 
remitted  to  the  common  pleas  division  for 
further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 
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^ancy  E.   SIMS,  by  Her  Guardian,  W.  B. 

Sprinkle, 

«. 

W.  M.  SIMS,  Appt. 

(121N.  C.287.) 

1.   A  marrlafl^e  with  a  person  who  has.  In 
appropriate  proceedioflrs,  beeo  found  to  be  men- 


tally Imbeoile,  to  absolutely  void  db  initio^  and 
can  be  at  any  time  so  declared  by  the  court. 
8«    A  guardian  of  a  lunatic  cannot  be  re- 
moved In  an  exparte  proceedinir  in  which  no  no- 
tice is  served  on  him. 

8«   A  marria^  void  on  aceount  of  Inna- 

ey  cannot  be  cured  merely  by  cohabitation  after 
restoration. 
4«   The  c^nardian  of  a  lonatic  may  bring 


NoTS.— 3farrlay«  of  penon  when  Insane. 
T.  InvcUidUy  of. 
n.  Dearee  of  ineavacUy  tohieh  tDtiZ  affect, 

III.  Teift  of  eapacitv  to  eontractn 

IV.  Teet  of  capacity  to  know  the  nature  of  the  act. 
V.  Incapacity  combined  with  fraud. 

VI.  Incapacity  ae  a  antundfor  divorce, 
VIL  Ratifieation  and  waiver  of  rioht  to  aUath, 
*VIIL  Evidence  of  incnpae^tu^ 

a.  Premmpti'm  and  burden  of  proof  . 

b.  Sufficiency^  weight,  and  admiaeibUity, 
o.  Effect  of  inquisition, 

IX,  The  annulment, 

a.  Neceesity  of  decree  for, 

b.  Juriidictlon;  procedure. 
o,  EffecL 

I.  InvalidUy  of. 

By  the  common  law  an  idiot  mlirht  contract  mar- 
Tiaffe,  and  the  marriafce  of  an  idiot  or  lunatic  was 
ooiialdered  valid.  Park  v.  Barron,  90  Ga.  70S.  66 
Am.  Dec.  641,  dictum;  Stiles  v.  West,  cited  in  Sid. 
112. 

But  the  universal  rule  now  is  that  the  marriage 
-of  parties  either  of  whom  lacks  the  mental  capaci- 
ty to  consent,  not  durini;  a  lucid  Interval,  is  inef- 
fectual and  void  db  initio.  Way  mire  v.  Jet  more, 
23  Ohio  St.  274:  Kawdon  v,  Rawdon,  28  Ala.  665; 
Unity  V.  Belflrrade,  76  Me.  419;  Smith  y.  Smith,  47 
Miss. 311:  Gathinfre  v.  Williams,  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.) 
487,  44  Am.  Dec.  49;  Foster  v.  Means,  Speere,  Bq. 
-S69,  42  Am.  Dec.  832;  Browningr  ▼.  Beane,  2  Pblllim. 
Eccl.  Rep.  60;  Ash*s  Case,  2  Freem.  Cb.  260;  6reno*s 
<7a9e,  cited  In  2  Freem.  Cb.  260;  Smart  v.  Taylor,  9 
Mod.  08:  Morrison*s  Case,  cited  in  J  Bl.  Com.  p.  490; 
1  Coliinson,  Lunacy,  574:  Leireyt  t.  0*Brten,  Mil- 
ward.  325. 

Thouffh  the  insanity  was  only  temporary.  Le- 
geyl  V.  O'Brien.  Mil  ward,  825. 

Idiocy  or  lunacy  is  an  insuperable  Impediment  to 
-the  contract  in  AT  of  marriage,  as  It  is  to  the  entering* 
into  of  any  otber  contract.  Johnson  v.  Kincade, 
87N.  C.  (2rred.  Eq.)  470. 

And  a  marriage  of  an  insane  person  Is  absolutely 
void  by  reason  of  the  want  of  capacity  of  sucb  per- 
son to  contract.  Powell  v.  Powell,  18  Kan.  871. 26 
Am.  Rep.  774;  Smith  v.  Smith,  47  Miss.  211. 

Marriagre  is  a  civil  contract,  and  will  be  Inyall- 
dated  by  want  of  consent  of  capable  persons. 
Turnery.  Meyers.  1  Hasrff.Consist.  Rop.  414;  Jenkins 
V.  Jenkins.  2  Dana,  103, 28  Am.  Deo.  437:  Cole  v.  Cole, 
l»Soeed,  67,  70  Am.  Dec.  275;  Jaques  v.  Public  Ad- 
ministrator, 1  Bradf.  499. 

And  may  be  avoided,  like  any  other  contract,  for 
want  of  sufficient  mental  capacity  in  the  parties,  if 
the  mind  was  unsound  at  the  time  or  incapable 
of  consent,  that  beingr  an  essential  element  in  all 
HK>n tracts.  Cole  v.  Cole,  6  Sneed,  57,  70  Am.  Dec. 
276. 

And  the  court,  in  an  action  for  the  annulment  of 
a  marrlaRe  on  the  fcround  of  lunacy,  has  no  dlscre- 
tion  to  refuse  a  decree,  where  it  is  legally  demand- 
•ed,  on  the  ground  that  such  refusal  would  be  best 
for  ail  the  parties  under  existing  circumstances. 
Crump  V.  Morgan,  88  N.  a  (8  ired.  Bq.)  91,  40  Am. 
Dec.  447. 
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So,  the  marriage  of  a  lunatic  does  not  determine 
the  right  to  her  custody.  Ash*s  Case,  2  Freem.  Cb, 
260. 

And  tbe  marriage  of  a  man  to  a  woman  who  was 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  a  lunatic, 
incapable  of  entering  into  a  valid  marriage  con- 
tract, does  not  confer  the  settlement  of  the  nus- 
band  on  the  wife  where  the  marriage  had  been  de- 
creed to  be  a  nullity,  on  that  ground.  Reading  v. 
Ludlow,  43  Vt.  628. 

But  a  woman  may  gain  a  settlement  by  residence 
in  the  house  of  her  husband,  if  she  has  property 
and  sufficient  Intellect  to  choose  a  home,  though 
she  was  insane  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and 
afterwards,  and  her  marriage  was  decreed  to  be 
null  and  void  for  that  cause.  Concord  v.  Runmey, 
45  N.  H.  423. 

So,  administration  of  tbe  effects  of  a  deceased 
person  jrill  bo  refused  to  the  man  who  married  her 
where  the  marriage  is  null  and  void  on  the  ground 
of  her  mental  imbecility.  Browning  t.  Reane,  8 
Phillim.  Euol.  Rep.  60. 

And  a  marriage  ceremony  performed  while  the 
man  was  upon  his  deathbed,  in  extremie  and  help- 
less, and  surrounded  by  the  woman  married  and 
her  friends,  when  be  was  apparently  oblivious  to 
his  former  wife  and  children,  affords  no  presump- 
tion against  the  validity  of  his  previous  marriage. 
Christy  v.  Clarke,  45  Barb.  629. 

Nor  will  the  performance  of  a  marriage  cere- 
mony, and  continued  cohabitation,  with  a  per- 
son whose  mind  had  remained  constantly  unsound 
until  death,  constitute  a  legal  marriage  which  will 
give  claim  to  dower  or  curtesy  in  his  or  her  os- 
tata  Jenkins  v.  Jenklns,i;B  Dana,  102,  26  Am.  Deo. 
487. 

In  Wiser  v.  Look  wood,  42  Vt.  720,  however.  It  was 
held  that  though  a  marriage  t>e  one  which  can  be 
avoided  on  the  ground  of  the  lunacy  of  a  party,  It 
is  a  still  a  marriage  in  fact,  and  on  the  death  of  the 
husband  the  wife  is  entitled  to  a  distributive  ihara 
of  his  estate. 

But  while  a  lunatic,  during*  his  lunacy.  Is  not 
capable  of  marriage,  he  may  marry  during  a  lucid 
interval.  Ash^s  Case,  2  Freem.  Ch.  269;  Kawdon  v. 
Rawdon,  28  Ala.  665.  i 

And  where  one  is  rational  at  the  time  of  his 
marriage,  subsequent  unsoundness  will  not  in- 
validate it    Banker  v.  Banker,  68  N.  Y.  409« 

To  warrant  the  anulment  of  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  a  lunatic  it  must 
appear  that  such  cause  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage.    Forman  v.  Forman,  58  N.  Y.  S.  R.  689. 

And  where  a  woman  marries  a  man  of  suf- 
ficient mental  ability  to  comprehend  the  obliga- 
tions assumed  and  the  functions  of  the  marriage, 
and  cohabits  with  him,  and  they  have  children, 
2.->4  misfortune  overtakes  him,  and  he  grows 
worse  and  has  to  be  confined  in  an  asylum  for  tbe 
insane,  the  subsequent  affliction  furnishes  her 
with  no  ground  for  the  annulment  of  the  mar- 
riage.   Forman  v.  Forman,  68  N.  Y.  S.  R.  639. 

Nor  can  an  action  be  maintained  for  the  annul- 
ment of  the  marriage  of  an  insane  person  where 
at  the  time  of  the  marriaae  he  was  fully  compe 
tent  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation,  which  he 

47 
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AD  action  to  have  her  marriage,  solemnized  after 
■he  was  declared  iaaane,  set  aside. 

6.   Receipt  and  eonllrmatlon  of  the  re- 
port  of  a  Jury  flndinar  lunacy  as  required  by 


statute  will  be  presumed  if  the  clerk  acts  on  Itby- 
appointing  a  ffuardian. 

(December  7, 1897.) 


did  uoderstandinfrly,  and  the  parties  to  the  mar- 
riage lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  for  more 
than  a  year,  and  until  his  death,  without  objection 
from  his  cruardian  or  anyone  else,  or  any  proceed- 
inar  beioar  taken  to  annul  the  marriage.  McCleary 
▼.  Barcalow,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  481. 

Neither  insanity  nor  idiocy  of  a  party  at  the 
time  of  marriage,  however,  is  a  suflBcient  ground 
for  divorce,  or  a  decree  of  nullity,  unless  the 
other  party  was  Ignorant  of  such  disability  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage.    Smith  v.  Smith.  47  Miss.  211. 

One  who  enters  into,  and  consummates,  a  con- 
tract of  marriage  with  full  knowledge  of  the  in- 
sanity of  the  person  married,  is  estopped  from 
denying  the  validity  of  the  marriage  on  the  ground 
of  such  insanity,  the  contract  being  invalid  only 
at  the  election  of  the  insane  party.  Keyes  v. 
Keyes,  22  N.  H.  668,  dictum. 

But  the  fact  that  the  nephew  of  an  alleged  insane 
person  opposed  bis  marriage,  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  person  about  to  marry  him,  is  not  notice  to  her 
that  hei-  intended  husband  was  insane,  which  will 
sustain  the  claim  that  she  did  not  become  a  party 
to  the  marriage  contract  in  good  faith,  and  there- 
fore that  she  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  by 
virtue  of  Iowa  Code,  9  2S30,  providing  that,  in  case 
either  party  enters  into  a  contract  of  marriage  in 
good  faith,  supposing  the  other  party  to  be  capa- 
ble of  contracting,  and  the  marriage  is  declared 
a  nullity,  the  court  may  decree  such  innocent 
person  compensation  as  in  case  of  divorce,  whore 
she  knew  of  his  doing  business  and  managing 
large  property  Interests,  and  supposed  blm  to  be 
of  sound  mind,  and  he  exhibited  no  indications  6f 
mental  unsoundness.  Barber  t.  Barber,  74  Iowa, 
801. 

II.  Degree  of  ineapacily  tohieh  wOl  affect. 

While  the  rule  is  generally  laid  down  as  above 
stated,  there  are  diiferent  degrees  of  mental  in- 
capacity, and  it  is  not  every  mental  defect  which 
will  invalidate  a  marriage. 

Thus,  mere  weakness  of  mind  on  the  part  of  a 
party  to  a  marriage  will  not  avoid  it,  unless  it 
amounts  to  derargement.  Bawdon  v.  Kawdon,  28 
Ala.  666;  Ward  v.  Dulaney,  23  Miss.  410;  Baughman 
V.  Baughman,  82  ELan.  638;  Nonnemacher  v.  Non- 
nemacher,  160  Pa.  634. 

And  mere  imbecility  or  weakness  of  mind,  caused 
by  disease,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  avoiding  a 
marriage  when  unaccompanied  by  circumstances 
showing  that  it  was  taken  advantage  of.  Baugh- 
man V.  Baughman,  32  Kan.  638. 

Nor  will  great  eccentricity  of  conduct  be  suffi- 
cient ground,  unless  it  reaches  a  point  that  evinces 
inability  to  comprehend  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract.  Ward  v.  Dulaney,  23  Miss,  410;  Non- 
nemacher  v.  Nonnemacher,  169  Pa.  684. 

Nor  will  mere  proof  of  dejection,  or  singularity 
of  conduct.    Anonymous,  4  Pick.  32. 

And  dullness  of  Intellect,  coupled  with  deafness 
and  dumbness,  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  render  a 
person  incompetent  to  marry.  Harrod  v.  Harrod, 
lKay&J.4,18Jur.863. 

And  inability  upon  the  part  of  a  deaf  and  dumb 
person  to  understand  others  In  general,  especially 
strangers,  and  an  occasional,  and  not  infrequent, 
inability  to  appreciate  simple  mathematical  calcu- 
lations, are  insufficient  to  show  incapacity  to  con- 
tract marriage,  or  to  warrant  the  granting  of  an 
Issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage.  Harrod 
T.  Harrod,  1  Kay  &  J.  4, 18  Jur.  863. 

So,  mere  proof  of  the  fact  of  insanity,  without 
more,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  decree  of  nul- 
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Uty  of  a  marriage.  Goncord  y.  Rumney,  45  K.  H. 
423. 

In  annulling  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  In- 
nacy,  the  law  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the 
party  was  in  fact  Incapable  of  making  such  a 
contract  for  want  of  the  proper  understanding 
necessary  to  yield  an  intelligent  assent  to  the  ob- 
ligation.   Forman  v.  Forman,  68  N.  Y.  8.  B.  689. 

And  a  marriage  contract  can  be  declared  void 
on  the  ground  of  insanity,  only  for  such  want  of 
understanding  as  to  render  the  party  incapable- 
of  assenting  thereto.  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  44  Minu. 
12i9L.R.A.  606. 

And  the  fact  that  a  party  to  a  marriage  is  sut>- 
Ject  to  some  vice  or  uncontrollable  impulse  or 
propensity  will  not  Justify  setting  it  aside  as  void, 
where  he  was  otherwise  sound  and  able  to  under- 
stand the  nature  and  obligations  of  the  marriage 
contract.  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  44  Minn.  124, 9  L.  B.  A. 
606. 

The  terms  ^*^non  compos  mentis,^  and  '*of  unsound 
mind,"  as  used  with  reference  to  capacity  to  marry* 
mean  the  same  thing,  and  have  a  determinate  le- 
gal signification  importing,  not  weakness  of  un- 
derstanding, but  a  total  deprivation  of  sense,  and 
are  alike  applicable  to  idiots  and  lunatics.  Foster 
V.  Means,  Speers,  Eq.  669,  42  Am.  Dec.  332. 

In  Hancock  v.  Peaty,  L.  B.  1  Prob.  &  Dlv.  835, 3ft 
L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  67,  however,  it  was  held  that  the 
question  to  be  considered  on  an  issue  whether  a 
person  had  sufficient  mental  capacity  to  contract  a 
marriage  is  whether  his  mind  was  diseased  or  not 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  if  the  evidence  es- 
tablished that  his  mind  was  diseased  at  that  time« 
the  court  will  not  oouElder  the  extent  of  the  de- 
rangement. 

III.  Test  of  capacUy  to  contract. 

Under  Ga.  Ck)de,  §  1702,  a  marriage  of  persona 
unable  to  contract  is  void.  Bell  v.  Bennett,  73  Oa» 
784. 

And  some  of  the  cases  lay  down  the  rule,  with- 
out reference  to  statute,  that  a  marriage  ii  Invalid 
where  one  of  the  parties  to  it  was  so  imbecile  aa 
not  to  understand  the  nature  of  the  contract. 
True  y.  Kanney,  21  N.  H.  62,  63  Am.  Dec.  164;  Mid- 
dieborough  v.  Bochester,  12  Mass.  368. 

And  that  persons  not  having  the  regular  use  of 
their  uitfierstandlng  sufficient  to  deal  with  discre- 
tion in  the  common  affairs  of  life,  or  whose  weak- 
ness is  so  considerable  as  to  amount  to  derange- 
ment, are  incapable  of  contracting  a  valid  mar- 
riage. Cole  V.  Cole,  6  Sneed.  57,  TO  Am.  Dec.  275:  Fos- 
ter V.  Means,  Speers,  Eq.  609.  42  Am.  Dec.  832. 

And  a  marriage  l)etween  such  a  person  and  a  fe- 
male pauper  will  not  change  the  place  of  her  set- 
tlement from  that  of  her  nativity.  Middleborough 
V.  Bochester,  12  Mass.  863. 

And  to  Justify  a  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  in- 
sanity of  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage^ 
within  this  rule,  such  evidence  of  Insanity  must  bo 
given  as  would  Justify  a  Jury  in  a  civil  action  in 
finding  a  party  incapable  of  making  a  contract. 
Anonymous,  4  Pick.  32. 

But  no  greater,  if  as  much,  mental  capacity  is 
required  to  make  a  matrimonial  contract,  than  ia 
required  for  ordinary  business  contracts,  or  a  valid 
testamentary  disposition  of  one*s  estate.  Kern  v. 
Kern,  61 N.  J.  Eq.  674. 

And  a  marriage  will  not  be  set  aside  on  the 
ground  of  mental  incapacity  of  a  party  on  lesa 
proof  than  would  suffice  to  annul  oontracta less  sa- 
cred and  important  in  their  nature.  Ward  v.  Du- 
laney, 23  Miss.  4ia 
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APPEAL  bj  defcndaDt  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Wilkes  Couuiy  ad- 
judging void  a  marriage  ^hich  bad  been  en- 
tered into  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  after 


plaintiff  bad  been  found  to  be  mentally  Imb^ 
cile.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin* 
ion. 


And  an  instruotion  Jn  an  action  attaoklnv  the  le- 
gality of  a  marriage  because  of  tbe  alleired  insanity 
of  tbe  bnsbaod  at  tbe  tlme«  tbat  a  desrree  of  mind 
RufBcleot  to  enable  one  to  enter  Into  a  yaiid  con- 
tract or  make  a  valid  will  or  deed  Is  sufficient  to 
enable  him  to  contract  matrimony,  is  sulficlently 
favorable  to  tbe  parcy  contesting  such  marriage. 
Atkinson  v.  Med  ford,  4A  Me.  510. 

Upon  tbe  other  band,  however.  It  has  l>een  held 
that  tbe  marriage  of  one  who  has  an  Intelligent 
understanding  of  tbe  nature  of  the  act  In  which  he 
was  engaged,  and  the  contract  and  relation  Into 
which  be  was  entering.  Is  valid,  though  be  was  not 
capable  of  making  buslnees  contracts  and  carrying 
on  bustneas  generally.  Nonnemacber  v.  Nonne- 
macber,  IfiQ  Pa.  684. 

lY.  Test  of  capacity  to  ImotD  tht  nature  of  tht  act. 

The  rule  held  by  a  great  majority  of  tbe  cases 
makes  capacity  to  know  tbe  nature  of  the  act  tbe 
test  of  capacity  to  marry. 

Thus,  to  avoid  a  contract  of  marriage  on  tbe 
ground  of  mental  unsoundness  within  this  i*ule, 
tbere  must  be  an  inability  to  know  tbe  nature  of 
the  act,  and  to  intelligently  will  to  do  it.  Raugh- 
maa  v.  Bsugbman,  32  Kan.  688;  Nonnemacber  ▼. 
Nonnemacber,  IfiO  Pa.  884. 

Insanity  which  will  disable  one  to  oontraot  mar- 
riage must  be  of  such  a  nature,  or*of  sucb  severity, 
tbat  tbe  person  is  Incapable  of  exercising  a  rational 
Judgment  upon  tbe  subject.  Concord  v.  Rumney, 
4SN.H.428. 

The  eyidence  must  show  tbat  tbere  was  such  im- 
becility or  unsoundness  of  mind  at  tbe  time  that 
the  party  did  not,  and  could  not,  have  an  IntellU 
gent  understanding  of  tbe  contract  and  relation 
of  marriage.  Nonnemacber  v.  Nonnemacber,  IfiO 
Pa.  684. 

Tbe  marriage  of  a  woman  who  was*eooentric, 
and  whose  mind  was  affected,  is  valid  where  she 
bad  mind  enough  to  know  what  she  did,  and  mem- 
ory enough  to  remember  it  afterwards,  and  judg- 
ment  enough  to  recollect  and  comment  upon  tbe 
manner  and  character  of  tbe  act  she  bad  com- 
mitted.   Ward  V.  Dulaney,  28  Miss.  410. 

Nor  will  a  marriage  be  decreed  invalid  under  a 
statute  authorizing  tbe  court  to  decree  marriages 
null  and  void  where  either  of  tbe  parties  was  at  tbe 
time  insane,  where  the  party  alleged  to  be  Insane 
knew  bis  father  and  uncle  at  the  time,  and  bis  trus- 
tee, and  the  nature  of  toe  trustee^s  office,  and  dis- 
played shrewdness  and  intelligence  when  speaking 
on  the  subject  of  tbe  legal  relation  which  bo  bore 
him,  though  bis  mind  was  weak  and  be  could  not 
learn  to  count.    Eizey  v.  Elzey,  1  Houst.  (Del.)  809. 

So,  a  marriage  wili  not  be  annulled  on  the  ground 
that  a  party  thereto  was  afflicted  with  a  morbid 
propensity  to  steal,  commonly  denominated  klep- 
tomania, where  it  is  not  proved  tbat  she  was  not 
.  otherwise  sane,  or  that  her  mind  was  so  affected  by 
sucb  propensity  as  to  be  Incapable  of  understand- 
ing or  assenting  to  tbe  marriage  contracu  Lewis 
V.  Lewis.  44  Minn.  124.  9  L.  K.  A.  505. 

And  it  will  not  be  set  aside  upon  tbe  ground  of 
tbe  insanity  or  imbecility  of  a  party  thereto,  be- 
cause he  was  a  person  of  weak  intellect,  who  at 
times  did  not  express  himself  coherently,  and  who 
was  unable  to  reason  from  cause  to  effect,  and  who 
had  been  Judicially  determined  to  be  unlit  to  take 
care  of  himself  and  bis  property,  where,  until  be 
was  thirty-five  years  of  age  he  bad  been  permitted 
by  bis  family  to  care  for  himself  and  property, 
and  bad  so  taken  care  of  bis  estate  tbat  it  bad  been 
preserved  if  not  increased,  and  his  memory  was 
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good,  and  he  manifested  shrewdness  and  Judgment 
in  making  a  bargain,  and  conducted  himself  with 
reference  to  the  marriage  without  impropriety  or 
peculiarity,  and  seemed  to  have  a  proper  concep- 
tion of  the  ceremony  and  to  understand  tbe  rights, 
duties,  and  responsibilities  which  attach  to  the 
marriage  relation.    Kern  ▼.  Kern,  61  N.  J.  Bq.  574. 

A  marriage  contract  will  be  declared  null  and 
void,  however,  where  either  party  from  imbecility 
of  mind  or  deranged  Intellect  is  incapable  of  voli- 
tion, or  unable  to  comprehend  tbe  nature  of  tbe 
engagement  entered  into.  Ward  v.  Dulaney,  28 
Miss.  410. 

Where  tbe  incapacity  of  a  person  is  such  tbat  be 
is  incapable  of  understanding  tbe  nature  of  the 
contract  of  marriage,  and  Incapable  from  mental 
imt)ecil1ty  of  taking  care  of  bis  person  and  proper- 
ty, be  cannot  dispose  of  bis  person  or  property  by  a 
matrimonial  contract,  any  more  than  by  any  other 
contract.  Crump  v.  Morgan,  88  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  Ea.) 
91,  40  Am.  Dec.  447:  Bt.  George  v.  Biddeford,  76  Me. 
G08;  Browning  v.  Reane,  2  Pbillim.  Eccl.  Rep.  09. 

Tbe  question  in  an  action  for  the  annulment  of 
a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  the  Infirmity  of  mind 
of  a  party  is.  Had  be  sufficient  mental  capacity  to 
understand  tbe  marriage  contract?  Kern  v.  Kern, 
51  N.  J.  Eq.  574, 

Whether  be  bad  possession  of  bis  reason  at  tbe 
time  of  the  alleged  marriage  ceremony,  so  as  to 
know  tbe  effect  of  the  act  be  was  about  to  per- 
form and  be  capable  of  intelligently  consentlnir 
thereto.    Baughman  v.  Baughman,  82  Elan.  538. 

Tbe  court,  in  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage  on 
tbe  ground  of  lunacy,  must  determine  whether  the 
alleged  lunatic  was  capable  of  understanding  the 
nature  of  the  contract  and  the  duties  and  respon- 
sibilities which  it  creates,  and  was  free  from  tbe 
influence  of  morbid  delusions  upon  tbe  subject. 
Durham  v.  Durham,  L.  R.  10  Prob.  Div.  80. 

Tbe  question  of  tbe  capacity  of  a  party  to  a 
marriage  to  comprehend  tbe  nature  and  conse- 
quences of  her  acts,  however,  is  not  to  be  put  gen- 
erally, but  with  reference  to  tbe  very  act  in  ques- 
tion.   Doe  V.  Roe,  1  Bdm.  Sel.  Gas.  844. 

To  render  a  marriage  valid  there  ought  to  be 
enough  of  capacity  on  tbe  part  of  tbe  parties  to 
comprehend  tbe  subject,  and  the  duties  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  the  marital  relation.  Smith  v. 
Bmitb.  47  Miss.  21L 

And  to  avoid  a  contract  of  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  mental  unsoundness  the  party  alleged 
to  be  insane  or  non  eompos  mentis  must  be  incapa- 
ble of  understanding  tbe  nature  of  the  contract  it- 
self.   Baughman  v.  Baughman,  82  Kan.  588. 

One  who  contracts  marriage  should  be  held 
bound  thereby,  where  be  bad  an  appreciation  of 
the  condition  of  tbe  marriage  state,  and  under- 
stood tbe  rights  and  responsibilities  which  attach 
thereto,  and  regarded  tbe  marriage  ceremony  as 
tbe  incident  which  effected  tbe  marriage,  though 
he  was  a  person  of  weak  mind.  Kern  v.  Kern,  61 
N.  J.  Eq.  674. 

A  marriage  is  not  invalid  for  want  of  understand- 
ing of  either  of  the  parties,  where  tbey  were 
sufficiently  intelligent  to  understand  at  tbe  time  of 
tbe  ceremony  tbat  tbey  had  thereby  agreed  to  co- 
habit solely  together.  Harrod  v.  Harrod,  1  Kay  4b 
J.  4,18Jur.858. 

But  a  marriage  is  void  if  at  the  time  it  was  con- 
tracted and  solemnized  the  husband  bad  not  suffi- 
cient mental  capacity  to  understand  tbe  nature  of 
tbe  marriage  contract,  and  that  by  it  be  assumed 
all  the  duties,  obligations,  and  responsibilities,  and 
all  tbe  rights,  growing  out  of  the  relations;  he  need 
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Mr.  W,  W.  Barber  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Glenn  A  Manly  for  appellee. 


{under  appropriate  proceedings  bei^un  some 
I  time  previous,  was  duly  found  by  the  jury  to 
I  be  menially  imb(»cile.    The  jury  m  the  present 

Clark.  J,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  case  find  that  the  alleged  marriage  with  the 
CQUfi.  I  defendant  took  place  on  the  14th  of  Novem- 

On*  November  11,  1898,  Nancy  E.  Sims,  I  ber,  1893.    Such  marriage  is  absolutely  void 


Dot  have  understood  such  duties,  oblltrotlons,  and 
responsibilities,  but  sbould  have  understood  that 
be  took  rbem  all  upon  himself  whatever  they  might 
be.    St.  Geortre  v.  Biddeford.  76  Me.  588. 

The  question  in  an  action  to  annul  a  marrlapre 
upon  the  ground  of  the  insanity  of  a  party  Is  not 
whether  she  was  aware  that  she  was  going  through 
the  ceremony  of  marriage,  but  whether  she  was 
capable  of  understandmg  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract she  was  entering  Into,  free  from  the  Influence 
of  morbid  delusion  upon  the  subject.  Hunter  v. 
Bdney,  L.  R.  ID  Prob.  Dlv.  98. 

And  an  Instruction  in  an  action  Involving  the 
validity  of  a  marriage,  given  by  way  of  illustrating 
and  enforcing  the  theory  already  presented,  that 
the  husband  must  have  sufficient  mental  capacity 
to  understand  the  nature  of  the  marriage  contract, 
that  the  same  rule  would  apply  to  the  contitict  of 
marriage  that  would  apply  to  other  contracts,  la 
not  erroneous.  St.  George  v.  Biddeford,  76  Me. 
608. 

Nor  is  one  given  in  Illustration  of  the  rule  previ- 
ously stated,  that  the  husband  must  have  been  of 
sufficient  mental  capacity  to  understand  the  nature 
of  the  marriage  contract,— that  he  would  be  con- 
fldered  incompetent  If  he  had  not  mental  capacity 
enough  to  be  able  to  provide  a  support  for  a 
family,  when  he  was  possessed  of  sufficient  means 
for  that  purpose.  St.  George  v.  Biddeford,  76  Me. 
608. 

And  a  marriage  contract  is  null  and  void  where 
the  prevailing  characteristic  of  the  mind  of  one  of 
the  parties  is  the  absence  of  the  reasoning  faoul* 
ties,  accompanied  by  only  occasional  mamfesta- 
tlons  of  sense,  and  where  only  in  rare  instances 
the  reasoning  powers  can  be  detected  at  all,  and 
the  evidence  tends  to  the  conclusion  that  the  indi- 
vidual is  incapable  of  transacting  the  ordinary 
affairs  of  life.  Foster  v.  Means,  1  Speers,  Eq.  668, 
42  Am.  Dec  882. 

And  one  who,  while  In  ber  childhood,  was  sent  to 
school,  but  does  not  seem  to  have  ever  been  able  to 
read  or  write,  and  who  was  apprenticed,  but  never 
learned  the  busmess  so  as  to  earn  her  livelihood, 
and  whose  brother  always  supplied  her  with 
common  necessaries  by  paying  other  persons  to 
take  care  of  ber,  and  who  never  has  had  the  use  or 
possession  of  her  property,  and  who  is  washed  and 
cleaned  and  put  to  bed  by  others,  is  not  competent 
to  enter  Into  a  contract  of  marriage.  Browning  v. 
Reane,  2  PhlUim.  Bed.  Rep.  60. 

So,  in  Bex  v.  Kelly,  cited  In  Shelford  on  Lunatics. 
809,  it  was  held  tliat  a  woman  who  married  while 
she  had  no  conception  whatever  of  the  meaning  of 
the  transaction,  and  expressed  various  doubts  as  to 
its  nature,  and  was  perfectly  indifferent  and  friv- 
olously careless  as  to  whom  she  lived  with,  and 
manifested  much  indecision  of  character,  and  her 
ntellect  was  so  weak  as  to  render  her  an  easy 
victim  to  artful  designs,  was  not  the  wife  of  the 
party  who  married  her. 

The  question  whether  a  person  contracting  mar- 
riage had  sufficient  understanding  to  comprehend 
the  nature  and  consequences  of  the  act  is  one  of 
fact  for  the  Jury.  Doe  v.  Boe,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Gas. 
844. 

And  the  real  polut  In  issue  Is  whether,  at  the  pre- 
cise time  of  the  marriage,  the  party  had  sufficient 
understanding  to  comprehend  the  nature  of  the 
contract  and  relation  Into  which  he  was  entering. 
Monnemacher  y.  Nonnemacher,  150  Pu.634. 

So,  the  marriage  of  a  person  who  at  the  time  of  en 
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taring  into  it  was  so  intoxicated  as  to  be  non  com- 
pos mentti,  and  as  not  to  know  what  he  was  doing, 
and  was  for  the  time  depnvedof  reason,  is  Invalid, 
but  not  so  if  the  intoxication  was  of  a  less  degree. 
Prine  v.  Prine,  86  Fla.  676,  84  L.  B.  A.  87. 

But  to  render  a  marriage  void  on  the  ground  that 
the  man  was  Intoxicated  at  the  time,  it  must  appear 
that  the  intoxication  was  such  as  to  deprive  him  of 
all  sense  and  volition,  and  to  render  him  incapable 
of  knowing  what  he  was  about.  Boblln  v.  Kobiin, 
28  Grant,  Ch.cU.  0  480. 

And  the  marriage  of  a  man  while  suffering  from 
attacks  of  delirium  tremens  Is  valid,  where  It  took 
place  during  a  ludd  interval,  and  he  was  able  to 
discuss  and  arrange  the  terms  of  the  marriage 
agreement.  Scott  v.  Paquitt,  17  Lower  Can.  Rep. 
288. 

Insanity  from  delirium  tremens  will  avoid  a  con- 
tract of  marriage,  but  the  question  whether  the 
party  was  really  Insane  or  only  intoxicated  is  one 
of  fact  for  the  Jury.  Clement  v.  Mattlson,  8  Rich. 
L.OS. 

V.  IneapaeUy  combined  toith  fraud, 

A  less  degree  of  incapacity  may  serve  to  invali- 
date a  marriage  when  combined  with  fraud  than 
that  required  when  taken  alone. 

Thus,  a  marriage  clandestinely  solemnized,  ac- 
companied by  circumstances  of  fraud  and  circum- 
vention, between  a  person  of  weak  and  ncmnged 
mind  and  the  daughter  of  bis  trustee  and  Bolicitor, 
who  had  great  influence  over  him.  and  by  whom  he 
was  clearly  considered  and  treated  as  of  unsound 
mind,  is  null  and  void,  where  he  was  the  mere  in- 
strument in  their  hands  to  go  tbrouirh  wltn  the 
necessary -forms.  Countess  Portsmouth  v.  Earl 
Portsmouth,  1  Hagg.  Bccl.  Rep.  860. 

And  a  marriage  and  conveyance  secured  by  a 
dissolute  and  deslflrning  woman  of  middle  age  with 
and  from  an  old  man  who  flrmly  believed  in  spirit- 
ualism, who  sought  his  acquaintance  for  that  pur- 
pose and  secured  It  by  pretending  to  be  a  medium 
and  to  have  received  communications  from  spirits 
commanding  their  marrldge  and  the  conveyance  to 
her  of  valuable  property,  claiming  to  be  a  clair- 
voyant physician  and  able  to  cure  his  deafness,  and 
by  other  fraudulent  devises,  will  be  set  aside  as  hav- 
ing t)een  procured  by  fraud  and  undue  influence, 
though  mere  belief  In  spiritualism  Is  not  i^er  se 
sufficient  ground  for  setting  a^ide  a  marriage  and 
conveyance.    Hides  v.  Hides,  65  How.  Pr.  17. 

And  the  marriage  of  a  person  to  one  of  the 
daughters  of  his  solicitor  and  trustee,  and  a  settle- 
ment obtained  from  him  while  visiting  the  soilcit- 
or*s  family,  will  be  pronounced  null  and  void 
where  his  reason  was  defective,  and,  though  be 
was  capable  of  makiog  a  few  observations  on  the 
state  of  the  weather  or  on  horses  and  gaming,  and 
attended  public  meetings,  races,  and  country  balls, 
and  behaved  with  ordinary  propriety  at  parties  In 
the  company  of  persons  who  commanded  hi4  re- 
spect, but  on  being  left  to  himself  and  unrestrained 
indulged  in  practices  so  irrational  and  uncatuial 
as  to  be  in  some  instances  bordering  on  idlocv.  and 
in  others  attended  with  actual  delusions  and  fan- 
cies, believing  In  the  existence  of  things  which  no 
rational  being  endowed  with  powers  of  reasoning 
could  believe  to  exist.  Foster  v.  Means,  Speers, 
Eq.  660, 42  Am.  Deo.  88S. 

So,  a  marriage  is  null  and  void,  and  will  be  so  de- 
clared, where  the  husband  Is  led  to  enter  Into  It  by 
fraud  and  Imposition,  with  one  who  was  well 
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ab  initio,  and  can  be  at  any  time  so  declared  I  N.  C.  at  page  208,  49  Am.  Hep.  641.  The 
by  the  courts.  Crump  v.  Morgan,  38  N.  C.  (8  power  of  tbe  coarts  to  declare  a  marriage  a 
Ired.  £q.)9l,  40  Am.  Dec.  447,  which  has  beeoDallity  for  incapacity  of  one  of  tbe  parties, 
often  cited  and  approved  (VYomaok's  Dig.  No.  i  though  not  an  adjudged  lunatic  at  the  time  of 
2,005);  and  of  late  years  in  Webber  v.  Webber,  the  marriage,  is  also  upheld  in  Johnson  ▼.  Kin- 
79  N.  C.  at  page  576,  and  Baity  v.  Cranfill,  91 1  cade,  37  NT  C.  (2  Ired.  Eq.)  470;  SiaU,  Seizer, 


known  to  her  friends  to  be  wholly  unfit  and  legally 
incapacitated  to  contract  marriage,  tbat  fact  being 
concealed  by  her  friends  with  whom  she  resided, 
and  be  being  Ignorant  thereof.  Keyes  v.  Keyes,  28 
N.  H.  558«  dictum. 

Tbe  concealment  upon  tbe  part  of  a  party  to  a 
marriage,  tbat  she  was  affilcted  with  a  morbid  pro- 
pensity to  steal,  commonly  denominated  klepto- 
mania, however,  is  not  such  a  fraud  as  will  afford 
ground  for  the  annulment  of  the  marriage.  Lewis 
V.  Lewis,  44  Minn.  lU,  0  L.  EL  A.  fi06. 

And  occasional  paroxysms  of  hereditary  insanity 
upon  the  part  of  a  wife  before  marriage,  unknown 
to  tbe  husband  at  the  time  of  and  for  some  time 
after  marriage,  affords  no  ground  for  rescinding 
the  marriage  contract  on  account  of  fraud,  mis- 
take, or  inadvertence,  where,  in  the  interval,  she 
was  capable  of  all  tbe  duties  of  a  citizen  or  a  wife. 
Hamaker  v.  Hamaker,  18  111.  187, 65  Am.  Dec.  706w 

VI.  IveapacUyaa  a  around  for  divorce. 

Mental  incapacity  at  tbe  time  of  marriage  Is  a 
ground  for  divorce  in  some  states.  Brown  v. 
Westbrook,  27  0 a.  102. 

And  a  proceeding  to  declare  a  marriage  a  nul- 
lity on  the  ground  of  tbe  mental  incapacity  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  consent  to  tbe  contract,  at  tbe 
time  it  was  entered  into,  is  unautborized  and  un- 
known under  the  Judicial  system  of  the  state  of 
Georgia.    Brown  v.  Westbrook.  :ffl  Ga.  102. 

But  imbeciliiy  of  mind  is  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  divorce  under  the  Delaware  statute  unless  It 
amounts  to  idiocy  or  insanity.  Elzey  v.  Elzey,  1 
Houst.  (Dei.)808. 

And  occasional  spells  of  insanity  before  marriage, 
and  ultimate  permanent  insanity  several  years 
after,  together  with  evidence  of  hereditary  taint  in 
the  family,  do  not  warrant  a  divorce  under  a 
statute  m»king  insanity  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage a  grounc^  therefor.  Smith  v.  Smith,  47  Miss. 
211. 

In  Smith  v.  Smith.  47  Miss.  211,  Ward  v.  Dulaney, 
23  Miss.  414.  i^pra^  IIL,  IT.,  was  distinguished  on 
tbe  ground  that  it  arose  prior  to  the  revision  of 
tbe  statute,  and  was  decided  under  the  common 
law. 

VIL  Batiflcation  and  waiver  of  rioht  to  attack. 

A  lunatic,  on  regaming  his  reason,  may  affirm  a 
marriage  celebrated  while  be  was  insane.  Cole  v. 
Cole,  6  Sneed,  57,  70  Am.  Dec.  275;  Goodheart  v. 
Ramsley,  28  Ohio  L.  J.  227;  Prlne  v.  Prine,  86  Fla. 
676,  84  L.  R.  A.  87;  Durle  v.  Norris,  1  U.  8.  Law 
Mag  (Monthly)  49;  Ash's  Case,2  Freem.  Ch.  260;  1 
Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  278.  pL  6. 

And  it  may  be  affirmed  by  any  acts  or  conduct 
which  amount  lo  a  reoognitlon  of  it.  Prme  v. 
Prine,  86  Fla.  676,  34  L.  R.  A.  87. 

Thus,  tbe  validity  of  a  marriage  cannot  be  im- 
pujrned  on  tbe  ground  that  the  husband  was  out 
of  his  mind  when  the  marriage  ceremony  was  per- 
formed, where  tbe  couple  bad  lived  together  as 
man  and  wife  until  the  husband's  death,— so  as  to 
impair  tbe  claim  of  tbe  widow  to  a  sum  allowed  by 
law  to  widows  m  necessitous  circumstances.  Saba- 
lot  V.  Populus.  81  La.  Ann.  854. 

And  tbe  fact  that  two  deaf  and  dumb  persons 
had  lived  together  thirty  yean,  during  which  a 
suit  had  been  compromised  in  which  the  husband 
and  wile  were  plaintiff:*,  and  that  they  had  other- 
wise recognized  their  marringe  as  legal  and  suiB 
cfent,  is  strong  evidence  against  aclaim  that  it  was 
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invalid  for  want  of  capacity  of  the  parties.  Har* 
rod  V.  Barrod,  1  Kay  &  J.  4, 18  Jur.  863. 

And  where  a  woman  marries  a  man  who  subse- 
quently has  to  be  oonflned  in  an  asylum  for  insan- 
ity, and  continues  to  cohabit  with  him  until  he  ia 
so  confined,  having  children  by  him,  it  suiBolently 
establishes,  either  that  he  was  not  Insane  at  the 
time  of  tbe  marriage,  or  that  she  had  nevertbeless 
elected  to  treat  the  contract  as  a  valid  and  subsist- 
ing one.    Forman  t.  Forman,  63  N.  Y.  S.  B.  639. 

So,  the  appellate  court  will  not  reverse  a  decree 
of  the  circuit  court  in  an  action  for  tbe  annul- 
ment of  a  marriage  upon  the  ground  of  Incapacity, 
as  being  against  evidence,  where  the  evidence  is 
conflicting  upon  the  subject  of  mental  capacity, 
and  there  is  sufficient  evidence.  If  believed,  to  show 
tbat  tbe  party  was  not  deprived  of  the  use  of  bit 
reasoning  faculties  at  such  time,  and  it  appears  that 
be  had  repeatedly,  sinon  the  marriage,  ratified  tbe 
same  by  cohabitation  with  tbe  other  party  thereto. 
Prine  v.  Prine,  86  Fla.  676, 84  L.  R.  A.  87. 

But  one  who  was  married  while  insane  and  un- 
der guardianship,  but  who  was  subeequently  de- 
clared sane,  and  the  guardian  discharged,  after 
which  he  was  again  declared  insane  and  placed  in 
an  asylum,  will  not  tie  deemed  to  have  ratified  the 
marriage  by  acts  performed  after  he  was  declared 
sane  and  before  he  was  r.be  second  time  declared 
insane.  In  tbe  absence  of  evidence  of  actual  cohab- 
itation, where  be  was  afflicted  with  progressive 
paresis,  and  the  disease  bad  been  of  at  least  a 
year's  standing,  and  he  subsequently  became  a  con- 
firmed lunatic  and  the  evidence  Is  overwhelming 
that  he  was  at  all  times  insane.  CHoodhart  v. 
Speer,  7  Ohio  Dea  47;  Goodheart  t.  Randey,  28 
Ohio  L.  J.  227. 

And  an  Instruction,  in  an  action  to  annul  a  mar- 
riage on  the  ground  of  the  lunacy  of  one  of  tbe  par- 
ties, that  the  plaintiff  must  show  unsoundness  of 
mind  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  continuing  be- 
yond question  to  the  time  of  the  husband's  death« 
without  ludd  intervals,  if  erroneous,  is  obviated 
by  a  finding  of  sanity  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 
Banker  v.  Banker,  68  N.  Y.  400. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  where  a  marriage 
is  void  because  of  the  insanity  of  one  of  tbe  par- 
ties it  Is  not  ratified  and  rendered  valid  by  their 
sut)8equent  cohabitation  after  tbe  insane  person 
becomes  sane.    Ward  v.  Dulaney,  28  Miss.  4ia 

And  that  a  marriage  by  a  person  totally  deprived 
of  reason  is  void,  and  that  the  performance  of  a 
marriage  ceremony  between  such  a  person  and  an- 
other and  their  continued  cohabitation  until  death, 
do  not  constitute  a  legal  marriage  or  give  claim  to 
dower  or  curtesy  in  his  or  her  estate.  Jenkins  t* 
Jenkins, 2  Dana,  103,  26  Am.  Dec.  487. 

So,  a  wife  who  waits  twenty-two  years  after  ob- 
taining knowledge  tbat  her  husband  was  Insane 
when  they  were  married  before  filing  a  bill  to 
avoid  tbe  marriage  on  tbat  ground  is  barred,  by 
the  lapse  of  time,  from  obtaining  the  relief  sought. 
Uawdon  v.  Rawdon,  28  Ala.  666. 

And  where  a  man  who  has  been  adjudged  of  un- 
sound mind,  afterwards  marries  a  woman,  with 
whom  he  lives  for  thiriy  years,  tbe  presumption  of 
continued  insanity  will  not  prevail  as  against  the 
presumption  in  favor  of  tbe  legality  of  the  mar- 
riage.   Castor  V.  Davis.  120  Ind.  281. 

And  a  marriage  will  not  be  disturbed  upon  tbe 
ground  that  previous  thereto  the  wife  had  been 
afflicted,  without  tbe  knowledge  of  the  buslmnd, 
with  periodical  attacks  of  insanity,  and  that  such 
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V.  Setter,  97  N.  C.  252;  Lea  v.  Lea,  104  N.  C. 
608.  This  might  be  done  even  after  the  death 
of  parties  {Qathingi  v.  Williams,  27  N.  C.  (5 
Ired.  L.)  487,  44  Am.  Dec.  49)— though  issue 
could  not  be  bastardized;  but  it  must  be  done 
in  a  direct  proceeding,  as  in  this  case,  and  not 


incidentally  (FfV^MfTiAm  t.  WiUiams,  S6  N.  0. 
(3  Jones.  £q.)  446).  Such  action  is  for  a  di- 
Yorce  {Lea  v.  Lea,  104  N.  C.  603),  and  all  ac- 
tions for  a  lunatic  can  be  brought  either  in  the 
name  of  the  guardian  or  in  the  name  of  the 
lunatic  by  the  guardian  (Ommp  y.  Morgan,  88 


attacks  had  oontioued  ever  since,  lasting  for 
months  together,  and  often  renderiDg  it  danger- 
ous for  him  to  live  with  her,  after  tbe  lapse  of 
more  tban  thirty  years,  and  the  birth  of  a  family, 
ail  of  which  have  reached  the  age  of  maturity. 
Seoor  ▼.  Seoor,  1  MacArth.  680. 

Vni.  Evidence  of  Incapacity. 
a.  PretumptUm  and  Imrdenof  proof. 

Every  man  is  presumed  to  be  sane  until  tbe  con- 
trary is  shown,  and  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with 
the  person  allegiog  a  marriage  contraot  to  be  void 
by  reason  of  the  iDcapacity  or  mental  unsoundness 
of  a  party  thereto.  Baughman  v.  Baughman,  82 
Kan.  688;  Rawdon  v.  Rawdon.  28  Ala.  666;  Nonne- 
macher  v.  Nonnemacher,  150  Pa.  684. 

And  If  the  proofs  in  tbe  case  on  this  question  are 
of  equal  weight  and  reliability  the  presumption  of 
•ani^  must  prevail.  Konnemacberv.  Nonnemach- 
er, 160  Pa.  684. 

And  refusal  to  charge  that  the  Jury  should  start 
^ith  the  presumption  that  a  person  was  of  unsound 
mind  is  not  error,  in  an  action  for  the  annulmeut 
of  his  marriage  on  the  ground  of  unsoundness  of 
mind,  where  a  finding  was  made  in  an  inquisition 
two  days  after  the  marriage  that  he  was  then  in- 
sane, and  had  been  for  six  months  previous  thereto. 
Banker  v.  Banker,  68  N.  Y.  400. 

But  where  the  existence  of  insanity  is  once  es- 
tablished in  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage,  theontur 
IS  cast  upon  the  party  seeking  to  sustain  tbe  mar- 
riage, to  prove  by  testimony  as  clearly  convincing 
-as  that  required  to  establish  insanity,  that  the  par- 
'tioular  contract  was  entered  Into  during  a  lucid  in- 
terval.   Bawdon  v.  Bawdon,  28  Ala.  665. 

And  the  burden  of  proof  rests  with  the  party  as- 
serting the  validity  of  a  marriage  entered  into  by 
a  person  under  a  decree  of  lunacy  and  guardian- 
ship, to  establish  that  it  was  entered  into  during  a 
lucid  interval.  Qoodheart  v.  Ransley,  28  Ohio  L. 
J.  227. 

As  to  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  of  sanity 
and  insanity  generally,  see  notes  to  State  v.  Scott 
(La.  Ann.)  86  L.  B.  A.  nu,  and  Ford  v.  State  (Miss.) 
86L.B.A.117. 

b.  Sufficiency,  weighU  and  admisHbility, 

Proof  of  insanity  to  invalidate  a  marriage  on  an 
application  for  Its  annulment  must  be  clear  and 
unquestionable.  Cole  v.  Cole,  6  Sneed.  57.  70  Am. 
J>eo.  275;  Ward  v.  Dulaney,  23  Miss.  410;  Powell  v* 
Powell,  27  Miss.  788. 

Bspeoially  after  tbe  death  of  one  of  the  parties. 
Powell  V.  Powell,  27  Miss.  788. 

Thus,  proof  of  the  insanity  of  a  wife  both  before 
and  after  marriage  will  not  invalidate  tbe  marriage 
where  it  appears  that  she  was  sane  at  the  time  it 
took  place.    Ward  v.  Dulaney,  28  Miss.  4ia 

And  going  through  the  marriage  ceremony  with 
propriety  and  decorum  is  of  itself  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  sufficient  understanding  of  the  contract 
making  it  valid.    Anonymous,  4  Pick.  82. 

And  evidence  that  a  marriage  was  solemnized  in 
an  unusual  manner,  by  tbe  wife  going  to  the  house 
of  tbe  husband  and  both  parties  dispensing  with 
the  ceremony  generally  used  on  such  occasions,  but 
agreeing  to  t)ecome  man  and  wife,  establishes  per. 
feet  indifference  to  the  customs  of  society,  and 
does  not  overcome  the  presumption  of  sanity,  or 
tend  to  show  mental  incapacity  of  either  party 
amounting  to  incompetency  to  contract  the  mar- 
riage. Powell  V.  Powell,  27  Miss.  788. 
40  L.  R  A. 


So,  evidence  that  a  woman  performed  ber  usual 
duties  until  tbe  day  before  her  marriage,  but  was 
at  times  dull  and  reticent,  and  that  she  was  very 
quiet  on  the  day  of  the  wedding,  and  after  the 
ceremony  stated  that  she  was  not  worthy  of  her 
husband,  and  remained  reticent,  and  after  a  few 
days  could  not  be  gotten  to  take  Interest  in  any- 
thing, and  shortly  afterwards  tried  to  strangle  her- 
self and  set  fire  to  a  toilet  mat,  and  was  afterwards 
sent  to  an  asylum,  where  sbe  became  violent  and 
had  delusions  to  the  effect  that  she  was  not  mar- 
ried, and  afterwards  improred  and  again  passed 
into  violent  mania,  with  the  testimony  of  an  ex- 
pert that  there  was  melancholia  in  her  mental  con- 
dition at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  but  that  to  a 
certain  extent  she  understood  what  she  was  doing, 
though  she  did  not  fully  understand  the  marriage 
relation,— is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  decree  of 
nullity.    Cannon  v.  Smally,  L.  B.  10  Prob.  DIv.  96. 

And  evidence  in  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage, 
tbe  parties  to  which  had  been  previously  divorced 
and  remarried,  showing  that  tbe  mind  of  tbe  wife 
was  ill- balanced  at  times,  and  that  she  was  of  an 
eccentric  and  irritable  disposition  and  afterwards 
became  positively  insane,  and  that  upon  the  second 
mariiagc  she  agreed  to  quit  complaining  and 
scolding  and  not  bring  up  old  troubles,  and  that 
on  the  day  of  tbe  marriage  she  began  making  the 
some  old  charges  as  badly  as  ever,  is  not  suffloient 
to  warrant  relief.    Slais  v.  Slals,  9  Mo.  App.  98. 

So,  administration  of  her  husband^s  effeota  will 
not  be  refused  to  a  widow  upon  the  ground  that  he 
was  a  lunatic  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  and  in- 
capable of  consenting  to  marriage,  though  he  had 
a  very  weak  understanding  from  his  infancy  and 
by  hard  drinking  was  at  times  a  lunatic,  and  did 
many  mad  and  frantic  acts,  where  no  com  mission 
had  issued  against  him,  and  it  appeared  that  he 
married  with  deliberation  and  intention  after  pro- 
curing the  license  himiielf  and  declaring  that  he 
was  going  to  be  married,  and  went  through  the 
ceremony  with  propriety,  and  lived  with  his  wife 
as  such  during  the  remainder  of  his  life.  Parker 
V.  Parker,  2  Lee,  Bccl.  Rep.  88:3. 

Evidence  that  a  party  to  a  marriage  was  igno- 
rant of  the  most  common  thlnics  in  life,  such  as  the 
parts  of  a  dollar  that  are  current,  seed  and  harvest 
time  of  the  usual  crops  in  the  locality  in  which  he 
Jived,  and  the  days  of  tbe  week,  and  the  opinions 
of  witnesses  that  be  had  been  a  fool  or  an  idiot 
from  birth,  however,  are  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
finding  of  incapacity  to  contract  marriage.  John- 
son V.  Kincade,  87  N.  C.  (2  Ired.  Bq.)  470. 

And  the  fact  that  a  person  had  attacks  of  in- 
sanity which  became  more  frequent  in  their  visita- 
tions, more  especially  in  the  spring  and  autumn, 
and  that  his  father  did  not  trust  him  with  any 
business  and  he  was  entirely  unfit  to  be  employed, 
is  sufficient  to  throw  th3  onus  on  the  other  party, 
in  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage,  to  establish  his 
sanity  or  a  lucid  interval  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage. Turner  v.  Meyers.  1  Hagg.  Consist.  Rep.  414. 
So,  evidence  that  a  woman  immediately  after  her 
marriage,  and  upon  tbe  next  morning,  requested 
her  husband  to  cut  her  throat,  declaring  herself  a 
weak  person  who  had  committed  crimes  for  which 
she  was  liable  to  be  taken  to  prison,  and  that  she 
was  an  unfit  person  to  be  united  to  so  good  a  man, 
and  thatshe  attempted  to  commit  suicide,  it  appear- 
ing that  she  had  always  been  a  well  conducted  and 
virtuous  young  woman,  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage  she  was  not  able  to  un- 
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l^r.  C.  (8  Ired.  Eq.)91.  40  Am.  Dec.  447;  Shaw 
▼.  Burney,  36  N.  C.  (1  Ired.  Eq.)  149).  W.  R. 
Sprinkle,  son  of  Nancy  E.  Sims,  was  duly  ap- 
pointed her  guardian  after  the  aforesaid  inqui- 
aition  of  lunacy,  and  such  proceedings  and 
orders  are  "valid  until  reversed  or  superseded." 


Beih6a  ▼.  McLennon,  23  N.  C.  (1  Ired,  L.)  527. 
The  ex  parte  proceedings  brought  by  the  hus- 
band in  1895,  to  have  the  wife  declared  sane, 
were  without  any  notice  or  service  upon  the 
giiardian,  to  whom  the  law  had  confided  the 
protection  of  her  rights,  and  hence  were  a  nul- 


•deretand  and  appreciate  the  act  she  was  doin^. 
HuDter  v.  Edney,  L.  R.  10  Prob.  DIv.  98. 

And  a  marriage  with  a  woman,  secretly  solem- 
nized, will  be  set  aside  on  the  ffround  of  her  inabil- 
ity to  understand  the  nature  and  oblisration  of  the 
contract,  where  she  could  not  wash  or  dress  herself 
properly  or  decently,  knit  or  sew,  or  take  care  of 
hex  clothes,  or  distinguish  colors  or  cotton  from 
flannel,  and  could  not  be  taught  to  cook  or  do  the 
simplest  house  work,  and  could  hardly  read,  though 
ahe  went  to  school  until  twenty,  and  could  not 
spell,  add,  or  count  twenty,  or  state  the  number  of 
Sabbaths  ih  a  year,  and  could  be  taught  nothing  of 
ceoirraphy  or  tell  the  time  of  day  by  watch,  or  dis- 
tinguish one  piece  of  money  from  another,  and  had 
00  idea  of  the  value  of  property,  and  could  not  be 
trusted  to  do  errands,  and  played  with  children 
■and  their  toys,  and  did  not  appreciate  the  proprie- 
ties of  life.  True  v.  Ranney,  21  N.  H.  62,  fi3  Am. 
Dec.  164. 

So,  evidence  that  a  person  afflicted  with  Inflam- 
mation of  the  lungs,  which  frequently  affects  the 
mind,  suddenly  sat  up  in  bed  in  the  night  and 
called  to  the  person  nursing  him  and  asked  her  if 
she  would  be  his  wife,  to  which  she  assented,  and 
he  declared  before  God  and  man  that  she  was  his 
wife,  does  not  establish  a  valid  marriage,  where 
shortly  before  and  after  theeyent  he  was  in  estate 
of  stupor  with  occasional  flts  of  delirium,  and  a 
few  minutes  afterwards  he  Jumped  out  of  bed  and 
became  so  ungovernable  that  assistance  had  to  be 
sent  for,  and  there  was  no  previous  deliberation  or 
conversation  on  the  subject,  and  he  afterwards 
died  without  appearing  to  know  anything  about 
the  marriage  claimed.  Jaques  v.  Public  Adminis- 
trator, 1  Bradf.  489. 

And  in  Doe  v.  Roe,  1  Bdm.  Sel.  Gas.  344,  which 
was  a  feigned  Issue  sent  down  from  the  court  of 
-chancery  to  try  the  validity  of  a  marriage,  it  was 
found  invalid  on  evidence  that  the  woman  married 
was  wayward,  wilful,  and  dli&oult  to  govern  in 
childhood  and  that  with  all  the  advantages  of  edu- 
cation she  had  learned  less  at  sixteen  than  her 
brothers  at  eight,  and  had  never  been  able  to  learn 
the  multiplication  table,  and  that  when  fully 
grown  she  was  more  fond  of  association  with  little 
-children  than  with  persons  of  her  own  age,  and  was 
more  prone  to  being  with  the  servants  than  with 
the  family,  and  that  she  was  slatternly  and  untidy 
4n  her  room  and  dress  and  had  a  passion  for  collec- 
ting old  rags,  and  was  subject  to  paroxysms  of  vio- 
lent passion,  and  would  use  profane  and  obscene 
language  and  be  insolent  to  her  parents,  and  was 
habitually  cruel,  and  took  pleasure  in  the  suffer- 
ings of  animals,  and  was  greatly  addicted  to  false- 
hood, and  when  detected  would  only  laugh,  and 
that  her  memory  was  bad  and  her  judgment  weak 
and  her  psssions  violent,  and  that  she  bad  no  affec- 
tion, but  rather  hatred,  for  her  parents  and  broth- 
ers and  sisters,  and  the  opinions  of  witnesses  that 
ahe  was  an  imbecile. 

80,  the  question  of  soundness  or  unsoundness  of 
mind  depends  upon  the  general  frame  and  habit  of 
the  mind,  and  cannot  be  determined  from  particu- 
lar actions.  Foster  v.  Means,  1  Speers,  Eq.  660,  42 
Am.  Dec.  832. 

And  the  question.  In  an  action  for  the  annulment 
of  a  marriage,  whether  the  party  alleged  to  be  in- 
aane  bad  sufficient  capacity  to  understand  the  mar- 
riage contract.  Is  not  to  be  solved  by  the  mere 
opinions  of  persons  who  may  have  been  brought 
in  contact  with  him,  but  each  case  must  be  decided 
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on  its  own  circumstances:  and  his  ability  can  be  as- 
certained in  no  more  satisfactory  way  than  by  re- 
ferring to  his  conduct  in  other  transaotlona.  Kern 
V.  Kern,  61 N.  J.  Bq.  574 

And  the  oourt  will  form  its  opinion  as  to  the 
mental  condition  of  a  party  alleged  to  be  incapable 
of  contracting  marriage  by  reason  of  insanity, 
from  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  have  been 
long  acquainted  with  him,  and  that  of  medical  ex- 
perts, in  preference  to  any  personal  examination. 
Thayer  v.  Thayer,  9  R.  L  877. 

80,  evidence  as  to  the  condition  and  conduct  of  a 
husband,  both  before  and  after  marriage,  is  com- 
petent, and  may  be  taken  into  account  in  judging 
as  to  his  mental  capacity  at  that  time.  St.  George 
V.  Biddef ord,  78  Me.  666;  Nonnemacher  v.  Nonne- 
macher,  160  Pa.  084. 

And  an  expert  witness  may  be  permitted  to  tes- 
tify, in  an  action  in  which  the  validity  of  a  mar- 
riage is  at  issue,  to  his  opinion  that  a  party  to  the 
marriage,  alleged  to  be  imt>ecile.  was  not  capable 
of  understanding  bis  duties  toward  his  wife  arising 
out  of  the  matrimonial  union.  St.  George  v.  Bid- 
def ord,  76  Me.  8B3. 

But  the  sane  party  cannot  be  admitted  as  a  wit- 
ness against  the  insane  party  when  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  if  one  party  is  Insane  the  other  shall  not 
be  permitted  to  testify  in  his  own  favor.  Little  v. 
Little,  18  Gray,  264. 

So,  where  a  marriage  is  sought  to  be  invalidated 
upon  the  ground  that  the  alleged  husband  was  so 
paralyzed  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  that  he  could 
not  comprehend  what  was  passing  at  the  time,  his 
written  and  oral  declarations,  made  prior  to  and 
repeated  up  to  within  a  short  time  of  the  ceremony, 
I  showing  that  the  relations  of  the  parties  were  af- 
fectionate, and  that  he  had  stated  that  he  could 
not  live  happily  without  the  party  married,  and 
that  he  intended  that  she  should  have  his  property 
as  she  had  helped  to  make  it,  and  the  fact  that  they 
bad  corcesponded  several  months,  and  that  the 
marriage  engagement  had  been  previously  made, 
may  be  given  on  her  behalf  to  sustain  the  mar- 
riage.   Baughman  v.  Baughman.  82  Kan.  638. 

o.  Effect  of  inquisition. 

An  adjudication  that  a  person  was  a  lunatic,  and 
incapable  of  taking  care  of  himself  or  his  property 
by  reason  of  intemperance  or  habitual  drunken- 
ness  or  otherwise,  and  the  appointment  of  a  guard- 
ian of  his  person  and  property,  which  was  never 
vacated  or  set  aside,  but  continued  in  force  unti, 
bis  death,  is  only  prima  facie,  and  not  conclusive, 
evidence  that  he  was  incompetent,  for  want  ol 
mental  capacity,  to  enter  into  and  consummate  a 
legal  marriage.  McOleary  v.  Baroalow,  6  Ohio  a 
a  481. 

Though  prima  fade  it  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
of  incapacity.    Keys  v.  Norris,  6  Rich.  Bq.  388. 

And  a  finding  that  a  person  was  of  unsound  mind, 
and  that  he  had  been  so  for  six  months  previous, 
upon  an  Inquisition  In  lunacy  made  two  days  after 
his  marriage,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  Incompe- 
tency to  marry  only,  and  the  fact  that  the  wife 
bad  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  inquisition  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage  does  not  render  the  mar- 
riage invalid,  as  by  going  on  with  it  she  took  the 
hazard  of  a  finding  which  would  render  the  mar- 
riage presumptively  void,  and  nothing  more. 
Banker  v.  Banker,  68  N.  F.  409. 

80,  a  marriage  contract  during  a  lucid  Interval* 
by  one  who  had  been  found  to  be  a  lunatic,  la  bind- 
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]ity  (Code,  §  217,  subd.  8),  as  was  also  the  sub- 
sequent order,  founded  thereon,  removing  him 
without  notice.  Indeed,  the  marriage,  at  the 
time,  of  a  legally  declared  lunatic,  being  a  nul- 
lity, could  only  have  been  remedied  by  pro- 
ceedings to  set  aside  the  inquisition  of  lunacy 


for  fraud  or  other  good  ground,  or  by  a  new 
marriage,  if  the  lunatic  is  since  found  to  be  re- 
stored. The  void  marriage  on  account  of 
lunacy  could  not  be  cured  merely  by  cohabita- 
tion after  restoration.  Marriages  entered  ir'o- 
by  parties  under  the  legal  age,  however,  being 


iDg  OD  blm  where  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  the 
lucid  interval  in  whioh  it  was  done  Is  clear.  Be 
Gaoffwere,  U  Pa.  417, 68  Am.  Dec.  664. 

And  a  marriaffe  will  not  be  declared  invalid  with- 
out an  Issue  directed  to  try  the  fact,  though  the 
husbaod  was  found  a  lunatic  from  a  period  ante- 
cedent thereto,  where  a  son,  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riaffe,  had  enjoyed  an  estate  devised  to  the  lunatic 
and  his  children  as  a  leRitlmate  child.  EUisv. 
Bowman,  17  L.  T.  11. 

r  And  a  marriage  voluntarily  contracted  by  a  per- 
son of  full  age  and  sufScient  mental  capacity  to 
understand  and  carry  it  out,  after  a  guardian  had 
been  appointed  for  him,  which  guardianship  con- 
tinued until  his  death,  the  parties  living  together 
as  husband  and  wife  for  sixteen  months  and  until 
his  death  without  objection,  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  guardian,  is  valid  and  binding  where  no 
proceedings  were  ever  taken  to  invalidate  It. 
McCleary  v.  Barcalow,  6  Ohio  C.  a  487. 

But  a  Judgment  in  an  action  In  equity  brought  by 
the  committee  of  an  alleged  lunatic  agaiost  his  wife 
to  declare  the  marriage  contract  null  and  void, 
whereby  it  was  adjudged  that  at  the  time  of  his 
marriage  he  was  not  a  person  of  unsound  mind, 
merely  establishes  his  ability  to  enter  into  the  mar- 
riage contract,  and  not  that  he  must  be  regarded 
as  a  person  of  sound  mind,  fully  caj;>able  of  man- 
aging his  affairs  and  disposing  of  his  property,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  wife  against  a  bank,  as* 
setting  her  right  to  money  of  the  husband  depos- 
ited therein,  arising  out  of  an  antenuptial  contract 
with  him,  where  the  bank  had  in  good  faith  paid 
the  money  to  bis  leiral  representatives  previously 
appointed  in  a  proceeding  adjudging  him  a  lunatic. 
Veits'v. Union  Kat.  Bank,  101 N.  T. 663.  64  Am.  Bep. 
74B. 

So,  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  a 
respondent  In  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  Insanity  Is  prima  facie  evidence  of  her 
1  nsan ity  in  any  subseq  u en t  stage  of  the  case.  Lit- 
tle V.  Little,  13  Gray,  264.  "r.     w^ 

And  the  fact  that  a  husband  was  under  guard- 
ianship, as  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  at  the  time 
of  his  marriage,  should  be  averred  In  an  action  for 
its  annulment,  and  not  left  to  mere  inference. 
Pence  v.  Aughe,  101  Ind.817. 

And  an  inquisition  finding  a  woman  to  be  neither 
an  idiot  nor  a  lunatic,  but  of  weak  understanding, 
obtained  with  a  view  to  set  aside  her  marriage,  will 
not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  one  ordered  for  a  mere 
irregularity,  where  the  court  is  satisfied  that 
substantial  Justice  has  been  don&  Ex  parte  Olen, 
4  Desauss.  Eq.  646. 

In  England,  In  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  an  inqui- 
sition finding  idiocy  or  lunacy  is  regarded  as  only 
part  of  the  requisite  proof  of  unsoundness  of  mind 
to  warrant  a  decree  of  nullity  of  a  marriage. 
Johnson  v.  Kincade,  87  K.  C.  (2  Ired.  Eq.)  470, 
dictum. 

For  the  North  CSarolina  rule  on  this  question,  see 

SiKS  V.  SIMB. 

IX,  The  annvlment. 
a.  NeeeesUy  of  decree  for, 
^  The  marriage  of  a  lunatic  is  void,  and  must  be 
so  pronounced  by  every  court  to  which  and  in 
every  form  In  which  the  subject  can  be  presented. 
Crump  V.  Morgan,  88  N.  a  (8  Ired.  Eq.)  01,  40  Am. 
Dec.  447. 

And  a  marriage  which  is  void  at  its  inception  be- 
cause of  the  insanity  of  a  party  thereto  Is  a  mere 
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nullity  from  the  beginning  to  the  end.  and  does  not 
require  a  sentence,  decree,  or  Judgment  of  any 
court  to  restore  the  parties  to  their  original  rights. 
Bell  V.  Bennett,  78  Qb.  784;  Kawdon  v.  Rawdon,  28 
Ala.  666:  Unity  v.  Belgrade,  76  Me.  419;  Powell  v. 
Powell,  18  Kan.  871,  26  Am.  Rep.  774:  Jenkins  v. 
Jenkins,  2  Dana,  106,  28  Am.  Dec.  487. 

The  invalidity  may  be  shown  in  any  proceeding 
in  any  court  whenever  the  question  arises  collater- 
ally. Unity  V.  Belgrade,  76  Me.  410;  Gathinn  v.- 
Williams.  27 N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  487, 44  Am.  Dec.  49. 

Thus,  the  question  may  be  decided  ina  collaterai 
action,  as  a  suit  for  dower  for  digiribuplon,  or  the- 
like.  Jenkins  v.  Jenkins,  2  Dana,  103, 26  Am.  Dec 
437:  Keys  v.  Norris,  6  Hlob.  Eq.  886. 

And  the  question  as  to  the  competency  of  a  partv 
to  a  marriHge  to  enter  Into  the  marriage  oontnict 
may  be  raised  and  decided  In  a  proceeding  by  the 
widow,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  to  obtain  a 
yearns  support.  An  objection  may  lie  made  to 
granting  such  support  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
of  unsound  mind  and  incapable  of  contracting 
marriage.    Bell  v.  Bennett,  78  Ga.  784. 

So,  in  Gathiogs  v.  Williams,  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L> 
487,  44  Am.  Dec.  49.  it  was  held  that  the  question 
whether  a  marriage  was  void  or  not  may  be  in- 
quired Into  by  anv  court  in  which  rights  are  as- 
serted under  it,  although  the  parties  to  a  marriage 
are  dead:  but  the  question  In  the  case  was  not  one- 
of  mental  capacity  to  contract  mHrringe. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature,  how- 
ever, to  prohibit  the  questioning  of  the  validity  of 
existing  marriages  in  a  trial  of  collateral  issue  on 
the  ground  of  the  Insanity  or  idiocy  of  the  other 
party.    Goshen  v.  Richmond.  4  Allen.  458. 

And  Mass.  Stat.  1845.  chap.  222,  providing  that  the 
validity  of  a  marriage  shall  not  be  questioned  on. 
the  trial  of  a  collateral  issue  on  account  of  the  in- 
sanity or  death  of  either  party  applies  to  marri- 
ages existing  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  and  it 
cannot  be  shown,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the- 
support  of  a  pauper,  against  a  town  In  which  a 
settlement  is  sought  to  be  established  by  resson  ot 
a  marriage  performed  before  the  passage  of  that 
act,  that  the  marriage  was  Invalid  by  reason  of  the 
insanity  of  the  party.  Goshen  v.  Richmond,  i- 
Allen,  466. 

And  while  a  marriage  with  a  lunatic  is  absolutely 
void,  for  the  sake  of  the  good  order  of  society,  aa- 
well  as  the  quiet  and  relief  of  the  party.  Its  nullity 
should  be  declared  by  the  decision  of  some  cuurtof 
competent  Jurisdiction.  Wight  man  v.  Wightmnn, 
4  Johns.  Ch.  848;  Rawdon  v.  Kawdon,  28  Ala.  565; 
Powell  V.  Powell,  18  Kan.  871,  26  Am.  Rep.  774;^ 
Johnson  v.  Kincade.  87  N.  C.  (2  Ired.  Eq.)  470. 

In  Wightman  v.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  848,  It 
was  presumed  that  all  that  could  have  been  In- 
tended by  the  common- law  Judges  in  Stiles  v.  West, 
cited  in  Sid.  112.  fupra,  I.,  where  it  was  said  that  if 
an  idiot  contracted  marriage  it  is  good,  was  that 
though  such  marriaires  are  ipso  facto  void,  yet  that 
it  is  proper  that  there  should  be  a  judicial  decision, 
to  that  effect  by  some  court  of  competent  Jurisdic- 
tion. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  though  a  marriage  by  a 
lunatic  is  declared  void  by  statute,  sentence  of 
nullity  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  is  necessary.  Bx 
parte  Turing,  1  Ves.  &  B.  140. 

And  a  court  of  equity  will  notentertain  the  ques- 
tion of  nullity  of  marriage  on  aocount  of  imbecili- 
ty incidentally  in  North  Carolina,  but  will  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  the  suit  In  which  such  issue  is  made,  so 
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not  Told,  but  voidable,  can  be  validated  by  co- 
babitation  after  arrival  at  the  marriageable 
afire.  State  y.  Parker,  106  N.  0.  711;  Koonee 
y.  Wallace,  52  N.  C.  194.  His  honor  correctly 
adjudged  that  W.  R.  Sprinkle  was  authorized 
to  bring  this  action.    There  is  no  other  excep- 


tion. As  to  the  argument  that  the  record  doea 
not  affirmatively  show  that  the  report  of  the 
jury  had  been  '^received  and  confirmed."  It  ' 
18  not  required.  Code,  g  1670,  only  requires 
the  clerk  to  '  *file  and  record"  it  But  if  it  had 
been  a  case- in  which  the  court  was  empowered 


that  It  may  he  determloed  by  a  direct  sentenoe  In 
either  a  superior  court  of  law  or  a  court  of  equity. 
Williamson  v.  Williams,  66  N.  C.  (8  Jones,  Eq.)  440. 

And  in  Vermont  it  has  been  held  that  a  decree 
of  nullity  of  a  marriage  cannot  he  attacked  in  a 
proceeding  for  the  removal  of  the  woman  con- 
cerned as  a  pauper.  Reading  y.  Ludlow,  43  Vt.828. 

And  that  where  the  existence  of  a  marriage  as  a 
fact  is  established  the  probate  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  try  Its  validity  or  power  to  treat  it  as  a 
nullity.    Wiser  t.  Lockwood,  42  Vt.  720. 

So,  in  Stuckey  t.  Mathes,  24  Hun,  461,  it  was  held 
that  an  action  upon  an  account  for  necessaries 
furnished  a  wife  cannot  be  resisted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  marriage  between  her  and  her 
supposed  husband  was  solemnised  while  he  was  a 
lunatic  without  lucid  intervals,  and  was  therefore 
void. 

A  private  contract  of  marriage,  or  present  words, 
with  a  lunatic,  without  any  preceding  or  succeed- 
ing act  indicating  the  entrance  into  the  marriage 
state,  is  not  such  a  marriage  as  Is  contemplated  by 
the  New  York  act  of  legislature  providing  that  a 
'  marriage  shall  be  valid  until  pronounced  null  by  a 
court  of  equity.  Jaques  ▼.  Public  Administrator, 
1  firadf .  489. 

b.  Jurtediction;  vroeedure, 

A  oonrt  of  equity  has  authority  to  pronounce 
a  marriage  null  and  void  from  the  besrinning  for 
want  of  capacity  in  one  of  the  parties.  Johnson 
V.  Kiocade,  87  N.  0.  (2  Ired.  Bq.)  470. 

While  congenital  or  other  menul  imbecility  is 
not  among  the  statutory  causes  of  divorce,  a  court 
of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  ordinary  power, 
will  entertain  jurisdiction,  at  the  suit  of  the  imbe- 
cile*8  guardian,  to  declare  his  marriage  a  nullity  on 
the  ground  that  social  order  and  public  decency, 
and  questions  of  legitimacy  and  succession  of 
property,  demand  that  the  parties  to  a  mere- 
tricious relation,  in  which  the  forms  of  marriage 
apparently  legal  seem  to  bind  them,  should  be  judl- 
oially  relieved  therefrom.  Way  mire  v.  Jetmore, 
22  Ohio  St.  274;  Wightman  v.  Wlghtman,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  848. 

And  where  a  person  Insane  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage  refuses  to  ratify  or  consummate  it  after 
her  return  to  a  lucid  interval,  and  flics  her  bill  to 
annul  it,  the  court  of  chancery  will  decree  the 
marriage  null  and  void,  and  the  parties  absolved 
from  its  obligation.  Wlghtman  v.  Wightman,  4 
Jobnu.  Ch.  843. 

The  court  of  chancery,  possessing  exclusive  ju- 
risdiction over  cases  of  lunacy  and  matrimonial 
causes,  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  afford  relief  in  a 
suit  for  the  annulment  of  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  the  lunacy  of  a  party.  Wightman  v. 
Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.848. 

And  the  reference  of  a  suit  for  the  annulment  of 
a  marriage  confers  no  greater  Jurisdiction  on  the 
referee  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  than 
the  court  Itself  had.  Wiser  v.  Lockwood,  43  Vt. 
720. 

So,  a  husband  may  maintain  an  action  to  annul 
his  marriage  upon  the  ground  of  his  insanity  after 
recovery.  Turner  v.  Aleyers,  1  Hagg.  Consist. 
Bep.  414. 

And  an  action  for  the  annulment  of  a  marriage 
of  a  supposed  lunatic  on  the  ground  of  lunacy  may 
be  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  supposed  luna- 
tic, by  her  cnromitree,  and  need  not  be  in  the  name 
of  the  committee  alone.  Crump  v.  Morgan,  88  S, 
C.  (3  Ired.  Eq.)  91,  40  Am.  Dec.  U7. 
40  L.  H.  A. 


And  under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  p.  202. 1 28,  a  mar- 
rlage  sought  to  be  annulled  on  the  ground  of  the- 
lunacy  of  one  of  the  parties  may  be  declared  void. 
at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  the  lunacy 
or  after  the  death  of  the  lunatic.  In  that  sute, 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  other  party  to  the  mar- 
riage, on  the  application  of  near  relatives  of  a 
lunatic  interested  to  avoid  the  marriage.  Jaques- 
V.  Public  Administrator,  1  Bradf .  499. 

But  an  action  for  the  annulment  of  a  marriage 
under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  1025,  providing  there- 
for when  either  of  the  parties  to  a  marriage  is  in- 
capable, from  unsoundness  of  mind  or  want  of  un- 
derstanding,  to  contract  the  same,  must  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  incapable  party,  and  cannot  be 
maintained  by  his  guardian  in  his  own  name.  Pence 
y.  Augbe,  101  Ind.  817. 

And  an  application  to  postpone  the  pronouncing 
of  a  decree  in  an  action  to  annul  a  marriage,  on  the 
ground  that  the  party  had  become  sane  and  was* 
BO  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  not  of  any  sub- 
sequent recovery,  will  be  denied  where  the  court  Is 
satisfied  by  the  evidence  that  he  was  not  of  sound 
mind  at  that  time,  and  a  physician  makes  afBdavit 
that  he  could  not  be  produced  in  court  without 
suffering  Injury.    Thayer  v.  Thayer,  9  r.  1. 977. 

And  the  application  for  an  order  requiring  the 
next  friend  of  a  husband,  who  applies  for  a  dl-> 
voroe  in  his  behalf  alleging  his  insanity,  to  produce 
such  husband  in  court  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  will 
be  refused,  at  least  until  the  court  can  determine- 
upon  the  trial  of  the  petition  whether  his  presence 
is  desirable  oe  necessary.  Thayer  v.  Thayer,  9- 
H.  1. 877. 

So,  a  finding  of  a  trial  court,  In  an  action  to- 
annul  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  lunacy  of  a 
party,  that  he  was  of  sound  mind  when  the  mar- 
riage took  place,  which  is  sustained  by  the  evidence- 
and  affirmed  by  the  general  term,  is  conclusive  on 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals.  Banker  v.  Banker,. 
68N.Y.408. 

And  in  Hancock  v.  Peaty,  L.  B.  1  Prob.  ft  Div. 
336. 86  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  57,  the  court  declined  to  ad- 
journ the  case,  in  an  action  for  the  auulment  of  tk 
marriage  on  the  application  of  the  respondent, 
where  a  guardian  ad  lUem  had  been  duly  assigned 
to  the  petitioner,  on  a  suggestion  of  recovery 
and  of  a  desire  for  discondnuanoe  of  the  suit  for 
the  appointment  of  medical  men  to  examine  her, 
but,  being  satisfied  by  evidence  that  she  wasinsane 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  postponed  the  pro- 
nouncement of  Its  decree  to  give  opportunity  to- 
establish  recovery.  Intimating  that  if  satisfied  of 
recovery  it  would  not  pronounce  a  decree  except 
at  her  instance. 

When  the  question  arises  collaterally  in  an  action 
in  equity,  an  issue  at  law  is  a  proper  mode  of  try- 
ing it.    Keys  v.  Norris,  6  Rich.  Bq.  888. 

An  action  prosecuted,  tried,  and  decided  as  a  di- 
vorce suit  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  how- 
ever, cannot  be  considered  as  one  prosecuted  to 
have  a  void  marriage  pronounced  a  nullity.  Pow- 
ell V.  Powell,  18  Kan.  371.  26  Am.  Rep.  774. 

But  a  libpl  to  dissolve  a  marriage  on  the  ground 
of  mental  incapacity  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
under  the  Georgia  statute,  is  to  be  filed  and  tried, 
and  Is  fiubject  to  all  the  incidents  regulating  the 
practice  in  divorce  cases.  Brown  v.  Westbrook,  27 
Ga.  102. 

And  while  the  Florida  statute  with  reference  to 
alimony  to  a  wife  refers  exclusively  to  divorce 
cases,  where  the  suit  is  brought  by  the  alleged  hua- 
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to  confirm  the  report,  as  the  clerk  acted  on  it 
by  appointing  the  guardian,  the  confirmation 
would  have  been  presumed,  in  the  absence  of 
o^idence  to  the  contrary,  on  the  maxim.  Om- 
nia prcesumuntur  rite  acta.  The  jury  found, 
further,  that  Nancy  £.  Sims  did  not  have  men- 
tal capacity  to  enter  into  the  marriage  with  the 


defendant  on  the  14th  of  November,  1893:  but 
this  was  unnecessary,  as  the  marriage  with  a 
declared  lunatic  was  ipso  facto  void.  Orump 
V.  Morgan,  38  N.  C.  (3  Ired.  £q.)  91,  40  Am. 
Dec.  447.  . 
AJflrmed. 


band  to  obtain  a  decree  declarfosr  the  marriage 
void  on  the  ground  of  hisincompeteDCjattbetime 
It  was  had,  a  court  of  chancery  has  power  to  ffrant 
alimony  to  the  alleged  wife  independent  of  the 
statute,  and  as  an  incident  of  its  Jurisdiction  in 
such  case.    Prine  v.  Prine.  86  Fla.  676,  34  L.  B.  A. 

And  where  a  suit  Is  brought  by  a  husband 
against  a  putative  wife  to  annul  the  marriage  re- 
lation on  the  ground  of  his  incapacity  at  the  time 
it  was  entered  Id  to,  and  the  fact  of  marriage  is 
prima  facie  established,  and  the  busband  has  means 
wherewith  to  live  and  litigate,  and  the  wife  is  des- 
titute, be  will  be  required  to  furnish  her  the  meaos 
of  subsistence  while  the  action  Is  pending,  to  en- 
able her  to  maintain  her  defense.  Prine  v.  Prine, 
»  Fla.  676,  34  L.  B.  A.  87. 

And  the  allowance  to  a  wife  in  an  action  by  her 
husband  for  tbe  annulment  of  tbelr  marriage  upon 
the  ground  of  his  Incapacity  at  the  time  it  was  en- 
tered into,  upon  proper  showing,  of  temporary  ali- 
mony, counsel  fees,  and  suit  money  while  the  suit 
Ifl  pending  in  the  appellate  court,  is  not  an  exercise 
of  original  Jurisdiction,  but  is  essential  to  tbe  prop- 
er and  impartial  administration  of  Justice  in  tbe 
exercise  of  appellate  Jurisdiction.  Prine  v.  Prine, 
86Fla.676,84L.B.  A.  87. 

So,  in  Lea  v.  Lea,  104  N.  C.  608,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion for  tbe  annulment  of  a  marriage  on  tbe 
ground  that  the  husband  had  a  wife  living  at  the 
time  of  the  pretended  marriage,  it  was  held  that 
such  an  action  is  an  action  for  divorce,  and  ali- 
mony pendente  lite  may  be  allowed. 

As  to  procedure  in  divorce  cases  when  husband 
or  wife  becomes  insane,  see  note  to  Mobler  v. 
Shank  (Iowa)  34  L.  B.  A.  16L 

c.  Effect, 

Where  a  man  marries  a  woman  tbe  relation  of 
busband  and  wife  is  prima  facie  established,  and  so 
long  as  he  voluntarily  continues  sucb  a  relation  be 
subjects  himself  to  the  continued  obligation  of  pro- 
viding her  with  suitable  support:  and  where  tbe 
marriage  is  subsequently  declared  void  because  of  I 


her  insanity  at  the  time,  he  cannot  make  the  cost 
of  her  support  while  living  and  cohabiting  with 
her  a  charge  upon  her  separate  estate.  Gtorhold  v. 
Wyss,  18  Neb.  90. 

And  proof  that  a  woman  married  an  alleged 
lunatic  and  continued  to  live  and  cohabit  with 
him  until  he  was  declared  a  lunatic,  when  without 
fault  on  her  part  she  was  obliged  to  seek  board  and 
the  necessaries  of  life  apart  from  him  because  of  a 
committee  baving  been  appointed  of  his  person  and 
estate,  no  fraud  or  duress  having  been  practised  by 
her  to  bring  about  the  marriage,  does  not  establish 
that  she  was  not  his  wife  at  the  time  the  necessaries 
were  furnished  her  so  as  to  defeat  an  action  there- 
for.   Stuckey  v.  Mathes,  24  Hun,  46L 

Under  Maine  Bev.  Stat.  chap.  60,  §  18,  when  a 
marriage  is  annulled  on  tbe  ground  of  insanity  the 
issue  is  tbe  legitimate  issue  of  the  parent  capable 
of  contracting  marriage.  Unity  v.  Belgrade,  78 
Me.  419. 

And  the  determination  of  a  Jury  that  an  intestate 
bad  not  mental  capacity  to  make  an  effectual  mar- 
riage contract  at  the  time  of  its  solemnization  can- 
not detract  from  the  rights  of  his  son  to  share  in 
his  estate  on  the  ground  that  the  marriage  was  ab- 
solutely void  and  their  only  child  was  therefor 
illegitimate,  under  N.  C.  Bev.  Siat.  chap.  88,  S  9, 
providing  that  the  marriage  of  an  insane  person  is 
null  and  void,  but  that  nothing  therein  contained 
shall  be  construed  to  affect  or  render  illegitimate 
any  child  or  children  of  the  marriage.  State,  Sei- 
zor, V.  Setzer,  97  N.  C.  268. 

Tn  Packer  v.  Windham.  2  Eq.  Gas.  Abr.  188.  in 
which  a  man  got  a  lunatic  under  inquisition  whose 
person  and  estate  were  committed  to  the  charge  of 
another,  and  married  her  without  making  any  set- 
tlement upon  her,  the  husband  and  others  con- 
cerned in  tbe  act  were  committed  to  tbe  fleet,  and 
all  deeds  and  securities  relating  to  her  fortune  and 
her  Jewels  were  ordered  to  be  lodged  with  tbe 
master  to  secure  some  provision  for  her,  if  she 
should  survive  her  husband,  and  for  the  cbildren, 
if  any,  of  the  marriage.  F.  H.  B. 
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SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff. 

in  Err., 

f>. 

Perry  0.  SMITH. 

(80  Fed.  Bep.  292.) 

1.  One  holdings  a  mileage  ticket,  who, 
with  Intent  to  board  a  train  standings 
on  a  siding^  near  the  station,  without  going  to 
tbe  station,  is  compelled  to  cross  tbe  main  line,  is 
not  a  passenger  to  whom  the  railroad  company 
owes  extraordinary  care  or  diligence,  but  is  en- 
titled only  to  ordinary  care  as  one  of  tbe  general 
public.  If  be  has  done  nothing  to  notify  any  of 
the  oflScers  or  agents  of  tbe  defendant  company 
that  he  Is  a  prospective  passenger. 


8.  It  is  erroneous  to  gfiwe  a  charg^e,  in 
an  action  for  personal  injories  to  one 

struck  by  a  train  while  attempting  to  board  an- 
otber  train,  assuming  that  the  train  was  running 
at  8  or  10  miles  an  hour,  and  suggesting  that  it 
usually  ran  into  the  station  among  tbe  passen- 
gers at  that  rate  of  speed. 

8.  Punitiwe  damag^es  cannot  be  recow- 
ered  for  injuries  to  one  attempting  to  board  a 
railroad  train  from  being  struck  by  another  train 
upon  the  main  track,  which  he  was  obliged  to 
cross,  where  wbi^tles  were  sounded  and  tbe  bell 
was  rung  and  tbe  fireman  called  to  such  person 
to  look  out,  and  there  was  nothing  to  prevent 
him  from  seeing  the  train. 

4.  Recowery  for  injuries  to  one  struck 
by  a  train  upon  a  track  which  he  was  obliged 


NOTB.— As  to  when  a  person  who  has  started  for  |  Pennsylvania  B.  Go.  (Pa.)  86  L.  B.  A.  199;  Western 
a  train  becomes  a  passenger,  see  note  to  Webster  v.    &  A.  B.  Ck>.  v.  Yoils  (Ga.)  36  L.  B.  A.  666;  also  liii- 
Fitchburg  B.  Co.  (Mass.)  24  L.  &  A.  621;  Wood  v.  I  nois  a  B.  Co.  v.  O'Eeefe  (111.)  89  L.  B.  A.  14& 
40  L.  R.  A. 


See  also  45  L.  R.  A.  163. 


1898. 


SouTHKRN  Railway  Co.  t.  Smith. 


747 


to  aroes  to  reach  the  train  which  be  desired  to 
take  to  barred,  under  Ga.  Code,  8  8880.  providing 
that  if  the  plaintiff  by  ordinary  care  could  bare 
avoided  the  consequence  to  htmseJf  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence  he  is  not  entitled  co  re- 
cover, if  tucb  person  failed  to  use  bis  senses  to 
asoertaln  the  approach  of  the  train,  and  could 
have  avoided  the  consequence  of  the  company^ 
negUgenoe  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 
ft.  ▲  verdiet  fbv  defendant  ahonld  be 
directed  In  an  aetion  agralnst  a  rail- 
road company  for  personal  iij^'^®*  ^ 
one  struck  by  a  train,  where  the  accident  oo- 
ourred  in  the  daytime,  and  the  injured  person 
was  in  possession  of  sight  and  hearing,  and  the 
undisputed  testimony  is  that  the  train  oould 
have  been  seen  from  20  yards  to  i  of  a  mile  ba- 
fore  it  reached  the  place  of  the  accident,  not- 
withstanding his  testimony  that  he  looked  for 
the  train  and  did  not  see  it. 

(March  29. 1806.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Georgia, 
Western  Division,  to  review  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Bereraed. 

On  September  16, 1895.  a  train  was  standing 
on  a  siding  near  the  depot  in  the  town  of  East- 
man, Georgia,  waiting  for  the  schedule  time 
to  arrive  for  its  departure.  Plaintiff  having  a 
mileage  ticket,  after  having  placed  his  baggage 
on  the  train  and  gone  to  a  store  near  by,  at- 
tempted to  get  on  board  of  the  traiD.  In  order 
to  do  so  he  was  compelled  to  cross  the  main 
track  and  walk  along  the  railroad  a  short  dis- 
tance. While  he  was  so  engaged  he  was  struck 
by  the  engine  of  a  train  coming  from  the  op- 
posite direction  and  injured. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinions. 

Before  Pardee  and  McCormick,  Circuit 
Judges,  and  Siffayne,  District  Judge. 

Messrs.  DeLacy  A  Bishop,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

When  the  evidence  demands  a  verdict  for 
defendant,  and  no  other  verdict  could  properly 
be  rendered  under  the  evidence  and  under  the 
law  applicable  in  the  case,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  direct  and  instruct  such  a  verdict. 

EUiott  V.  Chicago,  M,  dk  St.  P.  H,  Go.  150  U. 
8.  245,  87  L.  ed.  1068;  Ohieago,  E,  I.  dk  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pounds,  49  U.  8.  App.  476, 82  Fed.  Rep. 
217,  27  C.  C.  A.  112. 

The  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  does 
not  apply  to  cases  where  the  plaintiff's  own 
negligence  is  the  sole  cause  of  the  injury,  or 
where,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  be 
could  have  avoided  the  consequences  to  him- 
self caused  by  the  defendant's  negliirence. 

ButterfiM  v.  Forrfster,  11  East,  60;  Western 
4t  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Bloomingdale,  74  Ga.  618; 
Bltteh  V.  Cevtral  R.  Co,  76  Ga.  885. 

If  plaintiff  was  crossing  the  street,  and  the 
bell  was  not  ringing  so  as  to  warn  bim,  yet  if 
he  saw  the  approach  of  the  engine  in  time  to 
get  away,  he  could  by  ordinary  care  have  pre- 
vented the  effect  of  defendant's  negligence. 
Section  2972  of  the  Code  applies,  and  he  can- 
not recover. 

Central  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  76  Ga.  fi08;  Smith 
T.  Central  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  b2  Ga.  804. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


A  passenger  owes  it  to  himself,  and  to  the 
railroad  com  pan  v,  not  to  expose  himself  to 
danger,  and  an  injury  resulting  from  an  at- 
tempt to  alight  from  a  rapidly  moving  train 
will  afford  no  cause  of  action,  because  the  pas- 
senger could  avoid  such  injury  by  ordinary 
care. 

McLarin  t.  Atlanta  eft  IF.  P.  J2.  O?.  86  Ga. 
504. 

Where  It  affirmatively  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  company  was  not, 
relatively  to  the  plaintiff,  guilty  of  any  negli- 
gence, and  also  that  the  latter,  by  the  use  of 
ordinarv  care,  might  have  avoided  the  injury 
he  received,  the  court  was  right  in  granting  a 
nonsuit. 

Martin  v.  Oeoraia  R.  eft  Bkg,  Co.  95  Ga.  861. 

Without  regard  to  the  question  of  the  de- 
fendant's negligence,  the  evidence  Introduced 
by  the  plaintiff  showed  that  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  he  might  have  avoided  injury, 
he  cannot  recover,  and  it  is  a  proper  case  for  a 
nonsuit. 

Aahworth  v.  East  Tennessee,  V,  <t  O.  R  Co. 
97  Ga.  807. 

The  denying  of  probative  force,  even  to  di- 
rect and  affirmative  testimony,  when  such  tes- 
timony is  plainly  at  war  with  the  physical 
facts  and  surroundings,  has  passed  into  prece- 
dent. 

Payns  v.  Chicago  eft  A.  R.  Co.  186  Mo.  562; 
Artz  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  34  Iowa, 
158;  Chicago,  H.  I.  eft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pounds,  49 
U.  S.  App.  476,  82  Fed.  Rep.  217,  27  C.  C.  A. 
112. 

Negligence  of  a  railroad  company  in  not 
ringing  the  bell  or  sounding  the  whistle  near 
the  crossing  of  a  highway  does  not  relieve  a 
person  who  is  about  to  pass  over  the  highway 
from  the  obligation  to  employ  his  sense  of 
hearing  and  seeing  in  order  to  ascertain  if  a 
train  is  approach insr. 

WUcox  V.  Rome,'W.  eft  O.  R.  Co.  89  N.  Y. 
858.  100  Am.  Dec.  440;  Pfjle  v.  Clark, 
75  Fed.  Rep.  644;  Chicago,  R.  I.  eft  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pounds,  49  U.  8.  App.  476,  82  Fed. 
Rep.  217.  27  C.  C.  A.  112;  Childress  v.  Chesor 
peaks  eft  0.  R.  Co.  94  Va.  186;  Markham  v. 
Raleigh  eft  Q.  R.  Co.  119  N.  C.  715. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  pedestrian  at  the  street 
crossing  of  a  railway  to  look  carefully  for  an 
approaching  train,  and,  if  the  view  is  ob- 
structed, to  listen  before  attempting  to  cross 
the  track;  otherwise,  he  will  himself  be  guilty 
of  negligence,  which  will  prevent  his  recovery 
for  an  injury  received  at  the  crossing. 

Berkeley  v.  Chesapeake  eft  0.  R.  Co.  43  W. 
Va.  11;  Chicago,  R.  I.  eft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Houston, 
95  U.  S.  697.  24  L.  ed.  542;  SchoMd  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  db  St.  P.R.  Co.  114  U.  S.  615,  29  L. 
ed.  224. 

Every  person  is  bound  to  know  that  a  rail- 
road crossing  is  a  dangerous  place,  and  he  is 
guilty  of  negligence  unless  be  approaches  it  as 
if  it  were  dangerous. 

2  Thomp.  Trials,  pp.  1299,  1800:  Baker  v. 
WesUrn  db  A.  R.  Co.^^  Ga.  744;  Central  R. 
Co.  V.  Brinson,  70  Ga.  227;  Parker  v.  Wit- 
mington  eft  W.  R.  Co.  86  N.  C.  221:  Americus, 
P.  db  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Luckie,  87  Ga.  7;  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  V.  Sinclair,  62  Ind.  801,  30  Am. 
Rep.  185. 

No  person  shall  recover  from  a  railroad 
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compaoy  for  an  Injury  to  himself  caused  by 
his  own  negligence. 

Central  R  Uo.  v.  Briinon,  70  Gki.  208;  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  V.  Thompson,  76  Ga.  781;  Lake 
Shore  A  M.  8.  R.  Co,  v.  Prentice,  147  U.  8. 
101.  87  L.  ed.  97;  41  Cent.  L.  J.  813. 

Messrs,  A.  O.  Bacon,  A.  L.  Miller,  and 
William  Bmnson  for  defendant  in  error. 

Swayne*  District  Judge,  deliTered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  case  comes  to  this  court  upon  writ  of 
error  containing  twenty-one  separate  specifica- 
tions founded  upon  fifteen  special  requests  by 
defendant  to  charge,  which  the  court  refused, 
and  upon  exceptions  to  the  charge  as  given  by 
the  court.  The  first  error  we  would  notice 
upon  the  record  is  that  in  which  the  court 
treated  the  plaintiff  below  as  a  passenger,  and 
charged  the  jury  that  the  defendant  below 
owed  him  extraordinary  care  and  diligence  as 
such  passenger.  We  think  plaintiff  below  was 
not  a  passenger  in  the  contemplation  of  law. 
He  "^M  not  upon  the  train,  had  not  been  to  the 
depot  recently,  nor  purchased  a  ticket,  and  did 
noihinff  to  notify  any  of  the  officers  or  agents 
of  the  defendant  company  that  he  was  even  a 
prospective  passenger,  'the  company  did  not 
owe  him  extraordinary  care  or  diligence  as 
such  passenger,  but  only  ordinary  care  as  to 
the  general  public. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  charging  the 
jury,  as  recited  in  the  eighteenth  si)ecification 
of  error,  in  which  it  assumed  to  be  a  fact  that 
the  train  was  running  at  8  or  10  miles  per 
hour,  when  it  injured  the  plaintiff  below,  and 
further  suggested  to  the  jury  that  it  URually 
ran  into  the  station  among  the  passengers  at 
that  rate  of  speed. 

We  think  the  requests  contained  in  twelfth 
and  thirteenth  assignments  of  error,  that  there 
was  no  allegation  or  proof  to  justify  or  uphold 
a  verdict  for  punitive  damages,  were  erron« 
OQsly  refused,  and  that  this  was  error. 

Another  question  arising  out  of  many  of  the 
assignments  of  error,  and  embodied  in  many 
of  the  special  requests  to  charge  by  defendant 
below,  is  the  question  whether  the  Injury  to 
plaintiff  below  was  caused  by  his  negligence; 
that  if.  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  the 
plaintiff  could  have  avoided  the  consequence 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence,  if  defendant 
was  negligent,  then  he  could  not  recover. 
This  request  to  charge  the  law  long  established 
both  by  the  statutes  and  decisions  of  the  state 
of  Georgia  as  well  as  the  decisions  of  courts 
generally  was  repeatedly  requested  by  the  de- 
fendant below,  and  was  as  repeatedly  refused 
by  the  court.  This  doctrine  is  so  well  estab- 
lished, and  is  of  such  long  standing,  and  upon 
which  the  courts  of  the  country  are  so  unani- 
mous, that  we  should  not  stop  to  make  any 
citations  to  sustain  it  if  it  was  not  so  pointedly 
questioned  by  the  record.  First,  §  8b30  (2972) 
of  the  Code  of  Georgia  reads  as  follows:  *'  If 
the  plaintiff  by  ordinary  cai'e  could  have 
avoided  the  consequences  to  himself  caused 
by  the  defendant's  negligence,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  recover.  But  in  other  cases  the  defendant 
is  not  relieved,  although  the  plaintiff  may  in 
some  way  have  contributed  to  the  injury 
fustained." 

In  such  cases  the  doctrine  of  contributory 
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negligence  does  not  apply.  In  Western  SA,R^ 
Co,  y.  Bloomingdale,  74  Ga.  604,  Branham,  J.» 
indorses  this  doctrine;  and.  after  quoting  frouk 
several  Georgia  as  well  as  noted  English  de- 
ci-sions  to  sustain  it,  adds:  "These  cases  wera 
followed  and  made  the  basis  of  the  opinion  of 
this  court  in  Branan  v.  May,  17  Ga.  1H6,  and 
doubtless  that  case,  as  well  as  its  citations, 
were  duly  considered  by  our  codifiers  in  draft- 
ing §§  2972  and  3034  of  the  Code." 

In  Bitch  V.  Central  R,  Co.  76  Ga.  885,. 
Bland  ford,  J.,  indorses  the  above  doctrine, 
and  adds:  "So  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff, 
in  trying  to  make  out  his  case,  made  out  a  ful> 
and  perfect  defense  for  the  defendant,  re- 
butting all  presumption  of  negligence  against 
it."  See  also  Central  R,  Co.  v.  Harris,  76  Ga. 
508,  by  Jackson,  Ch.  J. 

In  Eariyht  v.  Atlanta,  78  Ga.  297,  Jackson, 
Ch.  J.,  correctly  states  the  law  as  follows: 
"Our  view  of  tte  law  is  that  to  prevent  his 
recovery,  he  must  have  been  not  only  lacking^ 
in  ordinary  care  and  diligence  to  avoid  injury, 
but  that  by  that  ordinary  care  and  diligence, 
had  he  used  them,  he  could  haye  ayoidel  the 
injury." 

In  Smith  y.  Central  R.  d  Ekg.  Co,  (a  case  i» 
which  the  facts  are  similar  in  many  respecta 
to  those  at  bar,  except  it  was  established  that 
the  company  was  negligent)  82  Ga.  804,  Bleck- 
ley, Ch.  J.,  announces  the  law  of  Georgia  and 
the  construction  of  §  2972  of  the  Code  as  fol- 
lows: "It  is  beyond  dispute  that  the  railroad 
company  was  negligent.  It  failed  to  give  the* 
signals,  to  check  the  train  at  public  crossings, 
and  was  running  at  a  speed  altogether  to(^ 
high.  Enough  and  more  than  enough  appeara 
to  fix  liability  upon  the  company  if  only  ii» 
negligence  were  involved.  But  the  evidence* 
makes  the  plaintiff's  negligence  quite  as  ap- 
parent as  that  of  the  company;  not  only  so, 
but  it  shows  in  the  fullest  and  clearest  light 
that  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care  he  could  have 
avoided  the  consequences  to  himself  of  tbfr 
company's  negligence;  and  that  being  bo,  the 
Code,  g  2972,  declares  in  express  term**  that  be 
is  not  entitled  to  recover.  This  rule  of  law  it 
is  that  bars  him,  and  renders  a  recovery  im- 
possible. It  is  idle  to  try  to  evade  the  rule  by 
dwelling  upon  the  negligence  of  the  comi^any,. 
for  unless  there  is  negligence  of  the  company 
which  would  otherwise  render  it  liable,  the 
rule  we  are  considering  would  have  no  place 
in  the  law.  It  is  only  where  there  is  negli- 
gence the  consequences  of  which  are  to  be* 
shunned,  that  the  plaintiff  is  charged  with  th& 
duty  of  shunning  them  if  he  can  do  so  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care.  His  failure  in  this  re- 
spect does  not  stop  with  reducing  the  amount 
01  his  damages,  but  defeats  a  recovery  alio- 
gether.  Western  A  A,  R,  Co.  y.  Bloomingdnle^ 
74  Ga.  604,  and  cases  cited  in  the  able  opinion 
of  Branham,  J.  Nor  is  this  mere  Georgia  law 
dependent  on  a  local  statute,  but  the  principle 
prevails  elsewhere." 

This  rule  applies  to  a  passenger  as  well  asto^ 
the  general  public  at  railroad  crossings.  See 
MeLarin  y.  At'anta  <fc  W.  P,  R.  Co,  85  Ga. 
.')04;  see  also  Ashworth  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d 
G,  R.  Co,  97  Ga.  307.  The  above  doctrine  i» 
fully  supported  by  MarJcham  y  Raletgh  db  O, 
R.  Co,  119  N.  C.  715.  and  by  Berkeirt/v.  Chata- 
peake  di  0.  R.  Co,  48  W.  Va.  11,  and  in  Chi- 
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taffo,  B.  L  db  P,  R.  Go.  y.  Bmuton,  95  U.  8. 
697,  24  L.  ed.  543,  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
■after  commentiDg  upon  the  charge  of  the  court 
below  as  misleading,  and  upon  facts  not  before 
it,  indorses  the  above  doctrine  in  the  following 
language:  "The  failure  of  the  engineer  to  sound 
the  whistle  or  ring  the  bell,  If  sach  were  the 
fact,  did  not  relieve  the  deceased  from  the  ne- 
<se88it7  of  taking  ordinary  precautions  for  her 
aafety.  Negligence  of  the  company's  em- 
ployees In  these  particulars  was  no  excuse  for 
negligence  on  her  part.  She  was  bound  to 
listen  and  to  look  before  attempting  to  cross 
the  railroad  track,  in  order  to  avoid  an  ap- 
proaching train,  and  not  to  walk  carelessly 
Into  the  place  of  possible  danger.  Had  she 
used  her  senses,  she  could  not  have  failed  both 
to  hear  and  see  the  train  which  was  coming. 
If  she  omitted  to  use  them,  and  walked  thought- 
lessly upon  the  track,  she  was  guilty  of  culp- 
able negligence,  and  so  far  contributed  to  her 
injuries  as  to  deprive  her  of  any  right  to  com- 
plain of  others.  If,  using  them,  she  saw  the 
train  coming,  and  yet  undertook  to  cross  the 
track,  instead  of  waiting  for  the  train  to  pass, 
and  was  injured,  the  consequences  of  her  mis- 
take and  temerity  cannot  be  cast  upon  the  de- 
fendant. No  railroad  company  can  be  held 
for  a  failure  of  experiments  of  that  kind.  If 
one  chooses,  in  such  a  position,  to  take  risks, 
he  must  bear  the  possible  consequences  of  fail- 
ure. Upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  undis- 
puted evidence  in  the  case  we  cannot  see  any 
ground  for  a  recovery  by  the  plain tifif.  Not 
even  a  plausible  pretext  for  the  verdict  can  be 
suggested,  unless  we  wander  from  the  evi- 
-dence  into  the  region  of  conjecture  and  specu- 
lation. Under  these  circumstances,  the  court 
would  not  have  erred  had  it  instructed  the 
jury,  as  requested,  to  render  a  verdict  for  the 
•defendant.'^  See  also  ScJiofleld  v.  Gliicago,  M, 
4b  St.  P.  R.  Co.  114U.  S.  615,  29  L.  ed.  224 

The  only  remaining  error  we  have  to  notice 
is  that  raised  by  the  first  assignment  of  the  re- 
•quest  of  defendant's  counsel  at  the  conclusion 
of  all  the  evidence  to  direct  and  instruct  a  ver- 
<lict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  the  grounds 
that  the  evidence  demanded  such  a  verdict, 
and  that  no  other  verdict  could  properly  be 
rendered  under  the  evidence  and  under  the 
law  applicable  in  this  case.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  right  and  duty  of  the  court  to  do 
so  when  the  evidence  introduced  shows  that  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  he  might  have 
avoided  the  injury.  It  is  the  undisputed  testi- 
mony in  the  case  that  the  approaching  train 
•could  be  seen  from  200  yards  tc  ^  of  a  mile  be- 
fore it  reached  the  point  where  the  accident 
<9ccurred.  It  was  daytime,  and  the  plaintiff 
below  was  in  possession  of  sight  and  hearing. 
All  other  witnesses  saw  it  approaching,  and 
most  of  them  heard  the  bell.  It  is  true  that 
when  plaintiff  below  was  asked  by  counsel  to 
state  in  his  own  way  the  circumstances  of  the 
injury,  in  his  answer  thereto  he  states  no  less 
than  four  times  in  the  first  paragraph  that  he 
looked  for  the  train;  but  this  was  not  and 
•cannot  be  true.  It  never  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  it  is  too  much  to 
ask  this  court  to  affirm  a  judgment  upon  a 
statement  so  evidently  false.  The  train  was  in 
«ight,  and  he  either  did  not  look,  or,  if  he  did, 
he  saw  it;  he  would  be  obliged  to  see  it. 
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When  there  is  any  question  to  leave  to  the 
jury,  they  should  determine  it;  but  when  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  is  so  absolutely  incredi- 
ble as  to  be  impossible  of  belief,  the  court 
should  80  determine.  This  was  done  in  Ash- 
worth  V.  East  Tennessee,  V,  d  O.  R.  Go.  97 Ga. 
307,  and  in  Payne  v.  Chicago  dh  A.  R.  Co.  186 
Mo.  562,  and  was  approved  by  Thayer,  J.,  in 
Chicago,  R.  I.  db  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pounds,  49  U.  S. 
App.  476,  82  Fed.  Kep.  217,  27  C.  C.  A.  112. 
The  comments  of  the  court  in  the  Payne  Case 
seem  so  appropriate  to  the  facts  of  this  case 
that  we  conclude  the  opinion  by  an  extract 
therefrom: 

'*But  in  this  Instance  it  is  plainly  proved 
beyond  peradventure  that  this  statement  of 
plaintiff  'that  he  did  all  in  his  power  to  ascer- 
tain whether  there  were  any  trains  approach- 
ing,' etc.,  was  not,  and  indeed  could  not  be, 
true.  This  matter  of  denying  probative  force, 
even  to  direct  and  affirmative  testimony,  when 
such  testimony  is  plainly  at  war  with  the  physi- 
cal facts  and  surroundings,  has  passed  into  pre- 
cedent. Thus,  in  the  leading  case  of  Artz  v. 
Chicago,  R.  L  db  P.  R.  Co.  34  Iowa.  158,  it  is 
said:  'But  it  is  urged  by  the  appellee's  counsel 
that  the  pkintiff  testifies  that  he  did  both  look 
and  listen  to  see  and  hear  the  train,  but  did 
not;  and  that  this  testimony  shows  that  he  was 
not  guiltv  of  contributory  negligence,  or,  at 
the  very  least,  it  made  that  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.  The  difficulty,  however,  with 
the  position  is  that,  the  conceded  or  undisputed 
facts  being  true,  this  testimony  cannot,  in  the 
very  nature  of  things,  be  true.  It  constitutes, 
therefore,  no  conflict.  Suppose  the  fact  is 
conceded  that  the  sun  was  shining  bright  and 
clear  at  a  specified  time,  and  a  witness,  having 
good  eyes,  should  testify  that  at  the  time  he 
looked  and  did  not  see  it  shine.  Could  this 
testimony  be  true?  The  witness  may  have  been 
told  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  in  the  case 
that  he  did  look  and  did  not  see  the  sun  shine; 
he  may  have  thought  of  it  with  a  desire  that  it 
should  have  been  so;  he  may  have  made  him- 
self first  believe  that  it  was  so,  and  this  belief 
may  have  ripened  into  a  conviction  of  its  ver- 
ity, and,  possibly,  he  even  may  testify  to  it  in 
the  self  consciousness  of  integrity.  But.  after 
all,  In  the  very  nature  of  things,  it  cannot  be 
true,  and  hence  cannot,  in  the  law,  form  any 
basis  for  a  conflict  upon  which  to  rest  a  ver- 
dict. A  man  may  possibly  think  he  sees  an 
object,  which  has  no  existence  in  fact,  but 
which  it  may  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
prove  did  not  iexist  or  was  not  seen.  But  an 
object  and  power  of  sight  being  conceded,  the 
one  may  not  negative  the  other.  In  this  case 
the  plaintiff  had  good  eyes;  the  train  was  ap- 
proaching him  in  the  night,  with  the  engine's 
headlight  burning  brightly;  if  the  plaintiff 
looked  he  must  have  seen  it,  or  he  must  have 
looked  very  negligently  and  carelessly — in 
either  case  he  was  necessarily,  in  the  eyes  of 
the  law,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
precluding  his  right  to  recover.'" 

The  Judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  the  court  below 
to  award  a  new  trial. 

•    McCormick*  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting: 

I  cannot  concur  with  my  brethren  in  the 
decision  of  this  case.    I  do  not  draw  from  the 
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testimony  the  same  condusioDS  that  they  an- 
nounce. I  think  there  was  a  substantial  con* 
flict  in  the  testimony  as  to  the  rate  of  s[>eed  of 
the  incoming  train,  and  as  to  the  distance  to 
the  point  at  which  the  train  came  into  plain 
view,  and  that  these  matters  are  not  so  well 
established  bv  the  proof  as  requires  or  permits 
the  court  to  find,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  tes- 
timony of  the  defendant  in  error  to  the  effect 
that  he  did  look,  and  did  not  see  the  train,  "is 
not  and  cannot  be  true."  And,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  state  of  the  proof  in  the  case  re- 
?uire8  that  it  should  be  submitted  to  the  jarj. 
say  nothing  about  the  manner  in  which  it 
was  submiti^  to  the  jury,  because  this  court, 
as  I  understand  it,  reverses  the  case  on  the 
ground  that  it  should  have  been  withdrawn 
from  the  jury,  holding  that  the  proof  conclu- 
sively shows  that  want  of  care  upon  the  part  of 
defendant  in  error,  which  would  bar  him  from 
recovery,  without  regard  to  the  negligence  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error.  My  understanding  of 
the  proof  is  that  it  shows  that  the  defendant  in 
error  had  placed  his  baggage  on  the  outgoing 
train,  upon  which  be  intended  to  take  passage, 
and,  as  that  the  train  was  stopped  for  dinner. 


he  stepped  across  the  way,  to  some  busineaa 
house,  while  his  train  was  waiting,  and  he  was 
returning  to  his  train  at  the  time  he  received 
the  injury.  I  do  not  understand  the  force  of 
the  suggestion  that  he  had  not  been  to  the 
depot,  nor  purchased  a  ticket,  nor  notified  any 
of  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany that  he  was  even  a  prospective  passenger. 
He  had  a  ticket.  Therefore  he  did  not  necS  to 
purchase  another.  He  put  his  baggage  upon 
the  train.  I  cannot  see  what  occasion  he  had 
to  go  to  the  depot,  unless  it  is  intended  to  hold 
that  a  man  cannot  be  a  passenger  on  a  road 
until  he  notifies  some  officer  or  agent  of  the 
carrier  that  he  is  a  passenger,  which  I  presume 
the  court  does  not  intend  to  hold.  My  view 
being  that  the  defendant  in  error  was  a  passen- 
ger within  the  meaning  of  the  law  applicable 
to  the  diligence  that  devolves  upon  such  car- 
riers, and  that  there  was  such  a  oocflict  in  the 
testimony  with  reference  to  the  speed  of  the 
traiu,  and  the  distance  at  which  it  could  ttave 
been  seen,  it  was  proper  to  submit  the  issues  to 
the  jury,  and  let  them  weigh  the  testimony, 
and  pass  on  the  questions  of  negligence. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Irene  DUFFY,  Appt,, 
Mary  J.  HARRIS. 


(. 


.Ark.. 


.) 


A  married  woman  does  not*  by  aban- 
doning^ her  husband  and  living  apart  from 
bim  in  another  state,  even  though  in  adultery, 
forfeit  her  right  to  his  homestead,  under  Const. 
1874,  art.  9,  6  6,  providing  that  if  the  owner  of  a 
homestead  die  leaving  a  *'  widow  "  the  same  shall 
be  exempt,  and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  shall 
vest  in  her  during  her  natural  life. 

(April  28, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Lee  County  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
possession  of  certain  real  estate  as  the  home- 
stead of  Dan  Harris,  deceased.      '  " 


Statement  by  Hughes,  J. : 

To  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the 
appellee,  the  widow  of  Dan  Harris,  deceased, 
against  the  appellant,  the  daughter  of  the  said 
Dan  Harris,  to  recover  possession  of  the 
homestead  of  the  deceased,  the  appellant  an- 
swered, in  substance,  that  the  appellee  had, 
before  the  death  of  said  Dan  Harris,  wilfully 
deserted  and  aba  doned  her  husband,  the 
said  Dan  Harris,  and  the  homestead  in  suit, 
wholly  without  provocation,  and  removed, 
against  his  protest  and  earnest  entreaties,  to 
the  state  of  Tennessee,  where  she  continuously 
resided,  until  after  the  death  of  said  Dan 
Harris  on  said  homestead;  that  plaintiff,  as 
the  defendant  believed,  had,  while  so  absent. 


Note.— For  misconduct  of  wife  to  forfeit  her 
rights  In  the  hueband^s  estate,  see  also  cases  in  note 
to  Adams  v.  Storey  (III.)  11  L.  R.  A.  on  page  791;  and 
also  the  case  of  Uosholt  v.  Mehus  (N.  D.)  28  L.  K.  A. 
280,  and  note. 
40  L.  ii.  A. 


lived  in  adultery;  that,  though  earnestly  and 
persistently  [>ersuaded  by  her  husband  to  re- 
turn to  her  home,  she  persistently  refused  and 
failed  to  do  so,  until  after  the  death  of  the 
said  Dan  Harris:  that  she,  the  ap[>ellee,  by 
such  conduct,  had  forfeited  her  right  to  the 
homestead.  Upon  motion,  so  much  of  the 
answer  as  set  up  an  abandonment  and  deser- 
tion of  Dan  Harris,  and  her  alleged  immoral 
and  unchaste  conduct,  was  stricken  out,  over 
the  protest  of  the  defendant,  to  which  she  ex- 
cepted. The  erounds  of  the  motion  were  that 
said  portion  of  the  answer  constituted  no  de- 
fense, and  was  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  issue. 
The  court  gave  judgment  for  appellee.  De- 
fendant moved  for  new  trial,  which  was  de- 
nied, to  which  she  excepted,  and  appealed  to 
this  court. 

Jfr.  James  P.  Brown,  for  appellant: 

If  a  wife  refuses  to  occupy  the  homestead 
of  her  husband  while  he  is  living,  and  she 
actually  lives  in  another  state,  is  it  the  policy 
of  our  law  for  her  to  so  disgrace  it,  and  then, 
as  soon  as  the  breath  has  left  bis  body,  for  her 
to  return  and  claim  the  homestead  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  dead  husband's  heirs  and  credit- 
ors? It  was  for  the  benefit  of  no  such  wife 
that  our  homestead  laws  were  made. 

.Trawick  v.  Harris,  8  Tex.  812;  GockreU  v. 
Curtis,  83  Tex.  105;  Earle  v.  EarU,  9  Tex.  630; 
Sears  v.  Sears,  45  Tex.  559;  Newland  v.  Hoi- 
land,  45  Tex.  588;  Prater  v.  Prater,  87  Tenn. 
78;  Farwell  Brick,  T,  &  0.  Shingle  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Kenna,  86  Mich.  283;  Thompson,  Homesteads 
&  Exemptions,  g§  73-76;  Dickman  v.  Birk- 
hauser,  16  Neb.  686. 

No  court  would  suggest  that  a  husband 
should  appl^  for  a  divorce  merely  as  an  aid  to 
his  preventing  his  wife  or  widow  from  ever 
enjoying,  or  coming  into  possession  of  his 
property 


1898. 


DuFFT  y.  Harris. 
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1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  §  38. 

Is  there  any  reason  in  the  case  at  bar  why 
appellee  should  not  be  estopped  to  claim  home- 
stead, as  regards  the  lot  in  suit? 

Ifuhn  V.  Miller,  5  Wash.  405,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  868,  and  cases  in  footnote;  ISekeni  v.  QU- 
lam,  48  La.  Ann.  850. 

A  wife  cannot  force  her  husband  to  support 
her  during  her  wrongful  absence  from  him. 

2  Kent,  Com.  p.  146. 

If  she  can  thus  renounce  such  support,  why 
not  also  homestead  support? 

1  Bishop,  Mar.  Div.  &  Sep.  §§  1228-1234. 

Since  the  reason  of  antiquated  rules,  grow- 
ing out  of  the  ancient  disabilities  of  married 
women,  no  longer  exists,  on  account  of  the 
enfranchising  spirit  of  modern  laws,  the  rules 
themselves  snould  be  no  longer  enforced. 

Sidicay  v.  Nichol,  62  Ark.  146;  Prater  v. 
Prater,  87  Tenn.  78. 

Jdessn.  McCulIoch  &  McCulloch*  for 
appellee: 

Two  rules  have  been  established,  one  by  the 
Texas  courts  to  the  effect  that  such  conduct  of 
the  wife  works  a  forfeiture  of  the  claim  of 
homestead  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  and 
the  other,  the  New  Hampshire  court,  holding 
the  opposite. 

Travick  v.  Harris,  8  Tex.  812;  Earle  ▼. 
Earle,  9  Tex.  630;  Sears  v.  Sears,  45  Tex.  559; 
Netoland  v.  Holland,  46  Tex.  588;  Mettder  v. 
Place,  48  N.  H.  808;  Atkinson  v.  Atkinsoh,  40 
K.  H.  249.  77  Am.  Dec.  712;  Thompson. 
Homesteads  &  Exemptions,  §^  8,  78-77;  Hair- 
ston  V.  Hairston,  27  Miss.  704,  61  Am.  Dec. 
530;  Lies  v.  De  IHablar,  12  Cal.  827;  Chris- 
tie's Succession,  20  La.  Ann.  883,  96  Am.  Dec. 
411. 

The  constitutional  provision  clearly  makes 
the  right  of  the  widow  depend  on  her  legal 
status  as  wife  and  widow,  and  not  upon  her 
de  facto  relations  to  the  family  or  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  property,  thus  bringing  it  squarely 
within  the  New  Hampshire  doctrine. 

Johnston  v.  Turner,  29  Ark.  290;  Hairston  t. 
Hairston,  27  Miss.  704,  61  Am.  Dec.  580;  Mea- 
tier V.  Place,  48  N.  H.  807,  and  Lies  v.  De  Dia- 
hlar,  12  Cal.  327;  Gates  v.  Steele,  48  Ark.  689; 
Memphis  db  L,  R,  B.  Co.  v.  Adams,  46  Ark. 
169. 

Hug^hes,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  homestead  provision  for  the  widow 
(Const.  1874,  art.  9,  §  6)  is  as  follows:  **  If 
the  owner  of  a  homestead  die, leaving  a  widow 
but  no  child rcD,  aad  said  widow  has  no  sepa- 
rate homestead  in  her  own  right,  the  same  shall 
be  exempt,  and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof 
shall  vest  in  her  during  her  natural  life,  pro- 
yided  that  if  the  owner  leaves  children,  one 
or  more,  said  child  or  children  shall  share  with 
said  widow  and  be  entitled  to  half  the  rents 
and  profits  till  each  of  them  arrives  at  twenty- 
one  years  of  age — each  child's  rights  to  cease 
at  twenty-one  years  of  age — and  the  shares 
to  go  to  the  younger  children,  and  then  all  to 
40L.R.A. 


go  to  the  widow,  and  provided  that  said 
widow  or  children  may  reside  on  the  home- 
stead or  not;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  t^e 
widow  all  of  said  homestead  shall  be  vested  in 
the  minor  children  of  the  testator  or  intestate.'^ 
It  would  seem  that  the  language  of  this  sec- 
tion of  the  Constitution  settles  the  question 
involved  in  this  suit.  The  appellee  had  never 
been  divorced  from  her  husband,  and  she 
was  unquestionably  his  widow.  How,  then» 
can  she  be  debarred  of  her  homestead  right 
without  reading  into  the  Constitution  an  ex- 
ception or  provision  it  does  not  contain,  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  wife  abandon  her  husband, 
and  is  guilty  of  immoral  and  unwifely  con- 
duct, she  shall  forfeit  her  right  thereby  to  the 
homestead?  We  think  such  a  construction 
unwarranted  and  untenable.  We  are  aware 
that  it  has  been  held  otherwise  in  Texas  and 
some  other  states.  Trawick  v.  Harris,  8  Tex. 
312;  Earle  v.  Earle,^  Tex.  630;  Sears  v.  Sears, 
45  Tex.  559;  Prater  v  Prater,  87  Tenn.  78; 
Farwell  Brick,  T.  <fe  (7.  ShingleOo,  v.  McKenna, 
86  Mich.  283.  On  the  other  hand,  we  find  that 
in  the  case  of  Meatier  v.  Place,  43  N.  H.  308, 
and  cases  therein  cited,  it  is  held  that  the 
abandonment  by  the  wife  of  her  husband,, 
and  living  apart  from  him,  in  another  state, 
does  not  forfeit  her  right  to  the  homestead 
upon  the  death  of  the  husband.  In  this  state 
it  is  held  that  the  domicil  of  the  wife  follows 
that  of  the  husband;  and  we  understand  this 
to  be  the  rule,  and  that  the  fact  that  she  aban- 
dons her  husband,  and  lives  apart  from  him, 
in  another  state,  will  not  form  an  exception 
or  cause  her  to  forfeit  her  right  to  the  home- 
stead. She  is  not  a  nonresident,  while  her 
husband  is  a  resident.  Her  legal  status  as 
to  this  is  governed  by  that  of  the  husband. 
Meatier  v.  Place,  43  H.  H.  308;  Johnston  v. 
Turner,  29  Ark.  280,  and  cases;  Thompson, 
Homesteads  &  Exemptions,  §§  73,  77;  Atkin- 
son V.  Atkinson,  40  N.  H.  249,  77  Am.  Dec. 
712.  *'The  wife,  though  living  separate,, 
might  have  returned  to  her  duty  at  any  time." 
He  owed  her  protection  and  support  as  long  as 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  existed  by  law. 
And  the  desertion  of  the  wife  could  not  alter 
his  legal  status.  He  was  still  the  head  of  a 
family,  entitled  to  a  homestead;  and  as  long 
as  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  existed  tie 
jure,ihe  appellee  was  his  wife,and  at  his  death 
was  his  **  widow,"  and  entitled,  under  the 
Constitution,  to  the  right  of  homestead. 
Const.  1874,  art.  9,  §6;  Gates  v.Steele,  48  Ark. 
539;  Stanley  Y.  Snytier,5^  Ark.  429. 

A  majority  of  the  court  is  of  the  opinion 
that,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
this  state,  the  appellee  is,  in  law,  the  widow 
of  Dan  Harris,  and  that  she  has  not,  by  her 
abandonment  of  him,  and  living  apart  from 
him,  in  another  state,  forfeited  her  right  to 
his  homestead,  however  reprehensible  he:'  con- 
duct morally  may  have  been. 

The  jutigment  oj  the  Circuit  Court  it  there- 
fore  affirmed. 
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MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


James  W.  JONES,  Appi., 
T.  Albert  SKINNER  et  al. 
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1.  The  riipbt  to  TOte  In  tbe  dtotrlot  In  wblcb 
a  steamer  Is  tied  up  while  at  her  home  port  is  not 
acquired  by  the  purser,  who  lives  on  the  steamer, 
bnt  who  had  previously  acquired  a  voting  resl- 
denoe  In  another  district  of  the  city. 

2.  The  fttct  that  a  person  is  improperly 
aad  illeflrally  permitted  to  vote  at  an- 
other place  wiU  not  aione  disqualify  him  from 
•oontlnuing  to  vote  at  his  actual  residence. 

(May  18, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City  striking 
hU  name  from  tbe  register  of  qualified  voters. 
Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr,  Oeorgre  Weems  Williams,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

To  acquire  a  residence  by  cbofce,  one  must 
remove  to  this  state,  or,  being  an  actual  resi- 
dent of  the  state,  he  must  remove  from  one 
county  to  another  with  the  bona  fide  intention 
of  abandoning  his  former  place  of  residence 
and  of  making  this  state  or  the  county  to  which 
he  removes  his  actual  home  for  a  definite  or  an 
Indeflolte  period  of  time. 

ShaefferY.  Oilbert,  78  Md.  71. 

The  appellant  must,  therefore,  show:  (1) 
The  existence  of  a  bona  fide  intention  on  his 
part  to  abandon  his  former  residence  in  the 
second  legislative  district;  (2)  the  existence  of 
«  bona  fide  intention  on  his  part  to  make  tbe 
third  legislative  district  his  actual  home,  and 
that  he  has  continued  to  reside  therein  with 
that  intention  for  six  months  or  more. 

No  facts  could  more  strongly  show  a  bona 
fide  intention  to  abandon  than  those  presented 
by  tbe  record  in  this  ease. 

How  can  Jones  possibly  have  any  intention 
of  returning  to  his  room  in  a  house,  when  that 
house  has  l^en  vacant  for  two  years? 

If  a  person  is  residing  at  a  particular  place, 
«nd  there  is  doubt  as  to  whether  be  is  re- 
siding there  temporarily,  and  claiming  another 
place  as  bis  home,  if  he  claims  and  exercises 
the  right  to  vote  at  tbe  place  where  he  is  for 
the  time  residing,  that  fact  ought  to  be  re- 

farded  as  evidence  well  nigh  conclusive  that 
e  has  abandoned  his  former  residence,  and 
determined  to  make  his  home  where  he  claims 
his  vote. 
McCrary,  Elections.  §  84.  p.  32. 
"Residence"  does  not  mean  one's  permanent 
place  of  abode,  where  he  intends  to  live  all  his 
days,  or  for  an  indefinite  or  unlimited  time; 
nor  does  it  mean  one's  residence  for  a  tempo- 
ranr  pur|x>8e,  with  the  intention  of  returning 
to  his  former  residence  when  that  purpose  sbaU 
have  been  accomplished,  but  means  one's  ac- 


tual home,  In  tbe  sense  of  baviug  no  other 
home,  whether  he  intends  to  reside  there  per- 
manently or  for  a  definite  or  indefinite  length 
of  time. 

i^effer  v.  Oilbert,  78  Md.  71;  Langhammer 
V.  Munter,  80  Md.  518,  27  L.  R.  A.  880. 

"Residence"  does  not  of  necessity  mean  liv- 
ing in  a  house. 

Langhammer  v.  Munter,  80  Md.  526,  27  L. 
R.  A.  330;  Rb  CoUin$,  64  How.  Pr.  63. 

Messrs,  John  C.  Rose  and  Harry  W. 
Henderson  for  appellees. 

Briscoe*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  material  facts  of  this  case  are  almost 
identical  with  the  case  of  Howard  v.  Skinner 
(decided  at  this  term  oicoxxTi\post,  753.  except 
in  one  particular,  which  will  be  briefly  stated 
in  this  opinion.  The  appellant.  Jones,  testified 
that  he  moved  to  Baliimore  city  from  St. 
Mary's  county  about  seven  years  ago,  and  con- 
siders Baltimore  bis  home;  that  be  was  em- 
ployed by  the  Weems  Steamboat  Company  as 
purser  or  the  steamer  Sue;  that  be  first  resided 
on  Lexington  street,  near  Gilmor  (niueteenth 
ward,  second  legislative  district);  he  then 
mov«i  to  403  North  Paca  street  (tenth  ward, 
second  legislative  district):  and  from  there  he 
moved  to  tbe  steamer  Sue  (Pier  No.  9.  Light 
Street  wharf,  the  third  legislative  disrict), 
where  he  has  been  for  two  years,  except  the 
period  of  two  months  of  the  winter  of  1896. 
when  be  resided  at  416  West  Fayette  street 
(tenth  ward,  second  legislative  district);  that 
he  had  never  voted  anywhere  else  except  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore,  where  be  had  voted  four 
times;  the  first  time  be  voted  from  Lexington 
street,  and  then  twice  from  Paca  street;  and 
that  he  was  now  registered  from  tbe  steamer 
Sue.  Pier  9.  Light  Street  wharf  (third  legisla- 
tive district),  and  had  voted  at  tbe  previous 
election  from  there.  He  further  testified  that 
the  steamer  remained  in  Baltimore  only  two 
days  in  each  week;  that  Baltimore  is  tbe  home 
port  of  the  steamer;  that  the  schedule  of  tbe 
steamer  was  as  follows:  Leave  Baltimore  on 
Saturday  at  5  p.  m.  for  Washington,  remaining 
at  the  terminus  in  that  city  from  eight  to  six- 
teen hours,  and  returning  to  Baltimore  on  the 
following  Wednesday;  leave  Baltimore  on 
Wednesday  night  at  9  P.  M.  for  the  Patuxent 
river,  arriving  in  Baltimore  again  on  Saturday 
morning. 

Now,  it  is  conceded  that  the  appellant  pos- 
sessed all  the  qualifications  of  a  legal  voter 
except  that  of  residence,  and  there  can  be  no 
question,  it  seems  to  us.  that  be  has  also  ac- 
quired a  legal  residence  in  the  city  of  Baltimore 
but  not  in  the  third  legislative  district  of  that 
city,  as  claimed  by  him.  The  fact  that  be  re- 
sided upon  the  steamer  Sue,  while  tied  to  its 
wharf  or  pier,  does  not,  as  held  by  this  court 
in  tbe  recent  case  of  Howard  v.  Skinner,  fix  or 
establish  a  voti  n  g  residence.    Nor  does  tbe  fact 


NoTB.— On  the  question  of  tbe  domicll  of  a  per- 1  lute,  see  State,  AlliRon,  v.  Blalce  (N.  J.)  25  L.  R.  A. 
son  for  voting  purpoeee,  see  also  Laiighammer  v.  I  480,  and  nmU:  also  State  v.  Old  (Tenn.)  81  L.  R.  A. 
Hunter  (Md.)  27  L.  B.  A.  330.  i  837;  see  also  tbe  companion   case  of  Howard  v. 

On  the  question  how  far  the  right  to  voce  is  abso-  >  Skinner  (Md.)  pfi«t,  758. 
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that  the  appellant  was  improperly  and  errone* 
ousiy  registered  and  voted  at  a  prior  election 
In  this  district  change  or  determine  his  resi- 
•dence.  The  sole  ground  relied  upon  hy  the 
appellant  to  establish  residence,  on  the  prior 
registration,  was  the  fact  that  he  resided  upon 
the  steamer  while  tied  up  in  the  district  where 
he  proposed  to  register;  and  this,  we  have  dis- 
tinctly held,  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
voting  residence.  If  a  person  is  clearly  a  resi- 
dent of  and  legal  voter  in  one  place,  and  is 
improperlv  and  illegally  permitted  to  vote  at 
-another,  that  fact  alone  will  not  disaualify  him 
from  continuing  to  vote  at  the  place  of  his 
actual  residence.  Lincoln  v.  Bapgood,  11  Mass. 
^0.'  The  appellant  did  not  acquire  then  such 
■a  residence  in  the  first  precinct  of  the  Of  teenth 
ward  of  the  third  legislative  district  as  entitled 
him  to  be  registered  there,  but,  having  acquired 
a  residence  in  the  dtv  of  Baltimore,  he  is  en- 
titled to  be  registered  and  to  vote  in  the  ward 
^f  the  legislative  district  from  which  he  re- 
moved, untirhe  has  acquired  a  residence  else- 
where. For  these  reasons,  the  order  of  the 
•oourt  will  be  affirmed. 
Ord0r  affirmed  with  eoiti. 


Wallace  HOWARD,  Appt., 

V. 

T.  Albert  SKINNER  et  aL 


(. 


.Md.. 


.) 


A  Tottnir  I'esidence  at  the  home  port  of 
a  ateamer  la  not  aoqnired  by  a  olerklwho 
sleeps  Id  a  room  on  the  boat,  and  who  has  no 
other  room  or  piaoe  to  live,  and  Is  unmarried. 

(May  la.  1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City  stnkiog 
his  name  from  the  registry  list  of  qualified 
voters.     Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mewrt,    WllUam    S.    Bryan,    Jr.,    and 
^(eorg«  Weema  Williams  for  appellant. 
Menn,  John  G.  Rose  and  Harry  W, 
Henderson  for  appellees. 

Briscoe*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
-oourt: 

On  the  26th  of  October.  1897,  Robert  W. 
Perry,  Jr.,  of  Baltimore,  filed  a  petition  un- 
der act  1896,  chap.  202,  in  the  superior  court 
i>f  Baltimore  city,  wherein  he  alleged  that  the 
appellant,  Wallace  Howard,  who  professes  to 
reside  aboard  the  steamer  Westmoreland,  of  the 
Weems  Steamboat  Company,  at  Pier  2,  Light 
Street  wharf,  Baltimore,  and  who  is  registered 
as  a  qualified  voter,  in  the  first  election  pre 
cinct  of  the  fifteeoth  ward  (third  legislative  dis- 
trict), was  not  a  qualified  voter,  entitled  to  be 
80  registered;  and,  from  an  order  of  the  court 
directing  his  name  to  be  stricken  from  the  list 
of  registered  voters  for  this  precinct  and  waid, 
this  appeal  has  been  taken. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that,  at  the  trial 
of  the  case,  the  appellant,  Howard,  who  was 

Note.— See  the  preoedlnir  oase  of  Jones  v.  Skln- 
sier  did.)  ante^  7S&,  and  footnote. 
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the  only  witness  examined,  testified  that  he 
had  been  employed  as  clerk  of  the  Weems 
Steamboat  Company  for  over  three  years;  that 
the  steamer  upon  which  he  was  employed  was 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers 
and  merchandise  t)etween  the  city  of  Balti- 
more, the  Kappahannock  and  Patuxent  riv- 
ers, with  its  home  port  in  the  city  of  Baltimore; 
that  he  was  unmarried,  and  had  a  room 
upon  the  steamer,  where  he  slept;  that  he  had 
never  voted  either  in  Baltimore  or  elsewhere. 
He  also  testified  that  he  came  to  Baltimore  from 
St.  Mary's  county,  where  be  would  return  in 
the  event  of  losing  employment;  that  be  had 
no  room  or  other  place  to  live  except  on  the 
boat;  that  he  had  lived  with  his  auot  on  Pres- 
ton street,  in  the  second  legislative  district  of 
Baltimore,  about  one  or  two  weeks  before  he 
was  employed  by  the  steamboat  company. 
There  was  other  evidence  tendin?  to  establish 
the  qualification  of  the  appellant  as  a  voter; 
but,  as  it  is  conceded  that  he  possessed  all  the 
necessary  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state  except  that  of  residence, 
it  need  not  be  more  fully  stated  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case. 

It  is  quite  apparent,  under  the  facts  of  the 
case,  that  the  appellant  never  acquired  a  vot- 
ing residence  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  unlsss 
his  alleged  resldeoce  upon  the  steamer,  while 
temporarily  lying  at  her  pier  at  Light  Street 
wharf,  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  gave  him  one. 
The  appellant's  domlcil  of  origin  was  St.  Mary's 
county,  and  this  continued  uotil  he  acquired 
another  elsewhere.  By  the  express  terms  of 
§  1  of  article  1  of  our  Constitution,  a  person 
who  sball  have  acquired  a  residcDce  in  a 
county  or  city  of  the  state,  entitling  him  to 
vote  at  an  election  there  held,  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote  in  the  election  district  from  which  he  re- 
moved, until  he  shall  have  acquired  a  residence 
in  the  part  of  the  county  or  city  to  which  be 
has  removed.  Meljiney,  Bobbs,  74  Md.  171; 
Shaeffer  v.  Gilbert,  78  Md.  66.  And  in  Turner 
V.  Crosby,  85  Md.  180,  this  court  said,  in  con- 
struing article  28  of  chapter  202  of  the  Acts  of 
1896  (the  present  registration  law  of  the  state), 
that,  in  determining  whether  any  person  is  or 
is  not  a  resident  of  any  voting  precinct,  it 
shall  be  presumed  that,  if  a  person  is  shown  to 
have  acquired  a  residence  in  one  locality,  he 
retains  the  same  until  it  is  affirmatively  shown 
that  he  has  acquired  a  residence  in  another  lo- 
cality. 

The  next  question,  then,  is,  Did  the  appel- 
lant acquire  a  voting  residence  in  the  city  of 
Baltimore  by  residing  upon  the  steamer,  in 
the  manner  as  stated  by  him?  Now,  the  rule 
of  law  seems  to  be  settled  that  a  seaman  or  sea- 
going man  retains  his  domicil  of  origin,  al- 
though he  is  regularly  employed  on  a  steamer, 
unless,  by  actual  residence,  he  acquires  a 
domicil  elsewhere.  In  Thomdike  v.  Boston,  1 
Met.  245,  Chief  Justice  Shaw  states  the  rule 
thus:  '*If  a  seaman  without  family  or  prop- 
erty, sails  from  the  place  of  his  nativity, 
which  may  be  considered  his  domicil  of  origin, 
although  he  may  return  only  at  long  intervals, 
or  even  be  absent  for  many  years,  yet  if  be 
does  not,  by  some  actual  residence  or  other 
means,  acquire  a  domicil  elsewhere,  he  retains 
his  domicil  of  origin."  And  to  the  like  effect 
are  the  cases  of  Sherwood  v.  Judd.  8  Bradf. 
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976;  Banffs  t.  Brewater^tl  Mass.  885;  Long  v. 
Byan,  80  Gratt.  718;  Desesbais  v,  Berqvier,  1 
BioD.  849,  Dote  a,  2  Am.  Dec.  44S;  Be  Bye, 
2  Daly.  525;  Fry's  Case.  71  Pa.  802,  10  Am. 
Kep.  698;  and  also  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  755; 
Story,  Confl.  L.  55;  Dicey,  Domicil,  189; 
and  Jacobs,  Domicil,  895.  And  this,  we 
tbink,  is  the  safe  rule  to  be  adopted  and  ap- 
plied in  cases  similar  to  the  one  now  under 
consideration.  The  appellant's  domicil  of 
origin  continued  until  another  domicil  was  ac- 

Suired,  and,  as  he  could  acquire  no  new  resi- 
ence  where  the  steamer  happened  to  stop  or 
to  have  her  wharf,  he  did  not  lose  his  original 
residence.  If  a  person  could  gain  a  voting 
residence  by  simply  residing  upon  a  steamboat, 
because  it  was  temporarily  fastened  to  a  pier 
or  wharf,  while  discharging  its  freight  and 
taking  on  its  cargo,  then  one  might  acquire 
any  number  of  residences,  and  would  have  the 
right  to  register  at  either  terminus  of  the 
steamer,  or  at  any  point  where  the  steamer 
stops.  ''Residence,"  as  contemplated  by  the 
framers  of  our  Constitution,  for  political  or 
voting  purposes,  means  a  place  of  fixed  pres- 
ent domicil.  The  object  in  prescribing  resi- 
dence as  a  qualification  for  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  suffrage,  says  this  court  in  Shaeffer  ▼. 


Gilbert,  78  Md.  70,  is  not  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  identifying  the  yoter,and  as  a  protection 
against  fraud,  but  also  that  he  should  become 
in  fact  a  member  of  the  community,  and,  a» 
such,  have  a  common  interest  in  all  matters 
pertaining  to  its  government.  Residence  upon 
a  steamer  like  that  claimed  by  the  appellant 
has  none  of  the  characteristics  of  a  fixed  or 
permanent  abode,  within  the  meaning  of  our 
Constitution  as  entitles  a  person  to  be  regis- 
tered as  a  qualified  voter.  If  the  contention 
of  the  appeDant  in  this  case  was  sustained, 
then  a  steamboat  company  could  fix  the  legal 
residence  of  its  employees,  who  reside  upon  its 
steamers,  by  simply  changing  its  pier  or 
wharf.  The  case  of  Be  Collins,  64  How.  Pr. 
68,  relied  upon  by  the  appellant,  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  at  bar.  It  has  no* 
application  to  the  residence  of  a  voter,  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution  of  our  state.  It 
follows,  then,  the  ruling  of  the  court  below 
that  the  name  of  the  appellant,  Wallace  How- 
ard, be  stricken  from  the  list  oi  qualified  and 
registered  voters  of  the  fifteenth  ward  of  Balti- 
more, was  correct,  and  its  order  will  be  af- 
firmed. 
Order  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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Ellen  M.  BAKER  et  aU,  Trustees,  etc., 
Z.  Adams  WILLARD  et  cU,,  Trustees,  etc. 


Harriet  M.   LOWELL 

V. 
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1.  Tbe  eaaement  or  xi^ht  in  respect  to 
lig^ht  and  air  ft^m  an  open  spaee  an. 

nexed  to  a  maDsion-house  estate,  orented  by  will 
by  providing  that  tbe  establish meot  shall  con- 
ticue  as  much  as  possible  uncbanged,  does  not 
amount  to  a  general  right  to  have  tbe  space  kept 
open  for  the  whole  ejctent  of  tbe  court,  but  only 
to  an  ordinary  easement  of  light  and  air  for  the 
windows  and  doors  of  existing  buildings,  where 
there  was  no  oommunloation  or  entrance  to  tbe 
court  from  tbe  mansion- bouse  estate,  and  Its 
only  use  of  the  court  was  for  light  and  air  and 
for  a  drain. 

2.  The  rl^ht  to  have  a  court  kept  open 
Is  not  created  by  estoppel  by  bounding  land 
thereon  in  a  deed  by  an  administrator  selling 
land  under  a  license  of  the  probate  court. 

8*  A  tenant  in  common  cannot  create  an 
easement  over  the  premises  without  consent 
of  his  cotenants. 

4*  The  doctrine  that  an  easement  ap- 
pnrtenant  to  a  close  is  appurtenant  to 
e^ery  parcel  into  which  that  close  may  be 
divided  is  not  applicable  to  an  easement  of  light 
and  air  which  ordinarily  is  limited  to  windows 
and  doors  or  other  apertures  in  a  building. 


Note.— For  American  law  as  to  easements  of 
light  and  air,  see  notes  to  Case  t.  Minot  (Mass.)  28 
L.  U.  A.  586;  and  Jones  v.  Millsaps  (Miss.;  28  L.  R. 
A.  158. 
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6.   The  rif  ht  of  a  passage  on  foot  over 

a  space  not  less  than  8|  feet  in  width  does  not  In- 
clude the  right  to  have  the  passage  kept  open  to 
the  sky. 

(May  20, 1808.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  for  Suffolk  County  for  the  opinion 
of  the  full  bench  of  suits  brought  to  enjoin  de- 
fendants from  closing  a  passageway.  Dis- 
missed, 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  L.  S.  Dabney.  F.  V.  Balch»  F. 
Rackemann,  L.  I.  Partridge,  and 
Hutchins  A  Wheeler  for  plainti^. 

Messrs.  Solomon  Lincoln*  William  A* 
Munroe,  and  Henry  H.  Sprafi^e»  for  de- 
fendants: 

The  plaintiffs  claim  an  easement  of  light  and 
air  in  the  whole  of  the  court,  and  the  right  Uy 
have  it  kept  open  and  unobstructed. 

Such  rights  as  are  claimed,  however  they 
may  be  designated,  must  be  acquired  by  ex- 
press grant.  They  are  in  substance  rights  to 
light  and  air,  and  such  rights  cannot  be  estab- 
lished by  implication  or  prescription . 

Keats  ▼.  Hugo,  115  Mass.  204,  15  Am.  Rep. 
80. 

There  were  no  easements  over  the  Jeffriea 
estate  in  favor  of  the  mansion-house  estate 
while  Eliot  lived.  He  acquired  the  mansion- 
house  estate  in  1784,  and  the  Jeffries  estate  ia 
1799. 

Carbrey  t.  Willis,  7  Allen.  864,  88  Am.  Dec 
688;  Johnson  v.  Jordan,  2  Met.  284.  87  Am. 
Dec.  85. 

No  easement  of  light  and  air  can  be  created 
except  by  express  grant. 

BandaU  v.  Sanderson,  111  Mass.  114;  Keats 
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T.  ffugo.  115  Mass.  204.  15  Am.  Rep.  80; 
6'ArtX  Church  v.  Laveezolo,  156  Mass.  89. 

There  is  notbing  in  the  facts  to  justify  such 
»  cOQStruction  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Eliot  as 
would  make  the  easements  claimed  pass  with 
the  mansion-house  estate,  even  if  easements  of 
light  and  air  or  open  court  could  have  been 
created  by  implication.'  Even  then  they  could 
have  been  implied  in  Massachusetts  only  from 
necessity. 

Carbrey  ▼.  WiUis,  7  Allen,  864,  88  Am.  Dec. 
688;  Randall  ▼.  McLaughlin,  10  Allen,  866; 
Bun  Y.  Dyer,  125  Mass.  287. 

Even  in  England  a  right  of  way,  not  of 
necessity,  will  not  pass  under  a  devise  unless 
the  testator  by  appropriate  language  shows  an 
intention  that  it  should  pass. 

Taws  V.  KnouiUs  [1891]  2  Q.  B.  564;  Polden 
▼.  Bastard,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  156. 

There  was  no  right  of  drainage.  It  was  not 
mentioned.    It  could  have  been  created  by  im 

Slication,  if  at  all,  only  from  necessity.  The 
ouse  was  on  a  corner  where  there  was  ample 
opportunity  to  construct  other  drains. 

Johnson  V.  Jordan,  2  Met.  284,  87  Am.  Dec. 
85. 

Even  if  such  easements  had  been  created 
they  would  have  been  lost  by  a  merger  of  title 
in  William  H.  Eliot. 

BiiQer  ▼.  Parker,  8  Cnsh.  145.  54  Am.  Dec 
744;  AtwaterY.  Bodfi»K  H  Gray.  150. 

Wilham  H.  Eliot  was  but  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon of  the  place,  and  whatever  may  have 
been  the  intent  of  his  administrator  he  had 
not  the  power  to  encumber  the  place  with 
easements  to  the  prejudice  of  his  cotenants. 

Adam  v.  Briggs  Iron  Co.  7  Gush.  361; 
Crocker  t.  CoUing,  166  Mass.  188,  88  L.  R. 

A.  245. 

Whatever  easements  of  light  and  air  might 
have  existed,  under  the  English  rule,  in  favor 
of  the  mansion  house  over  Phillips  place 
would  have  been  confined  to  the  windows  of 
the  mansion  house  an  it  then  existed. 

Aldin  V.  Clark  [1894]  2  Ch.  487;  Goddard. 
Easem.  5th  ed.  1896,  pp.  265,  868  et  Beq. 

If  the  construction  of  a  deed  is  doubtful,  the 
practical  construction  put  upon  it  by  the  par- 
ties and  their  successors  may  be  looked  at  in 
connection  with  the  deed  itself,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  at  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tion. 

Wltittenton  Jffg.  Co.  ▼.  Staples,  164  Mass. 
819,  29  L.  R.  A.  600;  Haven  v.  Foster,  14  Pick. 
584;  Pomeroy  v.  Ijitting,  15  Gray,  435;  Clark 
▼.  Brown,  8  Allen,  609;  Brooks  v.  Whitmore, 
189  Mass.  858;  Winchester  v.  Glazier.  153  Mass. 
816,  9  L.  R.  A. 424;  Reynolds  v.  Boston  Rubber 
Co.  160  Mass.  240;  Humphreys  v.   Od  Coi^^ny 

B.  Co.  160  Mass.  323;  Crocker  v.  Cotting,  166 
Mass.  188.  88  L.  R.  A.  245. 

The  plaintiffs  have  seen  the  place  occupied 
by  the  defendants  and  their  predecessors  for 
twenty  years.  They  have  taken  no  steps  for 
enforcement  of  rights  in  the  passageway,  if 
any  ever  existed,  or  to  prevent  their  extinguish- 
ment. If  rights  existed,  laches  prevents  the 
maintenance  of  these  proceedings. 

Btarkie  v.  Richmond,  165  Mass.  188. 

The  defendants  claim  and  intend  to  exercise 
the  right  to  build  over  the  8i  feet  pas^^ageway 
not  already  built  over,  covering  it  with  an  arch 
at  a  height  sufficient  not  to  interfere  with  its 
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use   as  a   passageway   for   foot   passengers. 
This  they  may  do. 

Atkins  V.  Bordman,  2  Met.  457,  87  Aql 
Dec.  100;  Qerrish  v.  Shattuck,  132  Mass.  235; 
Burnham  v.  Nevins^  144  Mass.  88.  59  Am. 
Rep.  61;  Perry  v.  Snow,  165  Mass.  23. 

Allen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

We  will  consider  in  the  first  place  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  supposed  original  right 
which  the  plaintiffs  respectivelv  seek  to  estab- 
lish. This  right  had  its  origin  in  the  provi- 
sions of  the  will  of  Samuel  Eliot,  who  died  in 
1820.  He  was  the  owner  of  the  estate  in  Boston . 
on  the  corner  of  Beacon  and  Tremont  streeu. 
bounding  south  on  Beacon  street,  and  east  on 
Tremont  street.  His  mansion  house  faced  on 
Tremont  street,  and  the  land  immediately  con- 
nected with  it  was  bounded  southerly  by  Bea-^ 
con  street,  and  northerly  by  an  open  court  or 
space  about  20  feet  wide,  and  extended  west- 
erly to  his  boundary  line.  On  the  northerly 
side  of  the  open  court  or  space  he  had  built 
three  brick  dwelling  houses,  which  faced 
southerly,  and  were  then  occupied,  respect- 
ively, by  three  of  his  daughters,  with  their 
husbands.  Mr.  Eliot's  mansion  house  stood 
about  8  feet  south  of  the  southerly  line  of 
the  court,  having  an  L  which  extended  west- 
wardly  on  the  same  line  with  the  mansion 
house.  Five  of  the  windows  of  the  mansion 
house  looked  upon  the  court,  and  two  rooms 
were  entirely  dependent  on  these  windows  for 
light;  but  there  was  no  entrance  or  communi- 
cation between  the  mansion-house  estate  and 
the  court, — there  being  between  them  a  fence 
6  or  7  feet  high,  in  which  there  was  no  open- 
ing. Tliere  was  a  drain  through  the  court, 
which  was  used  for  all  the  four  bouses.  Mr. 
Eliot,  by  his  will,  devised  to  the  said  three, 
daughters,  * 'severally  and  respectively,  the 
brick  dwelling  houses,  and  their  respective 
privileges  and  appurtenances,  by  them  at  the 
day  of  the  signing  of  this  will  respectively  oc- 
cupied and  improved;  each  to  have  and  to 
hold  their  houses,  and  estates  thereto  belongs 
ing,  now  in  their  occupation;  to  them,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  forever."  He  devised  the 
mansion-house  estate  as  follows:  "It  is  my  will 
that  my  wife,  Catharine  Eliot,  and  my  chiU 
dren  who  may  reside  with  her,  shall  have  the 
use  of  my  present  mansion  house,  and  also  the 
free  use  of  all  my  plate,  furniture,  stores  of 
every  description  in  the  bouse,  and  my  horses 
and  carriages,  for  their  full  enjoyment,  without 
being  responsible  for  any  loss,  consumption  or 
wear  or  injury  to  the  same  to  my  other  chil- 
dren; it  being  my  design  that  the  family  estab- 
lishment shall  continue,  as  much  as  possible, 
unchanged.  The  said  devise  of  the  mansion 
house  to  my  wife  for  life  is  on  the  conriition 
that  she  shall  continue  to  reside  therein  per- 
sonally as  mistress  thereof.  ...  I  give  the 
reversion  thereof  to  my  son,  William  Harvard 
Eliot,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  forever."  Afier 
sunrlcy  o'her  bequests  and  devises,  not  here 
material,  be  devised  all  the  residue  of  his  es- 
tate equally  to  his  children,  of  svhom  there 
were  seven.  The  will  contained  no  specific 
devise  of  the  land  between  the  three  dwelling 
houses  and  the  mansion  house  estate.  At  that 
time,  as  found  by  the  master,  the  preservation 
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of  the  flpaoe  between  the  mansion  house  and 
the  three  new  brick  houses,  as  an  open  court, 
was  important,  if  not  indispensible,  to  the  con- 
venient and  accustomed  enjoyment  of  the  man- 
sion house,  in  respect  of  light  and  air,  so  long  as 
the  mansion  house  should  be  continued  in  the 
state  and  situation  in  which  it  then  was.  Octo- 
ber 20,  1829,  the  widow  of  Samuel  Eliot  died; 
and  William  H.  Eliot  thereupon  became,  under 
his  father's  will,  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  man- 
sion bouse  estate,  subject  to  the  condition  that 
he  should  personally  occupy  the  same.  By 
mesne  conveyances,  the  title  to  the  westerly 
brick  dwelling  house  had  come  to  Timothy  H. 
Carter,  who  erected  a  building  upon  the  west- 
erly portion  of  the  court:  and  William  H.  Eliot 
thereupon  brought  a  writ  of  entry  against 
him  to  recover  one-seventh  part  of  the  land. 
This  case  went  to  the  full  court,  and  by  the  de- 
cision reported  in  12  Pick.  486,  it  was  held 
that  the  fee  of  the  court  did  not  pass  to  the 
testator's  three  daughters,  under  the  devise  of 
the  three  dwelling  houses,  but  to  his  seven 
children,  under  the  general  residuary  clause. 
This  decision  was  given  on  April  6,  1882,  as 
we  infer  from  the  date  in  the  margin  of  the 
volume.  In  the  opinion,  the  court,  in  speak- 
ing of  the  open  space,  says:  ''There  are 
some  considerations  which  have  led  us  to  the 
condusion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  devise  an  easement,  and  not  a 
fee.  He  manifested  in  his  will  a  great  at- 
tachment to  the  mansion  in  which  he  had  long 
lived,  and  a  strong  desire  that  it  should  be  con- 
tinued in  the  state  and  situation  in  which  it 
then  was.  The  preservation  of  the  space  be- 
tween that  and  the  three  new  brick  houses,  as 
an  open  court,  was  important,  if  not  indispen- 
sable, to  the  convenient  and  accustomed  enjoy- 
ment of  the  mansion  house.  .  .  .  We 
cannot,  by  possibility,  believe  that  the  testator 
intended  to  devise  the  uppei-  houses  without  a 
right  of  way  to  the  street.  .  .  .  We  are  of 
opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator 
to  preserve  an  open  court  there  for  the  benefit 
and  convenience  of  the  adjoining  houses,  to 
give  the  respective  owners  thereof  an  easement 
in  the  court  for  various  purposes."  It  was  also 
then  agreed  (and  the  same  fact  is  found  and  re- 
ported in  the  present  case  by  the  master)  that 
the  court  was  never  used  bv  the  testator  as  a 
passageway  to  bis  mansion-house  estate,  nor  in 
any  other  way  in  connection  -with  it,  except 
for  light  and  air  for  the  windows,  and  for  the 
drain.  The  right  of  drainage  is  now  imma- 
terial. It  is  thus  apparent  that  it  was  then 
considered  that  by  the  will  of  Samuel  Eliot 
some  easement  or  right  in  respect  to  light  and 
air  from  the  open  space  was  annexed  to  the 
mansion-house  estate,  but  the  extent  of  it  was 
not  defined  in  that  decision.  The  present 
plaintiffs  contend  that  it  was  something  more 
than  the  ordinary  easement  of  light  and  air  for 
the  windows  and  doors  of  existing  buildings, 
and  that  it  amounted  to  a  general  right  to  have 
the  space  kept  open  for  the  whole  extent  of  the 
court  as  it  then  was. 

There  is  no  doubt  that,  under  some  circum- 
stances, provision  may  be  made  by  owners  of 
land  for  keeping  certain  spaces  open  generally 
for  light,  air,  prospect,  and  other  purposes  of 
convenience  and  enjoyment,  without  attaching 
this  right  to  particular  buildings.  Open 
iO  L.  R.  A. 


squares  may  be  dedicated  to  public  purpoeei. 
Abbott  V.  Oottage  City,  148  Mass.  522,  58  Am. 
Rep.  148.    And,  in  making  plans  for  the  im- 

erovement  and  development  of  lands  provision 
I  often  made  for  keeping  certain  spaces  open, 
of  which  illustrations  may  be  found  in  BrooHa 
V.  BeynoldB,  106  Mass.  81;  Salubwry  v.  An- 
dretM,  128  Mass.  886,  and  in  numerous  other 
reported  cases.  So  that  the  question  is,  What 
was  the  testator's  intention  in  this  case?  Such 
a  restriction  is  to  be  interpreted  according  to 
the  apparent  purpose  of  protection  or  advant- 
age to  the  several  estates  concerned.  Smith  v. 
Bradley,  164  Mass.  227;  Ham  v.  BigOow,  155 
Mass.  841.  In  the  present  case  we  find  no 
satisfactory  evidence  to  show  that  the  testator 
sought  to  create  any  further  protection  or  ad- 
vantage to  the  mansion-house  estate,  in  respect 
to  light  and  air,  than  the  ordinary  easement  of 
that  Kind.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  had  any 
further  building  scheme  in  mind,  or  that  he 
contemplated  the  cutting  up  of  his  mansion- 
house  estate  into  separate  lots.  What  he  had 
at  heart  was,  as  expressed  in  his  will,  "that 
the  family  establishment  shall  continue,  as 
much  as  possible,  unchanged."  The  court  in 
Eliot  V.  Garter,  12  Pick.  486,  mention,  as  sig- 
nificant, his  strong  desire  that  the  mansion 
"should  be  continued  in  the  state  and  situation 
in  which  it  then  was."  No  intention  is  mani- 
fested to  provide  for  the  benefit  of  additional 
buildings,  to  be  thereafter  erected.  So  far 
from  making  any  provision  for  light,  air,  or 
prospect  for  future  structures,  he  left  the  ease- 
ment in  favor  of  his  existing  dwelling  to  be 
gathered  from  implication.  He  speaks  of  his 
mansion  house,  but  says  nothing  in  express 
terms  of  the  land  connected  with  it,  except,  in 
one  instance,  he  mentions  the  * 'house  and  land 
thereto  properly  belonging."  His  interest  at- 
tached to  the  dwelling  place  as  it  was,  and  he 
made  no  provision  looking  to  its  division  into 
separate  building  lots.  The  plaintiffs  have 
failed  to  show  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
testator  to  create  any  further  easement,  in  re- 
spect to  keeping  the  court  above  the  surface  of 
the  ground  open,  than  the  ordinary  easement 
of  light  and  air  for  the  benefit  of  the  mansion- 
house  estate  as  it  then  was.  Leech  v.  Sehtoeder, 
L.  R.  9  Ch.  468,  478.  We  have  then  to  con- 
sider whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  such  an  easement,  assuming  for  the 
present  that  the  easement,  in  its  original  ex- 
tent, has  not  been  extinguished  by  merger  or 
otherwise. 

William  H.  Eliot  having  died,  his  adminis- 
trator, under  leave  of  the  probate  court,  con- 
veyed the  mansion-house  estate,  in  1888,  to 
Israel  Tborndyke.  In  this  deed  the  land  con- 
veyed was  bounded  northeasterly,  "in  part,  on 
a  court  called  'Phillips  Place.' "  It  is  suggested 
in  argument  that  these  words  created,  by 
estoppel,  a  right  to  have  the  court  kept  open. 
But  this  deed  was  made  by  an  administrator, 
who  was  selling  land  under  a  license  of  the 
probate  court.  He  was  not  at  that  time  selling 
the  testator's  interest  in  the  open  court,  and 
perhaps  he  never  would  do  so.  We  are  not 
aware  that  it  has  ever  been  held  that  under 
such  circumstances  an  administrator  could  im- 
pose an  easement  on  other  land,  which  he  was 
not  then  selling;  nor,  under  the  circumstances 
do  we  think  that  an  intention  to  create  such  an 
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eaaement  should  be  Inferred.  .  Moreover,  even 
assuming  that  the  administrator  had  all  the 
powers  of  the  testator,  the  latter  at  his  death 
owned  only  one  undivided  seventh  part  of 
Phillips  place;  and  he,  beini:  only  a  tenant  in 
common,  could  not  have  created  such  an  ease- 
ment without  the  consent  of  his  cotenantSn 
Clark  V.  Parker,  106  Mass.  654.  See  also 
Jones,  Easem.  g  224.  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  estate  was  subdivided  by  Thorndyke, 
who  in  1835  conveyed  the  lot  now  owned  by 
Mrs.  Lowell, —one  of  the  present  plaintiffs. — 
by  deed,  to  Stowell.  This  lot  is  now  No.  2 
Beacon  street,  rectangular  in  shape,  and  has  26 
feet  front  on  Beacon  street.  The  easterly 
boundary  line  is  about  63  feet  west  of  Tremont 
street  at  the  front,  and  somewhat  further  at  the 
rear.  The  lot  now  owned  by  the  other  plain- 
tiffs is  No.  4  Beacon  street,  lying  westwardly 
from  Mrs.  Lowell's  lot,  and  separated  by  an 
intervening  lot;  and  this  lot  was  also  conveyed 
by  Thorndyke,  in  1835.  to  a  different  pur- 
chaser, Lovejoy.  The  L  of  the  mansion 
house  reached  back  at  least  nearly  to  the 
easterly  line  of  what  is  now  Mrs.  Lowell's  lot, 
and  perhaps  extended  a  very  few  feet  over  that 
line;  it  being  impossible  now  to  determine  ex- 
actly where  the  westerly  wall  of  the  L  stood. 
All  the  windows  which  looked  upon  the  court 
were,  however,  east  of  the  boundary  of  that 
lot.  The  stable  and  other  outbuildings  stood 
further  back  from  the  court,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  they  depended  on  the  court  for 
either  light  or  air.  Upon  these  facts,  it  is 
quite  obvious  that  the  easement  of  light  and 
air  was  limited  to  the  mansion  house.  This 
easement  does  not  exist  in  favor  of  a  vacant 
piece  of  ground,  unless  by  virtue  of  provisions 
or  circumstances  clearly  showing  an  intention 
to  that  effect.  We  need  not  now  go  nicely 
into  the  question  of  the  exact  rules  for  deter- 
mining the  measure  of  this  right,  in  favor  of 
new  structures,  in  cases  where  the  original 
building  has  been  pulled  down  or  altered  (as 
to  which  see  Scott  v.  Pape,  L.  R.  81  Ch.  Div. 
564,  and  Qreentoood  v.  llornsey,  L.  R.  83  Ch. 
Div.  471),  because  the  easement  created  in  this 
case  did  not  extend  so  far  as  to  include  either 
of  the  lota  of  land  now  owned  by  the  plain- 


tiffs. The  plaintiffs  contend  that  an  easement 
appurtenant  to  a  close  is  appurtenant  to  every 
parcel  into  which  that  close  may  be  divided. 
This  is  usually  so,  in  respect  to  a  right  of  way. 
WMtney  v.  Lee,  1  Allen,  198, 79  Am.  Dec.  727; 
Washb.  Easem.  *59.  But  the  doctrine  is  not 
applicable  to  an  easement  of  light  and  air, 
which  ordinarily  is  limited  to  windows  and 
doors  ot  other  apertures  in  a  building.  Gnle, 
Easem.  6th  ed.  289,  290,  298-300.  506.  507; 
Goddard.  Easem.  5tb  ed.  51-58,  268-265,  289, 
868;  2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  5th  ed.  862  et  uq  , 
Washb.  Easem.  •493-501. 

If  all  other  points  are  assumed  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs,  thejr  fail  to  show  that  any  ease- 
ment of  light  or  air  was  created,  by  the  will  of 
Samuel  Eliot,  or  otherwise,  in  favor  of  those 
parts  of  his  estate  which  they  now  own.  No 
such  easement  was  necessary  for  the  enjoy 
ment  of  those  parts  of  the  estate,  and  an  im- 
plied grant  of  an  ea^^mentisnot  to  be  extended 
by  construction  beyond  what  was  necessary, 
or  what  is  fairly  shown  to  have  been  within 
the  intention  of  the  creator  of  it.  Carbrey  v. 
WiUis,  7  Allen.  864.  869,  83  Am.  Dec.  688; 
Parker  v.  Bennett,  11  Allen,  388,  892;  Badger 
V.  Boardman,  16  Gray,  559:  Jewell  v.  Lee,  14 
Allen,  145.  92  Am.  Dec.  744;  Sftarp  v.  Bopee, 
110  Mass.  381;  Dalton  v.  Angvs,  L.  R.  6  App. 
Cas.  740;  Moore  v.  Hall.  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  Div. 
178;  Scott  V.  Pape,  L.  R.  81  Ch.  Div.  654, 
Ilarris  v.  Be  Pinna,  L.  R.  38  Ch.  Div.  338. 
Aldin  V.  Clark  [1894]  2  Ch.  437. 

Thorndyke's  deeds  to  Stowell  and  Lovejoy 
each  contained  a  grant  of  "the  right  of  passage 
to  and  from  the  rear  of  said  lot  through 
Phillips  place  to  Tremont  street,  which  is  guar- 
anteed only  for  foot  persons,  and  of  a  width  of 
not  less  than  8i  feet."  The  defendants  admit 
that  the  plaintiffs,  respectively,  are  entitled  to 
this  easement,  but  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  to 
show  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  the  passage 
kept  open  to  the  sky.  Burnham  v.  Jfevine^ 
144  Mass.  88,  59  Am.  Rep.  61.  and  cases  there 
cited.  This  view  of  the  case  being  decisive  in 
favor  of  the  defeodants,  we  do  not  consider 
the  other  questions  argued. 

Bills  dmnisstd. 
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Emma  B.  BANDFIELD,  Plff.  in  Err., 
Charles  A.  BANDFIELD. 
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A  tort  committed  upon  a  wife  by  her 
husband  while  tbey  are  living  tORetber  as  bus- 
Innd  and  wife  gives  her  no  rlflrbt  of  action,  in 
the  al)fleDce  of  statutory  provtslon. 

(May  17, 180&) 

ERROR  to   the   Circuit   Court   for  Ionia 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 


NoTB.— As  to  the  right  of  action  between  hus- 
band and  wife  under  modern  statutes,  see  note  to 
McKendry  v.  MoKendry  (Pa.)  6  L.  B.  A  S06b 
40  L.R.  A. 

i<ec  also  42  L.  R.  A.  195. 


defendant  in  an  action  by  a  divorced  woman 
against  her  former  husband  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  commuDicating  syphilis  to  her  during 
the  continuance  of  the  marriage.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meesre.  R.  A.  Hawley  and  W.  £•  Haw* 
ley*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

One  of  the  absolute  rights,  to  which  every 
individual  is  entitled,  is  the  right  of  personal 
security.  "The  right  of  personal  security 
consists  in  the  legal  and  uninterrupted  enjoy- 
ment of  life,  limb,  body,  health,  and  reputa- 
tion." An  injury  to  either,  together  with  tho 
consequent  damage,  affords  to  the  injured 
person  a  cause  or  right  of  action,  and,  at  com- 
mon law,  the  person  so  injured  could  sue  la 
his  own  name  to  recover  therefor;  except  in 
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the  case  of  a  married  woman  or  other  person 
under  disability. 

It  has  been  held,  at  common  law.  that  the 
cause  or  right  of  action  for  such  injury  be- 
longed to  the  married  woman  when  such  in- 
lurj  was  committed  by  a  third  person,  or, 
in  other  words,  by  a  person  not  her  husband; 
but  that  sbe  had  no  remedy  in  her  own  name 
unless  her  husband  loined  with  her. 

Reeves,  Dom.  Rel.  p.  87;  Bishop,  Married 
Women,  §  705;  Bennett  v.  Bennett.  116  N.  Y. 
584,  6  L.  R.  A.  658;  Smith  v.  Smith,  98  Tenn. 
101. 

The  contrary  doctrine,  however,  has  been 
held  in  several  cases;  and  it  has  been  laid  down 
as  the  common  law  doctrine  that,  inasmuch  as 
she  could  not  sue  in  her  own  name,  and  the 
damages,  when  recovered,  did  not  belong  to 
her,  the  right  of  action  was  not  hers. 

Dufflet  V.  Duffies,  76  Wis.  374,  8  L.  R  A. 
420;  WesUake  v.  We%tlake,  84  Ohio  St.  621,  82 
Am.  Rep.  897. 

At  common  law,  on  account  of  the  legal 
fiction  of  the  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  the 
wife  has  no  cause  of  action  for  an  injury  com- 
mitted upon  her  by  her  husband  durmg  cover- 
ture. 

The  harshness  of  this  doctrine,  by  the 
gradual  evolution  of  the  common  law,  has 
been  considerably  modified,  without  the  aid 
/ot  any  legislation  whatever.  So,  the  courts 
came  to  regard  the  alleged  unity  of  husband 
and  wife  as  an  unreasoDable  fiction,  and  in 
many  ways  have  sought  to  avoid  its  harshness 
when  deemed  desirable  to  do  so. 

Seater  v.  Adams,  66  N.  H.  142;  FootY,  Card, 
58  Conn.  4,  6  L.  R.  A.  829;  BaynesY.  Nbuolin, 
129  Ind.  5«1,  14  L.  R.  A.  787;  Warren  v.  War- 
ren, 89  Mich.  128.  14  L.  R.  A.  545;  BvrdenoY. 
Ampetse,  14  Mich.  91,  90  Am.  Dec.  225. 

The  real  and  personal  estate  of  every  female, 
acquired  before  marriage,  and  all  property, 
real  and  personal,  to  which  she  may  after- 
wards become  entitled,  by  gift,  grant,  inheri- 
tance, devise,  or  in  any  other  manner,  shall  be 
and  remain  the  estate  and  property  of  such 
female. 

2  How.  Anno.  Stat,  g  6295. 

Actions  may  be  brought  by  and  against  a 
married  woman  in  relation  to  her  sole  prop- 
erty, in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  un- 
married. 

2  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  6297. 

Under  this  statute  the  wife  could  sue  in  her 
own  name  for  injuries  either  to  her  person  or 
her  reputation,  and  the  damages,  when  re- 
covered, belong  to  her. 

Hyatt  V.  Adams,  16  Mich.  180;  Berger  v.  Jacobs, 
21  Mich.  215;  Leonard  v.  Pope,  27  Mich.  145; 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Coleman,  28  Mich.  440; 
Hunt  V.  Eiiton,  55  Mich.  363;  WhiU  v.  White, 
58  Mich.  546;  Smith  v.  Smith,  78  Mich.  445,  8 
L.  R.  A.  52:  Warm  ▼.  Warren,  89  Mich.  128, 14 
L.  R.  A.  545;  Rice  v.  Rice,  104  Mich.  371. 

It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  a  wife 
can  sue  another  woman  for  alienating  her  hus- 
band's affections. 

Warren  v.  Warren,  89  Mich.  128, 14  L.  R.  A. 
645. 

In  Smith  ▼.  Smith,  78  Mich.  445.  3  L.  R.  A. 
62,  this  court  held  that  the  wife  could  sue  a 
third  person  for  a  libel  written  and  signed  by 
the  husband,  and  which  such  third  person 
40  L.R.  A. 


published  under  the  direction  and  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  husband. 

It  has  also  been  held  by  this  court.  In 
People  V.  Chapman,  62  Mich.  280.  that  a  hus- 
band who  stood  by  while  a  rape  was  commit- 
ted upon  his  wife,  and  did  not  interfere  to 
.prevent  the  outrage,  could  be  charged  with  and 
convicted  of  the  crime  of  rape,  as  a  principal. 

The  alimony  allowed  to  the  wife  depends 
upon  the  property  and  means  owned  by  the 
husband;  and  it  is  the  policy  of  the  courts,  in 
granting  alimony,  to  make  the  same  in  some 
degree  proportionate  to  the  property  of  the 
husband.  In  no  case  should  the  husband  be 
devested  of  all  his  estate. 

2  Km.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  2d  ed.  pp.  120-123. 

Mr.  F.  C.  Miller*  for  defendant  in  error: 

Under  the  married  woman's  statutes,  the 
wife  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  her 
husband,  for  a  personal  injury.  £ven  after 
divorce,  the  wife  cannot  sue  the  husband  for 
a  personal  tort  committed  by  him  upon  her 
while  the  relation  existed. 

Cooley,  Torts,  p.  268;  Schouler,  Dom.  Rel. 
4th  ed.  I  52;  9  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  795 
Phillips  v.  Barnet,  L.  R  1  Q.  B.  Div.  436 
Abbott  ▼.  Abbott,  67  Me.  304.  24  Am.  Kep.  27 
Libby  v.  Berry^  74  Me.  286,  43  Am.  Rep.  589 
FreethyY,  Freethy,  42  Barb.  641;  Longendyke 
V.  Longendyke,  44  Barb.  366;  Walker  y.  Reaney, 
36  Pa.  410;  Houston  y.  Houston,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
248;  Mink  v.  Mink,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  189;  Peters 
V.  Peters,  42  Iowa,  183;  SchuUz  v.  SchuHz,  89 
N.  Y.  644;  Nickerson  v.  Nickerson,  65  Tex. 
281;  Barton  y.  Barton,  32  Md.  214;  Main  ▼. 
Main,  46  III.  App.  106. 

A  married  woman  cannot  enter  into  a  part- 
nership with  her  husband,  or  conduct  any 
business  in  connection  with  him  for  her  own 
benefit,  and  charge  her  separate  estate  there- 
for. 

Artman  y.  Ferguson,  73  Mich.  146,  2  L.  R 
A.  848;  Edtoards  v.  MeSnhill,  51  Mich.  160. 

A  husband  living  with  his  wife  and  having 
joint  possession  with  her  of  a  dwelling  house 
which  she  owns  and  both  occupy  is  not  guilty 
of  arson  in  burning  such  dwelling. 

Snyder  v.  People,  26  Mich.  106, 12  Am.  Rep. 
302. 

Neither  the  husband  nor  wife  is  guilty  of 
larceny  in  converting  property  of  the  other, 
either  at  common  law  or  since  the  passage  of 
the  married  woman's  act. 

Thomas  v.  Thomas,  51  111.  162a.  See  also 
Jenne  v.  Marble,  37  Mich.  321;  White  y.  White, 
58  Mich.  646;  Howland  v.  Howland,  20  Hun, 
472;  Ilgenfritz  v.  llgenfritz,  49  Mo.  App.  127. 

The  husband  cannot  sue  his  wife  to  recover 
damages  for  deceit  by  which  he  was  induced 
to  marry  her. 

KMJeik  Y.  Goldman,  9  Misc.  34. 

Grant*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  sole  question  Is:  Can  a  wife  maintain 
suit  against  her  husband  for  a  personal  tort, 
committed  upon  her  while  they  were  living 
together  as  husband  and  wife?  We  answered 
this  question  in  the  negative  in  the  case  of 
Wagner  v.  Carpenter,  Circuit  Judge,  decided 
November  17,  1897.  In  that  case  the  husband 
had  uttered  a  gross  libel  against  his  wife.  She 
brought  suit  by  capias  ad  respondendum,  and 
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the  proceedings  were  quashed  by  the  circuit 
judge,  for  the  reasoD  that  the  wife  could  not 
maibtaiD  the  suit  apiinst  her  husband.  Tbe 
wife  applied  to  this  court  for  the  writ  of  man- 
damus to  compel  the  circuit  judge  to  vacate 
that  order.  The  writ  was  denied,  and  the  or- 
der of  the  circuit  judge  sustained.  No  opin- 
ion was  written.  But  tbe  sole  and  ideotical 
•question  there  involved  is  the  same  as  is  in- 
volved in  this  suit.  The  briefs  there  filed  pur- 
sued the  same  line  of  arf^ument  and  cited  the 
«ame  authorities  as  are  oow  cited.  Counsel 
aiXe  the  married  woman's  act  of  this  state  as 
conferring  this  right.  This  act  is  found  in  8 
How.  Anno.  Stat.  ^§  6295,  6297,  which  read 
tis  follows:  "The  real  and  personal  estate  of 
•every  female,  acquired  before  marriage,  and 
all  property,  real  and  personal,  to  which  she 
may  afterwards  become  entitled,  by  gift,  grant, 
inheritance,  devise,  or  in  any  other  manner, 
shall  be  and  remain  the  estate  and  property  of 
such  female.  .  .  .  Actions  mav  be  brought 
by  and  against  a  married  woman  in  relation  to 
her  sole  property,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  unmarried."  In  many  decisions  the 
courts  of  many  of  the  states,  notwithstanding 
the  statutes  conferring  rights  upon  a  married 
woman  over  ber  separate  property  not  confer- 
red by  the  common  law,  have  thus  far,  with- 
out exception,  denied  the  right  of  a  wife  to  sue 
her  husband  for  personal  wrongs  committed 
during  coverture.  No  such  right  is  conferred 
by  our  statute  unless  it  be  by  implication.  The 
legislature  should  speak  in  no  uncertain  man- 
ner when  it  seeks  to  abrogate  the  plain  and 
long  established  rules  of  the  common  law. 
Courts  should  not  be  left  to  construction  to 
fiustain  such  bold  innovations.  The  rule  is 
thus  stated  in  9  Bacon,  Abr.  title  Statutes,  I. 
p.  245:  "In  all  doubtful  matters,  and  where 
the  expression  is  in  general  terms,  statutes  are 
to  receive  such  a  construction  as  may  be  agree- 
able to  the  rules  of  the  common  law  \n  cases  of 
that  nature;  for  statutes  are  not  presumed  to 
make  any  alteration  in  the  common  law, 
farther  or  otherwise  than  the  act  expressly  de- 
clares; therefore,  in  all  general  matters,  the 
law  presumes  the  act  did  not  intend  to  make 
any  alteration;  for  if  the  Parliament  had  had 
that  design,  they  would  have  expressed  it  in 
the  act." . 


The  result  of  plaintiff's  contention  would  be 
another  step  to  destroy  the  sacred  relation  of 
man  and  wife,  and  to  open  the  door  to  law- 
suits between  them  for  every  real  and  fancied 
wrong, — suits  which  the  common  law  has  re- 
fused on  tbe  ground  of  public  policy.  This 
court  has  gone  no  farther  than  to  support  the 
wife,  under  the  married  woman's  act,  in  pro- 
tecting her  in  the  management  and  control  of 
her  property.  It  has  sustained  her  right  to  an 
action  for  assault  and  battery,  for  slander,  and 
for  alienation  of  her  husband's  affections 
against  others  than  her  husband.  Berger  v. 
Jacobs,  81  Mich.  215:  Leonard  v.  P&pe,  27 
Mich.  14f);  Rice  v.  Rice,  104  Mich.  871.  At 
the  same  time,  it  has  held  that  the  wife  could 
not  enter  into  a  partnership  or  other  business 
with  her  husband,  and  thus  become  respousi- 
ble  for  the  contracts  and  debts  of  her  husband. 
Artman  v.  Ferguson,  78  Mich.  146.  2  L.  R.  A. 
343;  Edwards  v.  McEhihill.  51  Mich.  160.  Per- 
sonal wrongs  inflicted  upon  her  give  her  the 
right  to  a  decree  of  separation  or  divorce  from 
her  husband,  and  our  statutes  have  given  tbe 
court  of  chancery  exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
that  subject.  This  court,  clothed  with  tbe 
broad  powers  of  equity,  can  do  justice  to  her 
for  the  wrongs  of  her  husband,  so  far  as  courts 
can  do  justice,  and,  in  providing  for  her,  will 
give  her  such  amount  of  her  husband's  prop- 
erty as  the  circumstances  of  both  will  justify, 
and,  in  so  doing,  may  take  into  account  the 
cruel  and  outrageous  conduct  inflicted  upon 
ber  by  him,  and  its  effect  upon  her  health  and 
ability  to  labor.  2  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  p.  120;  2  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  6245.  In 
tbe  absence  of  an  express  statute,  there  is  no 
right  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  such 
wrong.  We  are  cited  to  no  authority  holding 
the  contrary.  We  cite  a  few  sustaining  the 
rule:  Abbott  v.  Abbott,  67  Me.  804,  24  Am. 
Rep.  27;  Freethy  v.  Freethy,  48  Barb.  641; 
Peters  V.  Peters,  42  Iowa,  182;  Schultzv.  Sehultz, 
89  N.  Y.  644:  Cooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  p.  268; 
SScbouler,  Dom.  Rel.  g  252;  Newell,  Defama- 
tion, p.  866;  Townshend.  Slander  &  Libel,  8d 
ed.  p.  548. 

Judgment  a  firmed. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 
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.Minn.. 


^Thm  plaintiir  Is  mn  Indian^  and  a  11- 
eensed  trader  on  White  Earth  reser- 
vation* She  purchased  on  tbe  reservation  a 
quantity  of  ffame  killed  thereon  by  tribal  Indi- 

^Headnote  by  Start,  Ch.  J. 


ans,  and  transported  it  by  wagon  olf  tbe  reserva* 
tlon  to  tbe  nearest  railway  station,  and  there  de- 
livered It  to  a  oarrier,  to  be  shipped  out  of  the 
state.  It  was  seised  add  confiscated  while  in  pos- 
session of  the  carrier  by  tbe  defendants,  acting 
as  vame  warden  and  jrame  and  fish  commiraloners 
of  tbe  state.  Hetd^  that  the  defendants'  acts  were 
legal. 

(May  28, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  tbe 
District  Court  for  Becker  County  sustain- 


Note.— For  game  laws  as  alTecting  interstate 
commerce,  see  note  to  State  v.  Oeer  (Conn.)  13  L.  B. 
A.  804,  Affirmed  161  U.S.  519.  40  L.ed.  79B.    Seeaiao 

40  L.  R.  A. 


State  V.  Swett  (Me.)  2B  L.  B.  A.  714;  People  v. 
0*Neil  (Mich.)  88  L.  R.  A.  606;  and  Diokhaucv.  State 
(Md.)  86  L.B.  A.  766. 
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ing  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  a  suit 
brought  to  recover  the  value  of  certaiD  game 
whicb  defendauts  as  slate  officers  took  out  of 
the  possessino  of  the  plaiotiff's  agent  while  it 
was  being  transported  out  of  the  state.     4& 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  HI.  Li.  Countryman  for  appellant. 
.   Mr.  T,  £•  Byrnes  for  respondents. 

Starts  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  material  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint 
are:  The  pIuintifF  is  an  Indian  and  an  actual 
inhabttant  of  White  Earth  Indian  reservation, 
situated  within  the  limits  of  this  state,  and  a 
trader  thereon  under  a  license  from  the  United 
States.  Prior  to  November  19,  1896.  as  such 
trader,  she  purchased  upon  the  reservation, 
from  Indians  residing  thereon,  and  who  were 
members  of  the  tribes  located  thereon,  a  quan- 
tity of  game  birds  which  were  killed  thereon 
bj  such  Indians,  consisting  of  prairie  chickens 
and  partridges,  of  the  value  of  $485.  On  the 
day  named  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  ship  the 
birds  out  of  the  state,  and  did  transport  them 
from  the  reservation  by  wagon  to  Detroit. 
Minn.,  the  nearest  railway  station,  and  there 
delivered  them  to  the  express  company  for 
carriage  out  of  the  state  to  eastern  states,  to 
be  there  sold  by  her  agents  for  her  account. 
After  the  birds  had  been  delivered  to  the  ex- 
press company  and  while  in  its  possession,  and 
in  process  of  shipment  out  of  the  state,  the  de- 
fendant as  game  warden  of  the  state,  acting 
under  the  authority  of  his  codefendants,  who 
constitute  the  board  of  game  and  fish  commis- 
sioners of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  seized  the 
birds,  and  delivered  them  to  the  board,  and 
thereupon  the  defendants,  claiming  to  act  as 
such  officers,  sold  the  birds,  and  paid  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  into  the  treasury  of  the  state. 
The  defendants  interposed  a  genera!  demurrer 
to  the  complaint,  which  was  sustained,  and  the 
plaintiff  appealed  from  the  order  sustaining  it. 

At  the  time  of  this  attempted  shipment  of 
the  birds  out  of  the  state  the  statute  of  the 
state  for  the  preservation  of  game  contained, 
with  other  provisions,  the  following:  "No 
person  at  any  time  shall  catch,  take  or  kill,  or 
have  in  possession  or  under  control  any  of  the 
birds,  animals,  or  fish  caught,  taken,  or  killed 
in  this  state  .  .  .  with  intent  to  ship  the 
same  beyond  the  limits  of  this  state,  or  with 
intent  to  allow  or  aid  in  their  shipment  out  of 
this  state,  or  shall  ship  or  intentionally  allow  or 
aid  in  their  shipment  out  of  this  state.  .  .  ." 
Gen.  Stat.  1894.  ^  2170.  "It  shall  be  the  duty 
of  all  the  members  of  the  board  of  game  and 
fish  commissioners,  all  game  wardens,  sheriffs, 
and  their  deputies.constables.  and  police  officers 
of  this  state,  at  any  and  all  times,  to  seize  and 
take  possession  of  any  and  all  birds,  animals, 
or  fish  which  have  been  caught,  taken,  or  killed 
at  a  time,  in  a  manner,  or  for  a  purpose,  or  had 
in  possession  or  under  control  or  have  been 
shipped  contrary  to  any  provision  of  this  act. 
Such  seizure  may  be  made  without  a  warrant." 
Id.  1^  2177.  This  statute  makes  it  unlawful  to 
ship  game  out  of  the  state  at  any  time,  and  au- 
thorizes its  seizure  and  confiscation  if  the  stat- 
ute is  violated.  The  statute  is  constitutional. 
State  V.  Northei'n  P.  Exp.  Co.  68  Minn.  403; 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Gter  y.  Connecticut,  161  U.  S.  519,  40  L.  ed. 
793. 

It  necessarily  follows  that  the  seizure  in- 
question  was  lawful,  and  that  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, unless  the  fact  that  the  game  was  killed 
on  the  reservation  by  Indians  exempts  it  from, 
seizure  at  a  place  within  the  state,  and  off  the 
reservation,  while  it  is  in  possession  of  a  car- 
rier for  shipment  out  of  the  state.  The  ques- 
tion for  our  decision  is  not  whether  our  game 
laws  may  be  enforced  against  Indians,  so  that 
they  may  be  prosecuted  and  personally  pun- 
ished for  its  violation  on  the  reservation. 
Were  this  the  question,  it  would  have  to  be 
answered  in  favor  of  the  Indians,  for  this  courts 
in  the  case  of  State  v.  Campbell.  53  Minn.  354, 
21  L.  R.  A.  169,  rightly  held  that  tribal  Indi- 
ans on  this  reservation  are  not  subject  to  th& 
criminal  laws  of  the  state.  But  the  sole  ques- 
tion here  is  the  legal  status  of  game  found  off 
the  reservation,  and  in  the  hands  of  the  carrier 
for  shipment  out  of  the  state,  which  was  killed 
on  the  reservation  by  Indians:  The  answer  to 
this  question  involves  a  determination  of  the  ex- 
tent of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  over  this  res- 
ervation. The  White  Earth  reservation  is  not 
unceded  Indian  country.  It  was  such  prior  to 
1855,  but  by  an  act  of  Congress  approved  De- 
cember 19,  1854  (10  SUt.  at  L.  [chap.  7]  598)» 
the  president  of  the  United  States  was  author- 
ized to  enter  into  negotiations  with  the  Chip- 
pewa Indians  for  the  extinguishment  of  their 
title  to  all  lands  owned  and  claimed  by  them 
in  the  territory  of  Minnesota;  the  treaties  bo 
to  be  made  to  contain  a  provision  that  "the 
laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  territory 
of  Minnesota  shall  l>e  extended  over  the  Chip- 
pewa territory  in  Minnesota  whenever  the 
same  may  be  ceded,  and  the  same  shall  oeaae 
to  be  'Indian  country'  except  that  the  land  re- 
served to  said  Indians,  or  other  property  owned 
by  them,  shall  be  exempt  trom  taxation  and 
execution;  and  that  the  act  passed  30th  June» 
1834.  'to  regulate  trade  and  intercourse  with 
the  Indian  tribes,'  etc.,  be  inoperative  over  the 
said  ceded  territory,  except  the  20th  section,, 
which  prohibits  the  introduction  and  sale  of 
spirituous  liquors  to  Indians."  Such  a  treaty 
was  made  Febn\ary  22,  1855,  and  proclaimed 
April  7,  1855,  whereby  the  Indians  ceded  ta 
the  United  States  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of 
whatsoever  nature  which  they  bad  in  and  to  » 
large  tract  of  land  therein  described,  and  which 
included  all  of  the  land  now  known  as  "Whita 
Earlh  Reservation."  Rev.  Indian  Treaties 
(1878)  268.  This  treaty  reserved  a  number  of 
tracts  of  land  which  were  set  apart  for  the 
homes  of  the  Indians,  but  there  was  no  res- 
ervation of  the  right  of  the  Indians  to  hunt 
and  fish  on  and  over  the  ceded  territory.  None 
of  these  reservations  included  any  lands  within 
the  limits  of  White  Earth  reservation.  A  por- 
tion of  the  land  now  included  in  the  last- 
named  reservation  was  set  apart  for  the 
future  home  of  the  Indiana  by  treaty  of 
May  7,  1864,  proclaimed  March  20,  1865;  and 
by  treaty  of  March  19,  1867,  proclaimed  April 
18,  1867,  there  was  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the 
Indians,  in  order  to  provide  them  with  a  suit- 
able farming  region,  thirty-six  townships  of 
land,  to  include  White  Earth  lake  and  Rice 
lake.    Rev.  Indian  Treaties,  259, 271.    Under 
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tbe  proTlsioDS  of  the  treaty  of  1867,  nvhat  has 
since  been  known  as  White  Earth  reservation 
was  established.  The  legal  effect  of  the  treaty 
of  February  22,  1856,  was  that  the  lands  now 
embraced  within  the  limiu  of  White  Earth 
reservation  became  public  lands  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  every  right  of  the  Indians 
therein  became  absolutely  eztlDguished.  The 
laws  of  the  then  territory  of  Minnesota  became 
operative  over  the  whole  territorial  limits  of 
the  present  reservation.  When  the  territory  of 
Minnesota  became  a  state  in  1858,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  was  just  as  complete  and  ab- 
solute ovec  the  lands  now  included  in  the  res- 
ervation in  question  as  it  was  over  any  other 
part  of  the  state,  except  as  to  the  sale  of  spiritu- 
ous liquors  to  the  Indians.  The  state  has 
never  ceded  or  relinquished  any  part  of  this  ju- 
risdiction. Such  jurisdiction  was  modified  by 
the  subsequent  setting  apart  the  reservation  for 
the  use  of  tbe  tribal  Indians,  under  tbe  control  of 
the  general  government,  to  the  extent  only  that 
the  state  cannot  tax  the  property  of  the  Indians, 
nor  interfere  with  the  control  of  such  Indians 
while  on  this  reservation,  or  punish  them  for 
acts  committed  thereon  in  violation  of  its  laws. 
This  limitation  of  the  power  of  the  state  does 
not  arise  from  the  fact  that  the  laws  of  the  state 
are  not  operative  upon  this  reservation,  but  it 
CTows  out  of  the  personal  relations  of  such  In- 
dians to  the  general  government.  They  are  its 
wards,  and  under  its  guardianship  and  control, 
and  the  state  may  not  interfere  with  or  impair 
the  efficacy  of  such  guardianship.  Subject  to 
this  limitation,  all  of  the  general  laws  of  the 
state,  including  its  game  laws,  are  in  force  in 
every  part  of  White  Earth  reservation.  A 
white  man  may  be  punished  by  the  state  for  a 


crime  committed  thereon,  but  a  tribal  Indian 
may  not  be.  StcUe  v.  Campbell,  53  Minn.  354, 
21  L.  R.  A.  169.  After  the  Indian  title  to  tbe 
land  within  this  reservation  was  extinguished, 
and  before  it  was  set  apart  for  the  Indians  in 
1867,  the  state  owned  the  game  thereon  in  trust 
for  the  whole  people  of  the  state,  with  the 
right  and  duty  to  make  and  enforce  such  laws 
as  it  deemed  necessary  for  its  protection  and 
beneficial  use.  Tbe  state  has  never  parted 
with  this  ownership  and  trust.  It  is,  there- 
fore, not  true,  as  a  legal  proposition,  whatever 
may  be  the  case  ethically,  that  tbe  Indians 
own  the  game  on  this  reservation,  for  it  belongs 
to  the  state,  and  its  game  laws  are  operative 
upon  this  reservation.  But  its  remedies  for 
enforcing  them  are  imperfect,  in  that  it  cannot 
punish  Indians  for  violating  such  laws  on  the 
reservation.  A  white  man  on  the  reservation 
may  be  so  punished. 

It  is  unnecessary  to,  and  we  do  not,  decide 
whether  tbe  state  may  or  may  not  interfere 
with  game  which  is  unlawfully  in  tbe  posses- 
sion of  the  Indians  on  the  reservation.  But  we 
do  hold  that  when,  as  in  this  case,  game  ia 
once  off  this  reservation  and  in  the  possession 
of  any  person  or  corporation  in  violation  of  the 
law,  it  may  be  seized  and  confiscated  by  ita 
proper  officers,  without  reference  to  where  or 
by  whom  it  was  killed. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  shipment  of  the 
game  in  question  commenced  on  the  reserva- 
tion or  off  it,  and  at  Detroit,  for,  if  it  com- 
menced on  the  reservation,  no  question  of  in- 
terstate commerce  can  arise,  for  theireservation 
is  a  part  of  the  state,  and  it  has  jurisdiction 
over  it,  except  as  we  have  stated. 

Order  affirmed. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


DRUMMOND  CARRIAGE  COMPANY   et 
al,  Plffs.  in  Err,, 

f>. 
George  T.  MILLS. 

( Neb ) 

*!•  Upon  the  rendition  of  a  Jvdsrmont 
ugminmt  appellant  in  the  district  court* 

that  court  has  no  such  Jarlsdiction  of  the  perBon 
of  tbe  surety  In  the  appeal  uodertakingr  that  it 
may  render  the  same  Judgment  affainst  bim  that 
It  may  affalnst  tbe  appellant* 

8.  By  operation  of  the  common  law»  in 
the  absence  of  any  apeciflc  ag^reement* 
every  person  wbo  has  bestowed  Jabor  and  sklJl 
on  a  chattel  balled  to  bim  for  the  purpose,  and 
has  thereby  increased  its  value,  has  a  lieu  od  such 
chattel,  and  may  retain  It  uncil  paid  bis  reason- 
able charges  for  his  services. 

8*  Sach  role  of  the  common  law  is  in  force  in 
this  state. 

4*  The  common-law  lien  to  which  we  have 
just  referred  may,  by  force  of  special  facts  or 

*HeadD0te8  by  HARBisozr,  Cb.  J. 


Note.— On  tbe  question  of  the  priority  of  a  chat- 
tel mortiraffe  and  a  subsequently  acquired  lien  on 
the  property,  see  also  note  to  Wright  v.  Sherman 
(8.  D.)  17  L.  R.  A.  79S:  also  Chapman  v.  First  Nat 
Bank  (Ala.)  22  L.  K.  A.  78. 
40L.R.A. 


circumstances,  override  or  be  superior  to  prior 
contractual  or  statutory  liens. 

6*  In  this  state  the  title  to  BkortgtLged 
chattels  remains  in  the  mortgsRror  until  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage. 

6*  A  physician  g^ave  a  mortg^ag^  on  a 
hngrery  of  which  he  retained  possession 
and  used  it  in  bis  business.  It  was  of  the  recitals 
of  the  moTiftage  that  be  stiould  not  so  negli- 
gently or  improperly  use  or  care  for  the  prop- 
erty as  to  subject  it  to  probable  loss  or  material 
depreciation  in  value,  and  tbe  mortgagee  bad 
knowledge  that  tbe  buggy  at  times  needed  re- 
pairing, and  had  seen  it  at  one  time  left  at  the 
shop  to  be  repaired.  The  mortgagor,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  mortgagee,  left  the  buggy  with 
a  carriage  company  for  needed  repnirs.  The 
company  repaired  the  buggy,  and  retamed  pos- 
session thereof  to  enforce  a  claimed  lien  for,  or 
the  payment  of  its  reasonable  charges  for.  such 
repairing.  The  mortsagee  instituted  an  action 
of  replevin  against  tbe  carriage  company  to  ob- 
tain possession  of  the  buggy,  asserting  right 
thereto  under  and  by  virtue  of  bis  mortgage  lien. 
Held,  that  the  mortgage  lien  was  subordinate  to 
tbe  common-law  lien,  since  tbe  recitals  of  tbe 
mortgage  and  the  facts  and  oircumntances  dis- 
closed that  the  mortgagor  bad  at  least  implied 
authority  from  tbe  mortgagee  to  have  tbe  re-^ 
pairs  made. 

(Raoaru  C  dissenig,) 
(April  8, 1898.) 
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NeBAABKA  SUFBBICB  CoURT. 


Apb.. 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
CouDty  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pos- 
aession  of  a  buggy.    Beterted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  B.  N.  Robertson^  for  plaintiffs  in 
«rror: 

The  mortgagor  in  this  case  being  rightfully 
in  possession  of  the  chattel  at  the  time  the  re- 
pairs were  contrated  for,  was  the  owner 
thereof. 

Randall  y.  Persons,  42  Neb.  607. 

The  Drummond  Carriage  Company  was  law- 
fully in  possession  of,  and  bad  a  lien  upon,  the 
property  in  controversy  at  the  commencement 
of  this  action. 

6  Wait,  Act.  &  Def.  p.  149.  and  cases  cited; 
LordY.  Jones,  24  Me.  439,  41  Am.  Dec.  891; 
Arians  ▼.  Brickley,  65  Wis.  26,  66  Am.  Rep. 
«11. 

Nor  is  the  existence  of  a  special  agreement 
between  the  parties  for  the  payment  of  a  fixed 
sum  for  labor  inconsistent  with  a  claim  of  lien 
for  services. 

MaViias  v.  SeUers,  86  Pa.  486.  27  Am.  Rep. 
728;  Pickett  v.  Bullock,  52  N.  H.  854;  Morgan 
V.  Congdon,  4  N.  Y.  552. 

A  lien  which  arises  by  operation  of  the  com- 
mon law  overrides  all  prior  existing  contract 
or  statutory  liens  on  the  property  to  which  it 
attaches. 

1  Jones,  Liens,  §  8;  Herman,  Chat.  Mortg. 
p.  308;  Darlington,  Pers.  Prop.  p.  48;  Jessup 
V.  Atlantic  d  G.  R.  Co.  3  Woods,  441;  WiU- 
iams  V.  Allsvp,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  417;  Hammond 
y.  Danielson,  126  Mass.  294;  Kirtleyv.  Morris, 
43  Mo.  App.  144;  Scott  y.  Ddahunt,  65  N.  Y. 
128;  WatU  v.  Sweeney,  127  Ind.  116;  White  v. 
Smith,  44  N.  J.  L.  105.  43  Am.  Rep.  347;  Smith 
Y,  Stevens,  86  Minn.  808;  Corning  v.  Ashley, 
m  Hun,  48S;  Sullivan  v.  Clifton,  55  N.  J.  L. 
«24.  20  L.  R.  A.  719;  Lj/nde  v.  Parker,  155 
Mass.  481;  Lawson,  Presumptive  Ev.  1886,  p. 
175;  McKey*  •>  v.  Stevens,  19  Ala.  692;  Ryany. 
Sams,  12  Q    B.  460. 

Public  pi/ticy  demands  that  the  lien  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  be  enforced  as  against  the 
mortgage. 

Jones,  Chat.  Mortg.  4th  ed.  g  473;  IngaUs  v. 
i^ieen,  62  Vt.  486. 

The  owner  is  not  permitted  to  appropriate 
to  his  own  use  the  labor  and  skill  of  the  inno- 
cent party  who  wrought  the  change. 

Wetherbee  v.  Green,  22  Mich.  311,7  Am. 
Rep.  653;  Carpenter  v.  Lingenfelter,  42  Neb. 
728,  32  L.  R.  A.  422. 

Where  one  by  mistake  in  good  faith  has  ex- 
pended labor  upon  the  property  of  another,  if 
he  has  by  bis  labor  greatly  increased  the  value 
of  the  property  he  will  become  the  owner. 

1  Am.  &  Eug.  Enc.  Law,  p.  58;  8  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  ^1317;  Baker  y,  Meisch,  29 
Neb.  227. 

Mr,  W.  H.  De  France  for  defendant  in 
«rror. 

Harrison,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This,  an  action  of  replevin,  was  instituted 
by  defendant  in  error,  March  22,  1894,  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace  in  Douglas  county,  to 
recover  the  possession  of  a  "Breton  Buggy," 
and  in  a  trial  be  was  given  judgment  for  the 
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relief  demanded.  An  appeal  was  perfected  to 
the  district  court,  wherein  the  defendant  in 
error  was  again  successful.  He  there  obtained 
judgment  against  the  carriage  companv.  and 
also  against  the  surety  on  the  appeal  undertak- 
ing. The  carriage  company  and  the  surety  on 
the  appeal  bond  present  the  case  to  this  court 
for  review. 

It  is  contended  for  the  party  who  signed  the 
appeal  undertaking  that  the  district  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment  it  did 
against  him.  The  question  presented  was  dis- 
cussed and  determined  in  the  case  of  Selby  y. 
McQuillan,  reported  in  45  Neb.  512;  and  it 
was  stated  that  the  district  court,  on  the  ren- 
dition of  a  judgment  against  an  appellant, 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  a  like  judgment 
against  the  surety  in  the  appeal  bond;  and, 
following  the  doctrine  there  announced,  we 
must  hold  that  the  judgment  against  the  surety 
in  this  case  was  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  cannot  stand.  The  trial  in  the  dis- 
trict court  was  without  a  jury,  and  on  an  agreed 
statement  of  the  facts,  as  follows:  "That  W. 
P.  Wilcox  was  on  and  prior  to  July  1,  1891,  a 
physician  engaged  in  the  actual  practice  of  his 
profession  in  the  city  of  Omaha,  Nebraska. 
That  on  September  12.  1889.  said  Wilcox  pur- 
chased a  physician's  phaeton  or  carriage  from 
the  defendant,  and  that  from  the  date  of  its 
purchase  until  on  or  about  the  18th  day  of 
May.  1892,  the  said  Dr.  Wilcox  used  the  said 
carriage  in  his  professional  business  as  a  phy- 
sician and  surgeon.  That  on  July  1,  1891 
said  Dr.  W.  P.  Wilcox  made,  executed,  and 
delivered,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  being 
money  actuallv  loaned,  his  certain  promissory 
note  to  the  plaintiff  for  $850,  due  one  year 
after  date.  That  no  payments  have  been  made 
on  said  note,  and  the  same  is  due.  To  secure 
said  note,  the  said  Dr.  W.  P.  Wilcox  made 
and  delivered  a  chattel  mortgage  to  plaintiff 
covering  the  said  physician's  phaeton  or  car- 
riage, a  horse,  and  harness.  The  said  mort- 
gage was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk 
of  Douglas  county,  Nebraska,  in  accordance 
with  law,  on  the  8d  day  of  August,  1891,  a 
copy  of  which  is  hereto  attached  and  made  a 
part  of  this  stipulation,  marked  'Exhibit  A.' 
The  plaintiff  was  well  acquainted  with  the 
buggy  in  controversy,  and  knew  at  the  time 
he  took  the  mortgage  that  it  was  used  by  Dr. 
Wilcox  in  his  busine^  as  a .  physician.  Dr. 
Wilcox  and  the  plaintiff  rode  out  in  the  bugsy 
quite  frequently  in  the  evenings.  The  plain- 
tiff was  with  Dr.  Wilcox  at  the  office  of  the 
Drummond  Carriage  Works,  defendant,  at 
one  time  previous  to  May,  1892.  after  his 
mortgage  was  given,  and  when  Dr.  Wilcox 
run  the  buggy  in  there  for  repairs,  which  bill 
of  repairs  was  paid  by  Dr.  Wilcox.  About 
the  18th  of  May,  1892,  said  Dr.  Wilcox  took 
the  buggy  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  and  in 
controversy  herein,  to  the  defendant  for  re- 
pairs; and,  pursuant  to  agreement  between 
the  defendant  and  Dr.  Wilcox,  the  buggy  was 
to  be  repaired.  The  bill  for  the  same  agreed 
upon  was  $60,  to  be  paid  in  cash  when  the 
work  was  done.  A  copy  of  the  memorandum 
of  repairs  to  be  done,  and  which  were  actu- 
ally done,  on  the  carriage,  is  hereto  attached, 
marked  'Exhibit  B,'  and  made  a  part  of  this 
stipulation.    The  original  was  on  or  about 
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Hay  18,  1892,  mailed  by  defeDdant  to  Dr. 
Wilcox.  The  repairs  done  on  the  buggy  were 
reasonably  Decessary  for  the  careful  preserva- 
tion of  the  carriage,  and  the  bill  for  the  same 
is  well  and  reasooably  worth  $60,  no  part  of 
which  has  been  paid.    The  buggy  was  com- 

Jleted,  and  the  bill  was  due,  on  the  1st  day  of 
uly,  1892.  The  plaintiff  is  a  resident  of 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  has  resided  therein 
«Yer  since  the  12th  day  of  September,  1889. 
About  the  Ist  of  June.  1892,  said  Dr.  W. 
P.  Wilcox  left  the  city  of  Omaha  for  Colo- 
rado, to  begone  an  indefinite  period  of  time. 
Said  Dr.  Wilcox  was  absent  from  the  city 
from  about  the  1st  of  June,  1892,  until  gabout 
the  15th  of  March,  1894.  During  the  time  of 
aaid  Wilcox's  absence  from  the  city,  as  afore- 
said, the  plaintiff  supposed  the  buggy  was  in 
the  barn  of  tbe  father  of  said  Wilcox,  and  did 
not  know  different  until  about  tbe  21st  of 
March,  1894,  when  he  was  notified  by  said 
Wilcox  that  the  said  buggy  was  in  the  pos- 
fession  of  tbe  defendant.  In  the  meantime 
the  plaintiff  had  made  no  inquiries  about  tbe 
whereabouts  of  the  buggy,  neither  had  he 
made  anv  inquiries  about  the  horse  and  har- 
ness, and  when  this  action  was  commenced 
the  plaintiff  did  not  know  where  the  horse  and 
harness  were.  Plaintiff  never  has  pressed  the 
said  Wilcox  for  the  money  secured  by  the 
note  and  chattel  mortgage,  and  never  calcu- 
lated to  do  so.  While  Dr.  Wilcox  was  using 
the  buggy  in  his  professional  business,  he  bad 
all  his  repairing  done  at  the  carriage  works  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  buggy  was  in  the  de- 
fendant's shop  for  repairs,  and  the  defendant 
did  small  repair  work  on  the  buggy  twelve 
different  times  between  the  date  of  its  pur- 
chase, September  12,  1889,  and  May  1,  1891. 
The  first  actual  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff 
had  of  the  buggy  being  in  the  possession  of 
the  defendant  was  obtained  from  the  said  Dr. 
Wilcox  on  or  about  March  21,  1894.  Imme- 
diately after  said  notification,  plaintiff  de- 
manded possession  of  said  buggy  from  defend- 
ant, and,  upon  refusal  of  defendant  to  deliver 
up  the  possession  of  said  buggy  to  plaintiff, 
plaintiff  commenced  this  cause  of  action.  Tbe 
defendant  made  no  inquiries  of  Wilcox,  when 
he  took  the  buggy  to  its  place  of  business  for 
repairs,  as  to  whether  the  buggy  was  encum- 
bered or  not,  nor  did  the  said  Wilcox  say  any- 
thing about  it  to  tbe  defendant.  The  buggy 
has  Deen  in  tbe  continuous  possession  of  tbe 
defendant  from  the  spring  of  1892.  The  de- 
fendant is  a  corporation  duly  organized  under 
the  laws  of  Nebraska,  and  eneaged  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  and  general  repair  work 
•of  wagons,  carriages,  and  other  kinds  of  vehi- 
<;leB.  The  defendant,  when  demand  was  made 
-on  it  for  the  possession  of  the  buggy,  refused 
to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff'  until  its  bill 
for  repairs,  as  above  stated,  was  paid,  and  then 
and  there  notified  tbe  plaintiff  that  it  claimed 
•a  lien  upon  said  buggy  for  the  work  and  labor 
and  material  performed  and  used  in  repairing 
•aaid  buggy.  The  value  of  the  buggy  was  $75 
at  the  commencement  of  this  action.  The  de- 
fendant, and  all  the  officers  thereof  at  tbe 
times  when  said  repairs  were  agreed  upon  and 
made,  had  no  actual  knowledge  of  said  mort- 
gage, nor  were  they  aware  of  the  existence  of 
40  L.  R.  ▲. 


such  a  mortgage  until  the  month  of  March* 
1894." 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error 
that  it  had  a  lien,  by  force  of  law,  on  the 
buggy  for  the  amount  of  its  bill  of  charges 
for  repairing  the  buggy,  which  continued^so 
long  as  it  retained  possession  of  the  buggy 
under  a  claim  of  lien  for  such  services.  The 
principle  invoked  is:  If  property  is  delivered 
to  a  person,  to  be  by  bis  skill  and  labor,  or  by 
adding  thereto  property  of  his,  enhanced  in 
value,  and  he  performs  the  labor  or  adds  bis 
own  property  to  that  delivered,  and  thereby 
increases  the  value  of  the  latter,  he  may  retain 
possession  of  it  until  paid  for  his  labor  or  ma- 
terials. This  is  a  doctrine  of  tbe  common  law, 
and  the  right  is  usually  denominated  a  "com- 
mon-law lien,"  and  it  exists  under  a  state  of 
facta  such  as  we  haye  just  detailed,  unless 
there  is  a  contract  inconsistent  with  such  lien, 
or  some  modifying  circumstances  which  are  in 
conflict  with  any  such  right,  or  disclose  an  in- 
tent not  to  claim  the  right.  "A  mechanic  of 
any  kind  has  a  lien  upon  all  personal  property, 
for  manufacture  or  repairs,  while  it  remains 
in  his  possession;  .  .  .  a  carriage  maker, 
for  repairs  upon  a  carriage."  See  6  Wait,  Act. 
&  Def.  p.  149,  and  cases  cited.  Persons  have 
by  common  law  the  right  to  detain  goods  on 
which  they  have  bestowed  labor  until  tbe  rea- 
sonable charges  tberefor  are  paid.  2  Kent, 
Com.  p.  635.  In  tbe  absence  of  specific  agree- 
ment, if  a  party  has  bestowed  labor  and  skill 
on  a  chattel  bailed  to  him  for  such  purpose, 
and  thereby  improved  it,  he  has  bv  general 
law  a  lien  on  it  for  the  reasonable  value  of  his 
labor,  or  the  right  to  retain  it  until  paid  for 
such  skill  and  labor.  Bevan  v.  Waters,  3  Car. 
&  P.  520;  Scarfe  v.  Morgan,  4  Mees.  &  W. 
270;  Lord  y.  Jones,  24  Me.  489,  41  Am  Dec. 
891;  OrinneU  Y.Oook,  8  Hill,  491,  88  Am.  Dec. 
663.  This  right  rests  on  principles  of  natural 
equity  and  commercial  necessity.  2  Kent, 
Com.  p.  634.  No  lien  exists  at  common  law 
for  the  agistment  of  cattle  {Chapman  y.  Allen, 
Cro.  Car.  271 ;  Jackson  v.  Cummins,  5  Mees.  & 
W.  842;  Wallace  v.  WoodgaU,  1  Car.  &  P.  575); 
nor  in  favor  of  one  to  wbom  a  horse  has  been 
delivered  to  be  stabled,  taken  care  of,  fed,  and 
kept (Judson  v.  Etfteridge,  1  Cromp.  &  M.742). 
In  such  cases,  a  lien  for  tbe  charges  will  only 
arise  by  virtue  of  a  statute  or  special  agree- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  pledge.  .  .  .  The 
case  of  an  agistment  does  not  fall  within  that 
principle,  inasmuch  as  the  agister  does  not 
confer  any  additional  value  on  the  article, 
either  by  the  exertion  of  any  skill  of  his  own 
or  indirectly,  by  means  of  any  instrument  in 
his  possession."  Wfhite  y.  Smith,  44  N.  J.  L. 
105,  43  Am.  Rep.  347;  Jackson  v.  Cummins,  5 
Mees.  &  W.  342. 

We  refer  to  tbe  agister's  lien  for  the  purposes 
of  directing  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  is  not 
a  lien  wbich  has  been  recognized  as  arising  by 
force  of  tbe  general  or  common  law,  or  as  having 
any  existence  at  common  law,  but  has  its  origin 
in,  or  is  the  creature  of,  statutory  provision, 
and  that  the  reasoning  employed  and  rules  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  reference  to  agister's 
liens  are  not  forceful,  or  applicable  herein  in 
regard  to  the  lien  claimed.  The  legislature  of 
the  territory  when  the  state  was  a  territory 


764 


NSBRABKA  SUPBSMB  COTTBT. 


Afb., 


passed  the  following  act:  "So  much  of  the 
commoD  law  of  Eogland  as  is  applicable  and 
DOt  incoDsisteDt  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  with  the  or/^nic  law  of  this  ter- 
ritory, or  with  any  law  passed  or  to  be  passed 
by  the  legislature  of  this  territory,  is  adopted 
and  declared  to  be  law  within  said  territory." 
Comp  8Ut.  chap.  15,  g  1.  The  right  to  the 
common  hiw  lien  would  exist  in  this  state  un- 
less inconsistent,  without  statutory  law,  and 
we  cannot  discover  wherein  it  is  meonsistent 
with,  or  has  been  abrogated  by,  statute;  hence 
must  determine  it  in  force 

In  regard  to  the  recognition  and  enforcement 
of  common-law  rules,  it  is  said  by  this  court 
in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  WtUon  v.  Burn- 
stead,  12  Neb.  1,  that,  'in  the  application  of 
the  principles  of  the  common  law,  where  the 
precedents  are  unaDimous  in  the  support  of  a 
proposition,  there  is  no  safety  but  in  a  strict 
adherence  to  such  precedents.  If  the  court 
will  not  follow  established  rules,  rights  are 
sacrificed,  and  lawyers  and  litigants  are  left  in 
doubt  and  uncertamty,  while  there  is  no  cer- 
tainty in  regard  to  what,  upon  a  given  state  of 
facts,  the  decision  of  the  court  will  be."  We 
must  conclude  that  a  common  law  Hen  existed 
in  favor  of  the  carringe  company  for  the  amount 
due  it  for  the  repair  of  the  buggy;  and  it  re- 
mains further  to  determine  whether  it  took 
precedence  of  the  lien  of  defendant  in  error's 
chattel  mortgage.  The  lien  of  the  mortgage 
was  created  and  perfected  by  the  filing  pre- 
scribed by  law,  long  prior  to  the  services,  etc., 
of  the  carriage  company  in  repairing  the  buggy, 
and  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  time  of 
attachment  of  either  lien. 

It  now  becomes  necessary  to  allude  again  to 
some  of  the  facts  which  appeared  of  evidence 
in  the  cause,  more  especially  to  bring  out  dis- 
tinctly the  position  occupied  by  defendant  in 
error  relative  to  any  repairs  which  became 
necessary  to  the  useful  existence  of  the  buggy, 
and  its  possible  future  appropriation  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  indebtedness,  the  payment 
of  which  was  secured  by  the  chattel  mortgage. 
The  mortgage  provideii,  in  terms,  that,  until 
default  by  the  mortgagor  in  the  performance 
of  specified  conditions  or  until  the  happening 
of  certain  indicated  events,  he  should  keep 
possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  and  one 
of  the  enumerated  events,  by  the  occurrence  of 
which  the  mortgagee  should,  at  his  option,  be 
entitled  to  take  possession  thereof,  was  this: 
"If  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  [the  mort- 
gagor] shall  so  negligently  or  improperly  use 
or  care  for  said  property  as  to  subject  the 'same 
to  probable  loss  or  material  depreciation  of  the 
value  thereof ," — from  which  it  seems  probable 
that  it  was  in  contemplation  of  the  parlies  that 
the  mortgagor  would,  of  course,  at  his  own 
proper  cost  and  charge,  have  the  buggy  re- 
paired, if  necessary,  during  the  time  of  its  use 
by  him  and  the  existence  of  the  mortgage.  It 
was  also  of  the  evidence  that  defendant  in 
error  saw  the  buggy  and  rode  in  it  frequently, 
and  had  knowledge  of  its  being  repaired  by 
plaintiff  in  error  at  least  once  when  he  was 
present  and  it  was  run  into  the  carriage  com- 
panv's  place  of  business  to  be  by  it  repaired. 

We  may  now  turn  to  the  rules  of  law  which 
we  deem  applicable  to  the  state  of  facts  devel- 
oped in  evidence  herein.  The  legal  title  to  the 
40  L.  KA. 


buggy  was  in  the  mortgagor.  He  was  the 
owner  thereof;  the  mortgagee  had  but  a  lieo 
thereon.  Muster  v.  King,  40  Neb.  892;  Ban- 
daU  V.  Persons,  42  Neb.  607;  Camp  v.  PoUock, 
45  Neb.  771;  Qould  v.  Armagost,  46  Neb.  897. 
It  maybe  said  that  a  lien  which  arises  by  force 
of  the  common  law  may  be,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances, superior  to  prior  existing  con- 
tractual or  statutory  liens  on  the  same  prop- 
erty. In  Darlington,  Pers.  Prop.  p.  48,  it  It 
stated  on  this  subject:  "And  though,  in  gen- 
eral, a  lien  cannot  be  created  without  authority 
of  the  owner,  liens  for  repairs  take  precedence 
of  prior  mortgages,  where  such  repairs  were 
necessary  for  purposes  within  the  intention  of 
the  mortgage,  e.  g.,  repairs  on  vessels  or  car- 
riages, which  the  mortgagor  was  to  continue 
to  use."  A  lien  on  property,  by  operation  of 
the  common  law,  may  have  precedence  of  ao 
existing  mortgage.  Jones,  Chat  Mortg.  g  474; 
Herman,  Chat.  Mortg.  p.  808.  In  the  case  of 
Wfiite  V.  Smith,  44  N.  J.  L.  105,  48  Am.  Rep. 
847.  it  was  said:  "WiUiams  v.  Allsup,  10  C. 
B.  N^.  8.  417.  is  the  leadine  case  on  this  sub- 
ject. In  that  case  the  plaintiff,  a  shipwright, 
detained  a  vessel  for  his  charges  for  repairs, 
as  against  a  mortgagee  under  a  prior  mort- 
gage. The  mortgage  had  been  recorded  pur- 
suant to  the  merchants'  shipping  act.  The 
vessel  was  left  in  the  mortgagor's  possession 
and  control  for  use,  and  was  condemned  aa 
unsei&worthy.  The  shipwright's  charges  were 
for  necessary  repairs,  made  by  the  mortgagor's 
direction,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  mort- 
gagee. The  court  sustained  the  shipwright'a 
lien  for  repairs  against  the  claim  of  the  mort- 
gagee. The  course  of  reasoning  which  led  to 
this  result,  as  expressed  in  the  opinions  of  the 
judges,  is  as  follows:  Erie,  Gh.  J.,  said:  *I  put 
my  decision  on  the  ground  that  the  mortgagee, 
having  allowed  the  mortgagor  to  continue  in 
the  apparent  ownership  of  the  vessel,  making 
it  a  source  of  profit  and  a  means  of  earning 
wherewithal  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  debt,  the 
relation  so  created  by  implication  entitles  the 
mortgagor  to  do  all  that  may  be  necessary  to 
keep  her  in  an  eflScient  state  for  that  purpose. 
The  case  states  that  the  vessel  had  been  con- 
demned as  unsea worth V  by  the  government 
surveyor,  and  so  was  in  a  condition  to  be 
utterly  unable  to  earn  freight  or  be  an  avail- 
able security  or  any  source  of  profit  at  all. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  mortgagor  did 
that  which  was  obviously  for  the  advantage  of 
all  parties  interested:  he  put  her  into  the  hands 
of  the  defendant  to  be  repaired;  and,  accord- 
ing to  all  ordinarv  usage,  the  deifendant  ought 
to  have  a  right  of  lien  on  the  ship  so  that  those 
who  are  interested  in  the  ship,  and  who  will 
be  benefited  by  the  repairs,  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  take  her  out  of  his  hsnds  without 
paying  for  them.  .  .  .  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  money  expended  in  repairs  adds  to  the 
value  of  the  ship;  and,  looking  to  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  parties  generallv,  it  cannot 
be  doubted  that  it  is  much  to  the  advantage  of 
the  mortgagee  that  the  mortgagor  should  be 
held  to  have  power  to  confer  a  right  of  lien  on 
the  ship  for  repairs  necessary  to  keep  her  sea- 
worthy.' Willes,  J.,  said:  *By  the  permission 
of  the  mortgagees,  the  mortgagor  has  the  use 
of  the  vessel.  He  has  therefore  a  right  to  use 
her  in  the  way.  in  which  vessels  are  ordinarily 
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lUMd.  Upon  the  facts  which  appear  on  this 
«a8e,  this  vessel  could  not  he  so  used  unless 
these  repairs  had  been  done  to  her.  The  state 
of  the  things,  therefore,  seems  to  involve  the 
right  of  the  mortgagor  to  get  the  vessel  re- 
paired, not  on  the  credit  of  the  mortgagees, 
out  upon  the  ordinary  terms,  subject  to  the 
shipwright's  lien.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  case 
is  the  same  as  if  the  mortgagees  had  been 
present  when  the  order  for  tJEIe  repairs  was 
given.'  Byles,  J.,  said:  'As  it  is  obvious  that 
«ver7  ship  will,  from  time  to  time,  require  re- 
pairs, it  seems  but  reasonable,  under  circum- 
stances like  these,  to  infer  that  the  mortgagor 
had  authority  from  the  mortgagees  to  cause 
such  repairs  as  should  become  necessary  to  be 
done,  upon  the  usual  and  ordinary  terms. 
Kow,  what  are  the  usual  and  ordinary  terms? 
Why,  that  the  person  by  whom  the  repairs  are 
ordered  should  alone  be  liable  personally,  but 
that  the  shipwright  should  have  a  lien  upon 
the  ship  for  the  work  and  labor  he  has  ex- 


pended on  her;  nor  are  the  mortgagees  at  all 
prejudicially  affecled  thereby.  Ttiey  have  the 
property  augmented  in  value  by  the  amount  of 
the  repairs.'"  See  also  Scott  v.  Delahunt,  5 
Lans.  872;  Hammond  ▼.  Danielson,  126  Mass. 
294;  Tucfcer  v.  Werner,  3  Misc.  198;  Comirw 
V.  Ashley,  51  Hun,  488,  Affirmed  121  N.  Y. 
700,  mem. 

We  are  not  holding  that  in  all  cases,  or  gen- 
erally, the  common-law  lien  will  override  and 
be  superior  to  the  prior  chattel- mortgage  lien, 
but  that  in  cases  where  the  mortgagor  can  be 
said  to  have  expressed  or  Implied  authority 
from  the  mortgagee  to  procure  repairs  to  be 
made  on  the  mortgaged  property  it  will  be  so. 
The  carriage  company  was  entitled  to  its  lien, 
and  it  was  superior  to  the  lien  of  the  chattel 
mortgage;  hence  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  wrong,  and  must  be  reversed. 

Hecersed  and  remanded. 

Raff  an,  C,  dissents. 
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Abner  G.  TISDELL,  Respt., 

v, 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE  FIRE  INSURANCE 

COMPANY,  Appt. 

066  N.  Y.  168.) 

1.  A  retuni  or  tender  of  unearned  pre- 
miums Is  necessary  in  order  to  effect  a 
canoelaiioD  of  an  inauranoe  policy  providioflr 
that  it  may  be  canceled  *'  by  erivlngr  five  days* 
notice,**  and  also  that  **  the  unearned  premium 
sball  be  returned  on  surrender  of  this  policy.** 

2.  Notice  that  an  unearned  premium 
will  be  returned,  and  taoldlog  tbe  amount 
subject  to  tbe  call  of  the  Insured,  does  not  sat- 
isfy tbe  ohliffatlon  of  an  insurer  to  return  the 
premium  as  a  condition  of  canceling  the  pol- 
icy. 

(Parfter,  Ch,  J^  and  0*Brien,  J.,  dissent.) 

(March  1. 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  City  of  New  York  reversing  a  judg- 
ment in  fayor  of  defendant  in  an  action  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  pol- 
icy of  fire  insurance.     Afflrmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  Michael  H.  Cardoso  and  Edgar 
J.  Nathan,  for  appellant: 

The  state,  by  the  adoption  of  the  standard 
policy  (§  121  of  the  insurance  law,  chap.  690, 
Laws  1892),  has  set  its  seal  of  approval  upon  the 
form  of  the  underwriter's  contract. 

Crown  Point  Iron  Co.y,  jdStna  Ins,  Co.  127  N. 
Y.  »08, 14  L.  R.  A.  147. 

The  ajj;reement,  which  is  the  subject  matter 
of  litigation  in  this  action,  was  carefully  pre- 
pared by  astute  counsel,  and  the  contracting 


NOTS.— For  conditions  of  cancelation  of  Insur- 
ance policy,  see  also  Clark  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N. 
A«(Me.)85L.  A.  A.27e. 
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parties  themselves  were  intelligent,  shrewd, 
and  practical  business  men  of  large  experi- 
ence, and  no  injustice,  therefore,  will  be  done 
to  either  by  interpreting  tbe  instrument  and 
every  part  of  it  by  the  ordinary  rules  for  the 
interpretation  of  written  instruments. 

Delaware  4k  H,  CanalCo,  v. Penney hania  Coal 
Co.  50  N.  Y.  250. 

Where  the  language  of  a  statute  or  a  con- 
tract, read  in  the  order  of  its  clauses,  pre- 
sents no  ambiguity,  courts  will  not  attempt 
by  transposition  of  clauses  and  from  what 
it  can  be  ingeniously  argued  was  the  general 
intent, to  qualify  by  construction  the  meanius. 

Doe,  Poor,  v.  Considine,  6  Wall.  458, 18  L 
ed.  869;  Morgan  v.  Chicago  dbA.  R.  Co.  96  U. 
S.  716,  24  L.  ed.  743. 

If  tbe  notice  of  cancelation  contains  an 
offer  to  return  the  unearned  premium,  it  is 
sufficient,  and  no  personal  tender  of  the  un- 
earned premium  is  necessary. 

WaltJiear  v.  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins.  Co.  2 
App  Div.  328;  Backus  v.  Eidiange  F.  Ins. 
Co  Supreme  Court  Trial  Term,  N.  Y.  June, 
1897,  on  appeal,  26  App.  Div.  91. 

Messrs.  Potter,  Baldwin,  &  Miner,  for 
respondent: 

The  cancelation  clause  of  the  standard 
policy  requires  that  the  company  sball,  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  tbe  cancelation  of  the 
policy,  serve  a  five  days'  notice,  and  actually 
pay  or  tender  to  the  insured  Kpro  rata  amount 
of  the  unearned  premium. 

Mr  Justice  Bartlett,  in  the  case  of  Nitch  v. 
American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  has,  in  a  very  able  and 
exhaustive  opinion,  construed  the  cancelation 
clause  in  tbe  standard  policy  consonant  with 
the  principles  contended  herein,  and,  as  we 
claim,  with  those  of  equity  and  justice.  Af- 
firmed, 83  Hun.  614,  mem.,  152  N.  Y.  685, 
mem. 

The  cancelation  clause  in  the  contract  of 
insurance  would  be  invalid  unless  it  pro- 
vided for  a  restoration  of  the  premium. 
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Marshall  v.  Reading  F.  Ins,  Co,  78  Hun,86, 
149  N.  Y.  617. 

One  who  has  a  payment  to  make  is  bouDd 
to  seek  his  creditor,  and  when  found  to  tender 
to  him  the  debt  due.  It  is  not  ttie  duty  of  the 
creditor  to  seek  the  debtor  and  demand  money. 

Van  Vaikenhurgh  ▼.  Lenox  F,  Ins.  Co.  51 
N.  Y.  465. 

In  the  interpretatioD  of  a  contract  of  insur- 
ance that  construction  will  be  given  which  is 
most  favorable  to  the  iusured. 

Rickerson  v.  Hartford  F,  Ins.  Co,  149  N.  Y. 
818. 

Bftrtlettt  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  question  presented  on  this  appeal  is  no 
longer  an  open  one  in  this  court  It  was  de- 
cided in  the  case  of  Nitsch  v.  American  Cent. 
Ins,  Co.  152  N.  Y.  685,  mem.,  Affirmed  in  this 
court  without  an  opinion.  In  that  case,  as  in 
this  one,  the  question  presented  was  whether 
the  provision  of  the  New  York  standard  pol- 
icy of  fire  insurance,  relating  to  the  cancelation 
of  a  policy  at  the  instance  of  the  company,  re- 
quires that,  in  addition  to  giving  the  five  days* 
notice,  the  company  must  return  or  tender  the 
unearned  premiums  in  order  to  effect  a  can- 
celation. The  answer  was  in  the  affirmative. 
The  only  question  presented  for  consideration 
in  this  case,  therefore,  is  whether  the  defend- 
ant returned  or  tendered  the  unearned  premi- 
um. The  record  contains  an  admission  made 
by  the  defendant  upon  the  trial,  which  is  as 
follows:  "It  was  thereupon  admitted  by  the 
defendant  herein  that  neither  the  premium, 
nor  a  pro  rata  amount  of  the  premium  of  the 
policy  herein,  had  been  returned,  paid,  or  ten- 
dered to  the  plaintiff  or  his  agents,  or  to  the 
firm  of  Tisdell  &  Whittlesey  or  their  agents, 
by  the  defendant  or  its  acrents."  It  beipg  the 
law,  as  we  have  observed,  that,  in  addition  to 
the  notice  of  cancelation,  there  must  be  a  re- 
turn or  tender  of  the  unearned  premiums  in 
order  to  effectuate  a  cancelation  of  a  policy, 
this  admission  of  the  defendant  seems  to  be 
broad  enough,  not  only  to  support  the  judg- 
ment under  review,  but  to  cut  off  all  oppor- 
tunity for  controversy  on  the  subject.  It  is 
urged,  however,  that  this  admission  must  be 
read  in  connection  with  an  admission  by  the 
plaintiff  that  T.  Y.  Brown,  defendant's  agent, 
served  upon  the  firm  of  Tisdell  &  Whittlesey 
a  paper,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 
New  York^  August  7,  1891. 

Tisdell  &  Whittlesey:  You  are  hereby  no- 
tified, in  accordance  with  conditions  of  its  pol- 
icy, that  the  New  Hampshire  Fire  Insurance 
Company,  of  Manchester,  N.  H.,  desires  to 
terminate  its  liability,  and  cancel  policy  No. 
548,107,  issued  to  you  on  the  15th  day  of  No- 
vember. 1890,  by  T.  J.  Temple,  at  155  Broad- 
way, New  York  City,  insuring  stk.  and  mchy., 
128  Fulton  8t.  Therefore,  in  pursuance  of 
conditions  on  which  said  policy  was  issued, 
the  said  company  shall  without  further  notice 
cancel  said  policy  at  noon  on  the  12th  day  of 
Aueust,  1891,  and  the  pro  rata  unearned  pre- 
mium will  be  returned  by  T.  Y.  Brown,  agent, 
26  Pine  street,  New  York,  as  provided  by  con- 
ditions of  said  policy. 

Yours,  truly,  New  Hampshire  Fire  Insur- 
ance Co.  T.  Y.  Brown,  Agent. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


If  it  be  conceded  that  the  contents  of  tbfs- 
notice  should  govern,  rather  than  the  specific 
admission  of  defendant,  whenever  they  come 
in  conflict,  the  defendant's  contention  would 
not  be  aided,  for  the  notice  Is  not  in  disagree- 
ment with  the  admission.  It  need  not  be 
argued  that,  to  notify  an  assured  that  the  ''un- 
earned premium  will  be  returned  by  T.  Y. 
Brown,  agent,"  does  not  amount  to  a  return 
of  it.  No  more  does  the  assertion  that  the  no- 
tice does  not  constitute  a  tender  of  the  un- 
earned premium  require  support  by  way  of 
discussion  of  the  elements  which  go  to  make 
up  a  legal  tender.  It  has  been  passed  upon 
by  this  court  in  Van  Valkenbnrgh  v.  Lenox  F, 
Ins.  Co.  51  N.  Y.  465.  In  that  case  it  waA 
necessary  for  the  defendant,  under  its  contract 
of  insurance  with  the  plaintiff,  either  to  re- 
fund or  tender  the  unearned  premiums,  in  ad- 
dition to  giving  a  notice  of  cancelation  in  or- 
der to  terminate  the  policy.  It  claimed  before 
the  court  that  its  notice  that  the  unearned 
premium  would  be  returned  to  him  satisfied 
its  obligation  in  that  respect,  but  the  court 
held  that  holding  the  amount  of  the  premium 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  insured  was  insuffi- 
cient. The  company  was  bound  to  seek  him 
out,  and  tender  to  him  the  whole  amount  due. 

The  order  should  he  affirmed,  with  costs. 

H»i^ht»  Mftrtiiit  and  Vann,  JJ.,  concur.. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

The  plaintiff  has  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  defendant  upon  a  policy  of  fire  in- 
surance, which  the  latter  insists  was  not  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  its  claim  being 
that  the  policy  was  canceled  long  before  the 
fire  occurred  by  the  giving  of  notice  that  the 
defendant  would  cancel  the  policy  on  a  day 
therein  specified.  Whether  this  notice  of  it- 
self operated  to  cancel  the  policy  is  the  ques- 
tion presented.  The  plaintiff  insists  that,  ia 
order  to  effect  the  cancelation,  in  addition  to 
the  notice  it  was  necessary  for  the  defendant 
to  return  or  tender  the  unearned  premiums. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  asserts  that 
it  was  only  required  to  give  five  days'  notice 
of  cancelation  to  accomplish  that  result.  Thie 
controversy  must  be  settled  by  the  contract  be- 
tween the  parties.  That  part  of  it  which  re- 
lates to  the  subject  of  the  cancelation  of  the 
contract  reads  as  follows:  "This  policy  shall 
be  canceled  at  any  time  at  the  request  of  the 
insured,  or  by  the  company,  by  giving  five 
days'  notice  of  such  cancelation.  If  this  pol- 
icy shall  be  canceled,  as  hereinbefore  provided, 
or  become  void  or  cease,  the  premium  having 
been  actually  paid,  the  unearned  portion  shall 
be  returned  on  surrender  of  this  policy  or  last 
renewal,  this  company  retaining  the  customary 
short  rates,  except  that,  when  this  policy  ia 
canceled  by  this  company  by  giving  notice,  it 
shall  retain  only  the  pro  rata  premium."  The 
standard  policy,  of  which  this  forms  a  part, 
has  been  prepared  under  authority  of  law  by 
men  experienced  in  insurance  contracts,  and 
it  is  therefore  fair  to  assume  that  the  agree- 
ment may  be  treated  as  one  prepared  by  men 
competent  to  use  language  adequate  to  convey 
clearly  and  distinctly  the  views  of  the  parties. 
In  such  case  it  is  the  rule  that,  if  the  language 
of  a  statute  or  contract,  read  in  the  order  of 
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its  clauses,  presents  no  ambiguity,  courts 
will  not  attem{)t,  through  transposition  of 
clauses  or  ingenious  argument  as  to  the  gen- 
eral intent,  to  qualify  by  construction  its  mean- 
ing. Doe,  Poor,  y.  ConHdine,  6  Wall.  458,  18 
L.  ed.  869. 

The  first  sentence  provides  for  the  cancela- 
tion of  a  policy.  It  declares  that  "it  shall  be 
canceled  .  .  .  by  the  company  by  giving  five 
days'  notice  of  such  cancelation.*'  in  other 
words,  the  underwriter,  by  its  contract,  re- 
served to  itself  the  ri^ht  to  cancel  the  contract 
of  insurance  by  a  notice  of  five  days.  Noibing 
else  is  provided  to  be  done.  Notice  alone  shall 
be  sufficient,  says  the  contract.  The  language 
is  unambiguous.  It  admits  of  no  debate,  and 
requires  no  construction.  Words  more  apt  to 
accomplish  the  cancelation  of  a  policy  by  the 
^ving  of  the  five  days'  notice  cannot  weil  be 
imagined.  Having  provided  for  a  cancelation 
of  the  policy,  either  by  the  request  of  the  in- 
sured or  upon  notice  given  by  the  company, 
the  next  clause  of  the  agreement  proceeds  to 
make  disposition  of  the  unearned  premiums, 
in  the  event  of  the  exercise  of  the  option  to 
cancel  by  either  of  the  parties.  The  opening 
phrase  of  the  clause  shows  that  what  follows 
proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the  policy 
shall  have  been  canceled  before  occasion  arises 
for  acting  under  its  provisions.  It  reads: 
"If  this  policy  shall  be  canceled  as  hereinbe- 
fore provided  freferriny  necessarily  to  the 
companv's  five  days'  notice]  the  unearned  por- 
tions of  the  premiums  shall  be  returned." 
When?  At  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  five 
days'  notice  of  cancelation?  Not  at  all;  '  'on 
the  surrender  of  the  policy"  is  the  occasion 
fixed  by  the  contract  for  its  return.  The 
scheme  of  this  portion  of  the  contract,  then, 
is  to  provide,  firsts  for  the  cancelation  of  the 
policy;  that  is  to  be  accomplished  by  the  sim- 
ple request  of  the  insured,  if  he  desires  to  can- 
cel it,  or  by  a  five  days'  notice  on  the  part  of 
the  company  if  it  desires  to  terminate  its  obli- 
gation under  the  policy.  The  policy  having 
been  put  an  end  to  by  cancelation,  at  the  in- 
sistence of  one  party  or  the  other,  then  the 
situation  of  the  parties  is  such  that  the  com- 
pany has  in  its  possession  certain  premiums 
which  it  has  not  earned,  and  which  it  does  not 
desire  to  earn,  and  the  other  party  has  in  bis 
possession  the  policy  of  insurance,  no  longer, 
of  course,  of  use  to  him,  and  of  no  particular 
value  to  the  company,  except  that  when  it 
finally  comes  into  the  company's  possession  it 
of  itself  furnishes  evidence  that  the  unearned 
premiums  have  been  paid  to  (he  insured. 
With  this  situation,  then,  the  agreement  under- 
takes to  deal,  and  it  provides  that  upon  the 
surrender  of  the  policy  the  unearned  premi 
um,  whether  at  short  rate  or  pro  rata  pre- 
mium, depending  upon  which  party  brought 
about  the  cancelation,  shall  be  returned  to  the 
insured.  Practically,  it  says  to  the  insured: 
••You  return  the  policy  to  the  place  where  you 
got  it  from,  and  the  company  will  at  once  turn 
over  the  unearned  premium  to  which  you  are 
entitled  under  this  contraci."  This  agreement 
is  so  clearly  expressed  that  there  does  not  seem 
to  be  opportunity  for  insisting  that  the  lan- 
guage means  something  quite  different  from 
what  is  suggested  to  the  mind  upon  the  first 
reading.  And  still  other  readings  will  not 
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prompt  the  thought  that  there  is  possibly  any 
ambiguity. 

It  is  suggested  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
trial  judge  in  the  case  of  MUch  v.  American 
Cent.  Ins.  Co.  subsequently  atHrmed  in  thia 
court  without  an  opinion  (153  N  Y.  635, 
mem.),  that,  under  such  a  reading  of  the  con- 
tract as  on  its  face  it  is  apparent  it  should 
have,  **a  man  might  pay  $1,000  for  insurance 
to  day,  receive  a  notice  from  the  insurance 
company  to-morrow,  which  would  have  the 
effect  to  cancel  his  policy  in  five  days,  and  at 
the  end  of  the  week  have  no  remedy  except 
an  action  at  law  against  the  company."  Such 
a  case  could  happen,  undoubtedly,  but  it  ia 
not  likely  to.  Courts  cannot  assume  that  in- 
surance companies  will  act  arbitrarily,  or  that 
they  are  so  lacking  in  business  prudence  as  U> 
be  willing  to  acquire  a  reputation  for  practis- 
ing a  wrong  of  that  character  upon  customers. 
On  the  contranr,  we  must  assume  that  corpo- 
rations, as  well  as  individuals,  intend  faith- 
fully to  keep  their  contracts.  But,  were  it 
our  duty  to  indulge  in  a  totally  different  pre- 
sumption, the  situation  would  not  be  changed^ 
for  the  court  is  without  authority  to  make 
contracts  for  the  parties.  The  law-making 
power  of  the  state — the  legislature — has  un* 
dertaken  to  provide  for  the  creation  of  a  stand- 
ard policy  of  fire  insurance  for  the  protection 
alike  of  the  insured  and  the  insurer,  and,  if 
the  standard  policy  needs  further  amendment, 
relief  must  be  sought  from  that  source. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  chapter  488  of  th& 
Laws  of  1886,  providing  for  a  uniform  con- 
tract of  fire  insurance  to  be  used  by  fire  un- 
derwriters within  the  state,  there  were  two- 
cases  in  this  court,  namely.  Van  Valkenburgh 
y.  Lenox  F.  Ins.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  465,  and  Oriffeif^ 
V.  Ifew  York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  417,  5a 
Am.  Rep.  202,  holding  that  the  cancelation 
clause  was  not  operative  unless  the  company 
should  tender  or  return  to  the  insured  the- 
amount  of  the  unearned  premium.  The  can- 
celation clause  in  those  contracts  differs  very 
materially  from  the  one  in  question.  It  read 
as  follows:  "This  insurance  may  be  termin- 
ated at  any  time  at  the  request  of  the  assured, 
in  which  case  the  company  shall  retain  only 
the  customary  short  rates  for  the  time  the  pol- 
icy has  been  m  force.  The  insurance  may  also 
be  terminated  at  any  time  at  the  option  of  the 
company  on  giving  notice  to  that  effect,  and 
refunding  a  ratable  proportion  of  the  prem- 
ium for  the  unexpired  time  of  this  policy."' 
Now,  clearly,  that  agreement  did  provide,  as 
the  courts  held,  that  two  things  were  required 
to  terminate  the  policy:  First,  the  giving  of 
the  notice;  and,  second,  the  refunding  of  the 
unearned  premium.  Now,  after  these  deci- 
sions were  made,  the  cancelation  clause  of  the 
present  policy  was  prepared,  and  it  does  not 
seem  to  be  an  intemperate  use  of  the  imagina- 
tion to  draw  the  inference  that  it  was  prepared 
in  view  of  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred, and  to  meet  them  by  establishing  a 
contract  which  should  make  cancelation  by 
the  company  less  dilBcult.  It  is  certainly  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  they  could  have  used  language 
more  appropriate  to  accomplish  that  result. 

Counsel  for  the  respondent  insists  that  thia 
question  is  no  longer  an  open  one  in  this  court, 
but  was  put  at  rest  by  the  affirmance  in  the 
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mueh  Can,  152  N.  Y.  685,  mem.  It  is  true 
thai  at  special  term  judgment  went  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  ground,  as  appears 
from  the  opinion  of  the  learned  trial  Judge, 
that,  in  order  to  effect  a  cancelation  of  the 
policy,  it  was  necessary  to  give  the  five  days' 
notice,  and,  In  addition,  to  return  or  tender  the 
unearned  premiums  to  the  insured.  But  there 
was  another  ground  upon  which  the  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment  was  required  at  the  gen- 
eral term  and  in  this  court,  namely,  that  after 
the  insured  had  received  the  five  days'  notice 
of  cancelation  from  the  general  agent  of  the 


insurance  company,  which  was  a  foreign  cor- 
poration, he  addressed  to  the  corporation  at 
its  home  office,  a  letter  of  inquiry  about  it, 
and  received  such  a  reply  as  constituted  a 
waiver  of  the  notice  which  had  been  just  sent 
out  by  the  general  agent,  and  thus  it  happened 
that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  rested  upon  a 
a  sure  foundation,  and  required  affirmance. 
The  order  should  be  revers^,  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

O'Brien*  J.,  concura.    Gray^  J.,  absent 
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1*  A  foreifpn  corporation  Is  not  "^ont  of 
the  state**  within  the  meaning  of  ShaaDon^s 
Code,  1 4iS6,  so  as  to  preclude  the  defeDse  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  when  the  corporation  has 
officers  and  agents  in  the  state  on  whom  service 
can  t>e  made  at  any  time. 

8.  The  fbilure  of  a  foreif^n  corporation 
to  file  and  reg^ter  its  charter  in  com- 
pliance Willi  the  statute  when  doing  business  In 
the  state,  until  after  action  is  brought  against  It, 
will  not  prevent  it  from  pleading  the  statute  of 
limitations. 

(May  4.  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Shelby  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
Lave  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Carroll,  Chalmers,  &  McKel- 
lar  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Fentress  &  Cooper  for  appellee. 

Wilkes,  J.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  for  damages,  for  personal 
injuries  inflicted  in  tbe  shops  of  the  defendant 
company  at  Yicksburg,  Mississippi.  Tbe  ac- 
tion was  brought  at  Memphis,  Tennessee,  on 
the  25th  of  Ma^,  1895,  about  one  and  one  half 
years  after  the  injury  was  suffered.  Demurrers 
were  filed,  and  tbe  declaration  was  amended. 
To  the  declaration  as  amended  pleas  of  not 
guilty,  contributory  negligence,  and  the  Ten- 
nessee statute  of  limitation  of  one  year  for  in- 
juries to  persons  were  filed.  The  latter  plea 
states  in  detail  that  the  defendant  company  had 
been  operating  its  road  through  tbe  state  of  Mis 
sissippi  into  and  in  the  state  of  Tennessee  for 
fourteen  years;  that  it  had  an  office  and  agents  in 

NoTL—As  to  tbe  rigrht  of  a  foreitrn  corporation 
^o  plead  the  statute  of  limitations,  see  Winney  v. 
Sandwich  Mfff.  Cto.  (Iowa)  18  L.  R.  A.  624. 
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the  city  of  Memphis;  and  on  these  agents  h^*.^- 
ice  at  any  time  could  have  been  had;  and  that 
at  no  time  had  there  been  any  impediment  or 
hindrance  to  the  bringing  of  this  or  any  other 
suit  against  it,  or  to  the  serrioe  of  legal  pro- 
cess upon  it.  To  this  plea  there  was  a  replica- 
tion, in  substance,  that  the  defendant  is  a  for- 
eign corporation  organized  and  existing  under 
the  laws  of  Mississippi,  and  that  at  the  lime  of 
the  accrual  of  this  cause  of  action  it  had  no 
corporate  or  legal  existence  in  Tennessee,  be- 
cause it  had  not  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  Acts  of  1801  (chap.  122)  as  to  the 
filing  and  registration  of  its  charter,  and,  not 
having  so  complied  until  after  the  bringing  of 
this  suit,  it  cannot  plead  tbe  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  one  year  in  bar  of  the  suit.  There 
was  a  demurrer  to  this  replication,  and  the  de- 
murrer was  sustained. 

The  exact  questions  presented  are  whether 
foreign  corporations  can  plead  and  rely  upon 
this  Tennessee  statute  of  limitation  when  they 
have  offices  and  agents  in  the  state  subject  to 
continuous  service  of  process,  and  whether  tbe 
failure  to  file  and  register  its  charter  will  de- 
prive it  of  that  right  if  otherwise  it  would  be 
held  to  have  it.  Under  the  statutes  of  Ten- 
nessee (Shannon's  Code,  ^  4469)  it  is  provided, 
among  other  things,  that  actions  for  injuries 
to  the  person  must  be  commenced  within  one 
year  after  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  or  be 
barred.  Section  4455,  Shannon's  Code,  pro- 
vides: "If  at  any  time  any  cause  of  action 
shall  accrue  against  any  person  who  shall  be 
out  of  this  state,  the  action  may  be  commenced 
within  the  time  limited  therefor  after  such 
person  shall  have  come  into  the  state  and  after 
any  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued.  If 
the  person  against  whom  it  has  accrued  shall 
be  absent  from  or  reside  out  of  the  state,  the 
time  of  his  absence  or  residence  out  of  the 
state  shall  not  be  taken  as  any  part  of  the  time 
limited  for  the  commencement  of  the  action." 
The  word  "person"  includes  a  "corporation." 
Id.  §  62.  liie  exception  made  in  this  statute 
does  not  apply  to  a  natural  person  unless  bis 
absence  from  the  state  is  such  as  to  prevent 
service  of  process.  Taylor  v.  MeOill,  6  Lea, 
294,  801.  The  statutes  relating  to  service  of 
process  upon  corporations  are  as  follows: 
"Service  of  process  on  the  president  or  other 
head  of  a  corporation,  or,  in  his  absence,  on 
the  cashier,  treasurer,  or  secretary,  or,  in  the 
absence  of  such  officers,  on  any  director  of  such 
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<K>rporation  sbnil  be  sufficient. "  Shannon's 
Code,  g45d9.  'If  neither  the  president,  cash- 
ier, orWretary  resides  within  the  state  service 
on  the  chief  agent  of  the  corporation  residing 
at  the  time  in  the  county  where  the  action  is 
brought  shall  be  deemed  sufficient."  Id.  §  4540. 
No  question  is  made  but  that  there  was  ample 
opportunity  to  obtain  service  of  process  at  any 
time  on  the  defendant,  through  its  officers  and 
jigents,  nor  that  foreign  corporations  are  liable 
to  service  under  these  sections.  Cumberland 
TeUph.  A  TeUg.  Oo,  v.  Turner,  88  Tenn.  266. 
But  the  contention  is  that  a  foreign  corpora^ 
tion  is  out  of  the  state,  and  resides  out  of  the 
«tate,  and  so  falls  within  the  exception  before 
stated;  and  that,  while  process  may  be  made 
upon  it,  still  it  is  optional  with  a  party  ag- 
grieved whether  and  when  he  will  commence 
his  suit,  and  the  bar  of  the  statute  cannot  be 
aet  up  if  the  suit  is  not  brought  within  one 
year,  and  that  it  does  not  come  within  the 
atate,  in  legal  contemplation,  till  it  files  and 
registers  its  charter.  It  appears  that  there  is 
aome  conflict  of  decision  upon  the  first  ques- 
tion. The  reason  of  the  rule  of  law  is  that  no 
person  who  is  not,  and  has  not  been,  subject  to 
service  of  process  within  the  year,  shall  avail 
himself  of  its  exemption.  Taylor  v.  MeOill, 
6  Lea,  294.  Unquestionably,  the  residence  of 
a  corporation  is  the  state  of  its  creation. 
Taung  v.  South  Tredegar  Iron  Go,  85  Tenn. 
189.  Andy  if  we  should  give  the  statute  a 
strict  literal  construction,  it  might  be  held  that 
a  foreign  corporation  was  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  limitation.  Still  the  courts  will 
not  permit  the  literalism  of  the  statute  to 
thwart  its  obvious  purpose,  intent,  and  mean- 
ing. A  thing  may  be  within  the  letter  of  the 
statute,  yet  not  within  its  operation,  if  not  so 
intended.  State,  Dofan,  v.  ClarkeviUe  dh  B, 
Tump.  Oo.  2Sneed.  88;  Taylor  y,  McOill,  6 
Lea,  294.  We  think  the  true  rule  is  laid  down 
in  Murfree  on  Foreign  Corporations,  and  that 
the  rule  as  thus  laid  down  is  based  on  sound 
reason  and  principle.  In  speaking  of  such 
foreign  corporation  pleading  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations (§  247)  it  is  said:  "As  to  the  second 
question,  whether  a  foreign  company,  when 
«ued,  can  plead  the  bar  of  the  statute  in  de- 
fense, it  may  be  said  that  the  great  weight  of 
authority  is  in  favor  of  the  conclusion  sug- 
gested above,  that  the  true  test  of  the  run- 
ning of  the  statute  is  the  liability  of  the  party, 
invoking  its  bar.  to  the  service  of  process  dur- 
ing the  whole  of  the  period  prescribed,  that 
if  the  operations  of  the  company  within  the 
jurisdiction  were  such  as  to  render  it  liable 
to  sail,  then  it  may  plead  the  statute.  The 
principles  upon  which  this  doctrine  rests  have 
nowhere  been  more  effectively  expressed  than 
in  the  decision  of  the  Illinois  appellate  court, 
in  Penneyltania  Oo,  v.  Sloan,  1  111.  A  pp.  864. 
Said  Pleasants,  J.  (who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court),  after  referring  to  a  number  of  cases 
holding  that  a  corporation  must  he  considered 
an  inhabitant  of  the  state  by  which  it  is  cre- 
ated: *We  should  have  no  hesitation  in  approv- 
ing these  applications  of  the  doctrine,  if  there 
were  no  other  element  in  the  cases  bearing  on 
the  Question  than  the  origin  and  nature  of  the 
corporation.  For  it  is  true  that  a  positive  law 
can  never,  of  its  own  force,  and  ordinarily 
does  not  otherwise,  operate  beyond  the  terri- 
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torial  limits  of  the  power  by  which  it  is  enacted ; 
and  hence,  unless  otherwise  enabled,  a  corpor- 
ation must,  indeed,  "dwell  in  the  place  of  its 
creation,  and  cannot  migrate  into  another  sov- 
ereignty." But  the  law  of  one  state  may  have 
operation  for  certain  purposes  in  another,  by 
the  comity  or  permission  of  the  latter;  and  we 
see  no  insuperable  difficulty  in  the  way  of  such 
migration,  provided  the  former  does  not  posi- 
tively forbid,  and  the  latter  does  positively  con- 
sent. It  is  conceded  that  with  such  consent 
they  lawfully  may,  as  they  often  actually  do. 
remove  their  officers,  agents,  offices,  and  effects 
into  another  sovereignty,  and  there  exercise 
their  functions  and  franchises.  In  such  a  case, 
where  is  the  corporation?  If  it  be  said  that  it 
still  dwells  in  the  place  of  its  creation,  and  is 
acting  elsewhere  only  by  agents,  the  answer 
is.  no  more  by  aerents  elsewhere  than  in  the 
place  of  its  creation.  It  can  do  nothing  any- 
where, nor  manifest  its  presence  or  being  stall, 
except  through  its  agents,  its  propertv,  or  its 
operation.  Where  these  are,  then,  it  seems 
most  accordant  with  substantial  fact  and  rea- 
son to  say,  there  is  the  corporation.  Where 
these  are  not,  we  know  of  no  means  by  which 
proce&s  can  be  served  upon  it;  and,  if  there  be 
none,  that  fact  would  seem  to  be  conclusive 
upon  the  question  of  residence  for  the  time 
being,  at  least  for  purposes  of  judicial  juris- 
diction.' In  Montana  it  was  held  that  the  fact 
that  a  foreign  company  had  subjected  itself  to 
a  penalty,  by  failing  to  file  its  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation  as  required  by  the  statute, 
though  such  failure  did  not  disqualify  it 
from  being  sued,  did  not  thereby  lose  the 
right  to  plead  the  statute."  See  King  v. 
National  Min,  dk  Exploring  Co,  4  Mont.  1. 
In  support  of  the  text  the  author  cites  the 
following  authorities:  Bank  of  United  States  y, 
MeKenzie,  2  Brock.  '69S.  Compare  Clarke  v. 
Bank  of  Mimssippi,  10  Ark.  516,  52  Am.  Dec. 
248;  Church  of  Holy  Trinity  v.  United  States, 
148  U.  8.  457,  86  L.  ed.  227;  Buss  v.  Central 
R,  db  Bkg.  Co,  66  Ala.  472;  Lawrence  v.  BaX- 
Unr,  50  Cal.  258;  United  States  ESxp.  Co.  v. 
Ware,  20  Wall.  548,  22  L.  ed.  422;  HaU  v. 
Vermont  cfc  M.  B.  Go.  28  Vt.  401 ;  Pennsylva- 
nia Co.  V.  Sloan,  1  111.  App.  864;  King  v.  A'a- 
tional  Min.  db  Escploring  Co.  4  Mont.  1;  Connect- 
icut Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co.  V.  Duerson,  28  Gratt. 
680;  Wall  v.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  B.  Co.  69  Iowa, 
498;  McCahe  v.  Illinois  C.  B,  Co.  4  McCrary, 
492,  18  Fed.  Rep.  827;  Winney  v.  Sandwich 
Mfg.  Co.  (Iowa)  50  N.  W.  565.  See  also 
Koons  V.  Chicago  A  N.  W,  B.  Co.  28  Iowa,  49S. 
Compare  Abell  v.  Penn  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Co,  18 
W.  Va.  400;  North  Missouri  R,  Go.  v.  Akers, 
4  Kan.  458,  16  Am.  Dec.  188;  Waterman  v. 
A.  db  W.  Spragne  Mfg.  Co.  55  Conn.  554; 
New  York,  L.  E,  A  W.  B.  Oo.  v.  EstiU,  147 
U.  S.  608,  87  L.  ed.  801. 

We  are  aware  that  New  York,  Nevada, 
Kansas,  and  possibly  other  states  do  not  follow 
this  rule.  It  is  said  that  such  holding  raises  a 
discrimination  against  individuals  and  in  favor 
of  corporations.  The  argument  is  that  indi- 
viduals cannot  claim  the  exemption  when  they 
are  out  of  the  state  or  are  nonresidents,  and 
it  would  be  inequitable  to  all/r^  corporations 
out  of  the  state  or  nonrescifients  to  claim 
it.  But  this  apparent  difference  arises  out 
of  the  fact  that  individuals  f  ^t  of  the  stale. 
49 
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or  residing  out  of  ft,  cannot  be  reached 
by  process  against  a  resident  agent  while  a  cor- 
poration can.  so  that  in  the  one  case  suit  can- 
not be  brought  and  in  the  other  it  may.  Ab- 
sence from  the  state  and  residence  out  of  the 
state,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  means  such 
absence  and  such  nonrcsidence  as  renders  it 
impracticable  at  all  times  to  obtain  service  of 
process;  so  that,  while  a  corporation's  techni 
cal  legal  residence  may  be  where  it  was  cre- 
ated, its  residence  and  status  for  purposes 
of  suit  will  be  where  it  can,  through  its  offi- 
cers and  agents,  be  reached  with  process. 
While  a  corporation  may  reside  beyond  the 
state  and  be  out  of  the  state,  still  it  may, 
through  its  officers  and  agents,  subject  itself 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  the  state. 
It  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  a  jurisdiction  for- 
eign to  its  technical  residence.  Nor  do  we 
thmk  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  act  of  1891 
(chap.  122)  will  preclude  this  foreign  corpora- 
tion from  setting  up  the  statute.  It  would  not 
be  a  proper  construction  of  that  statute  to 
hold  that  a  corporation  actually  doing  business 
in  the  state  without  complying  with  the  statute 
could  not  be  sued  for  a  tort  committed;  and. 


having  been  impleaded  upon  the  ground  of  » 
tort,  it  cannot  be  that  'the  failure  to  comply 
with  that  scatute  must  preclude  it  from  making 
any  defense,  for  it  logically  follows  that,  if  it 
cannot  make  this  defense,  because  of  its  fail- 
ure it  can  make  no  other.  The  scope  and  pur- 
pose of  that  act  were  to  require  corporationa 
to  file  and  register  their  charters  in  order  that 
they  might  do  business,  own  or  acquire  prop- 
erty, and  be  enabled  to  sue;  but  it  was  never 
intended  to  exempt  them  from  suit  if  they  dis- 
regarded the  statute,  nor  to  estop  them  fron^ 
making  defense,  if  so  sued;  otherwise  their 
property  might  be  taken  from  them,  and  they 
estopped  to  defend.  This  company  was  in 
the  state,  owning  property  and  doing  business, 
before  the  act  was  passed;  and  while  this  did 
not  exempt  it  from  a  compliance  with  the  act 
in  order  that  it  might  have  all  the  rights  of  a 
domestic  corporation,  at  the  same  time  it  was 
not  the  purpose  nor  the  proper  construction  of 
that  act  that  its  property  should  be  taken  from 
it,  or  its  right  to  defend  actions  brought  against 
it  should  be  cut  off  by  its  failure  to  comply 
with  it. 
Let  the  judgment  he  affirmed,  with  eoeU. 
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PEOPLE   of  the   State  of  Illinois,  ex  rd. 

William  MOONEY, 

«. 

William  P.  HUTCHINSON. 

(m  III.  480.) 

1.  A  leifislfttive  interpFetfttlon  of  the 
Constlttttion*  lonir  established  and  aoqulesoed 
in,  is  of  great  toroe  in  determinlnir  the  true  oon- 
Btruction. 

2.  A  eoBStltational  proviston  llzing^tbe 
time  and  mode  of  exercising  a  particular  power 
contains  a  necessary  Implication  against  any- 
thing contrary  to  it. 

Z.  One  ezereise  of  the  leg^attve 
power  to  make  an  apportionment  of 
the  state  based  on  tbelast  Federal  ceosus,  un- 
der Const,  art.  4,  S  0,  providing  that  the  general  as- 
sembly shall  apportion  the  state  every  ten  years 
by  dividing  the  population  as  ascertained  by  the 
Federal  census,  exhausts  the  power,  and  pre- 
cludes the  change  of  the  apportionment  until 
the  conditions  provided  for  in  the  Ck>ustitution 
shall  again  exist. 

(IFfUcin,  J^  dis8C1itn^ 

(AprU29,1808.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  com- 
pel defendant  to  receive  and  file  a  certiQ- 
cate  of  nomination  of  the  relator  for  the  office 
of  state  senator.     Writ  granted. 
The  facts  are  slated  in  the  opinion. 
Meeere,  Moloney  ft  Sconeld*  for  peti- 
tioner: 
Section  6  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of 


Nora.— For  apportionment  acts,  see  also  Denny 
T.  State,  Basler  (Ind.)  81  L.  R.  A.  720.  and  other 
eases  there  cited. 
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1870  is  as  follows:  "Sec.  6  The  general  as- 
sembly shall  apportion  the  state  every  teo 
years,  beginning  with  the  year  1871.  by  divid- 
ing the  population  of  the  state,  as  ascertained 
by  the  Federal  census,  by  the  number  51,  and 
the  quotient  shall  be  the  ratio  of  representa- 
tion in  the  senate,  etc. 

It  appears  from  the  1st  section  of  each  of  th& 
apportionment  acts  enacted  since  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution  of  184ti,  that  the  legislature- 
which  adopted  the  respective  acts  construed 
the  sections  of  the  Constitution  relating  to  tbe^ 
apportionment  of  the  state  into  senatorial  dis- 
tricts to  restrict  them  to  an  apportionment 
once  in  ten  years. 

Webster  v.  Freneh,  19  111.  804;  Abet  v.  Alex- 
ander, 45  Ind.  528.  15  Am.  Rep.  270;  27  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  1st  ed.  p.  608,  note  4;. 
Cooley.  Const  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  78. 

The  intent  ion  of  the  statute  must  be  sou|;ht 
in  the  words,  and  courts  have  no  right  to  sup- 
pose that  the  legislature  intended  anything  dif- 
ferent from  their  natural  import. 

Way  V.  Way,  64  111.  406;  Stuart  v.  Hamil 
ton,  66  ni.  253. 

The  act  of  Mav  16, 1898.  was  never  law,  and 
the  repealing  clause  of  the  act  of  June  15, 
1898,  so  far  as  it  related  to  said  act,  might  have 
been  omitted.  Its  provision  did  not  cover  the 
entire  state  of  Illinois,  and  it  was  therefore 
unconstitutional. 

Norton  v.  SheOty  County,  118  U.  S.  442.  30 
L.  ed.  186. 

If  the  general  assembly  has  no  authority  to 
apportion  the  state  at  an v  other  time  than  after 
the  taking  of  each  Federal  census,  then  it  is 
without  authority  to  amend  an  apportionment, 
when  once  constitutionally  enacted,  because 
such  an  amendment,  in  effect,  is  a  second  ap- 
portionment. 
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What  a  court  Is  to  do  is  to  declare  the  law  as 
writteD,  leaving  it  to  the  people  tbemselyes  to 
make  such  cbaDges  as  Dew  circumstances  noay 
require. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  68;  Bills  ▼. 
Chicago,  60  111.  90;  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat. 
188,  6  L.  ed.  69;  Beardstown  ▼.  Virginia,  76 
111.  40. 

It  is  not  allowable  to  interpret  what  has  no 
need  of  interpretation. 

McGlnskev  v.  OromweU,  11 N.  T.  601;  Newell 
▼.  People,  Phelps,  7  N.  Y.  97;  StaU,  Lems,  v. 
Doron,  5  Nev.  899;  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania,  16 
Pet.  612,  10  L.  ed.  1088;  Legal  Tender  Gases, 
12  Wall.  531,  20  L.  ed.  806;  Oihbons  v.  Ogden, 

9  Wheat.  188.  6  L.  ed.  68;  PeopU  ▼.  New  T&rk 
a  B.  Co.  24  N  Y.  4b7;  amUh  v.  Thursby,  28 
lild.  269. 

The  power  was  delegated  by  the  people  to 
the  legislature  to  redistrict  the  state  after  each 
Federal  census  has  been  taken,  and  the  dis- 
tricts so  created  are  to  be  based  upon  such 
census,  and  the  districts  thus  created  shall 
constitute  the  senatorial  districts  until  the  suc- 
ceding  Federal  census  has  been  taken,  and  new 
districts  created  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution. 

Dennp  v.  State,  Bader,  144  Ind.  608,  81  L. 
R.  A.  726:  Slauson  ▼.  Baeine,  18  Wis  898; 
State,  Atty.  Qen,,  t.  Cunningham,  81  Wis. 
440,  16  L.  R.  A.  66t;  State,  Lamb,  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 88  Wis.  90,  17  L.  R.  A.  145. 

Messrs,  Joseph  W.  Fifer  and  John  M. 
Palmer  for  respondent. 

Cartwrifl^ht,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  relator,  William  Mooney,  of  Joliet,  in 
Will  county,  in  pursuance  of  leave  of  the 
court  granted  for  that  purpose,  has  filed  his 
petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus,  directed  to 
the  defendant,  William  F.  Hutchinson,  county 
clerk  of  said  Will  county,  commanding  him  to 
receive  and  file  a  certificate  of  nomination  of 
the  relator  for  the  oflace  of  state  senator  from 
the  twenty-fifth  senatorial  district.  The  peti- 
tion alleges  that  relator  has  been  duly  nomi- 
nated by  a  convention  held  at  Joliet,  in  said 
county.  March  12,  1898.  as  the  candidate  of 
the  Democratic  party  for  senator  from  said 
senatorial  district,  consisting  of  said  county  of 
Will,  as  created  by  the  act  of  the  legislature 
approved  June  15,  1898,  in  force  July  1, 1893. 
apportioning  the  state  into  senatorial  districts; 
that  a  certificate  of  said  nomination  has  been 
duly  made  and  presented  to  said  defendant, 
and  that  defendant  refuses  to  receive  and  file 
the  same,  for  the  reason  that  said  senatorial 
district  has  been  changed  by  the  addition  of 
Dupage  county,  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
approved  January  11,  1898,  entitled  ''An  Act 

10  Amend  ^§  1  and  2  of  an  Act  Entitled  'An 
Act  to  Apportion  the  State  of  Illinois  into 
Senatorial  Districts  and  to  Repeal  Certain  Acts 
Therein  Named,'  Approved  June  15.  1898. 
in  force  July  1,  1893,"  and  that  defendant 
claims  that  by  virtue  of  said  act  of  January  11, 
1898,  said  twentv-fifth  senatorial  district  now 
consists  of  Will  and  Dupage  counties.  The 
defendant  has  entered  his  appearance,  waiving 
service  of  process,  and  the  parties  have  each 
waived  all  formalities,  and  submit  the  cause 
for  decision  upon  a  stipulation  that  the  facts 
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stated  in  the  petition  are  true.  The  question 
thus  raised  is  whether  the  election  for  senators 
and  representatives  to  be  held  in  November, 
1898,  is  to  be  held  in  the  districts  as  created  by 
the  law  approved  June  15,  1893,  in  force  July 
1,  lb98,  or  in  the  districts  as  fixed  by  said 
amendatory  act  approved  January  11.  1898, 
and  which,  if  valid,  will  go  into  effect  July  1, 
1898.  The  latter  act  was  passed  with  all  the 
formalities  required  by  law,  and  was  duly  ap- 
proved, and  the  decision  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  its  enactment  was  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature.  It  is  agreed  that  we 
shall  make  a  final  order  dismissing  the  petition 
or  granting  a  peremptory  writ  oi  mandamus, 
according  as  we  shall  find  the  one  or  the  other 
of  these  acts  in  force. 

The  duty  of  passing  wpon  the  constitution- 
ality of  an  act  of  the  legislature  has  always 
been  regarded  as  a  delicate  one,  to  be  entered 
upon  with  hesitation  and  caution,  and  to  call 
for  most  deliberate  and  careful  attention. 
The  legislative  and  executive  branches  of  the 
irovernment  have  necessarilv  construed  the 
Constitution,  and  determined  that  they  may 
rightfully  exercise  the  power  assumed  by  the 
passage  of  the  act,  and  their  decision  is  entitled 
to  the  highest  respect.  In  the  consideration 
of  the  question  involved,  the  presumption  is  in 
favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  act.  and  It 
will  only  be  set  aside  in  case  of  a  clear  infringe- 
ment of  the  Constitution.  It  is  to  be  assumed 
that  the  legislature  has  not  only  considered 
the  question  of  power,  but  has  also  acted  from 
patriotic  motives,  and  that  in  this  case  the 
amendatory  act  was  prompted  by  a  sense  of 
duty  and  justice  towards  the  people  in  an  at- 
tempt to  secure  for  them  a  nearer  approach  to 
equality  of  representation  in  making  the  laws 
by  which  they  are  governed.  It  so  happena 
that  this  twenty  fifth  district  selected  for  the 
settlement  of  the  controversy  was  one  of  those 
used  in  the  case  of  People,  Woodyatt,  v.  Thomp- 
son, 155  111.  451,  to  illustrate  the  difference  of 
population  of  different  districts,  and  the  want 
of  equatitjT  under  ;he  act  of  June  15,  1898. 
This  district  was  made  to  consist  of  Will 
county  alone,  with  a  i)opulation  24,876  lesai 
than  the  adjoining  twenty- ninth  district,  com- 
posed of  the  four  counties  of  Lee,  Dekalb^ 
Kendall,  and  Grundy.  The  presumption  is 
that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  a  better  adjust- 
ment of  rights  of  representation  that  Dupage 
county  was  added,  and  that  the  amendatory 
act  was  passed  with  a  view  to  make  the  legis- 
lative branch  of  the  government  more  nearly 
■  representative  of  the  people  in  their  sovereign 
capacity.  This,  however,  cannot  influence 
the  determination  of  the  case  if  there  was  a 
want  of  power  to  make  the  chance,  for  it  has 
always  been  held,  as  it  was  in  People,  Wood- 
yatt, V.  Thompson,  165  HI.  451,  that  the  court 
cannot  declare  a  statute  unconstitutional  and 
void  on  the  ground  of  unjust  differences  not 
prohibited  bv  the  Constitution,  and  within  the 
legislative  discretion,  and  neither  can  the  court 
sustain  a  law  where  there  is  a  want  of  power 
to  enact  it,  merely  because  it  is  wise  in  policy 
or  just  in  its  provisions.  The  parties  have 
properly  raised  and  presented  the  question  of 
the  validity  of  the  act  of  1898,  and,  however 
grave  we  may  regard  the  responsibility,  we 
cannot  decline  the  duty  imposed  upon  us;  and. 
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If  the  act  is  found  to  be  in  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution,  we  cannot  hesi- 
tate to  so  declare. 

The  Constitution  divides  the  powers  of  the 
government  into  three  distinct  departments, 
and  for  the  exercise  of  legislative  power 
creates  a  legislative  department,  to  be  elected 
by  the  people  in  senatorial  districts.  The 
provision  authorizing  the  apportionment  of  the 
state  into  such  senatorial  districts  is  §  6  of 
article  4,  which  provides  as  follows:  "The 
general  assembly  shall  apportion  the  state  every 
ten  years,  beginning  with  the  year  1871,  by 
dividing  the  population  of  the  state,  as  ascer- 
tained by  the  Federal  census,  by  the  number 
61,  and  the  quotient  shall  be  the  ratio  of  repre- 
sentation in  the  senate.  The  state  shall  be  di- 
vided into  flftv  one  senatorial  districts."  etc. 
Acting  under  the  provisions  of  said  section, 
the  legislature,  by  the  act  of  June  15, 1893, 
divided  the  state,  according  to  the  last  Federal 
census,  into  fifty-one  senatorial  districts,  and  by 
that  act  the  county  of  Will  was  made  the 
twenty-fifth  district.  The  act  of  January  11, 
1898,  was  in  form  an  amendment,  which  re- 
modeled and  changed  forty  three  of  these 
senatorial  districts,  and  in  the  case  of  the 
twenty-fifth  district  added  to  Will  county  the 
county  of  Dupage.  Section  1  of  the  same 
article  of  the  Constitution  is  as  follows:  '  The 
legislative  power  shall  be  vested  in  a  general 
assembly  which  shall  consist  of  a  senate  and 
house  or  representatives,  both  to  be  elected  by 
the  people,  and  there  are  further  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  that  three  representatives 
and  one  senator  shall  be  elected  in  each  dis- 
trict, and  they  constitute  the  two  houses. 

The  passage  of  an  apportionment  act  is  the 
exercise  of  a  legislative  power  {State,  Morris^ 
V.  Wriffhtton,  56  N.  J.  L.  126. 22  L.  R.  A.  548; 
StaU,  Atty,  Qen.  v.  Ounningham,  81  Wis. 
440,  15  L.  R.  A.  561),  and,  if  there  were  no 
other  provisions  relating  to  apportionment 
than  the  general  legislative  authority  conferred 
by  §  1,  the  legislature  might  apportion  the 
state  at  its  pleasure,  at  any  time.  There  is  no 
express  denial  in  the  Constitution  of  the  right 
to  exercise  this  power  whenever  the  legislature 
may  see  fit,  and  it  is  therefore  ar^ed~  for  the 
defendant  that  it  may  be  exercised  at  any  time, 
and  that  the  legislature  may  make  an  appor- 
tionment whenever  they  choose.  This  does 
not  follow,  however,  and  it  is  not  essential,  in 
order  that  the  Constitution  may  operate  as  a 
prohibition,  that  it  shall  contain  a  specific  pro- 
vision that  apportionments  shall  not  be  made 
otherwise  than  according  to  its  provisions. 
The  general  principles  governing  the  construc- 
tion of  Constitutions  are  the  same  as  those  that 
apply  to  statutes.  Potter's  Dwarr.  Stat.  654; 
6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  921.  The 
use  of  negative  words  would  be  conclusive  of 
an  intent  to  impose  a  limitation,  and  they  are 
used  in  some  instances  in  the  Constitution,  but 
their  absence  is  not  conclusive  of  the  opposite. 
Where  there  are  provisions  inserted  by  the  peo- 
ple as  to  the  time  when  a  power  shall  be  ex- 
ercised, there  is  at  least  a  strong  presump- 
tion that  they  design  it  should  be  exercised 
at  that  time,  and'  in  the  designated  mode 
only;  and  such  provisions  must  be  re- 
garaed  as  limitations  upon  the  power.  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  94.  If  legislative  power 
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is  given  in  general  terms,  and  is  not  regulated, 
it  may  be  exercised  in  any  manner  chosen  by 
the  legislature;  but  where  the  Constitution 
fixes  the  time  and  mode  of  exercising  a  partic- 
ular power  it  contains  a  necessary  implication 
against  anything  contrary  to  it,  and  by  setting 
a  particular  time  for  its  exercise  it  also  sets  a 
boundary  to  the  legislative  power.  If  a  power 
is  given,  and  the  mode  of  its  exercise  is  pre- 
scribed, all  other  modes  are  excluded.  Sedgw. 
Stat.  &  Const.  Law.  81.  The  legislature  must 
keep  within  the  legislative  powers  granted  to 
it,  and  observe  the  directions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §26.  This 
doctrine  was  applied  in  State,  MarrU,  v. 
Wrightwn,  66  N.  J.  L.  126.  22  L.  R.  A.  548. 
where  an  apportionment  of  assembly  districts 
in  New  Jersey  was  in  question,  and  it  was 
said:  **In  the  construction  of  statutes  it  is  a 
cardinal  rule,  which  applies  as  well  to  consti- 
tutional provisions,  that  when  the  law  is  in 
the  affirmative  that  a  thing  shall  be  done  bv* 
certain  persons  or  in  a  certain  manner,  this  af- 
firmative matter  contains  a  negative  that  it 
shall  not  be  done  by  other  persons  or  in  another 
manner,  upon  the  maxim,  Expremo  uniu$  ett 
exclusio  olteHus" 

In  Page  v.  Allen,  58  Pa.  888.  98  Am.  Dec. 
272.  which  involved  the  constitutionality  of  the 
registry  law  of  that  state,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
hibitions of  the  Constitution  as  to  legislation 
are  to  be  regarded  as  well  when  they  arise  by 
implication  as  by  expression,  and  that  the  ex- 
pression of  one  thing  in  the  Constitution  is  the 
exclusion  of  things  not  expressed.  It  is  here 
admitted,  as  it  necessarily  must  be,  that  the 
provisions  for  apportionment  are  all  exclusive 
except  the  particular  one  as  to  time.  It  is  not 
denied  that  the  basis  for  apportionment  must 
be  the  population  of  the  state  as  ascertained  by 
the  last  Federal  census,  that  the  population 
can  only  be  divided  by  the  number  51,  and 
that  the  quotient  must  be  the  ratio  of  repre- 
sentation in  the  senate.  The  only  claim  is  that 
the  provision  as  to  time  is  not  exclusive,  and 
we  cannot  see  any  substantial  ground  for  es- 
tablishing a  dififerent  rule  respecting  the  time 
than  the  mode  of  doing  the  act.  In  Wisconsin 
the  Constitution  provided  for  an  apportion- 
ment and  organization  of  assembly  districts 
once  in  five  years,  but  contained  no  express 
prohibition  against  their  alteration  between 
the  periods  fixed  for  apportionment,  and  in 
Slauwn  V.  hacine.  13  Wis.  898,  it  was  said 
that,  whatever  limitation  existed  upon  the 
power  of  the  legislature  in  that  respect  was  to 
be  derived  from  the  general  scope  and  object 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  concern- 
ing the  apportionment  of  senators  and  repre- 
sentatives, but  that  it  might  well  be  said  that 
this  furnished  such  limitation,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  provision  implied  that  apportionments 
should  not  be  made  at  any  other  time  than 
that  fixed  by  the  Constitution.  The  Consti- 
tution of  Indiana  fixes  the  time  once  in  six 
years  when  an  enumeration  of  the  voters  of  the 
state  shall  be  taken,  and  an  apportionment 
shall  be  made  by  law.  In  Denney  v.  State, 
BaiUr,  144  Ind.  508.  81  L.  R.  A.  726,  an  ap- 
portionment act  passed  in  1895  was  in  question, 
and  the  main  dispute  was  whether,  under  the 
Constitution,  any  apportionment  act  could  be 
passed  at  that  time.    It  was  insisted,  in  sup- 


1898L 


PRorLB,  ex  rel.  Moonbt,  v.  Hutchimson. 


775 


port  of  the  act.  tbat  tbe  Constitution  committed 
to  the  legislative  department,  by  a  general 
^rant  of  legislative  power,  the  authority  to 
make  apportionments,  and  that  the  provision 
requiring  the  enactment  of  an  apportionment 
law  at  the  beginning  of  each  period  of  six 
years  was  not  intendra  as  a  prohibiiion  upon 
the  legislature  from  making  other  apportion- 
ments whenever  tbat  body  might  think  best. 
This  question  was  determined  against  (he  claim 
made,  and  it  was  held  that  if  there  were  no 
particular  provisions  in  regard  to  the  subject 
of  legislative  apportionment,  the  legislature 
mifirht,  under  the  full  and  unrestricted  vesting 
of  fegislative  power,  enact  apportionment  laws 
at  their  pleasure,  but  that  the  fixing  b?  the 
Constitution  of  a  time  and  mode  for  the  aoing 
of  such  act  was,  by  necessary  implication,  a 
forbidding  of  any  other  time  or  m^e,  and  a 
prohibition  of 'the  exercise  of  the  power  in  any 
other  way. 

The  eminent  counsel  who  have  argued  this 
case  for  the  defendant  with  great  learning  and 
ability  have  failed  to  find  any  decisions  con- 
trary to  the  foregoing,  or  any  authorities  con- 
flicting with  those  given,  but  insist  that  there 
is  a  difference  between  the  Constitutions  of 
Indiana  and  this  state,  which  makes  the  de- 
cision in  Denney  v.  8taU,  Baafer,  144  Ind.  503, 
81  L.  R.  A.  726.  inapplicable  here.  The  dis- 
tinction attempted  to  be  shown  we  are  com 
pelled  to  regard  as  unsubstantial,  and  cannot 
consider  it  a  ground  of  difference  that  the 
enumeration  which  was  made  the  basis  of  the 
apportionment  in  Indiana  is  taken  by  the  state 
once  in  six  vears,  while  the  census  which  Is 
made  a  like  basis  in  this  state  is  taken  by  the 
United  States,  and  once  in  ten  years.  The 
Federal  Constitution,  which  was  adopted  in 
1787,  provides  in  g  2  of  article  1  for  an  enu- 
meration within  three  years  after  the  first  meet- 
ing oJF  Congress;  and  within  every  subsequent 
term  of  ten  years,  as  a  basis  for  the  apportion- 
ment of  representatives  and  direct  taxes.  Un- 
der that  Constitution  a  census  has  been  taken 
in  every  period  of  ten  years,  commencing  with 
1790,  and  under  it  there  will  be.  at  every  period 
of  ten  years  provided  for  by  the  Constitution 
of  this  state,  a  census  taken  as  a  basis  for  di- 
vision of  the  state  into  senatorial  districts. 

The  decisions  are  also  criticised  by  counsel 
for  defendant  under  the  rule  that  what  is  ex- 
pressed is  exclusive  only  where  it  is  creative, 
and  that  the  maxim  applies  only  to  a  provision 
which  grants  originally  a  power,  but  does  not 
limit  or  destroy  a  pre-existing  right.  It  is  con- 
tended that  the  power  to  apportion  does  not 
originate  with  tbe  provision  of  the  Constitu 
(ion,  but  is  a  preexisting  right  independent  of 
the  provision,  and  that,  therefore,  tbe  rule  is 
not  to  be  applied.  To  this  we  cannot  assent. 
The  legislature  is  the  creature  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  provisions  in  respect  to  the  two 
bouses,  the  division  of  the  state  into  senatorial 
districts  by  a  particular  plan,  and  the  member- 
ship of  each  of  the  houses,  are  creative  in  their 
nature.  They  relate  to  the  framework— the 
membership  and  the  organization— of  the  legis- 
lative department  of  the  government  created 
by  the  Constitution  for  the  exercise  of  legisla- 
tive powers.  Thev  prescribe  tbe  manner  in 
which  districts  shall  be  created,  that  a  senator 
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and  three  representatives  shall  be  elected  iu 
each  district,  and  provide  for  the  constitution 
and  organization  of  the  department  which  shall 
exercise  legislative  power.  The  conditions  for 
the  exercise  of  this  power  of  apportionmeot 
are  particularly  prescribed,  and  we  think  that 
those  acting  under  it  cannot  vary  the  con- 
ditions. Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes, 
^  533.  Another  rule  is  that,  where  there  is  a 
general  provision  which  would  include  a  par 
ticular  subject,  and  there  is  a  special  provision 
relating  to  that  subject,  the  special  provisioo 
controls,  and  the  particular  subject  is  not  gov- 
erned by  the  general  provision.  In  this  rule 
we  found,  as  we  conceived,  a  substantial 
ground  for  holding  tbe  judicial  apportionment 
act  of  1897  in  force  from  its  passage,  and  not 
included  in  the  general  provision  as  to  when 
laws  shall  take  effect  People,  Herdman,  v. 
Rose,  166  111.  423.  Here  there  is  a  general  dele- 
gation of  legislative  power,  with  subsequent 
provisions  giving  specific  and  precise  directions 
to  make  the  apportionment  ata  particular  time 
and  in  a  designated  way,  and  these,  we  think, 
manifest  an  intention  to  impose  a  negative 
upon  the  exercise  of  the  power  at  any  other 
time. 

We  have  already  said  that,  if  there  were  no 
further  provision  than  the  general  grant  of 
legislative  power,  the  legislature  might  appor- 
tion the  state  at  its  will;  and  this  was  the  situa- 
tion under  the  Constitution  of  1818.  which 
contained  no  restriction  except  the  single  one 
in  g  8  of  the  schedule  to  that  instrument,  fix- 
ing the  apportionment  until  tbe  first  enumera- 
tion directed  to  be  taken  in  1820  and  every  five 
years  thereafter.  The  apportionment  after 
the  first  census  was  not  made  to  depend  upon 
any  subsequent  enumeration  or  event,  and 
after  the  first  enumeration  the  legislature  not 
only  apportioned  the  state  every  five  years,  but 
made  changes  during  intervals.  A  change  in 
the  practice  commenced  with  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution  in  force  April  1, 1848.  In  that 
Constitution  was  first  introduced  a  provision 
for  reapportionment  at  particular  timef>,  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  white  inhabitants 
at  the  first  regular  session  after  returns  were 
made.  Under  that  Constitution  the  legisla- 
ture made  its  first  reapportionment  in  1854. 
based  on  the  census  of  1850.  This  apportion- 
ment continued  in  force  until  the  Federal  cen- 
sus was  taken  in  1860,  and  then  a  new  appor- 
tionment was  made  in  1861.  The  present 
Constitution  was  adopted  in  1870,  containing  a 
similar  provision  now  under  consideration. 
After  that  time  the  legislature  apportioned  the 
state  in  the  years  1873.  1882,  and  1898.  From 
tbe  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of 
1848  for  a  period  of  fifty  years,  up  to  the  act 
of  January  11,  1898,  apportionments  were 
made  at  the  intervals  stated,  based  upon  the 
census  taken  by  the  United  States,  and  there 
was  no  change  made  between  such  periods. 
This  practical  construction  of  the  Constitution 
reinforces  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  ar- 
rived. Such  a  legislative  interpretation,  long 
establi'-hed  and  acquiesced  in,  is  regarded  as  of 
great  force  in  determining  the  true  construc- 
tion, and  raises  a  strong  presumption  that  it  is 
correct.  Bedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  Law,  412; 
Bruce  v.  Schuyler,  9  111.  221,  46  Am.  Dec.  447; 
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Mathetcs  v.  Shores,  24  111.  27:  Pfople,  Dun 
ham  V.  Morgan,  90  III.  558;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lira.  6th  ed.  p.  82. 

Attentioo  has  been  called  by  counsel  to  the 
fact  that  the  legislature  of  1893  passed  an  ap- 
portionment act  which  was  approved  May  16. 
1893,  and  also  passed  the  subsequent  act  of 
June  15,  1893,  repealing  the  same  and  appor 
tiODing  the  state.  This  act  of  May  16,  1893,  is 
conceded  to  have  been  an  unconstitutional  and 
void  act,  which  never,  became  a  law  for  the 
reason  that  it  omitted  the  town  of  Riverside,  a 
populous  town  in  Cook  county,  which  was  not 
included  in  any  of  the  senatorial  districts,  and 
was  deprived  of  representation.  The  validity 
of  the  act  of  June  15, 1893,  was  therefore  not 
affected  by  it.  since  the  power  to  apportion  the 
state  was  not  thereby  exercised.  The  validity 
of  the  act  of  June  15  passed  beyond  the  field 
of  controversy  by  the  decision  in  People,  Wood- 
yatt,  y.  Tliompson,  155  III.  451,  and  is  now 
conceded.  The  act  of  May  16,  1893,  has  no 
force  as  affecting  the  question  of  construction 
by  the  legislative  body  of  the  legislative  power, 
because  it  was  incomplete  and  void.  Its  pas- 
sage and  repeal  do  not  in  any  manner  weaken 
the  force  of  the  construction  of  the  Constitu- 
tion given  by  the  legislature  and  acquiesced  in 
for  a  period  of  about  fifty  years. 

It  is  also  argued  that  a  fair  construction  of 
the  provision  in  question  is  that  it  was  to  se- 
cure to  the  people  a  reapportionment  at  least 
once  in  ten  years,  rather  than  to  fix  the  time 
for  the  exercise  of  the  power  or  to  operate  as 
an  exclusion  of  apportionments  at  other  times. 
The  same  argument  was  insisted  upon  in 
Denney  v.  State,  Baaler,  144  Ind.  503,  31  L.  R. 
A.  726,  but  did  not  prevail,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  apportionment  could  only  be  made 
after  the  taking  of  an  enumeration,  and  that, 
when  a  valid  apportionment  was  once  made,  it 
must  stand  until  after  the  making  of  the  next 
enumeration.  If  the  purpose  had  been  as  con 
tended,  it  is  probable  that  the  Constitution 
would  have  expressed  that  intent,  which  is 
lacking.  Furthermore,  it  does  not  seem,  from 
the  history  of  legislative  apportionments  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  provision,  that  there  was 
any  occasion  to  provide  for  securing  apportion- 
ments as  often  as  such  periods  or  that  a  neg- 
lect to  apportion  was  regarded  as  an  evil  to  be 
provided  against.  The  legislatures  during  the 
thirty  years  under  the  Constitution  of  1818  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  making  frequent  appor- 
tionments. The  courts  may  always  look  to 
ascertain  the  evil  intended  to  be  remedied,  but 
this  provision  could  not  have  been  aimed  at  an 
evil  which  did  not  exist,  and  it  would  rather 
seem  that  the  object  was  to  establish  definite 
periods  for  reapportionments.  When  the 
legislature  of  1893  made  the  apportionment  of 
that  year,  the  conditions  existed  which  author- 
ized the  exercise  of  the  power,  and  the  legisla- 
tive discretion  was  exercised  based  upon  the 
Federal  census  of  1890, — a  division  of  the  pop 
ulation  by  51,  and  the  resulting  quotient  as  the 
ratio  of  representation.  That  power  and  dis- 
cretion, when  fully  exercised,  were  exhausted, 
and  the  power  will  not  again  arise  until  the 
conditions  provided  for  in  the  Constitution 
shall  again  exist.  The  power  and  discretion 
are  to  be  exercised  at  stated  intervals,  and  in 
certain  modes,  and  that  legislature,  upon  a 
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consideration  of  the  facts,  exercised  the  power 
and  the  discretion.  A  subsequent  reappor- 
tionment, based  upon  the  same  census,  the 
same  division,  and  the  same  quotient,  which  it 
is  admitted  must  be  used,  would  be  nothing 
but  reversing  the  judgment  and  discretion  or 
that  legislature,  exercised  upon  the  same  facts 
at  the  time  expressly  authorized  by  the  Con- 
stitution; and  we  cannot  think  that  it  was  ia 
the  contemplation  of  those  who  adopted  the 
Constitution  that  succeeding  legislatures  should 
set  aside  the  action  of  the  first  by  changing  and 
remodeling  districts,  where  no  new  condition 
contemplated  by  the  Constitution  exists.  The 
power  to  make  apportionments  h&s  not  always 
been  exercised  at  exact  periods  of  ten  years, 
but  the  power  conferred  by  the  Constitution  is 
a  continuing  one  from  the  time  it  is  constitu- 
tionally'devolved  upon  the  legislature  until  it 
is  performed.  People,  Woodyatt.v,  Thompson, 
155  III.  451;  State,  Atty.  Oen.,  v.  Cunningham, 
81  Wis.  440,  15  L  R.  A.  561.  Twelve  states, 
having  a  general  plan  of  apportionment  simi- 
lar to  our  own,  have,  by  their  Constitutions, 
forbidden  a  change  between  the  periods  fixed 
in  such  Constitutions.  These  prohibitions  are 
conclusive  of  that  which,  in  our  case,  must  be 
the  subject  of  construction,  and  which  has 
been  practically  construed  by  the  legislature 
for  a  long  period  of  time,  as  we  have  already* 
seen.  The  absence  of  such  an  express  prohi- 
bition in  our  Constitution  is  not,  as  before 
stated,  at  all  conclusive  that  the  prohibition 
was  not  intended. 

Plausible  reasons  may  be  given  for  sustaining 
the  power, — and  especially  in  this  particular 
instance, — which  would  naturally  appeal  with 
force  to  those  who  believe  that  the  apportion- 
ment of  1893  was  prompted  by  some  other 
motive  than  the  public  good,  or  a  desire  to  se 
cure  to  the  people,  as  near  as  possible,  equality 
of  representation;  but  this  considera'ion  can- 
not have  force  as  agatnsit  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution,  and  it  is  to  be  remembered  that 
the  same  rule  which  would  permit  a  correction 
of  inequality  would  also  permit  the  setting 
aside  of  a  just  and  fair  apportionment  made  at 
the  time  fixed  by  the  Constitution,  and  the 
substitution  of  unjust  and  oppressive  condi- 
tions within  the  latitude  allowed  by  the  Con- 
stitution to  the  legislature.  We  are  convinced 
that  the  construction  we  have  given  to  the 
Constitution  is  the  correct  one,  and  we  feel 
ourselves  under  the  necessity  of  declaring  the 
apportionment  act  of  1898  unconstitutional  and 
invalid. 

A  peremptory  writ  of  mandamue  is  awarded 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Wilkin,  J.,  dissenting: 

In  the  limited  time  at  my  disposal,  I  can 
only  state  in  a  general  way  why  I  think  the 
foregoing  opinion  and  conclusion  unsound. 
The  proposition,  *'The  provision  authorizing 
the  apportionmen^  of  the  state  into  such  sena- 
torial districts  is  §  6  of  article  4."  is  in  roy 
opinion  a  misconception,  and  forms  the  basis 
of  the  wrong  conclusion  reached.  That  sec- 
tion does  not  empower  the  general  assembly  to 
make  apportionment  laws,  nor  does  its  lan- 
guage purport  to  do  so.  It  only  declnres  how 
the  power  already  existing  in  the  legislature 
shall  be  exercised.     Nor  can  I  see  how  the  fact 
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that  tbe  legislative  body  of  the  state  ia  pro- 
Tided  for  in  the  Constitution — •*i8  the  creature 
of  the  Conslituiion" — in  any  way  gives  support 
to  the  assertion  that  §  6  is  creative  of  the  power 
in  that  body  to  apportion  the  state.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  power  to  pass  such  laws  is  a 
legislative  power.  It  is  inherent  in  the  general 
assembly,  and  can  be  exercised  by  it  at  such 
times  and  in  such  manner  as  it  may  deem  wise 
and  proper,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  limited  by 
the  Constitution.  It  has  often  been  said  by 
thia  court:  **No  proposition  is  better  settled 
than  that  a  state  Constitution  is  a  limitation 
upon  the  power  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the 
legislature  possesses  every  power  not  delegated 
to  some  other  department  or  expressly  denied 
to  it  by  the  Constitution."  The  rule  is  no- 
where more  clearly  stated  than  by  Judge 
Cooley  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions, quoted  with  approval  in  People,  Wood- 
yatt,  V.  Thompson,  155  111.  451,  as  follows: 
*•  Whatever  the  people  might  do  the  courts 
cannot  prevent  their  representatives  from  doing 
unless  tbe  people  have  positively  and  expressly 
forbidden  it.  Such  restrictions  and  limitations 
ought  to  be  clear  and  explicit.  Where  the 
power  which  is  exercised  is  legislative  in  its 
•character,  the  courts  can  enforce  only  those 
limitations  which  the  Constitution  imposes,  and 
cot  ihose  implied  restrictions  which,  resting  in 
theory  only,  the  people  have  been  satisfied  to 
leave  to  the  judgment,  patriotism,  and  sense  of 
justice  of  their  representatives."  The  question 
here,  is,  Does  the  language  "the  general  as- 
sembly shall  apportion  the  state  every  ten 
^ears,"  begin  nine  wiih  the  year  1871,  by  divid- 
ing the  population,"  etc.,  prohibit  the  passage 
of  such  statutes  oftener  than  once  in  each 
period  of  ten  years?  The  language  as  to  when 
■an  apportionment  shall  be  made,  it  will  be  seen 
is  very  general  and  indefinite,  and  does  not 
warrant  the  assumption  throughout  tbe  ma- 
jority opinion  that  it  fixes  the  time  when  it 
shall  be  done.  It  does  not  require  the  first  ap- 
portionment to  be  made  in  the  year  1871,  or  at 
tbe  first  session  after  tbe  Federal  census  of 
1870,  and  every  ten  years  thereafter;  and  in  this 
respect  is  peculiar.  It  is  unlike  our  Constitu- 
tion of  1848,  or  that  of  the  states  of  Indiana 
and  Wisconsin,  referred  to  in  the  cases  cited 
from  those  statps.  They  expressly  provide  for 
apportionments  at  fixed  intervals,  but  nO  such 
requirement  is  found  in  our  present  Constitu- 
tion. It  does  no  more  than  fix  decennial 
periods,  beginning  with  the  year  1871,  and  re- 
•quire  an  apportionment  to  be  made  within 
each  of  those  periods.  Anv  session  of  tbe 
legislature  during  the  period  can  lawfully 
•divide  the  state  into  senatorial  districts,  if  it 
iias  not  been  done  at  a  prior  session  in  the 
period, — and  this,  not  because  it  was  the  duty 
•of  a  prior  session  to  do  so,  and  the  duty  a  con- 
tinuing one,  but  because  the  duty  devolves 
upon  one  session  as  much  as  another.  It  could 
not  be  claimed  that  the  act  in  question  is  un- 
•constitutional  because  passed  in  the  year  1898. 
The  contention  must  be  that  power  is  onlv 
given  to  make  one  apportionment  in  the  period, 
beginning  with  the  year  1891.  and  ending  with 
the  year  1901;  and  that  the  legislature  of  1898. 
by  the  passage  of  the  act  at  that  session,  had 
exhausted  that  power.  Is  it  true  that  the  au- 
thority of  the  general  assembly  is  by  this 
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indefinite  language  limited  to  the  passage  of  a 
single  act  during  each  ten  years?  That  there 
is  no  express  language  to  that  effect  is  admitted 
But  the  theory  of  the  foregoing  opinion  is  that 
tbe  prohibition  arises  by  necessary  implication. 
I  do  not  so  understand  the  language.  The  power 
to  apportion  the  state  every  ten  years  is  not,  in 
m^  opinion,  so  incompatible  or  inconsistent 
with  the  right  to  do  so  oftener  as  to  amount  to 
an  implied  prohibition.  The  assertion  that 
there  is  no  substantial  ground  for  establishing 
a  different  rule  respecting  the  time  when  ap- 
portionments may  be  made  than  that  which 
applies  to  the  mode  of  doing  the  act,  is  cer- 
tainly unwarranted.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
respondent  that  an  apportionment  must  be 
made  every  ten  years;  but  the  insistence  is  that 
consistently  with  that  duty,  it  may  be  done 
oftener,  and  this  raises  the  question  of  con- 
struction. It  is  impossible,  however, 
that  a  mode  other  than  that  prescribed, 
can  be  followed  consistentlv  with  the 
provision  in  question:  that  is,  the  popu- 
lation must  be  divided  by  61,  the  quotient  to 
be  the  ratio  of  representation.  Certainly  the 
ratio  cannot  be  obtained  consistently  with 
that  express  requirement  by  using  any  other 
number  as  a  divisor,  and  hence  there  is  no 
room  whatever  for  construction  in  that  regard. 
And  so  as  to  the  other  requirements  in  the 
mode  prescribed.  The  holding  here  is  that, 
because  tbe  Constitution  says  the  general  as- 
sembly shall  apportion  the  state  every  ten 
years,  it  cannot  do  so  more  than  once  in  any 
period  of  ten  years,  no  matter  what  may  be  the 
emergency  therefor.  It  seems  to  me  no  such 
conclusion  can  be  reasonably  drawn,  much 
less  arise  by  necessary  implication.  It  is  the 
duty  of  courts  to  so  construe  constitutional 
provisions  and  acts  of  the  legislature  as  to  har- 
monize the  two,  and  sustain  the  law,  if  it  is 
possible  to  do  so.  The  rule  is:  "Language  re- 
stricting the  legislative  power  of  the  general 
assembly  must  be  construed  strictly  {People, 
Burgess,  v.  Wilwn,  15  111.  392),  and,  unless  it 
shall  then  clearly  appear  that  the  legislation  in 
question  is  within  tbe  terms  of  the  restriction, 
it  must  be  sustained.  If  it  be  doubtful  only, 
whether  it  is  or  not,  the  doubt  must  go  in 
favor  of  the  vallditv  of  the  action  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly."  Wilson  v.  Sanitary  District, 
133  111.  459.  "If  doubt  exists  as  to  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  statute,  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  is  to  be  given  to  the  law.  The  doubt 
upon  which  the  court  is  to  act  may  arise  either 
from  an  endeavor  to  arrive  at  a  true  interpre- 
tation of  the  Constitution,  or  from  a  considera- 
tion of  the  law  after  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution has  been  judicially  determined."  23 
Am.  &  £nff.  Enc.  Law,  p.  851,  and  cases  cited 
in  note.  The  Constitution,  considered  as  a 
whole,  shows  that  its  framers  did  not  intend 
tbe  effect  given  to  the  language  of  §  6  by  this 
decision.  If  the  purpose  had  been  to  prohibit 
apportionments  oftener  than  once  every  ten 
years  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  language 
would  have  been  used  clearly  expressing  that 
intention,  as  is  done  in  §  9  of  article  4,  fixing 
the  sessions  of  the  general  assemblv  at  the 
time  named  "and  at  no  other  time;  and  in 
§  5  of  article  6,  providing  for  the  division  of 
the  state  into  districts  for  the  election  of  su- 
preme judges,  wherein  It  is  said:  "The  bound- 
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aries  of  the  districts  may  be  changed  at  the 
session  of  the  general  assembly  next  preceding 
the  election  for  judges  therein,  and  at  no  other 
time;"  and  again  in  g  18  of  the  same  article, 
authorizing  the  apportionment  of  the  state  into 
Judicial  circuits,  the  language  being.  **New 
circuits  may  be  formed  and  the  boundaries  of 
circuits  changed  by  the  general  assembly,  at 
its  session  next  preceding  the  election  for  cir- 
cuit judges,  but  at  no  other  time."  It  is  also 
a  significant  fact  that  no  less  than  twelve  other 
states  of  the  Union  in  the  frame  of  their  Con- 
stitutions have  deemed  it  necessary,  by  the  use 
of  different  terms  of  expression,  to  provide 
that  apportionments  should  be  made  at  fixed 
periods,  and  at  no  other  time. 

There  is,  to  my  mind,  no  force  In  the  argu- 
ment attempted  to  be  drawn  from  what  is  said 
to  be  the  construction  placed  upon  the  Consti- 
tution by  the  legislature  in  making  apportion- 
ments of  the  state  every  ten  years,  and  not 
oftener.  In  dividing  the  state  into  senatorial 
districts  once  in  each  period  of  ten  years,  the 
legislature  did  so,  not  under  a  construction  of 
the  Constitution  thereby  placed  upon  it,  but 
by  simply  following  its  plain  requirement. 
That  it  did  not  do  so  oftener  cannot  be  said  to 
amount  to  a  construction  by  it  that  no  power 
existed  to  do  so.  It  cannot  be  assumed  that  it 
refrained  from  exercising  the  power,  because 
it  understood  it  did  not  possess  it,  rather  tban 
because  it  found  no  occasion  for  its  exercise. 
The  only  necessity  for  a  reapportionment  more 
than  once  in  a  decennial  period  which  is  here 
shown  arose  at  the  session  of  1893.  as  stated  in 
the  foregoing  majority  opinion,  and  that  legis- 
ture  did  not  hesitate  to  make  it.  The  attempt 
to  weaken  the  force  of  that  action,  as  indicat- 
ing the  construction  placed  upon  the  Constitu- 
tion by  the  legislature,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  first  act  was  unconstitutional,  is,  I  think, 
futile.  Without  reference  to  the  question  as 
to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass  upon  the 
constitutionality  of  statutes  enacted  by  it,  it  is 
illogical  to  sav  that  the  legislature  could  review 
its  own  acts  by  repealing  the  former  statute  at 
the  same  session,  or,  as  1  suppose  would  be  ad- 
mitted, at  the  next  session  of  the  legislature, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  unconstitutional  be- 
cause some  small  part  of  the  territory  was  at- 
tached to  no  district,  but  would  have  no  power 
to  do  so  upon  a  discovery  that  the  apportion- 
ment was  grossly  unjust  to  the  people  of  one 
or  many  portions  of  the  state  by  reason  of  a 
disregard  of  the  requirement  that  the  districts 
shall  be  formed  of  compact  and  contiguous 
territory,  etc.,  and  as  nearly  as  practicable 
containing  an  equal  number  of  inhabitants. 

No  good  purpose  will  be  served  by  a  review 
of  the  authorities  cited  in  the  majority  opinion. 
Unless  it  must  be  held  that  the  power  of  the 
general  assembly  to  apportion  the  state  is  de- 
rived from  §  6,  mpra,  of  the  Constitution,  or 
rather  unless  there  is  no  reasonable  ground  for 
holding  otherwise,  none  of  them,  properly  un- 
derstood, support  the  conclusion  announced. 
The  Wisconsin  case  does  not  decide  the  ques- 
tion here  involved,  nor  pretend  to  do  so.  And 
the  Indiana  decision  does  so  only  incidentally, 
the  question  not  being  of  controlling  impor- 
tance in  that  case.  But,  as  already  said,  the 
constitutional  provisions  of  these  states  and 
those  of  our  own  are  materially  different,  and 
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the  decisions  for  that  reason  should  not  be 
given  the  force  of  authority  here.  The  fact 
that  counsel  for  the  defendant  have  been  able 
to  cite  no  decisions  in  conflict  with  them  signi- 
fies nothing.  As  already  said,  the  language  of 
our  Constitution  is  peculiar,  and  so  far  as  I 
have  been  able  to  discover,  is  found  in  no  other 
state  Constitution.  It  is  before  this  court  for 
the  first  time  to  be  construed,  and  it  is  not 
strange  that  decided  cases  are  not  to  be  found 
bearing  on  the  issues  here.  It  is  not  for  the 
defendant  to  show  that  the  act  in  question  is 
constitutional,  but  for  those  who  challenge  ita 
validity  to  point  out  and  make  clear  its  inva- 
lidity. For  the  reason  already  stated,  that  the 
power  to  make  apportionments  is  inherent  Id 
the  legislature,  and  not  created  by  the  Consti- 
tution, the  maxim,  Expreuio  uniut  est  ex- 
eluiio  alteriya,  is  not  properly  applicable  Id 
the  construction  of  §  6.  It  is  a  rule  only  to  be 
applied  where  the  intention  of  the  lawmaker 
is  not  otherwise  manifest;  and,  as  said  by  3ir. 
Sutherland,  in  his  work  on  Statutory  Con- 
struction, g  825:  "Undei-  these  conditions  it 
leads  to  safe  and  satisfactory  conclusions;  but 
otherwise  the  expression  of  one  or  more  things 
is  not  a  negation  or  exclusion  of  other  things :"^ 
and  he  adds,  '*What  is  expressed  is  exclusive 
only  when  it  is  creative,  or  in  derogation  of 
some  existing  law,  or  of  some  provisions  in  the 
particular  act."  In  my  opinion,  the  apportion- 
ment act  of  January  11, 1898,  entitled  "An  Act 
to  Amend  §§  1  and  2  of  an  Act  to  Apportion 
the  State  of  Illinois  into  Senatorial  Districta,** 
and  to  repeal  certain  acts  therein  named,  ap- 
proved Juna  15,  1898.  is  a  valid  and  constitu- 
tional enactment,  and  that  the  writ  in  this  case 
should  be  denied. 


Bernard  P.  GAVIN,  Plff.  in  Err., 

«. 

Susanna  CURTIN. 

an  III.  dio.) 

1.  Eqaity  may  take  Jurisdiction  to 
protect  an  unproductiTe  life  estate 

and  remainder  of  irreat  value  whioh  Is  liable  to 
be  lost  tbrouffh  Inability  of  the  life  tenant  to  pay 
the  taxes. 

8.  Absence  of  precedent  te  not  a  sufficient 
reaoon  for  denying  the  existence  of  equitable 
Jurisdiction. 

8.  Equity  will  take  JurisdicUon  in  aU 
cases  where  a  right  recognised  by  municipal 
law  exists,  and  courts  of  law  do  not  provide  an 
adequate  remedy  for  the  enforcement,  main* 
tenance,  and  protection  of  that  right. 

4.  The  testator's  intentioa  that  real 
estate  should  not  be  alienated  will  not 
prevent  a  court  of  equity  from  ordering  its  sale 
if  necessary,  to  preserve  the  benefit  of  it  to  the 
t>eneflciary. 

6.  lAnd  left  to  a  life  tenant  and  re- 
mainderman may  be  sold  by  a  court  or 
equity  if  it  is  necessary  to  prevent  its  loss  through 
inability  of  the  life  tenant  to  pay  the  taxes. 


NOTB.— On  the  question  of  the  power  of  conrta 
to  out  off  the  interests  of  persons  not  in  taw.  see  al80> 
Kent  y.  Church  of  St.  Michael  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  B.  A.  88L 
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6«  Possible  afterbom  children  will  be 
bound  by  a  decree  direotlnfl:  its  sale  to  pre- 
serve tbe  Interest  of  remaindermen  under  a 
deyise  of  land  from  iom  for  nonpayment  of 
taxes  where  the  parties  in  being  and  before  tbe 
court  have  the  same  incentive  to  accomplish 
tbe  same  purpose  as  would  move  and  possess 
tbe  parties  not  in  ene  if  they  were  in  being. 

(February  14, 1808.J 

ERROR  to  tbe  Circuit  Ck>urt  for  Cook 
County  to  review  a  decree  in  favor  of 
complainant  in  a  proceeding  to  preserve  for  a 
life  tenant  and  remaioderinen  property  devised 
to  tbem  in  the  form  of  real  estate  wnich  was 
about  to  be  lost  for  nonpayment  of   taxes. 


he  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Hr.  Edward  W.  Cnllen,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

Where  the  facts  alleged,  although  showing 
a  right,  do  not  bring  the  case  under  some  one 
or  other  of  the  well- recognized  heads  of 
chancery  jurisdiction,  the  maxim.  Equity  will 
not  suffer  a  right  to  be  without  a  remedy,  is 
not  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction. 

See  Beea  v.  Watertowv,  19  Wall.  121,  22  L. 
ed.  76;  Beine  v.  Levee  Comre.  19  Wall.  655, 
22  L.  ed.  223. 

No  person  having  an  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit,  and  wbo  is  not  before  the 
court,  can  be  bound  by  tbe  decree. 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  gS78,  91,  99,  144-146. 

Mr.  John  W.  Wftlsh*  for  defendant  in 
error: 

In  every  case  in  which  there  is  a  right  recog- 
nized by  the  municipal  law,  and  there  is  no 
remedy  at  law,  equity  will  take  jurisdiction 
and  aiTord  whatever  relief  is  appropriate  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Bispham,  Eq.  4th  ed.  §  87;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
2d  ed.  ?§  423,  424;  Story.  Eq.  Jur.  12th  ed. 
§§  83, 25;  Mitford.  Ch.  PI.  by  Jeremy,  pp.  Ill, 
J 12:  Prof.  Park  in  Am.  Jurist,  pp.  227-235; 
Britton  v.  Supreme  Council  of  R,  A.  46  N.  J. 
Eq.  102;  Wateon  v.  Sutherland,  5  Wall.  74-80, 
18  L.  ed.  580-583;  Dodge  v.  OoU,  97  111.  858, 
37  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  Boren  v.  Smith,  47  111.  482. 

A  court  of  chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  sell 
real  estate  which,  under  the  limitations  in  the 
conveyance  to  those  who  own  it,  cannot  be 
alienated,  and  invest  the  proceeds  when  it  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  real  estate  from  loss 
to  those  who  are  interested  in  it. 

CurtiM  V.  Broiov,  29  111.  201;  Varie  v.  &oan, 
68  111.  588;  Dodge  v.  CoU,  97  111.  338.  87  Am. 
Rep.  Ill;  Hale  v.  HaU,  146  111.  227,  20  L.  R. 
A  247;  Sieinv.  StHn,  79  Md.  464. 

The  decree  is  binding  on  the  unborn  issue 
of  defendant  in  error. 

Story.  Eq.  PI.  §§  76.  77;  Calvert,  Parties  to 
Suits  in  Equity,  pp.  12-51;17  Am.&Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  730;  Jlonarque  v.  Monargue,  80  N. 
Y.  820;  Mead  v.  Mitchell  17  N.  Y.  210,  72 
Am.  Dec.  455;  Brevoort  v.  Bretoort,  70  N.  Y. 
186;  Freem^in  v.  Freeman,  9  Heisk.  301;  Ghees- 
man  V.  Thorne,  1  £dw.  Ch.  629;  Finch  v. 
Fineh,  2  Ves.  Sr.  491;  Wills  v.  Slade,  6  Ves. 
Jr.  498;  McCampbeU  v.  Mason,  151  111.  600; 
Hale  V.  Hole,  146  111.  227,  20  L.  R  A.  247; 
MeArthur  v.  SeoH,  113  U.  8.  340.  28  L.  ed. 
1016;  WiUis  t.  Henderson,  5  111.  18,  88  Am. 
Dec.  120;  Wmendorfy,  Taylor,  10  Wheat  152- 
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166,  6  L.  ed.  289-294;  Fau'kner  v.  Datis,  IS 
Gratt.  684,  98  Am.  Dec.  698. 

A  court  of  chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point trustees,  and  create  a  trust,  when  it  ia 
the  most  convenient  means,  and  best  adapted 
to  work  out  the  equities  of  the  complainant 
and  preserve  the  interest  of  all  persons  inter- 
ested In  the  property. 

Blakley  v.  Marshall,  174  Pa.  425. 

Bofl^^s*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

John  Gavin  died  testate  on  the  25th  day  of 
April,  1892.  He  left  surviving  him  tbree  sons, 
Bernard  P.  Gavin  (the  plaintiff  in  error),  John 
F.  and  James  C.  Gavin,  and  a  daughter,  Sus- 
anna Curtin  (the  defendant  in  error),  wife  of 
William  D.  Curtin.  The  deceased,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  owned  two  parcels  of  real 
estate  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  described  aa 
follows:  The  N.  W.  i  of. the  N.  W.  i  of  sec- 
tion 18.  township  38  K..  rancfe  14  £.  of  the 
third  principal  meridian  (except  the  east  424.87 
feet,  and  also  except  the  park  way  and  boule- 
vard), and  sublots  3  and  4  of  lot  4,  block  53, 
original  town  of  Chicago.  Tbe  parcel  first 
above  described  contains  about  20  acres  of 
land,  and  is,  for  sake  of  convenience,  denomi- 
nated by  the  pnrties  in  the  briefs,  and  will  be 
hereinafter  referred  to  by  us,  as  the  "Kifly- 
Fifth  Street  Property."  The  other  parcel,  for 
the  like  reason,  is  referred  to  in  the  briefs  aa 
the  "Market  Street  Property,"  and  will  be  so 
called  by  us. 

Tbe  will  of  the  deceased  is  as  follows: 

I,  John  Gavin,  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  in 
the  county  of  Cook,  and  state  of  Illinois,  t)eing 
of  sound  mind  and  memory,  do  make,  publish, 
and  declare  this  my  last  will  and  testament, 
hereby  revoking  all  former  wills  by  me  at  any 
time  made:  First.  I  direct  that  my 'funeral 
expenses  and  just  debts  be  first  paid.  Second. 
I  give  and  bequeath  the  following  sums  to  the 
following  persons,  and  charge  my  real  estate 
with  the  payment  of  the  same,  viz.:  To  my 
friend  Eliza  Farrel,  five  hundred  dollars  ($500); 
to  my  friend  Patrick  Farrell,  five  hundred 
dollars  ($500);  to  the  directress  of  St.  Joseph's 
Academy,  conducted  by  the  Sisters  of  Charity, 
near  Emmettsburg,  Frederick  county,  Mary- 
land, one  thousand  dollars  ($1,000),  to  be  ex- 
pended or  invested  by  her  in  such  manner  aa 
she  may  deem  for  the  best  interest  of  said 
academy;  to  the  president  of  St.  Mary's  Col- 
lege, situated  near  said  Emmettsburg,  five 
hundred  dollars  ($500),  to  be  expended  or  in- 
vested by  him  in  such  manner  as  he  may  deem 
for  the  best  interest  of  said  college.  Third. 
To  each  of  mv  sons,  John  F.  Gavin,  Bernard 
P.  Gavin,  and  James  C.  Gavin,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  forever,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
one  fourth  of  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remain- 
der of  mjr  estate,  real,  personal,  and  mixed. 
The  remaining  one  fourth  thereof  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  daughter,  s>us- 
anna  Curtin,  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to 
the  children  of  said  Susanna  Curtin;  and  if 
any  child  of  said  Susanna  Curtin  shall  die  in 
her  lifetime  leaving  issue,  any  of  whom  shall 
be  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  such  issue 
shall  take  equally  amongst  them  the  share 
which  their  respective   parents  would  have 
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takeD  if  li?fDg  at  her  death;  and  in  case  said 
Busaona  CurtiD  die  leaving  no  children  and 
no  descendants  of  any  deceased  child,  then 
aaid  one  fourth  shall  vest  in  my  sons,  John  F. 
Oayin,  Bernard  P.  Gavin,  and  James  0.  Gavin, 
in  fee.  Fourth.  All  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder of  my  estate,  real  and  personal,  I 
devise  and  bequeath  to  my  three  sons,  John  F. 
Gavin,  Bernard  P.  Gavin,  and  James  O.  Gavin, 
in  fee.  Fifth.  I  hereby  appoint  James  Hoyne 
and  Thomas  J.  Walsh  executors  of  this  my 
last  will  and  testament.  In  witness  whereof  I 
have  hereunto  set  my  hand  this  26th  day  of 
March,  A.  d.  1891. 

John  Gavin.     [Seal] 

The  defendant  in  error,  on  the  9th  day  of 
January,  1^95,  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Cook  county  a  bill  in  chancery,  to  which  she 
made  parties  defendant  her  said  three  brothers. 
The  bill  alleged  the  execution  of  the  will,  the 
■death  of  the  said  John  Gavin,  and  that  he  died 
seised  of  the  title  to  the  real  estate  hereinbe- 
fore described,  and  left  no  other  kind  of  prop- 
erty of  any  kind  or  character;  that  the  com- 
plainant was  not  at  the  date  of  the  death  of 
her  said  father,  and  has  not  been  since,  and  is 
not  now,  possessed  of  any  property  whatever, 
except  as  devisee  under  the  will ;  that  her  said 
brothers,  the  defendants  in  the  bill,  had  paid 
the  legacies  and  bequests  mentioned  in  the 
second  clause  of  the  will,  and  the  costs  of  ad- 
ministration, amounting  in  the  aggregate  to 
^,000,  under  an  agreement  with  her  tbat  she 
would  reimburse  them  for  her  proportionate 
part  thereof;  that  prior  to  his  death  the  testa- 
tor, her  father,  executed  a  mortgage  upon  the 
Market  street  property  to  secure  an  indebted- 
ness due  from  him,  in  the  sum  of  $22,000, 
bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent 
per  annum,  payable  annually,  and  that  the 
flame  remains  unpaid;  that  the  said  Fifty- 
Fifth  street  property  is  vacant  acre  property, 
and  has  been  partitioned  by  decree  of  the 
fluperior  court  of  Cook  county,  and  a  part 
thereof,  consisting  of  5.151  acres,  set  off  in 
severalty  to  the  complainant;  that  it  produces 
not  to  exceed  $5  per  year  annual  income,  and 
that  the  annual  taxes  thereon  are  about  the 
sum  of  $250:  that  said  premises  are  not  sus- 
ceptible of  being  made  income  producing,  and 
will  be  exposed  to  danger  of  being  lost  to  the 
-complainant  and  the  remaindermen  by  reason 
of  the  nonpayment  of  taxes,  and  will  be  sub- 
ject to  special  assessments  soon,  in  all  proba- 
bility, to  be  levied  for  various  improvements, 
for  the  purpose  of  paving  streets,  sidewalks, 
•etc.,  which,  if  not  paid,  will  result  in  the  sale 
of  the  premises  and  the  loss  thereof  to  all  in- 
terested therein;  that  said  Market  street  prop- 
erty.is  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  $100,000; 
that  the  improvements  thereon  consist  of  an 
old-fashioned  four-story  building  of  little  value 
and  not  considered  in  the  said  valuation  of 
$100,000;  that  the  said  improvement  is  wholly 
inadequate  to  secure  a  fair  return  upon  the 
value  of  the  property,  and  that  the  largest  an- 
nual income  derived  from  this  property  has 
not,  since  the  deai  h  of  i he  said  testator,  exceeded 
the  sum  of  $2,500.  and  that  a  larger  income 
eannot  be  secured  or  that  income  maintained 
without  the  expenditure  of  considerable  sums 
of  money;  that  the  annual  taxes  thereon  are 
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about  the  sum  of  $700,  and  the  annual  in- 
terest chnrge  on  the  said  mortgage  $1,830, 
making  a  total  outlay  of  $2,020,  not  including 
insurance,  repairs,  and  other  incidental  current 
expenses,  so  that,  at  most,  the  income  of  com- 
plainant from  said  Market  street  property  does 
not  exceed  $150  per  annum,  and  that  in  fact 
she  has  received  only  the  sum  of  $100  per  an- 
num since  the  death  of  her  said  father;  that 
the  income  from  the  two  parcels  of  property 
will  not  discharge  the  taxes  upon  the  Fifty- 
Fifth  street  property  by  the  sum  of  $150  per 
annum,  and  in  their  present  condition  the  prop- 
erty imposes  an  annual  burden  of  that  amount 
upon  the  complainant,  and  in  addition  she  is 
still  indebted  to  her  brothers  on  her  obligation 
to  repay  to  them  her  proportionate  part  of  the 
amount  advanced  by  them  to  discharge  the 
legacies  provided  for  by  the  second  clause  of 
the  will;  tbat  complainant  intermarried  with 
said  William  D.  Curtin  in  1888.  some  four 
years  before  the  death  of  her  father,  and  has 
since  lived  and  cohabited  with  her  said  hus- 
band, is  thirty- seven  years  of  age;  and  has 
never  borne  a  child;  that  she  can  only  convey 
a  life  estate,  which,  under  the  circumstances, 
would  not  benefit  but  only  impose  burdens  on 
the  buyer,  and  would  be  valueless,  and  that, 
owing  to  the  fact  the  remainder  in  fee  is  con- 
tingent, the  fee  cannot  be  convened;  that  she 
cannot,  and  in  justice  and  equity  ought  not, 
be  required  to  pay  the  taxes  and  assessments 
and  preserve  the  property  from  loss  by  sale  to 
pav  the  same,  and  that  unless  a  remedy  is  pro- 
vided by  the  courts  the  fee  must  inevitablv  be 
lost  to  the  remaindermen.  The  prayer  of  the 
bill  is  that  a  trustee  be  appointed  and  vested 
with  the  title  in  fee  to  the  two  parcels  of  real 
estate,  to  hold  to  the  use  of  complainant  (de- 
fendant in  error)  during  her  life,  and  to  her 
children  (if  any  be  born  to  her),  and  to  the  de- 
scendants of  any  deceased  child,  if  any  there 
be,  in  fee,  and.  in  default  of  issue  born  to  her, 
to  her  said  brothers  in  fee,  and  that  said  trus- 
tee be  invested  with  power  to  sell  said  prem- 
ises, and  invest  the  proceeds  for  the  benefit  of 
those  entitled,  etc. 

The  defendants  to  the  bill  were  duly  sum- 
moned,but  did  not  appear,  and  were  defaulted. 
The  cause  was  referred  to  the  master  to  take 
and  report  the  proof,  with  his  conclusions  of 
fact.  The  evidence  was  taken  by  the  master, 
and,  together  with  his  conclusion  of  fact  there- 
on, reported  to  the  court.  The  master's  con- 
clusions fully  supported  the  allegations  of  the 
bill,  and  are  amply  and  abundantly  sustained 
by  the  proofs.  The  court  approved  tbe  report 
and  entered  a  decree  appointing  the  said  John 
F.  and  James  C.  Gavin  trustees,  and  invested 
tbem  with  the  title  in  fee  to  the  undivided  one- 
fourth  of  the  Market  street  property,  and 
the  said  6.151  acres  of  the  Fifty-Fifth  street 
property,  to  hold  for  the  use  of  the  said  Susan- 
na Curtin  for  life,  remainder  to  her  child  or 
children  and  cbildren  of  anj  deceased  child  in 
fee,  and  in  case  she  should  die  without  cbildren 
or  descendants  of  child  or  children,  remain- 
der in  fee  to  the  said  John  F ,  Bernard  P. ,  and 
James  C.  Gavin,  in  fee.  The  decree  also  in- 
vested the  trustees  with  power,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  court,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  ex- 
change the  same  for  some  species  of  Income- 
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bearing  property,  and  Invest  the  proceeds  in 
Bafe  securities  or  productive  real  estate,  and  to 
pay  the  annual  income  to  the  said  Susanna  Cur- 
tin,  after  first  paying  and  discharging  all  liens 
by  way  of  taxes,  assessments,  encumbrances, 
interest,  cost  of  insurance,  and  necessary  re- 
pairs, or  to  mortgrtge  the  premises,  if  neces- 
sary to  discharge  the  existing  mortgage  on  the 
Market  street  property.  The  decree  further 
provided  the  trustees  should  execute  a  bond , 
with  securities  to  be  approved  by  the  court,  in 
the  sum  of  $25,000,  conditioned  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  the  trust,  and  that  the  trus- 
tees should,  from  time  to  time,  report  to  the 
court.  This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  bring  the 
proceedings  into  review  in  this  court. 

Two  questions  are  presented  by  this  record. 
Thefirst  is  whether  it  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  grant 
the  relief  asked  by  the  bill  and  awarded  by 
the  decree;  and  the  other  is,  Does  the  decree 
bind  children  who  may  hereafter  be  bom  to 
the  said  Susanna  Curtin? 

The  record  discloses  the  defendant  in  error 
'«  possessed  of  a  right,  recognized  by  the  gen- 
iral  principles  of  municipal  law,  to  enjoy  dur- 
«n.?  her  lifetime  an  estate  in  the  premises  in- 
volved in  the  proceeding,  and  that  her  chil- 
dren, if  any  are  born  to  her,  will  be  legally 
entitled  to  receive  and  possess  in  fee  the  re- 
mainder in  said  property,  and  that  the  circum- 
stances are  such  that  the  life  estate  and  the  re- 
mainder in  fee  will  be  destroyed  and  lost  to 
all  who  are  or  may  be  interested  therein  unless 
jurisdiction  to  provide  a  remedy  and  power 
to  avert  such  destruction  are  vested  in  some 
judicial  tribunal.  It  is  beyond  discussion  that 
courts  of  law  are  powerless  to  render  relief. 
It  remains  to  be  determined  whether  a  court 
of  equity  may  assert  and  exercise  the  neces- 
sary jurisdiction  and  power.  If  not,  it  would 
«eem  we  have  an  instance  of  the  existence  of 
a  legal  right  which  cannot  be  protected  and 
maintained  because  of  a  lack  of  an  appropriate 
tribunal  having  adequate  judicial  power  to 
render  the  necessary  relief.  We  think  our 
institutions  are  not  subject  to  this  reproach, 
but  that  our  court  in  equity  has  full  jurisdic- 
tion and  power  to  meet  the  emergency.  There 
are  certain  general  precepts  or  principles,  de- 
nominated maxims,  which  a  learned  author 
declares  "are  in  the  strictest  sense  the  prin- 
dpia"  the  beginnings  out  of  which  have  de- 
veloped the  entire  system  of  truth  known  as 
"equity  jurisprudence."  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
p.  890.  Another  author  of  equal  learning 
says:  "  There  are  in  equity  several  of  these 
maxims  in  which  the  general  principles  of 
chancery  jurisdiction  and  the  methods  by 
which  they  are  applied,  are  succinctly  ex- 
pressed. The  first  of  these  maxims  is  that 
equity  will  not  suffer  a  right  to  be  without  a 
remedy.  The  principle  expressed  by  this 
maxim  is,  indeed,  the  foundation  of  equitable 
jurisdiction,  because,  as  we  have  seen,  that 
jurisdiction  had  its  rise  in  the  inability  of  the 
•common- law  courts  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  justice."    Bispham,  Eq.  3d  ed.  p.  53. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  rights,  to  pre- 
tect  and  preserve  which  these  learned  authors 
declare  courts  of  equity  will  provide  a  remedy, 
are  not  mere  abstract  moral  rights,  but  rights 
recognized  by  the  existing  municipal  law. 
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The  right  possessed  by  the  defendant  in  error 
in  this  case  is  one  which  belongs  to  the  purview 
of  municipal  law,  and  comes  within  the  scope 
of  juridical  action,  but  the  power  of  the 
courts  of  law,  or  their  modes  of  procedure,  are 
inadequate  to  furnish  a  complete  remedy.  It 
may  be  that  an  instance  cannot  be  dted  where 
a  court  of  equity  has  been  called  upon  to  take 
jurisdiction  and  render  relief  in  a  case  in  all 
Its  aspects  precisely  the  same  as  the  case  at 
bar,  but  that  does  not  furnish  a  sufficient  rea- 
son for  declaring  the  jurisdiction  does  not  exist. 
The  expressions  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Dodge  v.  Cole,  97  111.  838,  87  Am.  Rep.  Ill, 
are  here  in  point.  It  was  there  said  (p.  864,  87 
Am.  Rep.  122):  "  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court 
of  equity  does  not  depend  upon  the  mere  acci- 
dent whether  the  court  has,  in  some  previous 
case  or  at  some  distant  period  of  time,  granted 
relief  under  similar  circumstances,  but  rather, 
upon  the  necessities  of  mankind,  and  the  great 
principles  of  natural  justice,  which  are  recog- 
nized by  the  courts  as  a  part  of  the  law  of  the 
land,  and  which  are  applicable  alike  to  all  con- 
ditions of  society,  all  ages,  and  all  people.  .  .  . 
Where  it  is  clear  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
in  hand  require  an  application  of  those  princi- 
ples, the  fact  that  no  precedent  can  be  found 
in  which  relief  has  been  granted  under  a  simi- 
lar state  of  facts  is  no  reason  for  refusing  it" 
We  think  it  may  be  laid  down  as  an  unfailing 
rule  that  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  in  all 
cases  where  a  right  recognized  by  municipal 
law  exists,  and  courts  of  law  do  not  provide 
an  adequate  remedy  for  the  enforcement, 
maintenance,  and  protection  of  that  right; 
hence  we  think  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  the  bill.  Was  it  lacking  in  power 
to  award  relief?  It  is  suggested  that  in  the 
case  at  bar  it  was  the  Intention  of  the  testator, 
to  be  gathered  from  the  will,  that  the  real 
estate  here  involved  should  not  be  alienated, 
but  that  the  estate  should  be  preserved  intact, 
and  should  so  descend  and  vest  in  the  remain- 
derman, and  that  in  such  case  a  court  of  equity 
is  without  power  to  break  in  upon  the  will  and 
sell  the  land .  There  is  no  express  denial  of  the 
right  of  alienation  of  the  will,  but  it  is  manifest 
it  was  the  expectation  of  the  testator,  even  if 
he  had  not  formed  a  deliberate  intention  to 
that  effect,  that  the  property  should  be  pre- 
served intact,  and  so  desoend  to  and  vest  in  the 
remaioderman.  But  we  think  it  well  settled 
that  a  court  of  equity,  if  it  has  jurisdiction  in 
a  given  cause,  cannot  be  deemed  lacking  in 
power  to  order  tbCaSale  of  real  estate  which  is 
the  subject  of  a  trust  on  the  ground  alone  that 
the  limitations  of  the  instrument  creating  the 
trust  expressly  deny  the  power  of  alienation. 
It  is  true  the  exercise  of  that  power  can  only 
be  justified  by  some  exigency  which  makes 
the  action  of  the  court,  in  a  sense,  indispensa- 
ble to  the  preservation  of  the  interests  of  the 
parties  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  trust,  or, 
possibly,  in  case  of  some  other  necessity  of 
the  most  urgent  character.  The  jurisdiction 
and  power  of  a  court  of  chancery  in  this  re- 
spect were  the  subject  of  discussion  in  this 
court  in  Gurtiss  v.  Brown,  29  111.  201;  Vor%9 
V.  Sloan,  «8  III.  588,  and  BaU  v.  Hale,  146  111. 
227,  20  L.  R  A.  247,and  the  conclusion  reached 
in  each  of  such  cases  is  in  harmony  with  the 
view  hereinbefore  expressed,  that  courts  in 
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equity  I)  ave  full  power  to  entertaiB  billB  and 
irrant  relief  in  such  cases  as  that  at  bar.  In 
the  first  of  these  cases  it  was  said  (p.  280): 
**  Exigencies  often  arise  not  contemplated  by 
the  party  creating  the  trust,  and  which,  had 
they  been  anticipated, would  undoubtedly  have 
been  provided  for,  where  the  aid  of  the  court  of 
chancery  must  be  invoiced  to  grant  relief  im- 
peratively required;  and  in  such  cases  the 
court  must,  as  far  as  may  be,  occupy  the  place 
of  the  party  creating  the  trust,  and  do  with  the 
fund  what  he  would  have  dictated  had  be 
anticipated  the  emergency.  .  .  .  From  very 
necessity  a  power  must  exist  somewhere  in 
the  community  to  grant  relief  in  such  cases 
of  absolute  necessity,  and,  under  our  system  of 
jurisprudence,  that  power  is  Tested  in  the 
court  of  chancery." 

It  is  ursed  that  in  each  of  the  cases  cited  the 
court  took  jurisdiction  for  the  reason  a  trust 
was  involved,  and  having  thus  obtained  juris 
diction,  exercised  power  to  sell  the  trust 
property  on  the  ground  that ,  having  lurisdic- 
tlon,power  to  grant  full  relief  followed.  Even 
if  the  only  source  of  jurisdiction  in  the  cases 
arose  out  of  the  fact  that  a  trust  was  involved, 
still  that  fact  did  not  operate  to  invest  the  court 
with  power^in  dealing  with  the  property  other 
than  it  would  have  had  had  the  jurisdiction 
arisen  under  any  of  the  other  heads  of  equitable 
jurisdiction.  If  we  are  right,  in  the  view  that 
the  court  had  jurisdiction,  in  the  case  at  bar, 
to  entertain  the  cause,  no  reason  is  perceived 
why  it  should  be  deemed  lacking  in  power  to 
grant  the  same  character  of  relief  as  was  rightly 
exercised  in  the  cases  cittd.  We  think  the 
evidence  in  the  case  at  bar  disclosed  it  was 
essential  to  the  preservation  of  the  rights  and 
interests  of  all  who  are,  or  who,  upon  the  con- 
tingency named  in  the  will,  may  become,  in- 
terested in  the  land,  that  the  power  so  pos- 
sessed should  be  exercised  by  the  court. 

The  question  remaining  to  be  determined  is 
whether  the  decree  is  binding  upon  any  child 
or  children  that  may  be  born  to  the  defend- 
ant in  error.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  all  par- 
ties having  an  interest  in  the  subject-matter 
of  a  proceeding  must  be  made  parties  to  the 
proceeding,  and  be  brought  before  the  court 
either  as  complainants  or  defendants.  In  this 
case  all  parlies  in  being  who  have  such  interest 
are  before  the  court  and  bound  by  the  decree. 
But  it  is  suggested  that,  in  the  event  a  child  or 
children  be  born  to  the  said  Susanna  Curtin, 
such  child  or  children  will  be  seised  of  a  re- 
mainder in  fee,  and  that  tba  decree  will  be 
ineffectual  to  protect  those  purchasing  under  it 
against  the  right  of  such  child  or  children. 
Such  possible  child  or  children  of  the  said 
Susanna  Curtin,  not  being  in  es^e,  cannot,  of 
course,  be  made  parties  to  the  proceedint;,  and 
unless  the  decree  may  be  made  to  operate 
against  them  if  they  ever  come  into  exist- 
ence, the  condition  presented  is  that  the  righte 
and  interest  of  persons  in  being  are  to  be  sacri- 
ficed and  lost  upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  is 
possible  that  others  may  come  Into  being  and 
become  interested  in  the  subject  matter  of  the 
litigation.  The  evidence  in  the  case  discloses 
that  the  estate  for  life  vested  in  Mrs.  Curtin, 
and  the  remainder,  which  is  to  vest  either  in 
her  children,  if  any  are  born  to  her  or  to  her 
three  brothers,  if  she  have  no  children,  is  to 
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be  lost  to  all  who  are  or  may  be  interested  un- 
less the  intervention  of  judicial  power  shall 
avail  to  preserve  and  protect  it  The  proceed- 
ing is  for  the  purpose  of  saving  and  preserving 
the  property  rights  of  all  those  interested  or  to 
become  interested  therein  under  the  will.  In 
that  purpose  all  the  parties  before  the  court 
are  alike  interested.  The  parties  in  e$8e  have 
the  same  incentive  and  interest  to  accomplish 
the  same  purpose  as  would  move  and  possess 
the  parties  not  in  esse,  if  they  were  in  being. 
The  possible  persons  not  in  esse  are  therefore 
represented  by  the  parties  before  the  court, 
and,  if  they  ever  come  into  being,  wfll  be 
bound  and  concluded  by  the  decree. 

This  court  had  occasion  to  consider  the  doc- 
trine  of  representation  of  parties  not  in  esse  in 
Hale  V.  BcUe,  supra,  where  we  said  (p.  25i>, 
146  111.,  and  p.  256, 20  L.  R.  A.):  "Especially 
is  this  doctrine  applicable  where  the  persons 
not  before  the  court  are  only  possible  parties 
not  in  esse,  and  where  the  interests  of  all  par- 
ties in  being  require  a  decree  which  will  com- 
pletely and  finally  dispose  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  litigation.  Such  possible  parties 
cannot,  as  a  matter  of  course,  be  brought  be- 
fore the  court  in  person,  and  it  would  be  highl  v 
Inconvenient  and  unjust  that  the  rights  of  all 
parties  in  being  should  be  required  to  await 
the  possible  birth  of  new  claimants  until  the 
possibility  of  such  birth  has  become  extinct. 
If  persons  in  being  are  before  the  court  who 
have  the  same  interest,  and  are  equally  certain 
to  bring  forward  the  entire  merits  of  the  ques- 
tion, and  thus  give  such  interests  effective  pro- 
tection, the  dictates  both  of  convenience  and 
justice  require  that  there  should  be  a  complete 
decree."  And  also  cited  with  approval  thf 
following  observations  of  the  court  in  BoJU  v 
F\isher,  8  Rich.  Eq.  1,  65  Am.  Dec.  627,  viz,: 
"But  the  question  is  whether  the  court  has  the 
power,  by  its  decrees,  to  alienate  the  contin- 
gent titles  of  unborn  remaindermen,  who,  from 
the  nature  of  thinj^.  cannot  be  made  parties, 
or  be  represented  in  the  proceedings  before  the 
court;  or  to  alienate  the  contingent  titles  of 
persons  who,  though  in  esse,  are  resident  in 
other  states  or  in  foreign  lands,  whose  resi- 
dences, and  even  whose  names,  are  unknown. 
To  say  that  the  court  could  not,  under  circum- 
stances like  these,  convey  away  the  fee,  would 
be  to  assert  a  doctrine  that  would  render  con- 
ditional limitations  and  contingent  remainders 
an  intolerable  evil  to  a  growing  and  prosperous 
community.  Thus  to  shackle  estates  without 
the  power  of  relief,  unless  every  person  having 
a  contingent  and  possible  interest  could  be 
brought  Defore  the  court,  .  .  .  would  be  to 
sacrifice  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  present 
generation  to  those  of  posterity,  and  of  citizens 
to  aliens.  If  the  whole  property  of  the  country 
were  thus  situated,  it  is  obvious  that  all  im- 
provement and  advance  would  be  completely 
checked."  See  also  17  Am.  &  Eog.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  728,  and  many  authorities  cited  in  note. 

The  bill  in  this  case  sets  forth  correctly  the 
rights  of  any  child  or  children  which  may  be 
born  to  the  said  defendant  in  error,  and  the 
prayer  is  so  framed  as  to  call  upon  the  court  to 
protect  such  right,  and  the  decree  declares  and 
establishes  their  rights,  and  makes  full  provi- 
sion for  the  protection  of  the  interests  of  such 
possible afterborn  children.  The  followlngquo- 
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tation  from  the  opiDioD  of  the  court  in  ffaU  ▼. 
Hale,  Bupra  (p.  200.  146  111.,  and  p.  257,  20  L. 
R.  A.),  is  here  significantly  appropriate:  '*The 
rights  of  those  in  etxe  and  those  not  in  fsse  are 
protected  by  the  decree  in  precisely  the  same 
way  and  to  the  same  extent.  In  case  of  neither 
are  those  rights  defeated  or  denied,  but  they 
are  expressly  affirmed,  the  effect  of  the  decree 
being  to  authorize  the  conversion  of  the  lands 
in  this  state  into  personal  property,  and  when 
such  conversion  la  made  It  merelv  transfers 
the  equitable  rights  of  all  these  residuary  bene- 
ficiaries from  the  land  to  the  fund  which  will 
be  created  by  their  sale.  In  all  this  the  grand- 
children  not  in  esse  have  beenfuUv  repre- 
sented, and  their  rights  have  been  fully  de- 
fended and  protectea  bv  those  in  being.  The 
decree  therefore  must  be  held  to  be  valid  as  a 
conclusive  disposition  of  the  rights  of  all  the 
beneficiaries,  as  well  those  not  in  esse  as 
those  who  were  made  defendants  to  the  bill  by 
name." 

The  decree  is  affirmed. 


ILLINOIS  STEEL  COMPANY,  Appi., 

V. 

John  MANN. 
aTOiii.aou.) 
A  aervant  may  rely  on  the  promtae  of 
hla  auMter  to  repair   defects  in  the 


place  where  the  labor  la  to  be  per- 
Ibrmed  oaiy  so  long  as  is  reasonabJy  necessary 
to  make  the  repafni,  and  if  be  cooitnues  in  his 
employment  after  the  lapse  of  such  time  he  will 
be  oonRidered  to  have  waived  the  defects  and  to 
have  assumed  the  additional  rl«k. 

(Carter^  Maoruder,  and  Boaas^  JJ.,  disaeuU) 

(November  8, 1807.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  Firsi  Disiricc,  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Becersed. 

Statement  by  Phillipa,  Ch.  J.: 

This  was  an  action  for  personal  injuries, 
brought  by  John  Mann,  an  employee  of  the 
Illinois  Bteel  Company,  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Cook  county,  against  the  corporation  which 
employed  him,  to  recover  for  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  received  by  him  while  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  defendant  in  its  rolling  mills  about 
November,  1893.  The  plaintiff  was,  and  had 
been  for  about  twenty -six  years,  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendant  in  the  capacity  of  a  heater,  bis 
duties  being  to  place  steel  ingots  in  a  furnace, 
turning  them  with  an  iron  bar  9  or  10  feet  long, 
known  as  a  "paddle,"  and  finally  taking  them 
from  the  furnace  when  the  process  of  heating 


NoTE~TAi6  rights  of  a  servant  who  eontinvet  work 
on  the  faith  of  his  masUr'g  promise  to  remove  a 
specific  cause  of  danger, 

I.  Introdiictory. 
II.  Gciieral  ruie  stcUed. 

III.  RatUmdU  of  the  relation  between  the  parties 

after  the  giving  of  the  promise, 

IV.  Continuance  of  work  after  proinise  not  con- 

tributory negligence  as  matter  of  law, 
a  OeneraUy. 
b.  Contributory  negligence  predicated  from 

the  gravity  of  the  risk  incurred. 
O.  Contributory  negligence  predicated  from 
the   length   of  time  the  servant  has 
fDorked  after  the  promise  was  given, 
d.  Illustrative  cases. 
Y.  ServanVs  action  not  maintainable  unless  his 
continuance  of  work  vxis  actwiUy  induced 
by  the  master^t  promise  to  protect  him  from 
some  danger^  etc 
VI.  Whose  promise  is  binding  on  an  employer, 
VII.  Rule  where  the  promise  relates  to  simple  ap" 
plianees. 
VIII.  Obligations  of  the  nervant  pending  ViefulJU- 
ment  of  the  vrttmise, 

I,  Introductory* 

Cases  In  which  a  servant  continues  to  work 
after  learning  that  he  Is  exposed  to  an  extra- 
ordinary danger  arising  from  the  defective  con- 
dition of  some  Instrumentality  used  by  his 
master  obviously  present  both  the  question 
whether  be  has  elected  to  Include  the  addi- 
tional risk  among  those  which  he  Is  deemed  to 
have  accepted  by  virtue  of  his  contractual  rela- 
tions, and  the  question  whether,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, he  Is  acting  prudently  In  remaining 
in  a  position  where  he  will  have  to  incur  the 
new  hazard.  If,  therefore,  he  receives  an  In- 
Jury  owing  to  the  existence  of  a  peril  which 
has  thus  become  known  to  him,  It  is  open  to 
the  master  to  rely,  either  upon  the  defense  of 
assumption  of  risks,  or  upon  the  defense  of  con- 
tributory  negligence.  It  Is  manifest  that  the 
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situation  is  not  altered  In  these  broader  aspects 
where  the  work  Is  continued  for  the  reason  that 
the  servant  is  assured  by  the  master,  or  by 
some  agent,  authorized  to  speak  for  him,  that 
steps  will  be  taken  to  remedy  the  defective 
conditions  to  which  the  extraordinary  danger 
is  traceable.  That  the  promise  was  made,  and 
that  the  servant's  conduct  was  influenced  by 
It,  are  circumstances  which  merely  introduce 
new  factors  into  the  investigation,— an  as- 
pect of  the  subject,  which  is  clearly  brought 
out  In  Union  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morrissey  (1883)  40 
Ohio  St.  148,  48  Am.  Rep.  068,  where  the  court 
remarks  that  the  effect  of  the  promise  is  to 
take  the  cases  In  which  it  Is  given  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  ereneral  principle  that  one  who 
voluntarily  and  knowingly  exposes  himself  to 
danger  by  using  dargerous  Instruments  can- 
not be  said  to  be  without  any  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  his  part. 

Both  the  defenses  suggested  by  the  servant's 
action  in  exposing  himself  to  a  new  peril  will 
therefore  be  ecinally  available  to  the  master, 
whether  he  has  undertaken  to  remove  the  cause 
of  danger  or  not.  Clarke  v.  Holmes  (1862)  7 
HurlBt.  &  N.  037.  31  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  35C,  8 
Jur.  N.  S.  892.  10  Week.  Rep.  405  (see.  more 
especially,  the  opinion  of  Crompton,  J.,  who 
stated  that  he  founded  his  Judgment  on  two 
propositions,  viz.,  that  there  was  no  defense  un- 
der the  principle  of  law  laid  down  In  Priestley 
V.  Fowler  (1837)  3  Mees.  &  W.  1,  Murph.  &  H. 
305,  1  Jur.  0S7,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
contributed  to  his  Injury  by  his  own  negli- 
gence); Lewis  V.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  (1801) 
153  Mass.  73,  10  L.  R.  A.  513:  Schlacker  v.  Ash- 
land Iron  Mln.  Co.  (1881)  88  Mich.  262. 

It  Is,  however,  not  out  of  place  to  remind  the 
reader  that,  in  cases  of  the  type  under  consid- 
eration, as  well  as  in  those  which  do  not  in- 
Tohc  the  effect  of  a  promise,  the  unfortuuati 
ambiguity  of  the  phrase  "assumption  of  risks" 
has  produced  a  confnslon  between  the  two  de- 
fenses.   See,    for    example,    Schllts    v.    Pabst 
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l8  fiDisbed.  Tbe  paddle,  which  grows  hot 
while  in  u^e.  is  cooled  in  a  long  water  trough, 
koowD  as  the  *'bosh/'  Ordinarily,  the  heater 
has  a  helper,  who  asPiBts  him  in  taking  the 
paddle  out  of  the  ''bosh"  and  putting  it  into 
the  furnace.  Plaintiff  had  such  a  helper,  but, 
either  on  account  of  his  inexperience  or  a  dis- 
like of  tbe  plaintiff  towards  him,  or  for  some 
other  reason,  immaterial,  Mann,  on  tbe  day  in 
question,  attempted  to  perform  his  duties  with- 
out the  assistance  of  this  helper.  The  floor  in 
front  of  the  furnace  where  he  was  required  to 
work  was  made  of  cast  iron  plates  1  inch  in 
thickness  and  about  26  by  20  inches  in  size. 
These  plates,  when  first  put  down,  are  straight 
and  level,  but  In  a  short  time,  from  exposure 
to  the  great  heat  of  the  furnace  above,  and 
through  counter  exposure  to  dampness  of  the 


ground  beneath,  soon  become  warped,  so  that 
they  are  hii^her  in  some  places  than  others. 
Such  was  the  condition  of  the  iron  floor  in 
front  of  the  furnace  where  plaintiff  was  re- 
quired to  do  his  work,  and  also  around  the 
'*bosh"  or  trough  where  the  paddle  was  cooled. 
These  higher  places,  from  more  frequent  con- 
tact of  those  using  the  floor,  become  very 
smooth,  as  tbe  evidence  shows,  * 'smooth  tu. 
glass"  The  floor  around  the  '*bosh"  wa? 
more  particularly  subjected  to  the  exposure  ot 
the  dampness  underneath  from  the  fact  that 
the  waier  was  frequently  thrown  from  this 
trough  upon  the  floor  as  the  paddle  was  pulled- 
out  of  the  *'bosh."  The  record  shows  the  floor 
at  that  place  was,  most  of  the  time,  wet  fron^ 
this  cause.  The  plaintiff,  while  attempting^ 
without  the  assistance  of  his  helper,  to  pull  the 


Breivliii;  Co.  (1894)  67  Minn.  ;{03:  Houx  v.  H!od- 
gctt  A:  1\  Lumber  Co.  (1891i  ST  Ml.'h.  r.lJ».  W  L. 
R.  L,  728. 

Tbose  who  are  curious  to  see  the  extent  to 
which  this  misose  of  ^ords  pervades  the  opin- 
ions of  the  courts  are  referred  to  an  article  by 
the  present  writer  in  the  American  Law  Re- 
view for  September,  1897. 

The  effect  thua  ascribed  to  a  promise  to  re- 
move a  specific  cause  of  danger  is  analogous  to 
that  ascribed  to  a  direct  order,  whieti,  under 
appropriiite  circumstauceB,  operates  as  an  im- 
plied assurance  that  there  is  no  present  danger, 
and  relieves  the  servant  of  the  imputation  of 
contributory  negligence,  except  in  cases  in 
which  no  prudent  man  would  have  obeyed  the 
order.  See  Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1874)  76  Pa.  889,  18  Am.  Rep.  412;  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Bayfield  (1877)  37  Mich.  205; 
Keegan  v.  Kavanaugh  (1876)  62  Mo.  230;  Steph- 
ens V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (1888)  96  Mo. 
207. 

Not  infrequently  the  evidence  in  cases  of  this 
description  shows  that  the  servant  relied  both 
on  an  assurance  of  present  safety,  either  given 
In  specific  words  or  implied  from  an  express 
command  to  perform  a  certain  piece  of  work, 
and  on  a  promise  to  remove  the  cause  of  dan- 
ger. Hawiey  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1880)  82 
N.  Y.  S70;  Flynn  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B. 
R.  Co.  (1883)  78  Mo.  195,  47  Am.  Rep.  99;  Send- 
■ikowski  V.  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co. 
X1896)  58  111.  App.  418. 

The  difference  between  an  assurance  relat- 
ing to  present  safety,  and  an  assurance  relat- 
ing to  future  safety,  is,  however,  sometimes 
important,  inasmuch  as  a  servant  may  be  le- 
gally justified  in  relying  on  the  former  kind  of 
assurance  under  circumstances  which  would 
tend  to  charge  him  with  contributory  negli- 
gence if  he  engaged  in  certain  work  merely  on 
the  faith  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  latter  kind  of 
assurance.  Thus,  an  instruction  to  the  effect 
that  the  giving  of  an  express  promise  to  repair 
will  not  enable  the  servant  to  recover  where  the 
danger  of  using  the  appliance  is  so  great  that 
no  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  continue  to 
use  It,  is  rightly  refused  where  the  evidence  is 
that  the  plaintiff  went  to  work  because  he  re 
lied,  not  on  a  promise  to  repair,  but  because 
he  was  told  that  the  appliance  had  been  re- 
paired since  be  last  used  it.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  McKee  (1887)  87  Kan.  592. 

IL  Oeneralrulegtated. 

The  general  rule,  based  upon  the  above  con- 
siderations, has  been  thus  formally  enunciated 
in  words  following  very  closely  those  used  in  a 
recent  case:  A  servant  who  complains  to  the 
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master  of  tbe  employment  by  him  of  an  habit- 
ually careless  and  neglectful  fellow  servant 
may,  where  the  master  promises  that  the  dan- 
ger due  to  his  neglect  will  be  remedied,  con- 
tinue in  the  employment  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter  in  expectation  that  It  will  be  so  rem- 
edied, without  assuming  the  risk  therefrom  or 
being  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  unless^ 
the  danger  is  so  apparent,  imminent,  and  imme- 
diate that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would 
refuse  so  to  remain;  and  what  is  such  a  reason- 
able time  is  ordinarily  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Smith  V.  E.  W.  Backus  Lumber  Co.  (1896)  64> 
Minn.  447. 

The  proviso  appended  to  this  statement  1» 
merely  one  way  of  stating  the  principle  that 
the  giving  of  the  promise  is  not  a  circumstance* 
which  entitles  the  servant  to  recover  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law. 

The  proviso  appended  to  the  statement  em- 
bodies one  feature  of  the  principle  which  pre- 
cludes the  servant  from  alleging  the  promise  to- 
be  a  circumstance  which.  Ipso  facto,  entitles- 
him  to  recover,  as  a  matter  of  law.  This  prin- 
ciple appears  in  its  most  comprehensive  form 
in  the  following  passage:  **If  machinery  upoa 
which  a  servant  Is  employed  has  become  dan- 
gerous, and  the  servant  has  complained  of  lt» 
and  has  been  promised  that  it  shall  be  repaired^ 
but  is  injured  before  the  defect  Is  remedied, 
and  while  he  is  reasonably  expecting  the  prom- 
ise to  be  performed,  the  promise  is  a  circum- 
stance to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  deter- 
mining whether  he  has  assumed  the  risk  in  the- 
meantime,  and  whether  he  was  using  due  care- 
in  working  when  he  knew  there  was  danger." 
Counsell  v.  Hall  (1888)  145  Mass.  468.  Compare 
Greene  ▼.  Minneapolis  &.  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1883)  31 
Minn.  2i8,  47  Am.  Rep.  785;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Donnelly  (1888)  70  Tex.  371. 

The  doctrine  may  also  be  expressed  In  lan- 
guage which  emphasizes  the  consideration  that 
it  is  an  exception  ingrafted  upon  a  general 
principle,  as  where  it  was  said  that  the  rule 
that  a  servant  accepts  the  ordinary  risks  of 
his  employment,  and  of  defects  in  machinery 
and  appliances  of  which  he  knows,  does  not 
apply  to  one  who  has  informed  his  employer  of 
such  defects,  and  only  continues  in  the  employ- 
ment for  a  reasonable  time  on  the  employer's 
promise  to  remedy  the  evils.  Lyttle  t.  Chicago 
&  W.  M.  R.  Co.  (1890)  84  Mich.  289. 

So,  In  another  case  we  find  the  court  remark- 
ing that  the  general  rule  that  the  servant  as- 
sumes, not  only  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  em- 
ployment, but  also  those  superadded  by  the 
negligent  omissions  of  the  master,  where  they 
are  known  to  the  servant,  is  modified  where- 
the  servant,  upon  his  discovery  of  a  danger 
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Saddle  out  of  the  "bcsb  "  and  while  walking 
ackward  over  the  iron  plates,  slipped  on  one 
of  the  smooth  places  of  the  floor  and  fell,  re- 
ceiving the  injuries  complained  of.  His  own 
statement  as  to  this  injury  is  as  follows:  "I 
had  Just  about  completed  pulling  the  paddle 
out  of  the  'bosh,'  when,  just  at  the  instant  I 
stopped,  I  pulled  the  paddle  like  this,  and 
went  tp  lay  it  on  the  rail,  and  my  feet  went 
out  like  that.  I  stopped  walking,  and,  as  T 
stood  there,  tried  to  pull  the  paddle  back,  and 
my  feet  went  out." 

Q,  And  very  likely  it  was  the  pull  that  you 
gave  the  paddle  that'  started  your  feet,  was  it 
not? 

A.  Well,  I  don't  know  about  that.  I  don't 
know  about  that.    That  I  couldn't  say.     I 


know'I  fell,  and  the  paddle  fell  on  me.    I  knoir 
both  my  feet  went  out  at  once. 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that 
the  uneven,  smooth,  and  slippery  condition  of 
the  floor  had  existed  for  at  least  a  year  prior  to> 
this  accident,  and  the  condition  was  fully 
known  to  the  plaintiff.  He  bad  on  several 
occasions  during  the  year  notified  his  foreman 
of  the  dangerous  condition  of  this  floor;  and, 
while  it  is  not  disputed  he  was  fully  aware  of 
such  dangerous  condition,  it  is  urged  the  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  repair  the  floor,  and, 
relying  upon  this  promise,  the  plaintiff  had 
continued  in  its  employ.  A  jury  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Cook  county  rendered  judgment  iii> 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $5,000. 
This  judgment  was  by  the  appellate  court  of 


arising  from  such  an  omission,  complains  to  the 
roaster  and  receives  sucli  promises  or  assur- 
ances as  to  malce  it  reasonable  for  him  to  as- 
sume that  the  deficiency  will  be  supplied  before 
he  is  exposed  to  injury  from  it.  International 
&  6.  N.  B.  Co.  V.  Turner  (1883)  3  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
487. 

See  also  the  following  passage,  where  the 
standpoint  is  the  same:  "Employees  on  enter- 
ing Into  a  hazardous  employment  take  the  ordi- 
nary risks  attending  that  service;  but  when 
servants  complain  of  what  appears  to  them  to 
be  an  impending  peril  in  a  position  to  which 
they  have  been  ordered,  and  tbey  notify  the 
master  of  the  danger,  and  ask  to  be  relieved, 
the  master  cannot  refuse  to  relieve  them,  in- 
sist upon  their  continuing  the  work  in  that 
position,  and,  where  they  remain  at  his  direc- 
tion, waiting  for  an  inspection  which  he  has 
promised  but  neglected  to  make,  relying  upon 
his  promise  and  superior  Judgment,  and  fearing 
thi  consequences  of  disobedience,  and  are  in- 
jured, be  then  allowed  to  say:  *Yoa  were 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  doing  what 
I  directed  you  to  do,*  or,  *You  assumed  that 
risk  when  you  entered  my  employment.*  Un- 
der such  circumstances,  employees  cannot  be 
said  to  have  either  heedlessly  or  voluntarily  as- 
sumed the  risk."  Sch lacker  v.  Ashland  Iron 
Min.  Co.  (1891)  89  Mich.  2G2. 

In  this  class  of  cases  the  attention  of  the 
master  will  usually  have  been  called  to  the 
existence  of  the  danger  by  the  servant  whose 
safety  is  menaced  by  it,  and  formal  statements 
of  the  general  rule  commonly  refer  to  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  servant  has  notified  the 
master  of  the  dangerous  conditions  which  be 
desires  to  have  remedied.  See,  for  example. 
Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Jones  (1885)  80  Ala.  123, 
Union  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morrissey  (1883)  40  Ohio  St. 
148,  48  Am.  Rep.  6G9;  Missouri  Furnace  Co.  v. 
Abend  (1S83)  107  111.  44.  47  Am.  Rep.  425; 
Greene  v.  Mimiea polls  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1888)  31 
Minn.  248.  47  Am.  Rep.  785. 

But  it  is  clear,  upon  principle,  that  posi- 
tive action  of  this  kind  on  the  servant's  part  is 
by  no  means  necessary  to  fix  his  rights.  A  prom- 
ise given  by  the  master  proprio  motu  must 
evidently  possess  the  same  virtue  and  efilcacy 
as  one  given  in  response  to  a  complaint  by  the 
servant. 

III.  Rationale  of  the  relation  between  the  parties 
after  the  giving  of  the  vromiee. 

From  the  authorities  cited  above,  It  Is  appar- 
ent that  the  situation  contemplated  by  the 
cases  in  which  the  rule  la  applied  is  that  the 
(OL.aA. 


servant  has  been  exposed,  through  the  failure- 
of  the  master  to  keep  the  instrumentalities  of 
his  business  in  proper  condition,  to  some  dan- 
ger from  which,  under  the  implied  terms  of  the 
contract  of  service,  the  master  was  bound  to 
protect  him;  and  that  the  fact  of  the  master's, 
having  promised  tc  remove  that  danger  sus- 
pends, for  a  certain  period,  the  operation  of  the- 
principle  which,  either  on  the  ground  of  an  as- 
sumption of  the  risk,  or  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, precludes  a  servant  from  recovering 
damages  for  an  injury  caused  by  a  hazard 
which  he  was  aware  of  and  properly  appre- 
ciated. The  opinions  of  the  judges,  however, 
disclose  a  difference  of  view  as  to  the  precise 
effect  of  the  promise.  To  us  the  most  satisfac- 
tory theory  seems  to  be  that  indicated  by  the- 
remara  which  Byles,  J.,  Interjected  during  the- 
argument  of  counsel  in  the  leading  case  of 
Clarke  v.  Holmes  (1862)  7  Hurist.  &  N.  937,  31 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  356,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  992,  10  Week. 
Rep.  405,  where  the  servant  was  injured  by 
machinery  left  uufenced  in  contravention  of  the- 
provisions  of  a  statute:  "While  the  machinery 
was  fenced,  was  not  this  the  contract  of  the 
plaintiff:  *I  will  work  with  fenced  machinery'; 
after  the  fencing  was  broken,  was  not  the  con- 
tract: 'I  will  continue  to  work,  if  yon  will  re> 
store  the  fencing.*  " 

That  the  true  rationale  of  the  situation  ex- 
isting after  the  promise  is  that  a  new  condi- 
tional contract  comes  into  force  is  indicated 
very  strongly  by  those  cases  in  which  the  prom-  * 
ise  to  remove  a  specific  cause  of  danger  is  given 
before  the  servant  enters  the  employment. 
Hyatt  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (1885)  19  Mo. 
App.  294  (master  liable  for  exposing  servant  to. 
extreme  cold,  against  which  he  has  been  as- 
sured that  he  will  be  protected);  Cheeney  v. 
Ocean  S.  S.  Co.  (1803)  92  Ga.  726  (master  lia- 
ble for  injuries  resulting  from  his  violation  of  a 
promise  to  station  a  man  at  the  hatch  of  a  ship- 
in  order  to  protect  laborers  in  the  hold  while 
the  loading  is  going  on). 

It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  the  courts 
have  usually  preferred  to  describe  the  results 
of  the  promise  in  other  ways. 

In  Greene  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
(1883)  31  Minn.  248,  47  Am.  Rep.  785.  the  court, 
after  mentioning  the  various  reasons  assigned 
for  the  rule,  favors  the  one  which  would  place 
it  on  "the  ground  of  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  employer  .  .  .  that  if  the  servant  con- 
tinues in  the  service  in  the  meantime,  and  un- 
til the  defects  are  remedied,  the  employer, 
and  not  the  servant,  will  assume  the  risks;'*  and 
observes  that  *'If  the  emergencies  of  a  master** 
business  require  him  temporarily  to  use  defect- 
ive machinery,  we  fall  to  see  what  right  he  has» 
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the  first  district  affirmed,  and  on  appeal  comes 
to  this  court. 

JKr.  E.  Parmalee  Prentice,  for  appel- 
lant: 

A  promise  to  repair  does  not  relieve  an  em- 
ployee from  the  assumption  of  hazard,  where 
the  danger  arises  from  the  ordinary  use  of  fa- 
miliar agencies. 

District  of  Cdumbia  y.  McEUigoit,  117  U. 
8.  621.29  L.  ed.  946;  Bailey,  Personal  Injuries 
Relating  to  Master  &  Servant,  209-211;  Mar^ 
V.  Ghiekering,  101  N.  Y.  400;  Corcoran  v.  Mil- 
uaukee  Gaslight  Oo,  81  Wis.  198;  Oowen  v. 
Barley,  12  U.  8.  App.  574,  66  Fed.  Rep.  974, 
6  C.  a  A.  190;  Tuttle  v.  Detroit,  Q.  H,  ^  M. 
B,  Co.  122  U.  S.  189,  80  L.  ed.  1114;  Eayden 


V.  BmithviUs  Mfg,  Co.  29  Conn.  548:  Riehardi 
y.  Bough,  58  Alich.  212. 

If  there  had  heen  a  sufficiently  definite 
promise,  nevertheless  plaintiff  did  not  rely 
upon  it 

Taplor  Y.  FelHng,  164  111.  881;  2  Thomp. 
Neg.  1148;  Louisville  eft  i\r.  jR.  Cd.  v.  Orr,  84 
Ind.  50;  CounseU  v.  HaU,  145  Mass.  468;  Bur- 
lington db  a  R,  Co.  V.  Liehe,  17  Colo.'  280. 

A  servant  has  no  right  to  rely  upon  the  mas- 
ter's promise  to  repair,  beyond  a  reasonable 
time. 

Swift  dt  Co.  V.  Madden,  165  111.  41;  Taylor 
V.  FeUing,  164  ni.  831;  Cfiieago  Drop  F&rge  d 
Foundry  Co.  v.  VanDam,  149  111.  a87:  CMcffgc 
Anderson  Pressed  Brick  Go.  v.  adbkowink,  14$ 
111.  578;  Stafford  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  q.  B.  Co. 


In  law  or  natural  Justice,  to  Insist  that  it  shall 
be  done  at  the  risk  of  the  servant,  and  not  his 
own,  when,  notwithstanding  the  seryant's  ob- 
jection to  the  condition  of  the  machinery,  he 
has  requested  or  induced  him  to  continue  its 
nse,  under  a  promise  thereafter  to  repair  it.' 

But  it  is  not  easy  to  say  from  this  statement 
whether  it  is  referable  to  the  idea  of  a  sub- 
stituted contract,  or  of  the  continuance  of  the 
original  one.  That  the  latter  is  the  view  finally 
adopted  by  this  court,  see  Schlitz  v.  Pabst 
Brewing  Co.  (1894)  57  Minn.  303. 

Perhaps  the  most  generally  received  view  is 
that  the  inference  which  would  normally  be 
dra^n,  that  the  servant  intended  to  assume  the 
new  rlslt.  or  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  remaining  in  a  service  In  which  that 
risk  must  be  constantly  incurred,  is  rebutted 
by  evidence  that  the  promise  was  relied  on.  In 
other  words,  that  waiver  of  a  certain  right  of 
action  which,  apart  from  the  promise,  would 
be  Imputed  to  the  servaut,a8  a  consequence  of 
his  continuance  of  work,  will  not  be  implied, 
where  a  promise  has  been  given.  Thus,  in  the 
leading  case  of  Clarke  v.  Holmes  (1862)  7 
Hurlst.  &  N.  937,  31  L.  J.  Bxch.  N.  S.  356,  8  Jur. 
N.  S.  992,  10  Week.  Rep.  405,  we  find  Chief  Jus- 
tice Cockburn  arguing  as  follows:  "It  was,  in- 
deed, strongly  urged  upon  us,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  that  as  the  plaintiff,  upon  becoming 
aware  that  the  machinery  was  no  longer  prop- 
erly fenced.  Instead  of  refusing  to  go  on,  as  he 
might  have  done,  continued  to  perform  his  ser- 
vice with  a  knowledge  of  the  increased  risk  to 
which  he  was  exposed,  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  voluntarily  incurred  the  danger,  and  is, 
therefore,  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had 
originally  accepted  the  service  as  one  to  be  per- 
formed on  unfenced  machinery.  I  am,  how- 
ever, of  opinion  that  there  is  a  sound  distinction 
between  the  case  of  a  servant  who  knowingly 
enters  into  a  contract  to  work  on  defective  ma- 
chinery, and  that  of  one  who,  on  a  temporary 
defect  arising.  Is  Induced  by  the  master,  after 
the  defect  has  been  brought  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  latter,  to  continue  to  perform  his  service 
under  a  promise  that  the  defect  shall  be  reme< 
died.  In  the  latter  case,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  servant  by  no  means  waives  his  right  to 
hold  the  master  responsible  for  any  injury 
which  may  arise  to  him  from  the  omission  of 
his  master  to  fulfil  his  obligation." 

Similar  language  Is  found  in  Pleart  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1801)  82  Iowa,  148: 
Union  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morrlssey  (1883)  40  Ohio  St. 
148,  48  Am.  Rep.  669. 

As  a  waiver  involves  the  conception  that  a 
pre-existing  right  has  been  relinquished,  the 
necessary  implication  is  that  the  position  here 
taken  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  taken 
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with  greater  distinctness  in  other  decisions  in 
which  the  legal  situation  has  been  defined  by 
enunciating  the  principle  that,  in  consequonce 
of  the  giving  of  the  promise,  the  responsibility 
for  any  injuries  that  may  occur  from  the  de- 
fective condition  of  the  agency  to  which  It  re- 
lates remains  with  the  master.  Instead  of  be- 
ing shifted  to  the  servant,  as  would  be  the  case 
if  the  letter's  continuance  of  work  had  not  been 
induced  by  the  promise.  "The  most  logical  rea- 
son of  the  rule  is  that,  under  such  circum- 
stances, it  must  be  taken  as  understood  be- 
tween them  that  the  continued  use  in  the  then 
condition  of  the  instrumentality,  being  for  the 
convenience  and  purposes  of  the  master,  is  to 
be  at  his  risk  and  not  at  the  risk  of  the  serv- 
ant Schlitz  V.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  (1894)  57 
Minn.  303. 

"The  reason  why  such  a  promise  modifies  the 
rule  which  charges  the  servant  with  risks  re- 
sulting from  defects  of  which  he  has  knowledge 
Is,  that  the  objection  and  promise  to  repair 
leave  the  risk  where  the  duty  is,  upon  the 
master."  Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Bingle  (1895) 
9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322. 

"The  assurances  of  the  employer  that  the 
danger  shall  be  removed  is  an  agreement  by 
him  that  he  will  assume  the  risk  incident  to 
the  danger  for  a  reasonable  time."  Eureka  Co. 
V.  Bass  (188G)  81  Ala.  200,  GO  Am.  Rep.  152. 

"If  the  servant,  having  a  right  to  abandon 
the  service  because  It  is  dangerous,  refrains 
from  doing  so  in  consequence  of  assurances  that 
the  danger  shall  be  removed,  the  duty  to  re- 
move the  danger  is  manifest  and  Imperative, 
and  the  master  is  not  in  the  exercise  of  ordina- 
ry care  unless  or  until  he  makes  his  assur- 
ances good.  Moreover,  the  assurances  remove 
all  ground  for  the  argument  that  the  servant 
by  continuing  the  employment  engages  to  as 
sume  the  risk."  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  559.  Quoted 
with  approval  in  Hough  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co. 
ri879)  100  U.  S.  225,  25  L.  ed.  617. 

In  caRes  of  this  type  "the  presumption  of  an 
assumption  of  risk  arising  from  a  continu- 
.nuce  in  the  service  Is  said  to  be  rebutted."  In- 
ternational &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Turner  (1893)  3 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  487.  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Jones  (1885)  80  Ala.  125: 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Drew  (1883)  59 
Tex.  10.  40  Am.  Rep.  261. 

The  most  obvious  objection  to  the  theory 
enunciated  In  these  cases  is  that,  if  we  are  to 
suppose  the  original  contract  to  have  been  kept 
alive  by  the  promise,  it  is  difficult  to  offer  any 
adequate  reason  for  the  distinction  thus  as- 
sumed to  exist  between  the  effect  of  an  express 
promise  as  to  the  condition  of  the  appliances, 
and  the  effect  of  the  implied  promise  which  the 
original  contract  conveys,  as  to  the  same  sub- 
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114  111.  244;  Missouri  Furnace  Co.  ▼.  Ahend, 
107  III.  44,  47  Am.  Rep.  425;  Indianapolis  db 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Watson,  114  Ind.  20;  Galves- 
itm,  H,  dtS,  A,R.  Co.  v.  Drew,  59  Tex.  10.  46 
Am.  Rep.  261;  Stephenson  v.  Duncan^  73  Wis. 
404;  Kroy  v.  Chicago,  R,  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  82 
Iowa,  857;  Qreenleaf  v.  Dubuque  db  8.  0.  R. 
Co.  88  Iowa.  52;  Mxtldowney  v.  lUinois  C.  R. 
<Jo.  89  Iowa,  615;  Lumley  v.  Caswell,  47  Iowa, 
159;  Way  v.  JUinois  C.  R.  Co.  40  Iowa,  841; 
Russell  y.  Tillotum,  140  Mass.  201:  Lineh  v. 
JSagamore  Mfg.  Co.  143  Mass.  206;  Edtlv,  Nay, 
144  Mass.  186;  Buzzell  y.  Laeonia  Mfg.  Co.  48 
Me.  118,  77  Am.  Dec.  212;  Sweeney  y.  Berlin 
db  J.  Envelope  Co.  101  N.  Y.  620,  54  Am.  Rep. 
722. 

A  definite  promise  by  the  master  to  repair 
defects,  relied  on  for  a  reasonable  time,  does 


not  absolutely  relieye  the  8ery»nt  from  the  as- 
sumption of  hazard  as  a  matter  of  law,  but 
raises  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Chicago  Anderson  Pressed  Brick  Go.  y.  Sob- 
kowiak,  148  111.  578;  Counsell  y.  UaU,  145 
Mass.  468;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  §  872,  note  3; 
District  of  Columbia  v.  McEHigott,  117  U.  S. 
621,  29  L.  ed  946;  Qnlf  C.  db  8.  F.  R.  Co.  y. 
Donnelly,  70  Tex.  371. 

A/r.Oeorg^e  B.  Finch,  for  appellee: 

If  the  servant  notifies  the  master  of  defects, 
and  the  master  promises  to  make  the  needed 
repairs,  the  master  thereby  takes  on  himself 
the  responsibility  of  any  accident  caused  by 
such  defect,  happening  within  such  time  as 
the  servant  may  reasonably  rely  on  such 
promise. 

Holmes  y.  Clarke,  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  849;  Mis- 


ject-matter.  This  aspect  of  the  question  Is  thns 
discussed  In  Gulf,  C.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Brentford 
<18P1)  79  Tex.  619,  627:  "It  would  be  difficult  to 
find  a  principle  on  which  to  base  a  rule  reliev- 
ing a  servant  from  obligation  to  use  proper  care 
for  his  own  safety  because  the  master  had 
promised  to  repair  a  known  defect  which  ex- 
posed him  to  danger,  and  had  requested  him  to 
remain  in  a  service  known  to  be  dangerous. 
It  cannot  be  placed  logically  on  the  unequal 
«ltuatlon  of  master  and  servant  In  a  country  In 
which  all  men  are  free  to  serve  or  not  to  serve 
any  particular  employer.  If  it  be  placed  on  the 
^onnd  that  the  promise  to  repair  and  request 
to  continue  in  tbe  service  rebut  the  ordinary 
presumption  that  the  servant  assumes  the 
known  risk  incident  to  the  given  employment, 
It  will  be  difficult  to  maintain  it  in  a  case  in 
which  the  servant  continues  In  the  service  with 
a  knowledge  that  the  defect  has  not  been  re- 
paired, and  that  he  Is  In  constant  danger  from 
the  use  of  the  defective  thing.  If  it  be  placed 
-on  the  broad,  but  very  indefinite,  ground  that 
justice  and  policy  require  such  a  rule,  it  will  be 
difficult  to  give  a  reason  why  the  same  rule 
flbould  not  exist  In  all  cases  In  which  Injuries 
result  from  the  use  of  defective  appliances  or 
Implements  known  by  employer  and  employee 
to  be  defective,  and  their  use  dangerous;  for 
the  law  Implies  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  employer  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  ma 
-chlnery.  Implements,  and  appliances,  and  to  re- 
pair them  when  out  of  order;  and  it  Implies  a 
request  to  continue  In  the  service,  and  to  use 
them  until  notified  that  this  Is  no  longer  de- 
sired, unless  the  employment  Is  for  a  definite 
period.  When  there  is  no  express  promise  to 
repair,  or  request  to  continue  In  the  service, 
the  employee  assumes  the  risks  incident  to  a 
service  conducted  with  machinery.  Implements, 
or  appliances  known  by  himself  as  well  as  the 
«mployer  to  be  defective  and  dangerous.  This 
being  true,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  that  there 
should  be  a  difference,  on  grounds  of  policy  or 
Justice,  between  the  liability  of  the  employer 
based  on  an  implied  promise  or  obligation  and 
request,  and  that  based  upon  an  express  prom- 
ise to  repair,  and  request  to  continue  in  the 
service  in  any  case  in  which  the  employee 
knows  that  the  defect  has  not  been  repaired, 
but  continues  to  use  the  defective  thing,  or  to 
work  without  something  known  to  him  to  be 
necessary  to  his  safety.  .  .  .  When  the  cause 
of  the  Injury  is  the  direct  act  of  the  master  or 
his  representative,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
servant  remaining  In  the  employment  is  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  Injury,  even  though  the 
servant  may  have  known  that  the  master  or  his 
representative  bad  frequently  done  the  same  or 
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similar  acts  which  Imperiled  his  safety;  for  the 
act  which  in  such  case  causes  the  Injury  la 
the  wrongful  act  of  the  master  or  of  his  repre- 
sentative, the  result  of  the  exercise  of  the  will 
of  tbe  one  or  the  other,  and  hence  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  eflTect,  from  which  the  mas- 
ter ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  go  free  from 
liability  on  the  ground  that  the  servant  knew 
he  had,  before  the  happening  of  the  injury, 
done  acts  such  as  that  from  which  the  Injury 
resulted,  but  still  remained  in  his  service." 

The  force  of  this  reasoning  is  very  much  im- 
paired by  the  assumption  with  which  the  court 
sets  out,  that  the  Issue  to  be  determined  is 
whether  the  promise  tends  to  exempt  the  serv- 
ant from  the  charge  of  contributory  negligence 
in  exposing  himself  to  danger;  whereas  the 
actual  controversy  is  whether,  by  virtue  of  a 
new  contract,  or  the  continuance  of  the  origi- 
nal one,  the  responsibility  remains  with  the 
master.  The  error  of  this  assumption  is  thus 
pointed  out  in  a  recent  decision  of  the  Texas 
court  of  civil  appeals,  though  scarcely  with  as 
much  point  and  clearness  as  might  be  desired: 
*'In  this  state  the  assumption  of  risk  and  con- 
tributory negligence  are  treated  as  distinct  de- 
fenses. The  servant  may  remain  in  the  service 
when  he  knows  of  a  defective  condition  of  the 
appliances,  without  having  negligence  Imputed 
to  him  by  law.  He  nevectheless  assumes  the 
risk,  unless  the  facts  take  his  case  out  of  the 
general  rule,  and  bring  It  within  the  exception 
noted.  On  the  other  hand,  a  protest  and  prom* 
Ise  to  repair  may  be  shown,  and  the  servant 
may  yet  be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  using  a  defective  and  dangerous  machine. 
Green  v.  Cross  (1890)  79  Tex.  182;  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Somers  (1890)  78  Tex.  443;  Texas  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bryant  (1894)  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  134.  It 
would  seem  to  follow  that  a  promise  of  the 
master  to  repair,  upon  complaint  by  the  serv- 
ant, relieves  the  servant,  in  continuing  in  the 
service,  not  merely  of  the  imputation  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  for  no  such  Imputation 
arises  as  matter  of  law,  but  of  any  assumption 
of  the  risk,  and  hence  Imposes  such  risks  upon 
the  master.  ...  As  the  risks  to  be  Incurred 
by  the  servant,  under  such  circumstances,  are 
not  assumed  by  him,  but  by  the  master,  the  loss 
must  fall  upon  the  latter,  unless  the  danger  to 
tbe  servant  Is  so  great  that  the  policy  of  the  law 
will  forbid  persons,  even  under  such  a  promise, 
to  take  it,  and  then  seek  compensation  in  the 
courts,  or  unless,  having  taken  it,  the  servant, 
by  his  own  carelessness  in  performing  his  work 
has  Increased  the  risk  and  contributed  to  his 
own  injury.  Although  the  promise  may  be  giv- 
en, the  law  does  not  relieve  the  servant  of  the 
duty  resting  upon  men  generally  of  using  rea- 
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Muri  Furnace  Co.  v.  Abend.  107  LI.  44,  47 
Am.  Rep.  425:  Chicago  Andtruon  Prosed 
Brick  Co.  V.  Sobkowialf,  148  111.  578;  Weber 
Wagon  Co.  v.  Kehl,  139  111.  644. 

Phillips,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opiDion  of 
the  court: 

Of  the  assigDoients  of  error  made  on  this 
record  and  argued  by  appellant  there  is  only 
one  proper  for  this  court  to  consider.  The 
question  of  the  negligence  of  appellant,  with 
some  other  questions  argued  by  counsel  for 
appellant,  are  those  of  fact,  which  have  been 
settled  by  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court. 

Error  is  assigned  by  the  appellant  on  the  re- 
fusal of  the  trial  court  to  give  to  the  jury,  on  the 
trial  of  this  cause,  the  following  instruction: 
•The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  an  employee 


who  continues  in  the  service  of  his  employer 
after  notice  of  a  defect  increasing  the  danger 
of  the  service  assumes  the  risk  as  increased  by 
the  defect,  unless  the  master  promised  to  rem- 
edy the  defect;  and,  in  the  event  that  the 
master  does  so  promise,  the  servant  may,  while 
relying  upon  such  promise,  remain  in  the  serv- 
ice of  the  master  only  for  such  a  time  there- 
after as  would  be  reasonably  sufficient  to  en- 
able the  master  to  remedy  the  defect;  and 
that,  if  the  master  does  not,  within  a  reason- 
able time  after  such  promise,  remedy  the  de- 
fect, then,  and  in  such  event,  if  the  servant 
continues  still  in  the  employ  of  the  master,  he 
assumes  the  risk  as  increased  by  the  defect; 
and  the  court  therefore  instructs  the  jury  tiiat 
if  they  believe  from  the  evidence  in  this  case 
that  the    standing  upon  which   the  plaintiff 


Bonable  care  for  his  safety.  But,  In  determin- 
ing whether  or  not  due  care  has  been  observed 
In  a  given  case,  the  promise  and  its  natural 
effect  upon  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  are  to 
be  taken  into  consideration.  This  view  of  the 
question  is  not  thoroughly  sustained  by  our 
decisions,  and  considerable  donbt  is  thrown 
upon  the  doctrine  under  consideration  by  the 
opinion  In  the  Brentford  Case  (1891)  79  Tex.  619. 
It  Is  intimated  there,  that  the  servant  cannot 
bold  the  master  responsible  for  an  Injury  re- 
sulting from  such  a  risk,  if  he  knew  when  he 
exposed  himself,  that  the  promise  had  not  been 
complied  with."  Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Bingle 
(1895)  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322. 

But  the  views  of  the  Texas  supreme  court, 
though  false  in  this  one  respect,  seem  to  be 
based  on  sound  principles  in  so  far  as  they  em- 
phasise the  logical  difficulties  of  ascribing  any 
greater  efficacy  to  an  express,  than  to  an  im- 
plied, promise,  where  both  promises  are  given 
by  the  same  contracting  parties,  and  the  ex- 
press promise  binds  him  to  do  precisely  the 
same  thing  as  the  implied  promise  in  regard  to 
the  same  subject-matter.  Upon  the  whole, 
therefore,  it  would  appear  to  be  better  to  avoid 
the  dilemma  which  this  position  creates  by 
falling  back  on  Mr.  Justice  Byles'  view  that  tho 
giving  of  the  express  promise  creates  an  entire- 
ly new  contract  which  imposes  an  additional 
duty  on  the  master-  concerning  the  safety  of 
the  servant,  and  confers  a  corresponding  right 
of  action  upon  the  servant.  Under  this  theory 
a  supplementary  agreement  supersedes  the 
original  one  so  far  as  regards  the  particular 
Instrumentality  to  which  the  promise  relates, 
and  remains  in  force  as  long  as  it  may  reason- 
ably be  supposed  that  the  servants'  continuanoe 
of  work  is  induced  by  the  promise.  The  ex- 
treme difficulty,  however,  of  obtaining  any 
standard  by  which  to  ascertain  the  precise  du- 
ration of  this  temporary  contract  is  manifest, 
and  it  is  perhaps  for  this  reason  that  tho  rights 
of  the  servant  are  usually  determined  in  cases 
of  this  type  by  considering  them  from  the  al- 
ternative point  of  view  suggested  by  every  case 
In  which  the  servant  goes  on  working  with 
knowledge  of  an  extraordinary  risk,— that  is  to 
say,  by  considering  whether  his  conduct  was 
prudent  under  the  clrcuniHtances.  The  posi- 
tion of  the  employer  is,  then,  simply  that,  al- 
though he  may  have  violated  one  of  his  con- 
tractual duties,  the  servant  is  precluded  from 
taking  advantage  of  this  breach  for  the  reason 
that  he  was  himself  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  The  remainder  of  the  note,  there- 
fore, will  necessarily  take  the  form  of  a  re- 
view of  the  rulings  of  the  courts  upon  this 
aspect  of  the  relations  of  the  parties  after  the 
promise  is  given. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


IV.  ConAinuance  of  work  after  prumige  not  eontrlb-^ 
tUory  negligence  as  matter  of  law, 

a.  OeneraUy. 

The  question  whether  a  servant  was  gulltr 
of  contributory  negligence  in  view  of  the  tes- 
timony which  is  commonly  produced  in  case» 
of  the  kind  under  review  will  be  found  to  de- 
pend upon  two  considerations,  viz.,  whether  the 
election  to  take  the  risk  was  prudent,  and  if  so, 
whether  due  care  was  exercised  by  the  servant 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  employment  In- 
volved an  unusual  amount  of  danger.  These 
two  points  are  manifestly  quite  distinct  and  are 
properly  differentiated  in  Counsell  v.  Hall 
(1888)  145  Mass.  408.  But  some  cases  seem  to 
disclose  a  confusion  of  thought  upon  the  sub- 
ject. See,  for  example,  Corcoran  v.  Milwaukee 
Gaslight  Co.  (1892)  81  Wis.  191,  where  the  court 
appears  to  waver  between  a  theory  which  would 
deprive  the  servant  of  a  right  to  recover  on  the 
ground  of  negligence  in  continuing  to  work,  and 
the  theory  that  he  did  not  take  appropriate 
precautions  in  view  of  the  dangers  of  the  situa- 
tion. Contributory  negligence  of  the  latter  de- 
scription'merely  involves  a  special  application 
of  the  general  principle  that  everyone  is  bound 
to  use  that  degree  of  care  which  the  circum- 
stances require,  and  as  the  danger  covered  by 
the  promise  is,  ex  hypothesi,  greater  than  that 
which  the  servant  would  ordinarily  be  called 
upon  to  incur,  the  inquiry  in  cases  deailng- 
wlth  this  aspect  of  his  conduct  is  merelv 
whether  he  has  exercised  the  increased  degree 
of  care  demanded  by  the  increased  peril.  These 
cases  will  be  reviewed  In  a  later  subdivision 
(VriT.),  and  our  attention  will  first  be  given  to 
those  which  exemplify  the  more  special  and 
characteristic  effects  of  the  promise,  and  illus- 
trate that  form  of  contributory  negligence 
which  consists  in  staying  In  a  position  which 
necessitates  exposure  to  a  continuous  risk 
greater  than  a  prudent  man  would  consent  to 
incur. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  doctrine  that,  quite 
apart  from  the  question,  What  may  be  the  ef- 
fect of  a  promise?  the  knowledge  of  the  servant 
Is  only  a  fact  to  be  taken  into  consideration  In 
determining  whether  a  servant  was  guilty  of 
negligence  in  continuing  to  work  with  a  de- 
fective appliance  (see  Clarke  v.  Holmes  (1862)- 
7  Huvlst.  &  X.  03-,  31  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  356,  8 
Jur.  N.  S.  992.  10  Week.  Rep.  405,  per  Cock- 
burn,  Ch.  J.,  and  Crompton  and  Byles,  J  J.),  we 
note  that  the  general  principle  underlying  the 
decisions  Is  that  the  giving  of  the  promise  I» 
merely  to  strengthen  the  servant's  position  In 
respect  to  the  inference  that  might  be  drawn 
as  to  his  want  of  care  in  exposing  himself  to> 
the  particular  danger  to  which  the  promise  re> 


1897. 


Illinois  Stkel  Co.  y.  Mann. 


787 


worked  while  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant 
was  defective;  that  the  defendant  promised  to 
remedy  the  same,  but  failed  to  do  so  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  such  promise,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  continued  thereafter  to  work  for 
the  defendant  knowing  that  the  defendant  had 
failed  to  remedy  the  defect  within  a  reasonable 
vime  after  such  promise,  then,  and  in  such 
event,  the  court  instructs  the  Jury  that  the 
plaintiff  assumed  the  additional  risk  of  the  de- 
fect in  the  condition  of  the  floor,  and,  if  the 
Jury  so  finds,  they  will  return  their  verdict  for 
the  defendant."  This  instruction  was  refused 
by  the  trial  court,  and  itis  practically  admitted 
tbnt  no  other  instruction  involving  the  same 
principle  was  given  to  the  jury,  for  the  reason, 
as  counsel  for  appellee  insists,  that  it  does  not 
contain  a  correct  expression  of  the  law  of  this 


state.  It  is  urged  m  an  objection  to  this  la- 
struction  that  it  would  inform  the  Jury  that 
the  servant  may,  while  relying  upon  the  prom- 
ises of  the  master  to  repair  a  defect,  remain  in 
the  service  of  the  master  only  for  such  time 
thereafter  as  would  be  reasonable  and  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  master  to  remedy  the  defect; 
and  that,  if  the  master  does  not,  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  such  promise,  remedy  the 
defect,  then,  and  in  such  event,  if  the  servant 
still  continues  in  the  employ  of  the  master,  he 
assumes  the  risk  as  increased  by  the  defect  of 
which  he  himself  had  knowledge.  The  trial 
court  not  only  refused  this  instruction,  but  by 
another  instruction,  requested  by  the  plaintiff, 
told  the  jury  that,  if  the  defendant  promised 
to  repair  the  defect,  and  he  was  led  to  believe 
and  expect  that  the  floor  would  soon  be  re- 


lates.   The  promise  does  not.  Ipso  facto,  entitle 
the  servant  to  recover. 

•'It  has  ever  been  held  that  the  promise  of 
a  master  to  repair  a  defective  machine  or  im- 
plement used  in  his  business,  and  known  bj 
.  .  .  him  and  the  servant  to  be  dangerous,  will 
relieve  the  servant  from  the  ordinary  result  of 
contributory  negligence  on  his  own  part,  though 
cases  may  be  found  in  which  stress  was  laid 
on  the  fact  that  such  a  promise  was  made." 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Brentford  (1891)  79 
Tex.  010,  Disapproving  an  instruction  which 
permitted  the  plaintiff  to  recover  merely  by 
reason  of  his  having  continued  to  work  in  re- 
liance on  the  promise,  and  without  regard  to 
the  question  whether  he  may  not  have  been 
negligent  in  the  premises.  Compare,  to  the 
same  effect.  International  Sc  G.  N.  B.  Co.  v. 
WHllams  (1801)  82  Tex.  342. 

The  position  is  simply  this:  As  the  servant's 
exposure  to  a  known  risk  would  not  necessarily 
charge  him  with  contributory  negligence,  as  .i 
matter  of  law,  even  if  no  promise  had  been 
given,  the  introduction  of  the  new  element  of 
the  promise  diminishes  the  number  of  cases  in 
which  the  court  is  entitled  to  say  that  this 
defense  Is  available  to  the  master. 

Thus,  in  a  leading  case,  where  the  court  de- 
clared that,  apart  from  the  promise,  the  serv- 
ant's continuance  of  work  would  have  been  neg- 
ligence per  se,  the  following  language  was  used. 
"We  may  add  that  it  was  for  the  Jury  to  say 
whether  the  defect  in  the  cowcatcher  or  pilot 
was  such  that  none  but  a  reckless  engineer, 
utterly  careless  of  his  safety,  would  have  used 
the  engine  without  it  being  removed.  If,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  and  In  view  of  the  prom- 
ises to  remedy  the  defect,  the  engineer  was  not 
wanting  in  due  care  in  continuing  to  use  the 
engine,  then  the  company  will  not  be  excused 
for  the  omission  to  supply  proper  machinery, 
npon  the  ground  of  contributory  negligence. 
That  the  engineer  knew  of  the  alleged  defect 
was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  and  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  absolutely  conclusive  of  want  of  due 
care  on  his  part"  Hough  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1879)  100  U.  8.  213,  225,  25  L.  ed.  612,  617. 

So,  a  servant  who  has  been  promised  by  the 
master  that  an  incompetent  and  unsafe  fellow 
servant  shall  be  removed,  may  remain  for  a 
time  in  the  service,  without  being  conclusively 
chargeable,  as  a  matter  of  law,  with  contribu- 
tory negligence,  even  though,  without  such 
promise,  he  would  have  been  so  chargeable.  Ly- 
berg  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  39  Minn.  16. 

The  principle  as  generally  stated,  however, 
takes  the  absolnte  and  not  entirely  correct 
form,— Justified  in  some  measure  by  the  rarity 
of  the  cases  la  which  the  servant  can  be  held 
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guilty  of  negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law,  when 
a  promise  has  been  given,  that  the  question 
of  the  servant's  contributory  negligence  Is  for 
the  Jury.  Union  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morrissey  (1883) 
40  Ohio  St.  148,  48  Am.  Rep.  669;  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Babcoek  (1894)  154  U.  S.  190,  38  L.  cd. 
958;  Kane  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1888)  128  U. 
S.  91,  32  L.  ed.  339;  New  Jersey  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co. 
V.  Young  (1892)  1  U.  S.  App.  96.  49  Fed.  Rep. 
723.  1  C.  C.  A.  428;  Wust  v.  Brie  City  Iron 
Works  (1892)  149  Pa.  2t»3;  Missouri  Furnace 
Co.  v.  Abend  (1883)  107  111.  44,  47  Am. 
Rep.  4y»;  Greene  v.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  (1883)  31  Minn.  249,  47  Am.  Rep.  786; 
St.  Clair  Nail  Co.  v.  Smith  (1892)  43  III.  App. 
105;  McKelvey  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (1891) 
35  W.  Va.  600;  Gibson  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  & 
S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  (1893)  55  Minn.  177;  Lanlng  v. 
New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (1872)  49  N.  r.  521,  10 
Am.  Rep.  417;  Roux  v.  Blodgett  &  D.  Lumber 
Co.  (1891)  85  Mich.  510,  13  L.  R.  A.  728;  Lyttle 
V.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  (1890)  84  Mich.  289; 
Schlltz  V.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  (1894)  57  Minn. 
303;  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Jones  (1885)  80  Ala. 
123. 

**No  doubt,  a  defect  thus  arising  in  machinery 
may  be  such  that  no  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  run  the  hazard  of  working  on  it.  If  a 
Jury  should  find  that  a  party  complaining  had 
materially  contributed  to  the  Injury  by  his  own 
rashness,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  well  established  that  a  plain- 
tiff who  has  materially  contributed  to  his  own 
injury,  by  his  own  negligence,  cannot  recover, 
although  he  may  show  negligence  in  the  oppo- 
site party.  But  the  question  whether  the  in- 
Jury  of  which  a  plaintiff  complains  is  to  be 
ascribed  wholly  to  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  whether  the  plaintiff  has  had  any  share 
in  bringing  it  about,  is  one  wholly  for  the  Jury. 
In  the  present  case,  the  Jury  have  determined 
this  question  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  we 
are  bound  by  their  decision."  Clarke  v.  Holmes 
(1862)  7  Hurlst.  *  N.  937,  31  L.  J.  Eich.  N.  S. 
356,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  992,  10  Week.  Rep.  405. 

"It  would  be  simply  inhuman  to  hold  that  If 
an  employee,  thinking  the  machinery  he  is 
using  is  to  some  degree  unsafe,  reports  Its  con- 
dition to  his  employer  and  is  then  told  to  con- 
tinue to  use  it  for  a  short  time,  and  that  it  will 
be  immediately  repaired,  and  then,  in  obedience 
to  instructions,  continues  his  work  cautiously, 
believing  that  he  can  by  great  care  avoid  an 
accident  until  the  evil  Is  remedied,  and  Is  in- 
jured in  spite  of  all  these  precautions,  his  mas- 
ter Is  not  guilty  of  negligence,  but  that  tne 
servant  is,  and  that  therefore  there  can  be  no 
recovery.  Such  a  rule,  too,  would  be  as  bad 
for  the  master  as  It  Is  for  the  servant.    It  cer- 
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pafred,  and  that  he  continued  to  remain  in  the 
employment  of  the  defendant  up  to  the  time 
he  was  injured,  irrespective  of  whether  or  not 
tuch  time  was  a  reasonable  one  in  which  the 
defect  might  have  been  remedied,  the  plaintiff 
was  en  I  i  lied  to  recover.  It  is  a  recognized  rule 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  furnish  to 
the  servant  reasonably  safe  machinery  and  ap- 
pliances with  which  to  perform  bis  work;  but 
when  the  servant  discovers  that  the  service 
has  become  more  dangerous  than  he  antici- 
pated when  he  entered  the  employment  of  the 
master,  or  when  he  discovers  defects  in  the 
machinery  or  appliances  which  make  it  unsafe 
for  him  to  longer  continue  in  the  employ  of 
the  master,  or  from  any  other  cause  he  con  - 
eludes  there  is  danger  in  continuing  further  in 
the  service,  it  is  his  duty  to  notify  the  master 

tainly  la  not  the  law."  Conroy  v.  Vulcan  Iron 
Works  (1878)  6  Mo.  App.  105. 

In  Holmes  v.  Worthington  (1861)  2  Post,  ft 
F.  583,  Willes,  J.,  charged  the  Jury  as  follows- 
**If  the  defendants  knew  of  the  defect,  and  un- 
dertook to  repair  It,  and  the  plaintiff  went  on 
working,  relying  on  their  repairing  it,  then  they 
may  be  liable.  If  the  plaintiff  complained  of 
the  defect,  and  the  defendants  promisffd  that 
it  should  be  remedied,  he  is  not  to  be  deprived 
of  hla  remedy,  merely  because,  relying  on  their 
promise,  he  remained  In  their  employment." 

To  preclude  the  servant,  therefore,  front 
maintaining  an  action  where  he  has  been  as- 
sured that  a  defect  will  be  remedied.  It  must  i/e 
snred  that  a  defect  will  be  remedied.  It  must  be 
was,  for  some  special  reason,  Imprudent  under 
the  clrcumstunces.  Whether  there  was  such  a 
reason  in  any  given  case  is  a  question  which 
Involves  a  consideration  of  the  two  elements 
which  indicate  what  may  be  termed  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  the  danger  to  which  the  serv- 
ant has  exposed  himself  by  continuing  work, 
vis.,  the  Imminence  and  greatness  of  the  peril 
and  the  length  of  time  during  which  the  expos- 
ure to  It  has  continued.  On  the  one  hand,  the 
more  serious  the  peril,  the  more  rapidly  will 
the  permissible  period  of  continuance  run  out. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  under  the  doc- 
trine of  probabilities  some  accident  will  sooner 
or  later  occur  as  a  result  of  exposure  to  an  even 
moderate  peril,  when  It  is  constantly  Incurred, 
for  a  considerable  period,  Justifies  the  argument 
that,  the  longer  the  time  that  has  elapsed 
without  a  fulfilment  of  the  promise  to  remedy 
a  defect,  the  more  certainly  has  the  servant 
been  guilty  of  negligence  in  continuing  in  the 
employment. 

"The  probability  of  suffering  Injury  is  meas- 
ured in  some  degree  by  the  length  of  the  period 
of  exposure.  One  may  be  especially  watchful 
to  avoid  danger  for  a  time,  while  the  same  de- 
gree of  watchfulness  would  not  be  so  likely  to 
be  exercised  continuously.  .  .  .  Reasonably 
prudent  men  may  expose  themselves,  for  a 
brief  period  of  time,  to  possible  risks,  not  of 
the  gravest  kind,  when  they  would  refuse  to  do 
ao  continuously.'*  Lyberg  v.  Northern  P.  EL 
Co.  (1888)  39  Minn.  15. 

It  Is  obvious  that  both  these  factors  must 
necesKirily  be  considered  to  seme  extent  in 
every  case,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  servant 
may  therefore  be  said,  In  mathematical  lan- 
guage, to  depend  upon  the  sum  of  two  variable 
quantities.  Itut,  as  the  principal  stress  must 
usually  be  laid  upon  one  or  other  of  the  fac- 
tors, it  will  be  convenient  to  adopt  a  classifica- 
tion of  the  cas(>8  according  to  the  greater  or 
leas  prominence  which  may  have  been  aasignc'l 
to  one  or  other  of  them. 
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of  such  dan  get,  or  of  such  defects  in  the  ma- 
chinery or  appliances  connected  with  his  work; 
and,  upon  the  master  being  notified,  the  serv- 
ant has  the  right  to  continue  in  the  employ  of 
the  master  for  a  reasonable  time,  awaiting  the 
;  remedy  of  such  defect.  He  has  the  right  to 
I  rely  for  a  reasonable  time  upon  the  promise  of 
i  the  master  that  such  defect  in  the  machinery, 
appliances,  or  other  surroundings  connected 
with  his  work  will  be  repaired  and  the  ma- 
chinery made  safe,  and  the  right  to  expect 
that  such  promise  so  made  by  the  master  will 
be  fulfilled.  If  such  expectation  on  the  part 
of  the  servant,  however,  is  not  fulfilled,  and 
the  defect  remedied  by  the  master  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  the  servant  has  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  dangerous  condition  of  his  machin- 
ery, appliances,  or  surroundings,  and  that  he 


b.  Contributory  negligence  predicated  from  the 
gravity  of  the  risk  incurred. 

The  general  rule  has  been  thus  laid  down: 
'*If  the  nature  of  the  defects  In  the  machine 
Is  such  as  to  create  an  open.  Imminent  danger 
such  as  no  prudent  man,  careful  of  his  life  and 
limb,  and  none  but  a  reckless  man,  would  risk, 
then  the  injury  results  from  his  own  negli- 
gence, .  .  .  but  if  the  nature  of  the  defect 
is  not  such  as  to  Impress  a  prudent  man  with  a 
feeling  or  consciousness  of  imminent  danger, 
then  the  master  Is  liable."  McKelvey  v.  Ches- 
apeake &  O.  H.  Co.  (1891)  36  W.  Ya.  500. 

The  first  half  of  this  statement  expresses  the 
rule  in  the  form  which  it  would  naturally  tnkc 
in  cases  in  whUrh  the  servant's  right  of  recov- 
ery is  denied.  It  implies  that  the  mere  giving 
of  a  promise  will  not  of  Itself  suspend  the  opera- 
tion of  the  principle  that  a  servant  cannot  re- 
cover for  an  Injury  of  which  his  own  ne;;llgcuce 
was  an  efficient  cause,  and  that  he  will,  there- 
fore, be  unable  to  maintain  an  action  wherever 
the  danger  to  which  he  was  exposed  after  re- 
ceiving the  promise  is  such  that  no  man  of 
ordinary  prudence  would  have  run  the  hazard 
of  remaining  In  the  employment. 

"Where  an  employee  knows  that  the  danger 
is  great  and  immediate,  such  as  a  reasonably 
prudent  man  would  not  assume,  he  cannot  re- 
cover for  an  Injury,  even  though  he  remained 
In  the  employer's  service  In  reliance  upon  the 
latter's  promise  to  remedy  the  defects  which 
produced  the  danger."  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Watson  (1&S7)  114  Ind.  20. 

Similar  language  is  used  In  Clarke  v.  HoIm«»a 
(1862)  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  937.  31  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  8. 
356,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  992,  10  Week.  Rep.  405;  District 
of  Columbia  v.  McEllIgott  (1886)  117  U.  S.  621.29 
L.  ed.  946;  Kane  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1888)  128 
U.  8.  91,  32  L.  ed.  339;  St.  Louis.  ▲.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kelton  (18i)2)  55  Ark.  483;  Texas  &  N.  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bingle  (1895)  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322: 
McAndrews  v.  Montana  Union  R.  Co.  (1895)  15 
Mont.  290;  Harvey  v.  Alturas  Gold  Mln.  Co. 
(1893,  Idaho)  81  Pac.  819. 

An  instruction  is  erroneous  which  in  etTect 
declares,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that,  if  the 
master  promised  repairs  he  Is  liable  without 
regard  to  the  character  of  the  defects,  or  the 
probability  or  improbability  of  danger,  or 
whether,  all  things  considered,  the  plaint! ft 
was  or  was  not  so  negligent  in  continuing  lo 
work  that  he  ought  not  to  recover.  McKelvey 
V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (1891)  35  W.  Va.  500. 
Compare  Counsell  v.  Hall  (1888)  145  Mass.  468; 
Qulf.  C.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Brentford  (18U1)  79 
Tex.  619;  International  &  O.  N.  R.  Co.  t.  Will- 
iams (1891)  82  Tex.  342. 

The  second  half  of  the  statement  expresses 
the  rule  in  the  language  which  la  appropriate 
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Is  subject ed  at  all  times  to  prospective  injury, 
il  is  his  duty  to  quit  the  service  of  the  roaster, 
and  not  subject  himself  to  further  danger. 

Id  the  case  of  District  of  Columbia  y.  Mo- 
Elligott,  117  U.  S.  621,  29  L.  ed.  946.  the  cause 
arose  out  of  personal  io juries  received  by  a 
laborer  while  at  vrork  upon  a  bank  of  gravel. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  he  discovered  the 
bank  was  in  an  unsafe  condition,  and  asked 
the  supervisor  for  a  man  to  watch  it,  where- 
upon he  received  assurance  such  would  be 
done.  No  such  assistance  however  was  given, 
but  the  laboror  continued  to  work  for  a  half 
day  thereafter,  knowing  the  danger,  when  the 
bank  fell,  and  severely  injured  him.  It  was 
held  by  the  court  in  that  case  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  laborer,  having  knowledge  of  the 
dangerous  condition  of  the   bank,  to  exercise 


diligence  and  care  in  protecting  himself,  with- 
out regard  to  any  assurance  which  he  mi^ht 
have  received  from  his  employer.  The  rule  in 
the  above  case  is  stronger  than  the  rule  in  this 
state.  As  a  general  rule,  the  courts  wiil  con- 
sider that  the  master  who  employs  a  servant 
has  a  better  and  more  comprelieosive  knowl- 
edge of  the  machinery  and  materials  to  be  used 
than  the  employee.  The  servant  has  a  right 
to  presume  that  the  materials  and  appliances 
which  are  furnished  to  him  in  the  performance 
of  his  duty  are  sufficient  therefor.  This  rule» 
however,  is  not  applicable  to  all  cases,  and^ 
where  the  servant  has  equal  knowledge  with 
the  master,  and  a  full  knowledge  of  all  exist- 
ing defects,  and  more  especially  In  the  per- 
formance of  ordinary  labor,  in  which  no  intri- 
cate machinery  is  involved,  the  rule  is  not  ap- 


to  cases  In  which  the  servant's  right  of  recovery 
Is  conceded.  It  affirms  the  principle  that  the 
master's  promise  will  entitle  the  servant  to  re- 
cover for  any  Injury  received  within  a  reason- 
ahle  time  after  the  promise  was  given,  unless  the 
danger  which  the  master  agreed  to  remove  was 
such  that  no  prudent  man  would  have  exposed 
himself  to  it.  Brownfleld  v.  Hughes  (1889)  12H 
Pa.  194;  Patterson  v.  Plttshurg  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1874)  76  Pa.  889.  18  Am.  Rep.  412;  Conroy  y. 
Vulcan  Iron  Works  (1876)  62  Mo.  36;  Rothen- 
berger  v.  Northwestern  Consol.  Mill.  Co.  (1804; 
57  Minn.  461;  Greene  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  (1883)  31  Minn.  249,  47  Am.  Rep.  785; 
Harris  v.  Hewitt  (1806)  64  Minn.  54;  Smith  v. 
B.  W.  Backus  Lumber  Co.  (1806)  64  Minn.  447; 
Homestake  Mln.  Co.  v.  Fullerton  (1805)  69  Fed. 
Rep.  023,  36  U.  8.  App.  32,  16  C.  C.  A.  545; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mldgett  (1805)  1 
Kan.  App.  138;  Slonx  City  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Flnlay. 
sou  (1884)  16  Neb.  578,  40  Am.  Rep.  724;  South- 
ern Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Croker  (1880)  41  Kan.  747 

Usually,  of  course,  it  Is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  Jury  whether  the  defect  was  such  that 
only  an  Imprudent  man  would  have  continued 
to  use  the  defective  appliance.  Hough  v.  Texas 
&  P.  R.  Co.  (1879)  100  U.  8.  225,  25  L.  ed.  617. 
Clarke  v.  Holmes  tl862)  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  037,  31 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  356.  8  Jur.  N.  S.  002,  10  Week. 
Rep.  405;  Smith  v.  E.  W.  Backus  Lumber  Co. 
(1896)  64  Minn.  447,  Schlits  v.  Pabst  Brewing 
Co.  (1804)  57  Minn.  303. 

But  sometimes  a  court  will  undertake  to  de- 
clare, as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  continuance 
of  work  was  negligence,  as  where  the  servant 
drove  a  vicious  horse  with  an  old  and  rotten 
harness,  although  the  employer  had  promised  to 
flx  the  harness  or  give  a  new  one,— especially 
«rhere  a  new  harness  had  been  furnished.  Lev- 
esque  V.  Jansen  (1895)  165  Mass.  16. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  servant  was  aware 
that  the  danger  to  which  he  would  be  exposed 
was  serious  Is  not  necessarily  conclusive 
against  him.  The  promise,  and  Its  natural  ef- 
fect upon  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  are  to 
he  taken  Into  conslderntion.  Texas  &  N.  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bingle  (1805)  0  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322. 

So,  It  has  been  held  that,  where  a  promise 
does  not  designate  any  time  at  which  an  Incom- 
petent fellow  servant  will  be  removed,  the  plain- 
tiff muy  reasonably  Infer  that  he  will  be  re- 
moved at  once,  or  as  soon  as  possible,  and  the 
Jury,  In  determining  whether  he  was  guilty  of 
negligence  in  continuing  to  work,  may  Justi- 
fiably consider  that  such  an  Inference  will  nat- 
urally Influence  his  conduct.  Lyberg  v.  North- 
ern P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  30  Minn.  15. 

It  has  been  very  truly  remarked  that,  rely- 
ing upon  the  promises  of  a  master  to  remove 
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the  cause  of  danger,  "the  most  prudent  work 
men  will  often  take  risks,  not  merely  on  ac- 
count of  their  own  necessfties,  but  in  considera- 
tion of  their  employer's,  whose  Interests  require 
their  continued  service.*'  Union  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Morrlssey  (1883)  40  Ohio  St.  148,  48  Am.  Rep. 
660. 

Hence  a  finding.  In  answer  to  a  special  Inter- 
rogatory, that  the  danger  of  using  a  defective 
appliance  was  great,  apparent,  and  continuous, 
will  not  overcome  the  effect  of  a  general  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  where  there  la  no  finding  that 
an  ordinarily  prudent  man  would  not  have  used 
it  under  the  circumstances.  Indianapolis  Union 
R.  Co.  V.  Ott  (1804)  11  Ind.  App.  564   and  579. 

When  the  imminence  of  the  danger  is  relied 
upon  as  a  circumstance  which  precludes  the 
servant  from  recovery,  It  Is  necefisary  to  show 
that  the  Injury  was  caused  by  an  event  which 
might  reasonably  have  been  expected  to  occur 
In  consequence  of  the  existence  of  that  particu- 
lar danger  to  which  the  master's  promise  re- 
lated. Thus,  an  engineer  is  not,  as  a  matter  of 
law.  negligent  In  taking  out  a  locomotive  with 
the  "chafing-lrons"  in  a  defective  condition, 
where  he  has  reported  the  defect,  and  the  fore- 
man of  the  roundhouse  has  promised  to  repair 
It,  when  the  trip  is  finished;  the  only  probable 
Imminent  danger  In  such  a  case  being  that  the 
engine  may  part  from  the  tender,  and  that  l» 
nut  a  personal  danger  but  one  merely  affecting- 
the  property  of  the  railroad.  A  collision  which 
causes  the  engine  to  override  the  tender,  anA 
thus  cuts  off  the  escape  of  the  engineer.  Is  not 
an  event  which  Is  expected  to  be  anticipated* 
Greene  v.  Minneapolis  A  St.  L.  E.  Co.  (188:<)  81 
Minn.  248,  47  Am.  Rep.  785. 

a  CmUribnttjTy  negHgence  jtredieated  from  th9 
Unifth  of  Htm  the  tervant  hot  vorhed  after  tha 
promiM  was  given. 

The  allowable  period  of  continuance  in  the 
employment  is  commonly  described  by  the 
epithet  "reosonable."  L3'ttle  v.  Chicago  &  W. 
M.  R.  Co.  (1800)  84  Mich.  280;  Woodward  Iron 
Co.  V.  Jones  (18S5)  80  Ala.  123;  Swift  &  Co.  v. 
Blodden  (1897)  165  III.  41;  Ferrlss  v.  Berlin 
Mach.  Works  (1A05)  00  Wis.  541;  Breckenridge 
Co.  V.  Hicks  (1803)  04  Ky.  362;  Conroy  v.  Vul- 
can  Iron  Works  (1876)  62  Mo.  35.  Followed  in 
S.  C.  (1878)  0  Mo.  App.  102;  Atchison,  T.  ft  8. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Midgctt  (1805)  1  Kan.  App.  138. 

The  use  of  this  expression  necessarily  Im- 
plies that  the  question  whether  the  servant  has 
exceeded  the  limits,  of  the  allowable  period  Is 
ordinarily  one  for  the  Jury.  Jollet,  A.  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Velle  (1801,  111.)  26  N.  B.  1086:  Union 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  MorriFsey  (1883)  40  Ohio  St  148,  48 
Am.  Rep.  609;  Smith  v.  B.  W.  Backus  Lumber 
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plicable.  In  Marih  v.  CMekering,  101  N.  Y. 
400,  this  exception  is  recognized,  and  it  is  said 
that  the  facts  that  a  laborer  using  ordinary 
tools  and  appliances  notified  the  master  of  a 
defect  of  which  the  servant  himself  had  full 
knowledge,  and  asked  it  to  be  remedied,  and 
the  master  promised  so  to  do,  do  not  render  the 
master  responsible.  The  rule  in  this  state  is 
more  liberal,  however,  and  permits  the  servant 
to  remain  in  the  employ  of  the  master  for  a 
reasonable  time,  awaiting  the  remedy  of  such 
defects.  In  Corcoran  v.  Milwaukee  Gaslight 
Co,  81  Wis.  191,  the  plaintiff  had  been  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant  in  making  general 
repairs  about  its  building,  and  had  occasionally 
been  required  to  use  a  ladder.     Upon  his  state- 


ment that  the  ladder  was  not  safe,  the  foreman 
had  promised  to  have  a  safe  ladder  provided. 
Relying  upon  such  promise,  the  plaintiff  con- 
tinued in  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  but  the 
foreman  failed  to  provide  such  safe  ladder. 
The  plaintiff  was  ordered  by  the  foreman  to 
ascend  the  ladder,  and  make  certain  repairs, 
and,  the  ladder  being  unsafe,  and  the  floor  on 
which  it  rested  being  slippery,  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  by  the  falling  of  the  ladder  while  as- 
I  cending  it.    The  court  in  that  case  held  no 
!  liability,  saying  it  has  been  held  by  it  that 
;  in    a  proper  case  the  servant  may  rely  upon 
,  such  assurance  to  remedy  defects  for  a  rea- 
I  sonable  time,  but,  if  he  remains  in  such  service 
'  after  the  expiration  of  such  reasonable  time,  he 


Co.  (1896)  64  Minn.  447;  Belair  ▼.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  (IS76)  43  Iowa,  662;  Ferrlss  v.  Berlin 
Mach.  Works  (1805)  90  Wis.  541. 

The  opinions  of  the  appellate  courts,  there- 
fore, upon  this  question  usually  reach  us  In  the 
shape  of  an  answer  to  a  request  to  set  aside  a 
verdict  for  one  of  the  parties,  or  to  revise  the 
action  of  trial  Judges  in  taking  the  Issue  from, 
or  leaving  It  to,  the  jury,  and  this  fact  renders 
many  of  the  decisions  rather  unsatisfactory  as 
precedents. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  determination 
of  the  question.  What  is  a  ''reasonable  time?" 
must,  in  almost  every  instance,  be  left  to  the 
jury,  several  attempts  have  been  made  to  im- 
part a  greater  deflulteness  to  that  expression 
by  stating  the  circumstances  proper  to  be  con- 
sidered in  cases  where  its  meaning  is  material. 

Some  authorities  Interpret  the  phrase  "rea- 
sonable time"  as  meaning  such  a  time  as  would 
reasonably  be  allowed  for  the  performance  of 
the  promise.  Rothenberger  v.  Northwestern 
Consol.  Mill.  Co.  (1894)  57  Minn.  461;  Parody  v. 
Chl'.*ago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1882)  15  Fed.  Rep. 
205. 

Otliors  as  the  time  within  which  the  defect 
might  reasonably  have  been  remedied.  Harris 
V.  Hewitt  (1836)  64  Minn.  54. 

Others  as  the  time  which  may  elapse  while 
the  servant  Is  reasonably  expecting  the  prom- 
ise to  be  performed.  Counsell  v.  Hall  (1888) 
146  Mass.  468. 

Others  amplify  this  statement  by  declaring 
that  the  servant  can  recover  for  an  injury 
caused  by  the  defect  "within  such  a  period  of 
time  after  the  promise  as  It  would  be  reason- 
able to  allow  for  its  performance,  and,  as  we 
think,  for  an  injury  suffered  within  any  period 
which  would  not  preclude  all  reasonable  expec- 
tation that  the  promise  might  be  kept." 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  %  96,  quoted  with  ap- 
proval in  Hough  V.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1879) 
100  U.  8.  213.  26  L.  ed.  612. 

In  Stephenson  v.  Duncan  (1889)  73  Wis.  404, 
the  declaration  was  held  fatally  defective  for 
the  reason  that  it  averred  that  the  defendant 
had  ample  time  to  put  the  appliance  In  safe 
condition  between  the  time  when  the  plaintiff 
Informed  him  of  the  defect  and  the  time  of  the 
injury.  This  allegation  was  held  to  imply  that 
the  plaintiff  continued  in  his  employment  be- 
yond the  time  wltbln  which  he  might  reason- 
ftbly  expect  the  defendant  would  keep  his 
promise  and  remedy  the  defect. 

The  view  of  the  dissentient  minority  in  Illi- 
nois Steel  Co.  T.  Mann  appears  to  be  more  in 
harmony  with  the  general  principles  which  de- 
termine the  servants'  rights  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  is  substantially  the  same  as  that 
adopted  In  the  decision  in  the  cases  cited  above. 

Some  courts  have  adopted  the  reasoning  of 
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the  following  passage  from  Wharton  on  Negli- 
gence, %  221,  where,  after  laying  down  the  rule 
as  to  the  effect  of  a  promise  in  modifying  the 
general  principle  referred  to  at  the  beginning 
of  this  note,  the  learned  author  proceeds  thus: 
"The  only  ground  on  which  this  exception  can 
be  Justified  is,  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
e\ofit8  tbi  employee,  supposing  the  employer 
would  right  matters,  would  remain  in  the  em- 
ployer's service:  and  that  it  would  be  reason- 
able to  expect  such  continuance.  But  this  rea- 
soning does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  em- 
ployee sees  that  the  defect  has  not  been  reme- 
died, and  yet  exposes  himself  to  it.  In  such 
case,  on  the  principles  heretofore  announced, 
the  employer's  liability  in  this  form  of  action 
censes.  He  may  be  liable  for  breach  of  promise; 
but  the  causal  connection  between  his  negli- 
gence and  the  injury  is  broken  by  the  interme- 
diate voluntary  assumption  of  the  risk  by  the 
employee."  See  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Jones 
(1885)  80  Ala.  123.  In  a  later  case  the  same 
court  again  defined  its  position  as  follows:  "A 
promise  already  broken  can  afford  no  reason- 
able guaranty  of  the  fulfilment  of  any  expecta- 
tion based  on  its  disappointed  assurances.  For 
a  servant  or  employee  to  persist  in  exposing 
liimself  to  danger  on  the  faith  of  such  a  prom- 
ise may  often  be  a  want  of  <hat  ordinary  pru- 
dence which  the  law  exocts  of  him  at  every 
stage  of  his  employment,  according  to  the  de- 
gree and  nature  of  the  danger.  Eureka  Co.  v. 
Bass  (1880)  81  Ala.  200,  GO  Am.  Rep.  152. 

To  the  same  effect,  see  Bridges  v.  Tennessee 
Coal,  I.  &  R.  Co.  (181)0)  109  Ala.  287. 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Brentford  (1891) 
79  Tex.  619,  the  court  strongly  Intimated  its 
preference  for  the  same  view,  but  it  has  been 
expressly  repudiated  in  Greene  v.  Minneapolis 
&  St.  U  R.  Co.  (18W)  31  Minn.  248,  47  Am.  Rep^ 
T85,  and  thus  combated  with  great  cogency  in 
Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Blngle  (1896)  9  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  322,  "It  seems  to  us  that  such  a 
view,  unless  it  be  limited  to  cases  in  which  the 
servant  has  been  guilty  of  negligence,  disre- 
gards the  effect  of  the  promise  of  the  master, 
as  taking  upon  himself  the  risk  incurred  by  the 
Kervaut  in  doing  the  work.  If  the  servant,  by 
the  promise,  is  at  first  Justified  in  remaining  In 
the  service,  and  does  not  in  so  doing  take  upon 
himself  responsibility  of  the  danger  incurred, 
how  can  it  be  said  that  he  makes  It  his  own 
when  he  continues  to  work  with  the  defective 
appliance  at  the  time  he  receives  his  hurt? 
Such  a  doctrine  would  entirely  destroy  the 
force  of  the  promise  as  an  assumption  of  re- 
sponsibility by  the  master,  and  force  the  serv- 
ant to  stop  working  with  the  imperfect  appli- 
ance, notwithstanding  such  promise,  until  the 
repair  had  been  made.  Of  course,  in  suppos- 
able  cases  the  servant  may  nmt  be  warranted 
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is  thereby  deemed  to  waive  bis  objectloD,  and 
assume  me  risk.  To  the  same  effect,  also.  Is 
Gowen  t.  Barley,  12  U.  8.  App.  674,  56  Fed. 
Rep.  974,  6  C.  G.  A.  199.  In  that  case  the 
«ourt  says:  "The  rule  that  the  master  is  re- 
sponsible for  damages  resulting  to  a  servant 
from  defects  in  machiney  and  appliances,  of 
which  the  servant  has  notified  him,  and  which 
he  has  promised  to  repair,  governs  cases  in 
which  machinery  or  tools  that  are  used  in  the 
work  are  discovered  to  Ije  dangerously  defec- 
tive while  in  use,  and  to  cases  in  which  tools 
or  machinery  are  necessary  for  the  same  per- 
formance  of  the  work.  It  has  no  application 
to  a  case  where  the  service  required  is  simple 
manual  labor  without  tools  or  machinery,  and 


where  no  such  tools  or  appliances  are  necessa- 
ry to  the  performance  of  the  work  with  a  reason- 
able degree  of  safety/'  In  SUphen9on  v.  Dun- 
can, 73  Wis.  404,  it  was  held  that  the  servant 
has  the  right  to  abandon  the  service  because 
it  is  dangerous,  but  that  he  may  refrain  for 
a  reasonable  time  in  so  doing,  in  consequence 
of  assurance  by  the  master  that  the  danger 
shall  be  remedied ;  and  he  will  not  be  held  to 
thereby  assume  the  risk.  But,  if  he  continues 
in  the  service  for  a  longer  time  than  is  reason- 
able to  allow  for  the  performance  of  the  mas- 
ter's promise,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
his  objection,  and  assumed  the  risk.  In  the 
case  of  Missouri  Furnace  Go.  v.  Abend,  107  III. 
44,  47  Am.  Rep.  425,  this  court  said:    "It  is 


in  continnlug  to  nse  the  machinery,  though  a 
promise  to  repair  be  made,  for  the  danger  may 
he  so  great  and  patent  that  no  prudent  man 
would  Incur  It:  or  the  seryant  may,  by  subse- 
•qaent  carelessness  of  his  own,  add  to  the  risk 
assumed  by  the  master,— In  either  of  which 
cases  the  promise  to  supply  the  defect  could 
not  avail  him.  But,  In  our  own  opinion  the 
mere  fact  that  the  servant,  acting  under  such 
a  promise,  knows  at  the  time  he  receives  his  In- 
Jury  from  the  defective  condition  that  It  has 
not  been  removed,  does  not  Impose  upon  him 
the  risk,  any  more  than  did  his  continuance  In 
the  service  with  knowledge  of  the  defect  at  the 
time  the  promise  was  made.  The  opinion  In 
the  Brentford  Case  deals  mainly  with  the  de- 
fense of  contributory  negligence,  rather  than 
with  that  of  assumption  of  risk,  and  Is  not  a 
<lecl8lon  of  the  point  now  under  consideration, 
though  there  are  expressions  in  the  opinion 
which  seem  to  controvert  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  arising  from  a  promise  to  repair. 
A  limitation,  generally  recognized,  upon  the 
•doctrine  that  the  promise  to  repair  places  the 
risk  upon  the  master  Is,  that  the  servant  can 
rely  upon  the  promise  only  for  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  master  to  comply  with  It;  and 
must  not  himself  be  guilty  of  a  want  of  due 
•care  contributing  to  his  Injury.** 

The  essential  objection  to  any  such  rigid  pre- 
aumptlon  as  that  for  which  Mr.  Wharton  stands 
aponsor  is  that  It  seems  to  be  wholly  inconsis- 
tent with  a  reasonable  construction  of  the 
general  principle  which  dominates  cases  of 
this  type,  viz.,  that  the  question  whether  the 
plaiutilT  was  negligent  In  being  in  the  service 
when  he  was  Injured  Is  one  of  fact  to  be  de- 
-cided  with  due  reference  to  all  the  testimony 
produced.  Common  sense,  in  fact,  rejects  the 
idea  that  a  servant  Is  necessarily  imprudent  be- 
cause he  puts  contldenee  In  a  master  who  has 
failed  to  keep  his  promise.  Reliance  on  the 
promise  only  ceases  to  be  justifiable  when  the 
employer  has  obviously  no  Intention  of  remov- 
ing the  danger,  and  whether  that  time  has  ar- 
rived must.  In  oil  but  the  very  clearest  cases, 
remain  a  question  for  the  jury.  So  far  as  this 
particular  aspect  of  the  question  Is  concerned 
the  correct  theory  would  rather  seem  to  be  that 
the  servants  continuance  of  work  with  knowl- 
edge that  the  promised  repairs  have  not  been 
made  within  the  time  stipulated  merely  aJords 
**a  very  strong  argument  that  the  servant  Is 
no  longer  relying  upon  the  promise,  but  has 
decided  to  take  the  risk."  Counsell  v.  Hall 
(1888)  145  Mass.  470. 

Material  facts  to  be  considered  In  connection 
with  the  length  of  the  period  which  has  elapsed 
since  the  giving  of  the  promise  are,  the  fre- 
quency with  which  the  servant  was  called  upon 
to  handle  the  defective  appliance  after  the 
promise  was  received,  the  opportunities  he  may 
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have  had  to  examine  it,  and  the  necessity  for 
making  that  examination,  in  view  of  his  com- 
plaint as  to  Its  condition,  and  the  right  he  had 
to  suppose  It  had  been  repaired  In  pursuance 
of  the  promise.  Belalr  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  (1876;  43  Iowa,  662. 

In  determining  whether  the  danger  from  con- 
tinuing to  work  with  an  incompetent  subordi- 
nate, for  a  certain  period,  was  such  that  a  pru- 
dent man  would  not  have  exposed  himself  to 
It,  even  on  the  faith  of  the  master's  promise  to 
remove  him,  the  circumstances  to  be  considered 
are,  **the  general  nature  of  the  employment, 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  danger  necessar- 
ily and  generally  Incident  to  It  when  carried  on 
In  company  with  an  Incompetent  subordinate, 
as  well  as  the  particular  nature  of  the  work 
being  done  during  the  period  .  .  .  [covered 
by  the  promise]  and  the  opportunities  which 
the  plaintiff's  position  presented  for  self-pro- 
tection during  a  brief  period  by  watchfulneaa, 
or  by  so  ordering  the  employment  ...  as  to 
lessen  the  risk  from  his  want  of  fkill.*'  Lyberg 
V.  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  (1888)  39  Minn.  15. 

In  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Madden  (1897)  165  111.  41. 
It  was  held  that,  as  a  promise  to  repair  which 
makes  no  mention  of  the  time  at  which  the  re* 
pairs  are  to  be  completed  amounts  to  a  prom- 
ise to  repair  In  a  reasonable  time,  and  as  a  serv- 
ant to  whom  such  a  promise  is  made  can  re- 
main In  the  service  a  reasonable  time  to  permit 
the  fulfilment  of  the  promise,  It  is  not  error 
to  refuse  an  Instruction  which  would  disable 
the  servant  from  recovering  if  the  jury  found 
that  the  promise  was  indefinite  as  to  the  time 
when  the  defect  should  be  repaired,  and  the 
servant  continued  to  work  from  day  to  day 
with  the  knowledge  that  no  repairs  had  been 
made. 

d.  mustrativt  cases. 

In  any  case  where  a  prudent  man  would  be 
justified  In  remaining  In  the  service  at  all  after 
the  discovery  of  the  danger  covered  by  the 
promise,  the  servant  cannot  be  regarded  as 
negligent  where  he  continues  to  work  under  a 
well-founded  beUef  tliat  steps  to  secure  his 
safety  will  be  Uken  almost  immediately.  Fair- 
bank  v.  Haentasche  (1874)  78  111.  286  (danger 
from  moving  machinery,— no  specific  time  men- 
tioned In  promise);  Sendalkowskl  v.  McCormick 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  (1896)  68  IlL  App.  418 
(defective  machine;  no  specific  time  mentioned 
In  promise);  Shlacker  v.  Ashland  Iron  Min.  Co. 
(1891)  89  Mich.  263  (mining  company  liable  for 
the  death  of  a  miner  who  was  directed  to  re- 
main at  work  by  the  mining  captain  after  com- 
plaining of  expected  danger,  and,  being  left 
there  for  two  hours,  was  killed  In  consequence 
of  so  remaining):  Madara  v.  PottsvUle  Iron  & 
S.  Co.  (1894)  160  Pa.  109  (father  entitled  to  re- 
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now  uniformly  stated  by  text- writers,  that 
where  the  master,  on  being  notified  by  the 
servant  of  defects  that  render  the  service  he  is 
engaeed  to  perform  more  hazardous,  expressly 
promises  to  make  the  needed  repairs,  the  serv- 
ant may  continue  in  the  employment  a  reason- 
able time  to  permit  tbe  performance  of  a  prom- 
ise in  that  regard  without  beini^r  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence, and«  if  any  injury  results  therefrom, 
he  may  recover,  unless  when  tbe  danger  is  so 
imminent  that  no  prudent  person  would  un> 
dertake  to  perform  the  service.  .  .  .  The 
doctrine  on  this  subject  rests  on  sound  prin- 
ciple, and  it  will  be  found  to  be  supported  by 
English  and  American  decisions.  The  reason 
upon  which  the  rule  is  said  to  rest  is,  that  the 


promise  of  the  master  to  repair  defects  relievea 
the  servant  from  the  charge  of  negligence  by 
continuing  in  the  service  after  the  discovery  of 
the  extra  perils  to  which  be  would  be  exposed."* 
In  Coun&ell  v.  EdU^  143  Mass.  468,  the  plaintiff 
was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  take  charge 
of  an  engine  and  boiler,  and  plaintiff  com- 
plained to  defendant  that  the  glass  water  gauge 
of  the  boiler  was  defective  and  dangerous,  and 
defendant  promised  to  get  a  new  one.  About 
two  week»  after,  the  gauge  exploded,  injuring 
the  plaintiff ,  The  court  said:  "If  machinery 
upon  which  a  servant  is  employed  has  become 
dangerous,  and  the  servant  has  complained  of 
it,  and  has  l>een  promised  that  it  shall  be  re- 
paired, but  it  is  injured  before  the  defect  i» 


cover  for  the  death  of  his  son  occasioned  by  the 
fact  that  the  platform  upon  which  he  was  work- 
ing wiis  obviously  too  narrow,  and  tbe  accident 
happened  within  twenty  minutes  after  the  fa- 
ther had  been  induced  by  the  boss  in  charge 
of  the  work  to  allow  the  deceased  to  remain 
temporarily  at  his  employment  by  the  promise 
that  the  deceased  should  be  taken  right  down). 

The  courts  arc  particularly  Inclined  to  put  a 
lenient  construction  upon  the  servant^s  contin- 
uance of  work,  where  his  Immediate  desertion 
of  his  post  would  cause  extreme  inconvenience 
to  his  employer  and  the  public,  and  he  may 
therefore  be  regarded  as  having  exposed  him- 
self to  danger  from  motives  of  duty.  Such 
cases  present  themselves  where  the  servant  Is 
In  control  of  some  machinery  used  in  the  busi- 
ness of  transportation,  which,  as  is  well  known, 
is  not  Infrequently  found  to  be  out  of  order  at 
a  time  when  It  will  greatly  Incommode  the 
traffic  to  withdraw  It  temporarily  from  use. 
Thus,  In  Greene  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
(1888)  31  Minn.  248,  47  Am.  Rep.  785,  the  action 
was  held  not»to  be  barred,  where  an  engineer 
was  Injured  while  running  a  defective  engine 
to  a  certain  station,  his  superior  officer  having 
promised  to  repair  it  there.  If  there  was  time, 
and,  if  not,  to  repair  It  on  his  return.  So,  It 
was  hold  In  Kane  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1888) 
128  U.  S.  91,  82  L.  ed.  839,  where  it  was  held 
that  an  employee  on  a  train  owes  it  to  the  put>- 
llc,  as  well  as  to  his  master,  not  to  abandon  his 
post,  and  that  tbe  absence  of  a  step  on  one  of 
the  cars  did  not  create  a  danger  so  Imminent  as 
to  subject  him  to  a  charge  of  recklessness  in 
continuing  work,  upon  receiving  an  assurance 
from  the  conductor  that  the  defective  car  would 
be  thrown  out  of  the  train  when  It  reached  a 
station  a  few  miles  distant  from  the  place 
where  he  noticed  the  defect.  So,  It  has  been 
held  not  to  be  necesssarlly  negligence  for  an  en- 
gineer to  take  to  the  end  of  the  trip,  at  the  re- 
quest of  his  sui>erIor  officer  (master  mechanic), 
an  engine  the  only  defect  of  which  Is  a  disabled 
air-brake.  Flynn  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B. 
R.  Co.  (1883)  78  Mo.  195,  47  Am.  Rep.  99. 

The  following  rulings  as  to  specific  periods  of 
continuance  will  serve  to  Illustrate  the  manner 
in  which  the  appellate  courts  have  dealt  with 
the  verdicts  of  Juries,  under  different  sets  of 
facts,  showing  the  existence  of  a  greater  or 
less  danger:  In  Clarke  v.  Holmes  (1862)  7 
Hurlst.  &  N.  937,  31  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  356,  8 
Jur.  N.  8.  992,  10  Week.  Rep.  406,  where  the 
machinery  which  caused  the  injury  had  re- 
mained unfenced  for  about  a  year,  and  the 
servant  had  made  frequent  complaints,  the 
court  of  exchequer  chamber  upheld  a  verdict 
absolving  the  plaintiff  of  the  charge  of  con- 
tributory negligence  In  continuing  to  work  dur- 
ing that  period.  But  the  question  whether  the 
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time  of  continuance  was  unreasonable  was  not 
raised  either  by  tbe  court  or  by  counsel. 

In  Belair  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1876)  4* 
Iowa,  662,  the  court  refused  to  say,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  a  brakeman  waived  his  object- 
tlon  to  a  defective  draw-bar  by  continuing  Id 
the  service  about  three  months,  during  which 
he  had  occasional  opportunities  for  ascertalnins 
whether  the  master's  promise  had  been  kept. 

In  Eureka  Co.  v.  Bass  (188G)  81  Ala.  200,  60 
Am.  Rep.  1G2,  the  court  set  aside  a  verdict  for 
a  miner  where  the  tendency  of  the  fuses  8up> 
piled  to  hang  fire  had  become  known  to  him. 
six  days  before  he  was  Injured,  through  hi» 
returning  tc  the  mine  in  the  belief  that  the- 
fire  communicated  to  the  fuse  had  been  extin- 
guished, and  the  court  had  declined  to  give  a> 
charge  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  If  he  continued  work  beyond  a  reason- 
able time. 

This  case  was  followed  In  Davis  v.  Orahan» 
(1892)  2  Colo.  App.  210,  where  a  Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  was  reversed  because  the  trial 
Judge  had  not  given  an  Instruction  Indicating 
to  the  Jury  the  law  as  to  reasonable  time. 

A  miner  is  Justified  In  continuing  his  work 
where  his  foreman  has  promised  that  a  pile  of 
debris,  which  would  obstruct  his  escape  In  case 
of  ticddent,  would  be  removed  on  the  following 
morning,  where  there  is  no  indication  that  any 
such  accident  Is  likely  to  happen  before  the 
promise  can  be  kept.  Kelley  v.  Fourth  of  July 
Min.  Co.  (1896)  16  Mont.  484. 

In  Rotbenberger  v.  Northwestern  Consol. 
Mln.  Co.  (1894)  57  Minn.  461,  tne  court  refused 
to  set  aside  a  verdict  to  the  effect  that  a  period 
of  ten  days  was  not  an  unreasonable  period  dur- 
ing which  to  continue  work  In  a  mill,  although 
the  defects  In  the  machinery  might  have  been 
remedied  In  about  two  days  If  all  the  other- 
repairs  had  been  postponed  to  the  task  of  re- 
moving tbe  danger  complained  of. 

A  servant  is  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  because  he  works- 
In  the  nelghborbood  of  dangerous  machinery 
from  which  the  covering  has  been  torn  away, 
by  continuing  in  the  employment  after  discov- 
ery of  the  danger,  when  he  has  notified  the 
superintendent  of  the  defect,  and  the  latter  has 
directed  him  to  continue  at  work  until  noon  of 
the  same  day,  at  which  time  he  promises  to 
remedy  tbe  defect.  Roux  v.  Blodgett  &  IJ. 
Lumber  Co.  a801)  S5  \flch.  519,  13  L.  R.  A.  728. 

Remaining  at  work  about  fifteen  days  after 
a  promise  to  repair  a  slippery  floor  is  not  such 
an  unreasonable  leii^h  of  time  as  to  charge  a 
servant  with  knowledge  that  there  was  no  In- 
tention to  change  the  sam<*.  Weber  Wagon  Co. 
V.  Kehl  (189J)  40  III.  App.  586. 

A  servant  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  in  continuing  to  work^ 


1897. 


Illinois  Stkkl  Co.  t.  Mann. 


79» 


remedied,  and  while  he  is  reasonably  expecting 
the  promise  to  be  performed,  the  promise  is  a 
drcumstance  to  be  considered  by  the  jury. 
...  If  .  .  .  the  time  for  performance  baa  fone 
by  before  the  accident,  and,  as  must  have  been 
the  fact,  the  servant  knows  that  the  repair  has 
not  been  made,  there  is  a  very  strong  arf^ument 
that  the  servant  is  no  longer  relying  upon  the 
promise,  but  has  decided  to  take  the  risk."  In 
Chicago,  Anderwn  Presaed-Briek  Co,  v.  Sobko 
toiak,  148  111.  673,  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in 
taking  clay  from  the  iMink.  He  had  objected 
to  go  underneath  on  account  of  the  dangerous 
condition  of  the  bank,  and  said  that,"  if  it 
should  go  down,  he  would  be  injured.  One 
Kelly  was  foreman  in  charge,  representing  the 

for  two  or  three  days  on  an  ioclined  tramway, 
some  boards  of  which  have  become  loose,  where 
the  superlnteodent  has  promised  to  secure 
them.  Couroy  v.  Vulcan  Iron  Works  (1876)  62 
Mo.  8S. 

▲  brakeman  ft  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  negli- 
gent in  continuing  to  nee  a  defective  lantern 
six  days  after  the  conductor  has  promised  to 
furnish  a  new  one.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Lannlgan  (1885)  66  Kan.  109. 

It  Is  error  to  charge  a  jury,  without  qualifi- 
cation, that  a  servant  who  continues  to  work 
for  six  months  after  ascertaining  the  existence 
of  8  defect  Is  absolred  from  the  charge  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  If  he  notified  the  master 
of  the  existence  of  the  defect  which  he  discov- 
ered, and  the  master  promised  that  the  defect 
would  be  repaired.  The  question  is  one  of  fact. 
International  &  Q.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  WlUlams  (1891) 
82  Tex.  842. 

A  verdict  for  a  blacksmith  injured  through 
the  Incompetence  of  a  helper  will  not  be  set 
aside  where  the  injury  was  received  four  days 
after  the  master  promised  to  furnish  another 
assistant,  and  the  testimony  leaves  It  doubtful 
whether  he  ought,  as  a  reasonable  man,  to  have 
apprehended  the  occurrence  of  some  accident. 
Lyberg  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  89  Minn. 
16. 

V.  Servant's  action  not  maintainable  unlets  his  eon- 
tinuanee  of  tvttrk  was  actuallu induced  by  the  mas- 
ter's promise  to  protect  him  from  somedanyer^  etc* 

In  order  to  enable  the  servant  to  recover  he 
must  show:  (1)  that  he  received  from  the  mas- 
ter or  the  master's  representative  some  assur- 
ance the  effect  of  which  was  that  the  condi- 
tion under  which  he  was  working  would  be  so 
altered  that  the  particular  danger  from  which 
be  apprehended  injury  would  cease  to  exist; 
and  (2)  that  his  relinncG  on  that  assurance  was 
the  efficient  cause  of  his  remaining  In  the  em- 
pioyniont. 

Where  a  promise  is  relied  upon  either  as 
showing  an  express  assumption  of  the  risk  by 
the  master,  or  as  affording  a  reasonable  guar- 
anty that  the  danger  ^111  be  removed  in  time  to 
prevent  injury  to  the  servant,  it  must  be  shown 
that  what  passed  between  the  master  and  serv- 
ant had  in  view  either  a  transfer  of  the  risk 
from  the  servant  to  the  master,  or  the  removal 
of  the  dangerous  condition  as  a  protection  of 
the  servant.  In  other  words,  the  master  should 
have  induced  the  servant  to  waive  his  right  to 
leave  the  dangerous  employment  either  by  tak- 
ing upon  himself  the  responsibility  for  injuries 
which  might  result,  or  by  leading  the  servant 
to  believe  that  the  duty  to  repair  the  appli- 
ances, or  supply  the  deficiency,  would  be  per- 
formed within  a  reusouablH  time.  Interna- 
tional &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Turner  (1893)  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  487. 
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defendant,  and  he  insisted  there  was  no  dan- 
ger, and  ordered  the  platntifT  to  go  underneath, 
and  perform  his  work.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, the  court  in  this  opinion  held  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  on  the  same  footing  with  the  mas- 
ter, and  that  his  primary  duty  was  obedience, 
and,  while  he  believed  it  dangerous  to  go  un- 
der the  bank,  and  protested,  yet  where  the 
master  sought  to  allay  his  fears,  and  induce 
obedience  to  his  commands,  by  declaring  there 
was  no  danger,  the  servant  in  such  case,  hay- 
ing SQch  fears,  and  relying  upon  such  assur- 
ances, was  entitled  to  recover.  That  case, 
however,  presents  various  differences  from  the 
case  at  bar. 
While  it  is  true  some  cases  hold  the  rale  ta 


In  the  first  place,  therefore,  as  there  must 
have  been  something  amounting  to  a  promise 
by  the  master.  It  follows  that  a  simple  protest 
or  complaint  by  the  servant,  not  followed  ^y  aA 
assurance  that  the  defect  will  be  remedied,  wfU 
not  cast  the  responsibility  upon  the  master. 
East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Duffield 
(1883)  12  Lea,  67,  47  Am.  Rep.  819;  Texas  &  N. 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  Single  (1895)  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  822; 
Weld  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  39  Kan.  68; 
Alexander  v.  Tennessee  &  L.  C.  Gold  &  Silver 
Min.  Co.  (1884)  3  N.  M.  256. 

''Protest  against,  or  objection  to,  a  service 
rendered  dangerous  by  defective  machinery,  it 
the  party  making  the  protest  or  objection  la 
under  no  legal  obligation  to  remain  In  the  serv- 
ice, cannot  render  the  services  subsequently 
performed  Involuntary.*'  Galveston,  H.  &  8. 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Drew  (1883)  59  Tex.  10,  46  Am. 
Rep.  261.  Compare  Wheeler  v.  Berry  (1893)  f» 
Mich.  250,  where  the  protest  was  against  being 
required  to  use  machinery  outside  of  his  regu- 
lar employment. 

Much  less  will  the  responsibility  be  shifted 
where  the  complaint  is  merely  that  the  certain 
defect  Increases  the  difficulty  of  the  work,  and 
not  that  it  Is  dangerous.  Balle  v.  Detroit 
Leather  Co.  (1889)  73  Mich.  168. 

A  mere  surmise  or  expectation  based  on  na 
specific  promise  will  not  be  sufficient.  McKel- 
vey  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  (1891)  85  W.  Va. 
500;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Leash  (1893)  2  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  68. 

But  the  rule  does  not  require  that  a  promise- 
shall  have  been  given  In  formal  terms. 

When  complaining  of  defective  Instrumen- 
talities or  machinery  It  Is  not  necessary  that  the- 
servant  shall  state  In  exact  words  that  he  ap- 
prehends danger  to  himself  by  reason  of  the 
defects,  nor  need  there  be  a  formal  notification 
that  he  will  leave  the  service  unless  the  defecta 
be  repaired  or  remedied.  It  is  sufficient  If, 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  It  can  be 
fairly  Inferred  that  the  servant  Is  complainings 
oa  his  own  account,  and  that  he  was  induced 
to  continue  In  the  service  by  reason  of  the 
promise.  Rothenberger  v.  Northwestern  Con- 
sol.  Mill.  Co.  (1S94)  57  Minn.  461. 

Gr,  as  another  case  has  it,  any  acts  or  ex- 
pressions by  which  the  servant  gives  the  proper 
agent  of  the  employer  to  understand  that  he  la 
unwilling  to  continue  in  the  employment,  un- 
less the  cause  of  the  danger  is  removed,  con- 
stitntQ  0  sutTlclent  complaint,  and  any  acts  cr 
expressions  by  which  such  agent  gives  the  serv- 
ant to  understand  that  the  cause  of  the  danger 
will  be  removed,  constitute  a  sufficient  prom- 
ise. Pleart  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1891> 
82  Iowa,  148. 

A  notification  Issued  to  engineers  by  the  mas- 
ter mechanic,  directing  them  to  modify  their 
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be  lb  at  the  servant,  after  having  informed  the 
master  of  any  defects  in  machinery,  tools,  ap- 
pliances, or  surroundings  of  his  work,  and  the 
master  having  promised  to  repair  and  make 
safe  such  defects,  has  the  ri^ht  to  rely  upon 
such  promise,  and  continue  m  the  employ  of 
the  master,  expecting  such  promise  to  he  ful- 
filled, yet  the  rule  in  this  state,  and  also  in  most 
other'siates,  holds  that  such  expectation  on  the 
part  of  the  servant  may  continue  only  for  a 
time  reasonable  for  such  repairs  to  be  made,  or 
defects  remedied;  and,  if  not  so  made  within  a 
reasonable  time,  the  servant,  having  full  knowl- 
edge of  such  defects,  will  be  considered  to  have 
waived  the  same,  and  subject  himself  to  all  the 


dangers  incident  thereto.     Bwift  dt  Co.  ▼.  Mad- 
den, 165  111.  41. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  plaintiff  says  be  had 
frequently  gone  to  the  foreman,  and  told  him 
that  the  standing  where  he  was  working  was 
dangerous,  and  that  the  foreman  would  make 
an  "offish"  reply  of  some  kind,  and  say  be 
would  fix  it.  Plaintiff  says  be  spoke  to  the 
foreman  quite  a  number  of  times  during  the 
year  prior  to  this  accident,  the  last  time  being 
two  or  three  weeks  before  the  injury  occurred. 
He  also  says,  in  substance,  that  he  did  not 
place  much  reliance  upon  the  foreman's  word, 
but  supposed,  however,  the  floor  would  be 
fixed.     It  is  apparent  from  this  record  that  the 


spiMMl  on  a  certain  section  of  the  road  *  until 
the  track  can  be  got  Into  better  condition." 
operates  as  a  declaration  th«;.t  the  defects  will 
be  remedied,  and  a  engineer  has  a  rUht  to  rely 
on  sach  an  assurance.  Flynn  v.  Kansas  City, 
St.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.  (1883)  78  Mo.  185.  47  Am. 
Rep.  99. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  there 
was  no  promise  such  as  the  rule  contempi.-ites, 
where  a  section  foreman  to  whom  a  yard  mas- 
ter applied  to  improve  a  defective  ira?k  in  tlie 
yard,  so  as  to  lessen  the  risk,  notified  hlni  that 
he  could  not  do  it  without  orders  from  his 
superior,  but,  upon  a  subsequent  appllcat'on, 
promised  conditionally  "that  he  would  do  it 
If  he  got  time  some  Saturday  afteruoon."  Wil- 
son V.  Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1887)  37  Minn. 
326. 

Nor  where  the  only  remark  made  by  the  mas- 
ter's representative  In  regard  to  the  defective 
appllnnce  was  more  in  the  nature  of  a  rebuke 
for  using  It  In  Its  then  condition  than  an  assur- 
ance that  It  would  be  repaired.  Shackelton  v. 
Manistee  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.   (1895)  107  Mich.  16. 

Nor  was  a  statement  made  by  the  mechanic 
In  charge  of  the  shops  where  the  defeotlant 
procured  Its  repairs  to  be  made,  In  reply  to 
ctimplalnts  made  to  him  of  tbe  car  In  question, 
that  It  ought  not  to  be  made  use  of  for  coup- 
ling with  the  coupler  on  the  other  cars, 
evidence  of  assurances  by  defendant  that  Its 
us»;  would  be  discontinued,  and  any  tendency 
to  make  out  a  case  of  culpable  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  towards  Its  servants. 
Fort  Wavne,  J.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  GUdersleeve 
(1876)  83  Mich.  133,  136. 

N(«r  Is  a  promise  of  getting  a  new  hand  car, 
v,bich  win  relieve  a  railroad  employee's  use  of 
a  d«»fectlve  car  from  constituting  contributory 
negligence,  established  by  evidence  that  the 
foreman  directed  the  employee  to  use  the  car 
with  great  care  until  he  could  get  a  new  one, 
and  that  he  expected  a  new  one  at  any  time. 
McAndrews  v.  Montana  Union  R.  Co.  (1895)  15 
Mont  290. 

Nor  is  a  aervant  warranted  In  relying  on  a  mere 
conditional  promise  by  a  fellow  employee  to 
take  the  necessary  steps  to  lessen  the  risk,  *'lf 
he  got  time,"  when  he  has  already  admitted 
that  he  could  not  do  this  without  directions 
from  a  superior  ofllcer.  Wilson  v.  Winona  & 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1887)  37  Minn.  326. 

Whether  there  was  actually  a  promise  to  re- 
move the  danger  Is  a  question  for  the  Jury, 
when  It  Is  a  matter  of  Implication.  Stouten- 
burgh  V.  Dow,  G.  N.  Co.  (1891)  82  Iowa,  179. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that 
a  promise  to  furnish  other  Instrumentalities  In 
place  of  those  from  which  the  servant  appre- 
hends danger  la  equivalent  In  Its  legal  effect  to 
a  promise  to  remedy  a  defect  In  some  Instru- 
mentality the  use  of  which  Is  to  be  continued. 
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Pleart  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R,  Co.  (1891)  82 
Iowa,  148;  Atchlnson,  T  As  St.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lannlgan  (1895)  66  Kan.  109;  Atchison,  T.  &  8. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Sadler  (1887)  38  Kan.  128;  Sioux 
City  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  FInlayson  (1884)  16  Neb.  578, 
49  Am.  Rep.  724:  Go  wen  v.  Harley  (1893)  12  U. 
S.  App.  574,  56  Fed.  Rep.  973,  6  C.  C.  A.  190; 
Chicago  Drop  Forge  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Van  Dam 
(1804)  149  111.  337.  Affirming  (1893)  60  III.  App. 
470;  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Croker  (1889)  41 
Kan.  747. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Schlltz  v.  Pabst  Brew- 
ing Co.  (1894)  67  Minn.  803,  the  court  said: 
"The  cases  In  which  the  rule  has  been  applied 
have  been  cases  where  there  was  a  promlde  on 
the  part  of  the  master  to  remedy  the  defect. 
But  we  can  see  no  difference  in  principle  be- 
tween such  cases  and  those  where,  upon  the 
servant's  objecting  to  continue  the  use,  the 
master,  for  his  own  convenience  and  purposes. 
Induces  the  servant  to  continue  it  for  a  short 
time,  upon  the  promise  that  the  use  shall  be 
discontinued  at  the  end  of  such  time.  What, 
for  instance,  could  be  the  difference  on  the  mat- 
ter of  assuming  the  risk  between  a  promise  to 
remedy  the  defects  of  this  particular  wagon 
and  a  promise  to  furnish  another  without  such 
defects?    We  can  see  none." 

An  employee  cannot  be  held  to  assume  the 
risk  of  bolts  protruding  from  a  coupling  of  a 
revolving  shaft  notwithstanding  a  promise  of 
the  foreman  to  cover  It,  on  the  ground  that 
such  promise  Is  not  to  repair  an  existing  defect 
in  the  machinery,  but  to  supply  a  new  or  addi- 
tional appliance  which  the  employer  is  under 
no  obligation  to  furnish.  Homestake  Mln.  Co. 
V.  FuUerton  (1895)  36  U.  S.  App.  32.  69  Fed. 
Rep.  923,  16  C.  C.  A.  545. 

But  some  courts  seem  to  Incline  to  the  view 
that  the  situation  is  not  the  same  in  the  two 
cases. 

In  Sweeney  v.  Berlin  &  J.  Envelope  Co.  (1886) 
101  N.  Y.  520,  54  Am.  Rep.  722,  the  court  ex- 
pressed its  opinion,  arguendo,  that  a  promise 
which  merely  concerns  a  new  appliance  not 
attached  to  the  particular  machine  whose  suffi- 
ciency is  complained  of,  nor  to  any  machines 
of  the  same  make,  does  not  fall  within  the  gen- 
eral rule,  but  It  was  held  that,  upon  the  evi- 
dence, there  was  no  promise  made,  nor  any  in- 
ducement offered  him,  to  take  the  risk,  and 
the  case  was  finally  decided  In  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  that  the  servant  had 
simply  been  requested  to  continue  working 
with  an  old  machine  of  a  certain  type  with  the 
peculiarities  of  which  he  had  been  familiar  ever 
since  he  had  begun  work,  and  therefore  as- 
sumed the  risk  of  any  injury  which  he  might 
thereafter  receive  in  a  service  which  he  was  at 
liberty  to  quit.  ^     ^^ 

In  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Ott  (1894)  oS 
N.  B.  517,  It  was  held  that  a  servant  who  until 


1897. 


Illinois  Steel  Co.  t.  Mann. 


795 


floor  was  In  a  dangerous  condition.  It  is  ap- 
parent also  that  the  plaintiff  was  fully  aware 
of  this  dangerous  condition,  and  bad  been  so 
for  at  least  a  year.  It  was  his  duty,  being 
fully  aware  of  the  danger,  to  have  notified  the 
foreman  or  his  employer,  which  he  did.  It 
was  his  right,  also,  under  the  iaw,  having  given 
such  notice,  to  have  continued  in  the  work  in 
which  he  was  engaged  for  a  reasonable  time 
only,  awaiting  the  fulfilment  of  this  promise 
to  remedy  such  dangerous  condition.  The  jury 
«houid  have  been  instructed  that  the  law  was 
us  stated  in  the  instruction  which  was  refused. 
The  instruction  should  have  been  given,  and  it 
was  error  to  refuse  it. 


Far  thU  error  the  judgmsnt  is  reter$ed^  and 
the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

Carter,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  agree  to  the  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  nor  to  the  reasons  given  for 
such  reversal.  So  far  as  the  discussion  of  cer- 
tain of  the  facts  is  concerned,  it  would  seem 
to  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  has  finally  and  conclusively 
settled  the  facts  in  favor  of  appellee.  I  do  not 
find  so  much  fault  with  the  statement  of  the 
general  rules  governing  such  cases  as  I  do  with 
the  applicatioD  of  such  rules  to  the  instruction 
which  the  court  below  refused  to  give  to  the 


the  arrival  of  others  which  the  master  has 
promised  to  obtain,  uses  a  lantern  wlilch  he  has 
ascerlmlned  to  be  defective,  assumes  the  risk  of 
Injury  as  one  thenceforth  incident  to  the  serv- 
ice, and  is  not  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had 
tised  It  until  promised  repairs  should  be  com- 
pleted. But  that  ruling  was  changed  on  rehear- 
ing (1893)  U  Ind.  App.  564. 

In  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams 
<1896,  Tex.  Civ.  App.)  S4  S.  W.  161,  the  court 
thought  that  the  general  principle  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  promise  was  not  applicable  where  a 
section  hand  was  told  that  a  defect  in  a  hand- 
•car  would  be  remedied,  and,  having  been  trans- 
ferred to  another  car,  was  injured  by  the  de- 
fective car  running  Into  it. 

That  the  servant's  reliance  on  the  master's 
promise  was  not  the  efficient  cause  of  the  in- 
Jury  cannot  be  inferred  where  the  evidence 
«how8  that  the  servant  apprehends  no  danger 
from  the  particular  service  in  which,  pending 
the  fulfilment  of  the  promise,  he  was  engaged 
when  he  received  the  injury.  Holloran  v. 
Union  Iron  &  Foundry  Co.  (1896)  133  Mo. 
470,  where  a  servant  engaged  in  moving  a  der- 
rick across  the  uncovered  girders  on  the  first 
Hoor  of  a  building,  after  the  master  had  prom- 
ised to  furnish  more  planks,  fell  into  the  cellar 
by  reason  of  his  foot  slipping  from  the  girder, 
upon  which  he  placed  it  without  apprehending 
any  danger  therefrom. 

Nor  does  a  promise  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
servant  unless  he  was  injured  at  a  time  and 
place  covered  by  it.  Thus,  a  promise  to  shore 
up  a  part  of  a  trench  where  the  servant  expects 
to  be  presently  working  will  not  entitle  him  to 
recover  for  injuries  caused  by  an  earthslidc  at 
that  part  of  the  trench  where  he  was  at  work 
when  he  received  the  promise.  Showalter  v. 
Pairbanks  (1S94;  88  Wis.  376. 

It  Is  not  necessary  that  the  promise  should 
have  been  addressed  to  the  plaintiff  Individ- 
ually, provided  it  was  made  in  his  presence, 
and  the  stipulated  repairs  will  remove  a  dan- 
ger to  which  he  is  exposed.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Sadler  (1887)  38  Kan.  128;  Alton 
Lime  &  Cement  Co.  v.  Calvey  (1892)  47  111.  App. 
343. 

In  the  second  place,  the  promise  is  a  mate- 
rial element  in  the  case  only  in  so  far  as  it  is 
an  undertaking  to  remedy  conditions  which  In- 
volve danger  to  the  servant.  A  stipulation  to 
change  those  conditions  for  some  other  reason 
than  the  protection  which  the  servant  will 
thereby  obtain  will  not  bring  the  case  within 
the  general  principle. 

'*No  case  .  .  .  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold 
that,  where  the  servant  does  not  complain  on 
his  own  account,  and  continues  in  his  employ- 
ment with  full  knowledge  of  the  risk,  he  can 
recover  of  the  master,  because  the  latter,  when 
the  defective  condition  was  called  to  his  atten- 
tion by  the  servant,  gave  assurances,  which 
40  L.  R.  A 


did  not  induce  the  servant  to  remain,  tliac  the 
defect  should  be  remedied.'*  Lewis  r.  New 
York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  (1891)  153  Mass.  73,  10 
L  R.  A.  613,  where  it  was  held  that  no  action 
could  be  maintained  by  a  servant  whose  em- 
ployment required  him  to  go  upon  a  oler  which 
had  become  unsafe  because  of  the  decayed  con- 
dition of  the  planking,  and  who  coutinned  iu 
the  service  with  full  knowledge  of  the  risk,  al- 
though he  complained  of  the  defects  on  the 
ground  that  ''someone  was  liable  to  get  hurt,'* 
and  received  the  master's  assurance  that  they 
should  be  remedied.  It  was  considered  that 
the  complaint  was  made  entirely  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  defendant,  and  referred  only  to  the 
danger  incurred  by  strangers. 

So,  an  assurance  given  by  the  master  that 
the  number  of  hands  will  be  increased,  will  not 
relieve  the  servant  of  bis  assumption  of  the 
risk  arising  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  num- 
ber, where  the  master's  promise  was  made  In 
his  own  Interest,  and  with  reference  to  the 
more  rapid  despatch  of  his  business,  and  not 
with  a  view  to  the  protection,  of  the  servant, 
and  to  induce  him  to  remain  in  the  service.  In- 
ternational &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Turner  (1893)  8 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  487. 

So,  the  general  rule  has  no  application  to  a 
case  where  neither  the  master  nor  the  servant 
contemplated  any  additional  danger  to  the 
servant  in  the  use  of  the  defective  instrument, 
but  only  imperfections  in  the  work  done  with 
it.    Tcsmer  v.  Boehm  (1895)  58  111.  App.  609. 

Nor  to  a  case  where  the  remonstrance  of  the 
servant  is  merely  to  the  effect  that,  with  an- 
other appliance,  the  work  would  be  easier,  and 
he  himself  admits  that,  before  the  accident,  he 
never  thought  that  the  work  involved  any  dan- 
ger. Gowen  v.  Uarley  (1893)  12  U.  S.  App.  574, 
56  Fed.  Uep.  973,  6  C.  C.  A.  190. 

Lastly,  after  the  servant  has  shown  that 
there  lias  been  a  promise,  actual  or  implied  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  and  that  this  promise 
amounts  to  an  undertaking  to  remove,  not  only 
a  danger,  but  a  danger  by  which  he  himself  is 
threatened,  he  must  still  fail  in  his  action  un- 
less he  proves  that  he  relied  In  good  faith  upon 
the  promise.  Showalter  v.  Fairbanks  (1894)  88 
Wis.  376. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  servant  has  some 
suspicion  that  the  master's  assurances  will  not 
be  made  good  is  not  enough  to  deprive  him  of 
his  right  of  action.  Weber  Wagon  Co.  v.  Kehl 
(1892)  139  Hi.  614,  Affirming  (1891)  40  HI.  App. 
584. 

But  an  instruction  which  tells  the  Jury  they 
must  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  plaintlfT,  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  "had  reasonable  grounds  to  believe 
that  the  defendant  would  Immediately  cure  the 
defect,"  has  been  held  misleading  and  prejudi- 
cial to  the  defendant,  as  it  leaves  the  Jury  to 
infer  that  the  servant  may  recover,  even  if  his 
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jury  at  tbe  request  of  tbe  defendant,  and  for 
ivbich  refusal  this  court  now  reverses  tbe  judg- 
ment. 1  am  satisfied  that  tbe  instruction  in 
question  was  erroneous,  and  tbat  it  was  prop- 
erly refused.  Tbat  instruction,  if  given, 
would  bave  told  tbe  jury  tbat  tbe  servant  may, 
while  relying  upon  the  promise  of  tbe  mnster 
to  repair,  remain  in  tbe  service  of  tbe  master 
only  for  such  a  time  after  sucb  promise  as 
would  be  reasonably  suflScient  to  enable  the 
master  to  remedy  tbe  defect,  and  tbat,  if  he 
continues  in  sucb  service  longer  than  that,  he 
assumes  the  increased  risk.  I  do  not  under- 
stand the  law  to  be  tbat  tbe  time,   and  tbat 


only,  which  would  be  rea-sonably  sufficient  for 
the  making  of  tbe  repairs,  is  tbe  measure  of  the 
time  during;  which  the  servant  may  rely  upon 
tbe  master's  promise  to  repair.  I  submit,  with 
deference  to  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  tbe 
court,  tbat  tbe  reasonable  time  does  not  so 
much  relate  to  the  time  required  to  make  tbe  re- 
pairs  as  it  dues  to  tbe  time  the  servant  is  au- 
thorized, in  the  exercise  of  reason  and  pru- 
dence, to  rely  upon  his  master's  promise.  I 
know  that  tbe  autboriiies  and  text-books  state 
in  general  terms,  as  stated  in  the  opinion  of  tbe 
court,  tbat  the  servant  may  continue,  after  tbe 
promise  to  repair,  in  tbe  employment  of  tho 


belief  that  the  defect  would  be  cured  was  a 
mere  surmise  or  expectation  of  his  owu,  based 
on  no  specific  promise.  McKelvey  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  It.  Co.  (1801)  85  W.  Va.  500. 

Similarly,  in  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Lassh  aSdS) 
2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  68,  the  servant's  right  to  re- 
cover was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  serv- 
ant continued  work,  not  because  he  relied  on 
the  master's  promise,  as  given,  but  merely  be- 
cause of  an  expectation,  based  on  tbe  defend- 
ant's habit,  to  make  the  repairs  in  question. 

It  is  ordinarily  for  the  Jury  to  say  whether 
the  servant's  reliance  on  a  promise  by  the  mas- 
ter Induced  bim  to  continue  work.  Union  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  MorrlBsey  (1883)  40  Ohio  St.  148,  48  Am. 
Bep.  669;  Rothenberger  v.  Northwestern  Con- 
sol.  Mill.  Co.  (1894)  57  Minn.  461. 

In  Showalter  v.  Fairbanks  (1894)  88  Wis.  376, 
It  was  said  to  be  quite  doubtful  whether  the 
rule  tbat  a  servant  Is  entitled  to  go  on  working 
for  a  reasonable  time  after  a  promise  to  remove 
a  danger,  without  his  being  charged  with  an 
assumption  of  the  risk,  is  applicable  to  any 
other  cases  except  those  in  which  machinery 
or  tools  are  found  to  be  defective. 

The  court  cited  Gowen  v.  Harley  (1893)  12  U. 
8.  App.  574,  66  Fed.  Bep.  973,  6  C.  C.  A.  190, 
but  the  ruling  in  that  case  does  not  Justify  any 
such  expression  of  doubt,  as  it  Is  merely  an  ap- 
plication of  the  principle  that  a  promise  by  tbe 
master  has  no  effect  in  augmenting  the  serv- 
ant's rights,  unless  It  relates  to  the  removal  of 
some  danger  which  threatens  his  safety. 

YL  WTiose  promise  i»  bivding  on  an  employer. 

The  principles  upon  which  It  Is  determined 
whether  a  promise,  when  given  by  an  employee, 
binds  the  master,  are  the  same  as  those  which 
fix  the  dividing  line  between  an  alter  ego  and 
a  mere  fellow  servant.  That  Is  to  say,  the 
promise  Is  or  Is  not  deemed  to  have  been  given 
by  the  master  according  as  the  employee  who 
gave  It  was  or  was  not  one  charged  with  the 
performance  of  that  particular  duty  of  the 
master,  the  breach  of  which  has  produced  the 
servant's  danger. 

The  plaintiff.  In  other  words,  cannot  recover 
on  the  ground  of  a  promise  made  by  an  em- 
ployee unless  the  promisor  had  authority  to 
take  such  steps  as  were  appropriate,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  secure  the  safety  of  the  em- 
ployee.   Ehlncke  v.  Porter  (1891)  45  Minn.  338. 

The  following  rulings  will  serve  as  Illustra- 
tions of  this  general  principle,  but,  ac  they  are 
necessarily  colored  by  the  views  prevailing  In 
the  particular  state  from  which  they  proceed 
as  to  the  extent  to  which  a  master  is  liable  for 
the  act  of  a  fellow  employee  of  the  Injured  serv- 
ant, the  practitioner  should  consider  them  with 
due  reference  to  the  general  doctrine  which 
they  exemplify. 

The  employer  has  been  held   liable  for  the 
promise  of  the  undermentioned  employees  as 
respects  the  matters  referred  to: 
40  L.  K.  A. 


Of  a  general  superintendent  of  a  factory  to- 
put  In  a  new  floor,  to  replace  one  which  has  be- 
come dangerously  slippery.  Weber  Wagon  Co. 
V.  Kehl  (1892)  139  IIL  644,  Aflirming  (1891)  40 
111.  App.  584. 

Of  a  railway  superintendent,  to  repair  & 
switch.  Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1874)  76  Pa.  389,  18  Am.  Rep.  412. 

Of  an  assistant  general  roadmaster,  to  repair 
a  switch.    Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Win 
slow  (1894)  10  Ohio  C.  C.  193. 

Of  a  yardmaster  to  have  running  boards  put 
on  a  yard  engine.  Pieart  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  (1891)  82  Iowa,  148. 

Of  the  day  foreman  of  a  mine,  that  exposed 
parts  of  machinery  will  be  covered:  Such  aa 
act  does  not  re«4ulre  a  previous  conference  with 
the  general  superintendent,  or  the  master  me- 
chanic, because  It  does  not  Involve  any  altera- 
tion of  the  machinery,  or  Interfere  to  any  ex- 
tent with  Its  operation.  Homestake  MIn.  Co. 
V.  Fuilerton  (1895)  36  U.  S.  App.  82,  69  Fed. 
Rep.  023,  16  C.  C.  A.  645. 

Of  a  foreman  with  power  to  discharge  an  In- 
competent servant,  that  be  will  be  replaced  by 
another.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Bckoia. 
(1894)  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  420;  Wust  v.  Erie  City 
Iron  Works  (1S92)  149  Pa.  263;  Lyttle  v.  Chi- 
cago &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  (1890)  84  Mich.  289. 

Of  a  section  foreman  to  supply  new  tools. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Sadler  (1887)  3» 
Kan.  128. 

Of  a  conductor,  that  a  defect  In  a  car  will  be- 
repaired.  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Henley 
(1893)  92  Tenn.  207. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  master  Is  not  bound 
by  the  promise  of  an  employee  who  merely 
makes  repairs  which  have  been  determlne<l 
upon  by  a  person  in  authority.  Ehlncke  v.  Por> 
ter  (ISOl)  45  Minn.  338. 

Nor  by  promise  of  an  agent  other  than  tho> 
one  whom  the  servant  knew  to  be  In  charge  of 
such  matters.  Chesapeake,  O.  &  S.  W.  R.  Co* 
V.  McDowell  a804)  16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1. 

Nor  by  the  promise  of  an  employee  who  Is  a. 
mere  fellow  servant  acting  under  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  not  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  master,  qualified  to  give  dl 
rectlons  as  to  the  continued  use  of  the  defect^ 
Ive  appliance.  Shackelton  v.  Manistee  &  N.  E. 
R.  Co.  (1895)  107  Mich.  16. 

A  servant  who  asks  to  have  a  saw  reset  and  Is 
told  by  the  employee  Intrusted  with  that  duty 
to  go  on  working  until  noon,  when  he  will  see 
what  he  can  do,  cannot  recover  for  Injurica 
which  he  receives  before  that  hour.  The  neg- 
lect. If  any,  Is  In  a  detail  of  the  management  of 
the  machinery,  not  in  a  duty  of  the  mnster. 
Webber  v.  Piper  (1888>  100  N.  T.  496,  Afilrmlnff 
(1885)  h8  Hun,  353. 

It  Is  error  to  give  an  instruction  which  as- 
sumes that  an  employee  was  the  representa- 
tive of  a  railroad  company  as  regards  the  re- 
pairing of  electric  lights  used  to  facilitate  tha^ 
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master  a  reasonable  time,  to  enable  tbe  master 
to  make  tbe  repairs  and  remove  the  defect;  bat 
it  does  not  follow  that  tbe  measure  of  such 
reasonable  time  is  as  stated  in  said  refused  in- 
struction. Let  it  be  supposed  that  a  case  is  on 
trial,  and  the  injury  to  tbe  servant  is  undis- 

Sut^.  The  mat!>ter  admits  tbe  defective  con- 
itlon  of  the  machinery  or  tbe  place  where  the 
servant  is  required  to  work,  and  that  it  caused 
the  injury;  admits  the  servant  notified  him  of 
such  defective  condition,  and  that  he  gave  tbe 
servant  his  promise  to  make  repairs  and  re- 
move the  defects  complained  of;  that  be  failed 
to  keep  his  promise,  and  the  servant  was  in- 


jured. Then,  under  the  role  stated  in  the 
above-mentioned  instruction,  and  adopted  by 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  master  would  pro- 
ceed to  prove,  to  relieve  himself  from  liability, 
that  he  did  not,  within  such  time  as  would 
have  been  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose before  the  injury,  make  the  promised  re- 
pairs,— ^in  other  words,  would  make  a  com- 
plete defense  by  proving  bis  own  default  and 
nesligence;  while  the  servant    would  be  re- 

?|uTred  to  prove  that  tbe  master  was  not  in  de- 
ault,  but  had  not,  at  the  time  of  tbe  injury, 
had  sufficient  time  in  which  to  make  the  re- 
pairs.   Buch  positions  of  the  parties  would,  to 


work  of  loading  iron  from  a  car  onto  a  steamer, 
and  that  his  promise  to  repair  one  of  them 
bonnd  the  company,  where  another  employee 
is  shown  to  have  been  in  control  of  the  entire 
work,  and  no  evidence  has  been  offered  to 
prove  that  the  former  employee  was  vested 
with  any  other  power  than  of  overseeing  the 
loading  of  the  train.  Gnlf,  C  &  8.  F.  B.  Co.  v. 
Brentford  (1891)  79  Tex.  619. 

VII.  Rule  where  the  promUie  retaUe  to  Hmple  ap- 
pUanees, 

In  Marsh  v.  Chickcring  (1880)  101  N.  T.  896, 
It  was  held  that  a  lamplighter  who  was  injured 
through  the  slipping  of  a  ladder  on  wliich  he 
had  mounted  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties 
could  not  maintain  an  action  although  his  em- 
ployer had  promised  to  furnish  it  with  hooks 
and  spikes  for  the  purpose  of  obviating  the 
danger  of  such  accidents.  The  reasoning  which 
led  the  court  (Ruger,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting)  to  this 
conclusion  will  appear  from  the  subjoined  ex- 
tract from  the  opinion:  *'As  a  general  rule  it 
Is  to  be  supposed  that  the  master  who  employs 
a  servant  has  a  better  and  more  comprehensive 
knowledge  as  to  the  machinery  and  materials 
to  t>e  used  than  the  employee  who  has  claims 
vpon  his  protection  against  the  use  of  defective 
or  improper  materials  or  appliances  while  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of '  the  service  re- 
<]uired  of  him.  The  rule  stated,  however,  is 
not  applicable  In  all  cases,  and  where  the  serv- 
ant has  equal  knowledge  with  the  master  as  to 
the  machinery  used  or  the  means  employed  in 
the  performance  of  the  work  devolving  upon 
tiim,  and  a  full  knowledge  of  existing  defects, 
It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  master 
Is  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
use  thereof.  In  considering  the  application  of 
the  rule  Just  stated,  due  regard  must  be  had 
to  the  limited  knowledge  of  the  employee  as  to 
the  machinery  and  structure  on  which  he  is  em- 
ployed and  to  his  capacity  and  intelligence,  and 
to  the  fact  that  the  servant  has  a  right  to  rely 
upon  the  master  to  protect  him  from  danger 
and  injury,  and  In  selecting  the  agent  from 
which  It  may  arise.  In  cases,  however,  where 
persons  are  employed  in  the  performance  of 
ordinary  labor,  In  which  no  machinery  is  used, 
and  no  materials  furnished,  the  use  of  which 
requires  the  exercise  of  great  skill  and  care,  it 
can  scarcely  be  claimed  that  a  defective  in- 
strument or  tool  furnished  by  the  master,  of 
which  the  employee  has  full  knowledge  and 
comprehension,  can  be  regarded  as  making  out 
a  case  of  liability  within  the  rule  laid  down. 
A  common  laborer  who  uses  agricultural  imple- 
ments while  at  work  upon  a  farm  or  in  a  gar- 
den, or  one  who  is  employed  in  any  service  not 
requiring  great  skill  and  judgment,  and  who 
uses  the  ordinary  tools  employed  in  such  work, 
to  which  he  is  accustomed  and  in  regard  to 
which  he  has  perfect  knowledge,  can  hardly 
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be  said  to  have  a  claim  against  his  employer 
for  negligence,  if  In  using  a  utensil  which  he 
knows  to  be  defective,  he  is  accidentally  in- 
jured. It  does  not  rest  with  the  servant  to  say 
that  the  master  has  superior  knowledge,  and 
has  thereby  Imposed  upon  him.  He  fuliy  com- 
prehends that  the  instrument  which  he  employs 
is  not  perfect,  and  if  he  Is  thereby  injured  it 
Is  by  reason  of  his  own  fault  and  negligence. 
The  fact  that  he  notified  the  master  of  the  de- 
fect and  asked  for  another  instrument,  and  vhe 
master  promised  to  furnish  the  same,  in  such  a 
case,  does  not  render  the  master  responsible  if 
an  accident  occurs.  We  have  been  referred  to 
no  adjudicated  case  which  upholds  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  party  under  circumstances  of  the  same 
character  as  those  presented  by  the  evidence 
here.  A  rule  imposing  such  a  liability  in  the 
case  considered  would  be  far  reaching,  and 
would  extend  the  principle  stated  to  many  of 
the  vocations  of  life  for  which  it  was  never  In- 
tended. It  is  one  of  a  Just  and  salutary  char- 
acter, designed  for  the  benefit  of  employees 
engaged  in  work  where  machinery  and  mate- 
rials are  used  of  which  they  can  have  but  little 
knowledge,  and  not  for  those  engaged  in  ordi- 
nary labor  which  only  requires  the  use  of  im- 
plements with  which  they  are  entirely  fami- 
liar. The  plaintiff  was  of  the  latter  class  of 
laborers,  and  the  work  in  which  he  was  engaged 
was  not  of  a  character  which  would  entitle 
him  to  the  protection  of  the  principle  referred 
to.'* 

The  doctrine  of  this  case  has  been  followed 
in  the  subjoined  rulings: 

One  employed  to  make  general  repairs  about 
a  building  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting 
to  ascend  a  ladder  placed  on  a  slippery  floor, 
without  himself  arranging,  under  his  duty  of 
general  repairing,  some  appliance,  fixture,  or 
guard  to  make  the  foot  of  the  ladder  secure, 
although  the  employer  had  previously  promised 
to  procure  a  safe  ladder.  Corcoran  v.  Milwau- 
kee Gaslight  Co.  (1S92)  81  Wis.  191. 

An  employer  is  not  liable  for  personal  in- 
juries sustained  by  his  employee  because  of  an 
obvious  defect  in  a  ladder  consisting  of  the 
nails  being  partially  withdrawn  from  the  steps, 
and  which  could  have  been  easily  remedied 
with  a  stone  or  brick  if  a  hatchet  or  hammer 
was  not  obtainable,  although  he  had  informed 
the  employer  thereof  and  the  latter  had  told 
him  it  was  safe  for  the  present,  but  promised 
to  remedy  it.  Meador  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  B. 
Co.  (1804)  138  Ind.  290. 

Where  a  defect  Is  of  a  plain  and  obvious 
character,  such  as  the  wearing  down  by  con- 
stant friction,  of  a  plank  which  is  being  used 
as  a  walk  by  employees  engaged  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  trestle,  and  it  Is  obviously  rash- 
ness for  anyone  to  tread  upon  the  plank,  the 
servant  cannot  charge  the  master  with  lia- 
bility for  the  use  of  such  an  appliance,  merely 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  has  given  an  in- 
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Not, 


say  tbe  least  that  might  be  said,  be  anomalous. 
It  seems  clear  to  me  that  tbe  rule  stated  io  tbis 
iDStruction  and  adopted  by  tbis  court  is  illogi- 
cal, and  contrary  to  reason  and  natural  jus- 
tice. It  is  also  in  conflict  with  what  was  held 
in  Weber  Wagon  Co.  v.  Kehl.  189  HI.  646.  It 
seems  to  me  that  tbe  true  rule  ought  to  be,  and 
iR,  that  tbe  assumption  of  the  increased  risk  by 
the  master  by  his  promise  to  repair,  whereby 


tbe  servant  is  induced  to  remain,  will  continue 
until  he  fulfils  his  promise,  or  notifies  the 
servant  of  his  inability  or  unwillingness  to  do 
so,  or  until  such  a  length  of  time  has  elapsed 
as  would,  under  all  of  tbe  attending  circum- 
stances, make  it  unreasonable  for  the  servant 
to  longer  rely  upon  the  promise.  Under  such 
a  rule,  the  question  would  be  whether  the 
servant,  at  the  time  of  tbe  accident,  relied,  or 


definite  promise  to  repair  It.  Brewer  v.  Ten- 
nessee, Coal,  I.  ft  R.  Co.  (189«)  07  Tenn.  615. 

"The  rule  that  the  master  Is  responsible  for 
damages  resulting  to  a  servant  from  defects  In 
machinery  and  appliances  of  which  the  serv- 
ant has  notified  him  and  which  he  has  promised 
to  repair,  goyerns  cases  In  which  machinery  or 
tools  that  are  used  In  the  work  are  discovered 
to  be  dangerously  defective  while  in  use,  and  to 
cases  In  which  tools  or  machinery  are  necessary 
for  the  safe  performance  of  the  work.  It  has 
no  application  to  a  case  where  the  service  re- 
quired Is  simple  manual  labor  without  tools 
or  machinery,  and  where  no  such  tools  or  appli- 
ances are  necessary  to  the  performance  of  the 
work  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  safety. 
Gowen  v.  Harley  (1803)  12  U.  S.  App.  574,  66 
Fed.  Rep.  973,  6  C.  C.  A.  190,  where  It  was  held 
that  a  receiver  operating  a  railroad  could  not 
be  held;  that  a  servant  could  not  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  of  his  employer's  promise 
to  furnish  skids  for  the  purpose  of  transferring 
a  box  weighing  about  250  pounds  from  one  rail 
rood  car  to  another,  only  about  5  feet  away. 
(Tbe  general  principle  laid  down  In  Marsh  v.' 
Chlckerlng,  supra,  'was  approved,  but  the  deci- 
sion was  also  based  on  the  consideration  that 
the  promise  was  not  that  a  danger  would  be  re- 
moved, but  merely  that  additional  facilities  for 
doing  the  work  would  be  furnished. 

Compare  also  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kelton  (1892)  5C  Ark.  483;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v. 
Schynianowskl  (1896)  162  111.  461.  In  the  lat- 
ter case,  however,  the  court  seems  to  consider 
that  this  qualification  of  the  general  rule  Is  re- 
ferable, not  only  to  the  fact  that  the  danger 
in  such  case  Is  obvious,  but  that  the  continued 
use  of  the  tool  after  knowledge  of  the  defect, 
and  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  a  reasonable 
time  since  the  promise  to  remedy  it  was  made. 
Indicates  recklessness. 

This  Introduction  of  the  factor  of  reasonable 
time  is  not  justified  by  anything  said  In  the 
leading  case  of  Marsh  v.  Chlckerlng,  supra,  and 
It  must  therefore  remain  somewhat  doubtful, 
whether  the  Illinois  court  would  follow  the 
New  York  ruling  without  reservation.  If  the 
consideration  here  emphasized  were  eliminated 
from  the  ease. 

It  is  submitted  that  Marsh  v.  Chlckerlng 
(1880)  101  N.  Y.  396,  and  the  decisions  which 
have  followed  It,  do  not  rest  upon  any  rational 
basis.  The  modification  of  the  general  princi- 
ple Introduced  by  them  only  upon  the  hypothe- 
sis that  one  or  other  of  these  three  theories  Is 
correct:  (1)  That,  In  the  case  of  simple  appli- 
ances, the  promise  of  the  master  does  not,  in 
any  way,  alter  or  shift  his  responsibility,  even 
temporarily;  (2)  that  the  quantitative  value  of 
the  constructive  knowledge  imputed  to  the  serv- 
ant with  regard  to  the  defects  In  such  appli- 
ance Is  different  from  the  quantitative 
vaiue  of  such  actual  knowledge  as  he 
may  a<»o'ilre  in  regard  to  more  elaborate 
Instrumentalltifs;  (3)  that  the  danger  of 
handling  simple  appliances  like  ladders,  spades, 
axes,  etc..  Is.  as  a  matter  of  law,  so  serious  as 
to  reqiire  the  application  of  the  rule  that  the 
master's  promise  will  not  warrant  a  contlnn- 
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ance  of  the  service  where  the  hazards  to  whlcb 
the  servant  will  be  exposed  are  so  Imminent 
that  no  prudent  man  would  encounter  them. 
All  these  positions  are  manifestly  untenable; 
the  first  because  it  entails  the  anomaly  of 
gauging  the  effect  of  an  express  stipulation  by 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  to  which  it 
relates;  the  second,  because  It  Involves  a  logi- 
cal absurdity;  the  third,  because  it  ignores  the 
most  obvious  facts. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  New  York 
court  seems  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  undue 
weight  which  Is  ascribed  to  the  fact  that.  In 
the  case  of  a  defect  in  a  simple  appliance,  the 
servant  has  equal  or  superior  means  of 
knowledge  In  regard  to  the  dangers  to 
which  It  will  subject  him.  Assuming  the 
rationale  of  the  situation  created  by  the 
promise  to  be  that  which  is  stated  io 
snbdlv.  III.,  supra.  It  seems  manifest  that  the 
question  whether  tbe  servant's  knowledge  wa» 
equal  or  superior  to  that  of  the  master  cannot 
be  of  any  moment  except  where  the  continu- 
ance of  work  hns  been  Induced,  both  by  a  prom- 
ise of  repairs  and  by  an  assurance  that  the  de- 
fect Is  not  so  serious  as  to  threaten  immediate 
Injury.  It  may  be  a  perfectly  sound  argument 
that  the  servant  is  not  justified  In  relying  on 
the  master's  promise  In  regard  to  the  prospects 
of  safety  while  repairs  are  being  made  in  an 
appliance  of  a  very  simple  kind.  But  It  Is  not 
apparent  why  in  the  case  of  such  an  appliance^ 
just  as  in  the  case  of  any  other,  the  Inference 
may  not  be  drawn  that  the  master  has  assumed 
the  responsibility  for  accidents  while  the  re- 
pairs are  being  executed,  nor  why  the  servant 
should  not  be  entitled* to  hold  the  master  to  the 
performance  of  the  revived  or  modified  con* 
tract,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  implied  by  a 
promise  to  remove  a  specific  cause  of  danger. 
The  question  whether  a  prudent  man  would 
have  allowed  his  conduct  to  be  Influenced  by  tbe- 
promlse  would  then  remain  to  be  decided,  as- 
a  distinct  Issue,  by  a  due  consideration  of  ali 
the  circumstances  presented  by  the  testimony.. 

VIII.  Obligationa  nf  the  sei-vant  pendina  tlM  Mfil' 
ment  of  the  ttromise. 

The  fact  that  the  master  has  promised  to  re- 
pair a  defect  does  not  r»^lieve  the  servant  of 
the  duty  of  using  reasonable  care  for  his  safe- 
ty. Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Blngle  (1895)  » 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  322. 

If  the  servant,  by  his  own  negligence  In  the 
manner  of  using  the  defective  appliance,  brings 
Injury  on  himself,  the  master  will  not  be  lia- 
ble." Schlltz  V.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  (1894)  5T 
Minn.  303. 

In  view  of  his  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
an  abnormal  danger,  a  greater  degree  of  care 
will  be  required  of  him  than  if  he  had  not 
known  of  the  defect.  Meador  v.  Lake  Shore  * 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  (18^)  138  Ind.  290. 

But  the  employer  "cannot  hold  [him]  that 
servant  to  the  exercise  of  an  unerring  choice  of 
the  best  method  of  obviating  difficulties  and 
losBoning  danger.  If  the  servant  uses  reason- 
able and  ordinary  judgment,  he  does  all  that 
can  be  required,  and  the  fact  that  his  judgment 
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had  reasonable  groaods  to  rely,  apon  the  prom- 
ise of  the  master  to  repair,  or  had  himself  as- 
sumed the  iDcreased  risk  by  coDtiouiog  in  the 
service  after  he  had  ceased  to  rely  upon  the 
master's  promise.  The  rule  is  stated  more 
broadly  than  is  here  cooteoded  for  in  Chicaijo 
Anderson  Pressed- Brick  Co.  y.  Sobkowiak,  148 
111.  578,  citing  Eolmes  ▼.  Clarke,  6  Hurlst.  & 


N.  849.    See  also  OounseU  v.  Hall,  146  Mass. 
468. 

Hagruder,  J. :  I  concur  lo  the  views  ex- 
pressed by  Mr.  Justice  Garter. 

Boggfl*  J.:  I  concur  in  the  dissentiog 
opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Garter* 

Rehearing  denied  December  21, 1897. 


may  not  prove  to  be  absolutely  the  best  does 
not  relieve  the  employer  from  liability."  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Creigbton  (1895)  63  III.  App.  168. 

That  the  servant,  when  he  Is  called  upon  to 
work  with  an  appliance  which  he  has  ceased 
to  handle  since  the  master  promised  to  repair 
it  may  or  may  not  be  Justified,  according  to  the 
circumstances,  in  acting  upon  the  presumption 
that  the  repairs  have  been  completed,  is  clear 
both  upon  principle  and  authority.  Thus,  on 
the  one  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  an  employee 
who  knows  that  the  machine  at  which  he 
works  is  out  of  repair  and  that  a  fellow  servant 
has  been  ordered  to  repair  it  on  a  specified  day, 
is  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as  will 
prevent  a  recovery  for  an  injury  resulting  from 
such  defect,  in  subsequently  going  to  work 
upon  the  machine  of  his  own  accord,  without 
ascertaining  whether  or  not  It  had  been  re- 
paired.   Schulz  v.  Rohe  (1806)  149  N.  Y.  132. 

So,  the  servant  will  be  denied  recovery  where 
the  defect  is  of  such  an  obvious  kind  that  if 
he  had  been  making  the  ordinary  use  of  his 
eyesight  at  the  time  he  was  injured,  he  could 
not  have  failed  to  observe  that  it  had  not  been 
repaired.  Brewer  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  (1885; 
56  Mich.  620. 

Under  certain  circumstances  the  broad  prin- 
ciple will  be*  controlling,  that  an  employee  who 
has  given  notice  of  a  defect  to  the  proper  otB- 
cer  whose  duty  it  Is  to  make  the  repairs,  and 
the  impreRsion  has  been  conveyed  to  him  that 
these  would  be  made,  has  a  right  to  assume 
that  they  have  been  made,  and  to  act  upon 
that  assumption.  Thus,  an  engineer  who  has 
received  a  promise  that  his  engine  will  be  re- 
paired, and  is  absent  on  sick  leave  for  several 
days  afterwards,  Is  not,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
negligent  In  taking  out  the  engine  at  the  end 
of  that  period  without  specific  information  that 


the  repairs  have  been  completed.  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Babcock  (1894)  154  U.  S.  190,  38  L.  ed. 
958. 

A  complaint  which,  in  effect,  alleges  that  the 
injurtd  servant  war  induced  to  remain  in  the 
service  by  the  promise  of  his  foreman  that  a 
fellow  servant  of  whose  incompetence  he  had 
complained  would  be  discharged  is  complete 
without  a  further  averment  that  the  plaintiff, 
when  he  was  Injured,  was  ignorant  of  the  fact 
that  the  Incompetent  servant  had  not  been  dis- 
charged. To  go  further  would  be  to  plead  mat- 
ters of  evidence.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  Eckols  (1894)  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  429. 

The  obligations  of  the  servant  to  use  due  care 
after  he  has  received  a  promise  of  repairs  do 
not  go  to  the  extent  of  a  requirement  that  he 
shall  himself  take  active  steps  to  lessen  the 
danger  covered  by  the  promise. 

Thus,  the  fact  that  a  railroad  engineer  could 
repair  a  defective  foot-board  himself,  or  run  the 
locomotive  with  it  entirely  removed,  does  not 
render  him  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  Id 
continuing  to  use  it  in  its  defective  condition, 
where  the  rule  of  the  company  provides  that 
employees  shall  report  defects  or  repair  them 
themselves,  and  he  has  reported  the  defect  to 
the  proper  person,  and  been  twice  assured  that 
it  will  be  repaired.  Gibson  v.  Minneapolis,  St. 
P.  &  8.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  (1893)  55  Minn.  177. 

Nor  Is  an  employee  whose  duties  require  hiro 
to  pass  under  a  coupling  of  a  revolving  shaft 
having  protruding  bolts  under  any  obligation 
to  turn  aside  from  his  ordinary  duties  and 
construct  a  box  to  cover  such  coupling,  after 
the  foreman's  attention  has  been  called  to  the 
defect  and  he  has  promised  to  send  carpenters 
to  cover  It.  Horaestake  MIn.  Co.  v.  Fullerton 
(1895)  36  U.  S.  App.  32.  69  Fed.  Rep.  923,  16  C. 
C.  A.  545.  C.  B.  L. 
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!•  An  action  for  death  eauaed  by 
wrongful  act  or  omission,  whether  it  re- 
sults Instantly  or  not.  Is  given  by  Hiirs  Ann, 
Code,  ea  369.  871,  provldioflr  that  the  personal  rep- 
reseoiatlves  may  maintain  an  action  at  law  if  the 
deceased  **micrht  have  maintained  an  action  had 
be  lived,"  and  that  the  recovery  shall  be  ad- 
ministered as  other  personal  property  of  the  de- 
ceased. 


2.  The  fkkct  that  there  are  no  survivlnc^ 
relatives  or  creditors  of  a  person  killed  by 
wrongful  act  or  omission  does  not  preclude  a 
right  of  action  under  Hiirs  Ann.  Code,  IS  809 
371,  making  the  recovery  assets  of  the  estate. 

8.  The  owner  of  elecstric  wires  carrying- 
a  dangerous  current  is  chargeable  with  negli- 
gence in  stringing  them  over  a  bridge  so  near  the 
top  of  it  that  it  Is  impossible  to  make  repairs  on 
the  bridge  without  coming  into  contact  with 
them. 

4.  A  workman  eni^ag^ed  in  repairinjp 
a  bridge  over  which  electric  wirem 

with  an  apparently  safe  insulation  are  strung, 
where  be  must  come  in  contact  with  them  in 
performing  bis  work,  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
contact  with  them  will  not  be  dangerous.— es- 


NoTC— For  negligence  as  to  electric- light  wires  I  McLaughlin  v.  Louisville  Electric- Light  Co.  (Ky.) 
in  or  on  buildings,  see  Griffin  v.  United  Electric   84  L.  R.  A.  812.    8ee  also  Mooney  v.  Luzerne  (Pa.) 
Light  Co.  (Mass.)  82  L.  R.  A.  400.  and  note;   also  I  post,  811. 
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peolally  after  the  workmen  have  made  an  exami- 
nation of  tbem,  and  asoertaioed,  as  they  suppose, 
that  the  wires  are  not  danfferous. 

6«  Pladnif  electric  wires  known  to  be 
dang^erous  at  a  place  where  others  are  law- 
fully entitled  to  be  constitutes  negligence. 

■6.  The  apparent  perfect  insulation  of 
electric  wires*  which  is  calculated  to  deceive 
and  to  cause  one  unfamiliar  with  the  facts  to 
suppose  them  safe,  when  the  wires  are  placed 
where  persons  in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
may  come  in  contact  with  them,  amounts  to  an 
inyitation  to  them  to  risk  contact  therewith. 

^.  The  exercise  of  due  care  and  prudence 
to  prevent  Injury  by  dangerous  electric  wires  is 
a  question  for  the  Jury. 

S.  An  instruction  against  allowingr  ex- 
emplary damaf^eSt  or  damages  as  a»WaHum 
for  grief  or  anguish,  need  not  be  given,  where 
the  complaint  and  the  proof  are  confloed  to  the 
earning  capacity,  habits,  and  probable  length  of 
life  of  a  person  killed. 

■9.  Verbal  inaccuracy  of  a  charge  to  the 
Jury  will  not  require  a  reversal.  If  the  charge  as 
a  whole  fairly  and  accurately  presents  the  law 
applicable  to  the  facts. 

1 O*  The  care  demanded  of  electric  com- 
panies must  be  commensurate  with  the 
danger*  and,  where  the  wires  carry  a  highly 
dangerous  current  of  electricity,  the  law  re- 
quires the  utmost  degree  of  care  in  the  construc- 
tion, inspection,  and  repair  of  the  wires  so  as  to 
keep  them  harmless,  at  places  where  persons  are 
Hable  to  come  in  contact  with  them. 

(April  18. 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  Count j 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  kill- 
ing of  plaintiff's  intestate.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Bean,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  brought  under  §  871  of  the 
Code  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of 
plaintiff's  intestate,  caused  by  the  allef^ed  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  company.  The  facts, 
which  are  practically  undisputed,  are  that  on 
September  27,  1893,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  an 
«mployee  of  the  East- Side  Railway  Company, 
a  corporation  owning  and  operating  a  subur- 
ban railway  between  Portland  and  Oregon  City, 
was  killed  whileengaged  in  repairing  its  bridge 
across  the  Clackamas  river  by  coming  in  con- 
tact with  wires  owned  and  used  by  the  defend- 
ant company  for  the  transmission  of  electricity 
from  its  station  in  Oregon  City  to  its  custom- 
ers in  the  city  of  Portland,  and  which  were 
suspended  over  and  horizontal  with  such 
bridge.  This  bridge  is  described  by  the  wit- 
nesses as  a  Howe  truss  with  half  hip  connec- 
tions, 22  feet  wide,  and  the  distance  between 
the  top  and  bottom  chords  is  85  feet.  Near 
the  ends  of  each  top  chord  are  four  vertical 
Iron  rods  with  nuts  and  wHshers,  connecting  the 
top  and  bottom  chords,  and  the  top  chords  are 
connected  together  by  6x8  lateral  braces  set  on 
€dge,  crossing  each  other  in  the  shape  of  the 
letter  X,  and  also  by  iron  rods,  about  an  inch 
in  diameter,  at  either  extremity.  The  main 
«nd  braces  of  the  bridge  run  from  the  ends  of 
the  top  chords  to  the  outer  end  of  the  bottom 
chords  at  an  angle  of  45  degrees,  and  are  con- 
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nected  together  by  cross  braces  similar  to  the 
top  lateral  braces,  and  also  by  two  timbers  5^ 
by  9i  inches,  called  "strut  braces,"  placed  hor- 
izontally above  and  betow  the  cross  braces. 
The  upper  strut  brace  is  4^  inches  below  the 
under  side  of  the  top  chord,  or  20^  inches  be- 
low the  upper  surface  thereof,  and  the  mo^^ 
southerly  lateral  rod  connecting  the  top  chords 
of  the  bridge  is  22  inches  north  thereof,  and  18 
inches  higher  than  its  upper  surface.  Under 
a  license  from  the  railway  company,  the  de- 
fendant had.  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  ten 
wires  strung  lengthwise  and  85  inches  above 
the  top  of  the  bridge,  which  were  attached  to 
pins  in  cross  braces  or  arms  extending  from 
one  side  of  the  bridge  to  the  other,  and  sup- 
ported by  standards  resting  on  the  top  chorda. 
The  wires  were  placed  1  foot  apart,  except  th*» 
two  on  the  west  side,  between  which  there  was 
a  space  of  2  feet.  On  the  15th  of  September, 
1898,  the  railway  company  sent  a  gan?  of  men 
under  charge  of  a  foreman  to  repair  the 
bridge,  and  they  were  engaged  in  such  work 
until  some  time  in  the  following  month. 
While  thus  engaged,  it  became  necessary  to 
tighten  the  nuts  on  the  vertical  rods  connect- 
ing the  top  and  bottom  chords,  and.  as  this 
could  not  be  done  on  the  south  end  of  the 
bridge  without  moving  the  arm  or  brace 
to  which  the  electric  wires  were  attached,  the 
foreman  telephoned,  on  the  morning  of  the 
27th  of  September,  to  the  oflBceof  the  railway 
company  in  Portland,  asking  that  a  lineman 
be  sent  out  to  detach  the  wires,  so  that  the  arm 
could  be  moved,  but,  as  the  company  neglected 
to  do  so,  he  concluded  to  go  on  with  the  work 
and  do  the  best  he  could.  He  thereupon  di- 
rected the  deceased  and  three  other  workmen 
to  go  up  on  top  of  the  bridge,  and  tighten  the 
nuts  on  the  rods  with  a  large  wheel  wrench  7 
feet  and  8  inches  in  diameter.  The  wheel  part 
of  this  wrench  was  some  15  or  16  inches  above 
the  socket  which  fitted  on  the  nut,  and  the 
wrench  was  operated  by  workmen  sitting  out- 
8ide  of  the  wheel  on  the  chords  or  braces  of 
the  bridge,  or  boards  placed  thereon.  Before 
working  in  and  among  the  wires,  the  workmen 
examined  them,  and,  finding  that  they  were 
covered  with  the  insulating  material  in  com- 
mon use,  and  that  such  coveriog  was  unbroken, 
and  apparently  in  good  condition,  and  receiv- 
ing no  injurious  effect  from  handling  them, 
concluded  that  they  were  safe.  At  the  time 
this  examination  waa  made  the  wires  were 
what  tfre  called  "dead  wires."  as  the  electric 
current  was  shut  off  about  8  o  'clock  in  the 
morning  and  not  turned  on  again  until  about 
4  in  the  afternoon,  but  of  this  fact  the  work- 
men were  ignorant,  and  they  supposed  and  be- 
lieved that  the  wires  were  live  wires  all  the 
time,  and  that  the  reason  they  were  harmless 
was  because  of  the  insulation.  Along  in  the 
afternoon,  the  deceased  and  hia  fellow  work- 
men, having  completed  the  work  at  the  north 
end  of  the  bridge,  proceeded  to  the  south  end 
for  the  purpose  of  tightening  the  rods  on  that 
end,  but.  being  unable  to  place  the  wheel 
wrench  on  the  nuts  because  of  the  standard 
which  supported  the  cross  bar  to  which  the 
wires  of  the  defendant  company  were  attached, 
thev  were  directed  by  the  foreman  to  move  it 
out  of  the  way.  At  this  time  the  two  wires 
on  the  west  side  of  the  bridge  were  live  wires. 
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but  this  fact  was  unknown  to  the  workmen, 
Tbey  proceeded  to  detach  a  sufBcient  number 
of  the  wires,  beginning  at  the  east  side  of  the 
bridge,  to  enable  them  to  move  the  east  end  of 
the  south  standard  or  support  a  sufficient  dis- 
tance north  to  permit  the  use  of  the  wheel 
wrench:  and  after  taking  out  the  lag  screws, 
which  fastened  the  standard  to  the  top  chord, 
the  deceased  was  directed  by  the  foreman  to 
cross  over  to  the  west  side  of  the  bridge  to  a 
hand  line  and  draw  up  the  tools  necessary  to 
be  used  in  fastening  the  standard  out  of  the 
way  of  the  wrench.  In  obedience  to  this  or- 
der, he  started  to  walk  over  on  one  of  the  top 
lateral  braces,  stepping  over  the  wires  and 
steadying  himself  by  touching  them  with  his 
hands,  and  when  he  reached  the  two  west 
wires,  which  were  carrying  at  the  time  5.000 
volts  of  electricity,  he  accidentally  took  hold 
of  both  wires  at  the  same  time,  and  the  entire 
force  of  the  current  passed  through  his  body, 
Irilling  him  instantly. 

The  complaint  alleges:  That  at  the  time  the 
defendant  so  placed  its  wires  over  the  bridge  of 
the  railway  company  it  well  knew  it  would  be 
necessary  from  time  to  time  for  such  company 
to  cause  the  bridge  to  be  repaired,  and  for  per- 
sons to  work  upon  the  top  chords  and  braces 
thereof;  but,  notwithstanding  such  knowledge. 
It  carelessly  and  negligently  strung  its  wires 
only  2i  feet  above  such  chords  and  braces,  and 
in  such  a  manner  that  it  was  not  possible  or 
practicable  for  persons  to  work  upon  such 
bridge  without  coming  In  contact  with  and 
handling  the  same;  and  that  it  carelessly  and 
ne£:ligently  failed  and  omitted  to  protect  or 
cover  the  wires,  and jparticularlv  the  two  west 
ones,  with  safe  or  suracient  insulating  material. 
«nd  that  it  carelessly  and  negligently  permitted 
the  covering  used  thereon  to  become  worn,  de- 
fectlye,  and  wholly  insufficient  to  render  them 
safe  to  persons  coming  in  contact  therewith. 
That  It  knew*  the  bridge  was  being  repaired 
during  all  the  times  referred  to,  and  particu- 
larly on  the  27th  day  of  September,  and  that 
It  might  be  necessary  at  any  time  between  the 
hours  of  7  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  5:80 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  that  day  for  the 
workmen  to  move  about  among  ana  come  in 
contact  with  its  wires,  and  that  it  was  not  pos- 
sible or  practicable  for  them,  nor  for  anyone, 
to  go  upon  or  work  upon  the  top  chords  or  the 
top  lateral  braces  without  so  doing:  and  that 
it  also  knew  that  the  deceased  was  engaged  in 
the  work  of  tightening  the  vertical  rods  during 
the  afternoon  of  the  27th.  and  that  he  was 
necessarily  moving  about  among  and  coming  in 
contact  with  and  handling  the  wires,  but  that, 
notwithstanding  such  facts,  it  carelessly  and 
negligently  caused  and  permitted  a  high  and 
•dangerous  current  of  electricity  to  be  turned 
into  the  two  wires  nearest  the  west  side  of  the 
bridge  at  about  4:20  o'clock  in  the  afternoon, 
without  notice  or  knowledge  to  the  deceased 
or  any  of  his  fellow  workmen;  and  that  the 
deceased,  while  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
bis  duties  and  exercising  due  care  and  caution, 
and  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  came  In 
contact  with  said  wires,  and  was  instantly 
killed.  That  all  the  workmen  on  the  bridge, 
including  the  deceased  and  foreman,  thought 
and  believed  it  was  perfectly  safe  for  them  to 
move  about  among  and  touch  and  handle  the 
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wires  referred  to,  because  the  same  seemed  to 
be  insulated,  but  they  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  time  the  current  was  turned  into  the  wires, 
but  thought  and  believed  they  were  charged 
with  electricity  and  were  live  wires  at  all 
times. 

The  complaint  then  alleges  tbe  appointment 
of  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  deceased,  and  upon  the  question  of  damages 
avers:  "That  said  Nathaniel  Carl  Perham  at 
the  time  of  his  death  was  twenty  five  years  and 
six  months  old,  unmarried,  strong,  healthy, 
temperate,  industrious,  frugal,  of  good  intelli- 
gence and  business  capacity,  and  was  a  skil- 
ful carpenter  and  bridge  carpenter  and  con- 
tractor, and  was  earning  and  receiving  wages 
at  the  rate  of  $3  per  day,  and  would,  if  he 
had  continued  to  live  during  the  ordinary  pe- 
riod of  life,  have  continued  to  earn  and  receive 
the  same  and  even  greater  wages  for  his  serv- 
ices, and  would  have  accumulated  property 
and  estate  to  the  present  value  of  $20,000  and 
that  by  reason  of  his  death,  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  and  wrongful  acts  and  omissions  of 
tbe  defendant,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  plain- 
tiff, as  administrator  of  said  estate,  has  been 
injured  and  damaged  in  the  sum  of  $-30,000;" 
and  prays  for  judgment  against  defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $5,000,  being  the  limit  of  a  recov- 
ery permitted  by  the  statute.  The  defend  am, 
by  its  answer,  admits  that  at  the  time  it  placed 
its  wires  on  and  along  the  bridge  in  question  it 
knew  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  repair  the 
bridge  from  time  to  time,  and  that  in  doing  so 
persons  would  be  required  to  go  and  be  upon 
the  top  chords  and  top  lateral  braces  thereof, 
but  it  denies  that  its  wires  were  so  placed  that 
it  would  be  necessary  for  such  persons  to  come 
in  contact  therewith,  or  move  about  among  or 
handle  the  same,  or  that  it  failed  or  omitted 
to  protect  or  cover  its  wires  with  proper  or 
isufficient  insulating  material,  or  that  it  permit- 
ted the  covering  used  to  become  worn  or  de- 
fective. But  it  alleges  that  it  is  impracticable 
to  insulate  wires  carrying  such  a  high  voltage 
as  was  carried  over  the  wires  in  question  so 
that  they  will  not  be  dangerous  to  the  life  of 
persons  coming  in  contact  with  two  of  them 
at  the  f:ame  time:  that  all  of  its  wires  were  at- 
tached by  proper  and  sufficient  glass  insulators 
to  wooden  cross  bars  or  arms  at  a  height  of 
not  less  than  2  feet  and  10  inches  above  the  top 
chords  and  top  lateral  braces  of  the  bridge, 
and  were  new  and  perfect  wires,  and  the  insu- 
lating used  thereon  was  in  perfect  order  and 
condition.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  de- 
ceased was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  attempting  to  step  over  the  wires  in  crossing 
the  bridge,  but  that  he  should  have  passed  un- 
der them,  either  by  creeping  along  on  top  of 
the  lateral  braces  or  by  crossing  on  the  strut 
brace  at  the  south  end  of  the  bridge  which 
was  about  4i  feet  below  the  wires.  The 
reply  put  in  issue  the  material  allegations 
of  the  answer,  and,  a  trial  resulting  in  a  ver- 
dict and  judfrment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  appeals,  alleging  as  error:  First, 
that  tbe  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action;  second, 
that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  its  motion 
for  a  nonsuit;  and,  third,  that  the  court  erred 
in  the  giving  and  refusal  of  certain  instruc- 
tions to  the  Jury. 
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The  concurrent  negligence  of  a  tbird  person 
is  no  defense  in  personal  injury  or  death  cases, 
and  tbis  is  true  whether  the  defendant  and  the 
third  person  were  acting  together  or  sever- 
ally, or  whether  the  two  negligent  acts  were 
joint  or  separate  and  distinct. 

UniUd  Electric  R,  Co.  v.  Shelton,  89  Tenn. 
428:  Carterville  y.  Cook,  129  111.  152.  4  L  R  A. 
721;  Bunting  v.  Hog^eti,  189  Pa.  868, 12  L.  R. 
A.  268;  Masterson  v.  New  York  G.  db  E,  R.  R. 
Co.  84  N.  Y.  247.  88  Am.  Rep  510;  Barrett  v. 
Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  828;  Colegrove  v. 
NewTork  dk  N.  H.  R.  Co.  20  N.  Y.  492,  75  Am. 
Dec.  418;  Qriffln  \.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  148 
Mass.  148.  1  L.  R.  A.  69b;  Lake  ▼.  Milliken, 
62  Me.  240,  16  Am.  Rep.  456;  Harnman  ▼. 
Pittiburgh,  C.  dk  St.  L.  R.  Co.  45  Ohio  St.  11; 
KeUow  V.  Central  Iowa  R.  Co.  68  Iowa,  470,  56 
Am.  Rep.  858;  Pittsburgh,  C.  db  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Spencer,  98  Ind.  186;  Baltimore  dk  0.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Friel,  89  D.  8.  App.  451,  77  Fed.  Rep.  127, 
28  C.  0.  A.  77;  Brown  v.  Coxe  Bros.  76  Fed. 
Rep.  689;  Chicago,  Si.  P.  db  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chambers.  82  U.  8.  App.  268,  68  Fed.  Rep.  148. 
16  C.  C.  A.  327. 

The  Jury  was  properly  instructed  at  to  the 
degree  of  care  required  of  appellant. 

Ahern  v.  Oregon.  Teleph.  db  Teleg.  Co.  24  Or. 
276.  22  L.  R.  A.  685;  McAdam  v.  Central  R. 
db  Electric  Oo.  67  Conn.  445;  Qiraudi  ▼.  Elee- 
trio  Improv.  Co.  107  Cal.  120,  28  L.  R.  A.  696; 
Clements  y.  Louisiana  Electric  Light  Oo.  44 
La.  Ann.  692.  16  L.  R.  A.  48*,  lUingsioorth  v. 
Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  161  Mass.  588,  26  L. 
R.  A.  652;  Searle  v.  Kanawha  d  0.  R.  Co.  82 
W.  Va,  870;  Brown  ▼.  Seattle  City  R.  Co.  16 
Wash.  465;  Denver  Consol.  Electric  Co.  v. 
Simpson.  21  Colo.  871,  81  L.  R.  A.  566.  and 
note;  Indianapolis  db  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Horsi, 
98  U.  S.  291,  23  L.  ed.  898;  lUinois  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Davidson,  46  U.  8.  App.  800.  76  Fed.  Rep. 
617,  22  C.  C.  A.  806;  Croswell,  Electricity, 
§§  284,  256;  28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  p.  1. 
note  1;  Illinois  0.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Phillips,  49  111. 
284;  Kelly  v.  Hannibal  db  St.  J.  R.  Co.  70  Mo. 
604;  MclAtughlin  v.  Louisville  Electric  Light 
Co.  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  693.  84  L.  R.  A.  812;  Oulf, 
a  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown  {Tex.  Civ.  App.)  40 
8.  W.  608;  Haynes  v.  Raleigh  Oas  Co.  114  N. 
0.  211,  26  L.  R.  A.  810:  Cherokee  dk  P.  Coal  dk 
Min.  Oo.  V.  Britton,  8  Kan.  App.  292. 

Bean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  claimed  at  the  outset  that  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained,  because  the  statute  un- 
der which  it  is  brought  is  a  survival  statute, 
and.  as  the  complaint  alleges  and  the  evi- 
dence shows,  that  the  death  of  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate was  instantaneous.  There  was  no  interval 
of  time  between  the  inluiy  and  the  death 
within  which  the  deceased  could  have  brought 
an  action  for  the  injury,  and  therefore  there 
was  no  right  of  action  to  survive  to  his  per- 
sonal representatives.  The  statute  provides 
that  a  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  an  injury 
to  the  person  dies  with  the  person,  except  that, 
''when  the  death  of  a  person  is  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act  or  omission  of  another,  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  former  may  main- 
tain an  action  at  law  therefor  against  the  lat- 
ter, if  the  former  might  have  maintained  an 
action,  had  be  lived,  af^ainst  the  latter,  for  an 
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injury  done  by  the  same  act  or  omission. 
8uch  action  shall  be  commenced  within  two 
years  after  the  death,  and  the  damages  therein 
shall  not  exceed  $5,000,  and  the  amount  re- 
covered, if  any,  shall  be  administered  as 
other  personal  property  of  the  deceased  per- 
son." Hiirs  Anno.  Code,  gg  869,  871.  It  is 
agreed  that  at  common  law  there  was  no  rem- 
edy by  way  of  a  civil  action  for  the  death 
of  a  human  being,  and  that  a  cause  of  action 
arising  out  of  an  injury  to  the  person  died 
with  the  person.  But  the  practical  impossi- 
bility of  securing  the  punishment  of  mere  care- 
lessness bv  means  of  a  criminal  action  induced 
the  British  Parliament  in  1846  to  pass  what  is 
known  as  '*Lord  Campbell's  Act.''  by  which  a 
civil  remedy  is  given  to  the  personal  represen- 
tative of  one  whose  death  is  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act  or  omission  of  another  for  the 
benefit  of  the  widow,  husband,  parent,  or 
child  of  such  person.  This  statute  has  been 
in  substance,  in  one  form  or  another,  incorpo- 
rated into  the  legislation  of  most  of  the  states 
of  the  Union,  and  the  holding  is  quite  univer- 
sal that  it  creates  a  new  right  of  action  for  the 
wrongful  death,  which  may  be  maintained 
whether  it  was  instantaneous  or  consequential. 
1  8hearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  189;  Cooley,  Torts, 
p.  264;  and  Seward  v.  The  Vera  Cruz,  la.  R  10 
App.  Cas.  59.  But  the  contention  for  the  de- 
fendant is  that  the  statute  of  this  state,  unlike 
Lord  Campbell's  act  and  the  statutes  modeled 
after  it,  does  not  create  a  new  right  of  action 
for  the  death,  but  is  a  survival  statute  under 
which  the  personal  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased person  may  bring  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  the  injury  which  caused  the 
death  in  cases  where  the  party  injured  was 
entitled  to  bring  such  action,  but  died  before 
exercising  such  right;  and  in  support  of  this 
view  we  are  referred  to  Belding  v.  Black  BiUs 
dk  Ft.  P.  R.  Oo.  8  8.  D.  869;  Kearney  v.  Boston 
dkW.  R.  Corp.  9  Cush.  108;  Banerofiy.  Boston 
dk  W.  R.  Corp.  11  Allen.  84;  Corcoran  ▼. 
Boston  dk  A.  R.  Oo.  133  Mass.  607;  Ril^  v.  Con- 
necticut River  R.  Co.  186  Mass.  292;  Mulchahey 
y.  Washburn  Car  Wheel  Co.  145  Mass.  281; 
Maher  v.  Boston  db  A.  R.  Co.  158  Mass.  86; 
lUinois  C.  R.  Oo.  v.  Pendergrass,  69  Miss.  425. 
But  the  statutes  under  which  these  decisions 
were  made  are  essentially  different  from  ours. 
The  statute  of  South  Dakota  provides  (Oomp. 
Laws,  g  6498)  that.  If  the  life  of  any  person 
not  in  the  employment  of  a  railroad  company 
shall  be  lost  by  reason  of  the  negligence  or 
carelessness  of  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  of 
any  railroad,  his  personal  representatives  may 
institute  suit  to  recover  damages  in  the  same 
manner  that  the  person  might  have  done  for 
any  injury  where  death  did  not  ensue;  and 
(§  '5499)  that,  if  the  life  of  any  person  is  lost  or 
destroyed  by  the  neglect,  carelessness,  etc.,  of 
another  person,  company,  or  corporation,  etc., 
the  widow,  heir,  or  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased  shall  have  the  right  to  sue  and 
recover  damages  for  the  death  of  such  person; 
and  the  court  neld,  in  the  case  referred  to,  that 
under  these  provisions  of  the  law  a  personal 
representative  could  not  recover  for  the  loss  of 
the  life  of  his  intestate,  but  that  such  right 
was  conferred  exclusively  upon  the  widow  or 
heir,  and  the  personal  representative  could 
only  recover  such  damages  as  the  deceased  had 
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suifered  up  to  the  time  of  bis  death.  For  that 
reason  do  action  could  be  maintained  where 
the  death  was  infltaolaneous.  The  supreme 
court  of  Kentucky,  however,  in  Gitens  ▼. 
Kentucky  0.  R.  Oo.  89  Ej.  281.  reached  a 
different  conclusion  under  a  similar  statute. 
The  statute  under  which  the  Massachusetts 
decisions  were  made  provides  that  "the  action 
of  trespass  on  the  case,  for  damages  to  the 
person,  shall  hereafter  survive,  so  that  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  anv  person  entitled  to 
brlDg  such  action,  or  liable  thereto,  the  same 
may  be  prosecuted  or  defended  by  or  against 
his  executor  or  administrator,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  were  living^'  (Stat.  1842,  chap. 
89,  g  1);  and,  as  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shaw  says 
in  Kearney  ▼.  Boston  A  W,  R  Corp.  9  Cush. 
108,  "supposes  the  party  deceased  to  have 
been  once  entitled  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
injury,  and  either  to  have  commenced  the 
action  and  subsequently  died,  or,  being  entitled 
to  bring  it,  to  have  died  before  exercising  that 
right"  It  is  therefore  held  in  that  state,  un- 
der what  Judge  Cooley  characterizes  (Cooley, 
Torts,  p.  264)  as  *'a  somewhat  nice  and  tech- 
nical construction  of  the  statute/'  that  the 
action  will  not  lie  when  the  death  is  instan- 
taneous, but,  if  there  is  the  slightest  interval 
between  the  accident  and  the  death,  it  can  be 
maintained;  and  that  the  right  does  not  depend 
upon  intelligence,  consciousness,  or  mental 
capacity  of  any  kind  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
ceased after  he  is  injured  and  before  his  death. 
The  Mississippi  statute  declares  that  "execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  collectors  shall  have 
full  power  and  authority  to  commence  and 
prosecute  any  personal  action  whatever,  at 
law  or  in  equity,  which  the  testator  or  intestate 
might  have  commenced  and  prosecuted,"  and 
that  "executors  and  administrators  shall  have 
an  action  for  anv  trespass  done  to  the  per- 
son ...  or  their  testator  or  intestate 
against  the  trespasser,  and  recover  damages  in 
like  manner  as  the  testator  or  intestate  would 
have  had  if  living,  and  the  money  so  recovered 
shall  be  assets  and  accounted  for  as  such." 
Code.  §§  2078,  2079.  The  court  held  that  the 
purpose  of  the  statute  is  "to  save  to  personal 
representatives  the  right  to  begin  and  carry  on 
such  personal  actions  as  the  deceased  might 
have  begun  and  carried  on  if  he  bad  not  died," 
and  that  the  personal  representative  can  have 
no  standing  in  court  where  the  death  is  simul- 
taneous with  the  injury,  but  in  such  cases  all 
recoverable  damages  must  be  sought  by  the 
kindred  who  have  sustained  the  loss.  It  thus 
appears  that  the  statutes  construed  by  the  de- 
cisions relied  upon  by  the  defendant  were,  as 
interpreted  by  the  courts,  in  each  instance 
designed  to  prevent  a  cause  of  action  accruing 
to  the  deceased  in  his  lifetime  for  an  injury  to 
his  person  from  being  defeated  by  his  subse- 
quent death,  and  not  to  create  a  new  cause  of 
action  for  the  death.  But  such  is  manifestly 
not  the  purpose  or  effect  of  our  statute.  It 
provides  that  when  the  death  of  a  person  is 
caused  by  the  wrongful  ac'  or  omission  of 
anotber,  bis  personal  representative  may  main- 
tain an  action  therefor,— that  is,  for  the  death, 
— if  the  deceased  mi?ht  have  maintained  an 
action  had  he  lived  for  the  injury  which  caused  j 
the  death.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  i 
plain,  and  ita  meaning  obvious.  It  clearly  I 
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creates  a  new  right  of  action  in  favor  of  the 
personal  representative  for  the  death  it«elf, 
and  not  an  action  founded  on  8urvivorHhip» 
or  on  any  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  de- 
ceased. The  death,  and  not  the  injury  from 
which  the  death  results,  is  the  cause  of  action 
under  the  statute,  and  the  persi)nal  representa- 
tives are  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the 
wrongful  taking  away  of  the  life  itself:  and 
therefore  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
injured  party  was  killed  instantly  or  not.  Nor 
does  it  matter  that  the  damages  recovered  be- 
come assets  of  the  estate,  to  be  administered 
upon  as  other  personal  property  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  do  not  go  to  certain  designated 
persons  as  provided  In  Lord  Campbell's  act, 
and  in  many  states  of  this  country.  This  is 
but  a  statutory  direction  as  to  the  disposition 
to  be  made  of  the  damages  to  be  recovered, 
and  does  not  determine  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  statute  creates  a  new  right  of 
action  or  is  only  a  survival  statute.  In  the 
absence  of  the  statute,  no  right  of  action  for 
the  death  exists  in  favor  of  any  pers^in,  and  it 
was  clearly  competent  for  the  legislature,  in 
creating  this  new  right,  to  make  such  pro- 
vision as  to  the  disposition  of  the  damages  re- 
covered thereunder  as  it  might  see  proper. 

The  statutes  of  the  various  states  which 
have  in  substance  adopted  Lord  Campbell's 
act  differ  widely  in  this  respect,  and  it  has 
never  been  suggested,  so  far  as  we  are  aware, 
that  for  this  reason  they  do  not  give  a  cause  of 
action  for  the  death.  And  actions  brought 
under  g  871  have  repeatedly  been  before  this 
court  in  one  form  or  another,  and  it  has  always 
been  assumed  that  the  action  was  for  the 
death,  and  that  it  made  no  difference,  either  in 
the  right  to  maintain  it  or  in  the  amount  re- 
covered, whether  the  deceased  was  killed  in- 
stantly or  not.  CarUon  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
4k  U.  N.  B,  Co.  21  Or.  450.  And  the  same  con- 
struction  has  been  put  upon  the  statute  by  the 
Federal  courts.  In  The  Oregon,  78  Fed.  Rep. 
846,  Mr.  Justice  Bellinirer,  speaking  of  the 
effect  of  §  871,  says:  "The  Oregon  statute, 
unlike  that  of  Louisiana,  does  not  provide  that 
causes  of  damage  to  another  shall  survive  in 
case  of  death.  It  is  substantially  like  Lord 
Campbell's  act;  and  in  the  case  of  Seward  v. 
The  Vera  Crm,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  59,  the 
view  held  was  (Lord  Blackburn  concurring)^ 
not  that  the  cause  of  action  survived,  but  that 
'a  totally  new  action  is  given  against  the  per- 
son who  would  have  been  responsible  to  the 
deceased  if  the  deceased  had  lived;  an  action 
which,  as  is  pointed  out  in  Pym  ▼.  Oreat 
NortIi£rn  R.  Co,  4  Best  &  S.  896.  is  new  in  ita 
species,  new  in  its  qualitv,  new  in  its  principle, 
in  every  way  new,  and  which  can  only  be 
brought  if  there  is  any  person  answering  the 
description  of  the  widow,  parent,  or  child, 
who,  under  such  circumstances,  suffers  pecun- 
iary loss  by  the  death.*  In  the  case  of  Pym  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  cited  in  the  foregoing 
quotation,  it  was  argued  in  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant that  the  action  maintainable  under 
Lord  Campbell's  act  by  the  personal  represen- 
tatives of  a  deceased  person  is  'a  mere  continu 
ance  of  that  which  would  have  accrued  to  the 
deceased  if  he  had  lived;'  bm  Erie,  Ch.  J., 
said:  'The  statute,  as  appears  to  me,  gives  to 
the  personal  representatives  a  cause  of  actioo 
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beyond  that  which  the  decea8e<l  would  have  if 
he  had  survived,  and  based  on  different  prio- 
ciples.'  4  Best  &  8.  403.  And  so  in  7^  City 
of  Noraalk  [55  Fed.  Rep.  98],  the  court  con- 
siders the  right  *a  new  right/  which  is  'none 
(he  ]ess  maritime  because  based  upon  state 
legislation,  where  the  subject-matter  is  mari- 
time.'" And  in  Holland  v.  Brovon,  86  Fed. 
Rep.  48,  Mr.  Justice  Deady  said,  concerning 
the  same  statute:  "The  action  eiven  by  the 
statute  is  for  the  death  simply,  'this  includes, 
of  course,  all  such  losses  to  his  estate,  or  credit- 
ors, and  next  of  kin  to  whom  it  belongs,  and 
for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  allowed,  as  may 
be  fairly  implied  from  the  cessation  of  his  life. 
The  fact  on  which  the  damages  are  computed 
is  death  and  its  consequences,  and  not  its  ante- 
cedents or  cause."  8ee  also  Luvg  Chung  v. 
Northern  P.  R,  Co.  10  Sawy.  17,  19  Fed.  Rep. 
254,  and  Ladd  v.  Foster,  12  Sawy.  547. 81  Fed. 
Rep.  827.  The  statutes  of  Kansas  and  Indiana 
are  identical  with  ours,  except  that  damages 
are  allowed  to  the  extent  of  $10,000,  and  must 
inure  to  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow 
and  children,  if  any,  or  next  of  kin.  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer,  in  Hulberi  v.  Topeka,  84  Fed. 
Rep.  510,  referring  to  the  Kansas  statute,  says 
It  * 'gives  a  new  right  of  action— one  not  exist- 
ing before:  an  action  which  is  not  founded  on 
survivorship;  an  action  which  takes  no  account 
of  the  wrong  done  to  the  decedent,  but  one 
which  gives  to  the  widow  or  next  of  kin  dam- 
ages which  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of 
the  wrongful  taking  away  of  the  life  of  the 
decedent.  It  makes  no  difference  whether 
the  injured  party  was  killed  instantly  or  lived 
months;  whether  he  suffered  lingering  pain  or 
not;  whether  or  not  he  was  put  to  any  expense 
for  medical  attendance  and  nursini;.  None  of 
these  matters  are  to  be  considered  in  an  action 
under  g  422;  and  the  single  question  is.  How 
much  has  the  wrongful  taking  away  of  his  life 
injured  his  widow  or  next  of  kin?  It  is  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  the  death,  and 
in  no  sense  a  survival  of  an  action  which  ac- 
crued to  the  decedent  before  his  death."  And 
to  the  same  effect,  see  Mat  tin  v.  Missouri  P. 
R  Co.  58  Kan.  475;  Eureka  v.  MernjUld,  53 
Kan.  794;  McCarthy  v.  Chicago,  R,  L  &  P.  R, 
Co.  18  Kan.  46;  Missouri  P.  H.  Co.  v.  Bennett, 
5  Kan.  App.  281. 

In  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that,  while  the 
statute  does  not  in  terms  "revive  the  common- 
law  right  of  action  for  personal  injury  nor 
make  it  survive  the  death  of  the  injured  per- 
son," it  does  "create  a  new  right  in  favor  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin  or  heirs  of  the 
person  whose  death  has  been  wron^uUy 
caused."  Burns  v.  Grand  Rapids  db  I.  8.  Co, 
113  Ind.  169.  The  questions  determined  in 
the  adjudged  cases  on  the  right  of  the  personal 
representatives  of  one  whose  death  was  caused 
by  the  wrongful  act  or  omission  of  another  to 
maintain  an  action  for  damages  against  the 
latter  arose  under  such  dissimilar  statutes  that 
the  decisions  afford  but  little  light  upon  the 
interpretation  of  any  particular  statute  at  vari- 
ance with  the  one  under  consideration  in  the 
given  case,  and  hence  it  is  useless  to  attempt 
any  further  examination  of  them  at  this  time. 
However,  the  following  authorities  are  more 
or  less  in  point  in  the  present  discussion,  and 
in  the  main  tend  to  support  our  conclusion  as 
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to  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute: 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  189;  Cooley,  TorU, 
p.  264;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1288;  Tiffany,  Death 
by  Wrongful  Act,  §  78;  Broion  v.  Buffalo  A 
S.  L.  R.  Co.  22  N.  Y.  191;  Roach  v.  Consoli- 
dated Imperial  Min.  Co.  7  Sawy.  224,  7  Fed. 
Rep.  69^<;  Whitfordy.  Panama  R,  Co.  23  N.  Y. 
466;  Murphy  v.  New  York  A  N  JJ.  R.  Co,  80 
Conn.  184;  Qitens  v.  Kentucky  C.  R.  Co.  89 
Ky.  231;  Conners  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  dfe  N.  R. 
Co.  71  Iowa,  490, 60  Am  Rep.  814;  Worden  v. 
Humeston  A  8.  R.  Co.  72  Iowa,  201;  Nas/iviUe 
d  a  R.Co.  V.  Prince,  2  Heisk.  680. 

It  is  next  claimed  that  the  complaint  is  de- 
fective because  it  does  not  show  that  the  de- 
ceased left  surviving  him  any  heirs,  legatees, 
next  of  kin,  or  cr^litors.  Under  the  provi- 
sions of  Lord  Campbeirs  act,  and  statutes 
which,  like  it,  give  a  right  of  action  for  the 
death  of  a  person  caused  bv  the  wrongful  act 
of  another  for  the  benefit  of  certain  designated 
relatives,  no  action  can  be  maintained  at  all  un- 
less the  deceased  left  at  least  one  surviving  rela- 
tive of  the  class  specified,  and  the  complaint 
must  necessarily  show  that  fact.  1  Shearm.  A 
Redf.  Neg.  §  185;  Stewart  v.  Terre  Haute  A 
L  R.  Co.  108  Ind.  44.  In  such  case  the  exec- 
utor or  administrator,  in  prosecuting  the  ac- 
tion, is  a  mere  nominal  party,  who  sues  for  the 
benefit  of  the  real  party  in  interest;  and  such 
damages  as  he  may  recover  do  not  go  to  the 
estate  of  the  deceased,  nor  belong  to  him  in 
his  representative  capacity,  but  to  the  person 
for  whose  benefit  the  right  of  action  is  given 
by  the  statute.  Blake  v.  Midland  R,  Co.  18 
Q.  B.  98;  Bradshaw  v.  Lancashire  db  T.  R.  Co. 
L.  R.  10  C.  P.  189.  The  theory  is  that  those 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute  have  a 
pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  of  the  deceased, 
and  the  recovery  is  to  compensate  them  for 
the  pecuniary  loss  they  have  sustained.  In 
short,  a  new  ri^ht  of  action  is  created  for  the 
benefit  of  certam  designated  persons,  and  con- 
sequently can  be  maintained  only  when  the  de- 
ceased left  surviving  him  someone  entitled  to 
its  benefit.  Thus,  where  a  statute  gives  a 
right  of  action  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow 
and  next  of  kin,  a  husband,  not  being  the  next 
of  kin  to  his  wife,  is  not  within  its  terms,  and 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  if  the  deceased 
leave  a  husband  only.  Lucas  v.  New  York  C, 
R.  Co.  21  Barb.  245;  Central  R.  dk  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Dixon,  42  Ga.  327.  So,  also,  where  the  stat- 
ute is  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  chil- 
dren, no  recovery  can  be  had  when  the  de- 
ceased left  no  widow  or  children.  Com.  ▼. 
Boston  db  A.  R.  Co.  121  Mass.  86.  But  it  will 
be  observed  that  the  right  of  action  created  by 
our  statute  is  not  for  tne  benefit  of  any  partic- 
ular person,  but  the  damages  recovered  be- 
come assets  of  the  estate,  to  be  applied  by  the 
administrator  to  the  payment  of  debts,  or  dis- 
tributed as  the  exigencies  of  the  estate  and  the 
laws  governing  uie  distribution  of  personal 
proper IV  may  du*ect  Under  Lord  Campbeirs 
act,  and  similar  statutes,  the  damages  recov- 
ered belong  to  the  designated  beneficiary,  and 
are  measured  by  the  value  of  the  life  taken  to 
the  particular  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  statute,  while  under  our  statute  they  be- 
long to  the  estate,  and  are  coextensive  with 
the  value  of  the  life  lost,  without  regard  to  iu 
value  to  any  parUcalar  person.    In  the  on* 
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case  the  object  of  the  action  is  to  recover  the 
pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  tbe  designated 
relatives,  and  in  the  other  the  value  of  tbe  life 
lost,  measured,  as  near  as  can  be,  by  the  earn- 
ing capacity,  thriftiness,  and  probable  length  of 
life  of  tbe  deceased,  and  the  consequent  amount 
of  probable  accumulations  during  the  expect- 
ancy of  such  life.  Carlson  v.  Oregon  Short 
Lfne  d  U.  N.  B.  Co,  21  Or.  450. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that,  so  far  as  the  right 
to  maintain  the  action  is  concerned,  it  is  im- 
material whether  the  deceased  left  surviving 
him  any  relatives  or  creditors  whatever.  The 
riffht  q\  action  is  given  bv  the  statute  to  the 
administrator  or  executor  m  his  representative 
capacity,  and  is  in  the  nature  of  an  asset  of  the 
estate.  The  heirs,  creditors,  or  distributees 
have  no  interest  in  the  recovery  on  account  of 
any  right  of  action  for  the  pecuniary  injury 
sustained  by  them,  but  only  by  virtue  of  be- 
ing creditors  or  of  kinship;  and,  if  the  expense 
of  the  administration  and  debts  of  the  deceased 
equal  or  exceed  the  assets,  including  the 
amount  of  the  recovery,  the  next  of  kin  would 
receive  no  benefit  whatever  from  the  right  of 
.jlptionj  It  is  ingeniously  argued,  however, 
tfiaTan  estate  of  a  deceased  person  can  in  no 
way  be  damaged  by  his  death,  and  this  is 
probably  true  if  the  word  "estate"  is  to  be 
taken  in  the  technical  sense  of  meaning  the 
property  left  by  him.  But  it  is  not  so  used 
when  speaking  of  the  measure  of  damages  for 
the  wrongful  death  of  a  person.  It  is  thus 
used  as  a  convenient  term  to  distinguish  the 
rule  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  under  our 
atatute  from  the  one  prevailing  under  statutes 
similar  to  Lord  Campbell's  act,  and  in  which 
the  recovery  is  for  the  benefit  of  some  desig- 
nated individual. 

This  brings  us  to  the  important  question 
whether  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  nonsuit 
should  have  been  sustained.  It  is  undisputed 
that  the  wires  which  caused  tbe  death  of  plain- 
tiff's intestate  were  placed  by  tbe  defendant  in 
a  position  where  they  would  probably  be  ex- 
posed to  contact  \iy  persons  working  on  tbe 
bridge,  although  it  knew  that  it  would  be  neces- 
sarv  to  repair  the  structure  from  time  to  time; 
and  it  admits  and  alleges  that  it  is  not  prac- 
ticable, in  tbe  present  knowledge  of  tbe  science 
of  electricity,  to  insulate  wires  so  as  to  make 
them  safe,  and  not  dangerous  to  persons  com- 
ing in  contact  with  them  when  charged  with 
the  high  volta^  of  electricity  carried  over  the 
wires  in  question.  This  is,  in  our  opinion, 
sufficient  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  of 
negligence,  because  it  tends  to  support  the 
main  ground  of  recovery  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiff,  vte.,  that,  although  the  defendant 
knew  it  would  be  necessary  from  time  to  time 
for  the  railway  company  to  send  men  on  top  of 
the  bridge  to  make  needed  repairs,  it  placed 
its  wires  to  be  used  in  the  transmission  of  such 
a  high  voltage  of  electricity  as  inevitably  to 
cause  the  instant  death  of  any  person  coming 
in  contact  with  two  of  tbem  at  the  same  time 
in  such  a  position  that  it  was  impracticable,  if 
vf^f  iTnTH)8sible,  to  make  such  repairs  without 
doing  so. 

11  IS  contended,  however,  that  the  deceased 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  (1)  in 
going  on  top  of  the  bridge  to  work  without  as- 
certaining from  the  defendant  company,  or 
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someone  having  knowledge  on  the  subject, 
whether  it  would  be  safe  to  come  in  contact 
with  the  defendant's  wires;  and  (2)  in  attempt- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  accident  to  cross  from 
one  side  of  the  bridge  to  the  other  by  walking 
on  the  top  lateral  braces  and  stepping  over  the 
wires,  rather  than  crossing  on  the  end  strut 
brace  and  under  the  wires.  But  both  of  these 
contentions  proceed  on  the  theory  that  he  was 
chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the 
wires  were  dangerous,  and,  having  voluntar- 
ily exposed  himself  to  the  risk  of  contact 
therewith,  must  take  the  consequences  of  his 
own  conduct.  And,  indeed,  this  is  the  under- 
lying question  on  this  branch  of  the  case.  The 
deceased  was  unquestionably  guilty  of  such 
negligence  as  will  preclude  a  recovery  if  he  is 
to  be  charged  with  knowledge  that  the  defend- 
ant's wires,  although  apparently  harmless, 
were  in  fact  dangerous;  for  be  could  have 
avoided  coming  m  contact  with  them.  But, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  be  ruled,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  he  was  negligent  in  going  on  the 
bridge  to  work  or  in  crossing  on  the  top  lateral 
braces,  if  the  defendant  owed  to  him  the  duty 
of  exercising  reasonable  care  to  prevent  injury 
to  him  from  contact  with  its  wires  while  at 
bis  work.  There  is  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  he  acted  with  due  care  and  caution,  and 
did  not  heedlessly  or  recklessly  expose  himself 
to  contact  with  tbe  wires.  It  was  only  after 
they  had  l)een  examined,  and  their  apparent 
safety  ascertained,  that  he  and  his  fellow  work- 
men ventured  to  work  at  a  place  where  they 
would  probably  or  necessarily  come  in  contact 
with  the  wires;  and  there  is  evidence  to  the  ef- 
fect that  tbe  usual  and  customary  way  for  men 
employed  in  the  construction  or  repair  of  a 
bridge  of  the  character  in  question  to  cross 
from  one  top  chord  to  the  other  is  by  walking 
on  one  of  the  top  lateral  braces.  Unless,  there- 
fore, the  case  should  have  been  withdrawn 
from  the  jury  on  the  ground  that  the  deceased 
was  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  wires  were  in  fact  dangerous  before  work- 
ing at  a  place  on  the  bridge  where  he  would 
be  likely  to  come  in  contact  with  themt  there 
was  no  error  in  denying  the  motion  for  non- 
suit, and  submitting  the  issue  of  negligence  as 
respects  the  defendant  and  plaintiff  to  the  jury; 
and  we  do  not  think  any  such  doctrine  as  the 
one  suggested  can  be  maintained  either  upon 
reason  or  authority.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the 
deceased  had  any  more  knowledge  of  electric- 
ity or  its  effects  than  such  as  is  possessed  by 
persons  of  average  intelligence.  He  knew 
that  there  is  such  a  force  carried  by  wires  and 
used  in  driving  cars  and  lighting  streets  and 
houses,  and  that  the  wires  in  question  were 
used  for  that  purpose;  but  he  supposed,  as  is 
the  common  understanding,  that  the  insulating 
material  with  which  such  wires  are  covered  is 
placed  there  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  re- 
sult of  making  them  safe.  He  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact,  as  this  record  discloses,  that 
wires  are  used  for  the  transmission  of  electric- 
ity, which,  on  account  of  the  high  voltage  car- 
ried, cannot  be  Insulated  at  any  reasonable 
cost  so  as  to  make  them  safe,  and  that  the  in- 
sulating material  sometimes  used  thereon  af- 
fords no  protection  from  injury.  Nothing  can, 
therefore,  be  claimed  in  this  case  on  account 
of  any  special  knowledge  of  electricity  or  its 
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effect  possessed  by  the  deceased;  and  there  is 
no  pretense  that  be  knew  the  wires  were  in 
fact  dangerous,  and.  as  be  was  not  the  agent 
or  servant  of  the  defendant  company,  he  was 
not,  in  our  opinion,  chargeable  with  such 
knowledge,  nor  did  he  assume  any  risk  on  ac- 
count of  the  wires  unless  be  knew  the  danger 
and  voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  it.  He  was 
not  a  trespasser  or  licensee  bound  to  take  the 
premises  id  itbe  condition  in  which  he  found 
them,  but  the  servant  of  the  railway  company, 
lawfully  on  the  bridge,  engaged  in  an  employ- 
ment which,  according  to  the  testimony,  neces- 
sarily required  him  to  come  in  contact  with  the 
wires  of  the  defendant  company.  These  wires 
were  visible,  insulated,  and  to  all  appearances 
perfectly  harmless.  There  was  nothing  in 
their  appearance  to  warn  the  deceased  of  the 
great  force  being  carried  over  them,  or  that 
there  was  any  danger  in  coming  in  contact 
"with  them.  The  danger  was  a  hidden  and 
secret  one,  and  the  insulation  of  the  wires 
deceptive.  The  familiar  rule  that  one  who 
deliberately  goes  into  a  place  of  known  or 
apparent  danger  and  is  injured  must  take 
the  consequences  of  his  hardihood  can  have  no 
application  here,  because  there  was  in  fact  no 
apparent  danger,  but,  on  the  contrary,  so  far 
as  the  deceas^ — a  nonexpert— could  ascertain 
from  an  examination,  the  wires  were  entirely 
safe,  and  in  perfect  condition.  He  bad  a  right 
therefore,  to  believe  that  the  place  was  safe, 
and  to  assume  that  the  defendant  company  had 
exercised  due  care  and  caution  to  prevent 
injury  to  him,  and  had  not  placed  on  the  bridge, 
in  such  a  position  that  he  would  likely  come 
in  contact  with  them,  wires  which  it  knew  to 
be  dangerous.  It  was  using  the  bridge  by  per- 
mission of  the  railway  company  for  the  sup- 
Sort  of  wires  used  in  the  transmission  of  a 
igbly  dangerous,  subtle,  and  invisible  force, 
and  was,  therefore,  chargeable  with  the  duty 
of  placing  and  keeping  them,  as  far  as  practi- 
cable, in  a  condition  to  avoid  injuring  the 
servants  of  the  railway  company  while  at  their 
work.  Its  duties  and  responsibilities  in  this 
respect  are  similar  to  those  of  an  electric  com- 
pany which,  by  permission  of  the  owner, 
places  its  wires  over  the  roof,  or  attached  to  a 
house  or  building;  and  in  such  case  the  rule  is 
ouite  universal  that  the  company  is  liable  to 
the  owner  and  his  servants  for  an  injury  re- 
ceived through  its  negligence  by  contact  with 
such  wires  when  makine  needed  repairs  or 
improvements  to  the  building,  If  the  injured 
party  is  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  and  caution 
at  the  time. 

The  question  respecting  the  care  required  of 
electric  companies  under  such  circumstances 
first  came  before  the  courts  in  the  case  of 
CUmentBY.  Louisiana  Electric  Light  Co.  (decid- 
ed in  m92)  44  La.  Ann.  692.  16  L.  R.  A.  43. 
In  that  case  the  plaintiff's  intestate— a  tinsmith 
engaged  to  assist  in  repairing  the  roof — was 
kijlea  while  at  his  work  by  coming  in  contact 
with  the  wires  of  the  defendant  company, 
placed  2  feet  4  inches  above  the  roof.  The 
wires  were  insulated,  and  to  all  appearances 
safe,  but  there  was  a  defect  in  the  insulation, 
which  caused  his  death  while  he  was  either 
attempting  to  step  over  or  go  under  the  vpires, 
in  trying  to  reach  the  gutter.  The  court  held, 
after  mature  deliberation,  that  the  company 
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was  responsible.  And  although  there  was  in- 
volved in  the  case  a  failure  to  comply  with  » 
municipal  ordinance  requiring  electric  light 
companies  to  have  the  splices  of  their  wires 
perfectly  insulated,  it  was  considered  that  this 
ordinance  added  nothing  to  the  duty  or  liabil- 
ity of  the  company.  The  court  says,  in  speak- 
ing upon  this  matter,  that  "it  [the  wire]  passed 
over  a  roof  to  which  people  In  adjoining 
rooms  had  access,  and  where,  in  the  course  of 
time,  mechanics  must  go  to  make  repairs,  or 
laborers  to  sweep  off  or  clean  the  roof.  It 
was  the  duty  of  the  company,  independent  of 
any  statutory  regulation,  to  see  that  their  lines 
were  safe  for  those  who,  by  their  occupation, 
were  brought  in  close  proximity  to  them." 
And  in  answer  to  the  oblection  that  the  de- 
ceased was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  it 
said:  *'Tbe  deceased,  Clements,  was  lawfully 
on  the  gallery  roof.  He  was  engaged  in  a 
service  that  necessarily  required  him  to  run  the 
risk  of  coming  in  contact  with  the  defendant's 
wires,  either  by  stepping  over  them  or  going 
under  them.  It  is  probable  that  the  Tatter 
mode  was  the  most  convenient,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  that  in  so  doing  he  incurred  any 
greater  risk.  The  wires  were  visible,  and  to 
all  appearances  -were  safe.  The  great  force 
that  was  being  carried  over  the  wire  gave  no 
evidence  of  its  existence.  Tbere  was  no  means 
for  a  man  of  ordinary  education  to  distinguish 
whether  the  wire  was  dead  or  alive.  It  had  all 
the  appearance  of  having  been  properly  insu- 
lated. From  this  fact  tbere  was  an  invitatioik 
or  inducement  held  out  to  Clements  to  risk  the 
consequences  of  contact.  He  had  a  right  to- 
believe  it  was  safe,  and  that  the  company  had 
complied  with  its  duties  specified  by  law.  He 
was  required  to  look  for  patent,  and  not  latent, 
defects.  Had  he  known  of  the  defective  insu- 
lation and  put  himself  in  contact  with  the  wire 
he  would  have  assumed  the  risk.  The  defect 
was  hidden,  and  the  insulation  wrapping  waa 
deceptive.  It  is  certain,  had  it  been  properly 
wrapped,  Clements  would  not  have  been  killed. 
His  death  is  conclusive  proof  of  the  defect  of 
insulation  and  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 
He  exercised  reasonable  care  in  going  under  tbe- 
wire  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  as  he  had 
a  right  to  believe,  from  external  appearances, 
that  the  wire  was'  safe.  His  action  was  such, 
as  not  to  tend  to  expose  himself  directly  to  the 
danger  which  resulted  in  the  injury.  In  fact, 
there  was  no  apparent  danger.^'  So,  also,  in 
Oiraudi  v.  Electric  Imprav.  Co.  107  Cal.  120, 
28  L.  R.  A.  596.  the  plaintiff  was  sent  on  top 
of  a  building  by  the  owner  to  adjust  a  sign 
which  was  al^ut  to  be  blown  down  by  the  wind, 
and,  comine  in  contact  with  an  electric  light 
wire,  placed  along  and  near  the  (Oof,  was  in- 
jured and  it  was  held  that  the  failure  of  defend- 
ant to  place  its  wires  a  sufficient  distance  above 
the  roof  to  enable  persons  lawfully  thereon  to 
pass  under  them  was  sufficient  proof  of  neg- 
ligence to  justify  the  verdict,  and  that  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli&rence  by 
going  on  Ihe  roof.  The  court  says:  "Defend- 
ant was  using  a  dangerous  force,  and  one  not 
generally  understood.  It  was  required  to  use 
very  great  care  to  prevent  injury  to  person  or 
property.  It  would  have  been  comparatively 
inexpensive  to  raise  the  wires  so  high  above 
the  roof  that  those  having  occasion  to  go  there 
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would  not  come  in  contact  with  them.  Not  to 
do  so  was  sufficient  proof  of  negligence  to 
iastify  the  verdict.  If  there  was  any  excuse 
for  not  so  locating  the  wires,  it  is  on  the  claim 
that  they  were  so  covered  that  there  was  no 
dan^r  in  coming  in  contact  with  theiti.  The 
accident  itself  proves  that  this  was  not  suffi- 
cient, reiipsa  loquitur.  The  point  most  insisted 
upon  here  is  that  plaintiff  was  gailty  of  con- 
tributory negligence;  that  he  knew,  or  ought  to 
have  known,  of  the  location  of  the  wires,  and 
should  have  taken  care  to  avoid  them.  It  is 
not  a  case  where  the  doctrine  of  negligent  ig- 
norance can  apply.  Plaintiff  owed  defendant 
no  duty,  and  no  part  of  his  employment  re- 
quired him  to  know,  or  eave  him  opportunity 
to  know.  Unless  it  can  be  held  that  he  did  in 
fact  know,  there  was  no  evidence  which  even 
tended  to  show  negligence  on  his  part." 

And  again,  in  annit  v.  Gray,  87  Hun,  855, 
the  plaintiff,  a  roofer,  employed  by  the  owner 
of  a  building,  wasin  jured  while  at  bis  work  by 
coming  in  contact  with  an  electric-light  wife 
of  the  defendant,  which  was  attached  to  the 
building,  and  which  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  was  placed  without  proper  safeguards 
and  improperly  insulated,  and  the  court  held 
that  the  issue  as  to  the  defendant's  negligence 
and  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff 
was  for  the  jury.  In  this  case  the  defendant 
tried  to  escape  liability  by  claiming  that 
there  was  no  contractual  relation  or  other 
privity  between  it  and  the  olaintiff  which  re- 
quired it  to  protect  him  while  at  work  for  the 
owner  of  the  building,  and  while  on  his 
premises,  and  that  as  to  him  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  electric  apparatus  were  res 
inter  alios.  But  the  court  held  that  the  de- 
fendant was  engaged  in  the  business  of  supply- 
ing electricity  for  lighting  purposes,  and 
considering  the  high  voltage  which  it  was 
necessary  to  carry  over  its  wires,  the  business 
was  of  a  character  highly  dangerous  and  likely 
to  result  in  injury  to  others  unless  conducted 
with  care  and  skill;  and  therefore,  outside  of 
any  contractual  relation,  the  law  imposed  the 
duty  upon  defendant  of  using  the  necessary 
skill  and  prudence  to  prevent  injury  to  persons 
coming  in  contact  with  its  wires,  not  only  as 
regards  the  public  generally,  but  also  witn  re- 
spect to  any  individual  engaged  in  a  lawful 
occupation  in  a  place  where  he  was  entitled  to 
be.  So,  also,  in  McLavghlin  v.  LouisriUe  Elee- 
trie  Light  Co,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  693.  84  L.  R.  A. 
812,  a  person  engaged  in  painting  a  building 
waM  injured  by  coming  in  contact  with  an  im- 
perfectly insulated  electric  wire  on  the  side  of 
the  building,  while  climbing  out  of  a  window 
upon  the  cornice,  and  in  an  action  against  the 
electric  company  to  recover  damages  for  the 
injury  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  exercise  the  utmost  care  to  keep  the 
insulation  of  its  wires  perfect  at  a  place  where 
people  had  aright  to  go  for  work,  business,  or 
pleasure,  although  very  great  care  may  be 
sufficient  for  wires  at  other  plares;  that  an  ap- 
parently properly  insulated  wire  is  an  invita- 
tion or  inducement  to  such  person  to  risk  the 
consequence  of  contact  with  it-,  that  the  fact 
that  the  insulation  of  such  wires  is  expensive 
or  inconvenient  is  no  excuse  for  fuiiure  to 
make  such  insulation  perfect  at  places  where 
people  have  a  right  to  go;  and  that  the  plain- 
40  L.R.  A. 


tiff  in  the  action  was  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  coming  in  contact  with  the  wires, 
unless  in  so  doing  he  failed  to  exercise  the  de- 
gree of  care  which  an  ordinarily  careful  and 
prudent  person  usually  exercises  under  similar 
circumstances,  and  the  question  whether  he 
exercised  such  care  was  for  the  jury  and  not 
the  court.  A  like  principle  was  applied  la 
lllingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  161 
Mass.  583,  25  L.  R.  A.  552.  The  plaintiff  was 
employed  in  the  fire-alarm  system  of  the  city 
of  Boston.  The  city  used  for  the  lines  of  ita 
system  structures  erected  by  the  defendant 
electric  company  for  the  support  of  its  electrio 
wires.  While  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  perform- 
ance of  its  duties  and  descending  one  of  such 
structures,  the  pliers  In  bis  belt  caught  in  a. 
wire  belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  in  reach- 
ing around  to  clear  them  he  received  injury  by' 
the  contact  of  his  hand  with  a  wire  of  the  de> 
fendant  not  properly  insulated;  and  it  was  held 
in  an  action  against  the  company  for  damages, 
that  the  defendant's  negligence  in  leaving  the 
joints  of  its  wires  without  Insulation  at  such 
place,  and  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  ^o,  also,  ia 
u:  Ltght 
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492,  82  L.  R.  A.  400,  a  tinsmith,  while  engtged 
in  placing  an  iron  conductor  on  a  building,, 
was  injured  by  receiving  a  shock  from  an 
electric-light  wire  running  along  the  side  of 
the  building,  about  12  feet  from  the  ffround, 
by  reason  of  the  conductor  which  he  was 
handling  coming  in  contact  with  a  place  on 
the  wire  where  the  insulating  material  had  been 
worn  off,  and  it  was  held  that  the  question  of 
defendant's  negligence  and  of  due  care  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff  were  for  the  jury,  and  that  it 
could  not  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
condition  of  the  wire  was  so  apparent  that  the 
plaintiff  must  or  ought  to  have  seen  it  although 
the  accident  happened  in  the  forenoon;  and 
that,  while  an  expert  might  consider  it  dan- 
gerous to  touch  any  wire  unless  he  knew  it 
was  a  harmless  one,  no  such  degree  of  care 
could  be  required  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  not 
an  expert,  but  that  the  question  of  his  want  of 
care  was  for  the  jury.  Applying  the  doctrine 
of  these  cases,  and  the  underlying  principles 
by  which  they  are  controlled,  to  the  case  in 
hand,  it  is  clear  that  no  error  was  committed 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  nonsuit  It  ia 
true  that  in  the  cases  referred  to  the  actions 
were  grounded  on  negligence  in  using  improp- 
erly insulated  wires,  but  in  each  instance  the 
judgment  of  the  court  proceeds  on  the  theory 
that  it  is  a  want  of  due  care  for  a  com- 
pany handling  and  transmitting  the  highly 
dangerous  force  of  electricity  to  use  a  wire 
known,  or  which  reasonably  ought  to  have 
been  known,  to  be  dangerous,  at  a  place 
where  others  are  lawfully  entitled  to  be;  and 
it  is  assumed  in  each  instance  that,  but  for 
the  insutUcient  insulation,  the  wires  would 
have  been  safe.  The  same  principle  governs 
here.  Although  the  wires  of  the  defendant 
company  were  insulated,  it  is  admitted  that 
such  insula  ion  was  no  protection  whatever 
to  persons  coming  in  contact  with  them,  and 
hence  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  equally 
as  great,  if  not  ereaier,  than  if  the  danger  had 
been  from  insufficient  or  want  of  insulation. 
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The  apparently  perfect  iosulation  was  calcu- 
lated to  deceive,  and  to  cause  one  unfanailiar 
with  the  facts  to  suppose  the  wires  safe.  It 
acted  as  an  invitation  toTpersons  at  .work  in 
and  among  the  wires  to  risk  the  consequences 
of  contact  therewith.  And  such  was  the  effect 
in  this  case.  But  for  the  insulation,  and  the 
helief  of  safety  caused  thereby,  it  is  not  at  all 
probable  that  the  deceased  would  have  ex- 
posed himself  to  the  risk  of  a  contact  with  the 
wires  in  question.  The  defendant,  however, 
knew  that  the  insulation  afforded  no  protec- 
tion, and  yet,  with  knowledge  of  that  fact,  put 
its  wires  in  a  place  where  the  servants  of  the 
railway  company  might  come  in  contact  with 
them  while  in  the  performance  of  their  duties, 
and  without  giving  any  warning  or  notice  of 
the  danger  whatever.  Under  such  circum- 
stances a  jury  would  certainly  be  justified  in 
finding  that  it  did  not  exercise  due  care  and 
caution  in  so  doing.  Electric  companies,  of 
course,  are  not  bound  to  have  perfect  appa- 
ratus or  perfect  construction,  but  they  are  re- 
quired to  exercise  a  degree  of  care  and  pru- 
dence in  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
iheir  wires  commensurate  with  the  danger;  and 
where  their  wires  are  designed  to  carry  a 
strong  and  powerful  current  of  electricity,  so 
that  persons  coming  in  contact  with  them  are 
certain  to  be  seriously  injured,  if  not  killed,  the 
law  imposes  upon  the  company  the  duty  of  ex- 
ercising the  utmost  care  and  prudence  to  pre- 
vent such  injury;  and  whether  such  care  has 
been  exercised  in  a  given  case  is  ordinarily  for 
the  jury.     Croswell,  Electricity,  g  284. 

The  cases  cited  and  relied  upon  by  the  de- 
fendant are  not  in  point  in  this  conteniion.  In 
B^'^k  V.  Vancouver  R.  Co.  26  Or.  82;  Salem- 
Bedford  Stone  Go.  v.  Hol>b8,  11  Ind  App.  27; 
Salnn  Bedford  Stone  Co.  v.  CBrien,  12  Ind. 
App.  217,  and  Flood  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
131  N.  Y.  603, — the  danger  was  open  and  visi- 
ble, and  could  have  been  ascertained  by  the 
complainant  if  be  had  exercised  his  faculties. 
In  Hector  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  161 
Mass.  558.  25  L.  R.  A.  554,  the  facts  are  that 
a  lineman  of  a  telephone  and  telegraph  com- 
pany was  sent  to  attach  a  wire  to  a  standard 
owned  by  the  defendant  on  the  roof  of  a  build- 
ing. Instead  of  entering  this  building,  and 
going  out  on  the  roof,  be  went  up  on  a  build- 
ing some  distance  away,  passed  over  the  sev- 
eral intervening  structures  until  he  came  to  the 
building  adjoining  the  one  on  which  the  stand- 
ard was  placed.  While  stooping  down  to  see 
how  he  could  get  from  this  building  to  the 
place  of  his  destination,  he  came  in  contact 
with  the  wires  of  the  defendant  company,  and 
was  injured  by  reason  of  the  insulation  being 
worn  off.  The  case  was  decided  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  It  owed  no 
duty  to  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  effective 
insulation  at  the  place  where  he  was  injured, 
where  he  was  not  sent  to  work,  and  where  he 
had  no  right  to  be.  The  same  is  true  of  the 
case  of  the  boy  who  was  killed  by  coming  in 
contact  with  the  wire  of  an  electric  company 
while  searching  on  top  of  a  building  for  a  lost 
ball.  Suilimn  v.  Boston  d  A,  R.  Co.  156 
Mass.  878.  In  both  cases  the  injured  party 
was  a  trespasser,  and  at  a  place  where  he  had 
no  right  to  be,  and  where  the  company  was 
under  no  obligation  to  protect  him  from  in- 
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jury.  But  in  the  case  at  bar  the  deceased  was 
rightfully  at  the  place  where  he  was  injured. 
In  MoMuUan  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating 
Go.  \Z  Misc.  892,  the  defendant  company  had 
disconnected  its  service  wires,  carrying  a  low 
current  of  electricity,  which  could  not  cause 
death  or  great  bodily  harm,  from  the  distrib- 
uting wires  in  the  cellar,  8  feet  above  the 
ground,  in  order  that  the  owner  might  make 
certain  repairs,  but  failed  to  "tape"  the  ends 
of  the  wires,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not 
liable  for  an  injury  to  a  workman  while  en- 
gaged in  making  such  repairs,  because  no  rea- 
sonable person  would,  under  the  circumstances, 
have  anticipated  "that  any  person  would  have 
entered  this  cellar,  mounted  upon  a  box,  and, 
after  seeing  these  wires,  taken  hold  of  at  least 
two  of  them  at  the  same  time,  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  make  a  short  circuit,  or  bring  the  two 
wires  in  contact  with  his  hand  near  the  same 
point,  and  thus  burn  his  hand."  In  Burk  v. 
Edison  General  Electric  Co.  89  Hun,  498,  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  deceased  deliberately 
chose  a  way  of  known  danger  to  go  from  one 
part  of  a  cellar  to  another,  when  a  perfectly 
safe  way  was  open  to  him,  and  the  court  held 
that  he  must  take  the  consequences  of  his  own 
hardihood. 

It  only  remains  to  notice  briefly  the  assign- 
ments of  error  based  upon  the  giving  and  re- 
fusal of  instructions  by  the  trial  court  The 
defendant  requested  in  writing  some  fourteen 
different  instructions,  which  were  refused,  ex- 
cept as  given  in  substance  in  the  general 
charge.  All  of  these,  except  one,  present  dif 
ferent  phases  of  the  questions  already  consid- 
ered, and  therefore  require  no  further  notice. 
By  the  eighth  request  the  court  was  asked  to 
charge  the  jury  that,  if  they  should  find  for 
the  plaintiff,  they  could  not  estimate  nor  give 
exemplary  or  vindictive  damages  nor  any  dam- 
ages as  a  solatium  for  the  grief  or  anguish  of 
the  surviving  relatives,  or  the  pain  or  suffering 
of  the  deceased.  And  while  this  instruction 
embodies  a  correct  principle  of  law,  and 
might,  with  propriety,  have  been  given  {Carl- 
son V.  Oregon  Short  Line  dbU.lf.R.  Co.  21 
Or.  450),  its  refusal  was  not  reversible  error. 
Neither  exemplary  damages  nor  damages  for 
the  suffering  of  the  deceased  or  any  of  his  rela- 
tives were  asked  in  the  complaint,  nor,  so  far 
as  the  record  indicates,  claimed  at  the  trial. 
The  allegations  of  the  complaint  and  the  proof 
were  confined  to  the  earning  capacity,  habits, 
and  probable  length  of  life  of  the  deceased, 
and  no  instructions  were  given  under  which 
the  jury  could  have  understood  that  they  had 
a  right  to  consider  any  other  matters  in  arriv- 
ing at  the  amount  of  the  verdict.  By  the  in- 
struction as  given  they  were  told,  in  effect,  in 
assessing  damages,  if  they  found  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  to  consider  the  earning  capacity, 
habits,  and  probable  length  of  life  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  thus  determine  what  would  prob- 
ably have  been  his  accumulations  if  he  had 
lived  the  ordinary  course  of  his  life;  and  no 
question  is  made  as  to  the  soundness  of  this 
rule.  The  entire  charge  of  the  court  as  given 
seems  to  have  been  separated  into  paragraphs^ 
in  some  instances  without  special  reference  to 
the  context,  and  objections  made  and  excep- 
tions saved  to  the  giving  of  each;  and  while 
the  charge,  which  was  given  orally,  is  perhaps 
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open  to  some  criticism  on  account  of  tbe  ver- 
bal inaccuracy  of  the  language  used,  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  trial  court  was  not  spe- 
cially called  at  the  time,  it,  however,  in  our 
opinion,  exhibits  no  reversible  error,  but,  when 
taken  as  a  whole,  fairly  and  accurately  pre- 
sents the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this 
case.  The  definition  of  ''negligeoce"  as  given 
Is  not  open  to  the  criticism  made,  nor  did  the 
court  withdraw  the  question  of  plaintiff's  in- 
testate's contributory  negligence  from  the  jury, 
but  told  them  expressly  that  what  he  had  said 
in  regard  to  the  defendant's  liability  must  be 
taken  with  the  proviso  that  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate did  not  himself  contribute  by  his  own 
negligence  to  the  injury  from  which  he  died, 
and  then  proceeded  with  the  charge  in  detail 
on  that  phase  of  the  case.  The  statement  that 
the  words  "care"  and  * 'diligence,"  when  used 
in  reference  to  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  are 
not  absolute,  but  relative,  terms;  "that,  when 
the  danger  is  great,  the  care  and  vigilance  to 
escape  the  consequence  of  danger  must  be  pro- 
portionately great.  In  matters  of  this  sort, 
where  people  are  dealing  with  electricity  (one 
of  the  most  subtle,  powerful,  and  wonderful 
agencies  known  to  man;  an  agency  that  is  very 
destructive  to  human  life,  even  when  carefully 
and  properly  handled  and  treated),— I  instruct 
you  that  in  such  a  case  as  this  due  care  would 
be  the  highest  care  and  viffi.anceof  which  a 
man  ia  capable,  and  which  the  condition  of 


science  makes  known  at  the  time.  And  this 
is  the  degree  of  care  which  was  demanded  of 
the  company:  to  so  conduct  itself  in  regard  to 
the  wires  on  that  bridge  as  that  the  diligence 
and  care  should  be  proportionate  to  tbe  danger 
which  there  existed,"— is  but,  in  effect,  an  ap- 
plication to  the  case  in  hand  of  the  rule  that 
tbe  care  demanded  of  electric  companies  must 
be  commensurate  with  the  danger,  and  that, 
where  their  wires  are  carrying  a  highly  dan- 
gerous current  of  electricity,  as  is  admitted  to 
have  been  carried  over  the  wires  which  caused 
tbe  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  the  law  im- 
poses upon  the  company  tbe  utmost  degree  of 
care  in  their  construction,  inspection,  and  re- 
pair,  so  as  to  keep  them  harmless  at  places 
i  where  persons  are  liable  to  come  in  contact 
with  them.  Croswell,  Electricity,  §  234; 
Hayne»  y.  Raleigh  Oas  Co,  114  N.  C.  208,  26 
L.  R.  A.  810;  City  Electric  Street  R,  Co.  v. 
Conery,  61  Ark.  381,  31  L.  R.  A.  670;  Oiraudi 
V.  Electric  Improv.  Co.  107  Cal.  120,  28  L.  R. 
A.  596.  and  authorities  heretofore  cited. 

The  questions  in  this  case  are  important, 
and  many  of  them  of  first  impression  in  this 
state,  and  therefore  we  have  given  to  the 
case  that  consideration  which  its  merits  de- 
serve; but,  finding  no  error  in  the  record,  the 
judgment  muU  be  affirmed^  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Rehearing  denied  June  20,  1898. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Bridget  MOONET 

LUZERNE  BOROUGH,  Appt. 
(186  Pa.  161.) 

1.  Negflif^nce  of  a  city  causingf  the 
death  of  a  person  b^r  contact  with  an 
abandoned  telephone  w^ire  is  a  question 
for  the  Jury,  where  tbe  wire  had  been  unused 
for  several  months,  crossioff  a  obarsred  electrio- 
llgbt  wire  In  close  proximity  thereto,  and  after 
sagfrlnff  so  as  to  interfere  with  public  travel,  was 
out  by  a  member  of  tbe  borough  council,  and 
wrapped  around  a  post  within  easy  distance  of 
pedestrians,  and  with  one  end  resting  on  tbe 
arround  or  in  tbe  water. 

2.  The  liability  of  a  city  for  neglect  of 
its  duty  to  exercise  care  and  supervision 
over  electric  wires  suspended  over  Its  streets  is 
not  lessened  by  tbe  fact  that  individuals  or  cor- 
porations are  subjected  to  a  like  duty  and  liabil- 
ity. 

(May  16,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Luzerne 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
negligent  killing  of  plaintiffs'  son.     Affirmed, 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  O.  Coug^hlin  and  Georg^e  R. 
Bedford  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  William  R.  Gibbons  and  Will- 
ism  S.  McLean,  for  appellee; 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  super- 
vise and  control  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  electric  wires  suspended  over  its  streets. 

AUentown  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  148  Pa. 
117. 

The  maintenance  and  repairs  of  the  same 
demand  constant  and  rigid  supervision,  and 
every  municipality  owes  such  duty  of  rigid  in- 
spection to  its  citizens. 

McKeesport  v.  McKeesport  <£  R,  Pass.  R.  Co. 
2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  242. 

The  negligence  of   the  defendant  was  the 

Proximate  cause  of  the  death  of  plaintiff's  son. 
'he  contact  of  the  wires  was  unquestionably  a 
concurrent  cause,  but  it  was  a  cause  not  extra- 
ordinary, and  therefore  likely  to  be  foreseen. 

Schaeffer  v.  Jackson  Tiop.  150  Pa.  145,  18  L. 
R.  A.  100;  Kieffer  v.  Hummelstown,  151  Pa. 
804,  17  L.  R.  A.  2;  Swing  ▼.  North  Versailles 
Twp.  146  Pa.  809. 

Sterrett*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 
The  appellant  borough  not  only  complains 


NoTK—As  to  liabilities  for  injuries  by  electric 
wires  in  highways,  see  Denver  Consoh  Electric  Co. 
v.  Simpson  (Colo.)  81  L.  B.  A.  566.  and  note;  also 
Newark  Blectrlo  Ligbt  k  P.  Co.  v.  Garden  fC.  C. 
App.  8d  C.)  37  L.  K.  A.  725;  Atlanta  Consol.  Street 
40  KR  A. 


R,  Co.  V.  Owings  (Ga.)  83  L.  R.  A.  7W;  Willey  v. 
Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  (Mass.)  87  L.  R.  A.  723; 
and  Bergin  v.  Southern  New  England  Telcpb.  Co. 
(Conn.)  89  L.  &  A.  198. 


See  also  40  L.  R.  A. 
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of  the  maDoer  in  which  the  case  was  submitted 
to  the  jury,  but  it  challenges  the  right  of  the 
court  to  submit  it  to  them  in  any  form.  The 
CTidence  bearing  on  all  the  disputed  questions 
was  quiie  sufflcient  to  carry  the  case  to  the 
Jury.  It  would  have  been  manifest  error  to 
have  affirmed  defendant's  third  point.  The 
fact  that  the  telcphoDC  wire  had  been  main- 
taiDed  in  the  same  place  for  fifteen  years  with- 
out accident  was  no  reason  why  it  should  con- 
tinue there  indefioitely  without  inspection. 
Directly  the  opposite  conclusion  was  war- 
ranted, but  it  was  for  the  jury.  Taking  into 
view  the  fact  that  the  telephone  wire  had  been 
in  the  same  place  for  fifteen  years,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  further  facts  that  the  telephone 
line  had  been  unused  and  abandoned  for  sev-' 
eral  months;  that  it  crossed  a  charged  electric- 
liizht  wire,  in  close  proximity  thereto;  and, 
finally,  that  a  few  months  before  the  accident 
the  old  telephone  wire  sacrged  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  interfere  with  public  travel  on  the 
streets,  and  we  have  a  condition  of  affairs  that 
was  at  least  sufficient  to  admonish  the  mu- 
nicipality that  more  than  ordinary  care  should 
be  exercised  in  the  supervision  of  the  overhead 
wires  in  question.  When,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  sagging  wire  is  cut  by  a  member 
of  the  borough  council,  and  one  end  wrapped 
around  a  post  within  easy  distance  of  pedes- 
trians on  the  highway  crossing  the  bridge, 
with  the  end  resting  on  the  ground  or  in  the 
water,  the  defendant  has   no  just  reason   to 


complain  that  the  question  of  its  alleged  neg- 
ligence was  submitted  to  the  Jury.  The  evi- 
dence was  quite  sufficient  to  justify  the  latter 


in  finding  that  the  acccident  which  resulted  in 
the  sudden  death  of  plaintiff's  son  was  the 
natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  telephone  wire  was  fastened 
to  the  post. 

The  only  remaining  question  that  requires 
notice  is  one  presented  by  the  second  specifica- 


tion. Defendant  contends  that,  while  a  mu- 
nicipality is  invested  with  police  supervision 
of  the  wires  of  corporations  occupying  itsi 
streets,  such  supervision  does  not  involve 
pecuniary  responsibility,  and,  if  an  accident 
happens  from  a  failure  to  maintain  the  wires 
in  a  safe  and  proper  condition,  the  corporation 
owning  the  wires,  and  not  the  municipality,  is 
alone  responsible  for  resulting  injuries;  and 
West  Chester  v.  Apple,  85  Pa.  284,  is  cited  aa 
authority  for  the  position.  While  language 
used  in  tne  opinion  in  that  case  may  justify  the 
conclusion  sought  to  be  drawn  therefrom,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  the  decision,  and  it  has- 
been  expressly  disapproved  in  Philadelphia  v. 
Smith,  23  W.  N.  C.  242.  In  that  case  it 
was  held  by  this  court  that  the  liability  of  a. 
municipality  for  damans  for  injuries  caused 
by  defective  sidewalk  is  not  relieved  against 
by  the  fact  that  the  property  owner  is  also  li- 
able. The  same  rule  applies  to  dangerous  de- 
fects or  obstructions  in  the  highway,  whether 
overhead  or  at  grade.  The  duty  and  Ilabilitj 
of  the  municipality  is  in  no  way  lessened  by 
the  fact  that  individuals  or  corporations  are 
subject  to  a  like  duty  and  liability.  The 
learned  trial  judge  was  therefore  right  in  af- 
firming plaintiff's  point  that  *'itis  the  duty  of 
a  municipality  to  exercise  a  careful  supervision 
over  the  adjustment  and  regulation  of  the  elec- 
tric wires  suspended  over  its  streets,"  and  that 
it  is  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  neglect 
of  such  duty.  In  view  of  the  multiplicity  of 
overhead  wires  carrying  deadly  currents  and 
the  increasing  frequency  of  accidents  from  de- 
fects in  such  wires,  or  in  the  manner  of  their 
adjustment,  it  behooves  municipalities  U> 
recognize  and  perform  their  duties  in  the 
premises  in  more  than  a  perfunctory  manner^ 
if  they  would  escape  the  consequences  of  neg- 
ligence. Neither  of  the  specifications  of  error 
is  sustained. 
Judgment  afflfrmed^ 
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*1.  It  'is  the  duty  of  an  operator  or 
agpent  of  a  coal  mine  to  employ  a  oompeteot 
mine  bosn  under  and  accordinar  to  the  provisions 
of  8  II.  p.  995,  Code  1891,  Append.,  and,  havinflr 
done  so,  he  has  disoharffed  hie  duty  to  bis  em- 
ployees In  relation  to  tbose  duties  which  the  stat- 
ute pre6cr1t)e8  shall  be  performed  by  such  mine 
boss,  and  the  operator  or  aflrent  Is  not  liable  for 
Injuries  arlsinsr  from  the  neirlif^ence  of  the  mine 
boss. 

8.  A  mine  boss  so  employed  in  such  a 
fellow  Berrant  as.  In  case  of  an  injury  to 
other  employees  tbroufirb  bis  negligence,  the 
master  is  not  responsible. 

*Headnotes  by  MgWhobtkb,  J. 

NOTB.— For  a  similar  case  of  a  statute  reg-ulating 
the  employment  of  a  mine  boss,  see  Durkin  v. 
Kingston  Ck>al  Ck).  ( Pa.)  29  L.  R  A.  808. 
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(April  2, 1886.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  M!Dgo> 
County  to  review  a  judgraeot  Iq  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of 
plai  n  ti  ff 's  in  testate.    A  fflrmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Goodykoonts*  Marcum». 
Simme,  A  Enslow  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Rucker,  Keller*  ft  Hamill.  for 
defendant  in  error: 

There *iB  no  evidence  showing,  or  tending  Uv 
show,  that  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  author- 
ized or  invited  to  p^o  into  the  air  course  when 
and  where  the  accident  occurred,  unless  he  was 
so  authorized  or  invited  by  virtue  of  a  custom, 
or  usage,  among  the  miners  to  borrow  and  re- 
turn each  other's  mining  tools,  the  existence  of 
which  is  attempted  to  be  shown  by  plaintiff. 

It  is  true  that  miners  not  supplied  with  tool» 
of  their  own  sometimes  borrow  such  tools  from 
other  miners.  ^  This  is  conceded;  but  this- 
praciice  or  habit  of  the  miners  did  not  consti- 
tute a  "custom,"  or  "usage."  in  the  legal  sense- 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  597. 
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of  these  words,  so  as  to  bind  their  employer, 
the  defendant,  or  render  it  liable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  their  indulgence  in  such  practice. 

2  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  708,  note  4. 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not 
«zi8t  ''where  the  servant  is  at  the  time  on  a 
private  errand  of  his  own." 

1  Lawson,  Rights,  Bern.  &  Pr.  §  824. 

The  duty  to  use  care  in  keeping  bis  prem- 
ises in  safe  condition  does  not  devolve  upon 
the  master  in  regard  to  places  where  the  serv- 
ant goes  voluntarily,  for  purposes  of  his  own, 
without  being  required  or  authorized  so  to  do. 

1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  190;  Keff  ▼. 
Broom,  70  Ga.  266;  Spicer  ▼.  Chesapeake  d  0. 
R.  Co.UW.  Va.  614,  11  L.  R  A.  886;  Wool- 
mne  ▼.  Cheeapeake  A  0.  if.  Co,  86  W.  Ya.  829. 
16  L.  R.  A.  271 ;  Belford  ▼.  Canada  flipping 
Co.  36  Hun,  847;  WrigJU  v.  RatMon,  62  Iowa, 
329,  86  Am.  Rep.  276;  JDoggeit  ▼.  lUinoie  C. 
B,Co,U  Iowa,  284. 

A  trespasser  or  mere  licensee  cannot  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  reeultinff  from  neg- 
ligence of  the  owner  of  premises  where  injury 
occurred,  there  being  no  legal  duty  due  from 
the  owner  to  the  trespasser  to  keep  the  prem- 
ises safe. 

Cooley.  Torts,  pp.  659  et  §eq.;  8  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  1149;  14  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  907;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
pp.  Ill  et  eeq.,  and  notes;  Poling  v.  Ohio  River 
R.  Co.  88  W,  Va.  645,  24  L.  R.  A.  216;  Wool- 
wine  V.  Chesapeake  dt  0.  R,  Co.MW.  Va.  829, 
16  L.  R.  A.  271. 

Under  the  Pennsylvania  act  of  April  18. 
1877  (Pub.  Laws,  68),  it  is  theduty  of  amining 
company  to  provide  a  mining  boss,  and  such 
company  is  not  liable  for  any  injury  resulting 
from  his  negligence,  if  proper  care  has  been 
exercised  in  his  selection. 

Redstone  Coke  Co,  v.  Roby,  116  Pa.  864; 
Reese  Y.  Biddle,  112  Pa.  72;  Waddelly.Simoson, 
112  Pa.  567. 

In  order  to  hold  the  master  responsible  for 
the  act  or  omission  of  the  servant,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  act  or  omission  was,  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  the  act  or  omission  of  the 
master. 

Baker  v.  Kinsey,  88  Oal.  684;  Boswell  v. 
Laird,  8  Cal.  469.  68  Am.  Dec.  846.  and  note; 
Durkin  v.  Kingston  Coal  Co,  171  Pa.  193,  29 
L.  R.  A.  808. 

McWhorter»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  the  13th  day  of  February,  1895,  John  M 
Williams  was  in  the  emplov  of  the  Thacker 
Coal  &  Coke  Company  in  Mingo  county,  en- 
gaged in  mining  or  digging  coal  in  said  com- 
pany's mines  in  room  No.  11.  About  noon  of 
that  day  he  went  into  room  No.  12,  where  twq 
other  miners  were  at  work,  to  borrow  from 
them  a  tamping  t)ar  and  needle,  which  it  seems 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  have  in  the  proper 
prosecution  of  his  work  in  getting  out  his  coal. 
In  about  an  hour  thereafter  he  returned  the 
tools  to  the  person  from  whom  he  borrowed 
them  in  room  No.  12,  and  as  he  had  turned, 
and  was  ngain  leaving  the  last-named  room, 
4Lnd  before  he  had  gotten  entirely  out  of  it, 
about  25  feet  from  the  mouth  of  the  room,  he 
was  crushed  and  killed  beneath  a  large  piece 
•of  slate  16  feet  long,  6  or  6  feet  wide,  ana  9  to 
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10  inches  thick,  which  fell  from  the  roof  of  the 
mine  upon  him.  Said  room  No.  12  was  a 
haul  way,  then  being  driven  and  constructed, 
and  was  intended  to  be,  when  completed,  an 
air  course.  This  room  was  further  in  the  mine 
than  room  No  11.  Levy  Williams,  adminis- 
tratrix of  John  M.  Williams,  deceased,  brought 
her  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  against  said 
the  Thacker  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  in  Mingo  circuit 
court,  and  filed  her  declaration  at  August  rules, 
1896.  laying  her  damages  at  $10,000.  And  at 
a  term  of  said  court,  on  the  16th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, defendant  entered  its  qualified  appear- 
ance, and  moved  to  quash  the  summons  and 
return  of  service,  which  motion  was  overruled, 
and  the  defendant  then  appeared,  and  demur- 
red generally  to  the  declaration,  and  to  each 
count  thereof,  which  was  also  overruled  by  the 
court.  The  defendant  then  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  on  the  l9th  day  of  September  a  jury  was 
impaneled  and  sworn  to  try  the  issue,  and, 
after  hearing  all  the  evidence  adduced  by  the 
plain  tiff,  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to  ex- 
clude such  evidence,  and  direct  the  jury  to 
render  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  mo- 
tion the  court  overruled,  to  which  ruling  the 
defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then  in- 
troduced its  testimony,  and  after  the  evidence 
had  been  introduced  as  well  for  the  plaintiff  as 
for  the  defendant,  the  defendant  filed  a  demur- 
rer to  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  entered  her  joinder  therein,  and  the 
jury  was  directed  to  inquire  what  damages  the 
plaintiff  had  sustained  by  reason  of  the  matters 
shown  by  her  in  evidence  in  case  judgment 
should  be  given  forher  upon  the  evidence,  and 
the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict  for  plsintiff 
for  $8,000.  and,  the  court  having  considered 
the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  sus- 
tained the  same,  and  rendered  judgment  for 
defendant  for  costs,  to  which  rulings  of  the 
court  plaintiff  excepted,  and  obtained  from 
this  court  a  writ  of  error  and  supersedeas, 
and  assigned  the  following  errors:  * 'First. 
The  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  defendant's 
demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence  in  the  case 
and  giving  judgment  thereon  against  the  plain- 
tiff, because  the  evidence  clearly  establishes 
that  the  deceased,  Williams,  was  killed  while 
in  the  discharge  of  his  dutv  as  a  miner  in  the 
defendant's  coal  mines,  and  without  any  fault 
or  negligence  upon  his  part  whatever,  by  the 
falling  of  a  large  piece  of  overhanging  slate 
that  had  been  in  an  unsafe  and  insecure  condi- 
tion for  at  least  two  weeks  prior  to  the  day  of 
the  accident,  and  that  its  dangerous,  unsafe, 
and  insecure  condition  was  known  to  the  mine 
boss  and  mine  propper  for  at  least  two  weeks 
prior  to  the  day  oi  the  accident;  that  the  said 
mine  boss  and  mine  propper's  attention  had 
been  called  to  it  b^  Graves  and  White,  the  two 
miners  working  in  said  room  No.  12,  where 
the  accident  occurred,  at  least  two  weeks  be- 
fore the  same  did  occur.  Second.  Because  it 
was  error  upon  the  part  of  the  court  to  refuse 
to  overrule  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  evidence  and  to  render  judgment 
upon  said  demurrer  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff." 
Section  11,  p.  996.  Code  1891.  Append,  pro- 
vides that,  "in  order  to  better  secure  the  proper 
ventilation  of  every  coal  mine,  and  promote 
the  health  and  safety  of  persons  employed 
therein,  the  operator  or  agent  shall  employ  a 


814 


West  Yiboinia  Supbemb  Court  of  Appeals. 


APB., 


competeDt  and  practical  inside  overseer,  to  be 
callcKi  "miniog  boss,"  who  shall  be  a  citizen , 
and  an  experienced  coal  miner,  or  any  person 
haying  two  years'  experience  in  a  coal  mine;" 
and  in  prescribing  the  duties  of  such  mining 
b'^ss  it  provides  that  he  "shall  see  that  as  the 
miners  advance  their  excavations,  proper 
break-throughs  are  made  as  provided  in  §  10 
of  this  act,  and  that  all  loose  coal,  slate,  and 
rock  overhead  in  the  working  places,  and  along 
the  haul  ways,  be  removed  or  carefully  secured 
so  as  to  prevent  danger  to  persons  emploved 
in  such  mines,"  etc.  This  statute  is  taken 
from  the  statute  of  Pennsylvania.  The  latter 
requires  the  * 'owner  or  agent  [of  any  coal 
mine]  to  employ  a  competent  and  practical  in- 
side overseer  to  be  called  *mining  boss' "  and 
then  prescribes  his  duties,  similar  to  those  pre- 
scribed by  our  statute,  while  ours  prescribes 
that  such  mining  boss  "shall  be  a  citizen  and 
an  experienced  coal  miner,  or  any  person  hav- 
ing two  years'  experience  in  a  coal  mine." 
Under  the  Pennsylvania  statute,  in  Reese  v. 
Biddfe,  112  Pa.  79.  Justice  Paxson,  in  tbe  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  says:  "It  was  plain  error  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendants  below  were 
responsible  for  the  negligence  of  their  mine 
boss.  There  was  no  evidence  that  be  was  not 
competent  to  perform  his  duties,  and  hence  no 
negligence  can  be  imputed  to  defendants  for 
employing  him.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held 
that  a  mining  boss  is  such  a  fellow  servant  as. 
in  case  of  an  injury  to  other  employees  through 
his  negligence  the  master  is  not  responsible." 
—and  cites  Lehigh  VaUey  Coal  Co.  v.  Jonen,  86 
Pa.  432;  Delaware  d  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Carroll, 
89  Pa.  374;  and  Keystone  Bridge  Co,  v.  New- 
berry, 96  Pa.  246,  42  Am.  Rep.  543.  "The 
operator  of  a  coal  mine  fulfils  the  measure  of 
his  duty  to  his  employees  if  he  commits  his 
work  to  careful  and  skilful  bosses  and  super- 
intendents, who  conduct  tbe  same  to  the  best 
of  ibeir  skill  and  ability.  WaddellY.  Simown, 
112  Pa.  567,  syl.  point  8.  The  statute  requires 
that  the  operator  or  aeent  of  every  coal  mine 
shall  employ  a  competent  and  practical  inside 
overseer.  For  what  purpose?  To  better  se- 
cure the  proper  ventilation  of  the  coal  mine, 
and  promote  tbe  health  and  safetv  of  persons 
employed  therein.  Operators  and  agents  are 
not  supposed  to  have  the  practical  knowl- 
edge necessary  to  look  after  these  matters 
which  are  of  so  much  importance  to  tbe  inter- 
ests of  the  miners  and  employees  in  and  about 
the  mines;  therefore  the  lesisluture,  with 
proper  solicitude  for  the  welfare  of  those  who 
brave  the  dangers  of  tbe  mines  in  order  to 
make  a  living  for  those  dependent  upon  them, 
asserts  its  prerogative,  and  so  far  interferes 
with  the  private  business  of  tbe  capitalist  who 
engages  in  tbe  mining  business  as  to  require 
him  to  take  into  his  employment  a  person 
whose  experience  in  tbe  business  and  sound 
Judgment  equip  him  for  such  management  and 
oversight  of  tbe  conduct  of  tbe  mine  as  to  re- 
duce the  dangers  thereof  to  a  minimum.  The 
operator  is  left  no  cboice — no  discretion— in 
tbe  matter.  Atbough  he  may  himself  be  a 
practical  miner,  possessed  of  all  the  qualifica- 
tions of  a  mine  boss,  yet  under  the  statute  he 
is  compelled  to  employ  such  person.  Did  the 
appellee  in  this  case  comply  with  the  statute? 
Tbe  record  shows  that  Thomas  Litefoot,  a 
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man  thirty  nine  years  of  age,  a  practical  miner 
of  nearly  thirty  years'  experience  in  "digging 
coal  and  doing  everything  in  a  coal  mine,  was 
at  the  time  oi  tbe  injuries  complained  of.  and 
had  been  for  some  months  prior  thereto. 
tbe  mine  boss  in  the  employ  of  appellee. 
What  more  could  be  required  of  appellee 
than  compliance  with  the  strict  provisions 
of  this  statute  for  the  protection  and  safety 
of  the  miners  and  other  employees  of  the 
mines?  There  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
incompetence  of  the  miningboss,  or  negligence 
of  appellee  in  employing  him  in  that  capacity; 
none  whatever  to  prove,  or  tending  to  prove, 
that  appellee  knew  or  had  nouce  of  any  part  of 
tbe  mine  being  in  a  dangerous  condition. 
'  'Where  a  person  or  corporation  is  compelled  by 
law  to  employ  an  individual  in  a  given  matter, 
no  liabilitv  attaches  for  his  tortious  or  negligent 
acts"  14Am.&Eng.Enc.Law.p.809.  "Whea 
the  law  compels  the  corporation  to  give  out  a 
contract  for  grading  a  street  to  the  lowest  bid- 
der, it  takes  away  fiom  the  corporation  the  re- 
sponsibility arising  from  the  acts  of  the  person 
taking  the  contract"  Jamesy.  San  Francisco^ 
6  Cal.  528,  65  Am.  Dec.  626;  Story,  Agency, 
§  456;  MiUigan  v.  Wedge,  12  Ad.  &  El.  787. 
In  WaddeU  v.  Simoson,  112  Pa.  567,  Justice 
Gordon  says  in  the  court's  opinion:  * 'Moreover, 
as  tbe  defendants  had  complied  strictly  with 
the  t'th  section  of  the  act  of  8d  of  March,  1870, 
in  providing  a  practical  and  skilful  inside 
overseer  or  mining  boss,  as  they  had  thus  ful- 
filled the  duty  imposed  upon  tbem  by  the  gen- 
eral assembly,  it  is  not  for  this  or  any  other 
court  to  charge  tbem  with  an  additional  obli- 
gation. ...  'It  is  too  plain  for  argument 
tbat,  if  tbe  defendants  have  not  violated  said 
act  tbey  are  not  responsible.'  To  this  doctrine 
we  must  adbere,  and  tbe  more  so  that  it  is  just 
and  reasonable.  The  act  is  one  of  great  prac- 
tical utility  to  the  miner,  and  lays  upon  the 
proprietors  of  mines  all  the  burdens  they  ought 
of  right  to  bear.  They  must  provide  capable 
overseers  for  their  works,  and  they  must  fur- 
nish what,  by  such  overseers,  is  required  for 
the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  men  engaged  iu 
those  works.  More  than  this  they  cannot  do, 
for  upon  tbe  judgment  and  skill  of  these  prac- 
tical agents  they  must  depend  quite  as  much 
as  any  of  the  men  who  are  engaged  in  their 
mines.  Bosses,  however  well  inle'ntioned  and 
skilful,  cannot  always  be  on  tbe  watch;  occa- 
sionally they  will  fail* in  judgment,  and  at  times 
may  even  be  negligent;  but  of  this  the  work- 
man is  quite  as  well  aware  as  his  employer, 
and  in  entering  upon  the  employment  of  min- 
ing he  must  assume  tbe  risks  tbat  are  ordinarily 
incident  thereto,  among  which  are  those  acci- 
dents that  may  result  from  the  negligence  of 
<;oemployees,  of  whom,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
mining  boss  is  one. "  In  all  the  cases  decided  in 
Pennsylvania  Qnder  the  statute  requiring  oper- 
ators of  mines  to  employ  mine  bosses,  it  is  held 
that  these  mine  bosses  are  fellow  servants  with 
the  miners  and  employees  in  the  mines  An 
act  of  the  general  assembly  of  Pennsylvania, 
passed  in  1891,  "to  provide  for  the  health  and 
safety  of  persons  employed  in  and  about  the 
anthracite  coal  mines  of  "Pennsylvania,  and  for 
the  protection  and  preservation  of  property- 
connected  therewith,"  provided  what  qualifica- 
tions a  mine  foreman  or  assistant  mine  fore- 
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mao  should  possess,  and  provided  for  a  board 
of  examiners  for  such  foremen  and  that  none 
should  be  employed  as  such  who  was  not  cer- 
tified by  such  board;  and  further  provided 
"that  for  any  injury  to  person  or  property  oc- 
casioned by  any  violation  of  this  act  or  any 
failure  to  comply  with  its  provisions  by  any 
mine  foreman,  a  right  of  action  shall  accrue 
to  the  party  injured  against  said  owner  or  oper- 
ator for  any  direct  damages  he  may  have  sus- 
tained thereby;  and  in  case  of  loss  of  life  by 
reason  of  such  neglect  or  failure  aforesaid,  a 
right  of  action  shall  accrue  to  the  widow  or 
lineal  heirs  of  the  person  whose  life  shall  be 
lost  for  like  recovery  of  damages  for  the  in- 
jury they  shall  have  sustained."  In  the  case  of 
Vurkin  v.  Kingston  Goal  Co,  171  Pa.  193.  29 
L.  R.  A.  808.  it  is  held  that  this  act,  "in  so  far 
as  it  imposes  liability  on  the  mine  owner  for 
the  failure  of  the  mine  foreman  to  comply  with 


the  provisions  of  the  act  which  compels  his  em- 
ployment and  defines  his  duties  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void." 

The  duty  of  the  operator  or  agent  is  to  em- 
ploy a  competent  mme  boss  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  and  when  he  has 
done  so  he  has  discharged  his  duty  to  his  em- 
ployees in  relation  to  those  duties  which  the 
statute  prescribes  shall  be  performed  by  such 
mine  boss  and  the  operator  or  agent  is  not  liable 
for  injuries  arising  from  the  negligence  of  the 
mine  boss,  who  is  not  a  vice  principal,  as  his 
duties  are  not  delegated  to  him  by  his  em- 
ployer, but  are  prescribed  by  statute:  and  be 
IS  a  fellow  servant,  as  in  case  of  an  injury  to 
other  employees  through  his  negligence  the 
master  Is  not  responsible. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  the  evidence,  and  \he  judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


David  BETTMAN,   Appt, 
H.   T.   COWLEY,  RespU 


.Wash.. 


1  •  The  ri^ht  of  action  on  a  Judgment  ex- 
ists at  common  law.  In  the  absence  of  a  statute 
to  the  contrary. 

8.  The  refltriction  of  the  lien  or  charge 
of  a  Judgment  against  the  estate  or  person  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  to  six  years  from  Its  rendi- 
tion, by  act  of  March  6, 1897,  and  the  prohibi- 
tion of  the  renewal  of  such  Judgment  for  more 
than  one  year  after  the  act  takes  effect,  so  far  as 
the  act  applies  to  pre-extstiog  contracts,  is  an  un- 
oonstitutional  impairment  of  their  obligation. 

8«  It  ifl  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  young  men  who  are  Intelligent,  indastrious, 
and  frugal,  although  absolutely  penniless,  obtain 
money  upon  the  credit  of  tbeir  future  earning s 
and  accumulations. 

{lUavU  and  Gordon^  JJ.^  dissent.) 
(April  9, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Spokane  County 
setting  aside  a  default  judgment  and  letting 
defendant  in  to  defend  in  an  taction  brought 
upon  a  judgment.    ReverMd. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 
Mr.  Will  G.  Graves,  for  appellant: 
Appellant's  right  of  action  upon  this  Judg- 
ment was  a  common-law  right.     An  act  modi- 
fying or  repealing  the  remedy  of  a  party  by 
action  or  suit  will  not  be  construed  to  affect  ac- 
tions brought  prior  to  its  passage,  unless  it 
takes  away  the  Jurisdiction  or  right  previously 
existing. 


Note.— For  Judgments  as  oontracts  within  the 
constitutional  provision  against  impairment  of  ob- 
ligation, see  Bockweli  v.  Butler  (Golo.)  17  L.  B.  A 
811,  and  noU, 
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Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes.  §  482. 

The  earlier  writers  classified  a  judgment  a» 
a  contract  by  specialty — the  highest  form  of 
contract. 

3  Bl.  Com.  p.  160;  Chitly,  Contr.  p.  2;  1  Par- 
sons, Contr.  7th  ed.  p.  tt. 

This  classification  has  been  approved  in  re- 
cent decisions  by  courts  of  the  highest  stand- 
ing. 

Carr  ▼.  Riseher,  119  N.  Y.  117;  Ouita 
Perdia  &  R.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Houston,  108  N.  Y. 
278;  Tai/lor  v.  Hoot,  4  Keyes,  335;  Johnson  v. 
Butler,  2  Iowa,  585;  Cox  v.  Marlatt,  86  N.  J. 
L.  389.  18  Am.  Rep  454;  BvtUr  v.  RockweU, 
17  Colo.  290,  17  L.  R.  A.  611. 

As  to  whether  or  not  a  judgment  is  a  con- 
tract under  all  circumstances  is  an  open  ques- 
tion. 

fjouisiana,  Folsom,  v.  New  Orleans,  109  U. 
S.  285,  27  L.  ed.  986;  Freeland  v.  Williams, 
181  U.  S.  405,  33  L.  ed.  198;  M<yrley  v.  Lake 
Shore  diM.  8.R.  Co,  146  U.  8.  162,  36  L.  ed. 
925. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  fix  definitely 
the  line  between  alterations  of  the  remedy, 
which  are  to  be  deemed  legitimate,  and  those- 
which,  under  the  form  of  modifying  the  rem- 
edy, impair  substantial  lights. 

Von  Hoffman  y,  Quiney,  4  Wall.  535,  18  L. 
ed  408. 

Whenever  the  result  last  mentioned  is  pro- 
duced, the  act  is  within  the  prohibition  of  tbe- 
Constitution.  and  to  that  extent  void. 

Bronson  v.  Kinzie,  1  How.  r'9,  11  L.  ed. 
146;  M'Cracken  v.  Eaywood,  2  How.  608,  11 
L.  ed.  397;  St  urges  y,  OrowninsMeld,  4  Wheal. 
122.  4  L.  ed.  529;  Qunn  v.  Barry,  82  U.  S. 
62^,  21  L.  ed.  215;  Barnitz  v.  Beverly,  163  IT. 
8.  118,  41  L.  ed.  93;  rA)uisiana,  Nelson,  ▼. 
Poice  Jury,  111  U.  S.  720,  28  L.  ed.  576. 

At  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  this  judg- 
ment, and,  it  must  be  presumed,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  contract,  the  Judgment 
creditor,  by  a  statutory  proceeding,  could  re- 


Sec  also  42  L.  R.  A.  331 ;  46  L.  R.    A.  SiUi. 
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Yive  aDd  continue  tbe  lien  of  his  judgment 
from  time  to  time.  The  length  of  tbe  time 
for  which  tbe  lien  of  the  judgment  might  thus 
be  extended  was  not  limited. 

2  Hill's  Code,  gg  46^.  463. 

In  addition  be  bad  a  right  of  action  as  upon 
a  debt  upon  bis  judgment  in  the  court  where  it 
was  rendered,  or  in  any  other  court. 

Gomyns,  Dig.  title  Bdft,  A,  2;  Proctor  v. 
John9on,  1  Ld.  Raym.  670;  Hickman  v.  Ma- 
<on  County,  42  Fed.  Rep  759;  Clark  v.  Good- 
win, 14  Mass.  237;  0*Neal  v.  Kittredge,  8 
Allen,  470;  Linton  v.  Hurley,  114  Mass.  76; 
WiUon  ▼.  Hatfield,  121  Mass.  551;  White  River 
Bank  ▼.  Downer,  29  Vt.  832;  Whittemore  v. 
Carkin,  58  N.  H.  676;  Oreatf'oune  v.  Smith, 
4  HI.  541;  AlUn  v.  Peoj^e,  46  LI.  872;  Burnet 
V.  Simpson,  9  Kan.  658;  Hummer  v.  Lamphear, 
92  Kan.  489,  49  Am.  Rep.  491;  Ame$  v.  Hoy, 
12  Cal.  11;  Sluart  v.  J^nder,  16  Cal.  372.  76 
Am."  Dec.  588;  Haven  v.  Baldirin,  5  Iowa,  603; 
Simpson  v.  Cockran,  2S  Iowa,  81,  92  Am.  Dec. 
410;  Kinqsland  v.  Forrest,  18  Ala.  519,  52  Am. 
Dec.  232;  Palmer  v.  GUmr,  73  Ind.  529; 
Davidson  y.  Nebaker,  21  Ind.  334,  83  Am.  Dec. 
^0;  DeniMn  v.  Williams,  4  Conn.  402;  IvesY, 
Finch,  28  Conn.  112;  Stewart  v.  Peterson,  63 
Pa.  230;  Gardner  v.  Henry,  5  Coldw.  458; 
Hale  V.  Angel,  20  Johns.  842:  Smitli  v.  Mum- 
ford,  9  Cow.  26;  Headley  v.  Rolfy,  6  Ohio.  521; 
McDonald  ▼.  Buffer,  8  Mich.  558. 

When  a  statute  gives  a  new  remedy  for  a 
matter  which  was  actionable  at  common  law, 
and  contains  no  negative,  express  or  implied, 
of  the  old  remedy,  the  new  one  provided  by  it 
is  cumulative,  and  tbe  party  may  elect  between 
the  two. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §'  839;  Dean  ▼. 
Eldredge,  29  How.  Pr.  221;  Lane  v.  Salter,  61 
N.  Y.  6. 

Tbe  statutory  revival  is  but  a  continuation  of 
tbe  former  suit.  It  is,  in  fact,  nothing  more 
than  a  provision  for  the  common-law  writ  of 
scire  facias  put  into  statutory  form,  and  the 
relief  given  by  it  is  no  greater  than  that  given 
by  tbe  common- law  writ. 

1  Black,  Judgm.  §  482. 

Tbe  judgment  creditor  is  not  restricted  to 
tbe  proceedings  by  scire  facias,  but  may  have 
bis  action  upon  the  judgment  as  upon  any 
other  demand. 

Haven  v.  BoMvoin,  6  Iowa,  505;  Simpson  v, 
Cochran,  23  Iowa,  82,  92  Am.  Dec.  410;  An>in 
V.  PeopU,  46  111.  374;  Denison  v.  Williams,  4 
€onn.  403. 

And  the  principle  is  not  changed  because 
tbe  statute  has  provided  a  method  of  revival. 

Burnes  v.  Simp>ton,  9  Kan.  658;  Hummer  v. 
Lamphear,  82  Kan.  439.  49  Am.  Rep.  491. 

The  term  "property,"  as  used  in  the  consti- 
tutional prohibition,  includes  every  ri^ht  to 
the  use,  possession,  enjoyment,  or  recovery  of 
land,  goods,  or  money  which  the  law  will 
vindicate  if  assailed,  or  can  be  enforced  as  a 
^iefense  or  cause  of  action. 

2  Hare,  Am.  Const.  Law,  p.  823;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  p.  445;  Angle  v.  Chicago,  St.  P. 
M.  cfe  0.  R.  Co.  151  U.  S.  19,  88  L.  ed.  64. 

A  judgment  is  property  of  the  highest  order. 
By  the  rendition  thereof  certain  rights  are 
vested  in  the  creditor.  Among  the  vested 
Tights  so  secured  is  tbe  right  to  tbe  pursuit  of 
tbe  remedy  given  by  tbe  law  when  tbe  judg- 
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ment  was  recovered.  With  such  rights  tbe 
legislature  cannot  interfere,  and  any  attempt  to 
do  so,  if  enforced  by  the  courts,  would  be  a 
taking  of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

GunnY.  Barry,  82  U.  S.  622.  21  L.  ed.  214: 
Bates  ▼.  KimiaU,2D.  Chip. (Vt.) 88;  Strafford 
▼.  Sharon,  61  Vt.  126.  4  L.  R.  A.  500;  Gilman 
▼.  Tucker,  128  N.  Y.  190,  18  L.  R.  A.  809. 

Messrs.  Blake  A  Post,  for  respondent: 

A  judgment  is  not  a  contract,  within  tbe 
meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

Morley  v.  Lake  Shore  dt  M.  8,  R.  Co.  146  U. 
S.  162,  36  L.  ed.  925;  Freeland  v.  Williams, 
181  U.  S  405,  88  L.  ed.  198;  Louisiana,  Fol- 
som,  V.  JVdw  Orleans,  109  U.  S.  285,  27  L.  ed. 
936;  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co.  y.  Cushman, 
108  U.  S.  51.  27  L.  ed.  648. 

A  contract  is  an  agreement  in  which  a  party 
undertakes  to  do,  or  not  to  do,  a  particular 
thing,  which  in  this  case  was  to  pay  a  sum  of 
money  on  a  day  named.  The  laws  of  tbe  land 
bind  bim  to  perform  his  undertaking,  and  this 
is,  of  course,  the  obligation  of  his  contract. 
These  cannot  be  changed  whether  they  relate 
to  tbe  remedy  or  tbe  right,  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  creditor  may  not  have  a  reasonable 
opportunity  after  tbe  maturity  of  the  contract 
to  satisfy  the  same  out  of  the  property  of  his 
debtor. 

Tbe  power  of  the  legislature  to  cut  off  the 
remedy,  after  giving  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  enforce  it,  must  have  been  contemplated  by 
tbe  parties.  Within  these  limitations  the  rem- 
edy is  completely  within  the  discretion  of  tbe 
legislature. 

Drury  v.  Henderson,  143  111.  315. 

A  change  of  the  remedy  for  the  violation  of 
a  contract,  or  a  change  in  the  method  of  en- 
forcing it,  does  not  impair  its  oblitration. 

Merchant  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hill,  86  Mo.  472; 
Tennessee,  Bloomstein,  ▼.  Sneed,  96  U.  S.  74.  24 
L.  ed.  612;  Bronson  v.  Kimie,  1  How.  319.  11 
L.  ed.  146;  Sanger  y.  Mghtingale,  122  U.  S. 
176.  30  L.  ed.  1105:  Terry  v.  Anderson,  95  U. 
S.  628,  24  L.  ed.  365;  Rerford  v.  Knight,  11  N. 
Y.  808;  Peoj^e  v.  Turner,  117  N.  T.  227; 
Vance  v.  Vance,  108  U.  8.  514,  27  L.  ed.  808; 
Curtis  V.  Whitney,  13  Wall.  68,  20  L.  ed.  613; 
Wheeler  ▼.  Jackson,  187  U.  S.  246,  84  L.  ed. 
6.'>9;  Phalen  v.  Virginia,  8  How.  163,  12  L. 
ed.  1030. 

Tbe  matter  of  tbe  statute  of  limitations  ia  so 
far  within  the  discretion  of  tbe  legislature  that 
a  legislative  enactment  that  removes  the  bar 
which  tbe  statute  enables  a  debtor  to  interpose 
to  prevent  the  payment  of  a  debt  does  not  de- 
prive tbe  debtor  of  any  constitutional  debt. 

Campbell  v.  Holt,  115  U.  8.  620,  29  L.  ed. 
483;  Gittings  v.  Stearns,  19  III.  376:  Sohn  ▼. 
Waterson,  17  Wall.  596,  21  L.  ed.  787;  Barker 
V.  Jackson,  Heni'y,  1  Paine,  559;  Jackson,  Lqfh 
per,  V.  Grisioold,  6  Johns.  139;  S'ephens  ▼.  SL 
Louis  Nat.  Bank,  48  Mo.  886;  Bell  ▼.  Roberts, 
18  Vt.  682;  Butler  v.  Palmer,  1  Hill,  824. 

If  the  law  is  a  statute  of  limitations,  tbe  prin- 
ciple which  supports  such  laws  against  the  ob- 
jection that  they  impair  tbe  obligation  of  con- 
tracts is  equally  efbrient  in  this  case. 

Wheeler  v.  Jackson,  187  U.  8.  245.  34  L.  ed. 
669;  Lovisiana,  Folsom,  v.  New  Orleans,  109 
U.  S.  285,  27  L.  ed.  986;  Freeland  y,  WtViams, 
181  U.  8.  405,  83  L.  ed.  193. 

A  common-law  action  upon  a    judgment 
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caoDot  be  maintaioed  as  a  matter  of  strict 
eight. 

Fitter  y.  RuMel  4  Or.  124;  2  FreemaD, 
Judgm.  4th  ed.  ^  449;  1  FreemaD,  Executions, 
<cliap.  8;  Abernethy  ▼.  Medical  Lake,  9  Wash. 
112. 

SiDce  it  does  DOt  appear  but  that  appellant 
may  be  able  to  satisfy  his  claim  by  the  issu- 
ance of  an  execution,  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  upon  the  Judgment  is  not  a  matter  of 
strict  right,  and  the  same  is  not,  therefore, 
property  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
^onal  provision  under  consideration. 

An  act  of  Congress  which  authorizes  the 
aolicitor  of  the  treasury  to  issue  a  warrant  of 
<iistress  against  the  property  of  a  revenue  of- 
ficer, for  the  amount  found  due  in  adjusting 
his  accounts  in  the  treasury  department,  is 
•constitutional,  and  not  obnoxious  to  the  ob 
Jection  that  it  is  not  due  process  of  law. 

Murray  v.  Hdboken  Land  d  Imprav.  Co,  18 
How.  273,  15  L.  ed.  372:  Springer  v.  United 
Staiet,  102  U.  8.  586.  26  L.  ed.  263;  Hilton  v. 
Meiritt,  110  U.  S.  97,  28  L.  ed.  88. 

The  sources  of  jurisdiction  are  to  be  found 
in  the  laws  conferrincr  the  power  to  adjudicate 
matters  as  between  litigants,  and  when  it  has 
been  found  that  courts  have  gone  beyond  the 
limits  of  such  power,  or  directly  violated  the 
laws  conferring  such  power,  the  judgment  is 
held  to  be  void. 

Ex  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21 L.  ed.  872; 
Be  Snow.  120  U.  8.  274,  80  L.  ed.  668;  Seamster 
V.  Blackftock,  83  Va.  232;  FitJUan  v.  Monks, 
43  Mo.  502;  1  Black,  Judgm.  §^  216.  240-242: 
Homtl  V.  Tacoma,  3  Wash.  711;  Spokane  Falle 
v.  Browne,  8  Wash.  92;  Kline  v.  Taeoma,  11 
Wash.  193;  Vancouterv,  TFtntfer,  8  Wash.  378. 

Dunbar*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  judgment.  Service 
of  the  summons  and  complaint  was  made,  de- 
fault of  the  respondent  was  noted,  and  judg- 
ment entered  against  him  on  August  23,  1897. 
Thereafter  respondent  moved  to  set  aside  the 
default  and  judgment  entered  acainst  him, 
which  motion  was  sustained.  It  is  stipulated 
that  the  respondent  has  no  defense  to  the  ac- 
tion other  than  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
1897,  approved  March  6.  1897,  entitled  "An 
Act  Relating  to  the  Duration  of  Judgments 
And  Repealing  i^g  462  and  463,  2  Hill's  Code 
of  Washington."    The  act  is  as  follows: 

*'Sec.  1.  After  the  expiration  of  six  years 
from  the  rendition  of  any  judgment  it  shall 
oease  to  be  a  lien  or  charge  against  the  estate 
o\  person  of  the  judgment  debtor. 

"Sec.  2.  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceed- 
ing shall  ever  be  had  on  any  judgment  ren- 
dered in  the  state  of  Washincton  by  which  the 
lien  or  duration  of  such  judgment,  claim,  or 
demand  shall  be  extended  or  continued  in 
force  for  any  greater  or  longer  period  than  six 
years  from  the  date  of  the  entry  of  the  original 
judgment. 

"Sec.  3.  When  the  lien  of  any  judgment,  as 
apecified  in  §^  1  of  this  act,  has  run  six  years, 
or  its  duration  will  be  less  than  one  year  by 
reason  of  this  act,  then  the  lien  of  such  judg- 
ment shall  continue  for  one  year  from  and 
after  the  taking  effect  of  this  act. 

*'8rc.  4.  Sections  462  and  463  of  volume  2. 
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Hill's  Code  of  Washington,  relating  to  a  re- 
newal of  judgments,  are  hereby  repealed." 

And  it  is  claimed  that  the  act  is  unconstitu- 
tional, as  applied  to  judgments  in  existence  at 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  It  is  also 
contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  title  of 
this  act  is  not  sufficient,  in  that  it  embraces 
more  than  one  subject,  and  the  subject  is  not 
expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act.  We  do  not 
think  there  is  any  substantial  merit  in  this  ob- 
jection. In  presenting  our  views  in  relation  to 
the  constitutionality  of  the  act.  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  pass  upon  the  other  objections  raised 
by  the  appellant.  It  is  contended  by  the 
appellant  that  the  application  of  this  law 
to  judgments  already  in  existence  is  viola- 
tive of  g  10  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  §  23  of  article  1  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Washington, 
in  that  it  is  a  law  which  impairs  the  obligation 
of  contracts;  and  of  article  5  and  of  §  1  of  article 
14  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  §  8  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  state  of  Washington,  in  that  it  would  de- 

Srive  the  appellant  of  his  property  without 
ue  process  of  law.  We  think  that,  in  any 
event,  as  applied  to  contracts  existing  at  the 
time  the  law  was  enacted,  its  enforcement 
would  be  an  impairment  of  such  contracts.  It 
is  insisted  by  the  respondent  that  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  has  decided  this  ques- 
tion adversely  to  appellant's  contention  in 
Morley  v.  Lake  Sltore  A  Jf.  5.  R.  Co,  146  U. 
S.  162.  36  L.  ed.  925,  in  that  it  has  decided  that 
a  judgment  is  not  a  contract,  but  we  do  not 
think  that  the  court  decided  that  contractual 
rights,  when  merged  into  a  judgment,  could 
not  be  enforced.  The  facts  beu>re  the  court 
must  be  ascertained  to  determine  the  princi- 
ples of  law  which  the  court  decides  in  a  given 
case.  The  facts  in  that  case  were  substantially 
as  follows:  An  action  was  brought  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  New  York  by  John  8*  Proutj 
against  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern 
&ilway  Company  et  al,  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  a  certain  contract.  It  was  ad- 
judged in  January,  1878,  that  the  company  pi^ 
the  plaintiff  out  of  its  net  earnings  $53,184.88, 
together  with  interest  thereon  from  the  entry 
of  said  judgment.  It  was  also  adjudged  that, 
if  the  company  within  the  time  specified  failed 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  above-specified  sum 
ana  such  interest,  the  plaintiff  might  have  ex- 
ecution therefor  against  the  defendant.  By 
the  statutes  of  New  York  in  force  when  this 
judgment  was  rendered,  7  per  cent  was  the 
legiH  rate  of  interest.  Afterwards,  in  1879, 
the  legislature  reduced  the  rate  of  interest  to 
6  per  cent.  The  question  came  up  on  the 
right  of  the  legislature  to  reduce  the  rate  of  in- 
terest on  a  judgment  rendered  when  the  rate 
was  higher,  and  the  court  held,  in  substance, 
that  where  a  judgment  is  obtained  on  a  con-  * 
tract  which  contains  no  provision  for  interest, 
the  allowance  for  interest  on  the  ^judgment  is  a 
matter  within  the  legislative  discretion  that 
the  judgment  is  not  a  contract,  and  the  law  re- 
ducing the  rate  of  interest  thereon  does  not 
impair  the  obligation  of  contracts,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  It 
simply  was  determined  by  the  court  that  in 
that  case,  where  the  judgment  did  not  arise 
out  of  contract,  the  interest  which  was  al- 
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lowed  by  the  state  was  allowed  as  damacres 
for  the  DonperformaDce  of  a  payment  of  the 
judgment,— -damages  which  the  state  had  a 
right  to  estimate  and  enforce;  that  no  con- 
tractual obligation  existed,  so  far  as  the  ques- 
tion of  interest  was  concerned,  but  that,  the 
interest  allowed  having  been  allowed  by  the 
state  as  damages,  the  amount  of  such  dam- 
ages was  within  the  control  of  the  state,  and 
therefore  no  obligation  was  Impaired.  Even 
in  that  case  there  was  a  very  able  dissenting 
opinion  by  Justice  Harlan,  which  was  concur- 
red in  by  Justice  Field  and  Justice  Brewer, 
holding  that  it  was  not  only  an  impairment  of  a 
contract,  but  that  the  Judgment  was  property, 
and  that  the  rate  of  interest,  which  the  judg- 
ment drew  was  property  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution,  and  that  the  Constitution 
was  violated  by  the  changing  of  the  rate  of 
interest  by  the  legislature.  But  it  is  not  neces 
sary  in  this  case  to  go  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  dissenting  judges  did  in  the  case  just  re- 
viewed. Reference  was  made  in  that  case  to 
Lovisiana,  Folsom,  v.  New  Orleans,  109  U.  8. 
285,  27  L.  ed  986,  which  shows  that  the  court 
was  considering,  and  considering  only,  judg- 
ments which  did  not  arise  out  of  contract,  and 
had  no  element  of  contract  in  them,  and  this 
is  one  of  the  cases  also  relied  upon  by  the  re- 
spondent in  this  case.  This  was  an  action 
brought  by  the  holders  of  judgments  re- 
covered in  the  courts  of  Louisiana  for  dam- 
ages done  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs 
by  a  mob  or  riotous  assemblage  of  people  In 
the  year  1873.  A  statute  of  the  state  made 
municipal  corporations  liable  for  damages  thus 
caused  within  their  limits.  At  the  time  the 
injuries  complained  of  were  committed  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  was  authorized  to  levy 
and  collect  a  tax  upon  property  within  its 
limits  of  $1 .75  upon  every  $100  of  its  assessed 
value.  Afterwards,  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  state,  the  power  of  the  city  to  impt  se  taxes 
on  property  within  its  limits  was  restricted 
to  10  mills  on  the  dollar  of  the  valuation,  and 
it  was  asserted  that  the  effect  of  this  last  limi- 
tation was  to  prevent  the  relators,  who  were 
not  allowed  to  issue  executions  against  the 
city,  from  collecting  their  judgments,  as  the 
funds  receivable  from  the  tax  thus  author- 
ized to  be  levied  were  exhausted  by  the  cur 
rent  expenses  of  the  city,  which  must  first 
be  met,  and  this  action  was  to  compel  the 
authorities  of  the  city  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  these  judgments  by  a  levy  of  an  ad- 
ditional tax.  Judge  Field,  in  writing  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case  (and  it  may 
be  noted  that  he  was  one  of  the  judges  who 
dissented  in  the  Morley  Gate,  and  therefore  it 
cannot  be  concluded  that  he  intended  to  lay 
down  a  doctrine  which  would  be  opposed  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  dissenting  opinion,  viz., 
that  the  judgment  was  property,  the  taking  of 
which  without  due  process  of  law  would  fall 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  Constitution),  said: 
"The  right  to  reimbursement  for  damages 
caused  by  a  mob  or  riotous  assemblage  of  peo- 
ple is  not  founded  upon  any  contract  between 
the  city  and  the  sufferers.  Its  liability  for  the 
damages  is  created  by  a  law  of  the  legislature, 
and  can  be  withdrawn  or  limited  at  its  pleas- 
ure. Municipal  corporations  are  instrumental- 
ities of  the  state  for  the  convenient  adminis- 
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tration  of  government  within  their  limits. 
They  are  Invested  with  authority  to  establish  a 
police  to  guard  against  disturbance;  and  it  is 
their  duty  to  exercise  their  authority  so  as  to 
prevent  violence  from  any  cause,  and  particu- 
larly from  mobs  and  riotous  assemblages.  It 
has,  therefore,  been  generally  considered  as  a 
just  burden  cast  upon  them  to  require  them  to 
make  good  any  loss  sustained  from  the  acts  of 
such  assemblages  which  they  should  have  re- 
pressed. .  .  .  But,  however  considered, 
the  imposition  is  simply  a  measure  of  legisla- 
tive policy,  in  no  respect  resting  upon  contract, 
and  subject,  like  all  other  measures  of  policy, 
to  any  change  the  legislature  may  see  fit  to 
make,  either  in  the  extent  of  liability  or  in  the 
means  of  its  enforcement.  And  its  character  is 
not  at  all  changed  by  the  fact  that  the  amount 
of  loss  in  pecuniary  estimation  has  been  ascer- 
tained and  established  by  the  judgments  ren- 
dered. The  obligation  to  make  indemnity 
created  by  the  statute  has  no  more  element  of 
contract  in  it  because  merged  in  the  judgmcnta 
than  it  had  previou.sly."  And  this  was  the 
sole  ground  upon  which  this  case  was  decided. 
And,  as  showing  conclusively  that  a  coniract- 
ual  relation  would  have  compelled  a  different 
decision  from  this,  the  opinion  proceeds:  "The 
cases  in  which  we  have  held  that  the  taxing 
power  of  a  municipality  continues,  notwith- 
standing a  legislative  act  of  limitation  or  re- 
peal, are  founded  upon  contracts;  and  decisions 
in  them  do  noi  rest  upon  the  principle  that  the 
party  affected  in  the  enforcement  of  his  con- 
tract rights  has  been  thereby  deprived  of  any 
property,  but  upon  the  principle  that  the  rem- 
edies for  the  enforcement  of  his  contracts 
existing  when  they  were  made  have  been  by 
such  legislation  impaired.  The  usual  mode  in 
which  municipal  bodies  meet  their  pecuniary 
contracts  is  by  taxation.  And  when,  up  n  the 
faith  that  such  taxation  will  be  levied,  con- 
tracts have  been  made,  the  constitutional 
inhibition  has  been  held  to  restrain  the  state 
from  repealing  or  diminishing  the  power  of  the 
corporation  so  as  to  deprive  the  holder  of  the 
contract  of  all  adequate  and  efficacious  rem- 
edy." And  the  court  cites  approvingly  the 
cases  of  Wolff  v.  New  Orleans,  103  U.  S.  858. 
26  L.  ed.  395,  and  Louisiana,  SoutJiem  Bank, 
V.  Pilsbury,  105  U.  8.  278,  2«  L.  ed.  1090. 
saying:  **  In  both  cases  by  the  unanimous 
judgment  of  the  court,  the  legislation  la 
that  respect  is  subject  to  this  qualification, 
which  attends  all  state  legislation, — that  it  shall 
not  conflict  with  the  prohibitions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  Stales,  and,  among 
other  things,  shall  not  operate  directly  upon 
contracts  of  the  corporation,  so  as  to  impair 
their  obligation  by  abrogating  or  lessening  the 
means  of  their  enforcement.  Legislation  pro- 
ducing this  latter  result,  not  indirectly,  as  a 
consequence  of  legitimate  measures  taken,  as 
will  sometimes  happen,  but  directly,  by  oper- 
ating upon  those  means,  is  prohibited  by  the 
Constitution, and  must  be  disregarded— treated 
as  if  never  enacted— by  all  courts  recognizing 
the  Constitution  as  the  paramount  law  of  the 
land.  This  doctrine  has  been  repeatedly  as- 
serted by  this  court  when  attempts  have  been 
made  to  limit  the  power  of  taxation  of  a 
municipal  body,  upon  the  faith  of  which  con- 
tracts have  been  made,  and  by  means  of  which 
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alone  they  could  be  performed."  Justice 
Bradley,  in  his  concurriog  opinion,  makes  it 
especially  clear  that  he  concurred  in  the  opin- 
ion simply  upon  the  ground  that  "reme- 
dies against  municipal  bodies  for  damages 
caused  by  mobs,  or  other  violators  of  law,  un- 
connected with  the  municipal  government,  are 
purely  matters  of  legislative  policy,  depending 
on  positive  law.  which  may  at  any  time  \^ 
repealed  or  modified,  either  before  or  after  the 
damage  has  occurred,  and  the  repeal  of  which 
causes  the  remedy  to  cease.  .  .  .  But,"  said 
be,  "an  ordinary  Judgment  of  damnges  for  a 
tort,  rendered  against  the  person  committing  it, 
in  favor  of  the  person  injured,  stands  upon  a 
very  different  footin|2[.  Such  a  judgment  is 
founded  upon  an  absolute  right,  and  is  as  much 
an  article  of  property  as  anything  else  that  a 
party  owns;  and  the  legislature  can  no  more  vi- 
olate it  without  due  process  of  law  than  it  can 
any  other  property.  To  abrogate  the  remedy 
for  enforcing  it,  and  to  give  no  other  adequate 
remedy  in  its  stead,  is  to  deprive  the  owner  of 
his  property  wiibin  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
Amendment.  The  remedy  for  enforcing  a 
judgment  is  the  life  of  a  judgment.  Just  as 
much  as  the  remedy  for  enforcing  a  contract 
is  the  life  of  the  contract." 

So  it  will  be  seen  from  these  cases,  which 
are  the  principal  and  most  pertinent  cases 
cited  on  this  question,  not  only  by  the  opinions 
of  the  court  but  also  by  the  dissenting  opinions 
in  each  case,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  Supreme  Court  to  lay  down  the  rule  that 
the  destruction  of  a  judgment  in  which  a  con- 
tract was  merged  by  the  legislature  was  not  an 
impairment  of  the  contract,  and  was  not  a 
deprivation  of  property,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  14th  Amendment.  But  the  Supreme 
Court  has  with  uniformity  spoken  with  no  un- 
certain sound  concerning  the  sacredness  of 
contract  rights,  and  of  the  protection  of  prop- 
erty under  the  constitutional  guaranty  referred 
to.  These  cases,  without  especially  enumerat 
ing  them,  are  many  of  them  reviewed  in  the 
late  case  of  Barnitz  v.  Beverly,  163  U.  8.  118, 
41  L.  ed.  98,  where  the  first  quo'ationis  from 
Branson  v.  Kinae,  1  How.  811.  11  L.  ed.  143, 
vrhere  the  court,  in  discussing  a  question  of 
'What  was  a  right  and  what  was  a  rem^y,  said: 
"Whatever  belongs  merely  to  the  remedy  may 
be  altered  according  to  the  will  of  the  state, 
provided  the  alteration  does  not  impair  the 
obligation  of  the  contract.  But.  if  that  effect 
is  produced,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  done 
by  the  acting  on  the  remedy  or  directly  on  the 
contract  itself.  In  either  case  it  is  prohibited 
by  the  Constitution."  Citing,  also,  McGracken 
V.  Bayward,  2  How.  608,  11  L.  ed.  397,  where 
it  was  said:  **The  obligation  of  a  contract 
consists  in  its  binding  force  on  the  party  who 
makes  it.  This  depends  on  the  laws  in  exist- 
ence when  it  is  made;  these  are  necessarily 
referred  to  in  all  contracts,  and  forming  a  part 
of  them  as  the  measure  of  the  obligation  to 
perform  them  by  the  one  party,  and  the  right 
acquired  by  the  other.  There  can  be  no  other 
standard  by  which  to  ascertain  the  extent  of 
either  than  that  which  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract indicate,  according  to  their  settled  legal 
meaning;  when  it  becomes  consummated,  the 
law  defines  the  duty  and  the  right;  compels  one 
party  to  perform  the  thing  contracted  for,  and 
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gives  the  other  a  right  to  enforce  the  perform- 
ance by  the  remedies  then  in  force.  If  any 
subsequent  law  affect  to  diminish  the  duty,  or 
to  impair  the  right,  it  necessarily  bears  on  the 
obligation  of  the  contract,  in  favor  of  one  party 
to  the  injury  of  the  other;  hence,  any  law 
which  in  its  operation  amounts  to  a  denial  or 
obstruction  of  the  rights  accruing  by  a  con- 
tract, though  professing  to  act  only  on  the 
remedy,  is  directly  obnoxious  to  the  prohibi- 
tion of  the  Constitution."  And  as  showing  the 
construction  which  must  have  been  placed  by 
the  court  itself  on  the  opinion  in  Loumana, 
Folsom,  V.  New  Orleans,  109  U.  S.  285,  37  L. 
ed.  936,  the  court  in  this  case  quotes  approv- 
ingly the  case  of  Seihert  v.  Lewis,  122  U.  S. 
284,  80  L.  ed.  1161,  where  it  was  announced 
that  it  was  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  court 
that  "the  remedy  subsisting  in  a  state,  when 
and  where  the  contract  is  made  and  is  to 
be  performed,  is  a  part  of  its  obligation,  and 
any  subsequent  law  of  the  state  which  so  affects 
that  rem^y  as  substantially  to  impair  and 
lessen  the  value  of  the  contract  is  forbidden  by 
the  Constitution,  and  is  therefore  void;"  and 
that  the  legislature  of  Missouri  having  by  act 
of  March  23,  1868,  to  facilitate  the  construc- 
tion of  railroads,  enacted  that  the  count  v  courts 
should  levy  and  cause  to  be  collected  in  the 
same  manner  as  county  taxes  a  special  tax  in 
order  to  pay  the  interest  and  principal  of  any 
bond  which  might  be  issued  by  a  municipal 
corporation  in  the  state  on  account  of  the  sub- 
scription authorized  by  the  act  to  the  stock  of 
the  railroad  company,  which  tax  should  be 
levied  on  all  the  real  estate  within  the  township 
making  the  subscription  in  accordance  with 
the  valuation  then  last  made  by  the  county 
assessors  for  county  purposes,  it  must  be  held 
that  it  was  a  material  part  of  this  contract  that 
such  creditor  should  always  have  the  right  to 
the  special  tax,  to  be  levied  and  collected  in 
the  same  manner  as  county  taxes  at  the  same 
lime  might  be  levied  and  collected.  Here  the 
action  of  the  party  came  into  effect.  He  en- 
tered into  this  contract  on  the  strength  of  the 
law  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  and,  having 
entered  into  It  with  reference  to  that  law,  the 
supreme  court  will  not  allow  the  state  to  pass 
any  law  which  impairs  that  obligation  or  in 
any  way  lessens  the  value  of  the  contract. 
And  in  Louisiana,  Ranger,  v.  New  Orleans, 
102  U.  S.  203,  26  L.  ed.  182,  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  '*The  obli- 
gation of  a  contract,  in  the  constitutional  sense, 
IS  the  means  provided  by  law  by  which  it  can 
be  enforced, — by  which  the  parties  can  l)e 
obliged  to  perform  it.  Whatever  legislation 
lessens  the  efficacy  of  these  means  impairs  the 
obligation.  If  it  tend  to  postpone  or  retard 
the  enforcement  of  the  contract,  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  latter  is  to  that  extent  weakened." 

The  language  of  the  learned  judge  might 
well  be  applied  in  the  interest  of  the  appellant 
in  this  case.  The  means  provided  by  the  law 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  contract  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  made  and  by  which  it  could 
be  enforced  has  been  taken  away  by  the  legis- 
lature. The  action  of  the  legislature  has  not 
only  tended  to  lessen  the  efficacy  of  the  means 
which  then  existed,  it  has  not  only  tended  to 
retard  the  enforcement  of  the  contract,  but  It 
has  destroyed  the  meant  of  its  enforcement  al- 
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together,  and  bas  supplied  no  other  means  in 
its  stead.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  respond- 
ent, however,  and,  indeed,  that  is  his  main 
contention,  that  this  act  of  the  legislature  is  a 
statute  of  limitation  in  effect,  and  numerous 
cases  are  cited  where  statutes  of  limitation 
have  been  sustained,  but  we  think  there  is  a 
vast  difference  between  the  act  in  question  here 
and  the  acts  which  were  construed  in  the  cases 
cited  by  respondent.  The  governing  principle 
in  this  case  is  altogether  different  from  the 
principle  underlying  statutes  of  limitation. 
Statutes  of  limitation  are  statutes  of  repose  in- 
tended to  put  at  rest  controverted  questions  of 
fact,  to  insure  to  a  degree  certainty  in  testimony 
by  compelling  its  production  before  it  is  affect- 
ed by  the  infirmities  of  memory,  thereby  giv- 
ing value  to  contracts.  Such  statutes  are  in  the 
interest  of  morals.serving  to  prevent  perjuries, 
frauds,  and  mistakes;  hence  they  subserve 
public  interests,  and  fall  within  the  special 
authority  of  the  legislature,  which  In  the 
exercise  of  its  discretion  can  regulate  them, 
providing  always  that,  where  a  statute  of  limi- 
tation is  shortened,  a  reasonal^fe  time  must  be 
allowed  to  commence  the  action  or  present  the 
claim.  This  constitutes  no  deprivation  of  a 
substantial  right.  It  does  not  even  change  the 
remedy.  It  is  a  mere  change  in  the  time  at 
which  the  remedy  is  to  be  applied,  which  can 
go  no  further  than  a  possible  inconvenience, 
and  it  is  upon  this  theory  that  the  shortening 
of  the  statutes  of  limitation  is  sustained.  The 
creditor's  rights  are  in  no  wise  impaired.  He 
is  deprived  of  no  remedy.  His  substantial 
right,  viz.,  to  collect  his  debt,  remains.  It  is 
true  he  must  reduce  his  claim  to  a  judgment 
sooner  than  he  was  required  to  do,  but  when 
it  is  so  reduced  he  can  perpetuate  his  judg- 
ment, and  the  time  for  collecting  the  fruits  of 
the  judgment  is  not  shortened.  In  this  case, 
when  the  original  judgment  was  obtained,  the 
creditor  had  a  right  to  perpetuate  his  iiidg- 
mcnt,  either  by  a  suit  on  the  same,  or  by  keep- 
ing it  alive  under  the  provisions  which  the 
law  under  consideration  repeals,  and  the  short- 
ening of  the  time  in  which  he  could  bring  his 
action,  as  we  have  seen,  in  no  wise  rend^^red 
his  judgment  less  valuable;  for,  notwithstand- 
ing the  shortening  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
there  was  no  shortening  of  the  life  of  the  lia- 
bility. If  the  creditor  or  claimant  does  not 
obey  the  law  when  a  reasonable  time  is  given 
him  in  which  to  act,'  his  loss  is  attributable  to 
his  own  laches,  and  not  to  matters  which  are 
beyond  his  power  to  control.  But  altogether 
another  principle  is  involved  in  the  shortening 
of  the  life  or  of  the  actual  demolition  of  the 
liability.  If  the  debtor  happens  to  be  execu- 
tion proof  just  at  this  time  the  creditor  is  help- 
less. No  amount  of  diligence  or  industry  will 
avail  him.  His  judgment,  which,  before  the 
passHge  of  the  law,  bad  at  least  a  prospective 
value,  is  now  rendered  absolutely  valueless, 
and  the  future  acquisitions  which  he  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  he  is  now  deprived  of.  The 
proposition  is  too  well  settled  to  call  for  dis- 
cussion that  there  is  read  into  every  contract 
the  law  which  was  in  existence  when  the  con- 
tract was  entered  into,  or,  in  other  words,  that 
the  parties  to  a  contract  have  the  right  to  rely 
upon  the  law  governing  the  contract  at  the 
tiiTf'  it  wn«  made,  and  that  law  which  could 
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reasonably  have  been  taken  into  consideration 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  taken  into  con- 
sideration. It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge that  many  young  men  in  this  country 
where  the  avenues  of  wealth  are  open  to  all 
who  are  intelligent,  industrious,  and  frugal, 
who  are  known  to  be  absolutely  penniless,  if 
they  are  known  to  ]X)8ses8  the  qualities  men- 
tioned above,  can  obtain  money  upon  the 
strength  and  credit  of  their  future  earnings 
and  accumulations,  and  the  right  to  look  to 
these  future  earnings  and  accumulations,  un- 
der the  law  as  it  existed  at  the  time  the  credit 
was  given,  is  a  valuable  right,  and  may  well 
be  said  to  have  been  taken  into  consideration 
when  the  credit  was  given.  A  special  review 
of  all  the  authorities  cited  by  the  respondent, 
showing  that  this  act  is  in  the  nature  of  a  stat- 
ute of  limitation,  will  be  profltiess,  for  we 
think  that  none  of  them  are  cases  of  this  kind. 
Here  a  right  to  a  remedy— a  remedy  which  is 
essential  to  the  recovery  of  a  debt—is  not  post- 
poned, is  not  shortened,  but  is  virtually  de- 
stroyed, and  we  think  without  any  question 
that  the  obligation  is  impaired,  if,  indeetl,  the 
judgment  is  not  property  which  under  this  law 
could  be  taken  without  due  process  of  law. 
We  therefore  hold  that  the  act  in  question  is 
unconstitutional  so  far  as  it  refers  to  contracts 
which  were  in  existence  at  the  time  the  law 
was  enacted.  We  should  have  stated  in  the 
beginning  that,  so  far  as  the  common-law 
right  to  sue  on  a  judgment  is  concerned,  es- 
pecially in  this  state  where  the  common  law  is 
the  law  of  the  state  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
enactment,  the  right  is  so  overwhelmingly  aus- 
tained  by  the  authorities  that  it  is  profitless  to 
discuss  it. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  overrule  the  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  default  and  judgment. 

Scotty  Ch.  J.,  and  Anders*  J.,  concur. 

Reavis,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  act  of  the  legislature  under  considera- 
tion and  set  out  in  the  opinion  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  court  in  §  4  expressly  repeals  the 
former  law  of  the  state  relating  to  a  renewal 
of  judgments.  I  do  not  understand  that  the 
opinion  questions  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  make  this  repeal,  and  that  it  is  a  valid  act 
of  the  legislature,  but  to  decide  only  that  it 
cannot  relate  to  contracts  in  existence  before 
the  enactment  of  the  law.  The  only  constitu- 
tional questions,  then,  are  whether  the  law  ap- 
proved March  6,  1897,  impairs  the  obligation 
of  contracts  or  takes  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  No  case  from  any  court  has 
been  presented  by  counsel  for  appellant  which, 
in  my  judgment,  aids  in  the  solution  of  the 
controversy,  excepting  those  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  which  are  also  cited 
by  respondent.  It  is  claimed  that  the  case  of 
Jdorley  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  8,  R,  Co,  146  U. 
S.  162,  86  L.  ed.  925,  does  not  decide  that 
when  contractual  rights  are  merged  into  a 
judgment  they  cannot  be  enforced,  and  the 
facts  before  the  court  are  referred  to  to  sustain 
this  view.  The  facts  in  that  case  seem  to  be 
plain.  It  was  a  suit  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract,  and  a  money  judg- 
ment was  entered  thereon  in  pursuance  of  the 
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contract,  and,  if  the  defendant  did  not  pay 
the  sura  specified  and  Interest  specified,  plain- 
tiff miffbt  have  execution  against  the  defend- 
ant. When  the  Judgment  was  rendered,  the 
legal  rate  of  interest  was  7  per  cent.  This 
rate  was  afterwards  reduced  by  the  legislature 
to  6  per  cent.  The  court  held  that  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  on  a  contract  which  con- 
tained no  provision  for  interest,  and  that  the 
allowance  of  interest  was  a  matter  of  legisla- 
tive discretion.  Now,  the  point  mentioned  by 
ap|)c11ant,  that  loterest  on  the  Judgment  was 
in  the  nature  of  statutory  damages,  and  was 
therefore  no  part  of  the  contract  upon  which 
judgment  was  obtaioed,  was  one  decided  in 
the  case.  But  I  think  the  question  was  also 
clearly  raised,  and  a  precise  declaration  of 
opinion,  at  any  rate,  that  a  judgment  obtained 
upon  a  contract  is  not  a  contract  within  the 
protection  of  the  Constitution.  The  court 
said:  **It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  as  stated  above,  that  the  Judfl:-. 
meat  is  itself  a  contract,  and  includes  within 
the  scope  of  its  obligation  the  duty  to  pay  in- 
terest thereon.  As  we  have  seen,  it  is  doubt- 
less the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  in- 
terest that  shall  accrue  on  the  judgment,  if 
such  interest  be  prescribed  by  statute:  but  such 
duty  is  created  by  the  statute,  and  not  by  the 
agreement  of  the  parties,  and  the  judgment  is 
not  itself  a  contract  wiihin  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  provision  invoked  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error.  The  most  important  elements  of 
ft  contract  are  wanting.  There  is  no  aggre- 
ffaiio  mentium.  The  defendant  has  not  volun- 
tarily assented  or  promised  to  pay.  .  .  . 
Where  the  transaction  is  not  based  upon  any 
assent  of  parties,  it  cannot  be  said  that  any 
faith  is  pledged  with  respect  to  it,  and  no  case 
arises  for  the  operation  of  the  constitutional 
prohibition.  Garrison  v.  New  York,  21  Wall. 
106.  208,  22  L.  ed.  612,  614.  It  is  true  that  in 
Louisiana  Southern  Bank  v.  Pilsbury,  105  U. 
8.  278,  26  L.  ed.  1000,  and  in  Garrison  v.  New 
York,  the  causes  of  action  merged  in  the  judu:- 
ments  were  not  contract  obligations,  but  in 
both  those  cases,  as  in  this,  the  court  was  deal- 
ing with  the  contention  that  the  judgments 
themselves  were  conracts  proprio  vigore.'*  It 
will  be  observed  in  this  case  the  Supreme 
Court  discussed  the  very  question  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  judgments  on  torts,  and 
which  it  had  theretofore  held  were  not  con- 
tracts within  the  constitutional  prohibition, 
and  judgments  on  contracts,  and  held  that  the 
iudgmcnt  is  not  a  contract  because  the  most 
important  elements  of  a  contract  are  wanting, 
f.  «.,  the  aggregatio  mentium.  Now,  the  cases 
dted  by  counsel  for  appellant  sustaining 
Blackstone's  definition  of  ''judgments"  are 
not  at  this  day  entirely  correct.  The  very  re- 
fined theories  upon  which  Blackstone's  defini- 
tion is  sustained  are  merely  interesting  from 
an  antiquarian  and  historical  standpoint.  See 
Freeland  v.  Williams,  181  U.  8.  405,  33  L.  ed. 
193;  Louisiana,  FoUom,  v.  New  Orleans,  100 
U.  8.  285,  27  L.  ed.  036;  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Cushman,  108  U.  8.  51,  27  L.  ed. 
648. 

The  appellant  (plaintiff  below)  holds  the 
contract  of  the  defendant  to  pav  a  certain  sum 
of  money.  Unquestionably  .the  law  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  contract,  or  rather  the 
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remedy  existing. at  the  time  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  cannot  be  impnired  by  the  Btaie. 
But  what  was  the  remedy  existing  ai  that  time? 
It  was  the  right  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ant for  his  breach  of  the  contract,— his  failure 
to  pay  the  note  when  due,~and  to  recover  a 
judgment  against  defendant  upon  which  an 
execution  could  issue  against  all  his  property 
not  exempt  from  execution.  And  by  the  then 
existing  law  the  judgment  so  recovered  against 
defendant  was  a  lien,  and  the  judgment  and 
the  lien  existed  together  for  six  years.  It  was 
written  in  the  law  creating  this  judgment  that 
its  existence,  together  with  that  of  the  lien 
thereunder,  was  for  six  years.  At  the  end  of 
that  time,  by  the  law  of  its  creation,  the  judg- 
ment was  dead.  It  Is  true  that  another  stat- 
ute provided  for  the  revival  of  the  judgment. 
The  latter  statute,  I  think,  was  merely  a  volun- 
tary act  of  the  legislature,  and  not  founded  on 
any  contract,  but  solely  a  question  of  public 
policy,  and  I  do  not  think  that  by  any  force 
of  reasoning  it  can  be  held  that  the  parties  in 
entering  into  the  original  contract  had  in  mind 
such  a  remedy,  and  it  was  no  part  of  the  origi- 
nal contract.  And  so,  too,  with  the  lien 
which  the  original  judgment  here  gave  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  strictly  a  part  of  the  remedy 
confined  to  the  original  judgment  The  plain- 
tiff having  brought  his  action  and  obtained  bia 
judgment,  the  contract  then  became  absolutely 
merged  in  the  judgment,  and  all  the  legisla- 
ture has  done  in  the  act  of  lb07  is  to  take 
away  the  sanction  Of  the  state  to  a  resurrection 
and  revivification  of  a  dying  judgment.  I 
think,  also,  the  statute  of  1807  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  law  of  limitation.  Limitation  may  be  ap- 
plied to  remedies  as  well  as  to  rights  of  action. 
They  are  alike  in  principle.  Druryy.  Bender' 
son,  143  m.  815;  Merchant  Ins.  Co.  v.  HiU, 
86  Mo  466;  Tennessee,  Bloomstein,  v.  Sneed,  06 
U.  S.  74,  24  L.  ed.  612;  Bronson  v.  Kintic,X. 
How.  811, 11 L.  ed.  143;  Sanger  v.  Nightingale^ 
122  U.  8.  176,  80  L,  ed.  1105;  Terry  v.  Ander- 
son, 05  U.  8.  628,  24  L.  ed.  865. 

In  the  last  case  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  discussed  the  reasonableness  of 
the  time  before  the  bar  of  limitations  attached, 
and  said:  "Of  that  the  legislature  ia  primarily 
the  judge;  and  we  cannot  overrule  the  decision 
of  that  department  of  the  government,  unless 
a  pal pable  error  has  been  committed,  in  judg- 
ing of  that,  we  must  place  ourselves  in  the 
position  of  the  legislators,  and  must  measure 
the  time  of  limitation  in  the  midst  of  the  cir- 
cumstances which  surrounded  them,  as  nearly 
as  possible;  for  what  is  reasonable  in  a  partic- 
ular case  depends  upon  its  particular  facts. 
.  .  .  The  business  interests  of  the  entire  peo- 
ple of  the  state  had  been  overwhelmed  by  a 
calamity  common  to  all.  Societv  demanded 
that  extraordinary  efforts  be  made  to  get  rid 
of  old  embarrassments,  and  permit  a  reor- 
ganization upon  the  basis  of  the  new  order 
of  things.  This  clearly  presented  a  case 
for  legislative  interference,  within  the  just 
influence  of  constitutional  limitations.  For 
this  purpose  the  obligations  of  old  contracts 
could  not  be  impaired,  but  their  prompt  en- 
forcement could  be  insisted  upon  or  an  aban- 
donment claimed.  That,  as  we  think,  has  been 
done  here,  and  no  more."  In  that  case  a  note 
waa  barred  within  nine  months  and  seventeen 
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days,  t.  e. ,  a  nine  months  limitation  was  upheld. 
Reaford  v.  Knight,  11 N.  Y.  808;  People  v.  Tur- 
ner, 117  N.  Y.  227;  Jackson,  Hart,  v.  Lamphire, 
8  Pet.  280,  7  L.  ed.  679.  In  People  v.  Turner, 
117  N.  Y.  227,  six  months  was  held  a  reason- 
able limiiatioD  within  which  to  do  an  act  after 
the  passage  of  the  law.  Vance  v.  Vance,  108 
U.  8.  514, 27  L.  ed.  803.  In  Curtis  v.  Whitney, 
Ig  Wall.  68,  20  L.  ed.  518.  it  was  said:  "Nor 
does  every  statute  which  affects  the  value  of  a 
contract  impair  its  obligation.  It  is  one  of  the 
contingencies  to  which  parties  look  now  in 
making  a  large  class  of  contracts,  that  they 
may  be  affected  in  many  ways  by  state  and  na- 
tional legislation.  For  such  legislation  de- 
manded by  the  public  good,  however  it  may 
retroact  on  contracts  previously  made,  and  en- 
hance the  cost  and  difficulty  of  performance, 
or  diminish  the  value  of  such  performance  to 
the  other  party,  there  is  no  restraint  in  the 
Federal  Constitution,  so  long  as  the  obligation 
of  oerformance  remains  in  full  force."  And 
\iiVanee  v.  Vance,  108  C.  S.  514,  27  L.  ed.  eOS, 
the  same  court  said  of  the  state  statute:  "It  is 
in  its  nature  a  statute  of  limitations.  The  right 
of  the  state  to  prescribe  the  lime  within  which 
existing  rights  shall  be  prosecuted,  and  the 
means  by  and  conditions  on  which  they  may 
be  continued  in  force,  is,  we  think,  undoubted. 
Otherwise,  where  no  term  of  prescription  ex- 
ists at  the  inception  of  a  contract,  it  would  con- 
tinue in  perpetuity,  and  all  laws  fixing  a  limi- 
tation upon  it  would  be  abo:«*ive.  Now,  it  is 
elementary  that  the  state  may  establish,  alter, 
lengthen,  or  shorien  the  period  of  prescription 
of  existine  rights,  provided  that  a  reasonable 
time  be  given  in  future  for  complying  with  the 
statute."  But  a  distinction  is  drawn  between 
the  limitation  on  the  right  to  commence  an  ac- 
tion and  the  limitation  on  the  right  to  issue  an 
execution  or  the  duration  of  a  lien.  I  can  see 
no  difference.  The  judgment  creditor  has  his 
full  six  years  under  his  judgment  in  which  to 
make  his  levies.  If  he  does  not,  then  bis  right 
may  or  may  not  be  ren&wed,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  legislature.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  con- 
tract. As  said  in  Lmiisiana,  Folaom,  v.  New 
Orleans,  109  U.  8.  285,  27  L.  ed.  986,  also  men- 
tioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority:  **A 
party  cannot  be  said  to  be  deprived  of  his  prop- 
erty in  a  judgment  because  at  the  time  he  is 
unable  to  collect  it.*' 

Thus,  the  legislature  of  1807  did  not  attempt 
to  destroy  the  contract,  if  any  existed,  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  but  did  withdraw  a 
contingent  remedy  upon  such  contract,  but 
which  was  not  a  part  of  the  original  contract. 
The  contract,  if  one  please,  may  be  said  to  ex- 
ist, but  without  remedy  to  enfoice  its  moral 
obligation.  Phalen  v.  Virginia,  8  How.  163, 
12  L.  ed.  1030;  Campbell  v.  Eblt,  115  U.  8.  620, 
29  L.  ed.  488;  Gittings  v.  8tearns,  10  111.  876; 
Bell  V.  RflberU,  18  Vt.  583. 

It  is  questionable  whether  the  common  law 
right  to  bring  an  action  on  judgments  exists  as 
a  strict  matter  of  right  in  this  state.  This  right 
to  institute  an  action  has  been  frequently  ques- 
tioned by  the  ablest  Jurists,  and  many  courts 
upholding  the  right  have  granted  it  with  re- 
luctance, and  it  has  been  denied  by  some  au- 
thorities. It  seems,  upon  principle,  to  be  a 
useless  and  expensive  proceeding  to  allow  a 
plaintiff  to  commence  an  action  upon  a  Judg- 
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ment  the  day  after  it  has  been  entered,  and 
thus  to  put  it  within  his  power  to  accumulate 
costs  and  distress  the  defendant  unnecessarily. 
It  would  seem  that  the  courts  should  have  toe 
power  to  restrain  the  abuse  of  such  action,  and 
this  evidently  was  the  view  held  bv  this  court 
in  Abemethy  v.  Medical  Lake,  9  'Wash.  112, 
where  the  court  refused  to  allow  an  action  to 
be  maintained  upon  a  municipal  warrant  for 
the  reason  that  any  Judgment  obtained  thereon 
could  only  be  satisfied  by  the  issuance  of  a  like 
warrant,  and  that,  therefore,  there  was  no  neces- 
sity for  nor  advantage  growing  out  of  such  ac- 
tion. The  principle  decided  in  that  case  was 
surely  the  same  as  that  in  a  suit  upon  a  judg- 
ment, because  the  judgment  creditor  in  all  cases 
has  the  right  to  his  execution  on  the  first  judg- 
ment, and  it  is  the  only  right  he  obtains  by  his 
action  upon  a  judgment  and  the  recovery  of 
the  second  judgment.  See  Piizer  v.  liussel,  4 
Or.  124;  2  Freeman,  Judgm.  4tb  ed.  §  449; 
1  Freeman,  Executions,  chap.  8, — which  are 
in  consonance  with  the  views  expressed  here. 
And  I  do  not  think  the  common-law  right  to 
commence  an  action  on  a  judgment  in  this  state 
is  a  strict  one,  but  more  in  the  nature  of  a  per- 
missive one.  I  cannot  conclude  that  the  stat- 
ute of  1897  under  discussion  is  unconstitutional 
when  applied  to  existing  or  prior  judgments  at 
the  time  of  its  enactment. 

Gordon*  J.:    I  concur  in  the  views  ex- 
pressed by  Justice  Reavis. 


D.  R  NOBLE  et  at.,  Respts^ 

V. 

City  of  SEATTLE,  Appt. 

I Wash ) 

Parents  are  not  "heirs**  within  the  mean- 
iDff  of  %  Hiirs  Oode,  6 138.  flrlvlng  a  right  of  action 
to  the  wfdo^  and  children  of  a  man  killed  in  a 
duel,  and  to  the  beir^  or  personal  representatives 
of  a  person  wboee  death  is  caused  by  wronirfal 
act  or  nefrlect:  but  the  word  ^ heirs"  la  limited 
to  the  widow  and  children. 

iDwnbar,  J.,  dissents,) 
(March  24, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  King  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  resulting 
in  death  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.    Rewrsed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  K.  Brown  and  F.  B.  Tip- 
ton for  appellant. 

Mr.  6.  H.  Fort  son,  for  respondents: 

2  Hill's  Code.  §  188,  gives  a  right  of  action 
to  the  widow  or  widow  and  her  children,  or 
child  or  children,  if  no  widow,  of  a  man  killed 
in  a  duel;  to  the  *'  heirs  or  personal  represen- 
tatives "  of  a  person  whose  death  is  caused  by 
the  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of  another."  and 
to  the  ''heirs  or  personal  representatives'*  of  a 


Nora.— For  the  similar  question  of  the  meanlnr 
of  the  word  **  heirs**  in  an  insurance  policy,  see  noU 
to  Hubbard  v.  Turner  (Ga.)  dOL.  R.  A.  £fla. 


See  also  41  L.  R.  A.  211,  385. 
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person  whose  death  is  "  caused  by  an  injury 
receiyed  in  falling  through  any  opening  or  de- 
fective place  in  any  sidewalk,  street,  alley, 
aquare«  or  wharf,"  etc. 

In  Oivensv.  Kentucky  0.  R  Co,  89  Ey.  281, 
which  is  a  case  brought  under  §  1,  chap.  57,  Ey. 
Stat  in  discussing  the  question,  the  supreme 
court  says:  "  The  action  will  be  regarded  as 
under  the  1st  section,  and  the  recovery  limited 
to  compensation,  and  neither  the  widow  nor 
the  child  can  maintain  such  an  action,  but  it 
must  be  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  personal 
representative."  And  also  says  that  the  per- 
sonal representatives  would  hold  the  amount 
recovered  like  other  assets  left  by  the  intestate. 

In  ConUy  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  dt  T.  P.  R. 
Co.  89  Ey.  402,  which  is  an  actfon  brought  by 
the  personal  representative  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  for  negligently  causing  the  death 
of  a  person  over  the  age  of  twenty-one  vears, 
who  having  never  been  married  and  left 
neither  wife  nor  cbild,  the  supreme  court  of 
Kentucky  held  that  the  action  could  be  main- 
tained under  said  §  1. 

Newport  News  &  M.  VaUey  Co.  v.  Dentzd, 
«1  Ey.  42;  Morris  v.  LouisvtlU  A  N\  RCo,  11 
Ky.  li.  Rep.  698. 

Other  states  having  statutes  somewhat  simi- 
lar to  those  of  Washington  allow  recoveries 
by  parents  of  adult  children. 

Denver,  S.  P.  dh  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Wilson,  12  Colo. 
20;  Illinois  C  R,  Co.  v.  Barron.  5  Wall.  90, 18 
L.  ed.  591;  Barnum  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.R 
Co.  80  Mion.  461:  Schwarz  v.  Judd,  28  Minn. 
371;  Southern  P,  Co.  v.  Uff^ty,  15  U.  8. 
App.  193.  57  Fed.  Rep  536,  6  C.  C.  A.  474; 
Ohio  dh  M.  R  Co,  v.  Wangelin,  152  111.  138; 
Colorado  Coal  dh  LJJo.  v.  Lamb,  6  Colo.  App. 
255;  Missouri  P,  R  Co,  v.  Uehvy,  75  Tex.  220; 
Qulf,  C,  &  S  F.  R  Co.  V,  Southwick  (Tex. 
Oiv.  App.)  30  8.  W.  592. 

The  object  and  purpose  of  these  statutes  is 
to  provide  a  remedy  whereby  the  family  or 
relatives  of  the  deceased,  who  mi/zht  naturally 
have  expected  maintenance  or  assistance  from 
the  deceased  had  he  lived,  may  recover  com- 
pensation from  the  wrongdoer  commensurate 
with  the  loss  sustained,  etc. 

Hedrick  v.  Ilwaco  R.  db  Nav,  Co.  4  Wash. 
403. 

Section  188,2  Hill's  Code,gives  right  of  action 
to  heirs  for  death  by  wrongful  act  of  an  adult, 
and  g  139,  2  Hill's  Code,  gives  right  of  action 
to  father  or  mnther  and  guardian  for  death 
by  wrongful  act  of  a  minor  or  ward. 

Airops  V.  Costdlo,  8  Wash.  149. 

The  words  *  heirs  or  personal  representa- 
tives," contained  in  §  138,  should  have  and  re- 
ceive their  natural  and  ordinary  construction. 
The  word  "heir"  is  usually  and  generally 
held  to  mean  one  upon  whom  the  law  casts 
his  ancestor's  estate  immediately  on  the  death 
of  the  ancestor. 

9  Am.  &£ng.Enc.Law,l8ted.  p.  857;8uth- 
«riand.  Stat,  Conslr.  §253. 

It  includes  all  that  would  take  an  interest 
in  the  deceased's  estate  by  a  statute  of  distribu- 
tion. 

Illinois  0.  R  Co.  v.  Barron,  5  Wall.  90, 18 
L.  ed.  591;  Redfield  v.  Oakland  Consol.  Street 
R.Co.  llOCal.277. 

The  statutes  of  this  state  give  parents  a 
«pecial  interest  in  the  savings  and  earnings  of 
40  T,.  P.  A 


their  children,  in  providing  that  children  shall 
support  their  indigent  parents. 

See  1  Hill's  Code,  §§3088,  3089. 

Supreme  courts  of  other  states  have  ao  held 
under  similar  statutes. 

Chicago  v.  Keefe,  114  HI.  222,  55  Am.  Rep. 
860:  Denver  8.  P.  dh  P.  R  Co.  ▼.  Wilson,  12 
Colo.  20. 

Gordon^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  respondents,  father  and  mother,  respec- 
tively, of  Judson  D.  Noble,  deceased,  brought 
this  action  to  lecover  damages  for  his  death, 
claiming  that  it  was  caused  tw  the  negligent, 
careless,  and  wrongful  act  of  the  city  in  not 
keeping  one  of  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition 
for  public  travel.  It  appears  from  the  record 
that  in  passing  over  a  street  in  the  city  of  Se- 
attle, known  as  '^Railroad  Avenue,"  which 
runs  along  the  water  front,  the  deceased  fell 
through  the  planking,  and  was  drowned.  The 
deceased,  at  the  time  of  bis  death,  was  over  the 
a^e  of  twenty-one  years,  had  never  been  mar- 
ried, and  left  neither  wife  nor  child.  Respond- 
ents have  been  divorced  for  a  number  of  years, 
and  reside  In  different  states.  By  way  of  an 
affirmative  defense,  the  answer  contained  the 
following  allegation:  "And  for  a  further  an- 
swer, and  as  new  matter,  constituting  a  second 
affirmative  defense  to  said  second  amended 
complaint,  the  defendant  alleges  that  said  Jud- 
son D.  Noble,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was 
over  the  a^e  of  twenty-one  years,  and  that  he 
left  survivmg  him  no  widow  or  cbild  or  other 
descendant."  A  demurrer  to  this  defense  was 
sustained  by  the  lower  court,  and  this  ruling 
constitutes  one  of  the  errors  argued  and  as- 
signed on  this  appeal.  Section  138  of  2  Hill's 
Code  is  as  follows:  "Section  138.  The  wid- 
ow, or  widow  and  her  children,  or  child  or 
children,  if  no  widow,  of  a  man  killed  in  a 
duel,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  against  the 
person  killing  him,  and  against  the  seconds 
and  all  aiders  and  abettors.  When  the  death 
of  a  person  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or 
neglect  of  another,  his  heirs  or  personal  repre- 
sentatives may  maintain  an  action  for  damages 
against  the  person  causing  the  death;  or  when 
the  death  of  a  person  is  caused  by  an  injury 
received  in  falling  through  any  opening  or  de- 
fective place  in  any  sidewalk,  street,  alley, 
square,  or  wharf,  bis  heirs  or  personal  repre- 
sentatives may  maintain  an  action  for  damages 
against  the  person  whose  duty  it  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  injury,  to  have  kept  in  repair  such 
sidewalk  or  other  place.  In  every  such  action 
the  jury  may  give  such  damages,  pecuniary 
or  exemplary,  as  under  all  circumstances  of 
the  case  may  to  them  seem  just."  Section  139, 
Id. ,  gives  the  right  of  action  to  a  father  or 
mother  or  guardian  for  death,  by  a  wrongful 
act.  of  a  minor  or  ward.  It  is  the  contention 
of  the  appellant  that  the  word  "heirs"  as  used 
in  §  188,  does  not  include  parents  or  collateral 
relatives,  but  only  includes  the  widow  and 
child  or  children  of  the  person  whose  death  is 
caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  another.  In 
support  of  this  contention  it  is  pointed  out 
that,  by  the  plain  terms  of  the  statute,  the 
right  of  action  is  speciffcally  limited  to  the 
widow  and  child  or  children  of  a  man  killed 
in  a  duel;  and  it  is  urged  that  there  can  be  no 
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sound  reason  for  denying  it  as  to  the  parents 
in  that  case,  and  conferring  it  upon  them  in 
the  case  of  death  by  wrongful  act.  As  pointed 
out  by  this  court  in  Atropt  y.  CosteUo,  8  Wash. 
140,  the  first  part  of  g  188,  as  contained  in  the 
present  Code,  was  enacted  in  1873,  and  the  re- 
mainder of  the  section,  as  now  found  in  the 
Code,  was  not  enacted  until  1875.  when  the 
legislature  enacted  it  as  an  additional  section. 
The  question  here  presented  has  never  been  de- 
cided by  this  court,  and,  because  of  the  dis- 
similitude between  the  various  statutory  provi- 
sions on  the  subject,  the  cases  decided  else- 
where are  of  little  value.  There  is  a  greater 
similarity  between  these  provisions  of  our  own 
statute  and  those  of  the  state  of  Kentucky  re- 
lating to  the  same  subject  than  we  have  been 
able  10  find  elsewhere;  and  in  a  long  line  of 
decisions  in  that  state  it  is  held  that  the  word 
"heirs"  does  not  include  parents  or  collateral 
relatives.  HetiderMn  v.  Kentucky  O,  R.  Co, 
86  Ky.  889;  Jordan  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  <ft  T, 
P.  R.  Co.  89  Ky.  40;  Henning  v.  LovismUe 
Leather  Co,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  544;  LouietiOe  <&  N. 
A  Co,  V.  Coppage,12Kj.  L.  Rep.  200.  Ky.  Gen. 
Stat  chap.  57,  §  8,  provides  that,  "if  the  life  of 
any  person  ...  is  lost  or  destroyed  by  the 
wilful  neglect  of  another  person,  .  .  .  com- 
pany, or  .  .  .  corporation,  .  .  .  then 
the  widow,  heir,  or  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased  shall  have  the  ricbt  to  sue,"  etc. 
Commenting  upon  this  statute,  the  court  in 
Henderwn  v.  Kentucky  C.  R,  Co.  86  Ky.  889, 
say:  "No  others  sustain  as  near  relation  to,  are 
so  dependent  upon,  or  have  the  same  legal 
right  to  look  for  a  support  to,  a  person  as  his 
wife  and  children,  especially  those  of  the  lat- 
ter who  may  be  minors.  Therefore  the  injury 
resulting  from  his  death,  at  the  hands  of  an- 
other, to  them  is  actual  and  direct,  while  to  his 
collateral  heirs  it  is  remote  and  not  immediate, 
and  as  to  creditors  it  may  not  exist  at  all. 
We  are  unable  to  perceive  any  reason  for  giv- 
ing to  the  widow  and  minor  child  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  sue  for  and  recover  damages  for 
the  loss  of  the  life  of  a  person  in  a  duel,  or  by 
the  careless  or  malicious  use  of  firearms,  that 
does  not  apply  with  equal  force  when  it  is  de- 
stroyed by  wilful  neglect.  In  each  case  the 
widow  and  child  have  been  deprived  of  the 
society  and  support  of  the  husband  and  father 
by  the  criminal  or  quasi  crimiDsl  act  of  an- 
other. And,  whether  the  injury  has  been  done 
in  one  or  another  of  the  three  modes  denounced 
in  the  statutes,  the  consequences  to  them  are 
the  same;  and  it  would  seem  they  ought  to  be 
entitled  to  the  same  reparation.  Therefore, 
looking  to  the  reason  for  the  statutory  right 
to  sue  and  recover  damages  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  life  of  one  person  by  the  act  of 
another,  and  to  the  necessity,  when  it  can 
be  properly  done,  of  so  construing  each  part 
of  the  (General  Statutes  as  to  preserve  the 
consistency  of  the  whole,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  widow  and  child  or  children 
have  the  prior  right  to  sue  for,  and  the  exclu- 
sive right  to,  what  may  be  recovered,  in  an 
action  authorized  by  §  8,  chap.  57.  And, 
though  the  right  to  insti^tute  such  an  action  is 
given  to  the  personal  representative,  we  think, 
for  the  reasons  indicated,  he  can  exercise  that 
right  only  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  widow 
and  child,  if  there  be  any.  It  is,  we  think, 
40  L.  R.  A. 


also  evident  that  the  word  'heir*  was  intended 
to  mean  *child,'  and  not  to  apply  to  any  other 
description  of  person.  What  proportion  of 
the  amount  recovered  the  widow  and  children 
may  be  respeciivelv  entitled  to,  whether  the 
right  belongs  to  adult  as  well  as  minor  chil- 
dren, and  whether  the  personal  represetitativfr 
may  maintain  such  an  action  in  case  there  be 
neither  widow  or  child  of  the  person  whose 
life  has  been  so  destroyed,  are  questions  not  in- 
volved in  this  case,  and  not  decided."  In  Jor- 
dan ▼.  Cincinnati,  N.  0,  dh  T.  P.  R.  Co.  S» 
Ky.  40,  the  action  was  by  the  administrator; 
and  in  the  answer  it  was  pleaded  in  bar  of  the 
recovery  that  deceased  left  no  widow  or  child. 
To  this  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  deceased 
left,  as  heirs,  a  father,  mother,  sister,  and 
brother.  Upon  the  question  thus  presented 
the  court  says:  "No  person  has  a  legal  cause 
of  action  against  another  for  a  wrongful  or 
negligent  act,  and  it  may  be  safely  said  legis- 
lative power  to  give  it  does  not  exist,  unless  he 
has  sustained  pecuniary  injury  by  it.  For  the 
foundation  of  every  action  for  a  tort  is  actual 
pecuniary  injury,  without  which  there  can  be 
legally  assessed  neither  compensatory  nor  pun- 
itive damages.  It  seems  to  us  clear  it  was  not 
intended  that  creditors  of  the  deeeased  should 
have  any  part  of  what  may  be  recovered  under 
g  8,  chap.  57,  and 'that  the' personal  representa- 
tive can  maintain  an  action  for  the  cause 
therein  mentioned  only  for  the  use  of  the 
widow  and  heir.  .  .  .  As,  then,  the  widow 
is  entitled  to  maintain  such  action,  and,  as  a 
necessary  consequence,  to  share  with  the  heir 
what  is  recovered,  the  single  question  to  be  de- 
termined is,  what  meaning  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  be  given  to  the  word  'heir/  as  therein 
used.  It  must  be  either  so  limited  as  to  meao 
'child,'  or  so  extended  as  to  include  collateral 
kindred  of  the  deceased,  however  remote,  if  it 
can  be  fairly  applied  to  them  at  all;  for  the  right 
to  sue  for  and  recover  punitive,  which  presup- 
poses also  compensatory  damages,  is  given  by 
the  statute,  without  condition  or  qualification.'* 
And  the  court  concludes  that  the  word  "heir,** 
as  used  in  their  statute,  means  "child,"  and 
"does  not  include  parents  or  collateral  rela- 
tives." 

We  have  quoted  at  length  from  these  cases, 
because,  in  our  judgment,  they  are  peculiarly 
applicable  to  the  one  we  are  considering,  and 
we  have  been  unable  to  find  any  others  that 
are.  It  is  familiar  law  that  interpretation  may 
contract  as  well  as  expand  the  meaning  of 
words  used  in  a  statute,  when  the  harmony  of 
the  legal  system  so  requires.  That  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  limit  the  right 
of  action  in  cases  like  the  present  to  those 
heirs,  and  only  to  those  heirs,  to  whom  the  de- 
ceased, while  living,  owed  the  legal  duty  of 
support,  is  further  evidenced  by  §  148,  2  Hiirs 
CcKie,  which  is  as  follows:  "Sec.  148.  No  ac- 
tion for  a  personal  injury  to  any  person  occa- 
sioning his  desth  shall  abate,  nor  shall  such 
right  of  action  determine  by  reason  of  such 
death  if  he  have  a  wife  or  child  living,  but 
such  action  may  be  prosecuted,  or  commenced 
and  prosecuted,  in  favor  of  such  wife,  or  in 
favor  of  the  wife  and  children,  or  if  no  wife, 
in  favor  of  such  child  or  children  "  It  is  true 
that  that  part  of  §  138  which  gives  rise  to  the 
present  controversy  was  passed  subsequent  to 


188a 


NOBLB  ▼.  SfiilTTLB. 


82ft 


§  148.  tupra;  but  we  do  not  thiok  that  the 
latter  section  was  thereby  repealed.  In  the 
first  place  there  are  no  express  words  of  repeal, 
and  it  ought  Dot  to  be  construed  as  working 
any  change  further  than  its  direct  terms  re- 
quire. There  is  no  direct  conflict  between  the 
acts,  and  "presumption  has  no  room  to  work." 
'  We  do  not  think  that  ^g  8088  and  8089, 1  Hill's 
Code,  have  any  bearing  on  this  case.  In  sub- 
stance, they  require  children  to  support  their 
indigent  parents.  The  obligation  which  these 
sections  impose  do  not  extend  to  all  heirs,  but 
only  those  in  close  relationship  with  the  indi- 
gent person.  For  instance,  a  nephew  is  not 
required  to  support  his  uncle,  and  yet  if  the 
word  "heirs,"  as  used  in  §  188,  mpra,  is  to  be 
rendered  literally,  not  only  nephews,  but  many 
other  heirs,  can  maintain  actions  like  the  pres- 
ent. While,  in  general,  the  term  "heirs"  in- 
cludes collateral  kindred  and  those  who  take 
under  the  statute  of  distribution,  we  think 
that,  in  view  of  the  entire  legislation  upon  the 


subject,  it  never  was  intended  that  parents  or 
remote  ancestors  might  maintain  actions  like 
the  present,  and  that  the  word  '*heirs,"  as  used 
in  g  138,  should  be  held  to  include  only  those 
persons  who  are  thereinbefore  specifically  men- 
tioned, tiz.,  "the  widow,  or  widow  and  her 
children,  or  child  or  children,  if  no  widow."^ 
It  follows  that  the  demurrer  was  improperly 
sustained.  The  other  assignmentB  require  no 
attention. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  i$  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  direction  to  the 
lower  court  to  overrule  the  demurrer. 

Scott,  Ch.  J.,  and  Anders  and  ReaTlfl*- 
JJ.,  concur. 

Danbar,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent  I  think  the  right  Is  conferred  by 
the  plain  language  of  the  statute,  which  if  not 
susceptible  of  construction. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Emily  8LAUS0N,  Appt., 

V. 

GOODRICH    TRANSPORTATION    COM- 
PANY,  Reept. 
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1  •   To  succeed  in  an  action  of  ejectment 

plaintiff  must  connect  himself  with  tbe  govern- 


ment  title,  or  with  some  grantor  who  was  the 
oommoD  souroe  of  title  of  both  parties. 

2.  When  any  document  is  offered  in  evi- 
dence and  excluded*  it  must  be  broagbt 
into  tbe  record  to  have  its  competency  deter* 
mined  on  appeaL 

8.  An  appellate  court  can  take  notiee 
of  papers  wbicb  are  not  part  of  tbe  Judgment 


NoTB.— £(^ect  of  prior  dtdMon  on  statutory  new 
trial  In  real  actione. 

In  Smyth  ▼.  Neff,  U8  UK  810,  it  was  held  that  a 
holding  on  appeal  that  a  tax  deed  was  valid  and 
■uffloient.  and  should  bave  been  held  good,  pre- 
cludes any  objections  to  Its  validity  on  a  subse- 
quent trial  which  were  before  made,  or  might  have 
bi?en  made,  on  the  record. 

And  In  Roberts  v.  Baumgarten,  128  N.  T.  898.  it 
was  held  that  a  stipulation  on  an  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals  on  which  an  order  is  affirmed,  that 
in  case  of  affirmance  Judgment  absolute  should  be 
rendered  against  tbe  party  making  it  In  an  action 
of  ejectment,  precludes  such  party  from  claiming 
a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  course,  upon  payment  of 
costs  and  damages  awarded  against  him  under  tbe 
New  York  statute. 

So,  In  Oblo  any  defendant  between  whom  and 
the  plaintiff  an  Issue  of  fact  had  been  Joined,  which 
either  party  thereto  has  the  right  to  have  tried  by 
a  Jury,  has  the  right  to  a  second  trial,  and  the  per- 
fecting of  his  right  to  such  trial  by  one  of  several 
defendants  sued  Jointly  does  not  open  for  retrial 
the  issues  which  have  been  found  between  the 
plaintiff  and  tbe  other  defendants  who  have  not 
taken  a  second  trial.  Sprague  v.  Childs,  16  Ohio 
St.  107. 

And  where  the  losing  party  in  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  real  property,  tried  on  appeal  in  the 
district  court,  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  of  course  In 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  court  below,  in  estimat- 
ing the  number  of  trials  to  which  he  may  be  of 
right  entitled  in  the  district  court  no  regard  will 
l>e  had  to  the  number  or  to  tbe  result  of  tbe  trials 
bad  in  the  court  below.  Marietta  v.  Emerson,  6 
Ohio  St.  288. 

The  freneral  role  supported  by  a  preponderance 
of  authority,  however,  wbicb  would  appear  to  be 
40  L.R.  A. 


analogous  to  that  of  tbe  principal  case,  is  that 
where  a  statutory  new  trial  is  granted  In  an  action 
of  ejectment  It  stands  as  though  there  had  never 
been  a  trial  or  Judgment  so  far  as  the  subsequent 
trial  Is  concerned,  and  the  action  Is  fully  open  to  be 
tried  de  notx>.  Green  Bay  ft  IL  Oinal  Oo.  v.  Hewitt, 
82  Wis.  316;  Donahue  y.  Klassner,  23  Mich.  iSSSi  Shel- 
don V.  Yan  y leek,  106  111.  45. 

The  only  dlflerenoe  being  that  after  such  trial 
and  Judgment  the  plaintiff  cannot,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  demand  another  new  trial  under  the  statute. 
Sheldon  v.  Yan  Yleok,  106  111.  4& 

Tbe  awarding  of  a  new  trial  as  matter  of  right. 
In  an  ejectment  suit,  wipes  out  the  verdict  so  that 
no  Judgment  can  be  rendered  on  it,  and  preveota 
it  from  being  a  bar  to  a  second  ejectment  suit. 
Edwards  v.  Bdwards, » 111.  121. 

The  granting  of  a  statutory  new  trial  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  possession  of  land  operates  as  a. 
vacation  of  the  former  Judgment  without  any- 
special  order  setting  it  aside.  Maxwell  v.  Gamp- 
bell.  46  Ind.  800L 

Thus,  a  Judgment  declaring  a  lien  entered  on  a. 
cross- com  plaint  in  a  suit  to  quiet  title  is  not  a  bar 
to  a  further  prosecution  of  the  suit  in  a  case  in 
which  a  new  trial,  as  a  matter  of  right,  has  been 
granted  on  the  Issue  Joined  on  the  complaint. 
Blsel  V.  Tucker,  121  Ind.  240. 

And  a  yerdict  and  Judgment  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  is  not  conclusive  on  tbe  parties,  and  the 
plaintiffs  therein  are  not  precluded  on  the  second 
trial  from  controverting  the  evidence  on  the  for- 
mer trial  on  which  a  recovery  was  bad;  and  where- 
title  depends  upon  a  question  of  relationship,  the- 
verdiot  and  Judgment  in  the  former  trial  do  not 
establish  the  fact  in  the  subsequent  trial.  Gehr  v. 
Miller,  20  W.N.  a  887. 

Nor  is  a  Judgment  against  tbe  plaintiff,  in  an  ao- 
tion  of  ejectment,  after  the  rendition  of  which  b^ 
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roll  only  when  tbey  baye  been  preserved  and 
properly  identified  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

4.  A  deed  calling  for  Uuid  in  a  certain 
blockt  In  a  piat  od  file  in  a  certain  ofBce,  oan- 
not  be  extended  by  parol  evidence  to  embrace 
land  not  in  that  block  as  shown  by  the  plat. 

6«  On  a  new  trials  in  an  ejectment  0iiit» 
taken  by  the  defeated  party  as  matter  of  rlffht 
under  the  terms  of  a  statute  allowinv  it,  rulfnRS 
upon  the  admissibility  of  evidence  have  no  bind- 
ing foroe. 

(March  22.  1888.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflf  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Racine  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  certain  real  esute.  Af- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  Bardeen,  J. : 

Ejectment.  The  complaint  is  in  the  ordi- 
nary form,  alleging  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner 
and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises 
described,  and  that  defendant  unlawfully  with- 
holds possession .  The  answer  is  a  general  de- 
nial and  a  further  defense  that  plaintiff  nor 
her  ancestors  or  grantors  had  been  possessed 
of  the  premises  within  twenty  years  preceding 
the  commencement  of  the  action.  A  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  on  the  merits  was  affirmed 
in  this  court.  94  Wis.  642.  Within  the  time 
limited  by  statute,  defendant  paid  the  costs, 
and  took  a  new  trial.  At  the  opening  of  the 
trial,  plaintiff's  counsel  made  the  following 
statement:     ''It  is  conceded  for  the  purposes 


of  this  trial  that  Isaac  Taylor,  in  his  lifetime, 
owned  all  the  lands  between  Second  street  and 
Root  river  that  lay  east  of  a  point  140  feet  easi 
of  tbe  east  line  of  Chatham  street."  Counsel 
for  defendant  responded:  ''I  will  examine  the 
abstract  of  title  and  the  deeds  of  the  lands  re- 
ferred to,  and  I  will  inform  you  [addressing 
Mr.  Fish,  plaintiff's  counsel]  to-morrow  morn- 
ing whether  I  will  agree  to  your  requested 
stipulation  or  not."  No  >f urther  reference  to 
this  stipulation  appears  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions. Plaintiff's  counsel  then  offered  in  evi- 
dence a  deed  from  one  Taylor  and  wife  to 
William  Waterman,  said  to  describe  a  piece  of 
land  immediately  west  of  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy. The  date  or  place  of  record  of  this 
deed  does  not  appear.  Next,  the  will  of  Isaac 
Taylor,  in  which  Emeline  Tavlor  is  named  as 
devisee,  was  offered.  Then  followed  a  deed 
from  Emeline  Taylor  to  James  H.  Kelly, 
George  Murray,  and  Qeorge  W.  Slauson.  This 
deed  purports  to  convey  parts  of  block  7  of 
the  original  plat  of  Racine,  and  is  assumed  by 
plaintiff's  counsel  to  cover  the  land  in  suit,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  in  the  bill  of  exceptions 
from  which  this  fact  can  be  definitely  deier- 
mined.  Plaintiff's  counsel  then  called  a  witness 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  "where  Root  river 
was  at  the  time  this  deed  was  made."  This 
tesiimonv  was  objected  to,  and  the  objection 
sustained.  Plaintiff's  counsel  then  offered  to 
make  further  proof  along  that  line,  and  to 
show  title  from  Eelly  and  Murray,  through 
mesne  conveyances,  to  plaintiff,  oi  tbe  prop- 
erty claimed  in  her  complaint  References 
were  made  to  plat  No.  1  and  map  No.  8.  which 


obtains  a  new  trial  under  the  statute  and  briofrs  in 
a  new  party  defendant  by  amendment,  and,  before 
a  second  trial,  dismisses  bis  suit,  a  bar  to  a  second 
action  brouffht  by  him  asrafnst  the  defendant  thus 
brouRht  in.    Sheldon  v.  Van  Vleck,  106  III.  46. 

So,  an  amendment  to  an  answer  m  an  action  of 
•ejectment,  made  after  the  grantinff  of  an  applica- 
tion for  tbe  vacation  of  a  former  Judfrment.  and 
for  a  new  trial  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  1 8092.  setting 
np  an  equitable  counterclaim  for  the  reformation 
of  a  deed  under  which  tbe  defendant  claimed  so  as 
to  make  it  convey  only  the  undivided  half  of  the 
premises  therein  described  accordingr  to  tbe  inten- 
tion expressed  in  a  Umitlnsr  clause  therein  con- 
tained. Blleirinflr  a  mistake  in  tbe  grantlnfr  clause  in 
that  respect,  where  the  court  decided  on  the  pre- 
vious trial  that  tbe  deed  conveyed  the  whole  tract, 
to  not  inconsistent  with  the  defense  relied  upon  on 
the  former  trial,  and  the  decision  In  the  former 
case  does  not  estop  tbe  plaintiff  from  setting  up 
such  misuke  and  asking  for  reformation.  Qreen 
Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  62  Wis.  816. 

And  under  the  Texas  law  that  a  Juderment  against 
a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  possession  of  real 
property  is  conclusive,  unless  he  commences  a 
second  action  within  a  year,  the  grantees  of  such 
a  plaintiff  are  not  precluded  by  tbe  Judgment  in 
the  original,  action  from  setting  up  their  claim  to 
tbe  land  in  an  action  commenced  within  tbe  year 
by  the  former  delendant  against  them.  Browns- 
ville V.  CavBZOs,  100  U.  S.  188, 26  L.  ed.  574. 

The  doctrme  of  res  judicata  has  no  application 
to  an  action  of  ejectment  where  a  second  trial  is 
provided  for  by  statute,  providing  that  at  any  time 
within  a  designated  time  after  Judgment  either 
upon  default  or  upon  verdict  the  party  against 
whom  it  is  rendered,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  upon  tbe 
payment  of  all  costs  shall  be  entitled  to  have  tbe 
Judgment  vacated  and  a  new  trial  granted.  Ham- 
mond V.  Carter.  161  111.  62L 
40  L.  R.  A. 


And  the  rule  that  where  the  tTnited  States  Su- 
preme Court  renders  Its  decision,  and  remands  the 
case' to  the  court  below  with  directions  to  enter  the 
appropriate  Judgment,  the  Judgment  thus  entered 
becomes  in  effect  the  Judgment,  not  of  the  court  to 
which  it  was  remanded,  but  of  the  supreme  oouru 
and  tbat  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  tbe  lower 
court  to  change  its  results  or  directions  in  any  re- 
spect, does  not  apply  to  an  action  of  ejectment 
where  the  party  to  entitled  by  the  law  of  the  state 
in  which  the  action  arose  to  a  new  trial  without 
showing  cause,  and  in  regard  to  which  tbe  trial 
court  possessed  no  discretion.  Smale  v.  Mitchell, 
l48n.B.iW,88L.ed.gO. 

In  Hammond  v.  Carter,  161  111.  621.  nupnt,  Smyth 
V.  Neff,  ^SA  111.  810,  nwpra^  was  distingutohcd  upon 
the  ground  that  it  nowhere  appears  in  that  case 
that  a  new  trial  had  been  granted  under  tbe  stat- 
ute, and  also  tbat  evidence  not  introduced  on  the 
first  trial  was  introduced  and  considered  on  the 
second. 

So,  two  verdicts  and  Judgments  in  an  ejectment 
suit,  in  one  of  which  an  undivided  moiety  of  the 
land  in  question  was  recovered,  and  in  the  other 
the  whole  was  recovered,  are  only  conclusive  so  as 
to  bar  a  third  ejectment  as  to  the  undivided  moiety, 
under  a  statute  permitting  two  new  trials  as  of 
course.    Klnter  v.  Jenks,  4S  Pa.  445. 

And  in  Ives  v.  Leet.  14  Serg.  ft  H.  801.  it  was  held 
that  one  verdict  and  Judgment,  and  one  award  of 
arbitrators,  under  Pa.  act  March  20, 1810,  la  favor 
of  the  same  party,  are  not  a  bar  to  another  eject- 
ment by  the  other  party  under  a  statute,  tbeinten- 
tion  of  which  to  that  to  bar  the  right  tberc  must 
not  only  be  two  verdicts  but  a  Judgment  on  each, 
and  not  only  two  Judgments  but  a  verdict  preced- 
ing each. 

So,  where,  after  a  new  trial  under  tbe  statute  has 
been  awarded  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  plain- 
tiff dismisses  hto  suit,  all  proceedings  in  the  cause 
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nvere  offered  by  plain! iff,  but  which  are  not 
Dreserved  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  Plaintiff 
thereupon  rested  her  case.  A  nonsuit  was 
granted,  and  judgment  was  entered  for  defend- 
ant, from  which  this  appeal  is  taken. 

Messrs.  Quarles*  Spence*  A   Qnarles 

for  appellant. 

Mr.  Thomas  M.  Kearney,  for  respond- 
ent: 

When  a  judgnaent  has  been  vacated  it  ceases 
to  exist  for  any  purpose,  and  the  parties  are 
relegated  to  the  same  position  that  they  would 
have  been  in  if  the  action  had  never  been  tried. 
Any  estoppel  created  by  the  judgment  as  en- 
tered, or  arising  from  it  while  existing,  ceases 
with  the  order  setting  aside  the  judgment. 

2  BlHck.  Judgm.  §  683,  and  cases  cited; 
Green  Bay  db  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Heicett,  55  Wis. 
96.  42  Am.  Rep.  701;  Hewitt  v.  Wisconsin 
Jitter  Land  Go.  81  Wis.  546;  Edwards  y.  Ed- 
boards,  22  Dl.  121;  Sheldon  v.  Van  Vleek.  106 
111.  45;  Preachertt  Aid.  See.  v.  England,  106 
111.  125;  Hattley  v.  Simons,  102  111.  116;  Ham- 
mond  V.  Carter,  161  III.  626;  DonaJiue  v. 
Klossner,  22  Mich.  252;  Gehr  v.  Miller,  20  W. 
N.  C.  8»7;  EicJunrt  v.  Schnffer,  161  Pa.  519; 
BrownsviUe  v.  Camzos,  100  D.  S.  13»,  25  L.  ed. 
574;  Buiterfield  v.  Walsh,  25  Iowa.  263; 
Smale  v.  Mitchell,  143  U.  8.  99.  86  L.  ed.  90; 
Newell,  Ejectment,  p.  883. 

The  original  plat  of  Kacine  as  recorded, 
baying  been  referred  to  in  the  deed,  and  the 
land  therein  described  having  been  conveyed 
according  to  it,  the  plat  becomes  an  essential 
part  of  the  description,  to  the  same  extent  as 
though  it  were  in  fact  incorporated  therein. 

8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  p.  469;  iMmpe 


V.  Kennedy,  46  Wis.  28:  Shvfeldt  v.  Spavld- 
ing,  37  Wis.  662;  2  Devlin,  Deeds,  t  1020; 
Potters  V.  Jackson,  50  Cal.  429;  Alton  v.  lUi- 
nois  Transp.  Co.  12  III.  88,  62  Am.  Dec.  479; 
Baxter  v.  Arnold,  114  Mass.  577:  Noonan  ▼. 
Lee,  2  Black,  499,  17  L.  ed.  278;  Doe.  Miller, 
V.  Cm// WTO,  4  Ala.  576;  Llettellyn  v.  Earl  Jer- 
sey, 11  Mees.  &  W.  188;  Ueoton  v.  Hodges,  14 
Me.  66,  80  Am.  Dec.  731 ;  Magoun  v.  Lapham, 
21  Pick.  185;  1  Greenl.  Cruise  Real  Prop.  p. 
228;  Kenyan  v.  Knipe,  2  Wash.  894,  13  L.  R. 
A.  142.  and  note. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  description  in  the  deed, 
read  in  connection  with  the  plat,  does  not  in- 
clude the  lands  intended  to  be  conveyed,  then 
the  plaintiff  should  seek  reformation  of  the 
conveyance  in  equity  before  instituting  this  ac- 
tion. 

Elofrson  v.  Lindsay,  90  Wis.  203;  Miller  v. 
Travers.  8  Blng.  244;  QiUespie  v.  Sawyer,  15 
Neb.  586;  Jones  v.  Johnston,  18  How.  150,  16 
L.  ed.  820;  Newell,  Ejectment,  p.  55G;  Michi- 
gan Land  A  Iron  Co.  v.  Thoney,  89  Mich.  226; 
Mvldoon  V.  Daine,  186  N.  Y.  160;  Holcomb  v. 
Mooney,  18  Or.  503;  CampbeU  v.  Johnson,  44 
Mo.  247:  Prentice  v.  Northern  P.  B,  Co,  164 
U.S.  68,  38L.  ed.  947. 

Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  in  an  action  in 
ejectment  to  vary  the  boundaries  shown  in  a 
plat  to  which  express  reference  is  made  in  a 
deed  for  the  boundaries  of  the  premises  con- 
veyed, or  to  give  construction  thereto. 

DacidMon  v.  Arledge,  88  N.  C.  826;  Orton  v. 
Harvey,  23  Wis.  99;  Chapman  v.  Potaek,  70 
Cal.  487;  Wood  v.  West  Boston  A  C.  Bridge 
Comrs.  122  Mass.  395;  Proprietors  of  Kennebec 
Purchase  v.  Tiffany,  1  Me.  219,  10  Am.  Dec. 
60;  Jones  V,  Johnston,  18  How.  150,  16  L.  ed. 


up  to  that  time  are  wiped  out,  and  are  as  if  tbey 
never  had  been,  and  the  Judgment  thus  wiped  out 
cannot  be  pleaded  or  Rtveo  in  evidenoe  for  any 
purpose  in  any  subsequent  suit  Preachers'  Aid 
8oc.  V.  England,  106  TIL  12S. 

And  a  record  showing  that  the  plaintiff  in  an 
«Jectn]entBuit  filed  his  declaration  in  ejectment  ac- 
cording to  law  against  the  defendant  seeking  to 
recover  the  possession  of  certain  premises,  alleg- 
ing bis  seisin  and  ouster,  is  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  a  statutory  new  trial  in  an  action  of 
ejectment.    Edwards  v.  Edwards,  28  111.  \t\. 

So,  restitution  of  the  premises  in  question  ob- 
tained on  a  former  Judgment  in  ejectment,  does  not 
change  the  burden  of  proof  on  a  new  trial,  and 
compel  the  defendant  to  prove  his  own  case. 
Donahue  v.  Klassner,  22  Mich.  252. 

And  a  Judgment  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
founded  upon  a  stipulation  of  the  attorneys  for 
the  respective  parties  as  to  the  facts  affecting  the 
title,  rendered  by  direction  of  the  court,  does  not 
affect  the  right  of  the  defeated  party  to  contend 
upon  a  second  trial  that  the  facts  admitted  did  not 
warrant  a  Judgment  against  him.  Hewitt  v.  Wis- 
consin River  Land  Co.  81  Wis.  5i6. 

And  a  party  to  an  action  of  ejectment  applying 
for  a  new  trial  may  be  relieved  from  tbe  effect  of 
the  stipulation  of  facts  made  by  his  counsel  so  that 
It  will  not  \3e  allowed  to  operate  against  him  on 
the  second  trial.  Hewitt  y.  Wisconsm  Kiver  Land 
€o.  81  Wis.  546. 

In  Hewitt  v.  Wisconsin  River  Land  Co.  81  Wis. 
«4«J,  supra,  Roberts  v.  Baumgarten.  128  N.  Y.  338, 
supra,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  in 
that  case  the  unsuccessful  party  was  held  to  bave 
waived  bis  right  to  a  new  trial  under  the  statute 
by  having  stipulated.  In  order  to  maintain  an  ap- 
40  L.  K  A. 


peal,  that  in  case  the  Judgment  should  be  against 
him  on  the  whole  controversy.  Judgment  absolute 
should  be  entered  against  him. 

8o,  in  Hawley  v.  Simons,  102  III.  UB,  it  was  held 
that  a  Judgment  in  an  action  of  ejectment  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  based  on  want  of  legal  title  in  the 
plaintiff,  Is  no  bar  to  a  second  suit  in  ejectment 
by  him  upon  a  title  subsequently  acquired,  the  two 
titles  not  tieing  the  same;  but  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  second  trial  was  a  statutory  new  trial 
or  not. 

And  in  Elohert  v.  Sobaffer,  161  Pa.  510,  it  was  held 
that  tbe  fact  that  tbe  defendants  in  an  ejectment 
suit  bad  testified  in  a  previous  ejectment  suit  that 
a  testatrix  under  whom  they  claimed  was  tion  com- 
pos mentU  does  not  estop  them  from  changing  tbeir 
ground  and  insist  tbat  she  was  of  sound  mind 
at  the  time  the  deed  under  which  they  claimed  was 
made:  but  in  this  case  it  does  not  appear  whether 
the  sut)sequent  trial  was  a  statutory  new  trial  or 
not. 

In  some  of  tbe  states  it  is  provided  by  statute 
that  upon  a  new  trial  granted  as  prescribed  by  law 
tbe  defendant  may  show  any  matter  in  an  eject- 
ment suit  which  he  might  show  to  entitle  him  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  the  property,  if  he  was 
plaintiff  in  the  action.  See  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proa 
B 1580:  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  1 6244. 

But  the  provisions  of  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  1  6244, 
tbat  upon  a  new  trial  in  ejectment  the  defendant 
may  show  any  bar  of  a  recovery  in  matters  wblcb, 
if  he  were  plaintiff,  he  might  show  to  entitle  him 
to  possession,  is  applicable  only  to  cases  where  the 
pUintlff  b^  taken  possession,  by  virtue  of  a  recov- 
ery, and  a  new  trial  is  had  under  the  statute. 
Cook  V.  Bertram,  87  Mich.  m.  F.  H.  a 
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820;  Diedrichy.  Narthweatern  Union  R,  Co.  42 
Wis.  2i8,  24  Am.  Hep.  890;  Arnold  ▼.  Elmore, 
16  Wis.  609. 

A  description  of  a  block  of  land  by  number, 
according  to  the  official  map.  will  prevail  over 
a  description  of  the  block  by  metes  and  bounds 
or  courses  and  distances,  if  there  be  a  conflict. 

Ma^terton  v.  Munro,  105  Cal.  481.  See 
also  Hvdson  ▼.  Irwin,  50  Cal.  450;  Wolfe  v. 
Scarborough,  2  Ohio  St.  862;  Binningham  v. 
Ander9on,  48  Pa.  258;  Oillespie  ▼.  Saufyer,  15 
I4eb.  536. 

Messrs,  Dodg^e  St  Fish  also  for  respond- 
ent. 

Bardeen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

We  are  placed  at  some  disadvantage  by  rea- 
son of  a  dispute  having  arisen  between  coun- 
sel as  to  the  actual  facts  that  were  before  the 
trial  court  at  the  time  the  motion  for  nonsuit 
was  granted.  A  reference  to  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, however,  seems  to  settle  the  contention 
adversely  to  the  claims  of  appellant.  Neither 
have  we  been  favored  by  any  definite  assign- 
ment of  error  upon  which  appellant  relies,  un- 
less it  be  the  broad  statement  that  the  court 
erred  in  the  granting  of  a  nonsuit.  This  re- 
quires an  examination  of  the  evidence  received 
and  offered  on  the  trial,  and  the  rulings  of  the 
court  thereon.  A  party  claimiog  title  and 
right  to  possession  of  land,  under  a  very  famil- 
iar rule,  must  recover  upon  the  strength  of  his 
own  title,  rather  tbr.n  upon  the  weakness  of 
the  title  of  his  adversary.  Ordinarily,  the 
plaintiff  must  connect  himself  with  the  gov- 
ernment title,  unless  both  parties  claim  from 
a  common  source,  as  was  the  case  in  Sexton  v. 
Ehames,  18  Wis.  99.  But  here  neither  the 
pleadings  nor  the  proof  offered  show  a  com- 
mon grantor.  There  is  not  a  whisper  in  the 
evidence  indicating  from  what  source  respond- 
ent claims  title.  Neither  does  the  answer  dis- 
close any  information  from  which  a  deduction 
can  be  made  as  to  the  source  of  respondent's 
title,  nor  does  the  evidence  received  or  offered 
show  that  respondent  was,  or  ever  had  been, 
in  possession  of  the  land.  Such  being  the  state 
of  the  record,  it  became  necessary  for  the  ap- 
pellant either  to  connect  herself  with  the  gov- 
ernment title  or  with  some  grantor  who  was 
the  common  source  of  title.  Such  necessity 
seems  to  have  been  in  the  mind  of  counsel  for 
appellant  when  he  asked  for  the  stipulation 
referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facts.  The 
stipulation  not  having  been  consented  to,  and 
there  being  a  failure  of  appellant  to  connect 
herself  with  the  original  title,  it  follows,  as  a 
necessary  conclusion,  that  her  title  failed,  'and 
the  nonsuit  was  properly  ordered. 

Still  further,  there  was  no  evidence  that  ap- 
pellant or  her  grantors  had  ever  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  disputed  premises,  so  as  to  give 
rise  to  any  presumptions  which  such  possession 
might  give.  Ablard  v.  Fitzgerald,  87  Wis. 
516.  But,  if  this  were  not  so,  there  is  still 
another  reason  why,  under  the  situation  pre- 
sented, the  conclusion  of  the  trial  court  was 
right.  When  evidence  was  offered  to  show 
the  condition  of  things  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  the  deed  from  Eroeline 
A.  Tavlor  to  Kelly,  Murray,  and  Slauson, 
counsel  referred  to  a  certain  plat  marked  *'Plat 
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No.  1,"  and  a  map  "No.  8,"  which  were  ruled 
out.  These  papers,  taken  in  connection  witb 
this  deed.  It  is  argued,  would  have  shown  the 
condition  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  deed  waa 
executed,  and  were  essential  to  plaintiff's  case. 
Whether  this  be  so  or  not,  the  failure  to  pre- 
serve them  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  leaves  u» 
powerless  to  determine  their  competenc^r. 
When  a  document  is  offered  and  excluded,  it 
must  be  brought  into  the  record,  in  order  that 
the  court,  on  appeal,  may  determine  its  com- 
petency. Elliott,  App.  Proc.  ^  748.  Map  No. 
8  seems  to  have  been  a  paper  that  was  used  od 
the  hearing  of  this  case  in  this  court  on  the 
former  appeal.  At  the  trial  it  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  marked  or  Identified,  nor  is  it 
attached  to  or  referred  to  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions on  this  appeal,  any  further  than  has  beeii> 
stated.  This  court  can  take  cognizance  of  pa- 
pers or  documents  which  are  not  a  part  of  the 
judgment  roll  only  when  they  have  been  re- 
served and  properly  identified  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. The  deed  from  Emeline  A.  Taylor 
to  Kelly,  Murray,  and  Slauson  purports  to^ 
convev  a  tract  of  land  being  ''part  of  block  7 
according  to  the  original  plat  of  the  village,, 
now  city,  of  Racine,  made  by  Moses  Vilas, 
surveyor,  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  reg- 
ister of  deeds  of  said  Racine  county."  Respond- 
ent's counsel  objected  to  the  reception  of  thia 
deed  unless  the  plat  referred  to  therein  was 
produced.  Appellant's  counsel  refused  to  pro- 
duce the  plat,  because  "it  did  not  show  the 
condition  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made."^ 
The  deed  was  admitted.  A  witness  was  then 
produced,  who  testified  that  Root  river  flowed 
into  Lake  Michigan  at  different  places  at  dif- 
ferent periods.  Counsel  announced  that  the 
purpose  of  this  testimony  was  to  show  where 
Root  river  was  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made. 
Further  testimony  along  this  line  was  objected 
to  because  the  tract  conveved  by  the  deetl  waa 
in  block  7,  while  the  land  sought  to  be  recov- 
ered was  not  included  therein,  but  was  adja- 
cent to  block  67.  In  the  colloquy  which  en- 
sued between  the  court  and  counsel  it  must  be 
assumed  that,  if  the  plat  referred  to  in  the  deed 
should  govern,  the  deed  conveyed  no  portion 
of  the  disputed  premises.  This  was  the  con- 
elusion  of  the  trial  court,  and  upon  which  he 
sustained  the  objection.  With  this  decision  we 
certainly  agree.  The  deed  in  question  pur- 
ported to  cover  only  a  portion  of  block  7,  ac- 
cording to  the  original  plat  made  by  Moses 
Vilas,  surveyor.  **A  deed  containing  a  de- 
scription, and  referring  to  a  map  having  lines 
drawn  upon  it,  and  marking  natural  bounda- 
ries, and  the  natural  objects  delineated  on  its 
surface,  should  be  considered  as  giving  the  true 
description  of  the  land,  as  much  as  if  the  map 
were  marked  down  in  the  deed."  2  Devlin, 
Deeds,  §§  1020, 1021;  Chapman  v.  Polack,  70 
Cal.  487.  And  see  Manterson  v.  Munro,  105 
Cal.  4n;  SchenUy  v.  Pittsbnrgh,  104  Pa.  472. 
In  this  case,  the  deed  calling  for  a  tract  of  land 
in  block  7,  according  to  a  specific  survey,  can- 
not be  extended  to  cover  land  in  some  other 
block  by  the  evidence  received  or  offered  at 
the  trial.  If  the  deed  in  question  does  not  con- 
vey the  disputed  tract  when  read  with  refer- 
ence to  the  plat,  then  the  grantee  should  seek 
its  reformation.  The  fact,  if  it  be  a  fact,  that 
this  deed  was  offered  and  received  in  evidence 
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•on  the  former  trial,  cuts  do  fig:ure  in  ibis  case. 
Under  Rev.  Stat  §  8092,  respondent  was  enti- 
tled to  a  new  trial  upon  compliance  with  its 
terms.  When  the  judfrment  was  vacated,  the 
action  stood  for  trial  as  if  it  had  never  been 
tried.  Green  Bay  db  M,  Canal  Co.  v.  Hewitt, 
<i2  Wis.  316;  Heu)itt  v.  Wisconsin  Biver  Land 
Co,  81  Wis.  546;  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  22  111. 
121;  Hammond  v.  Carter,  161  III.  621;  Dona- 
hue V.  Klassner,  22  Mich.  252;  Eichert  v.  Sehaf- 
fer,  161  Pa.  519;  BrownsvilU  v.  Cavazos,  100  U. 
S.  188,  25  L.  ed.  574. 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  this  case  renders 
it  unnecessary  to  determine  the  motion  of  re- 
spondent to  strike  out  a  part  of  the  record  sent 
to  this  court.  The  provisions  of  rule  7i  are 
plain,  and  easily  understood,  and  at  this  late 
^ay  there  iq  no  excuse  for  a  violation  of  it. 

T/ie  judgment  of  tJie  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 


Anna  BECKER,  Respt, 

V, 

City  of  LA  CROSSE,  Appt. 

( Wte. ) 

▲  dty  cannot  aceept  a  i^raat  fk^m  an- 
other state  to  operate  a  toll  road  t>e- 
yond  its  limits  and  tbe  limits  of  its  own  state,  or 
be  held  liable  for  defects  la  such  road  if  operated 
by  it,  when  it  Is  not  authorized  to  do  so  by  tbe 
laws  of  its  own  state,  altbousrh  tbe  toll  road  is 
made  to  connect  with  a  city  toll  bridge  that  tbe 
city  has  constructed  under  lawful  authority. 

KMay  8, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  La  Crosse  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  tore- 
cover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Beversed. 

Statement  by  Bardeen,  J. : 

Chapter  87,  Laws  1889,  authorizes  the  city  of 
La  Crosse  to  construct  a  bridge  across  the 
Mississippi  river  from  some  point  in  the  corpo- 
rate limits  to  some  point  in  the  county  of 
Houston,  in  the  state  of  Minnesota,  opposite 
the  city,  with  all  necessary  approaches  thereto, 
end  to  charge  and  collect  a  reasonable  rate  of 
toll.  By  chapter  825  of  the  Special  Laws  of 
Minnesota  for  the  year  1889,  the  city  of  La 
Crosse  was  authorized  to  construct  and  main- 
tain a  wagon  road  commencing  at  any  point 
on  a  lawful  highway  in  the  said  county  of 
Houston  north  of  the  south  line  of  the  iMne 
Creek  road,  and  extending  thence,  by  the  most 
feasible  route,  to  the  boundary  line  between 
Minnesota  and  Wisconsin,  opposite  the  corpo- 
rate limits  of  the  city,  and  to  charge  a  reason- 
able rate  of  toll  for  travelers  thereon.  By  ^  5 
of  said  act  it  was  also  provided  that  the  city 
ahould  be  liable  for  all  damages  sustained  by 
any  person  traveling  upon  said  road  caused  bv 
the  improper  construction  of  said  road  or  want 
of  reasonable  diligence  in  keeping  the  same  in 
repair.    The  city  accepted  the  provisions  of 
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the  act,  and  built  a  road,  with  the  necessary 
bridges,  from  a  point  witliin  its  corporate  lim- 
its westward  to  a  point  in  Minnesota,  a  distance 
of  about  2^  miles.  The  road  runs  across  the 
Mississippi  river  bottom  lands,  and  is  built  on 
a  grade  from  8  to  16  feet  above  the  adjoining 
land.  At  the  point  where  the  accident  to  plain- 
tiff is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  which  is  about 
85  feet  west  of  the  main  bridge,  the  roadway 
is  on  a  grade  16  feet  above  the  adjoining  land, 
20  feet  wide  on  the  top,  with  a  descending 
slope  of  about  1  foot  perpendicular  to  U  ^eet 
horizontal,  and  without  any  rail  or  guard  at 
the  sides.  On  March  28,  1896,  the  plaintiff 
and  her  husband  passed  over  this  road  from 
La  Crescent  to  La  Crosse,  driving  a  single  horse 
and  bu^gy.  Upon  their  return,  the  plaintiff 
was  driving,  seated  on  the  left  side  of  the 
bugcry.  Near  the  place  of  the  accident  they 
met  two  teams  loaded  with  what  is  known 
as  '^Minnesota  fencing."  The  first  team  was 
passed  in  safety,  but,  as  they  met  the  second 
team,  4be  horse  shied  at  a  man  wearing  a  fur 
overcoat,  walking  immediately  in  the  rear  of 
the  wagon,  cramped  the  buggy  suddenly,  and 
backed  off  the  embankment.  In  attempting 
to  jump  out,  the  plaintiff  was  caught  in  the 
buggy  in  some  way,  and  was  dragged  down 
the  embankment,  and  injured.  xHotice  was 
duly  given  to  the  city,  and  this  action  was  com- 
menceid  in  the  circuit  court  of  La  Crosse  county, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  sustained. 
The  place  of  the  accident  is  admitted  to  have 
been  outside  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city, 
and  within  the  boundaries  of  the  state  of  Min- 
nesota. The  liability  of  the  city  is  based 
upon  the  manner  in  which  the  road  was  con- 
structed and  maintained,  there  being  no  railing 
or  barriers  along  the  sides  thereof.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $1,000.  From 
a  judgment  entered  thereon  the  defendant  ap- 
peals. 

Mr.  Martin  Ber^h,  for  appellant: 

This  state  cannot  exercise  any  authority  or 
lurisdiction  over  tbe  territory  of  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  nor  can  it  authorize  a  municipality 
to  exercise  any  such  authoritv  or  jurisdiction. 

If  the  officers  of  a  municipality  assume  to 
act  in  excess  of  the  authority  conferred  by  the 
legislature,  the  municipality  cannot  be  ren- 
dered liable  for  the  results  of  such  unauthor- 
ized action,  either  in  contract  or  in  tort. 

See  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp.  §  838.  p.  676; 
Albany  v.  Cunliff,  2  N.  Y.  165;  Morrison  v. 
Lawrence,  98  Mass.  219;  Cavanagh  v.  Boston, 
189  Mass.  426,  52  Am.  Rep.  716. 

^he  language  of  a  statute  Imposing  liability 
upon  a  municipality  for  damages  in  an  r.ction 
of  this  nature  will  not  be  extended  by  implica- 
tion. 

Detroit  v.  Putnam,  45  Mich.  268;  Face  v. 
Ionia,  90  Mich.  104;  Bogie  v.  Waupun,  76  Wis. 
1,  6  L.  R.  A.  69. 

The  onlv  act  of  negligence  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  a  right  of  action  is  the  failure 
to  erect  and  maintain  guard-rails  or  barriers 
along  the  side  of  the  roadway. 

Kegligence  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  in- 
jury only  when  the  injury  is  the  natural  and 
probable  result  of  it,  and,  in  the  light  of  at- 
tendant circumstances,  it  ought  to  have  been 
foreseen  by  a  person  of  ordinary  care. 


See  also  44  L.  R.  A.  477 ;  46  L.  R.  A.  407. 
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DeisenrieUr  v.  EravsMerkel  Malting  Go.  92 
Wis.  164;  Andrews  v.  Chicago,  M.  dk  St.  P,  /?. 
Co.  96  Wis.  84S;  BfaU  v.  2l^//i?w«  IVcp.  81  Mich. 
536;  EingsUy  ▼.  Bloomingdale  Twp.  109  Mich. 
840;  /J^A  V.  MiluMukee  Street  R.  Co.  b9  Wis. 
871,  27  L.  R  A.  866;  McGovoan  v.  C^icaz/c?  <fc 
JV;  H'.  jR.  Go.  91  Wis  147;  i>aw>  v.  Chicago, 
M.  d  at.  p.  R.  Go.  93  Wis.  470.  38  L.  R  A. 
654;  Eattes  v.  Fox  Lake,  33  Wis.  438;  Milwau^ 
kee  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  4tj9, 
24  L.  ed.  256;  Htiher  v.  Za  Vrosae  City  R.  Co. 
92  Wis.  636,  31  L.  R  A.  583;  SchiUinger  ▼. 
Verona,  96  Wis.  456. 

If  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident  to  the 
p1ainti£f.  in  this  case,  was  attributable  to  any- 
thing else  than  the  ne^lif^ence  of  the  defend- 
ant in  failing  to  erect  barriers  or  guards  along 
the  road  in  question,  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  entitled  to  recover. 

BeaU  V.  Athene  Twp.  81  Mich.  586. 

JHessrs.  Hi^bee  A  Ban§^e»  for  respond- 
ent: 

If  the  horse  of  a  traveler  upon  a  highway 
becomes  momentarily  frightened  and  out  of 
his  control,  and  the  traveler  is  injured  by  rea- 
son of  a  defect,  the  traveler  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Hein  v.  Fatrchild,  87  Wis.  265;  Titus  v. 
NorthJIyridge,  97  Mass.  258.  93  Am.  Dec.  91; 
Olson  V.  Chippeioa  Falls,  71  Wis.  558. 

All  voluntary  enterprises,  and  those  from 
which  the  city  derives  profit,  such  as  gas 
works,  docks,  waterworks,  wash  houses  and 
ferries,  are  held  to  be  within  the  corporate 
•phere  of  municipal  enterprise. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  8d  ed.  §  964. 

And  for  its  negligence  in  reference  to  the 
conduct  of  such  business  it  is  liable  in  the 
same  manner  as  private  persons  and  corpora- 
tions. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  §  1141;  Muleairns 
V.  Janesville,  67  Wis.  24;  Wilkins  v.  Rutland, 
61  Vt.  836;  Welsh  v.  Rvtland,  56  Vt.  228.  48 
Am.  Rep.  762;  UtU  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344, 
23  Am.  Rep.  382;  Murphy  v.  Lowell,  124  Mass. 
564;  Tlve  Giovanni  v  Philadelphia,  59  Fed. 
Rep.  303;  Quthrie  v.  Philadelphia,  73  Fed. 
Rep.  688;  Western  Sav.  Fund  Soe.  v.  Philadel- 
phia.  81  Pa.  175,  72  Am.  Dec.  780;  Augusta 
▼.  Hudson,  88  Ga.  599;  The  F.  C.  Latrobe,  28 
Fed.  Rep.  878;  Philadelphia  v.  Oavagnin,  17 
U.  S.  App.  642,  62  Fed.  Rep.  619,  10  0.  C.  A. 
552;  Sherlock  v.  Ailing,  93  D.  S.  108,  23  L.  ed. 


Bardeen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

From  the  statement  of  the  facts  Involved  in 
this  litigation,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  acci- 
dent to  the  plaintiff  happened  on  an  embank- 
ment, some  little  distance  west  of  the  west 
end  of  the  bridge  across  the  Mississippi  river, 
outside  of  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
La  Crosse,  and  beyond  the  limits  of  this  state; 
and  it  is  insisted  that  the  city  of  La  Crosse 
built  and  maintained  the  road  in  question 
without  any  charter  or  legislative  authority 
from  the  legislature  of  this  state.  It  is  not 
claimed  that  the  charter  gives  the  citv  any  au- 
thority or  power  in  the  premises.  The  only 
power  granted  by  the  legislature  is  such  as  is 
contained  in  chapter  87,  Laws  1889.  1  Dillon 
on  Municipal  Corporations,  4th  ed.  §  89,  says: 
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**It  is  a  general  and  undisputed  proposition  of 
law  that  a  municipal  corporation  possesses  and 
can  exercise  the  following  powers,  and  do 
others:  First,  those  granted  in  express  words; 
second,  those  necessarily  or  fairly  implied  in 
or  incident  to  the  powers  expressly  granted; 
third,  those  essential  to  the  declared  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation, — not  simply 
convenient,  but  indispensable."  This  declara- 
tion of  the  law  meets  with  express  approval  in 
Trester  v.  Sheboygan,  87  Wis.  496.  It  is  also 
a  rule  of  law  as  universal  In  its  application 
that  the  agents,  officers,  or  even  the  city  coun- 
cil of  a  municipal  corporation  cannot  bind  the 
corporation  by  the  assumption  of  powers  be- 
yond those  granted  by  the  sovereign  authority., 
except  within  the  limitations  above  slated.  It 
would  seem  like  a  truism  to  state  that  the  legis- 
lature cannot  grant  authority  to  a  municipa^ 
corporation  to  assume  obligations  or  to  charge 
itself  with  permanent  duties  to  be  performed 
outside  of  the  state  limits.  Section  1,  art.  9. 
Wis.  Const.,  declares  that  "the  state  shall  have 
concurrent  jurisdiction  on  all  rivers  and  lakes- 
bordering  on  this  state,  so  far  as  such  river» 
or  lakes  shall  form  a  common  boundary  to 
the  state  and  any  other  state  or  territory  now 
or  hereafter  to  be  formed,  and  bounded  by  the 
same."  The  boundary  line  between  this'state 
and  Minnesota  is  the  main  channel  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi river.  Const,  art.  2,  §  1.  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  "concurrent  jurisdiction"  over  ibe 
Mississippi  river,  this  state  saw  fit,  by  chapter 
87,  before  mentioned,  to  grant  to  the  city  of 
La  Crosse  the  right  to  construct  a  bridge  across 
the  river  to  some  point  in  Minnesota  with  all 
necessary  approaches  thereto.  Admitting  that 
this  authority  was  properly  conferred,  for  tlies- 
purposes  of  this  suit,  the  act  referred  to  did 
not  and  could  not  grant  the  right  to  the  city- 
to  build  and  maintain  a  highway  2^  miles  long, 
on  the  bottom  lands  of  the  river  in  the  state  of 
Minoesota.  There  is  therefore  nothing  in  the 
charter  of  the  defendant  city,  or  m  chapter 
87,  giving  it  authority  to  keep  up.  or  making 
it  its  duty  to  maintain,  the  highway  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

The  question,  then,  recurs:  Had  the  city 
the  authority  or  right  to  accept  the  privilege- 
granted  it  by  the  state  of  Minnesota?  We  have 
been  referred  to  no  case,  and  after  caieful 
search  we  are  not  able  to  find  one,  in  which 
this  precise  question  has  been  deiermioed. 
Such  a  decision  may  be  in  the  books,  but  the 
industry  of  both  counsel  and  court  has  been 
unavailiog  to  find  it.  While  it  may  be  admit- 
ted that  the  maintenance  of  this  bridge  and 
highway  may  be  of  material  advantage  to  the 
city,  and  may  add  largely  to  the  commerce 
of  its  inhabitants,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  of 
such  paramount  importance  as  to  require  any 
stretch  of  legal  principles  to  sustain  thutrifrhf. 
It  is  true  that  municipal  corporations  are  often 
granted  proprietary  or  private  right«,  which 
they  may  exercise  under  the  same  perils  and 
obligations  as  a  private  fwrson;  but  these  rights 
can  only  come  from  the  source  thai  gave  it 
corporate  existence.  By  the  acceptance  and 
exercise  of  these  rights,  the  corporation  a.ssumes 
the  same  obligations  and  responsibilities,  and 
the  same  duty  to  so  exercise  tliem  as  not  to 
invade  the  rights  of  oth«T!?,  as  fall  upon  pri- 
vate  persons.    The  distinction    between  ihe^ 
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rights  which  the  corporation  possesses  io  its 
governmeDtal  or  public  character,  and  those 
which  fall  to  it  in  iis  proprietary  or  private 
character,  originated  in  the  courts,  to  promote 
justice,  and  has  been  frequently  applied  to 
escape  technical  difficulties,  in  order  to  hold 
such  corporation  liable  to  private  actions.  1 
Dill.  Mnn.  Corp.  §  67.  The  general  doctrine 
is  clear  that  such  corporations  cannot  usually 
exercise  their  powers  beyond  their  own  lim- 
its. The  right  to  exercise  extraterritorial  pow- 
ers can  only  arise  by  express  grant  of  author- 
ity, as  indicated  in  Thampaon  v.  Moran,  44 
Mich.  602,  or  by  necessary  implication  from 
other  powers  granted,  as  is  pointed  out  inCoid- 
v>aUr  V.  Tucker,  86  Micb.  474,  24  Am.  Rep. 
601.  And  the  powers  so  exercised  must  be 
directly  wilhln  the  range  of  corporate  pur- 
poses. Considerations  of  local  policy,  no 
doubt,  induced  the  legislature  to  grapt  the  city 
of  La  Crosse  the  right  to  build  the  bridee  men- 
tioned. The  movers  in  this  enterprise  evi- 
dently appreciated  the  serious  difficulties  at- 
tending the  erection  and  management  of  ex- 
pensive public  works  situated  partly  in  this 
state,  and  partly  in  MiuDesoia.  It  was  to  re- 
move, in  some  degree,  these  difficulties,  that 
the  legislation  referred  to  was  obtained  from 
the  state  of  Minnesota.  The  corporation  of  La 
Crosse  exists  only  by  the  grace  of  the  legisla- 
tive grant  of  this  state.  As  before  suggested, 
it  possesses  no  power  and  can  assume  no  obli- 
gations except  such  as  may  come  from  the 
original  source.  To  permit  it  to  accept  rirrbts, 
and  to  assume  duties  beyond  the  power  of  its 
creator  to  enforce  or  to  regulate,  would  be  an 
innovation  we  are  not  prepared  to  sanction. 
From  the  very  necessities  of  the  situation,  it 
would  have  no  power  to  regulate  or  protect  its 
erections  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction.  The  noted 
case  of  Bailey  v.  New  York,  8  Hill,  581.  and 
3  Denio,  488,  illustrates  some  of  the  compli- 
cations that  might  arise  in  that  regard.  To 
permit  the  city,  no  matter  how  desirable  it 
may  be,  to  expend  its  monev,  and  to  obtain 
rights  and  privileges  beyond  its  own  limits 
and  beyond  the  limits  over  which  its  creator 
has  jurisdiction,  would  t>e  unwise  and  danger- 
ous, to  say  the  least,  and  against  public  policy. 
Its  acts  in  this  regard  being  vltra  vires,  the 
municipality  cannot  be  held  liable  therefor,  or 
for  failure  to  perform  such  acts,  to  the  injury 
of  others.  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp.  §888.  Anil 
see  Trester  v.  ShAoygan,  87  Wis.  496;  Cava- 
nagh  v.  Boston,  189  Mass.  426,  52  Am.  Rep. 
716. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  we  have  not 
overlooked  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  celebrated 
case  of  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  E!arU,  18  Pet.  519, 
10  L.  ed.  274,  to  the  effect  that  a  corporation 
created  by  one  sovereignty  may,  bv  comity,  do 
business,  hold  property,  and  sue  in  the  courts 
of  other  sovereignties  of  the  Union,  nor  the 
line  of  decisions  that  hold  that  a  city  may  take 
and  hold  the  title  to  property  outside  of  its 
corporate  limits.  In  the  first  instance,  the  rule 
must  be  confined  to  trading  or  commercial 
corporations  in  contradistinction  to  municipal 
corporations;  and,  in  the  second  line  of  cases 
referred  to.  the  decisions  are  based  upon  the 
rule  that  the  right  to  own  property  is  not  a 
sovereign  right,  and  that  the  title  to  propertv 
may  vest  in  the  municipality  even  though  it 
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may  not  exercise  the  rights  of  sovereignty 
over  it.  Lester  v.  Jackson,  69  Miss.  887;  Bit 
New  York,  99  N.  Y.  56».  And  see  MeUonogh 
V.  Murdoch,  15  How.  867,  14  L.  ed.  782.  We 
therefore  hold  that  the  city  of  La  Crosse  was 
without  authority,  under  its  charter  or  the 
law  of  this  state,  to  accept  privileges  or  assume 
duties  and  obligations  to  be  performed  outside 
of  the  limits  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  state,  and,  owing  no  duty  to  the  plain- 
tiff with  reference  to  this  highway,  cannot  be 
held  liable  in  this  action. 

The  cases  of  The  Giovanni  y.  Philadelphia, 
59  Fed.  Rep.  808.  and  Outhriey,  Philadelphia, 
78  Fed.  Rep.  688.  cited  to  support  the  plaintiff's 
recovery,  are  quite  unlike  the  case  at  bar.  We 
have  no  quarrel  with  the  proposition  that,  when 
a  municipal  corporation  engages  in  things  not 
municipal  in  their  nature,  it  acts  as  an  indi- 
vidual, and  is  responsible  accordingly.  In 
each  of  these  cases  the  corporation  defendant 
engaged  in  the  [)erformance  of  duties  strictly 
within- its  chartered  powers,  and  the  recovery 
against  it  was  based  entirely  on  that  ground. 

There  is  another  feature  of  this  case  that 
raises  a  most  serious  question,— Should  the 
liability  of  the  ciiy  to  keep  up  this  highway 
be  conceded?  The  road  in  question  was  20 
feet  in  width  on  the  top,  in  perfect  condition, 
and,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  with  ample 
room  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public,  in 
view  of  its  use.  The  only  imperfection  in  the 
highway  is  the  alleged  failure  to  erect  and 
maintain  guards  or  barriers  along  this  embank- 
ment. The  city  is  not  an  insurer  of  travelers 
on  its  streets.  It  is  only  required  to  keep  its 
highways  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for 
travel.  Here,  the  way  was  broad  and  ample 
for  the  passage  of  teams,  and  It  may  reasona- 
bly be  claimed,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  this 
highway  met  all  the  conditions  required  in 
such  cases.  That  question  however,  we  leave 
for  future  determination. 

Thejudgmeni  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  complaint. 


Mary  O'BRIEN,  Bespt. 

V. 

City  of  La  CROSSE,  Appi. 


(.. 


.wis.. 


.) 


An  ezamination  by  instrnments  to  de- 
termine the  condition  of  plaintiff's 
bladdery  in  an  action  for  injury  tbereto,  can- 
not be  ordered  without  abuslnsr  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  where  the  purpose  of  it  is  to  empty 
the  bladder,  and  the  evidence  of  plaintiff's  phy- 
siolans  Is  that  the  ezamlDatlon  would  not  be 
prudent,  and  that  of  defendant's  physicians  is 
that  it  would  be  safe  if  the  bladder  was  healtiiy, 

Norn.— For  the  question  of  compelliDR  a  physi- 
cal examination  of  the  plaintiff,  see  also  McQuigan 
V.  Delaware.  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  460. 
and  note;  Lyon  v.  ManhatUn  P,  Co.  (N.  Y.)  25 
L.  R.  A.  402;  Graves  v.  Battle  CreeK  (Mich.)  19  L.  K. 
A.  641;  Carrico  ir.  West  Virjrinta,  C.  *  P.  K.  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  24  L.  R.  A.  60;  Hall  v.  Manson  (Iowa)  84 
L.  R.  A.  207;  and  aeveland.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Huddleston  (Ind.)  80  L.  R.  A.  68L 


See  also  46  L.  R.  A.  153;  47  L.  R.  A.  141,  486. 
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but  would  be  absolutely  danveroua  in  some  coa- 

dlUODB. 

(May  8.  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  La  Crosse  County 
In  favor  of  plaintiff -in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 


Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr,  Martin  Berffh*  for  appellant: 

Trial  courts  bave  the  rigbt  to  order  an  ex- 
amination of  plaintiff  by  pbysicians,  in  per- 
sonal injury  cases. 

WhiU  V.  MUtoaukee  City  R  Co.  61  Wis.  586, 
50  Am.  Bep.  154. 

Tbe  power  to  compel  a  physical  examination 
•of  tbe  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  personal  in- 
juries has  been  likened  to  the  power  to  com- 
pel tbe  opposite  party  to  produce  books  and 
papers. 

Wdlth  V.  8ayre,  63  How.  Pr.  834. 

A  majority  of  the  courts  which  have  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  upon  the  question  are, 
doubtless,  in  favor  of  recognizing  tbe  existence 
•of  such  right  and  power. 

Alabama  Q,  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  9 
L.  R.  A.  442,  81  Cent.  L.  J.  876,  and  note  879; 
Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  A  P,  R  Co.  47 
Iowa,  875;  Detanhagfi  v.  Devanbagh,  5  Paige, 
554,  28  Am.  Dec.  443;  Anonymous,  89  Ala. 
291,  7  L.  R.  A.  425;  McQuigan  v.  Delaware, 
X.  d  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  466.  note; 
Baynton's  Tiial,  14  How.  8t.  Tr.  634;  Reg,  v. 
Wycfterley,  8  Car.  &  P.  262.  note;  Atctaeon, 
T.  A  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Thul,  29  Kan.  478.  44 
Am.  Rep.  665;  10  Am.  &  Ens:.  R.  Cas.  791. 
note;  IfeueU  v.  Newell,  9  Paige,  25;  Le 
Bwrron  v.  Le  Barron,  85  Vl.  865;  Anonymoui, 
85  Ala.  226;  2  Bishop,  Mar.  &  Div.  §g  590 
etseq.;  1  Tbomp.  Trials,  §851;  Hess  v.  Lake 
Shore  A  M.  8.  R.  Co.  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  565;  Sibley 
V.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275,  55  Am.  Rep.  584;  St. 
Louis  8.  W.  R.  Cd.  v.  Dobbins,  60  Ark.  481; 
Miami  A  M.  Tump.  Co.  ▼.  Baity,  87  Ohio  St. 
104;  Richmond  A  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Childress,  83 
Oa.  721,  8  L.  R.  A.  808;  Oraves  v.  Battle  Greek, 
«5  Mich.  266.  19  L.  R.  A.  641;  Langioorthy  v. 
Green  Turn.  95  Mich.  98;  Hatfield  v.  St.  Paul 
Ai  D.  R.  Co.  88  Minn.  180,  58  Am.  Rep.  14; 
lA>yd  V.  Hannibal  A  St.  J.  R.  Go.  53  Mo.  509; 
Sidekum  y.  Wabash,  St.  L.  A  P.  B.  Co.  98  Mo. 
400. 

In  some  cases  courts  have  refused  the  ex- 
amination on  the  ground  that  tbe  application 
therefor  was  not  made  at  the  proper  time,  or 
in  a  proper  manner,  or  because  of  objections 
to  the  physicians  who  were  proposed  for  the 
work,  and  not  because  tbey  did  not  possess 
such  power,  and  the  rigbt  to  exercise  it  in 
proper  cases. 

St.  Louis  Bridge  Co.  v.  Miller,  138  111.  465; 
Terre  Haute  A  L  R.  Co.  v.  Drunker,  128  Ind. 
542;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  72  Tex.  95; 
Sioux  City  A  P.  R.  Go.  v.  Finlayson,  16  Neb. 
578,  49  Am.  Rep.  724 

Messrs.  Hi^bee  Ik  Ban^e»  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  combined  tostimony  of  all  the  experts 
called  in  the  case  is  that  under  such  a  condition 
as  was  found,  the  introduction  of  a  catheter  is 
dangerous  and  liable  to  produce  cystitin. 
Plain tift's  attending  physician  regarded  tbe 
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operation  as  dangerous,  and  advised  that  H 
should  not  be  permitted.  The  medical  author- 
ity upon  this  subject  is  abundant  and  over- 
whelming. 

Eicbhorst,  Professor  of  Pathology  and 
Therapeutics,  of  Zurich,  voL  2,  p.  826. 

In  courts  which  have  been  moat  pronounced 
in  favor  of  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  require 
an  examination,  whenever  the  question  as  to 
the  limitations  of  tbe  examination  have  come 
before  such  court  they  have  universally  denied 
that  the  right  extends  to  tbe  application  of  any 
tests,  or  to  the  performance  of  any  operation. 

Schroeder  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  B.  Co.  47 
Iowa,  375;  Shfpard  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Go.  85 
Mo.  629,  55  Am.  Rep.  890;  Strudgeon  v.  Sand 
Beach,  107  Mich.  496;  Ohadron  v.  Oioeer,  43 
Neb.  732. 

CaModay*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  a  personal  injury  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  a  plank  in  an  alleged  de- 
fective sidewalk  suddenly  flying  up  and  striking 
plaintiff  across  the  abdomen,  and  throwing  her 
down  and  permanently  injuring  her  bladder, 
or  muscles  connected  with  the  bladder.  Issue 
being  joined,  and  trial  had,  the  jury  returned 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  tbe  plaintiff  and  assessed 
her  damages  at  $500.  From  tbe  judgment 
entered  thereon  the  defendant  brings  this  ap- 
peal. 

There  is  plenty  of  evidence  to  support  the 
verdict.  The  principal  contention  is  that  it 
was  error  for  the  court  not  to  compel  tbe 
plaintiff  to  submit  to  further  examination  bj 
physicians  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  aa- 
certain  the  exact  nature  of  her  injuries  and 
how  long  they  had  existed.  When  tbe  first 
medical  witness  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was 
sworn,  the  defendant  asked  that  before  he 
should  be  examined,  the  defendant's  experts 
should  be  allowed  to  make  a  personal  examina- 
tion of  such  injuries.  It  was  then  agreed, 
without  any  objection  being  made,  that  an 
arrangement  would  be  mad^ior  such  examina- 
tion after  the  evening  adjournment  of  the 
court.  It  appears  that  a  full  and  complete  ex- 
amination was  bad  by  the  defendant's  physi- 
cians before  tbe  opening  of  tbe  court  tbe 
next  morning,  except  that  the  plaintiff,  under 
tbe  advice  of  her  physicians,  refused  to  permit 
the  introduction  of  a  catheter  into  her  bladder, 
for  the  reason  that  it  would  endanger  her 
health.  After  the  defense  bad  sworn  and  ex- 
amined four  witnesses,  the  defendant  asked  for 
an  order  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to 
an  examination  by  instruments,  to  determine 
the  condition  of  her  bladder.  A  atatement 
having  been  made  as  to  the  examination  which 
had  in  fact  been  made,  the  court  stated  that, 
while  the  court  had  power  to  order  an  exami- 
nation, it  had  no  power  to  determine  the  ex- 
tent of  such  examination.  No  exception 
was  made  to  such  ruling.  The  defendant's 
physicians  testified  to  the  effect  that  their  ob- 
ject was  to  withdraw  all  the  urine  from  the 
bladder;  that,  in  a  healthy  bladder  it  was  safe 
to  do  so:  that  there  were  conditions  of  the 
bladder  whf^re  it  was  absolutely  dangerous  to 
withdraw  all  the  urine  therefrom  at  one  time, 
and  by  so  doing  the  walls  of  the  bladder  were 
certain  to  come  together,  and  excite  inflamma- 
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tioD;  tbat  a  comiog  in  contact  with  the  urine 
in  the  bladder  would  produce  decomposition, 
and  the  decomposition  had  the  effect  of  pro- 
ducing cyatitis,— a  cause  that  was  Tery  fre- 
auent.  The  plaintiff's  physician  testified  to 
le  effect  tbat  he  objected  to  the  introduction 
of  a  catheter,  because  he  did  not  consider  it 
prudent;  tbat  cystitis  (inflammation  of  the 
bladder)  was  liable  to  follow.  After  the  de- 
fendant rested  its  case,  and  the  plaintiff's  re- 
butting testimony  had  been  put  in,  the  defend- 
ant renewed  its  motion  for  an  order  that  the 
pUintiff  be  compelled  to  submit  to  such  fur- 
ther examination,  which  request  was  denied  by 
the  court,  and  the  defendant  excepted;  and  tbis 
is  the  only  exception  in  the  record  on  that  sub- 
iect.  Was  such  refusal  error  ?  This  court  has 
held  tbat  *'in  an  action  for  personal  injuries,  the 
court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  at  the  trial,  direct 
the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  personal  examina- 
tion by  pbysicians  on  behalf  of  the  defendant." 
White  V.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Go.  61  Wis.  587, 
60  Am.  Rep  154.  It  seems  that  courts  differ 
widely  as  to  the  absolute  right  to  such  personal 
examination,  in  the   absence   of   statute,  by 

Sbysicians  or  experts  of  the  opposite  party, 
ome  courts  deny  the  right  altogether. 
Some  hold  tbat  an  absolute  right  to  such  ex- 
amination exists  at  common  law.  Such  differ- 
ences of  opinion  may  be  accounted  for  in  part 
by  the  difference  in  the  circumstances  under 
which  such  examinations  were  requested.  The 
better  opinion,  in  our  judgment,  makes  the 
right,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  to  rest  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court.  Alabama 
O.  8.  R.  Co.  y.  Hill,  90  Ala.  71,  9  L.  R.  A.  442; 
Shepard  v.  Miuouri  P.  R.  Co.  86  Mo.  629,  56 
Am.  Rep.  890;  Sidekum  v.  Wabash,  St,  L.  db 
P,  R.  Co.  93  Mo.  400:  Owens  v.  Kansas  City, 

St.  J.  d  a  B.  R,Co.  95  Mo.  169;  St.  Louis  S. 
W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  DMins,  60  Ark.  4^5.  486;  Rich- 
mond db  D.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Childress,  82  Ga.  719.  8 
L.  R  A.  808;  Orates  v.  Battle  Creek,  95  Mich. 
266,  19  L.  R.  A.  641;  Strudgeon  v.  Sand  Beach, 
107  Mich.  496;  Hatfield  y.  St.  Paul  dbD.  R.  Co. 
88  Minn.  180,  58  Am.  Rep.  14:  Atchiwn,  T.  db 
8.  F.  R.  Co.  Y.  Thul  29  Kan.  466,  44  Am.  Rep. 
<J69;  Terrs  Haute  db  L  R.  Co.  v.  Brunker,  128 
Ind.  542;  Chadron  ▼.  Qtover,  48  Neb.  732. 

In  some  of  these  cases  the  application  was 
refused  because  not  made  in  time  to  avoid  the 
interruption  of  the  ordinary  course  of  the  trial. 
In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  abuse  of  discre- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  it  would  have  been  an 
abuse  of  discretion  to  force  the  plaintiff  to  sub- 
mit to  such  an  experiment  with  in.qtruments, 
under  the  circumstances  stated.  There  is  no 
reversible  error  in  the  record. 

The  judgment  cf  the  Circuit  Court  is  qf- 
firmed. 


Mary  J.  FOSTER,  RespU, 

V. 

FIDELITY  &  CASUALTY  COMPANY  of 
New  York,  Appt. 

( Wto ) 

\.  yptice  of  an  accident  canring  death, 


fflven  to  an  Ineurance  company  twenty-nine  days 
after  knowledge  of  the  faots  was  obtaiDed,  is  not 
^'immediate"  within  the  meanioff  of  tbe  policy. 
8.  Waiver  need  not  be  speetally 
pleaded  in  order  to  admit  evldenoe  thereof, 
but  can  be  shown  under  an  ailegation  of  per- 
formanoe. 

8.  Correspondence  and  affidavits  are 
not  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  accident 
or  cause  of  death,  in  an  action  on  an  Insurance 
policy,  although  admissible  to  show  complianoe 
with  or  waiver  of  a  condition  as  to  furnishing 
proofs  of  death. 

4.  An  opinion  of  a  physician  that  death 
was  occasioned  by  injuries,  based  on  evi- 
dence before  him,  cannot  be  allowed,  when  the 
action  does  not  show  the  facts  upon  whioh  the 
opinion  was  baaed. 

(May  8,  1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  ]ud|?roent  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Portage  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  an  acci- 
dent insurance  policy.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Winslow,  J.; 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  upon  an  acci- 
dent insurance  policy  issued  by  the  defendant. 
The  policy  was  in  the  principal  sum  of  $1,600, 
and  was  issued  June  29,  1895,  to  one  Thomas 
F.  Foster,  a  car  repairer  by  occupation,  in 
favor  of  his  mother,  the  plaintiff,  Mary  J. 
Foster,  in  case  of  his  death  resulting  from 
bodily  injuries  sustained  througb  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means.  The  policy  also 
contained  a  provision  for  tbe  payment  of 
weekly  indemnity  to  the  assured  himself,  re- 
sulting from  injuries  not  producing  death. 
The  clauses  of  the  policy  which  are  material 
upon  this  appeal  are  as  follows:  "Against 
bodily  injuries  sustained  through  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means,  as  follows:  If  deatli 
shall  result  within  ninety  days  from  such  in- 
juries, independently  of  all  other  causes,  this 
company  shall  pay  the  principal  sum  of  this 
policy  to  Mrs.  Mary  J.  Foster,  his  mother,  if 
surviving,  or,  in  event  of  her  prior  death,  to 
the  legal  representatives  of  the  assured;  (a)  or, 
if  the  loss  by  actual  separation  at  or  above  the 
wrist  or  ankle  of  both  bands  or  both  feet,  or 
of  one  hand  and  one  foot,  or  tbe  irrecoverable 
loss  of  the  sight  of  both  eyes  shall  so  result 
within  ninety  dajps,  tbe  company  shall  pay  the 
assured  the  principal  sum  before  named,  which 
payment  shall  terminate  the  policy;  (b)  or  if 
tbe  loss  by  actual  separation  at  or  above  the 
wrist  or  aokle  of  one  hand  or  of  one  foot  shall 
so  result  within  ninety  days,  the  company  shall 
pay  the  assured  one  half  the  principal  sum  be- 
fore named,  which  payment  shall  terminate  the 
policy."  "This  insurance  does  not  cover  dia- 
appearances,  nor  war  risks,  nor  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger,  nor  injuries, 
fatal  or  otherwise,  resulting  from  poison  or 
anything  accidentally  or  otherwise  taken,  ad- 
ministered, absorbed,  or  inhaled:  nor  injuries, 
fatal  or  otherwise,  received  while  or  in  conse- 


NOTB.— On  tbe  question  of  forfeiture  of  insur-  , 
«ooe  by  failure  to  furnish  proofs  of  loss  Imm&l 
dlately,  tee  also  Brmentrout  v.  Glrard  F.  ft  M.  Ins. 
Oo.  (MlDO.)  80  L.  B.  A.  34B. 

For  faiJure  to  furnish  within  time  stipulated,  see 
40  L.  R.  A.  53 

Bee  also  46  L.  R.  A.  682. 


Steele  v.  Glerman  Ins.  Oo.  (Mich.)  18  L.  EL  A.  86,  and 
note:  alsoTrlppe  v.  Provident  Fund  Sec  (N.  Y.)  2M 
L.  a.  A.  488;  Oooper  v.  United  States  Hut.  Aool. 
ASBO.  (N.  Y.)  16L.E.  A.  1S8. 
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quence  of  baying  been  under  tbe  inflaence  of, 
or  affected  by,  nor  resulting,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, from  intoxicants,  anaesthetics,  narcotics, 
sunstroke,  freezing,  vertigo,  sleepwalking,  fits, 
hernia,  or  any  other  disease  or  bodily  infirm- 
ity." Among  the  conditions  to  which  tbe  pol- 
icy was  made  subject  were  the  following: 
*'(4)  Any  medical  adviser  of  the  company  shall 
be  allowed  to  examine  the  person  or  body  of 
the  assured  in  respect  to  any  alleged  injury  as 
often  as  he  requires.  (5)  Immediate  written 
notice  must  be  given  said  company  at  New 
York  city  of  any  accident  and  injury  for  which 
a  claim  is  to  he  made,  with  full  particulars 
thereof,  and  full  name  and  address  of  the  in- 
sured. AfiSrmative  proof  of  death,  or  loss  of 
limb  or  of  sieht,  or  of  duration  of  disability 
must  also  be  furnished  the  said  company  within 
two  months  from  the  time  of  death,  or  of  loss 
of  limb  or  of  sight,  or  of  tbe  termination  of  dis- 
ability. Legal  proceedings  for  recovery  here- 
under may  not  be  brought  till  three  months 
from  date  of  filing  proof  at  this  company's 
home  office,  nor  brought  at  all  unless  begun 
within  six  months  from  time  of  the  death,  loss 
of  limb  or  sight,  or  the  termination  of  disabil- 
ity. Claims  not  brought  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  clause  shall  be  forfeited 
to  the  company."  The  insured  died  on  the  5th 
of  September,  1895.  at  Hurley,  in  this  state, 
being  then  in  the  employ  of  the  Wisconsin 
Central  Railway  Company  as  car  repairer. 
The  complaint  alleged  that  he  died  by  reason 
of  injuries  received  by  him  by  an  accidental 
fall  from  a  freight  car  at  Hoyt's  station,  on  or 
about  August  81,  1895;  and,  further,  that  the 
said  insured  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  plaintiff 
after  his  death,  each  fulfilled  all  the  conditions 
of  tbe  policy;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  15th 
of  October,  1895,  and  more  than  three  months 
before  tbe  commencement  of  this  action,  cave 
the  defendant  notice  in  writing  of  the  said  in- 
jury to  and  death  of  Thomas  F.  Foster.  The 
answer  admitted  that  Foster  died  at  Hurley, 
September  5,  1895,  and  that  the  defendant  re- 
ceived from  the  plaintiff  notice  of  such  death 
on  October  17, 1895,  and  not  before,  and  further 
alleges  that  Foster  died  of  disease  and  infirmi- 
ties, and  not  by  accident,  and  that  no  affirmative 
proof  that  his  death  was  caused  by  accident  has 
ever  been  furnished.  At  the  time  of  tbe  death  of 
the  insured,  the  plaintiff  lived  at  Stevens  Point, 
Wisconsin,  and  was  not  present  when  her  son 
died.  His  death  took  place  at  an  hotel  in  Hur- 
ley, and  apparently  as  a  result  of  a  severe  attack 
of  cholera  morbus.  There  was  no  direct  evidence 
that  the  insured  had  met  with  an  accident,  but 
bruises  were  found  upon  his  back,  and  certain 
testimony  was  given  by  the  physician  who  at- 
tended him  which,  it  was  claimed,  was  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  a  jury  to  find  that  his  death  was 
caused  by  an  accident  or  fall  which  produced 
tbe  bruises.  A  motion  for  nonsuit  was  made 
at  tbe  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  which 
was  denied,  and  a  motion  to  direct  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  at  the  close  of  tbe  entire  evi- 
dence was  also  denied.  A  verdict  was  returned 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount  of  the  pol- 
icy, and  a  motion  to  set  the  same  aside  upon 
ex'ceptions,  and  because  contrary  to  the  law 
and  the  evidence,  was  denied  From  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  verdict  the  defendant 
appeals. 
40  L.R.  A. 


Meur$,  Curtis,  Reid,  Si  Smith*  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  giving  of  "immediate  notice"  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  action. 

Blalceley  v.  Flianix  In;  Co.  20  Wis.  206,  91 
Am.  Dec.  888:  KnudBon  v.  Eekla  F,  Im.  Co. 
75  Wis.  198;  Tnman  v.  Western  F.  Iru.  Co.  12 
Wend.  459;  Harriman  y.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  4» 
Wis.  71;  Carherry  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  51  Wis. 
605;  Scheiderer  v  Trawlers'  Ins.  Co.  58  Wis, 
18,  46  Am.  Rep.  618;  Beilner  v.  China  Mvt, 
Ins.  Co.  45  N.  T.  S.  R.  578,  28  Jones  A  S.  862; 
Quinlan  v.  ProvideneeWashinaion  Ins.  Co.  89 
N.  Y.  8.  R.  820. 

Such  a  construction  should  be  placed  upon 
the  word  "immediate"  as  not  to  fritter  away 
the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties,  nullify 
contracts,  and  promote  fraud.  The  word  'im- 
mediate," ip  this  connection,  is  construed  to- 
mean  such  "convenient  time  as  is  reasonably 
requisite  for  doing  tbe  thing." 

tUchardson  y.  End.  43  Wis.  818;  Stevens  v. 
Breen,  75  Wis.  599;  KenUlerv,  American  Mut. 
Aed.  Af<so.  88  Wis.  589;  Barnden  v.  Milwau- 
kee MecJutnies^  Ins.  Co.  164  Mass.  882. 

It  means  as  soon  as  possible,  with  due  dili- 
gence. 

Kote  to  Ostrander,  Fire  Ins.  p.  519:  Baker- 
y.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  124  Ind.  490;  Borne  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Datis,  9S  Pa.  280;  St.  Louis  Ins  Co.  y. 
Kyle,  11  Mo.  278,  49  Am.  Dec.  74;  Gnffey  y. 
New  York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  417, 58  Am. 
Rep.  202. 

Where  the  facts  are  undisputed,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law  for  tbe  court,  whether  the  notice 
given  was  "immediate." 

Pede  y.  Provident  Fund  Soc.  147  Ind.  548; 
Piekel  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  119  Ind.  291;  Rail- 
way Pass.  Assur.  Co.  v.  Burwell,  44  Ind.  460; 
MeUen  v.  BamUton  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  609; 
St.  Louis  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kyle,  11  Mo.  278, 49  Am. 
Dec.  74;  Bakery.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  124  Ind. 
490;  Insurance  Co.  cf  N.  A.  y.  Brim,  111  Ind. 
281;  McFarland  y.  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  124  Mo.  204;  Bennett  v.  Lycoming  County^ 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  67  N.  Y.  274:  Springfield  F.  it 
M.  Ins.  Co.  y.  BroWn,  128  Pa.  392. 

An  unexcused  delay  of  any  length  approach- 
ing forty  days  is  not  "immediate,"  and  ayoids- 
all  claim. 

Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  416:  Inman  v.  Western  F. 
Ins.  Co.  12  Wend.  452;  Trask  v.  State  F  d:  M. 
Ins.  Co.  29  Pa.  198,  72  Am.  Dec.  622;  Railway 
Pass.  Assur.  Co.  y.  Burwelh  44  Ind.  460;  MeH- 
len  y.  Bamilton  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  609; 
Quinlan  y.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  39" 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  820,  188  N.  Y.  856;  Weed  v.  Ham 
burg-Brefnen  F.  Ins.  Go.  188  N.  Y.  894;  White- 
hurst  V.  North  Carolina  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  52  N. 
C.  (7  Jones,  L.)  485,  78  Am.  Dec.  246;  Edwards 
y.  Lycoming  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  75  Pa.  380; 
Inland  Ins.  A  Deposit  Co.  y.  Stauffer,  83  Pa. 
402;  LaForce  y.  Williams  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  48 
Mo.  App.  518;  Piekel  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  119 
Ind.  291;  Green  Bros.  y.  Northwestern  Lite 
Stock  Ins.  Co.  87  Iowa,  858. 

It  was  error  to  admit  in  evidence,  against  de- 
fendant's special  objections,  the  long  line  of 
correspondence  between  plaintiff's  attorneys 
and  the  defendant  which  took  place  afier 
plaintiff  had  submitted  her  proofs  of 
death. 

Where  a  waiver  of  conditions  precedent  to  » 


1896. 
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riffbt  of  action  ]b  relied  upon  it  mast  be 
pleaded. 

HoiM  In:  Co.  V.  LindMy,  20  Ohio  St.  848; 
Warren  v.  Bean,  6  Wis.  120;  Warder  v.  Bald- 
win, 61  Wis.  450;  Fredand  y.  RiU,  154  Mass. 
267,  18  L.  R.  A.  501;  Bakers.  Oerman  P.  Ins. 
Co,  124  Ind.  490;  People  Bank  v.  ^tna  Ins. 
Co,  42  U.  8.  App.  81.  74  Fed.  Rep.  609,  20  C. 
C.  A.  680;  Colt  ▼.  MilUr,  10  Cusb.  49;  Pomray 
▼.  GMd,  2  Met.  500;  Palmer  v.  Sawyer,  114 
Mass.  1;  DUM  v.  Adams  County  Mut,  Inn.  Co. 
68  Pa.  448,  98  Am.  Dec.  807;  GiU  y.  Rice,  18 
Wis.  649. 

The  defeDdant  must  be  ^ilty  of  occupying 
incoDsistent  positions,  or  of  caliin^  upon  Ibe 
plainliiT  for  something  causing  trouble  and 
material  expense  to  tbe  plaintiff  while  leading 
the  plaintiff  to  believe  the  policy  still  valid,  in 
order  to  effect  a  waiver. 

Kidder  v.  KnighU  Templare  db  M,  Life  In- 
demnity Co.  94  Wis.  588;  Knudeon  v.  Hekla  F. 
Ins.  Co.  75  Wis.  198;  Engebreteon  v.  Hekla  F, 
In:  Co.  68  Wis.  301;  Connell  v.  Milwaukee 
Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co,  18  Wis  887;  Dewne  v. 
Meehaniee  db  T.  Ins.  Co.  83  N.  Y.  168;  St.  Louie 
Ins,  Co  v.  KyU,  11  Mo.  278,  49  Am.  Dec.  74; 
Bhrmentrout  v.  Qirard  F.  db  M,  Ins.  Co.  68 
Minn.  805,  80  L.  R.  A.  846;  Oatrander,  Fire 
Ids  §  229;  May.  Ins.  §§  507,  508. 

Without  restriction  the  admission  of  the 
documents  was  error,  even  though  they  might 
have  been  admissible  for  some  particular  pur- 
pose. 

MeadY.  Brin,  28  Wis.  539;  Bonner  y.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  13  Wis.  677;  Hilee  v.  Hanoter  F.  Ins. 
Co,  65  Wis.  585,  56  Am.  Rep.  687;  Kalk  y. 
Fielding,  60  Wis.  839. 

An  expert  opinion  can  be  based  only  on  facts 

§|yen  in  evidence,  and  those  facts  must  be 
efinitely  specified  or  pointed  out  by  the  ques- 
tion calhng  for  the  opmion,  or  by  the  opinion 
given. 

Rogers.  Expert  Testimony.  2d  ed.  §  36; 
MaiUand  y.  Gilbert  Paper  Co'.  (Wis.)  72 N.  W. 
1124;  Benveti  v.  StaU,  57  Wis.  69,  46  Am. 
Rep.  26;  Kreiieiffer  v.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  78  Wis.  158;  VanDeusen  v.  Ne^ocomer,  40 
Mich.  120;  Burns  v.  Barenfleld,  84  Ind.  43; 
LouisHOe,  N,  A,  db  C.  R,  Co.  y.  Faltey,  104 
Ind.  409. 

No  "immediate"  notice  of  death  was  (riven 
to  the  defendant  at  New  York  city,  and  a  ver- 
dict for  defendant  should  have  been  directed 
on  that  ground. 

There  could  be  no  reason  for  the  delay  other 
than  to  allow  the  body  of  the  deceased  to  de- 
compose and  thus  destroy  the  last  means  of 
determining  with  certainty  the  cause  of  the 
death.  No  argument  can  bolster  up  the  claim 
thaf  a  period  of  thirty  days  was  "reasonably 
requisite"  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  do  so  sim- 
ple an  act  as  giving  notice  to  tbe  defendant. 

A  nonsuit  should  have  been  granted  because 
the  plaintiff  ^ave  no  evidence  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  insured  received  the  bruises  alleged 
to  have  caused  his  death,  nor  as  to  any  of  tbe 
circumstances  thereof,  and  consequently  did 
not  show  that  his  death  was  caused  by  such  an 
accident  as  was  covered  by  the  terms  of  the 


Sohier  y.  Nonoieh  F,  Ins  Co.  11  Allen,  386; 
Coburn  y.  Traveleref  Ins.  Co.  145  Mass.  226; 
Freeman  y.  Traveler^  Ins.  Co.  144  Mass.  572; 
40  L.  R.  A. 


LaPointy,  Cady,  2  Pinney,  515;  Central  Bridge 
Corp.  y.  Butler^  2  Grav,  130;  Bremmer  v. 
Green  Bay,  S.  P.  db  J^.'R.  Co.  61  Wis.  114; 
Bennett  y.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  19  Wis.  146. 

Messrs.  Gate*  Sanborn,  Lamorenz*  A 
Park,  for  respondent; 

When  immediate  notice  is  required  by  the 
policy,  how  far  the  notice  given  complies  with 
tbe  conditions  of  the  policy  is  a  question  for 
the  jury. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  98,  note  4:  9 
Am.  &  Eng  Edc.  Law,  p.  938:  Knickerbocker 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Gould,  80  III.  888;  Niagara  F,  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Scammon,  100  III.  644. 

"Immediately"  means  such  convenient  time 
as  was  reasonably  required  for  giving  the  no- 
tice after  discovery  of  death 

Kentzler  y.  American  Mut.  Aed.  Asso.  88 
Wis.  589. 

The  claim  of  waiver  need  not  be  pleaded  in 
tbe  complaint. 

Zielke  v.  London  Assur.  Corp.  64  Wis.  442; 
McBndey.  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  Wis  562; 
Parker  v.  Amason  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  863;  Killips 
y.  Putnam  F.  Ins.  Co.  28  Wis.  472.  9  Am. 
Rep.  506;  Ct Conner  y,  Hartford  F,  Ins,  Co,  81 
Wis.  160. 

A  waiver  of  proofs  of  loss  may  be  proved 
under  tbe  allegation  of  performance. 

Murphy  y.  NoHh  British  db  M,  Ins.  Co,  70 
Mo.  App.  78;  Milwaukee  Mechanic^  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wmfidd  {Khu,  App.)  51  Pac.  567. 

The  proofs  of  loss  were  retained  by  the  de- 
fendant, without  objections  as  to  time  or 
sufficiency,  and  afterwards  the  company  en- 
tered into  negotiations  and  solicited  interviews 
with  the  plaintiff  looking  to  an  adjustment  of 
tbe  policy.  The  jury  might  find  from  such 
conduct  that  the  appellant  waived  all  objec- 
tions to  the  time  the  notice  of  death  proofs  was 
furnished. 

Messmer  y.  Niagara  F,  Ins.  Co.  24  App.  Div. 
241. 

The  evidence  before  the  court  was  sufficient 
to  show  a  waiver  of  proofs  of  death  and  loss. 

Warner  v.  Peoria  Marine  db  F.  Ins.  Co.  14 
Wis.  319;  Parker  y.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  34  Wis. 
363;  Harriman  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  49  Wis.  71; 
MeBride  v.  Republic  F  Ins.  Co,  80  Wis.  562; 
Faust  v.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  91  Wis.  158,  80 
L.  R.  A.  783;  Dyer  y.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co,  108 
Iowa,  524.  72  N.  W.  Rep  681;  McCartei  v. 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.  64  Minn,  193;  Levine  v.  Lan- 
cashire Ins,  Co.  66  Minn.  138;  Ahtony.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  100  Ga.  287;  KilHps  y.  Putnam  F. 
Ins,  Co.  28  Wis.  472,  9  Am.  Rep.  506. 

Winslow,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  are  several  reasons  why  this  judgment 
must  be  reversed. 

1.  The  policy  provides  that  immediate  written 
notice  must  be  given  to  the  company  of  any 
accident  and  injury  for  which  a  claim  is  to  bie 
made,  with  full  particulars  thereof.  This  was 
a  condition  precedent  to  a  recovery.  The  word 
"immediate,"  in  this  connection,  means  such 
convenient  time  as  was  reasonably  necessary 
under  the  circumstances  to  do  the  thing  re- 
quired. Kentzler  y.  American  Mut.  Aeci.  Asso, 
88  Wia  596.  Where  tbe  facts  are  uncertain  or 
disputed,  and  the  inferences  doubtful,  the  ques- 
tion whether  timely  notice  was  given  is  one  for 
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the  jury  under  proper  iDstructioDB;  but,  where 
the  facts  are  not  in  dispute,  and  ibe  ioferences 
are  certain,  it  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court. 
Kimball  ^. Howard F,  Ins.  Oj.  8Gray,  33:  Haker 
V.  German  F.  Ins,  Co.  124  Ind.  490;  MeUen  v. 
Hamilton  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  609.  Here  the 
facts  as  to  the  diligence  used  in  giving  the  notice 
are  not  in  dispute.  The  accident  is  claimed  to 
have  taken  place  somewhere  from  the  Ist  to  the 
6th  of  September.  The  death  of  the  insured 
occurred  {September  5.  The  plaiotifT  went  to 
Hurley  to  ascertain  the  cause  of  her  son's  death, 
September  14.  and  remained  until  the  17th.  She 
herself  testifies  that  while  there  she  becamesatis- 
fied  as  to  the  cause  of  his  death.  We  have  dis- 
covered nothiDg  tending  to  show  that  she  ever 
obtained  any  further  information.  She  took  no 
f  urtherstepsuntii  October  2,  when  sheemployed 
attorneys,  and  on  October  12  one  of  her  attorneys 
went  to  Hurley,  and  procured  afii davits  of  the 
attending  physician  and  the  undertaker  at  Hur- 
ley, and  returned  to  Stevens  Point  October  14« 
On  October  16,  a  notice,  stating  that  the  death 
resulted  from  an  accident,  describing  it  as  a  fall 
from  a  box  car  on  or  about  August 81,  1895.  at 
Hoyt's  station,  and  an  afiidavit  showing  burial 
of  the  body  by  an  undertaker  at  Stevens  Point, 
were  mailed  to  the  defendant  at  New  York  city, 
and  received  not  earlier  than  October  17.  Thus 
the  proof  is  that  the  beneficiary  knew  the  facts 
which  satisfied  her  that  her  son's  death  was 
accidental  as  early  as  September  17,  and  gave 
no  notice  of  the  accident  to  the  company  until 
the  following  16th  day  of  October,  an  interval 
of  twenty-nine  days.  A  notice  given  after  the 
lapse  of  such  a  length  of  time  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts  cannot  be  held  "immediate"  notice. 
The  decisions  to  this  effect  are  numerous,  and 
well  nigh  unanimous.  Niblack,  Ben.  Soc. 
§416.  It  was  argued  that  the  requirement  of 
notice  applied  only  to  accidents  or  injuries  not 
resulting  in  death,  but  we  think  the  plain 
words  of  the  policy  cannot  be  so  construed. 
The  provision  is  that  immediate  notice  must 
be  given  of  "any  accident  or  injury  for  which 
a  claim  is  to  be  made."  An  accident  resulting 
in  death  is  certainly  as  much  one  for  which 
a  claim  is  to  be  made  as  one  resulting  simply 
in  disablement,  and  the  necessity  of  a-  notice 
is  certainly  fully  as  great,  if  not  greater.  Un- 
der the  proofs  before  us  we  hold,  as  matter  of 
law,  that  the  notice  given  was  not  an  immedi- 
ate notice. 

2.  In  addition  to  the  notice,  the  policy  in 
suit  requires  affirmative  proof  of  death  to  be 
furnished  to  the  company  within  two  months 
from  the  time  of  death.  After  the  notice  and 
afladavit  of  the  Stevens  Point  undertaker,  be- 
fore mentioned,  were  mailed  to  the  company, 
October  16,  some  correspondence  took  place 
between  the  plaintiff's  attornevs  and  the  com- 
panv  or  its  claim  agents  relative  to  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff.  On  December  18,  1895,  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  wrote  thait  they  had  ad- 
ditional proofs  that  Foster's  death  was  acci- 
dental, and  offered  to  furnish  them.  T6  this 
the  defendant's  assistant  examiner  of  claims 
replied  that,  "we  would  be  pleased  to  receive 
any  statements  you  may  have  bearing  on  the 
matter,"  whereupon  the  plaintiff's  attorneys 
mailed  to  the  examiner  two  afiidavits. — one 
by  the  undertaker  at  Hurley,  describing  the 
bruises  on  the  body  of  the  deceased,  and  one 
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by  the  attending  physician,  stating  his  treat- 
ment of  the  case ;  also  stating  his  belief, 
from  information  received  by  him,  and  also 
in  answer  to  a  hypothetical  question,  that 
the  death  of  the  deceased  was  due  remotely 
to  injuries  received  by  the  deceased.  These 
affidavits  appear  to  have  been  received  at 
New  York  about  December  20,  and  to 
have  been  retained  by  the  company.  Jan- 
uary 8,  1895,  the  examiner  wrote,  in  effect, 
denying  liability,  because  the  death  was  not 
the  result  of  accident,  and  calling  attention 
to  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  make  her  claim 
in  accordance  with  condition  5  of  the  policy. 
There  was  also  some  subsequent  correspond- 
ence, and  the  entire  correspondence  and  tho 
affidavits  were  offered  and  received  in  evidence 
generally  against  general  objections  of  incom- 
petency and  immateriality  as  well  as  the 
specific  objection  that  no  foundation  bad 
been  laid  in  the  pleadings  for  such  evidence. 
This  evidence,  if  admissible  at  all,  was  admia- 
sible  only  to  show  that  sufficient  proofs  of 
death  had  been  furnished,  and  that  the  require- 
ment that  such  proofs  be  furnished  within  two 
months  after  the  death  had  been  waived  by  the 
acts  of  the  company.  It  is  said  by  appellant 
that  no  waiver  could  be  shown,  because  it  was 
not  pleaded,  and  that,  if  waiver  was  relied 
upon,  it  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  can- 
not be  shown  under  an  allegation  of  perform- 
ance  of  conditions.  This  contention  seems  to 
be  adversely  ruled  against  by  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Zielke  v.  London  Assur.  Corp,  64 
Wis.  442,  and  must  be  overruled  upon  the  au- 
thority of  that  case.  But,  as  before  stated,  it 
could  only  be  received  to  show  the  fact  of 
waiver,  and  that  the  conditions  of  the  policy 
as  to  furnishing  proof  had  been  thus  substan- 
tially complied  with,  and  we  regard  it  as  sufli- 
cient  for  that  purpose;  but  it  was  not  admis- 
sible as  substantive  proof  of  any  fact  as  to  the 
accident,  or  tbe  cause  of  the  death.  HiUa  ▼. 
Hanoter  F  Ins.  Co.  66  Wis.  585.  66  Am.  Rep. 
687.  It  was,  however,  introduced,  and  re- 
ceived generally  in  the  case,  and  was  used  and 
read  to  the  jury  as  proof  tending  to  show  that 
the  death  was  the  result  of  accident  Both  the 
letters  and  the  affidavits  contained  many  state- 
ments of  fact  and  opinions  bearing  on  the 
cause  of  death  which  were  well  calculated  to 
be  regarded  by  the  jury  as  substantive  proof 
upon  the  question,  and  it  was  error  to  receive 
it  and  allow  it  to  be  used  for  this  purpose. 

8.  Dr.  Turner,  the  physician  who  treated  tbe 
deceased,  was  asked  the  following  question 
upon  his  direct  examination:  "State  now 
whether,  in  your  judgment,  his  death  was  oc- 
casioned by  those  injuries,  from  all  the  evi- 
dence you  had  before  you  there  at  that  time'* 
An  objection  to  the  question  was  overruled, 
and  he  answered  the  question  affirmatively. 
This  was  error,  because  the  question  does  not 
show  the  facts  upon  which  his  opinion  was 
based.  It  may  be  that  it  was  based  largely 
upon  hearsay.  Indeed,  his  further  examina- 
tion tended  to  show  that  such  was  the  fact. 
Such  an  opinion  should  be  based  either  on  his 
examination  of  the  case  or  upon  a  proper 
hypothetical  question,  and  not  upon  a  question 
which  allows  the  witness  to  base  his  answer 
upon  his  own  idea  of  what  is  evidence  and 
what  is  not  evidence. 
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4.  We  cannot  refrain  from  saying  that,  in . 
our  judgment,  the  evidence  was  entirely  insuf 
ficient  to  sustain  the  Yerdict  that  the  death  of 
Poster  was  the  result  of  accident,  independ- 
ently of  all  other  causes.  It  would  not  be  use- 
ful to  attempt  to  review  all  of  the  evidence, 
which  was  very  voluminous.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  there  was  no  direct  proof  of  any 
accident.  The  body  of  Foster  had  some  bruises 
of  recent  origin,  and  one  or  two  small  abrasions 
upon  the  back,  at  the  crest  of  the  pelvis,  and 
along  the  spine,  but  how  or  when  they  were 
inflicted  does  not  appear.  The  evidence  was 
very  strong  tending  to  show  that  his  death 
was  the  result  of  a  sudden  and  severe  attack 
of  cholera  morbus  or  dysentery.  The  meiical 
expert  evidence  which  it  is  claimed  justifies  a 
conclusion  that  his  difficulty  resulted  from  the 
injuries  which  produced  the  bruises  was  very 
unsatisfactory  in  its  character  and  inconclu- 
sive. Certainly  it  comes  short  of  proving  that 
any  accident,  independent  of  all  other  causes, 
produced  his  death. 

Judgment  reufsed,  and  action  remanded  for 
a  new  trial. 
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1.  A  sale  of  land  to  a  corporation  by 
one  of  its  promoters,  who  purchased  the 
land  before  anything  was  done  toward  the  for- 
mation  of  the  corporation,  for  lees  than  the 
amount  for  which  he  transferred  It  to  such  oor- 
porat1on«  will  not  be  held  fraudulent  as  to  the 
corporation  or  any  subscriber,  in  the  absence  of 
any  false  statement  or  misrepresentation,  be- 
cause he  personally  paid  a  commission  to  cer- 
tain iDfluential  persons  to  induce  them  to  sub- 
scribe for  the  capital  stock,  nor  because  he 
personally  paid  money  to  his  grantor  after  the  lat- 
ter^ subscription  to  the  capital  stock  to  remove 
his  dissatisfaction  at  havloff  sold  the  land  so 
cheaply,— especially  where  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase precluded  him  from  transferring  the  land 
without  the  approval  of  such  grantor. 

8«  A  statement  in  the  prospectus  of  a 
corporation  prepared  by  a  promoter  of  the  cor- 
poration who  organized  it,  with  the  intention  of 
transferring  to  it  certain  real  estate  previously 
purchased  by  him, as  follows:  ''Cost  of  ground 
$40«000,"— is  not  a  representation  that  the  land 
actually  coat  the  promoter  such  amount,  but 
that  it  is  to  be  estimated  at  that  amount  in  the 
transfer  to  the  corporation. 

8*  A  promoter  of  a  corporation  who 
transfers  to  it  certain  land  purchased 
by  him  before  anything  was  done  toward  the 
formation  of  the  corporation  cannot  be  held 
liable  to  the  corporation  for  an  amount  received 
from  it  in  excess  of  the  amount  actually  paid  by 
him,  in  the  absence  of  a  misrepresentation  or 
false  statement  by  him,  although  he  did  not 
disclose  the  amount  paid  by  him  to  any  sub- 
scriber, where  all  the  subscribers  had  the  oppor* 
tunity  to  ascertain  the  condition  and  value  of 


the  land,  and  knew  the  price  charged  the  corpo- 
ration. 

4.  The  provision  of  the  Wisconsin  su- 
preme court  rule  9»  that  In  cases  depend- 
ing on  the  evidence  the  brief  of  appellant  must 
contain  a  concise  statement  of  the  leading  facts 
or  conclusions  which  the  evidence  eitAbhsbes  or 
tends  to  prove,  does  not  mean  a  recital  or  re- 
statement of  the  evidence,  but  merely  that  such 
facts  or  conclusions  should  be  suited  with  a  ref- 
erence to  the  names  of  the  witnesses  and  the 
places  in  the  printed  oases  where  the  evidence 
which  establishes  or  tends  to  prove  such  facts  or 
oondusions  may  be  found. 

(April  12,1888.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Milwaukee  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  profits  which  defendants  were  al- 
leji^ed  to  have  made  as  promoters  of  the  plaintiff 
company  out  of  transactions  in  regard  to  its 
organization.    Afflitned, 

Statement  by  Cassoday,  Ch.  J.: 
This  action  was  commenced  February  39, 
1896,  to  recover  from  the  defendants.  Dexter 
and  Godfrey,  |18, 187. 50;^  with  interest  thereon 
from  February  24, 1898,  and  have  the  same  de- 
clared to  be  a  lien  upon  their  shares  of  stock 
in  the  plaintiff  company,  and  that  the  same  be 
sold  to  satisfy  the  amount  so  found  due  to  the 
plaintiff  from  them,  or,  on  default,  their  stock, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  to  sat- 
isfy such  decree,  be  canceled,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  have  judgment  against  them  for  any 
deficiency.  The  defendants  separately  an 
swered,  by  way  of  admissions,  denials,  and 
counter  allegations.  The  cause  having  been 
tried  by  the  court,  the  facts  found  or  proved 
and  admitted  are  to  the  effect:  That  April  15, 
1892.  Lindsay  Bros,  had  possession  of  the  land 
in  question,  under  a  land  contract  from  the 
Milwaukee  Land  Company.  That  on  that  day 
the  defendant  Dexter  applied  to  Lindsay  Bros, 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  That  they  at 
first  asked  |30,000  for  the  land,  but  finally 
agreed  orally  to  take  $22,500,  on  the  conditions 
stated  in  a  written  contract  to  be  drawn  there- 
for. That  the  defendant  Dexter  then  paid 
Lindsay  Bros.  $1,000  as  a  part  of  such  pur- 
chase price.  That  April  17, 1892,  he  paid  them 
thereon  the  further  sum  of  $5,000.  That  April 
20, 1892,  such  land  contract  from  Lindsay  Bros, 
was  drawn  up  and  executed  by  them  to  the 
defendant  Dexter,  and  the  same  is  to  the  effect 
that  Lindsay  Bros.,  for  and  in  consideration  of 
$22,500  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  Dexter  as 
thereinafter  specified,  and  the  keeping  of  other 
promises,  agreements,  and  stipulations  by  him 
therein  made  and  contained,  thereby  agreed  to 
convey  a  good  title  to  the  defendant  Dexter, 
by  warranty  deed  or  deeds,  to  the  real  estate 
therein  described,  and  further  agreed  to  pro- 
cure the  construction  of  a  suitable  switch  for 
the  line  of  the  Chicago.  Milwaukee,  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company  on  the  right  of  way  belong- 
ing to  the  company,  so  that  the  center  of  the 
track  would  be  6  feet  east  of  the  east  line  of 


Note.— For  duties  and  liabilities  of  promoters  to  i 
the  corporation,  and  its  members,  see  note  to  Tale 
Oas  Btove  Co.  v.  Wilcox  (Conn.j  25  L.  U.  A.  90. 
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the  land  described,  and  suitable  for  reoeivlog 
and  shipplDg  merchandise  from  the  building  or 
buildings  to  be  erected  on  said  land.  That  in 
consideration  of  such  agreements  the  defendant 
Dexter  did  therein  covenant  and  agree  to  pur- 
chase and  pay  for  the  land  described  |22,600, 
as  follows,  to  wit:  The  $6,000  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  sucb  agreement, 
and  which  had  in  fact  already  been  paid,  as 
mentioned,  and  $16,500  in  six  equal  instal- 
ments of  $2,750  each,  payable  on  or  before 
December  1st  in  each  of  the  years  1892  to  1897, 
inclusive,  with  interest  at  6  per  cent  per  an- 
num, payable  annually,  on  the  deferred  pajr. 
ments.  That  the  defendant  Dexter  did  therein 
further  covenant  and  agree  that  he  would,  on 
or  before  December  10.  1898,  improve  the 
premises  by  erecting  thereon  substantial  and 
new  buildings,  machinery,  and  outfits,  and  use 
the  same  until  April  20,  1899,  in  conducting  a 
cold-storage  business;  that  all  such  improve- 
ments should  remain  on  the  premises,  and  not 
be  removed  therefrom  or  destroyed  until  the 
final  payment  for  the  premises,  and  that  he 
would  promptly  pay  as  so  agreed,  and  would 
regularly  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments,  gen- 
eral or  special,  lawfully  imposed  upon  the  prem- 
ises prior  to  the  return  thereof;  that  in  case  the 
defendant  Dexter  should  fail  to  make  the  pay- 
ments aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  punctually, 
or  should  fail  to  perform  all  of  his  agreements 
and  stipulations  aforesaid,  strictly  and  literally 
(times  of  payment  and  performance  being  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract),  then  Lindsay  Bros, 
were  to  have  the  right  to  declare  the  contract 
null  and  void,  and  all  the  rights  and  interests 
thereby  created  or  then  existing  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant Dexter  should  thereupon  utterly  cease 
and  determine,  and  the  premises,  and  the  right 
to  the  possession  thereof,  should  revert  to  and 
revest  in  Lindsay  Bros,  as  absolutely,  fully,  and 
perfectly  as  if  such  contract  had  never  been 
made.  That  the  defend  ant  Dexter  did  thereby 
covenant  and  agree  that  he  would  make  no  trans- 
fer of  the  contract,  nor  of  his  rights  or  interests 
in  the  premises,  without  the  approval  of  Lindsay 
Bros.  That  it  was  thereby  further  mutually 
covenanted  and  agreed  that  the  covenants  and 
agreements  therein  specified  should  be  binding 
upon  the  successors,  heirs.  legal  representatives, 
and  assigns  of  the  respective  parties.  That 
April  20,  1892.  the  defendant  Dexter  entered 
into  the  possession  of  the  real  estate,  and  the 
several  tenants  occupying  buildings  on  the 
premises  thereafter  attorned  and  paid  rent 
therefor  to  him.  That  the  defendant  Dexter 
was  then,  and  had  been  for  a  long  time  prior 
thereto,  engaged  in  the  business  of  cold-storage 
warehousing  at  Whitewater,  and  the  same  had 
been  very  profitable.  That  he  was  also  the  in- 
ventor of  certain  devices  used  in  such  business, 
and  the  owner  of  letters  patent  on  the  same, 
and  had  for  a  long  time  theretofore  been  en- 
ftiged  in  the  business  of  erecting  and  construct- 
ing cold  storage  warehouses,  upon  contract,  for 
others.  That  such  real  estate  was  not  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant  Dexter  for  or  on  be 
half  of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  nor  with  the 
Intention  of  turning  the  same  over  to.  or  dis- 
posing of  the  same  in  any  manner  to,  the  plain- 
tiff or  any  corporation.  That  he  first  concei  ved 
the  idea  of  forming  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
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chase  of  the  land  in  question  from  himself,  and 
the  carrying  on  upon  the  land  the  business  of 
cold-storage  warehousing.  May  5,  1892,  and 
that  prior  to  that  date  neither  of  the  defendants 
did  anything  looking  towards  the  formation  of 
the  plaintiff  corporation,  or  any  other  corpora- 
tion, and  did  not  consult  any  person  relative  to 
the  formation  of  the  corporation,  or  ask  any  per- 
son to  become  in  any  way  interested  therein. 
That  the  defendant  Dexter  so  purchased  the 
land  from  Lindsay  Bros,  for  the  purpose  of 
building  and  operating  thereon  a  cold  storage 
warehouse  himself,  but  after  failing  to  dispose 
of  some  other  property  owned  by  him,  from 
which  be  hoped  and  expected  to  secure  funds 
necessary  for  that  purpose,  he,  on  May  6, 1892, 
proposed  to  the  defendant  Godfrey,  who  car- 
ried on  a  large  commission  business  in  Milwau- 
kee, and  whose  patronage  of  such  cold-storaee 
warehouse  would  add  much  to  the  probable 
success  of  the  enterprise,  that  a  corporation  be 
formed,  with  a  capital  stock  of  $100,000.  to 
take  from  the  defendant  Dexter  the  land,  at 
and  for  the  sum  of  $40,000,  and  build  and  op- 
erate a  cold-storage  warehouse  thereon;  that 
he  (the  defendant  Dexter)  would  subscribe  for 
$60,000  of  sucb  capital  stock ;  that  in  case  be 
(the  defendant  Godfrey)  would  give  his  own 
subscription,  or  procure  the  subscription  of 
other  commission  men,  together  with  his  own, 
to  the  remaining  $40,000  in  capital  stock,  be 
(the  defendant  Dexter)  would  pay  him  (God- 
frey) for  such  services  in  obtaining  such  sub- 
scriptions, and  also  (to  induce  the  defendant 
Godfrey-  to  become  such  stockholder,  and  thus 
secure  his  valuable  patronage  for  sucb  ware- 
house business)  the  sum  of  $4,000.  That  no 
part  of  the  $4,000  was  added  to  the  purchase 
price  which  the  projected  corporation  was  to 
pay  for  the  land,  but  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant  Dexter,  out  of  his  own  money,  to 
the  defendant  Godfrey,  for  the  consideration 
aforesaid.  That  the  purpose  thereof  was  to  aid 
the  projected  business  in  the  manner  aforesaid. 
That  after  May  5,  1892,  the  defendant  Dexter 
also  solicited  E.  J.  Lindsay,  of  the  firm  of 
Lindsay  Bros.,  to  subscribe  for  and  take  stock 
in  the  plaintiff  corporation  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  the  land  at  $40,000.  That  said 
Lindsay  subscribed  for  and  agreed  to  take  50 
shares  of  the  stock,  and  pay  therefor  $5,000. 
That  some  time  after  such  subscription  said 
Lindsay  claimed  that,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  recent  sale  of  the  land  by  Lindsay  Bros, 
to  the  defendant  Dexter  at  such  reduced  price, 
he  thought  it  was  unfair  to  charge  him  for  his 
interest  at  so  high  a  price.  That  thereupoo 
the  defendant  Dexter  thought  he  would  make 
it  right,  and  afterwards  gave  him  his  check  for 
$550;  that  is  to  say,  to  charge  him  for  his  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  $30,000  for  the  land,— the 
price  first  exacted  by  Lindsay  for  the  land. 
That  both  the  defendant  Gk)dfrey  and  Lindsay 
subscribed  for  stock  in  the  plaintiff  corporation 
prior  to  June  4, 1892.  That  articles  of  incor- 
poration of  the  plaintiff  were  executed  May  7, 
1892,  and  filed  and  recorded,  as  required  by  law. 
May  9,  18U2.  That  at  the  time  the  first  meet- 
ing of  the  corporation  was  held  for  the  purpose 
of  organization  (June  4, 1892\  and  prior  to  and 
at  that  time,  the  following  persons  bad  sub- 
scribed to  the  stock  of  the  corporation,  and 
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Agreed  to  take  and  pay  for  the  Dumber  of  shares 
^et  opposite  their  names,  as  follows: 

A.  T.  Dexter 600  shares ;..$60.000 

E.E.Gudrre7 100  "  16.000 

fLR.  Godfrey,  Jr. 40  " 4,000 

W.H.  Stevens 20  -  2.000 

LP-Ticbenor 20  "  2,000 

N.L.KDeelaDd 20  *'  2,000 

-O.CRoerers 20  '•  2L0ii0 

B.K.Dezter fiO  '*  6,000 

E.  J.  Lindsay 80  *•  6.000 

Making  an  afffirreffate  of  880  **  am*tff  to  $88,000 
— That  up  to  that  time  no  other  person  had 
subscribed  for  such  stock.  That  between  May 
7,  and  May  9,  1892.  a  prospectus  of  such  pro- 
posed corporation  was  prepared  by  the  defend- 
ant Dexter,  to  be  presented  to.  and  which  was 
in  fact  presented  to,  each  of  the  persons  so  sub- 
scribing for  such  stock,  before  making  such 
subscription.  That  such  prospectus  stated, 
amone  other  things.that  the  proposition  was  for 
the  Milwaukee  Cold  Storage  Company  to  have 
capital  stock  to  the  amount  of  |100,000;  that 
the  value  of  the  capital  stock  to  be  so  issued 
would  be  155,000;  that  a  mortgage  bond  would 
be  eiven  for  $45,000;  that  the  cost  of  the 
ground  would  be  $40,000;  that  the  cost  of 
building  and  fittings  would  be  |f)0.000.  That 
each  one  of  the  persons  so  subscribing  knew 
that  the  land  in  question  belonged  to  the  de- 
fendant Dexter;  that  Dexter  was  not  purchas- 
ing, and  had  not  purcha^^ed,  the  land  for  the 
projected  corporation.  That  each  one  of  the 
ToregoiDg  persons  signed  ihe  subscription  to 
the  Block  with  the  understanding  that,  as  to 
bim,  such  property  should  be  purchased  by  the 
plaintiff  corporation  from  the  defendant  Dex 
ter  for  $40,000,  but  without  knowledge  of,  and 
without  inquiry  as  to,  what  the  property  cost 
the  defendant  Dexter,  except  that  the  defend- 
ant Dexter  and  said  Lindsay  had  such  knowl- 
edge, and  the  defendant  Godfrey  and  said  Lind- 
say each  bad  knowledge,  of  the  payments  to  be 
made  to  him  as  aforesaid.  That  said  Godfrey 
had  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  that  the 
defendant  Dexter  was  selling  the  land  to  the  cor- 
poration for  more  than  it  cost  him,  though  he 
did  not  know,  and  never  inquired,  what  Dexter 
had  paid,  or  agreed  to  pay,  for  the  land,  nor 
what  profit  he  was  making,  and  Dexter  never 
told  him.  That  at  the  first  meeting,  for  tbe 
purpose  of  organizing  the  plaintiff  corporation 
by  tbe  election  of  officers  and  the  acceptance 
of  stock  subscriptions,  June  4, 1892,  there  were 
.present  the  subscribers  for  stock  mentioned, 
and  it  was  then  and  there  voted  that  the  plain- 
tiff purchase  the  land  in  question  for  $40,000. 
That  the  defendants  Godfrey  and  Dexter,  and 
also  said  Lindsay,  with  the  other  subscribers, 
attended  at  such  meeting.  That  each  of  such 
nine  subscribers  subscribed  with  the  under- 
standing and  agreement  that  the  land  in  ques- 
tion should  be  bought  by  the  plaintiff  from  the 
defendant  Dexter  for  $40,000.  That  neither 
the  defendants  Godfrey  nor  Dexter  nor  said 
Lindsay  in  any  way  acted  for  the  plaintiff,  or 
its  subscribers,  as  agent  .to  negotiate  or  make 
the  purchase  of  said  land  for  it  or  them,  except 
hy  joining  in  the  vote  aforesaid.  That  such 
purchase  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion from  the  defendant  Dexter  was  authorized 
by  a  resolution  passed  by  its  board  of  directors. 
That  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  such  resolu- 
tion, and  sale  of  the  land,  the  defendants,  Dex 
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ter  and  Godfrey,  and  said  Lindsay,  were  acting 
directors,  and  then  constituted  a  majority  of 
such  board.  That  the  defendant  Dexter  was 
then  acting  as  president  thereof,  and  the  de- 
fendant Godf  reyas  the  treasurer  thereof.  That 
the  defendant  Dexter  did  not  at  any  time  dis- 
close to  the  other  subscribers  what  the  land  cost 
him,  nor  what  profit  he  was  making  in  turning 
the  land  over  to  the  plaintiff,  but  never  made  to 
any  of  them  any  misstatement  or  misrepresenta- 
tion whatever  about  the  same.  That  the  de- 
fendant €k>dfrey  did  not  disclose  to  any  of  the 
other  subscribers  that  he. was  to  receive  $40,000 
from  Dexter.  That  Lindsay  did  not  disclose 
to  any  of  the  other  subscrit>ers  that  he  had  re- 
ceived $550  from  Dexter.  That  each  of  the 
subscribers,  excepting  Dexter,  Godfrey,  and 
Lindsay,  was  ignorant  of  the  amount  of  profit 
made  by  Dexter,  the  money  so  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  him  to  Godfrey,  and  the  rebate  paid 
by  him  to  Lindsay,  but  the  land  was  a  known 
piece  of  property  in  the  city  of  Milwau- 
kee, and  each  of  the  subscribers  knew 
the  price  asked,  and  knew,  or  could  have 
ascertained,  the  condition  and  value  of  the 
land,  and  each  agreed  that  the  said  land  be 
taken  by  such  corporation  at  the  price  afore- 
said, without  regard  to  what  it  might  have 
cost  Dexter,  and  without  regard  to  what  it 
might  have  cost  any  other  subscriber  for  his 
subscription  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  corpo- 
ration. That  subsequently  to  June  4,  1892, 
Carrie  W.  Thayer  subscribed  for  20  shares  of 
such  stock,  and  F.  W.  Wyman  subscribed  for 
20  shares,  Thomas  &  Schaus  subscribed  for  20 
shares,  A.  B.  Meyer  subscribed  for  20 
shares,  and  William  Plankinton  subscribed 
for  40  shares,  of  the  plaintiff's  stock,  which 
with  the  880  shares  obtained  on  and  prior  to 
June  4,  1692,  made  1,000  shares,  being  the 
whole  capita]  stock  of  the  corporation.  That 
the  subscriptions  after  June  4, 1892,  were  ob- 
tained by  E.  R.  €k>dfrey,  and  each  one  of  the 
subscribers  last  referred  to  knew  that  the  land 
in  question  had  l)een  purchased  by  the  corpo- 
ration for  $40,000,  before  subscribing,  and 
subscribed  with  that  understanding,  and  on 
that  basis,  and  without  being  led  or  induced  to 
do  so  by  any  false  statement  or  representation 
whatever.  That  there  was  no  intention  to  de- 
fraud the  plaintiff,  or  any  of  the  subscribers 
to  its  capital  stock,  by  the  defendants  or  either 
of  them,  in  any  or  either  of  the  transactions 
mentioned.  That  all  persons  who  subscribed 
for  stock  in  the  corporation  did  so  without 
relying  on  what  others  were  paying,  or  what 
the  land  had  cost  any  purchaser  prior  to  its 
purchase  by  the  corporation.  That  no  proof 
was  offered[  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  is  in  any  way 
before  the  court,  that  the  land  was  worth  less 
than  $40,000  when  it  was  bought  by  the  cor- 
poration from  Dexter,  nor  that  at  the  time  of 
the  trial  it  was  worth  less  than  that  sum. 
That  January  80,  1898,  the  Milwaukee  Land 
Company  conveyed  the  premises  to  Lindsay 
Bros,  by  deed  dated  on  that  day,  reciting  a 
consideration  of  $10,000,  and  the  same  was 
recorded  February  16,  1893.  That  Lindsay 
Bros,  conveyed  the  same  to  the  defendant  Dex- 
ter by  deed  dated  February  15,  1898,  and  re- 
corded February  24,  1898,  reciting  a  consider- 
ation of  $25,000.  That  the  defendant  Dexter 
and  wife  conveyed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  bj 
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deed  dated  February  16.  1898,  and  recorded 
February  24,  1898,  recitin/?  a  consideration  of 
$40,000.  That  the  plaintiff  corporation  made 
calls  on  its  subscribers  to  pay  in  their  subscrip- 
tions to  the  capital  stock,— one  of  10  per  cent 
June  4,  1892;  one  of  20  per  cent  October  29, 
1892;  one  of  10  per  cent  December  13,  1892; 
one  of  10  per  cent  January  14,  1898;  and  one 
of  10  per  cent  May  6,  1898;  making  60  per 
cent  in  all, — ^and  such  calls  were  paid,  and  the 
plaintiff  erected  and  completed  a  cold  storage 
warehouse  on  the  land  in  question,  and  began 
and  was  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  business 
of  warehousing  thereon  in  May,  1898.  That 
the  plaintiff  had  in  January,  1898,  procured  a 
loan  of  $40,000,  secured  by  mortgage  on  the 
land  Id  question  so  Improved,  and  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  loan  paid  the  balance  due  to 
the  defendant  Dexter  on  tbe  land  in  question. 
That  May  17,  1898.  and  after  60  per  cent  had 
been  paid  in  on  such  capital  stock  subscription, 
one  John  A.  Hill  and  his  father  Robert  Hill, 
began  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  850 
shares  of  stock  in  the  plaintiff  corporation,  and 
June  8,  1898,  an  arrangement  was  made 
whereby  the  defendants.  Dexter  and  Godfrey, 
and  also  Thomas  &  Scbaus,  E.  J.  Lindsay,  W. 
H.  Stevens,  and  G.  0.  Rogers,  relinquished 
each  a  part  of  his  subscription  aforesaid 
amounting  to  850  shares  in  all,  and  said  John 
A.  Hill  came  in  as  a  stockholder,  although 
making  no  formal  subscription,  and  paid  the 
same  into  the  treasury  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
rate  of  $102.60  per  share  for  said  850  shares  of 
stock,  and  received  said  stock  from  tbe  plain- 
tiff corporation,  and  that  subsequently  the  said 
John  A.  and  Robert  Hill  purchased  from  the 
other  subscribers  aforesaid  other  stock  in  the 
plaintiff  corporation,  until  said  John  A.  and 
Robert  Hill  at  the  time  of  the  trial  owned  all 
of  the  stock  in  the  plaintiff  corporation  except 
80  shares  owned  by  the  defendant  €k>dfrey,  and 
290  shares  by  the  defendant  Dexter  and  his 
wife.  That  part  of  the  stock  so  acquired  by 
John  A.  and  Robert  Hill  was  180  shares,  which 
they  held  as  the  transferees  of  the  defendant 
Godfrey,  60  shares  as  the  transferee  of  ihesaid 
E.  J.  Lindsay,  and  810  shares  as  the  transferee 
of  the  defendant  Dexter,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  stock  so  held  by  John  A.  and  Robert  Hill 
was  so  held  by  them  as  transferees  of  the  sub- 
scribers aforesaid,  who  acquiesced  in  tbe  pur- 
chase of  the  property  as  stated.  That  tbe 
shareholders  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  this 
action  was  commenced,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
trial,  were:  E.  R.  Godfrey,  80  shares;  the  de- 
fendant Dexter  and  wife,  290  shares;  and  John 
A.  and  Robert  Hill,  680  shares.  That  by  sub 
sequent  corporate  action,  without  the  consent 
of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  corporation  re- 
duced its  capital  stock,  first  to  $80,000,  by 
making  tbe  par  value  of  each  share  $80,  in- 
stead of  $100.  and  later,  and  since  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  reduced  its  capital 
stock  to  $60  000,  by  making  the  par  value  of 
each  share  $50,  instead  of  $80.  That  the 
$4,000  so  paid  by  the  defendant  Dexter  to  the 
defendant  Godfrey,  and  the  $550  so  paid  by 
the  defendant  Dexter  to  Lindsay,  were  so 
paid  and  received,  in  good  faith,  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  defendant  Dexter,  and  not  out 
of  the  corporate  funds  or  property  belonging 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  payment  thereof  was 
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fairly  compensated  by  the  advantage  derived . 
by  the  corporation  and  its  then  subscribers 
on  account  of  such  payment,  and  there  was 
never  any  agreement  or  representation  to  the 
said  subscribers,  or  either  of  them,  that  they; 
or  either  of  them,  were  getting  their  stock 
in  the  corporation  upon  the  same  terms  as 
all  the  other  subscribers,  nor  were  there  any 
misrepresentations  whatever  made  to  any  of 
the  subscribers,  nor  to  the  said  John  A.  Hill, 
nor  to  Robert  Hill,  at  the  time  he  purchased  it, 
in  June,  1898,  or  prior  thereto,  or  at  any  time; 
nor  were  the  payments  by  Dexter  to  Godfrey  or 
Lindsay,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  of  either 
of  them,  added  to  the  purchase  price  of 
said  property  paid  by  the  plaintiff  corporation, 
nor  was  the  said  purchase  price  in  any  way  or 
to  any  extent  increased  or  enhanced  thereby. 
That  there  was  no  evidence  before  the  court 
that  the  plaintiff  corporation  had  suffered  any 
damage  or  injury  whatever  by  reason  of  any 
act  or  thing  done  by  the  defendants,  or  either 
of  them.  As  conclusions  of  law  upon  ihe  facts 
stated,  the  court  found  that  the  plaintiff  c^mld 
not  maintain  this  action,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  entitled  to  judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint  herein,  and  for  their  costs  and  dis- 
bursements, and  ordered  judgment  to  be  en- 
tered accordingly.  From  the  judgment  so 
entered  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

Messrs.  Quarlefl,  Spenee*  4k  Qaarlefl» 

for  appellant: 

If  it  was  Dexter's  duty  to  disclose  all  the 
facts  to  his  principal,  and  he  did  not  disclose 
them,  there  results  suppressio  veri,  which  i» 
the  equivalent  of  fraudulent  concealment. 

Bishop.  Contr.  g  660. 

Such  was  his  duty.  Any  subscriber  to 
whom  he  presented  tbe  prospectus,  showing 
the  "  cost  of  land,"  had  a  right  to  rely  upoQ 
the  proposition  that  Dexter  would  performs 
his  duty,  and  would  disclose  the  fact  of  profit, 
if  such  fact  existed. 

If  actual  fraud  resulted,  absence  of  intention 
to  defraud  is  immaterial. 

Chandler  v.  Bacon,  80  Fed.  Rep.  588. 

The  fact  that  John  A.  Hill  made  no  formal 
subscription  is  immaterial,  inasmuch  as  thi» 
court  has  held  that  a  subscription  for  stock  is 
merely  an  executory  contract,  and  unnecessary 
where  the  contract  is  executed  by  the  issuance 
of  the  stock  and  payment  therefor. 

Clark  V.  Farrington,  11  Wis.  821. 

If  the  defendant  Dexter  and  his  associates,, 
being,  as  they  were,  promoters  of  the  plain- 
tiff (2  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  §  651;  1 
Thomp.  Corp.  §  415),  had  either  of  them  pur- 
chased tbe  premises  with  the  intention  of  un- 
loading them  upon  the  corporation,  judgment 
should  have  gone  against  them  for  the  profits 
secretly  made. 

Pittsburgh  Min,  Co,  v.  Spooner,  74  Wis. 
807:  Eebgen  v.  KoeMer  (Wis.)  72  N.  W.  745, 
and  cases  cited;  mrlanger  v.  New  SoTnbrero 
Phosphate  Co.  L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  1218. 6  Eng- 
lish Ruling  Cases.  777. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  Dexter  conceived 
the  idea  of  forming  the  corporation  before  or 
after  his  purchase. 

Bebgen  v.  Koeffler  (Wis.)  72  N.  W.  746. 

Defendants  are  liable  as  trustees  of  tbe 
plaintiff.    They  bought  from  themselves,  and 
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made  a  secret  profit  out  of  tbeir  cestui  que 
truit. 

Chandler  y.  Baean,  80  Fed.  Rep.  638;  Puzey 
T.  Senier,  9  Wis.  870;  Re  Taylor  Orphan 
Atylum^  86  Wis.  685;  Eayuood  y.  Lincoln 
Lumber  Co.  64  Wis.  647;  Parker  v.  Nickereon, 
113  Mass.  195;  Miehoud  v.  Oirod,  4  How.  608, 
11  L.  ed.  1076;  Bentley  v.  Craten,  18  Beay. 
76;  Franey  v.  Warner  96  Wis.  222;  Beatty  v. 
yorthweat  Transp,  Co,  12  Can.  8.  C.  698; 
Bennek  y.  Thomas,  27  U.  8.  App.  766,  66 
Fed.  Rep.  104, 18  O.C.  A.  457;  Wardell  y.  Un- 
ion P,  R,Co,  108  U.  a  661-668,  26  L.  ed.  609- 
511. 

Messrs.  Van  Dyke^  Van  Dyke,  Ik  Car- 
ter»  for  respondents: 

If  a  promoter  purchased  the  property  be- 
fore be  bejran  promoting  tbe  company,  be 
may  sell  to  tbe  company  at  an  advance  with- 
out disclosing  bis  profit. 

2  Cook,  Sloclr  &  Stockholders,  g  651;  Er- 
langer  y.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co,  L.  R.  8 
App.  Cas.  1218:  Goter's  Case,  L.  R.  1  Cb. 
Div.  182;  Be  Cape  Breton  Co.  L.  R.  29  Cb. 
Diy.  796;  Ladyweil  Mn,  Co.  y.  Brookes^  L.  R. 
86  Cb.  Diy.  400;  Bergeron  y.  Miles,  88  Wis. 
897;  WJiitney  y.  Fairbanks,  54  Fed.  Rep.  985; 
Bentley  y.  Craven,  18  Beay.  75;  Teachout  y. 
Van  Hoesen,  76  Iowa,  118,  1  L.  R  A.  664; 
Brewster  v.  Batch,  122  N.  Y.  849;  Whigham's 
Appeal,  68  Pa.  194;  SiTnons  y.  Vulcan  0,1  d 
Min.  Co.  61  Pa.  202,  100  Am.  Dec.  628;  Pad 
dock  y.  Fletcher,  42  YuSHQ;  Fountain  Spring 
Park  Co.  y.  RoberU,  92  Wis.  345;  Burbank  y. 
Dennis,  101  Cal.  90:  St.  Louis,  Ft.  S.  cfe  W. 
R  Co.  y.  Tieman,  87  Kan.  606;  Plaquemines 
Tropical  Fruit  Co.  y.  Buck,  62  N.  J.  Bq.  219; 
Brewster  y.  //arc^,  122  N.  T.  849;  Hitchcock  v. 
Barrett,  50  Fed.  Rep.  658;  Stewart  y.  5*. 
Zot/»>,  /^iP.  8.  d  W.  B.  Co.  41  Fed.  Rep.  786; 
Re  British  Seamless  Paper  Box  Co.L.K  17 
Cb.  Diy.  467. 

Practically  all  of  the  stock  which  had  been 
subscribed  for  was  represented  at  tbe  meeting 
when  tbe  resolution  to  buy  the  land  was 
passed,  and  was  yoted  in  favor  of  tbe  pur- 
chase. No  one  boldin^r  any  of  the  slock  which 
was  yoted  at  that  meeting,  unless  that  stock 
was  yoted  against  that  purchase,  can  be  beard 
to  complain. 

Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  §  785,  p.  1188; 
Barr  y.  New  York,  L.  E.  cfc  W.  R  Co.  125 
N.  T.  268;  Brown  y.  Duluth,  M.  <Ss  N.  R.  Co. 
53  Fed.  Rep.  889;  Re  Syracuse  C.  <ft  N.  T.  R. 
Co.  91  N.  Y.  1. 

Messrs.  Timlin  A  Olieksman  also  for  re- 
spondents. 

Ca8floday»  Cb.  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Tbe  facts  stated  are  either  conceded,  or 
found  by  the  court  to  be  true,  and  the  eyi- 
dence  is  suflacient  to  support  the  findings. 
Upon  such  facts,  therefore,  the  rights  of  tbe 
parties  must  be  determined.  Counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  seek  to  bring  tbe  case  within  the  rul- 
ings of  this  court  in  Pittsburg  Min.  Co.  y. 
Spooner,  74  Wis.  807;  Fountain  Spring  Park 
Co.  y.  Roberts,  92  Wis.  346;  Franey  v.  Warner, 
96  Wis.  222;  Hebgen  y.  Koeffler  (Wis.)  72  N. 
"W.  746.  In  tbe  first  of  these  cases  the  rule  of 
law  applicable  was  tersely  stated  in  a  quotation 
from  the  opinion  of  a  court  in  another  luris- 
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diction,  as  follows:  "A  trustee  or  agent  cau 
not  purchase  on  his  own  account  what  he  sells 
on  account  of  another,  nor  purchase  on  the  ac- 
count of  another  what  he  sells  on  his  own 
account;  .  .  .  and,  if  be  does  so,  tbe  cestui  que 
trust  or  principal,  unless,  upon  tbe  fullest 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts  he  elects  to  confirm 
tbe  act  of  the  trustee  or  agent,  may  repudiate 
it,  or  he  may  charge  the  profits  made  by  the 
trustee  or  agent  with  an  implied  trust  for  bis 
benefit."  74  Wis.  820.  In  tbe  second  case 
cited  it  was  held  that  "the  promoters  of  a  cor- 
poration  are  accountable  to  it  for  any  profits 
which  they  may  receiye  from  a  yiolation  of 
tbeir  duty  as  such."  In  all  of  them  the  per- 
sons held  liable  were  promoters  of  the  corpo- 
ration, or  tbe  contemplated  corporation,  in  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  the  lands,  or  agents  or 
trustees  of  such  corporation  in  making  such 
purchase  or  sale,  or  both.  This  is  not  such  a 
case.  Tbe  defendant  Dexter  had  closed  bis 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  tbe  land  from 
Lindsay  Bros.,  ana  paid  f  6. 000 of  tbe  purchase 
price  thereon,  more  than  two  weeks  before  tbe 
time  when  anything  was  said  about,  or  done 
towards,  the  formation  of  tbe  plaintiff  corpo- 
ration. That  contract  bound  tbe  defendant 
personally  to  erect  and  construct  the  buildings, 
machinery,  and  outfits  necessary  for  the  coid- 
storage  business,  and  to  operate  the  same  for 
seven  years,  and  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  con- 
tract price  as  agreed,  and  not  to  transfer  the 
contract,  nor  bis  right  in  the  premises,  wlibout 
tbe  approval  of  Lindsay  Bros.  We  must 
therefore  consider  the  land  as  tbe  property  of 
the  defendant  Dexter  at  the  time  the  formation 
of  the  plaintiff  corporation  was  first  contem- 
plated by  him.  His  original  purpose  of  con- 
structing such  cold-storage  buildings,  machin- 
ery, and  outfits  himself,  and  then  to  operate 
the  same  for  tbe  period  mentioned,  was  ap- 
parently changed  by  extraneous  circumstances 
into  a  purpose  of  doing  tbe  same  through  a 
corporation  in  which  be  and  his  wife  should 
own  at  least  a  majority  of  the  stock.  His 
prospectus  for  such  corporation  stated.  "Cost 
of  ground.  $40,000."  It  is  contended  that  thia 
was  a  representation  to  the  contemplated  sub- 
scribers for  stock  that  the  land  bad  actually 
cost  him  that  amount.  A  prospectus  is  natur- 
ally supposed  to  be  prospective  in  its  applica- 
tion. In  tbe  instant  case  it  was  tbe  summary 
or  outline  of  the  plan  or  scheme  for  the  pro- 
posed cold-storage  undertaking.  Tbe  $40,000 
named  was  manifestly]  to  be  the  cost  of  tbe 
ground  to  the  proposed  corporation,  not  tbe 
amount  which  it  may  have  cost  the  defendant 
Dexter,  or  some  prior  purchaser.  It  is  con- 
tended that,  because  the  defendant  Dexter  pur- 
chased the  land  of  Lindsay  Bros,  for  $22,500, 
it  was  only  worth  that  amount.  But  Lindsay 
Bros,  bad  other  real  estate  in  the  vicinity,  and 
the  conditions  exacted  by  them  from  the  de- 
fendant Dexter  in  tbe  contract,  to  construct 
and  operate  such  cold-storage  plant  thereon, 
may  have  been  regarded  as  of  great  adyantage 
to  them,  and  as  a  sufficient  inducement  to  ac- 
cept for  the  land  $7,600  less  than  at  first  ex- 
acted. The  location  of  the  land  may  have 
been  such  as  to  make  it  of  much  more  value 
for  the  purposes  of  such  cold-storage  business 
than  for  any  other  use.  There  is  no  evidence 
in  the  record  a^  to  the  yalue  of  the  land  at  the 
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time  of  the  iDcorporatlon  of  the  plaintiff,  ex- 
cept fluch  inferences  as  may  be  drawn  from 
the  contract  price  and  the  price  exacted.  It  is 
true  that  the  defendant  Dexter  did  not  disclose 
to  any  of  the  subscribers  to  the  stock  in  the 
plaintiff  corporation  the  amount  which  he  had 
agreed  to  pay  Lindsay  Bros,  for  the  land,  and 
none  of  them  knew,  except  E.  J.  Lindsay, 
and  the  defendant  Godfrey  had  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  he  was  to  receive  more  from 
the  corporation  than  he  bad  agreed  to  pay; 
but  none  of  them  made  any  ^inquiry,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  false  statement 
or  misrepresentation  was  made  by  Dexter 
to  anyone.  The  land  was  open  and  vis- 
ible, and  well  known  to  all  the  subscribers: 
and  each  knew  the  price  which  the  plaintiff 
was  to  pay  for  the  same,  and  each  knew,  or 
could  have  ascertained,  the  condition  and  value 
of  the  land  at  and  prior  to  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing for  such  stock.  The  defendant  Dex- 
ter had  large  experience  in  the  business  of  cold- 
storage  warehousing,  and  owned  letters  patent 
on  certain  devices  used  in  such  business,  and 
manifestly  believed  it  would  become  a  profit- 
able enterprise.  Since  the  defendant  Dexter 
had  obtained  the  land,  and  paid  more  than  one 
fourth  of  the  purchase  price,  weeks  before 
there  was  an v  thing  said  or  done,  or  apparently 
contemplated,  about  the  formation  of  the  plain- 
tiff corporation,  and  since  the  several  stock- 
holders subscribed  with  such  knowledge  or 
means  of  knowledge  in  respect  to  the  yahie  of 
the  land,  and  the  price  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay 
for  the  same,  and  without  being  Influenced  by 
any  false  statement  or  misrepresentation,  and 
without  any  breach  of  duty  or  trust  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  there 
«eem8  to  be  no  foundation  for  claiming  that 
the  plaintiff,  or  any  subscriber  to  its  capital 
atock,  was  defrauded  or  injured,  merely  be- 
cause the  defendant  Dexter  personally  paid  to 
the  defendant  Godfrey  $4,000,  to  induce  him, 
as  a  commission  man,  to  subscribe,  or  procure 
the  subscription  of  other  commission  men,  for 
the  balance  of  the  $100,000  capital  stock,  in 
order  that  the  plaintiff  might  secure  the  valu- 
able patronage  of  such  commission  men  in  the 
proposed  cold  storage  business;  nor  because  the 
defendant  Dexter  personally  paid  to  £.  J. 
Lindsay,  after  his  subscription  to  the  stock, 
$650.  in  order  to  remove  his  apparent  dissatis- 
faction for  having  sold  the  land  so  cheaply, — 
especially  as  the  contract  precluded  Dexter 
from  transferring  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff 
or  anyone,  without  the  approval  of  Lindsay 
Bros. 

The  question  recurs  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  upon  the  facts  stated.  Cer- 
tainly there  is  nothing  said  in  any  of  the  cases 
cited  above  to  warrant  a  recovery  in  such  a 
case  as  this.  In  fact,  the  intimation  in  some 
of  those  cases  is  strongly  to  the  contrary. 
Thus,  in  Franey  v.  Warner,  96  Wis.  222,  Mr. 
Justice  Marshall  said:  "Cases  cited,  where  a 
person  sells  his  own  property  to  a  company  in 
which  he  is  interested,  at  an  increased  price, 
fairly  and  openly,  free  from  representations 
that  he  is  selling  the  property  of  another,  have 
no  application  to  this  case."  Numerous  adju- 
dications are  there  cited  in  support  of  that 
proposition,  and  it  seems  to  be  applicable  to 
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the  case  at  bar.  In  the  language  of  Mr.  Jas- 
tice  Sharswood  in  Derumore  Oil  Co.  v.  Dem- 
m&re,  64  Pa.  49:  "That  any  man,  or  number 
of  men,  who  are  the  owners  of  any  kind  of 
property,  real  or  personal,  may  form  a  part- 
nership or  association  with  others,  and  sell  that 
property  to  the  association  at  any  prioe  which 
may  be  agreed  upon  between  them,  no  matter 
what  it  may  have  originally  cost,  provided 
there  be  no  fraudulent  misrepresentation  made 
by  the  vendors  to  their  associates.  They 
are  not  bound  to  disclose  the  profit  which  they 
may  realize  by  the  transaction."  The  defend- 
ant Dexter  was  not  the  agent  or  trustee  of  the 
plaintiff  or  anyone  at  the  time  he  obtained  the 
land  of  Lindsay  Bros.  Rid.  Neither  of 
the  defendants  stood  in  any  confidential  rela- 
tion to  any  of  the  subscribers  to  the  capital 
stock  until  some  step  was  taken  towards  the 
formation  of  the  plaintiff  corporation.  These 
views  are  supported  by  Re  Cape  Breton  Co.  L. 
R.  29  Ch.  Div.  795;  LadytoeU  Min.  Co.  v. 
Brooke»,  L.  R.  85  Ch.  Div.  400.  Thus,  in  the 
recent  case  in  the  House  of  Lords  the  lord  chan- 
cellor, Herschell,  said:  "It  is  of  the  very  es- 
sence of  such  a  case  as  this  to  show  that  the 
price  at  which  the  property  was  sold  to  the 
company  was  in  excess  of  what  has  tieen  called 
the  real  price,  or  the  true  value.  ...  I 
admit  that  there  may  be  considerable  ground 
for  suspicion  that  the  price  was  in  excess  of  it. 
But,  obviously,  for  such  a  case  as  the  appel- 
lant seeks  to  make  out  here  much  more  than 
that  is  necessary.  It  is  of  the  very  essence  of 
the  case,  which  rests  upon  his  proving  what 
he  claims,  namely,  a  secret  profit  improperly 
made,  that  he  should  prove  that  there  has  been 
that  excess  which  he  alleges."  Bentinck  v. 
Penn,  L.  R.  12  App.  Cas.  659.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  celebrated  case  of  Erlanger  v.  New 
Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.  L.  R.  3  App,  Cas. 
1218,  in  conflict  with  the  principles  stated. 
That  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
one  at  bar  upon  its  facts,  but  the  principles 
which  govern  this  case  are  recognized  in  that. 
Upon  the  facts  found  or  admitted,  the  trial 
court  properly  held  that  this  action  could  not 
be  maintained. 

The  brief  and  supplement  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  Dexter  cover  185  printed  pages,  and 
are  in  violation  of  the  ru^es  of  this  court.  If 
the  printed  case  is  incomplete  or  inaccurate  in 
any  substantial  particular  (but  not  otherwise), 
the  opposite  party  may  serve  a  supplemental 
case  with  references  to  the  record,  as  in  the 
principal  case,  making  the  corrections;  but  no 
costs  shall  be  taxed  for  the  printing  of  any 
case  or  supplemental  case  failing  to  comply 
with  the  rule.  Rule  8  (87  Wis.  V.)  "The 
brief  of  the  appellant  or  plaintiff  in  error  must 
contain  a  concise  statement  of  (1)  the  nature  of 
the  action  and  the  issues  involved;  (2)  the  re- 
sult of  the  trial  or  hearing  in  the  court  below; 
(3;  the  several  errors  relied  upon  for  reversal; 
(4)  in  cases  depending  upon  the  evidence,  the 
leading  facts  or  conclusions  which  the  evidence 
establishes  or  tends  to  prove;  (5)  the  principles 
of  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  the  authori- 
ties in  support  of  the  same."  Rule  9  (87  Wis. 
YI.)  The  "leadinfl^  facts  or  conclusions  which 
the  evidence  establishes  or  tends  to  prove"  does 
not  mean  a  recital  or  restatement  of  the  evi- 
dence, but  merely  that  such  facts  or  conclu- 
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«ioii8  should  be  stated,  with  a  reference  to  the 
names  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  places  in  the 

{>riDted  case  where  the  evideDce  which  estab- 
ishes  or  tends  to  prove  such  facts  or  conclu- 
sions may  be  found.  The  rule  prohibits  ex- 
tended discussion  upon  a  mere  question  of 
fact  in  any  brief.  To  reprint  in  a  brief  what 
is  printed  in  the  case  merely  encumbers  the 
record  and  increases  the  expense,  without  be- 
ing helpful  to  the  court.  A  party  failing  to 
comply  with  the  rules  takes  the  chances  of 
losing  costs.  The  defendant  Dexter  is  only 
to  be  allowed  for  fifty  pages  of  printed  brief. 
The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  MU- 
UMukee  County  is  affirmed. 


STATE     of    Wisconsin,     ex    rel.    Edward 
GOEBEL,  Appt., 

S.  W.  CHAMBERLAIN,  Treasurer  of  Lang- 
lade County,  Betpt, 


(.. 


.Wis.. 


.) 


1.  TbeEn^llah  lan^aafir®  mast  be  used 

in  all  legal  and  ofiBclal  Dottflcations  or  proceed- 
loss,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  authority  to 
the  cootrary. 

2.  Publication  of  a  dellnqaent  tax  list 
in  the  EngfUsh  lanig^ua^e,  hut  in  a  news- 
paper which  is  otherwise  printed  in  tbe  German 
lanffuagre,  is  not  a  legal  publication,  when  no  au- 
thority tberefor  has  been  riven.  In  accordance 
with  Be^.  Stat,  i  675,  by  the  county  board. 

(May  3, 1898.) 

APPEAL  hy  plaintiff  from  a  ludgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Langlade  County 
denyiog  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  de- 
fendant to  publish  tbe  delinquent  tax  list  in 
the  plaintiff's  newspaper.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Pinney*  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Edward  Ooebel  from 
an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Langlade 
county  denying  tbe  writ  of  mandamus  prayed 
for  in  said  relator's  petition.  Tbe  petition 
fltated,  in  substance,  that  said  relator  was  the 
proprietor,  editor,  and  publisher  of  tbe  Antigo 
Herold,  a  German  weekly  newspaper  printed 
and  published  at  the  city  of  Anti^^o,  in  Lang- 
lade county;  that  said  paper  had  been  regularly 
and  continuously  published  in  said  county  for 
more  than  six  years  then  last  past,  and  still 
continued  to  be  so  published;  that  March  25. 
1897,  the  number  of  descriptions  in  the  list  of 
lands  to  be  advertised  for  sale  by  the  county 
treasurer  for  the  year  1896  for  taxes  exceeded 
4.000;  that  the  respondent,  S.  W.  Chamber- 
lain, then  county  treasurer  of  said  county,  and 
acting  as  such,  March  25,  1897,  delivered  to 
and  left  with  the  relator  a  printed  notice,  no- 
tifying him,  in  substance,  that  the  number  of 
descriptions  of  lands  to  be  advertised  for  sale 
for  the  nonpayment  of  taxes  for  the  year  1896 
exceeded  4,000.  and  that  he  would  let  bv  con- 
tract the  publication  of  the  list  to  the  lowest 
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bidder,  at  his  oflSce  in  the  court  house  in  the 
city  of  Antigo,  in  said  county,  on  April  6, 
1807,  at  10  o^clock  in  the  forenoon,  and  that 
all  publishers  proposing  to  bid  on  such  publi- 
cation must  comply  strictly  with  the  provi- 
sions of  law  concerning  the  same,  and  that  no 
bids  would  be  considered  which  failed  so  to 
do;  that  on  the  same  day  said  Chamberlain  de- 
livered to  and  left  with  each  aod  all  the  editors 
and  publishers  of  papers  in  said  county  quali- 
fied to  publish  said  lax  list  a  similar  notice; 
that  thereafter,  and  prior  to  the  time  of  open- 
ing said  bids  and  letting  of  the  contract,  the 
said  relator,  as  editor  and  publisher  of  the 
Antigo  Herold,  delivered  to  and  left  with  the 
said  county  treasurer  his  bid,  duly  signed  and 
sealed  as  by  law  required,  agreeing  to  publish 
said  list  in  the  English  language  in  said  An- 
tigo Herold  for  the  sum  of  18  cents  for  each 
and  every  description  in  said  list  contained, 
and  at  the  same  time,  accompanying  said  bid, 
was  said  relator's  bond  for  $5,000,  duly  ex- 
ecuted as  provided  by  statute,  conditioned, 
among  other  things,  that  the  work  would  be 
properly  oerformed,  and  signed  by  t^ve  sure- 
ties, who  each  Justified  in  the  sum  of  $2,000. 
It  was  further  alleged  that  the  only  other  b  d 
for  said  work  was  one  made  by  John  A.  Og- 
den,  editor  aod  publisher  of  the  Antigo  Repub- 
lican, who  agreed  to  print  and  publish  said 
list  for  25  cents  for  each  and  every  description 
therein,  and  these  were  the  only  bids  submitted 
to  said  county  treasurer;  that,  although  the 
bid  of  the  relator  was  the  lowest,  said  county 
treasurer,  S.  W.  Chamberlain,  refused  to  act 
upon  and  accept  said  bid,  and  refused  to  award 
the  publishing  of  said  list  to  the  relator,  solely 
for  the  reason  that  tbe  said  Antigo  Herold  was 
a  newspaper  printed  in  the  German  language, 
and  publishing  said  list  in  the  English  lan- 
guage in  said  paper  would  not  be  a  legal  pub- 
lication; and  that  he  still  refused  to  award  said 
relator  said  contract.  Wherefore  he  prayed 
that  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  might 
issue  out  of,  and  under  the  seal  of,  the  court, 
requiring  and  commanding  said  8.  W.  Cham- 
berlain, county  treasurer  aforesaid,  to  award 
said  contract  to  the  relator  in  accordance  with 
his  said  bid.  An  alternative  writ  was  issued 
as  prayed,  to  which  the  defendant,  in  answer, 
alleged  that  the  Antigo  Herold  was  a  news- 
paper printed  and  published  in  the  Gkrman 
language,  and  not,  in  law,  in  the  absence  of 
the  proper  action  of  the  county  board  of  said 
county,  authorized  to  bid,  contract  for,  or  pub- 
lish said  list,  and  prayed  that  the  peremptory 
writ  asked  for  be  denied.  Said  matter  coming 
on  to  be  heard  by  the  court  upon  argument, 
tbe  court  made  an  order  that  the  writ  prayed 
for  be  denied,  without  costs,  from  which  or- 
der the  relator  appealed. 

Mr.  T.  W.  Hoi^an*  for  appellant: 
Kellogp  V.  0%hkosh,  14  Wis.  628,  this  oourjt 
held:  ''It  was  competent  for  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  Oshkosh,  under  ^  9, 
chap.  8,  of  its  charter  (Priv.  Laws  1856»  p.  280), 
to  designate  a  newspaper  printed  in  the  (Ger- 
man language  as  the  official  paper  of  tbe  city, 
and  the  notice  required  by  that  section  and 
published  in  such  official  paper  was  good  if 
published  therein  in  the  English  language  also. 
In  Wakeley  y.  Nicholas,  16  Wis.  m,  thia 
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court  held  that  the  publication  of  a  flummoDs 
Id  a  Gennao  newspaper  in  the  English  Ian 
guaee  was  a  legal  publication. 
Mr.  John  E.  Martin,  for  respondent: 
There  is  no  law  in  the  statutes  requiring  a 
county  treasurer  to  publish  the  tax  list  in  a 
paper  printed  in  a  foreign  language. 

English  is  the  language  of  this  country,  and 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  requiring  this  pub- 
lication in  a  paper  printed  in  a  foreign  lan- 
guage there  would  be  no  authority  for  such 
publication. 

Pinney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of   the 

court: 

The  question  to  be  determioed  is  whether, 
under  the  statute,  a  delinquent  county  tan  list 
can  be  lawfully  published  in  a  German  newspa- 
per, in  the  English  language,  if  the  newspaper  is 
in  every  other  respect  lawfully  qualified  as  a 
means  of  making  such  publication.  Section 
1180,  Rev.  Stat.,  requires  the  county  treasurer, 
"on  the  Ist  Monday  of  April  in  each  year,  to 
make  out  a  statement  of  all  lands  upon  which 
the  taxes  have  been  returned  as  delinquent,  and 
which  there  remain  unpaid,  except  public  lands 
held  on  contract,  and  lands  mortgaged  to  the 
state,  containing  a  brief  description  thereof, 
with  an  accompanying  notice  stating  that  so 
much  of  each  tract  or  parcel  of  land  described 
in  said  statement  as  may  be  necessary  there- 
for, will,  on  the  8d  Tuesday  of  May  next 
thereafter,  and  the  next  succeeding  days,  be 
sold  by  him  at  public  auction,  at  some  public 
place,  naming  the  same,  at  the  s'at  of  justice 
of  the  county,  for  the  payment  of  taxes,  in- 
terest and  charges  thereon;  and  if  in  any  county 
no  seat  of  justice  shall  be  established,  then  at 
such  public  place  therein  as  he  may  select; 
and  cause  such  sta'ement  and  notice  to  be 
published  in  a  newspaper  printed  in  his  county, 
if  there  be  one.  .  .  .  which  statement  and 
notice  shall  in  all  cases  be  published  once  in 
each  week  for  four  successive  weeks  prior  to 
said  8d  Tuesday  of  May;  .  .  .  but  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  county  treasurer  to  pub- 
lish such  statement  and  notice  in  any  newspa- 
per In  his  county  that  has  not  been  regularly 
and  continuously  published  in  such  county 
once  in  each  calendar  week  for  at  least  two 
years  immediately  before  the  date  of  such  no- 
tice, if  there  be  a  newspaper  which  has  been 
BO  published  in  such  county;"  and  any 
county  treasurer  violating  the  provisions  of 
this  section  is  subject  to  a  specified  forfeiture. 
The  statute  thus  defines,  in  one  respect,  what 
shall  constitute  a  legal  newspaper  for  the  pub- 
lication of  such  statements  and  notices.  Sec- 
tion 1131,  Rev.  Stat.,  provides  that,  "in  every 
county  where  the  number  of  the  descrip- 
tions in  the  list  of  lands  to  be  advertised  for 
sale  for  the  nonpayment  of  taxes  by  the 
county  treasurer  shall  exceed  4.000,  the  county 
treasurer  shall  let  by  contract  the  publication 
of  such  list  to  the  lowest  bidder,  upon  a  notice, 
written  or  printed,  to  be  delivered  to  and  left 
with  the  publisher  or  one  of  the  publishers  of 
each  news|>aper  in  his  co\mty,  at  least  ten 
days  prior  to  the  time  at  which  such  contract 
shall  be  let;  but  no  such  contract  shall  be 
made  to  publish  such  list  in  any  newspaper 
which  has  not  been  regularly  and  continuously 
published  once  in  each  week  in  such  county 
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for  at  least  two  Tears  prior  to  the  time  al 
which  such  publication  shall  be  by  law  re- 
quired to  be  made,  unless  there  be  no  such 
newspaper  so  published  in  such  county."  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  statute  uses  the 
words  "a  newspaper,"  without  limiting  it  to 
any  particular  kind  of  newspaper,  either  Ger- 
man or  English.  The  only  express  qualifica- 
tion is  that  the  paper  must  have  been  regu- 
larly and  continuously  published  once  in  eUch 
week  in  such  county  for  at  least  two  year» 
prior.  By  g  675  it  is  provided  that  ''the 
county  board  may  order  public  notices  relat- 
ing to  tax  sales,  redemption,  and  other  affairs- 
of  the  county,  to  be  published  in  a  newspaper, 
printed  in  anv  other  than  the  English  lan- 
guage, to  be  designated  in  such  order,  when- 
ever they  shall  deem  it  necessary  for  the  better 
information  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  and  it 
shall  appear  from  the  last  previous  census  that 
one  fourth  or  more  of  the  adult  population  of 
such  county  are  of  a  nationality  not  speaking 
the  English  language,  and  that  there  shall 
have  been  a  newspaper  published  therein  con- 
tinuously for  one  yeilr  or  more  in  the  language 
spoken  by  such  nationality:  provided,  that  all 
such  notices  shall  also  be  oublished  in  a  news- 
paper published  in  the  English  language  aa- 
provided  by  law.  The  compeofation  for  all 
such  publications  shall  be  paid  by  the  county 
ordering  the  same,  and  shall  be  the  same  as 
that  prescribed  by  law  for  publication  in  the 
English  language,  and  no  extra  charge  shall 
be  allowed  for  translation  in  any  case."  The 
power  of  the  county  board  to  make  the  order 
is  discretionary,  and  it  must  appear  from  the 
last  previous  census  that  one  fourth  or  more  of 
the  adult  population  of  such  county  are  of  a 
nationality  not  speaking  the  English  language^ 
and  that  there  shall  have  been  a  newspaper 
published  therein  for  one  year  or  more  in  the 
language  spoken  by  such  nationality;  and  it  is 
also  made  necessary  that  *'all  such  notices  shall 
also  be  published  in  a  newspaper  published  in 
the  English  language,  as  provided  by  law.*'' 
Section  1130,  gvpra,  authorizes  the  county  treas- 
urer to  use  his  discretion  in  selecting  the  news- 
paper in  which  he  shall  publish  the  delinquent 
tax  list  if  the  number  of  descriptions  is  less 
than  4,000,  but  requires  him  to  let  the  print- 
ing of  it  to  the  lowest  bidder  when  it  exceeds 
4,000  descriptions.  He  has  in  such  case  no> 
discretion.  He  is  required  to  notify  each 
newspaper  in  the  county  to  file  bids;  that  is  to- 
ssy, each  newspaper  quali(i«'d  to  make  such 
publication.  The  statute,  when  construed  io 
the  light  of  the  common  law,  invites  bids  from 
only  qualified  newspapers,  and  a  paper  printed 
in  the  German  languaee  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. In  KelC^'gg  v.  Oshkosh,  14  Wis.  QU,  the 
common  council,  under  t  be  charter  (i^  9,  chap  3, 
p.  230,  Priv.  Laws  1856>,  had  power  to  desig- 
nate a  newspi9ipor  printed  in  the  German  lan- 
guage as  the  otflcial  paper  of  the  city;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  notice  required  by  that  sec- 
tion, and  published  in  such  paper  was  valid,  if 
published  therein  in  >he  English  language. 
Also,  in  Waheley  v.  Mcliols,  16  Wis  588,  it  was 
held  that  the  publication  of  a  summons  in  a 
German  newspaper,  in  the  English  language* 
was  a  legal  publication.  In  that  case  the  person 
to  be  served  was  an  American,  and  the  officer 
making  the  order  for  its  publication  directed 
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that  it  be  published  in  a  German  newspaper,  to 
wit,  the  Wisconsin  Zeitung,  published  at  Mad- 
ison, and  the  summons  was  published  therein 
in  the  English  language.  The  court  held  it 
was  a  sufficient  publication,  and  the  officer 
granting  the  order  had  a  discretion  to  determine 
in  what  paper  it  should  be  published.  Dixon. 
Ch.  J. ,  renderinf;  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says: 
"Upon  affidavit,  as  prescribed  by  statute,  the 
court,  or  a  judge  thereof,  or  a  court  commis- 
sioner, may  grant  an  order  that  the  service  of 
the  summons  be  made  by  publication.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  124,  g  10.  .  .  .  If  the  circuit 
judge  who  granted  the  order  in  this  case,  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  him 
by  the  statute,  directed  publication  in  a  Ger- 
man instead  of  an  English,  newspaper,  as  being 
most  likely  to  give  notice  to  the  person  in- 
tended to  be  served,  we  see  no  le^al  objection 
to  it."  The  present  case  is  clearly  distinguish- 
able from  the  cases  cited,  in  that  in  this  case 
the  county  treasurer  had  no  power  or  discre- 
tion to  receive  relator's  bid,  or  award  him  a 


contract  under  it.  No  authority  had  been 
given  to  him  by  the  county  board  for  that  pur- 
pose under  §  675,  Rev.  Stat.  The  English 
language  is  the  language  of  the  country,  to  be 
used  in  all  legal  and  official  notifications  or 
proceedings,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  au- 
thority to  the  contrary.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  county  board  had  considered  or  acted 
upon  the  subject.  We  hold  that  this  section 
is  decisive  against  the  validity  of  the  relator's 
claim,  under  his  bid,  to  the  contract.  The 
publication  of  said  list  in  the  English  lan- 
guage in  a  German  paper  would  not,  for  the 
reasons  stated,  in  the  absence  of  such  author- 
ity, be  a  legal  publication;  and  the  county 
treasurer  rightfully  refused  to  award  to  the 
relator  a  contract  'for  that  purpose,  upon  his 
said  bid.  It  follows  from  these  views  that  the 
order  appealed  from,  denying  the  writ  of 
mandamus  prayed  for,  is  correct,  and  must  be 
affirmed. 

The  order  of  the  Oireuii  Court  appealed  from 
U  afflrmed. 


IOWA  SUPREME   COURT. 
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GERMAN  AMERICAN  INSUR ANCECOM- 
PANY  of  New  York,  Appt. 

(B8  Iowa,  006.) 


1.   Insnranee  on 
an  illegal  bnsinc 


aerehadUie  kepi  for 

»,  such  aa  a  stock  of  drugs 


and  liquors  kept  bj  a  dealer  who  does  not  have 
the  permit  required  by  law  to  sell  them,  is  not 
void  as  against  public  policy. 

2.  A  mere  ezeeatory  agreement  to  sell 

Insured  Roods  does  not  constitute  any  change  of 
interest  within  tbe  meaning  of  an  Insurance  pol- 
icy. 
8*  An  improper  statement  by  eonnael  in 
openinff  a  ease*  which  ia  immediately  with- 


Nora -FoiiJIty  of  nre  insurance  on  property 

iUeoaily  «iwd 
I.  Oeneral  prtnciplee. 
li.  Violation  of  excite  laics. 

III.  Offenses  against  public  order  and  decency* 

IV.  ViolatUm  of  law  taxing  oecupalions, 

L  Oeneral  vrinctpies. 

The  principle  applied  to  cases  of  insurance  upon 
property  alleged  to  be  Illegally  used  is  that  wbere 
the  consideration  is  Illegal,  immoral,  and  wrong, 
or  where  the  direct  purpose  of  the  contract  is  to 
effect  advances  or  encourage  acts  in  violation  of 
law,  it  is  void,  and  if  the  ooutract  sought  to  be  en- 
forced  is  collateral  and  independent,  ibuugh  in 
some  measure  connected  with  acts  done  in  viola- 
tion of  law,  tbe  contract-  is  not  void,  fioardman  v. 
Merrimack  M ut.  F.  Ins.  Go.  8  Gush.  688. 

If  a  contract  of  insurance  upon  property  is  such 
that  its  direct  purpose  Is  to  effect,  ad  ranee,  or  en- 
•oourage  acts  in  violation  of  law,  it  is  void;  but  if 
it  is  collateral  and  independent,  though  in  some 
measure  connected  with  tbe  acts  done  la  violation 
of  law,  it  is  not  void.  Garrigan  v.  Lycoming  P. 
Ins.  Co.  63  y t.  41S.  88  Am.  Rep.  887. 

The  same  principles  upon  which  it  is  held  that 
4roods  wblcbare  carried  for  an  illegal  purpose  or 
Jo  an  illegal  manner  cannot  be  the  subject  of  a 
valid  insurance  against  the  perils  of  tbe  sea  apply 
with  at  least  equal  force  to  an  insurance  against 
Hre  upon  goods  which  are  so  unlawfully  kept  in  a 
atore  that  the  owner  is  liable  to  fine  and  imprison- 
ment, and  tbe  store  may  be  a  nuisance,  and  tbe 
#oodn  subject  to  seizure  and  forfeiture.  Kelly  v. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  V!  Mass.  288. 

n.  VifHaMon  of  excise  latos. 
With  relation  to  violations  of  excise  laws,  there 
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seem  to  be  two  oonflicting  rules.  Under  what 
might  be  termed  the  New  England  rule,  a  fire-in- 
surance policy  against  loss  by  Are  on  intoxicating 
liquors  kept  by  tbe  assured  for  sale  in  violation  of 
law  is  for  the  direct  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
continue  his  offense  with  the  greater  safety,  and  is 
therefore  in  contravention  of  law,  and  void.  Kelly 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  97  Mass.  288. 

And  a  contract  directly  insuring  liquors  intended 
for  illegal  sale  Is  invalid  as  one  made  to  afford  pro- 
tection for  illegal  acts.  Carrlgan  v.  Lycoming  F« 
Ins.  Co.  63  Vt  418,  88  Am.  Bep.  687. 

So,  a  fire-insurance  policy  on  asaloon,  furniture, 
fixtures,  and  stock  in  trade  consisting  principally 
of  wines,  liquors,  and  cigara  never  attaches,  and  is 
invalid  where  tbe  assured  was  engaged  in  the  un- 
lawful business  of  selling  intoxicating  liquor  with- 
out a  license  at  the  time  it  was  issued  and  for  a 
month  afterwards.  Lawrence  v.  National  F.  Ina. 
Co.  m  MasiS.  667,  note. 

And  a  fire-insurance  policy  containing  a  proviso 
that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  building  insured  thereby 
sball  be  occupied  or  used  for  unlawful  purposes  is 
rendered  Invalid  where  for  two  or  three  months 
betore  the  fire  a  number  of  barrels  of  intoxicating 
liquore  were  stored  in  tbe  building  witb  intent  to 
eell.  and  some  of  which  was  in  fact  sold  by  retail 
without  a  lioeiise,  though  such  acts  were  unknown 
to  the  owner.  Kelly  v.  Worcester  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
97  Mass.  286. 

And  no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  a  fire-in- 
surance policy  where  tbe  notice  and  proof  of  lees 
f  umisbed  to  the  insurera  In  compliance  with  a  re- 
quirement in  the  policy  that  such  notice  shall  show 
in  wbat  manner  the  building  was  occupied,  state 
that  it  was  occupied  as  a  hotel,  and  it  appeara  in 
proof  that  no  license  had  been  given  to  keep  it  ai 
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drawn  after  an  ezoeption  with  an  acknowledg- 
ment that  it  was  not  Justified  under  the  ezlBtloflr 
state  of  the  record,  will  not  be  reiirarded  on  ap- 
peal as  prejudicial  error,  If  it  was  not  so  consid- 
ered by  the  trial  Judge. 

4.  Testimony  as  to  the  value  of  prop- 
erty to  relevant  on  the  quest  loo  of  damages,  un- 
der an  agreement  that  tbese  shall  not  exceed  the 
actual  cash  value  or  the  coat  of  repairing  or  re- 
placing the  property. 

6.  An  instmetion  as  to  the  iUegr^^ty  of 
Iceeplnfp  liquors  for  sale  lo  the  state  is  not 
made  erroneous  as  touching  a  matter  not  In  is- 
sue by  adding  that  keeping  them  with  intent  to 
sell  tbem  out  of  tbe  state  would  not  be  unlaw- 
ful, although  there  may  be  no  evidence  of  an  In- 
tent to  sell  out  of  the  state. 

6.  An  appellant  cannot  complain  of  error 
in  an  Instruction  whicb  was  in  his  own  interest. 

7.  An  estimate  of  the  walne  of  insured 
property  by  the  insured  in  his  proofs  of  loss 
will  not  constitute  fraud  if  he  places  tbe  amount 
too  high  merely  through  Inadvertence  or  mis- 
take. 

(May  27,  1897.) 

APPEA.L  by  defendant  from  a  ludgmeot  of 
the  District  Court  for  Carroll    County  in 


favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover tbe  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

lieurs.  McVey  A  Cheshire,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Under  the  laws  of  Iowa,  tbe  plaintiff  bad 
not  tbe  right  to  own,  keep,  or  vend  drugs, 
medicines,  and  poisons,  because  be  was  not  a 
registered  pharmacist. 

McClain's  Code,  §  )&h'm, 

magara  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  DeOraff,  12  Mich. 
124,  was  based  largely  on  tbe  fact  that  a  stat- 
ute then  in  force  in  Michigan  did  not  intend  to 
destroy  or  affect  the  property  right  of  sprituous 
liquors. 

Hibbard  v.  People,  4  Mich.  125;  Bagg  ▼. 
Jerome,  7  Mich.  145. 

Meters.  Earle  A  Prouty  and  F.  A» 
Charles*  for  appellee: 

Even  if  there  had  been  a  sale,  and  possessioo 
had  not  been  delivered,  it  would  not  have  in- 
validated tbe  insuraoce  policy. 

See  Kempton  y.  State  Ins.  Co.  62  Iowa,  88. 

If  the  insurance  itself  is  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  aiding  and  assisting  in  carrying  on  ao 
unlawful  business,  then  the  policy  is  void,  hut 


a  hotel,  and  a  memoraodum  of  special  hazards  an- 
nexed to  the  poltoy  prohibits  ail  unlawful  business. 
Campbell  V.  Charter  Oak  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Go.  10  Allen, 
218. 

So,  if  an  illegal  tra£9o  in  intoxicating  liquors  is 
the  principal  busioess  of  a  druKsrist  insuring  his 
stock  of  goods,  and  his  other  business  is  a  mere 
cover  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  secrete 
and  disguise  his  real  business,  the  insurance  Is  a 
contract  to  protect  him  in  his  illegal  ventures,  and 
Is  theretoie  void.  Carriffan  v.  Lycoming  F.  Ins. 
Ck>.  53  Vt.  il8. 88  Am.  Kep.  887. 

But  a  contract  of  insurance  on  a  stock  of  drugs 
of  one  who  carried  on  business  as  a  druggist,  using 
alcoholic  liquors  legitimately  in  his  drug  trade, 
and  occasionally  selling  them  in  violation  of  law, 
where  no  legnl  design  entered  into  its  inception, 
would  t)e  so  far  collateral  to  the  illegal  acts  as  to 
render  it  valid  and  binding.  Garrigan  v.  Lycoming 
F.  Ins.  Co.  68  Yt.  418,  88  Am.  Rep. 687. 

And  whether  or  not  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquor  by  a  druggist  was  the  principal  part  of  his 
business,  and  bis  dealing  in  drugs  a  mere  cover  to 
enable  him  to  secrete  and  disguise  his  illegal  traffic, 
BO  as  to  invalidate  a  fire  insurance  on  his  stock  of 
goods.  Is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury.  Garrigan 
V.  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Go.  68  V  t.  418, 88  Am.  Rep.  687. 

Bo,  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  upon  billiard  tables, 
balls,  and  cues  kept  by  the  assured  without  a 
license  for  tbe  purpose  of  playing  at  billiards  for 
hire,  gain,  or  reward,  in  violation  of  Mass.  Gen. 
Btat.  chap.  88,  i  70,  and  on  intoxicating  liquors 
owned  and  kept  for  sale  by  both  persons  to  whom 
the  j>olicy  Issued,  while  only  one  of  them  had  a  li- 
cense, and  upon  the  fixtures,  furniture,  and  pic- 
tures used  by  them  in  furnishing  and  adorning  tbe 
room  kept  by  tbem  as  a  billiard  saloon  and  a  bar 
room,  never  attaches,  and  is  illegal  and  void  where 
the  whole  is  carried  on  as  one  business.  Johnson 
T.  Union  Marine  k  F.  Ins.  Go.  lOTMaas.  665. 

But  insurance  upon  a  bowling  alley  and  pool  ta- 
ble procured  while  tbe  owner  thereof  bad  a  license 
is  valid,  and  recovery  may  be  bad  in  case. of  loss  by 
fire,  though  the  license  afterwards  expired  and 
such  bowling  alley  and  pool  table  were  continued 
in  use  for  some  time  thereafter,  where  their  use 
was  discontinued  before  the  tire.  Hinckley  v.  Ger- 
mania  F.  Ins.  Go.  140  Bfass.  88,  64  Am.  Rep.  446. 

In  Hinckley  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Go.  140  Mass.  88, 54 
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Am.  Dec.  446,  gupra^  Johnson  v.  Union  Marine  ft  F. 
Ins.  Go.  1JS7  Mass.  656,  tupra^  was  distinguished  upon 
the  ground  that  in  that  case  the  policy  was  on  blU 
Hard  tables,  balls,  cues,  etc.,  kept  without  a  license 
at  the  time  the  policy  was  Issued;  and  Kelly  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  97  Mass.  288,  supra,  was  distinguished  upon 
the  ground  that  in  that  case  there  never  was  a  mo- 
ment when  the  liquors  were  not  illegally  kept,  and 
that  therefore  tbe  policy  never  attached,  while  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  business  was  legal  at  the  time  tbe 
policy  issued. 

Upon  tbe  other  hand,  tbe  rule  of  tbe  prinolpai 
case  is  that  a  contract  of  Insurance  upon  goods 
suNceptible  of  legitimate  use  is  collateral  to,  and 
too  remotely  connected  with,  the  Illegal  use  to 
which  such  goods  are  put  to  be  aifected  by  It, 
where  no  illegal  oeslgo  entered  into  tbe  making  of 
the  contract  at  its  Inception. 

Thus,  a  contract  of  insurance  upon  property  sus- 
ceptible of  lawful  uses,  though  its  sale  is  prohib- 
ited, is  a  collateral  contract  in  which  no  illegal  de- 
sign enters,  and  is  not  atfected  by  the  character  of 
tbe  goods,  such  a  contract  not  being  illegal  unless 
tbe  contract  itself  is  for  a  directly  illegal  purpose. 
Niagara  F.  Ins.  Go.  v.  DeGraft.  12  Mich.  124. 

And  spirituous  liquors,  though  kept  for  sale  in 
violation  of  law,  may  be  lawfully  insured  against 
destruction  by  Are,  as  such  liquors  are  capable  of 
lawful  use,  and  the  insurance  attaches  to  the  prop- 
erty only,  and  the  risks  insured  against  are  not  the 
consequences  of  illegal  acts  but  of  accidents.  Ni- 
agara F.  Ins.  Go.  V.  DeGraff,  12  Mich.  124. 

And  evidence  in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy 
on  the  stock  of  a  brewery,  that  at  and  t)efore  tbe 
fire  the  Insured  had  no  license  from  tbe  govern- 
ment as  distillers,  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  he  was  acting  in  violation  of  law. 
People*s  Ins.  Go.  v.  Spencer,  58  Pa.  858, 01  Am.  Dec 
217. 

So,  a  condition  in  a  Are  Insurance  policy,  inval- 
idating it  if  gunpowder  or  other  articles  subject  to 
legal  restriction  should  be  kept  In  greater  quanti- 
ties or  in  a  diiferect  manner  than  provided  tor  by 
law,  refers  to  articles  intrinsically  dangerous  In 
their  nature,  liable  to  cause  injury  accidentally  or 
from  carelessness,  and  not  to  liquors  the  traffic  in 
which  is  made  illegal  bv  law.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Go. 
V.  DeGraff,  12  Mich.  124. 

And  the  right  of  a  person  Insuring  saloon  llz- 
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if  it  is  merely  collateral  to  or  indepeodeut  of 
the  conduct  of  the  busiDcaa  itself,  then  it  does 
not  vitiate  the  policy. 

Carrigan  v.  Lycoming  F.  Iru.  Go.  58  Vt.  418, 
88  Am.  Rep.  687:  Magara  F,  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  De 
Graf,  12  Mich.  124;  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  PoUcys, 
18  Pet.  157.  10  L.  ed.  105;  Armstrong  7.  Toler, 
11  Wheat.  258,  6  L.  ed.  468;  Martin  y.  Capital 
Ins.  Co.  86  Iowa,  048. 

Oranfl^r,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  22d  day  of  August,  1893.  the  defend- 
ant company  issued  to  the  plain  liff  its  policy  of 
fire  insurance,  to  the  amount  of  $1,200,  on  a 
stock  of  drugs,  patent  medicines,  etc.,  at  Coon 
Rapids,  Iowa,  and  on  the  9th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1898,  said  stock  of  goods  was  destroyed  by 
Are,  and  this  action  is  to  recover  on  the  policy. 
The  following  are  defenses  pleaded,  to  each  of 
which  the  court  sustained  a  demurrer:  *'(8) 
The  defendant  says  that  there  was  conducted, 
in  the  building  described  in  the  petition,  and 
by  means  of  the  property  insured  in  said  policy 
a  pharmacy,  at  the  time  said  insurance  was 
written,  and  up  to  the  time  of  said  fire,  by  the 
said  B.  F.  Erb,  and  that  said  B.  F.  Erb  bad  no 


permit  to  do  business  as  a  pharmacist,  and  that 
this  business  was  conducted  in  violation  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  and  that  this  fact  the 
plaintiff  concealed  from  this  defendant,  at  the 
time  this  insurance  was  written  and  at  all  time» 
thereafter. — the  fact  that  he  was  conducting  a 
pharmacy  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Iowa,  and  without  a  permit  to  conduct  such  a 
pharmacy,  and  in  violation  of  the  statutes  of 
Iowa, — which  concealment  was  a  material  fact 
concerning  this  insurance,  and  by  the  terms  of 
the  policy  renders  the  same  void.  (9)  Defendant 
further  says  that  said  Erb  was  engaged,  at  the 
place  described  in  the  petition,  and  by  meana 
of  the  appliances  and  property  insured  in  the 
policy,  in  illegally  selling  intoxicating  liquors, 
at  the  time  said  policy  was  written,  and  there- 
after up  to  the  time  of  the  fire,  and  that  said 
Erb  was  not  a  registered  pharmacist,  neither 
had  he  any  permit  to  sell  or  deal  in  intoxicat- 
ing liquors,  and  these  facts  were  all  concealed 
from  the  defendant,  and  which  facts  are  each 
and  all  of  them  material  facts  concerning  this 
insurance:  and  by  the  express  terms  of  thia 
policy  the  same  is  rendered  void  by  such  con- 
cealment." An  amendment  to  the  answer  was 
filed,  having  reference  to  some  particulars  to 


turefl  to  recover  on  the  policy  in  case  of  Ices  1b  not 
prima  fade  affected  by  the  fact  that  be  bad  no  li- 
cense to  sell  liquor.  Mancbeeter  F.  Aaaur.  Oo.  v* 
Feibelman  (Ala.)  23 So.  760. 

The  question  whether  spirituous  liquors  are  in- 
cluded in  the  term  ^'flrrooerles"  sinoe  the  pa»aire  of 
the  Michigan  prohibitory  liquor  law.  as  used  in  a 
policy  of  insurance  upon  a  stock  of  groceries  kept 
for  sale,  in  an  action  upon  the  policy,  is  one  of  fact 
for  the  jury.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  DeGraff,  12 
Mich.  124. 

In  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  DeGraff.  12  Mich.  124, 
the  lottery  insurance  cases  were  distinguished  as 
not  at  all  parallel,  as  insuring  a  lottery  ticket  re- 
quires the  lottery  to  be  drawn,  wbicb  constitutes 
the  illegal  act,  in  order  that  the  insurance  shall  at- 
tach to  the  risk. 

IIL  Offemea  acfairut  public  order  and  decency. 

The  iosurance  of  lottery  tickots  is  invalid  as 
against  public  policy,  and  under  N.  Y.  act  April  7, 
1807,  declaring  It  to  be  a  public  misdemeanor  to  in- 
sure tickets  in  lotteries,  and  tbe  act  of  February  17, 
1809,  extends  the  provisions  of  that  act  to  all  lot- 
teries whatever,  whether  foreign  or  domestic. 
Mount  r.  Waite.  7  Johns.  494. 

But  while  insurance  upon  lottery  tickets  is  void, 
the  insured  violates  no  statute,  and  does  not  stand 
in  pari  delicto,  and  is  entitled  to  recover  back  the 
premium  paid  for  the  insurance. .  Mount  v.  Waite, 
7  Johns.  434. 

And  a  fire-insurance  policy  upon  a  shoe  factory 
and  the  stock  therein  is  not  invalidated  by  the 
drawing  of  a  lottery  in  a  single  room  therein  in 
which  no  stock  was  kept,  with  the  consent  and  par- 
ticipation of  the  assured,  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  such  drawing  had  anything  to  do  with  tbe  fire, 
as  such  act  was  wholly  independent  of  and  discon- 
nected from  the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance. 
Boardman  v.  Merrlmac  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Cush.  583. 

And  the  owner  of  property  may  insure  it  though 
be  is  a  member  of  a  trust  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
trolling the  price  of  property  of  that  kind.  Spring- 
field F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cannon  (Tez.  Civ.  A  pp.)  48 
8.  W.  875. 

So,  a  fire-insurance  policy,  the  application  for 
which  rt*rerB  to  and  states  that  the  property  in- 
sured is  used  as  the  private  dwelling  of  tbe  appli- 
cant, which  names  the  use,  and  provides  that  it 
40  L.  R.  A. 


shall  be  void  if  a^ed  for  any  other  purpose,  is  ren- 
dered invalid  by  \fie  conversion  of  the  dwelling 
into  a  house  of  prostitution.  Cedar  Bapids  Insur- 
ance Co.  V.  Shimp,  16  III.  App.  248. 

The  conversion  of  ordinary  sleeping  apartment» 
into  a  house  of  assignation  and  prostitution  kept  in 
a  disorderly  manner  constitutes  such  a  change  of 
occupancy  of  Insured  premises  as  will  require  no- 
tice to  the  insurer  under  a  policy  providing  that 
failure  to  give  notice  of  any  change  in  the  occu- 
pancy thereof  shall  invalidate  it.  Indiana  Ins.  Co» 
V.  Brehni,  88  Ind.  578. 

And  a  fire-insurance  policy,  the  application  for 
which  states  that  the  house  to  be  insured  was  kept 
as  a  hotel,  which  is  made  a  part  of  the  policv  and 
constitutes  a  warranty,  is  invalid,  and  no  recovery 
can  be  had  thereon  where  it  was  occupied  as  a 
bouse  of  111- fame  to  the  knowledge  of  the  owner 
or  his  agent  who  made  the  representation;  but  if 
the  building  was  leased  as  a  hotel,  and  apparently 
used  as  such,  and  the  fact  that  It  was  otherwise 
used  was  without  tbe  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
owner,  he  can  recover  in  case  of  loss.  Hall  v.  Peo- 
ple's Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  6  Gray,  185. 

And  the  fact  that  premises  insured  by  the  owner 
and  occupied  by  a  tpnant  were  used  as  a  place  of 
prostitution  does  not  invalidate  the  insurance 
thereon  where  the  owner  did  not  authorize  and  had 
no  knowledge  of  such  use,  and  the  property  was- 
not  rented  for  that  purpose,  and  was  converted  to 
such  T'<«e  by  the  tenant.  Nebraska  &  I.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Christiensen,  29  Neb.  572L 

So,  in  Loehner  v.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  17  Mo.  247, 
the  fact  that  the  premises  insured  were  used  as  a 
house  of  prostitution  was  treated  as  not  affecting 
the  validity  of  the  policy,  the  question  of  its  valid- 
ity being  made  to  turn  upon  the  question  whether 
the  suppression  of  that  and  other  facts  enhanced 
the  risk. 

But  a  policy  of  fire  Insurance  on  a  stock  of  fire- 
works, containing  a  provision  that  it  shall  be  null- 
and  void  whenever  any  article  shall  be  kept  in 
quantities  greater  than  the  law  allows,  or  in  a  man- 
ner different  from  that  prescribed  by  law,  unlesa 
said  use  or  keeping  is  specially  provided  for,  is  to 
be  construed  to  mean  that  the  assured  may  keeT>> 
only  such  fire- works  as  it  is  lawful  to  keep  under 
municipal  regulations;  and  where  he  kept  danger- 
oua  colored  lights  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  a 
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tbe  defenses  in  question;  but  it  deals  mafnl^ 
with  conclusions  of  law.  and  as  to  facts  it 
seems  to  add  nothinc  to  tbe  sufficiency  of  the 
defenses  pleaded,  and  hence  it  need  not  be  set 
out. 

Tbe  proposition  for  consideration,  as  pre- 
sented by  appellant,  is:  "Can  there  be  a  recov- 
ery on  an  insurance  policy  coTering  articles  of 
merchandise  which  are  owned  and  kept  and 
used  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  state?"  It 
is  urired  that  to  permit  such  a  recovery  would 
he  against  public  policy.  The  line  of  authori- 
ties coming  to  our  notice,  to  aid  in  the  solution 
of  the  question,  is  quite  limited.  Those  near- 
est to  sustaioing  appellant's  view  are  in  Massa- 
chusetts. In  MeUy  v.  Worcester  Mut,  F.  Jn$. 
Co.  97  Mass.  284,  the  insurance  was  on  a  build- 
ing that,  in  violation  of  tbe  cooditions  of  the 
policy  that  the  building  should  not  be  occupied 
or  used  for  unlawful  purposes,  was  used  for 
gambling  in  violation  of  law,  which  avoided 
the  policy.  Tbe  case  seems  to  have  no  bear- 
ing on  the  facts  of  this  case.  Kelly  v.  Home 
Ins,  Co.  97  Mass.  288.  is  a  case  in  which  tbe 
insurance  was  on  a  stock  of  liquors  kept  by  the 


assured  for  sale  in  violation  of  law.  The  policy 
covered  the  liquors  and  caslcs  containing  tbem. 
The  opinion  holds  the  policy  void,  and,  speak- 
in?  of  the  assured,  it  closes  with  the  words: 
"His  contract  was  in  contravention  of  law,  and 
void  as  to  him,  because  he  entered  into  it  in 
order  to  protect  himself  in  his  illegal  acts." 
The  case,  as  to  authority,  is  grounded  on  hold- 
ings in  cases  involving  marine  insurance.  In 
such  cases  the  rule  is  announced  that  "the 
illegality  of  the  voyage  in  all  cases  avoids  tbe 
policy,  and  the  voyage  is  always  illegal  when 
the  goods  or  trade  are  prohibited,  or  tbe  mode 
of  its  prosecution  violates  tbe  provisions  of  a 
statute."  In  Boardman  v.  Merrimack  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  8  Cush.  588,  it  was  sought  to  avoid 
policies  of  insurance  on  a  building  and  per- 
sonal property,  consisting  of  leather  and 
materials  for  the  manufacture  of  shoes.  The 
evening  before  tbe  fire  persons  assembled  in  a 
room  in  the  building  and  conducted  a  lottery, 
which  was  a  use  of  the  room  for  an  unlawful 
purpose.  The  rule  of  tbe  caae  is  staled  aa  fol- 
lows: "The  drawing  of  a  lottery,  with  the 
consent  and  participation  of  the  assured,  in  a 


oity  ordinanoe,  which  caused  a  fire,  he  cannot  re- 
cover.   Jones  V.  Firemeo^B  Fund  Ins.  Go.  S  Dalyi 

IV.  Violation  of  law  taxil^  occupations. 

A  policy  of  insurance  upon  tbe  stock  of  ffoodsof 
a  merchant  is  a  contract  with  reference  to  his  busi- 
ness, within  tbe  meaning  of  Miss.  Code  180^  9ft 33110. 
8101.  Imposinir  a  privileire  tax,  graded  in  accordance 
with  the  value  of  the  stock  of  groods  to  be  carried 
43 u ring  tbe  year,  and  provldlnfr  that  all  contracts 
made  with  any  person  who  shall  violate  that  act  in 
reference  to  the  business  carried  on  in  disregrard 
thereof  sfaall  be  null  and  void  so  far  assuch  person 
may  trase  any  claim  upon  them.  American  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  First  Nat,  Bank.  73  Misa.  460. 

And  one  who  exercises  the  privilege  of  keepinfr 
a  store  without  paying  tbe  price  and  obtaining  tbe 
license  prescribed  by  law.  and  effects  an  insurance 
upon  the  stock  of  goods  so  employed,  cannot  re- 
cover on  the  policy  in  case  of  lo^s,  under  Miss.  Code, 
9  689.  imposing  a  tax  upon  such  privilege,  andre- 
<iu1ring  a  license  for  the  exercise  thereof,  and  pro- 
viding that  all  contracts  made  with  any  person  who 
ahall  violate  that  act  with  reference  to  the  busi- 
ness carried  on  or  in  disregard  of  that  law  shall  be 
null  and  void.  Pollard  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  68  Miss. 
1M4,  66  Am.  Rep.  805. 

8o.  a  contract  of  insurance  upon  a  stock  of  goods 
Is  one  made  with  reference  to  the  business,  which 
will  be  rendered  invalid  by  the  fact  that  the  stock 
insured  exceeds  the  limits  covered  by  the  license 
paid  under  the  Mississippi  statute,  though  at  the 
time  of  the  payment  thereof  it  was  sufficient.  Sun 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Searles,  78  Miss.  6S. 

And  one  who  with  knowledge  that  his  stock  of 
iroods  would  vary  during  the  year  from  a  value  of 
$2,000  to  $7.0(n  and  intending  that  the  stock  should 
vary  between  such  sums,  pays  a  privilege  tax  un- 
-dor  Miss.  Code  IBOSi,  1 8300.  etc.,  upon  a  basis  that 
the  stock  never  exceeds  $3,600,  violates  the  provi- 
sions of  that  law,  and  a  contract  of  insurance  upon 
«uch  goods  is  rendered  invalid  thereby.  American 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  78  Miss.  460. 

And  a  change,  by  an  insuranoe  company,  of  a  pol- 
icy issued  by  it,  by  substituting  tbe  words  **as  used 
aolely  for  warehouse  purposes**  in  the  place  of  the 
words  'it  is  understood  and  agreed  that  thiP  build- 
Ing  is  to  be  occupied  as  a  warehouse  only  during 
the  oontlnuance  of  this  policy."  does  not  create  a 
new  contract  which  will  be  rendered  valid  by  the 
proper  payment  by  the  assured  of  the  privilege  tax 
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required  by  the  Mississippi  statute,  where  the  pel- 
ley  aa  formerly  issued  had  been  rendered  invalid 
by  a  failure  to  make  sufficient  payment.  Ameri. 
can  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  TJ  Miss.  46B.  • 

And  where  a  merchant  has  paid  the  proper  priv- 
ilege tax  under  the  Mississippi  statute  taxing  occu- 
pations, but  between  the  date  of  payment  and  the 
date  of  making  a  contract  of  insurance  his  stock 
increases  and  exceeds  the  limit  covered  by  the 
I  license,  his  business  instantly  becomee  one  con- 
ducted in  violation  of  law,  and  is  illegal  and  not 
protected  by  hia  license,  and  the  contract  of  insur- 
anoe is  rendered  invalid  thereby.  Bun  MuL  Ina. 
Co.  V.  Searles,  78  Miss.  68. 

In  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Searlea,  78  Miss.  62,  supra, 
Sneed  v.  British  America  Assur.  Co.  72  Miss.  61,  in- 
trc^  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  that 
case  merely  held  that  where  a  merchant  has  paid 
tbe  proper  privilege  tax,  and  hia  stock  has  been 
kept  within  the  limit  covered  by  that  privilege  tax 
up  to  the  time  he  makes  tbe  contract  of  tosuranoe, 
his  business  was  legally  licensed  for  the  whole  time 
from  the  taking  out  of  the  privilege* tax  license,  up 
to  and  including  the  day  of  making  the  contract  of 
insurance,  and  it  was  therefore  valid,  and  not  ren- 
dered invalid  by  an  increase  of  the  stock  over  the 
legal  limit  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract of  insurance. 

Insuranoe  upon  a  atock  of  goods  is  not  invalid, 
however,  on  tbe  ground  that  the  business  was  car- 
ried on  in  disregard  of  Miss.  Code,  118380, 8401,  pro- 
viding for  a  tax  thereon,  where  at  the  time  the 
contract  of  insurance  was  made  the  insured  bad 
paid  the  tax  required  by  that  statute  for  transact- 
ing a  business  with  a  atock  of  goods  he  then  bad, 
though  before  the  loss  occurred  his  stock  had  been 
so  increased  that  thereafter  be  might  not  lawfully 
conduct  the  business  without  tbe  payment  of  an 
additional  tax.  Sneed  v.  British  America  Aasur. 
Co.  72  Miss.  6L 

And  a  payment  of  a  auffloient  privilege  tax  at 
any  time  durluK  the  month  has  a  retroactive  ef- 
fect, under  Miss.  Code  18M,  9  8408,  requiring  a  tax 
collector,  when  a  privilege  tax  is  paid  during  any 
month,  but  after  the  first  day  thereof,  to  date  the 
license  as  of  that  day,  and  providing  that  it  shall 
l>e  good  for  one  year  from  that  day,  so  as  to  vali- 
date a  contract  of  Insurance  on  the  stock  of  goods 
made  during  that  month,  though  the  tax  was  not 
in  fact  paid  until  after  tbe  contract  was  made. 
American  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  78  Misa.  468. 
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building  insured  against  loss  by  fire,  as  a  shoe 
manufactory,  does  not  avoid  the  policy  on  the 
building,  nor  on  the  stock  therein."  In  the 
opinion  is  the  following  language:  "The  dis- 
tinction between  cases  where  contracts  are  or 
are  not  Toid  as  against  law,  is  well  stated  by 
Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  in  Amutrang  t.  Toler,  11 
Wheat  271,  6  L.  ed.  472.  The  principle  es- 
tablished is.  that  where  the  consideration  is 
illegal,  immoral,  and  wrong,  or  where  the  di- 
rect purpose  of  the  contract  is  to  effect, 
adyanoe,  or  encourage  acts  in  violation  of  law, 
it  is  void.  But  if  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced  is  collateral  and  independent,  though 
in  some  measure  connected  with  acts  done  in 
violation  of  law,  the  contract  is  not  void." 
This  rule  is  followed  in  Johnmm  ▼.  Union 
Marine  A  F.  Ins.  Co,  127  Mass.  6S5,  in  which  a 
policy  was  held  void.  In  Niagara  F.  Im,  Co, 
Y,  De  Graff,  12  Mich.  124,  the  policy  included, 
among  other  things,  groceries,  among  which 
were  liquors,  and  the  policy  was  claimed  to  be 
void,  because  to  sustain  the  policv  with  liquors 
included  would  be  insuring  an  illegal  traffic. 
The  case  is  quite  in  line,  on  principle,  with  the 
one  at  bar.  The  case  briefly  treats  of  the  rule 
as  to  marine  insurance,  holding  it  to  be  inap- 
plicable, and,  as  suggesting  a  state  of  facts 
that  would  be  applicable,  it  is  said:  "If  this 
policy  were,  in  express  terms,  a  policy  insur- 
ing the  party  selling  liouor  against  loss  by 
fine  or  forfeiture,  it  would  be  quite  analogous. 
But  this  insurance  attaches  only  to  property, 
and  the  risks  insured  against  are  not  the  con- 
sequences of  illegal  acts,  but  of  accident." 
In  the  opinion  it  is  further  said:  "By  insur- 
ing his  property,  the  insurance  company  has 
no  concern  with  the  use  he  may  make  of  it, 
and,  as  it  is  susceptible  of  lawful  uses,  no  one 
can  be  held  to  contract  concerning  it  in  an  il- 
legal manner  unless  the  contract  itself  is  for  a 
directly  illegal  purpose.  Collateral  contracts, 
in  which  no  illegal  design  enters,  are  not  af- 
fected by  an  illegal  transaction  with  which 
they  may  be  remotely  connected."  The  case 
ciles  Ocean  Ine.  Co.  v.  PoUeifs,  18  Pet.  157,  10 
L.  ed.  105;  and  Armstrong  v.  Toler,  11  Wheat. 
258.  6  L.  ed.  468.  It  is  there  said :  **It  is  dif- 
ficult to  perceive  how  public  policy  can  be 
violated  by  an  insurance  of  any  kind  of  prop- 
erty recognized  by  law  to  exist.^'  In  Oarriaan 
V.  Lycoming  F  Ins.  Co,  58  Vt.  418,  88  Am. 
Hep.  687,  the  Massachusetts  cases  and  the 
Michigan   cases  are   noticed,  and   the   case 

?[Uotes  much  of  the  language  we  have  quoted 
rom  them.  The  policy  in  that  case  covered  a 
stock  in  trade  consisting  of  groceries,  pro- 
visions, drugs.  .  .  .  TndudTng  wines  and 
liquors.  In  the  case  at  bar,  as  in  that  one, 
liquors  are  included  in  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
In  that  case  it  is  said:  *'If  the  purpose  of  the 
contract  in  question  had  been  to  protect  the  as- 
sured in  the  sale  of  intoiicating  liquors,  it 
would  have  been  null:  but  the  greater  part  of 
the  property  insured  consisted  of  goods,  insur- 
ance upon  which  was  subject  to  no  objection. 
The  contract  was  legal  upon  its  face,  nothing 
appearing  to  show  that  the  wines  and  liquors 
were  intended  for  illegal  sale;  and  it  is  a  fact, 
not  needing  proof,  that  in  compounding  medi- 
cines, liquors,  especially  wines  and  alcohol, 
are  of  daily  use,  and  for  that  purpose  their 
possession  and  use  by  drugglstB  are  legitimate. 
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The  assured  was  a  dealer  in  drags  and  medi- 
cines, and  in  that  respect  legitimately  and  pre- 
sumably using  liquors.  There  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  he  illegally  sold  them,  in- 
cluding those  not  used  in  compounding  medi- 
cines; and  the  fact  may  have  been  that  the 
latter  trade  was  the  larger  and  his  main  one. 
If  such  illegal  traffic  was  the  business  of  .the 
assured,  and  his  legal  traffic  and  transactions 
with  other  property  a  mere  cover,  ostensibly 
carried  on  tor  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
secrete  and  disguise  his  iniquity,  the  purpose 
of  the  contract  would  be  to  protect  him  in  his 
illegal  ventures,  and  it  would  therefore  be 
void;  but  if  he  carried  on  business,  using  alco- 
holic liquors  legitimately  in  his  drug  trade, 
and  occasionally  sold  them  in  violation  of  law, 
we  think  that,  if  no  illegal  design  entered  into 
the  making  of  the  contract  in  its  inception, . 
that  it  would  be  so  far  collateral  to  the  illegal 
acts  that  it  would  be  inconsistent,  and  In  ac- 
cordance with  no  well  adiudged  case,  to  hold 
it  null.**  The  case  of  Pollard  v.  Phiznix  Ins. 
Co.  68  Miss.  244,  66  Am.  Rep.  805.  is  deter- 
mined upon  a  statute  making  contracts  void, 
and  is  of  no  force  as  authority  in  this  case. 
This  case,  in  some  respects,  differs  from  any 
we  have  noticed  or  cited;  but  we  think  the 
rule  of  the  Micbigan  and  Vermont  cases  an- 
nounces the  correct  doctrine. 

The  following  is  the  property  insured,  as 
stated  in  the  policy:  * '$1,200  on  bis  general 
stock  of  drugs,  patent  medicines,  lamps  and 
lamp  goods,  paints,  oils,  stationery,  books, 
wall  paper,  liquors,  fancy  and  toilet  articles, 
and  druggist's  sundries."  It  shows  much 
property  insured,  outside  of  liquors  and  drugs, 
for  which  permits  to  sell  must  be  obtained. 
The  facts  to  bring  the  policy  within  the  rule 
to  make  it  void  are  wanting.  The  drugs  and 
the  liquors  are  recognized  property  in  this  state, 
and  as  legitimate  subjects  of  insurance  as  other 
property.  It  is  the  illegal  use  of  them  that 
gives  rise  to  the  questions  before  us.  We  have 
not  seen  a  case  in  which,  because  of  the  mere 
use  of  property  for  illegal  purposes,  not  In- 
creasing the  hazard,  in  the  absence  of  stipula- 
tions to  that  effect,  a  policy  has  been  held  void 
because  of  such  use.  It  is  not  a  case  in  which 
the  contract  itself  is  against  public  policy,  by 
the  parties,  at  the  inception  of  it,  intending  it  to 
be  in  aid  of  purposes  or  designs  to  violate  the 
law.  This  case  simply  presents  the  question 
whether,  where  a  party  uses  property  for  an 
unlawful  purpose  that  is  susceptible  of  legiti- 
mate use,  such  use  will  render  the  insurance 
contract  void,  as  against  public  policy.  W^ 
think  that  no  authority  sustains  such  a  rule, 
and  it  does  not  seem  to  be  dictated  by  reason. 

2.  A  condition  of  the  policy  is  that  it  shall 
be  void  **if  any  change  take  place  in  the  in- 
terest, title,  or  possession  of  the  subject  of  in- 
surance, .  .  .  whether  by  legal  process  or 
judgment,  or  by  voluntary  act  of  the  assured 
or  otherwise."  On  the  22d  day  of  July,  1893, 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  written  contract 
with  one  Funk  to  sell  to  him  the  stock  insured 
in  exchange  for  land,  the  exchange  to  be  ef- 
fected not  later  than  August  1,  1898.  The 
agreement  was  never  executed.  Defendant 
pleads  the  facta  setting  out  the  contract,  and 
to  that  division  of  the  answer  tbere  was  a  de- 
murrer, which  the  court  sustained,  and  com- 
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plaint  is  made  of  that  ruling.  Appellant  con- 
cedes that,  under  the  holdings  of  this  court, 
such  a  sale  as  is  pleaded  does  not  avoid  a  policy 
that  contains  a  provision  against  the  "sale  of 
the  property  or  exchange  of  title;"  but  it  is 
said  that  this  policy  goes  further  and  renders 
it  void  "if  any  change  .  .  .  takes  place 
in  the  interest  of  the  subject  of  insurance/' 
etc.,  and  it  Is  urged  that  "to  some  extent" 
there  was,  by  the  contract,  a  change  of  interest. 
The  conclusion  of  appellant's  argument  is  that 
plaintiff's  only  liability  for  a  failure  to  perform 
the  contract  would  have  been  a  judgment  for 
damages  for  breach  of  his  contract  There 
was  no  change  of  possession,  no  right  of  use. 
Speaking  of  the  interests  contemplated  by  the 
policy,  we  fail  to  imagine  any  change  therein 
because  of  the  contract.  It  was  a  simple  agree- 
ment to  in  the  future  make  such  a  change, 
which  was  never  done.  It  is  true  that  the 
policy  stipulates  against  a  change  of  interest, 
or  a  chanfire  of  title,  or  a  change  of  possession. 
There  was  not  a  change  of  either.  Plaintiff's  in- 
terest in  the  safety  of  the  property  was  as  great 
after  the  contract  as  before,  for  the  purchase 
price  depended  on  an  invoice  to  be  taken  be- 
fore the  transfer;  so  that  there  was,  because  of 
the  contract,  no  increase  of  hazard.  It  may 
be  said  that  the  only  interest  con!  em  plated  by 
the  contract  was  that  of  ownership.  Its  terms 
could  give  rise  to  no  contingency  under  which 
Funk  would  assert  any  other  interest  than  that 
of  ownership.  These  facts  bring  the  case  in 
line  with  the  holdings  under  which  appellant 
concedes  the  policy  would  be  valid. 

8.  The  following  appears  in  the  record  as  oc- 
curing  during  the  opening  statement  to  the 
jury  by  plaintiff's  counsel: 

What  I  undertake  to  say  is  this,  that  they 
have  had  a  foreign  fellow  running  around  here 
with  a  bottle  of  whisky  in  his  pocket,  that 
they  called  a  "detective;*'  that  the  defendants 
have  had — 

Mr.  Cheshire:  To  this  statement  the  de- 
fendant objects  and  excepts. 

Mr.  Prouty:  If  I  don't  prove  it.  it  will  re- 
verse your  case.  What  I  undertake  to  say  is 
this,  gentlemen, — I  will  stand  by  what  I  said, 
—that  I  understand  that  they  have  had  a  fel- 
low running  around  here  looking  up  testi- 
mony. 

Mr.  Cheshire:  And  to  all  this  the  defend- 
ant excepts. 

Mr.  Prouty:  But  I  undertake  to  say  the  tes- 
timony they  will  have,  if  they  do  have  anv 
here,  that  we  burned  this  property, — that  it  is 
based  upon  improper  motives,  and  is  improper 
testimony;  that  there  is  not  a  particle  of  truth 
in  it;  that  Mr.  £rb.  at  the  time  the  fire  occur- 
red, was  at  tfae  time  in  bed,  sound  asleep,  at 
4  o'clock  hi  the  morning,  and  I  guess  a  little 
bit  sounder  than  any  other  man  in  town. 

Mr.  Cheshire:  And  to  all  of  this  statement 
to  the  lury  the  defendant  excepts  and  objects. 

Mr.  Pruuty:  Upon  reflection,  I  am  inclined 
to  think  that  my  remarks  concerning  the  man- 
ner of  obtaining  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  were  improper,  under  the  present 
state  of  the  record,  and  that  I  would  not  be 
permitted  to  prove  the  things  which  I  at- 
tempted to  say,  on  account  of  the  condition  of 
the  record  just  now, — a  matter  that  I  did  not 
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fully  consider  when  making  the  statement, — 
and  I  therefore,  in  the  presence  of  the  court 
and  the  jury,  withdraw  all  statements,  at  thi» 
time,  as  to  the  manner  of  obtaining  testimony  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant. 

It  is  thought  that  the  appellant  was  preju- 
diced by  the  statement^  notwithstanding  the 
words  withdrawing  it.  It  Is  true  that  the  with- 
drawal does  not  acknowledge  that  the  state- 
ment as  to  what  could  be  proved  was  false, 
but  it  followed  so  soon  after  the  other  state- 
ment that  the  jury  must  have  clearly  under- 
stood that  it  would  not  be  relied  on  as  a. 
fact,  and  there  was  a  practical  acknowledg- 
ment by  counsel  that  he  was  wrong,  in  view 
of  the  record,  in  making  the  statement  It  ia 
always  to  be  regretted  when  matters  occur  to 
cast  suspicions  on  the  fairness  of  a  trial;  but 
it  was  in  the  presence  of  the  trial  judge,  who 
could  kaow,  better  than  we  can,  the  probabil- 
ities of  prejudice  because  of  it.  We  are  not 
warranted  in  saying  that  prejudice  resulted. 
In  fact,  we  are  inclined  to  the  view  that  it  could 
not. 

4.  To  show  the  damages  sustained,  the 
plaintiff  was  used  as  a  witness,  and,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  examination,  the  stock  waa 
itemized,  as  goods,  chemicals,  syrups,  etc., 
patent  medicines,  lamps,  lamp  goods,  paints 
and  oils,  etc.  The  witness,  under  objections, 
slated  the  value  of  the  different  items.  The 
following  is  a  provision  of  the  policy:  'This 
company  shall  not  be  liable  beyond  the  actual 
cash  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  any 
damage  or  loss  occurs,  and  the  loss  or  dam- 
age shall  be  ascertained  and  esii mated  accord- 
ing to  such  actual  cash  value,  with  propjer  de- 
ductions for  depreciations,  and  shall  in  no 
event  exceed  what  it  would  cost  the  insured  to 
repair  or  replace  same  with  material  of  like 
kind  and  quality."  It  is  urged  that  the  ques- 
tions asked  did  not  establish  the  measure  of 
damage  agreed  upon.  We  think  it  tended  to. 
The  witness  was  asked  to  state  the  value, 
which  is  presumed  to  mean  the  cash  value,  of 
the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  loss;  and  that 
would  include  any  depreciation.  Such  cash 
value  would  also  fix,  presumably,  the  cost  of 
replacing,  in  a  case  where  resort  must  be  had 
to  the  markets  for  that  purpose.  A  different 
rule  as  to  replacing  might  obtain  as  to  some 
classes  of  property. 

6.  The  following  is  the  second  instruction 
given  to  the  jury:  "Plaintiff  has  alleged  that 
the  liquors  named  in  the  policy  of  insurance 
were  not  owned  or  possessed  by  him  for  the 
purpose  of  sale  In  violation  of  law.  Thia- 
question  is  an  issue,  and  you  are  told  that,  be- 
fore plaintiff  can  recover  the  value  of  such  in- 
toxicating liquors,  it  must  appear  in  addi- 
tion to  all  other  necessary  conditions,  and  that 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  own  or  possess  such  liquors  with 
intent  to  sell  the  same  within  this  state.  If 
he  has  not  so  established  such  facts,  then  you 
should  find  for  the  defendant  on  this  issue. 
Plaintiff  had  the  right  to  keep  said  liquors  if 
he  did  not  intend  to  sell  them  within  this  state; 
or  if  he  kept  them  with  intent  to  sell  the  same 
outside  of  the  slate,  his  .ownership  and  pos- 
session would  not  be  unlawful."  The  com- 
plaint as  to  the  instruction  is  that  it  tells  the 
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lory  that  plaintiff  bad  the  right  to  keep  the 
liquors  in  the  state  with  intent  to  sell  them 
outside  the  state,  and  it  is  said  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  an.  intent  to  sell  oustside  of  the 
the  state.  There  was  evidence  that  they 
were  kept  for  sale  in  Iowa  in  violation 
of  law.  The  court,  by  the  instruction,  told 
the  jury  that,  before  there  could  be  a 
recovery  for  the  liquors,  it  must  appear  that 
they  were  not  kept  for  sale  in  Iowa.  It  then, 
with  a  view  evidently  to  make  plain  the 
law,  informed  the  jury  that  the  keeping  of  the 
liquors  in  Iowa  with  intent  to  sell  elsewhere 
would  not  be  unlawful.  Ck>ncediDi;  there 
was  no  evidence  of  an  intent  to  sell  else- 
where, there  was  no  error.  The  insiruction 
merely  guarded  the  jury  against  an  impression 
that  keeping  with  an  intent  to  sell  anywhere 
would  be  unlawful.  It  was  not,  as  appellant 
ureses,  submitting  to  the  jury  a  question  not 
at  issue  in  the  case. 

There  is  a  further  complaint  as  to  the  same 
instruction,  in  that  It  holds  the  reverse  of  the 
holding  on  demurrer,  wherein  it  is  claimed  the 
policy  is  void  because  of  the  keeping  of  li- 
quors for  sale  in  violation  of  law;  and  it  is  said 
Uiat,  if  there  could  be  no  recovery  for  the  li- 
quors, there  could  be  none  on  the  policy,  be- 
cause, if  it  wa<3  void  as  to  one  item,  it  would 
be  as  to  all.  In  view  of  our  holding  as  to  the 
demurrer,  appellant  cannot  well  complain  of 
the  instruction:  for  the  error,  if  any,  is  in  its 
interest  by  excluding  from  the  amount  of  the 
recovery,  if  the  facts  were  found,  one  item  for 
which,  under  the  ruling  on  the  demurrer, 
there  might  be  a  recovery.  It  is  not  to  be  un- 
derstood that  we  hold  to  the  rule  suggested, 
that  because  there  might  be  one  Item  of  prop- 
erty as  to  which  the  policy  would  be  void,  on 
account  of  the  acts  of  the  assured  after  the 
policy  issued,  the  entire  policy  would  be  void. 
The  case  in  this  respect  is  quite  different  from 
Garter  v.  Hatokeye  Ins.  Co.  69  Iowa,  303, 
where  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  assured  went 
to  the  inception  of  the  policy. 


6.  A  defense  pleaded  Is  that  the  plaintiff 
was  Doi  the  sole  and  unconditional  owner  of 
the  property.  Issues  were  taken  thereon,  and 
the  court  instructed  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  establish  the  defense.  In  this 
there  was  no  error.  It  was  an  affirmative  de- 
fense, and  the  evidence  did  not  support  it,  so 
that  a  finding  for  defendant  could  have  been 
sustained. 

Another  defense  pleaded  is  that,  in  making 
the  proofs  of  loss,  the  plaintiff  swore  falsely, 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  defendant.  The 
court  instructed  that,  if  he  did  so,  be  could 
not  recover.  The  complaint  is  as  to  the  value 
fixed  on  the  property.  The  proofs  show  the 
value  to  be  $H,960.  The  jury  found  the  value 
at  $3  600.  The  court  said  to  the  jury  that,  if 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  proofs  of  loss,  placed  the 
amount  too  high  through  inadvertence  or  mis- 
take, with  no  intent  to  defraud  the  defendant, 
the  statement  would  not  necessarily  defeat 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  It  is  urged  that 
there  is  no  claim  that  the  statements  were  made 
through  inadvertence  or  mistake.  The  differ- 
ence between  the  actual  value  as  found,  and 
that  stated  in  the  proofs  of  loss,  would,  alone, 
suggest  the  thought  and  justify  the  instruc- 
tions given.  Without  some  such  qualification 
of  the  rule  as  was  given,  the  correctness  of 
the  instruction  might  be  doubted.  The  very 
proposition  to  be  considered  was  as  to  an  in- 
tentional misstatement.  The  jury  was  very 
properly  told  what  the  effect  would  be  if  the 
statement  was  intentionally  false,  and  just  as 
properly  told  its  effect  if  not  intentionally  so. 

There  are  some  other  questions  argued  that 
we  have  not  noticed,  that  are  based  on  misap- 
prehensions of  the  record,  or  that,  we  think, 
cannot  be  seriously  relied  on  to  reverse  the 
case. 

The  record  seems  to  be  without  prejudicial 
error,  and  the  judgment  U  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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*!•  The  plaintiff  claimed  the  right  to 
receive  water  through  the  Surplus 
eanal«  owned  by  a  corporatloD,  and  that  its 
purposes  were  irrifration  and  drainage,  while  cbe 
defendants  claimed  its  purpose  was  to  carry  seep- 

^Headnotes  by  Zahb,  Ch.  J. 


Note.— As  to  disposal  of  water  brought  io  un- 
natural quantities  on  land,  see  note  to  Baltimore 
Breweries  Oo.  v.  Banstead  (Md.)  27  L.  R.  A.  281,  and 
note. 

Aa  to  prior  appropriation,  see  fwU  to  Isaacs  v< 
Barber  (Wash.)  80  L.  R.  A.  066. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


age  water  from  lands  irrigated  by  them  through 
their  drain  ditches,  though  unflt  for  irrigation, 
as  well  as  other  drainage  water,  and  Introduced 
witnesses  to  state  their  understanding  of  its  pur- 
pose, Hdd,  that  the  purpose  of  the  canal,  aod 
the  powers  the  corporation  was  authorized  to  ex- 
ercise, must  be  determined  from  its  charter,  not 
from  the  opinioos  of  witnesses. 

8*  Articles  of  incorporation  under  the 
funeral  law  of  the  state,  with  the  provi- 
sions defining  their  eflFect,  constitute  the  ebarter 
of  a  corporation;  and  from  them  the  purposes  of 
the  corporation,  and  the  uses  to  which  its  prop- 
erty may  be  put,  must  be  ascertained  and  lim- 
ited. 

8.  Two  purposes  are  enumerated  in  the 
charter  of  the  Surplus  Canal  Com- 
pany: (1)  The  diversion  of  a  portion  of  the  wa- 
ter of  the  Jordan  river  to  prevent  the  overflow 
of  adjacent  lands;  (2)  irrigation  and  cultivation 
of  lands.  To  these  ends,  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  dams,  head  gates,  flumes,  and 
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other  neoesnry  meant  to  oontrol,  rerolate,  and 
dlstribate  the  watenof  the  canal,  are  authorized. 
The  enumeration  of  these  two  purposes  Implies 
the  ezolusion  of  all  others,  and  forbids  the  use 
of  the  canal  for  drainage  to  the  ezolusion  of  Its 
use  for  Irrigation^  or  for  Irrigation  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  Its  use  for  dra  inage.  The  use  of  it  for  the 
drainage  of  water  unfit  for  irrigation  excludes 
the  use  of  its  waters  for  irrigation  or  domestic 
purposes.  Therefore  the  drainage  of  water 
through  it,  unlit  for  irrigation,  is  excluded. 

4«  H»t1ii9  the  power  to  lue  its  canal  for 
irrlntton  as  well  mm  dralnaipe,  the  Sur- 
plus Oanal  Company  oould  grant  to  the  plain tiif 
the  right  to  take  water  through  or  from  the  canal 
for  irrigation,  and  to  oonstruct  gates  and  dams 
to  divert  it. 

6.   A  eorporatlon  may  ratliy  »  contract 

which  it  had  the  power  to  make,  when  entered 
into  on  its  behalf  without  its  authority,  or  void- 
able because  not  reduced  to  writing. 

6«  TbovflT^  '^  corporation  may  enter 
into  a  contract  by  a  wrong  name,  it  will  be 
binding  when  it  appears-  that  such  corporation 
was  intended. 

V«  The  owners  of  hifcher  lands  are  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  natural  flow  of 
water  therefrom  onto  lower  lands  owned  by  oth- 
ers, when  not  brought  there  by  artifloial  means, 
but  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  natural  flow  of 
seepage  water  from  irrigated  lands.  Nor  can  they 
lawfully  gather  water  on  their  lands  in  artificHal 
drains,  whether  brought  there  by  human  or  nat- 
ural means,  and  discharge  it  onto  the  lands  of 
others. 

8*  Defondants  conld  not  lawlVilly  con- 
dnct  seepagpe  or  snrplns  water  from 
lands  irrigated  by  them,  through  drains  and 
lakes,  into  the  Surplus  canal,  from  which  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  take  water  for  irrigation  and 
domestic  purposes,  to  its  injury.  The  defend- 
ants were  required  to  control  the  seepage  and 
surplus  water  from  lands  irrigated  by  them  so  as 
not  to  injuriously  affect  the  rights  of  others. 

9.  Thonigh  ]>ecker's  lake  mi^ht  ower- 
flow  its  rim  during  freshets,  and  a  portion  of 
its  waters  might  find  its  way  at  such  times  into 
the  canal  from  which  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  take 
irrigation  water,  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
cut  a  drain  through  its  rim,  and  conduct  water 
that  would  have  remained  In  the  lake  into  the 


10.  The  drainage  of  pure  water  into 
the  Snrplns  canal  was  not  inconsistent  with 
plaintiff's  right  to  use  its  waters  for  irrigation 
and  domestic  purposes:  but,  as  soon  as  such  drain- 
age rendered  the  waters  of  the  canal  unfit  for  ir- 
rigation or  domestic  purposes,  the  twenty  years* 
user  necessary  to  gain  a  right  by  prescription  be- 
gan to  run. 

1 1.  When  the  adwerse  nse  of  an  ease- 
ment is  substantially  the  same  as  the  ad- 
verse  use  that  will  give  title  to  land  under  the 
statute  of  limitations,  a  right  to  the  easement 
will  be  gained  by  prescription.  But  In  such  case 
the  facts  essential  to  establish  the  right  to  land 
under  the  statute  of  limitations  must  exist,  to 
sustain  the  right  to  an  easement  by  prescription. 
The  facts  upon  which  defendants  base  their 
olaim  to  flow  befouled  waters  through  the  Sur- 
plus canal  are  not  analogous  to  those  essential  to 
title  under  the  statute  of  limitations.  Korare 
they  analogous  to  those  required  to  exist  to  give 
a  right  to  the  use  of  water  under  §  2780,  Ck)mp* 
Laws  1888. 

18.  Under  §  8468*  Comp.  I«aws*  the 

10  L.  R.  A. 


mining  of  impure  water  with  water 
nsed  for  irrigation  and  domestic  purposes, 
which  renders  it  unat  for  such  use,  causes  a  nui- 
sance; and  a  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  a  pri- 
vate nuisance  must  b^  adverse,  under  a  claim  of 
right,  uninterrupted  and  continuous  for  twenty 
years,  with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of 
the  party  whose  right  is  invaded. 
18*  The  befouling  of  the  waters  of  a 
canal  from  which  a  number  of  persons  (more 
than  three)  obtained  water  for  irrigation,  cull- 
nary,  and  other  domestic  purposes,  so  that  it  Is 
unfit  for  use,  creates  a  public  nuisance,  under 
V466A,  Oomp.  Laws  1888,  and  the  right  to  main- 
tain it  cannot  be  gained  by  prescription* 

14.  In  equity  cases,  in  which  there  has 
been  an  appeal  on  questions  of  fltct  ss 

well  as  on  questions  of  law,  the  court  may  go  be- 
hind the  findings,  and  weigh  all  theev1denoe,siid 
decide  according  to  its  preponderance.  It  is  only 
when  the  evidence  as  to  a  fact  found  to  exist,  or 
not  to  exist,  is  so  evenly  balanced,  or  the  proof  Is 
so  unsatisfactory,  as  to  cause  the  mind  to  hesi- 
tate and  pause  as  to  the  side  on  which  it  prepon- 
derates, and  leave  the  court  in  serious  doubt,  that 
the  appellate  court  will  be  bound  by  the  find- 
ings of  the  trial  court, 

(February  fi,  1888.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
District  Court  for  Salt  Lake  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  to  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
the  discbarge  into  plaintiff's  irrigating  ditch  of 
foal  water.    Reverted, 

Statement  by  Zane»  Ch.  J.: 

On  March  9,  1897,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  oom- 
plaint  in  the  district  court,  in  which  it  was 
alleged,  among  other  things,  that  prior  to  May 
19,  1886,  there  existed  an  unincorporated 
association  known  as  the  North  Point  Canal 
Company,  owning  and  using  an  irrigation  ditch 
(describing  it);  that  this  association  on  Febru- 
ary 27,  18tj6,  secured,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tioo,  a  right  to  take  water  from  and  through 
a  canal  Known  as  the  **Salt  Lake  Surplus- 
Water  Canal,"  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation; 
that  afterwards,  on  May,  19,  1886,  it  became 
incorporated  under  the  name  of  the  North 
Point  Irrigation  Company,  and  as  such  incor- 
poration received  a  written  grant  from  the 
Salt  Lake  Surplus- Water  Canal  Company  on 
December  9.  1886,  in  compliance  with  the 
agreement  made  with  the  North  Point  Canal 
Ck>mpany  in  the  preceding  February:  that  on 
August  16,  1889,  the  North  Point  Irrigation 
Company  consolidated  with  the  West  Point 
Canal  Company,  another  corporation,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  corporation  was  formed;  that  the 
North  Point  Canal  Company  having  obtained 
the  right  to  take  water,  as  alleged,  for  irriga- 
tion purposes,  from  and  through  the  Salt  Lake 
Surplus  Canal  Company,  the  North  Point 
Irrigation  Company  succeeded  to  those  rights 
upon  its  incorporation,  and  took  possession 
thereof.  The  plaintiff  also  alleged  that  the 
defendants,  the  Utah  &  Salt  Lake  Canal  Com- 
pany, the  South  Jordan  Canal  Company,  and 
the  North  Jordan  Irrigation  Company,  each 
owns  and  operates  a  system  of  canals  or  water 
ditches  to  the  south  and  west  of  the  plaintiff's 
canals,  and  on  hi]B;her  ground,  through  which 
they  take  water  rrom  the  river  Jordan  for  the 
purpose  of  irrigating  the  lands  lying  below 
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them:  thftt  the  country  through  wfilch  they 
extend,  and  the  land  tbey  Irrigate,  Is  in  many 
places  strongly  imprefi^nated  with  alkali  and 
other  mineral  substances,  which  render  the 
drainage  water  from  it  wholly  unfit  for  use 
for  any  culinary,  stock,  or  irrigation  purposes; 
that  these  canal  companies  have  been  accus- 
tomed to  take  out  from  the  river  Jordan  large 
quantities  of  water  in  excess  of  what  was  used 
for  the  proper  irrigation  of  the  lands  irrigated 
from  it,  ana  have  turned  upon  them  large  quan- 
tities of  waste  water,  which  saturates  the  alkaline 
and  mineralized  lands;  that  this  excessive  use 
of  irrigating  waters,  after  percolating  through 
and  draining  such  mineralized  lands,  forms  a 
chain  of  several  small  lakes  or  ponds  and 
aloughs;  that  In  order  to  relieve  them,  as  well 
as  the  lands  submerged  by  and  adjacent  thereto, 
the  defendant  canal  companies  constructed  and 
maintained  a  series  of  artificial  channels,  con- 
necting each  and  all  of  these  several  lakes  or 
ponds  and  sloughs  with  a  lake  known  as 
"Decker's  Lake,'^  bv  which  they  drain  large 
quantities  of  strongly  mineralized  and  saline 
waste  and  seepage  waters  Into  said  Decker's 
lake,  and  which  is  wholly  unfit  for  irrigation  or 
culinary  use,  and  is  destructive  to  all  vegetable 
growth  with  which  it  comes  in  contact:  that 
the  three  defendant  canal  companies,  instead 
of  draining  such  surplus  and  seepage  water 
hack  into  the  Jordan  river,  the  natural  source 
from  which  they  take  their  water,  constructed 
about  four  years  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  this  action  a  large  artificial  drain  ditch  from 
Decker's  lake  to  the  Surplus  canal,  through 
which  the  plaintilf  receives  its  water  for  irri- 
gation, culinary,  and  other  domestic  purposes; 
and  that  tbev  still  continue  to  drain  said  seep- 
age, mineralized,  and  alkali  water  into  such 
Surplus  canal,  above  the  point  where  plaintiff 
lakes  its  water,  rendering  the  same  unfit  for 
use,  to  the  great  and  irreparable  injury  and 
damage  of  the  plaintiff.  The  complaint  con- 
cludes with  a  prayer  for  a  writ  of  injunction 
restraining  each  and  all  of  the  defendants  from 
discharging  such  seepage,  surplus,  impure, 
and  befouled  water  into  said  Surplus- Water 
canal,  or  into  plaintiff's  canal,  ditch,  or  ditches, 
and  for  an  order  to  fill  up  such  drain,  ditch,  or 
ditches  as  conduct  said  waters  into  said  Sur- 
plus canal  or  White  lake,  which  is  a  part  of 
said  Surplus  canal.  The  complaint  also  con- 
tains a  prayer  for  damages,  and  a  general 
prayer  for  relief.  The  defendant  canal  com- 
panies filed  their  answer,  in  which  they  deny 
the  allegations  of  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  by 
wav  of  defense  allege,  among  other  things,  the 
following:  That  the  defendants'  canals  are 
built  on  high  ground,  and  that  the  contour  of 
the  lands  lying  adjacent  thereto  has  caused  the 
water  to  seep  Into  holes  and  low  places  below, 
forming  ponds  and  lakes:  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  off  this  surplus  water,  the  defend- 
ant canal  companies  constructed  ditches  to 
convey  the  same  into  White  lake,  which  is  a 
part  of  the  Jordan  &  Salt  Lake  Surplus  canal; 
that  said  ditches  were  constructed  in  May, 
1886,  and  have  since  been  maintained  for  that 
purpose;  that  the  natural  drainage  from 
Decker's  lake  and  the  other  lakes  mentioned 
in  plaintiff's  complaint  is  into  White  lake;  that 
in  1886  said  water  was  discharged  into  said 
White  lake  and  Surplus  canal  by  reason  of  the 
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construction  of  the  said  ditches,  and  at  that 
time  plaintiff  had  no  right,  title,  or  interest  in 
the  Surplus  canal,  or  the  waters  flowing  into 
it;  that  they  have  a  right  by  prescription.  And 
they  also  rely  upon  the  statute  of  limitations. 
The  answers  of  the  city  of  Salt  Lake  and  the 
county  of  Salt  Lake  are  similar  to  that  of  the 
canal  companies,  so  far  as  they  consist  of 
denials. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  on  the  trial 
found  in  the  record:  That  the  Jordan  &  Salt 
Lake  Surplus  Water  Canal  Company  was  in- 
corporated on  the  9th  day  of  March,  1885. 
That  its  object  and  purpose,  as  expressed  in 
its  articles,  were  *'to  construct  and  manage  a 
canal  from  a  point  [described]  on  the  west 
bank  of  the  Jordan  river,  .  .  .  in  a  north- 
westerly direction,  .  .  .  to  Salt  Lake  (a 
distance  of  about  10  miles),  for  the  purpose  of 
diverting  a  portion  of  the  water  of  the  river 
from  its  channel,  and  causing  it  to  flow  into 
the  lake  at  a  point  designated"  on  its  beach;  to 
prevent  "the  western  portion  of  Salt  Lake 
City,  and  the  lands  alone  the  Jordan  river, 
from  being  submersed  in  times  of  high  water; 
and  to  make  practicable  the  drainage,  irriga- 
tion, and  cultivation  of  large  tracts  of  land 
hitherto  unavailable  for  agricultural  purposes, 
and  to  that  end  to  construct  and  maintain  all 
necessary  dams,  head-gates,  fiumes,  and  other 
means  necessary  to  control,  regulate,  and  dis- 
tribute water  for  the  purposes  mentioned." 
That  the  company  commenced  the  construc- 
tion of  its  canal  between  the  points  named  in 

1885,  and  completed  it  in  the  spring  of  1886, 
at  a  cost  of  $19,000,  contributed  by  Salt  Lake 
county.  Salt  Lake  City,  and  private  persons. 
It  also  appears  that  the  North  Point  Canal 
Company,  an  unincorporated  association,  at 
the  same  time  owned  a  canal;  that  on  the  27th 
day  of  February,  1886,  its  members  held  a 
meeting,  and  appointed  two  committees,  one 
to  prepare  articles  of  incorporation,  and  the 
other  to  negotiate  with  the  Jordan  &  Salt  Lake 
Surplus- Water  Canal  Company  to  obtain  the 
right  to  connect  with  its  canal,  and  to  take 
water  therefrom  for  irrigation,  culinary,  and 
other  domestic  purposes;  that  at  tbe  same 
meeting  they  determined  to  repair  their  canal 
and  build  a  new  one  the  distance  of  1  mile,  in 
order  to  make  such  connection;  that  the  Jordan 
&  Salt  Lake  Surplus  Water  Company  agreed 
that  the  North  Point  Company  might  connect 
with  its  canal,  and  take  water  therefrom  for 
such  irrigation  and  domestic  purposes;  that 
later  the  company  ratified  the  action  of  its 
committee;  that  tbe  committee  appointed  to 
prepare  articles  of  incorporation  reported  them 
to  the  company  at  a  meeting  held  on  May  17, 

1886,  and  the  members  of  the  unincorporated 
company  two  days  later  duly  incorporated  the 
North  Point  Irrigation  Company.  Of  these 
articles,  8  and  6  are  as  follows:  **Art.  8.  The 
object  and  pursuit  of  business  shall  be  to  pro- 
vide for  the  irrigating  of  agricultural  lands, 
and  provide  water  for  culinary  and  other  pur- 
poses within  the  precinct  of  North  Point,  Salt 
Lake  countv.  through  the  now  existing  so- 
called  Salt  Lake  Surplus  canal  and  tbe  North 
Point  canal,  and  such  other  as  hereafter  may 
be  constructed  by  this  association;  to  manage 
and  control  its  legitimate  proportion  of  the 
waters  of  the  river  Jordan;  to  construct  and 
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maintain  all  necessary  dams,  bead-gates,  weirs, 
flumes,  pipes,  or  other  means  that  may  here- 
after be  considered  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
objects  of  this  a5>sociation."  **Ari.  5.  The 
capital  stock  of  this  association  shall  consist  of 
the  several  interests  of  the  corporations  hereof 
in  the  North  Point  Canal  Company,  together 
with  the  water  rifirhts  thereto  through  the  Sur- 
plus canal  from  the  river  Jordan  as  they  now 
exist  and  appear  of  record  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  the  North  Point  irrigation  district 
of  Salt  Lake  county,  Utah  territory  [names  of 
incorporators  omiued].  and  the  same  be,  and 
is  hereby,  transferred  and  made  to  represent 
the  capital  stx)ck  of  this  association,  and  de- 
clared fully  paid  up.  and  subject  to  assessment 
by  the  association  from  time  to  time,  as  may 
be  required."  It  also  appears  that  ihe  mem- 
bers of  the  North  Point  Canal  Company  and 
the  stockholders  of  the  North  Point  Irrigation 
Company,  relying  upon  the  agreement  that 
the  North  Point  Canal  Company,  and  its  suc- 
cessor, the  North  Point  Irrigation  Company, 
might  take  water,  from  and  through  the  Sur- 
plus canal,  from  the  Jordan  river,  for  domes- 
tic and  irrigation  purposes,  constructed  a  new 
canal  a  distance  or  1  mile,  connecting  the  two 
canals,  at  a  large  expenditure  of  time  and 
money;  that  they  also  contributed  a  consider- 
able sum  to  the  building  of  the  Surplus  canal. 
'  It  also  appears:  Tbat  the  canal  of  the  North 
Point  Canal  Company,  and  its  property,  and 
the  interest  of  the  members  in  the  unincorpo- 
rated association,  were  tran<^ferred  and  passed 
to  the  North  Point  Irrigation  Company,  and 
became  a  part  of  its  capital  stock.  That  on 
the  9th  day  of  December,  1886,  a  written  con- 
tract was  entered  into  between  the  Jordan  <ft 
Salt  Lake  Surplus  Water  Canal  Company  and 
the  North  Point  Irrigation  Company,  in  the 
following  language: 

Agreement  between  Surplus  Canal  Company 
and  North  Point  Canal  Company,  Sail  Lake 
City,  1886.  Know  All  Men  by  These  PresenU: 
That,  whereas,  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Jordan  and  Salt  Lake  Surplus- 
Water  Canal  Company,  held  in  Salt  Lake  City 
on  the  a7th  day  of  February,  1886.  the  privi 
lege  to  take  water  from  the  said  Jordan  and 
Salt  Lake  Surplus- Water  Canal  Company  by 
the  North  Point  Canal  Company  was  granted 
on  condition  that  the  said  North  Point  Canal 
Company  assist  materially  in  the  construction 
of  the  said  Jordan  and  Salt  Lake  Surplus- 
Water  canal;  and  whereas,  the  jsaid  North 
Point  Canal  Company,  by  its  stockholders  in  1 
and  landowners  under  the  said  North  Point 
canal,  have  contributed  the  sum  of  $600  (six 
hundred  dollars)  to  the  construction  of  said 
Jordan  and  Salt  Lake  Surplus  Water  canal, 
the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged, — 
the  North  Point  Canal  Company  is  hereby 
granted  the  privilege  to  take  water  from  saici 
Surplus  canal  at  a  point  a  little  north  of  the 
county  bridge  constructed  across  said  Surplus 
canal  at  a  point  where  Third  South  street,  of 
Salt  Lake  City,  produced  westward,  crosses 
said  Surplus  canal,  subject  only  to  the  follow- 
ing conditions:  (1)  No  obstruction  injuriously 
affecting  the  flow  of  water  shall  be  put  in  the 
Surplus  canal  during  the  time  of  high  water. 
(2)  During  the  times  of  low  water  the  North 
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Point  Canal  Company  may  hold  the  water 
in  the  Surplus  canal  at  a  point  two  (S) 
feet  above  the  present  grade  line  of  the 
Jordan  and  Salt  Lake  Surplus- Water  canal. 
(3)  The  top  of  the  overflow  of  the  gate,  dam, 
or  flume  placed  in  the  Jordan  and  Salt  Lake 
Surplus- Water  canal  by  the  North  Point  Canal 
Company  shall  be  two  (2)  feet  below  the  pres- 
ent grade  line  of  the  Jordan  and  Salt  Lake 
Surplus  Water  canal.  In  witness  whereof,  the 
said  parties  have  hereunto  caused  their  corpo- 
rate seal  to  be  atflxed,  and  these  presents  to  be 
subscribed  by  their  vice  president,  this  9th  day 
of  December,  a.  d.  1886. 

T.  E.  Jerremy,  Jr. , 
Vice-President  Jordan  and  Salt  Lake  Surplus 
Canal  Co. 

Witness:  N.  W.  Clayton. 

Attest:  George  Q.  Cannon, 

Secretary. 

In  this  agreement  the  name  of  the  North 
Point  Canal  Company  was,  by  mistake,  used 
in  the  place  of  its  successor.  North  Point  Irri- 
gation Company.  That  the  intention  of  both 
parties  was  to  make  the  grant  to  the  last- 
named  company,  to  whom  the  instrument  waa 
delivered,  and  who  duly  filed  it  for  record  on 
December  9, 1886. 

It  appears  further  that  the  Jordan  &  Salt 
Lake  Surplus- Water  Canal  Company  trans 
ferred,  by  deed  bearine  date  December  18, 
1886.  its  canal  to  Salt  Lake  City  and  Salt 
Lake  county,  in  the  following  language: 
**And  whereas,  the  said  city  and  county  have 
signified  tbeir  willingness  to  take  control  and 
management  of  said  canal,  and  to  operate  the 
same  for  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  it 
was  constructed,  and  thereby  relieve  this  com- 
pany from  further  expense  or  liability  arising 
from  the  operation  and  management  of  the 
same:  Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of 
$12,000  paid  by  said  city  and  county  of  Salt 
Lake,  and  of  the  further  consideration  that  said 
city  and  county  will  covenant  to  keep  said 
canal  open  and  free  to  accomplish  thepurpcses 
for  which  it  was  constructed  during  the  period 
of  ten  years  from  date  hereof,  we,  the  stock- 
holders of  said  company,  hereby  signify  our 
willingness  to  relinquish  all  our  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  and  to  said  canal  to  said  city  and 
county,  to  be  by  them  held  and  operated  for 
the  uses  and  purposes  aforesaid:  and  we  au- 
thorize and  direct  the  proper  officers  of  this 
corporation  to  make,  execute,  and  deliver  to 
said  county  and  city,  jointly,  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient deed.  [Then  follow  the  conveyance  and 
description.]  Conditioned,  however,  that  the 
parties  of  the  second  part.  Suit  Lake  City  and 
Salt  Lake  county,  keep  said  canal  open  and 
free  to  accomplish  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  constructed  for  the  period  of  ten  years 
from  the  date  hereof."  It  also  appears  that 
the  North  Point  Consolidated  Irrigation  Com- 
pany, the  plaintiff,  was  incorporated  on  Au- 
gust 15.  1889,  and  that  the  canal  of  the  North 
Point  Irrigation  Company,  and  all  its  fran- 
chises, and  interests  in  its  property,  were  then 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff.  The  seventh  arti- 
cle.of  plaintiff's  charter  is  as  follows:  "Art.  7. 
This  corporation  is  organized  for  the  purpose 
of  owning  and  acquiring,  making,  building, 
and  maintaining  irrigation  canals  and  ditchea 
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in  the  oouDty  of  Salt  Lake,  territory  of  Utah, 
to  proTide  for  irrigating  agricultural  land;  to 
provide  for  irrigation,  culiuarj,  and  other  pur- 
poses through  the  canals  and  ditches  now  con- 
trolled by  the  North  Point  Irrigation  Company 
and  the  West  Point  Canal  Company,  the  so- 
oalled  Surplus  canal,  and  such  other  canals 
«nd  ditches  as  may  be  hereafter  constructed  or 
acquired  by  this  corporation ;  to  manage  and 
control  its  legitimate  proportion  of  the  waters 
^f  the  river  Jordan,  and  to  construct,  own. 
maintain,  and  control  all  necessary  dams,  head 
gates,  weirs,  flumes,  pipes,  or  any  other  means 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  or- 
ganization; to  acquire  all  the  cash  on  hand, 
rights,  privileges,  franchises,  choses  in  action, 
accounts,  deeds,  liens,  leases,  goodwill,  money 
<iue,  books,  and  papers,  and  all  property  of 
«yery  nature,  now  owned,  enjoyed,  controlled, 
or  possessed  by  the  North  Point  Irrigation 
Oompany  and  the  West  Point  Canal  Company. 
It  being  expressly  intended  hereby  to  consol- 
idate said  last-named  companies,  and  to  merge 
them  into  this  corporation."  It  appears  fur- 
ther that  large  tracts  of  land  owned  by  the 
stockholders  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  depend 
for  irrigation  upon  its  canal;  that  after  it  was 
connected  with  the  Surplus  canal,  up  to  1893, 
its  waters  were  used  for  irrigation  and  domes- 
tic purposes;  that  some  of  the  land  would  be 
productive  and  valuable  if  irrigated  with  water 
suitable  for  irrigation,  such  as  is  taken  from 
the  Jordan  river;  that  other  portions  contain 
alkali,  that  renders  it  unsuitable  for  growing 
-crops,  but  that  it  would  be  improved  through 
irrigation  with  pure  water.  It  appears:  That 
the  plaintiff's  canal  connects  with  the  Surplus 
«anal  about  4  miles  below  its  mouth  at  the 
Jordan  river.  That  above  that  portion  of  the 
Surplus  canal,  and,  to  the  south  and  west,  the 
•canala  of  the  defendants  the  Utah  &  Salt  Lake 
•Canal  Company,  the  South  Jordan  Canal  Com- 
pany, and  the  North  Jordan  Irrigation  Com- 
pany are  situated.  That  these  canals  take 
water  from  the  Jordan  river  miles  above  the 
Jiead  or  mouth  of  the  Surplus  canal— one  as 
much  as  17.  That  drain  ditches  were  con- 
structed and  are  used  further  up  the  river  to 
«arry  the  seepage  from  the  lands  irrigated 
back  to  the  Jordan  river,  but  the  seepage  from 
large  tracts  of  land  irrigated  by  water  from 
these  canalsfiows  into  Hunter's  and  Silver  lakes. 
Much  of  it  is  conducted  there  by  artificial 
iditches,  and  the  seepage  so  collected  is  con- 
ducted into  these  small  lakes  or  ponds,  and 
into  Decker's  lake,  and  from  the  latter,  a  dis- 
tance of  about  2  miles,  by  means  of  a  drain 
ditch,  into  White  lake,  which  forms  part  of 
the  Surplus  canal.  Much  of  this  seepage  is 
from  alkali  or  mineralized  lands.  This  &cep- 
sge  so  conducted  lo  and  emptied  into  the  Sur- 
plus canal  is  unfit  for  domestic  or  irrigation 
purposes.  In  fact,  it  kills  vegetation,  and 
tenners  the  land  irrigated  by  it  unproductive. 
Upon  a  final  hearing  of  the  case  upon  the 
pleadings,  evidence,  and  arguments  of  counsel. 
&ie  court  rendered  a  decree  denying  the  prayer 
for  an  injunction,  dismissinfl:  plaintiff's  action, 
snd  awarding  costs  against  the  plaii^iff  to  the 
defendants.  From  this  decree  plaintiff  has  ap- 
pealed, and  assigns  numerous  errors,  upon 
which  a  reveisal  is  asked,  and  that  the  court 
Helow  may  be  ordered  to  enter  a  decree  per- 
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petually  enjoining  the  defendants  as  prayed  in 
plaintiff's  complaint,  and  for  costs. 

Messn.  E.  W.  Taylor,  C.  F.  Loof- 
bourow  and  F*  C  Loofbourow.  and 
Moylet  Zane*  A  Costig^an,  for  appellant: 

The  physical  acts  in  the  appropriation,  to- 
gether with  the  fact  that  the  water  is  taken  for 
a  beneficial  purpose  and  the  actual  use  thereof 
(Black's  Pomeroy,  Water  Bights,  §  50),  are 
sufficient  to  establish  an  appropriation. 

KimbaU  v.  Oearhart,  12  Cal.  2«. 

That  grant  related  back  to  the  date  of  the 
original  agreement,  February  27,  1886. 

Jackson,  Uenuelaer  County  New  Loan  Offi- 
cers, ▼.  BuU,  1  Johns.  Cas.  81;  Johnson  v. 
Siagg,  2  Johns.  510. 

A  conveyance  to  a  copartnership  or  associa- 
tion, simply  under  the  name  of  such  copart- 
nership or  association  and  without  specifying 
any  or  all  of  its  members,  is  a  valid  grant,  pro- 
viding it  can  be  shown  who  is  the  grantee. 

New  Vienna  Bank  v.  Johnson,  47  Ohio  St, 
306,  8  L.  R.  A.  614;  Shtrry  v.  Oilmore,  68 
Wis.  824. 

A  deed  with  a  fictitious  name,  if  actually 
delivered  to  the  grantee  intended,  is  a  good 
conveyance. 

David  ▼.  WiUiamsburgh  Oity  F.  Ins.  Co.  83 
N.  Y.  265,  88  Am.  Rep.  418. 

An  appropriator's  right  begins  at  the  head  of 
the  ditch  where  it  connects  with  the  natural 
source. 

Black's  Pomeroy.  Water  Rights,  §  67. 

The  actual  date  of  appropriation  relates 
back  to  the  primary  acts  of  the  appropriator. 

Black's  Pomeroy,  Water  Rights,  t^  65. 

And  the  appropriation  of  water  can  be  made 
through  artificial  ditches. 

Black's  Pomeroy,  Water  Rights,  §§  65,  66; 
Barnes  v.  Sadron,  10  Nev.  217. 

The  powers  of  a  corporation  are  limited  to 
such  as  are  expressly  defined  in  their  articles, 
except  such  as  are  incidental. 

4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  208-215; 
Davis  V.  Flagstaff  Silver  Min,  Oo.  2  Utah,  74; 
4  Thomp.  Corp.  §  5688. 

Compiled  Laws  of  Utah  1888,  §  2785,  ex- 
pressly provides  that  irrigating  com  panics  shall 
reconvey  their  surplus  water  into  the  natural 
source  of  supply. 

Surface  water  cannot  be  collected  in  artificial 
channels,  and  discharged  upon  the  property  of 
an  adjoining;  owner. 

Gould.  Waters,  §  271;  Wood,  Nuisances, 
§  806;  Livingston  v.  McDonald,  21  Iowa,  160, 
89  Am.  Dec  568;  BuOer  v.  Peek,  16  Ohio  St. 
834.  88  Am.  Dec.  452;  WhiU  v.  Ohapin,  12 
Allen,  516;  Foot  v.  Bronson,  4  Lans.  47;  Uicks 
V.  Siltiman,  93  111.  255;  Kaufman  v.  Oriese 
mer,  26  Pa.  407.  67  Am.  Dec.  437;  Martin  v. 
Riddle,  26  Pa.  415;  Miller  v.  Lanbaeh,  47  Pa. 
154,  86  Am.  Dec.  531;  Davis  ▼.  Londgreen,S 
Neb.  48;  Porter  v.  Durham,  74  N.  C.  767; 
Templetan  v.  Vos?doe,  72  Ind.  184, 87  Am.  Rep. 
150;  Cairo  dk  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Stevens,  78  Ind.  278, 
38  Am.  Rep.  189;  Goldsmith  v.  Blsas,  58  Ga. 
186;  Boynton  v.  Longley,  19  Nev.  69;  Taylor 
V.  Fickas,  64  Ind.  167,81  Am.  Rep  114;  GiUis 
T.  Nelson,  16  La.  Ann.  275;  Sowers  ▼.  Shiff.  15 
La.  Ann.  300;  Jutte  v.  Hughes,  67  N.  Y.  267; 
Martin  v.  Jett,  12  La.  501,  82  Am.  Dec.  120; 
Crabtree  v.  Baker,  75  Ala.  91,  61  Am.  Rep. 
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424;  AdatM  v.  Walker,  84  Ck>iiD.  466,  91  Am. 
Dec.  742;  Terex  ▼.  EXneder,  86  Mich.  24;  Pa- 
toka  Twp.  ▼.  Ebpkini,  181  Ind.  142. 

Surface  water  which  the  lower  estate  is 
houDd  to  take  ia  that  which  accamulates  on 
the  surface  from  natural  causes,  such  as  fall- 
ing rain  and  melting  snow,  and  not  such  as  Is 
created  or  brought  upon  the  higher  hind  by 
the  hand  of  man. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  §g  886-887,  889,  897; 
Washb.  Easem.  p.  28. 

Admitting,  for  argument,  that  the  natural 
dridDage,  wheu  Decker's  lake  overflows,  is 
toward  White  lake,  and  that  the  natural  drain- 
age must  be  endured,  such  natural  drainage 
cannot  be  added  to  bv  artificial  means. 

Livivgiton  t.  McDonald^  21  Iowa,  160,  89 
Am.  Dec.  668;  Hooper  ▼.  Wilkimon,  16  La. 
Ann.  497,  77  Am.  Dec.  194;  Dela?ious$aye  ▼. 
Judice,  18  La.  Ann.  687,  71  Am.  Dec.  621; 
Martin  v.  Jett,  12  La.  601, 82  Am.  Dec  120. 

Surface  water  must  run  naturally. 

Washb.  Easem.  p.  460;  Hvghe$Y.  Anderson, 
68  Ala.  280,  44  Am.  Rep.  147;  Orabtree  v. 
Baker,  76  Ala.  91,  61  Am.  Rep.  426. 

Irrigation  water  must  not  be  deteriorated  in 
quality  to  the  damage  of  any  other  person. 

Orane  ▼.  Wirnor,  2  Utah,  248;  Black's  Pom- 
eroy.  Water  RighU,  ^8  76,  77:  Bear  River  db 
A.  Water  A  Min.  Co,  ▼.  Nefo  York  Mining  Co, 
8  Cal.  827,  68  Am.  Dec.  826;  HiU  y.  Smith,  27 
Cal.  476,  82  Cal.  166. 

The  pollution  of  water  of  an  artificial  course 
to  the  use  of  which  water  in  a  pure  state  a 
right  has  been  acquired,  is  a  nuisance. 

Wood.  Nuisances,  §g  116, 116,  118,446-448. 

In  order  to  establisb  an  easement  by  adverse 
possession,  the  defense  should  have  conclu- 
sively shown  that  plaintiff  had  express  knowl- 
edge that  its  rights  were  being  invaded.  This 
the  defendants  have  failed  to  do. 

Washb.  Easem.  4th  ed.  pp.  180,  181,  T  86; 
also  p.  168,  T  48;  Zigefoou  ▼.  Zigefooee,  69 
Iowa,  891;  Carbrey  v.  WiUii.  7  Allen,  868,  88 
Am.  Dec.  68a 

Adverse  possession  is  not  tenable  unless  ex- 
clusive. 

Washb.  Easem.  p.  168.  T  48. 

To  establish  a  prescriptive  right  it  must  be 
shown  that  a  nuisance  was  maintained  for  the 
full  period  with  equally  offensive  results. 

Boynton  v.  LongUy,  19  Nev.  69;  Wood, 
Nuisances,  §  708;  Matthew  ▼.  BtiUwater  Oaa 
A  E.  L.  Co,  68  Minn.  493. 

The  changing  or  enlarging  a  drain  ditch 
avoids  a  prescriptive  claim. 

Tota  V.  Bonnefojf,  123  Ul.  653;  Boynton  v. 
Longley,  19  Nev.  69;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
pp.  16-19;  Cotton  v.  Poeaeset  Mfg.  Co,  13  Met. 
429;  jS^'h  v.  Burden^  24  Ala.  180,  60  Am. 
Dec.  468;  Matthew  v.  StiUwater  Qas  db  E.  L. 
Co.  68  Minn.  498. 

A  prescriptive  or  adverse  title  for  a  nuisance 
cannot  be  acquired  by  a  secret  user  only  from 
the  time  the  nuisance  is  known  to  the  plaintiff 
and  he  was  damaged  thereby. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  §  706;  Crosby  v.  Bessey, 
49  Me.  689,  77  Am.  Dec.  271;  Qrigtby^.  Clear 
Lake  Waterworks  Co,  40  Cal.  896;  Washb. 
Easem.  g§  26.  26a,  p.  160. 

The  rule  is  not  changed  even  though  the 
plaintiff  came  to  the  nuisance. 

Boston  FerruU  Co.  v.  BiUs,  169  Mass.  147, 
40  L.  R.  A 
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20  L.  R  A.  844;  16  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Ltw, 
p.  894,  note  1. 

Nor  is  the  rale  changed  by  the  fact  thai 
there  is  an  absence  of  actual  damages  or  eveo 
actual  benefit  from  this  drainage  water. 

I^eamed  v.  CoMtU,  78  CaL  464;  Cooper  ▼. 
Sandatl,  68  111.  24;  Oleason  ▼.  Gary,  4  Conn. 
418;  CaU  v.  Buttriek,  4  Cush.  846. 

No  prescriptive  or  adverse  right  can  ever  be 
acquired  by  the  defendants  in  this  action  to 
the  Surplus  canal,  because  the  Surplus  Com- 
pany had  no  power  to  grant  to  the  defendant 
canal  companies  the  right  to  discharge  their 
drainage  water  into  the  Surplus  canal.  The 
purpose  of  the  Surplus  canal  was  for  irriga- 
tion and  the  taking  of  the  Surplus  water  from 
the  Jordan  river  and  the  Surplus  Company 
never  acquired  any  further  or  greater  right, 
hence  the  defendants  could  take  no  greater 
right  than  the  Surplus  Company  enjoyed; 
therefore,  the  invasion  of  the  defendant  canal 
companies  was  entirely  illegal,  and  its  adverse 
claim  untenable. 

6  Am.  &  Bng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  146;  Burbank 
V.  Foy,  6  Lans.  897;  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 

7;  Watkins  v.  Peek,  18  N.  H.  860.  40  Anu 

ep.  166. 

A  prescriptive  right  cannot  be  maintained 
against  a  prohibitory^ law. 

See  Green,  Ultra  Vires,  p.  86;  4  Am.  ABng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  212:  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ena  Law» 
p.  16;  StaU  v.  Krebs,  64  N.  C.  604. 

Not  onl  V  are  the  acts  complained  of  against 
the  defendant  canal  companies  a  private,  but 
they  are  also  a  public,  nuisance,  and  no  person 
can  gain  a  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  a  pub- 
lic nuisance. 

Ashbrook  ▼.  Com,  1  Bush,  189,  89  Am.  Dec 
616;  Wright  v.  Moore,  f»A\SL.  693,  82  Am.  Dec. 
781;  Jenkins  "9,  Hooper  Irrigation  Co.  18Utah» 
100. 

Plaintiff  gained  Its  right  through  a  written 
conveyance  duly  recorded,  and  iu  right  is  not 
lost,  even  though  it  was  a  nonuser  for  several 
years. 

DiU  V.  Camden  Bd,  itf  Edu,  47  N.  J.  Eq. 
421,  10  L.  R  A.  276;  Arnold  v.  Stevens,  :d4 
Pick.  106,  86  Am.  Dec  806;  Bannan  v.  An- 
gier,  2  Allen,  128;  Ou>en  v.  Field,  102  Mass. 
90;  Barnes  v.  Uoyd,  112  Mass.  224;  Smyles  v. 
Hastings,  22  N.  Y.  217;  Wiggins  v.  McCleary^ 
49  N.  T.  846;  NiteeU  v.  PatchaU,  8  Rawie,  76. 

An  injunction  as  prayed  for  is  a  proper . 
remedy. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  §§  '»77,  note  2,  779.  781- 
788,  789. 

Messrs,  Richarda  «^  Richards,  for  re- 
spondents, canal  companies: 

The  plaintiff  has  no  right  or  privilege  in  the 
Surplus  canal  or  in  the  waters  thereof,  either 
by  gran t  or  appropriation .  Its  alleged  grant  ia 
void  for  want  of  authority  in  the  officers  to 
eiecute  the  same.  Under  no  circumstance 
could  it  take  effect  on  the  27th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1886,  for  the  reason  that  there  was  then 
no  grantee  to  receive  the  grant,  and  it  could 
not  affect  persons  acquiring  intervening  rights 
who  are  not  parties  thereto. 

In  the  absence  of  express  authority  conferred 
by  the  beard  of  directors  neither  the  president 
nor  secretary,  nor  any  other  officer  of  the  cor- 
poration, has  the  riffht  to  execute  such  a  docu- 
ment for  and  on  beBalf  of  the  corporation. 
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2  Ck>ok,  Stock  A  Btockholders,  p.  716;  Mbit 
T.  DanviUe  Seminary,  ld9  111.  408;  Peopl^t 
Bank  v.  St.  Anihony'it  Raman  Catholic  Chitreh, 
109  N.  Y.  612;  BUn  y.  Bear  River  dt  A.  Water 
dt  Mn,  Co.  20  Cal.  603,  81  Am.  Dec.  182;  Cor- 
hett  ▼.  Woodtoard,  6  Sawy.  408;  England  v. 
Deerhorn,  141  Mass.  690;  Jemip  t.  City  Bank, 
14  Wis.  883;  TUu$  ▼.  Cairo  d  F,  R,  Co.  87  K. 
J.  L.  98;  LngeU  ▼.  New  Jereey  Mfg.  db  Bkg. 
Co.  1  K.  J.  Eq.  641,  28  Am.  Dec.  728;  Wait^. 
Naehua  Armory  Auo.  66  N.  H.  681,  14  L.  R. 
A.  866:  Lyndon  MiUe  Co.  ▼.  Lyndon  Literary 
db  BiUieal  Init.  68  Yt  681;  Life  dk  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  ▼.  Meohaniaf  Fire  Ins.  Co.  7  Wend.  81. 

An  unincorporated  association  cannot  take 
a  grant  in  its  association  name  or  hold  title  to 
realty. 

1  Devlin.  Deeds,  §  190;  1  Beacb,  Priv.  Ck)rp. 
§  879;  Jaekeon,  Cooper,  ▼.  Cory,  8  Johns.  886; 
German  Land  Aeao.  v.  SehoUer,  10  Minn.  888; 
BombeekY.  Weetbrook,  9  Johns.  76;  Jaekaon, 
Potter,  y.  Sision,  2  Johns.  Cas.  821;  Boane  ▼. 
MeConahy,  4  Ohio,  167;  ThomaeY.  Marshjidd, 
10  Pick.  868;  BartUt  y.  King,  12  Mass.  687, 
7  Am.  Dec.  99;  Eamblett  ▼.  Bennett,  6  Allen, 
140;  Tneker  y.  Seaman's  Aid.  Soe.  7  Met.  188. 

Riffhts  in  water  for  irrigation  can  only  bo 
acquired  by  the  actual  appropriation  ox  the 
water  to  that  beneficial  use. 

MunroeY.  Ivie,  2  Utah,  686;  Crane  y.  Winsor, 
2  Utah,  248;  Black's  Pomeroy,  Water  Rights, 
g  62;  Csgood  y.  Bt  Dorado  Water  db  D.  Q. 
Min.  Co.  66  Cal.  671;  Ophir  Sitter  Min.  Co.  ▼. 
Carpenter,  4  Ney.  684,  97  Am.  Dec.  660. 

Any  right  or  priyilege  the  plaintiff  took  was 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  tbe  Sur- 
plus canal  and  of  the  defendant  canal  compa- 
nies. 

1  Beach,  Priy.  Corp.  §  879,  and  cases  cited. 

In  the  construction  of  the  drain  ditch,  tbe 
defendant  canal  companies  and  tbe  county  of 
Salt  Lake  disposed  of  the  drainage  according 
to  its  natural  disposition,  and  made  that  por- 
tion of  the  country  which  was  naturally  sub- 
servient bear  its  part  of  the  drainage  burden. 

As  a  right  incidental  to  their  corporate  power 
and  to  the  business  of  irrigation,  defendants 
could  and  did  lawfully  construct  and  maintain 
a  drain  ditch  from  the  Decker  lake  into  White 
lake,  connecting  tbis  chain  of  lakes  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  away  the  seepage  water 
and  surface  drainage  necessarily  incidental  to 
the  irrigation  of  the  lands  watered  from  their 
canals;  said  water  being  conveyed  in  tbe  course 
In  which  the  drainage  would  naturally  flow. 

Conrad  v.  Arrowhead  Hot  Springs  Hotel,  108 
Cal.  899;  Earl  v.  DeHart,  12  K  J.  Eq.  280, 
72  Am.  Dec  896. 

The  draina^,  in  connection  with  tbe  irriga- 
tion of  land,  IS  a  reasonable  use  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  canal  companies,  and  one  which 
they  were  entitled  to  enjoy. 

Barnard  v.  Sherley,  186  Ind.  647, 24  L.  R.  A. 
668;  Panton  v.  Holland,  17  Johns.  99.  8  Am. 
Dea  .869;  Oibson  v.  Puehta,  88  Cal.  810; 
Totonsend  v.  Bell,  70  Hun,  687. 

The  prior  right  of  the  defendants  to  use  tbe 
White  lake  and  Surplus  canal  for  the  purpose 
of  drainage  commenced  in  June,  1886,  and 
continued,  to  the  same  extent,  from  that  time 
till  the  commencement  of  this  suit;  and  the 
drain  ditch  was  not  enlarged,  nor  the  flowage 
thereof  increased. 
40  L.a.A. 


Jacob  v.  Lorem,  98  Cal.  832;  RameUi  v.  Irish, 
96  Cal.  214. 

Tbe  defendant  canal  companies  have  ob- 
tained a  prescriptive  right  in  tbe  Surplus  canal 
and  tbe  waters  thereof,  by  an  open,  notorious, 
peaceable,  continuous,  uninterrupted  adverse 
use  for  a  period  of  over  seven  years. 

Such  a  right  may  be  acquired. 

Goddard,  Easem.  pp.  68,  69,  268,  and  note 
G;  Wood  v.  Suteliffs,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  168,  21  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  268;  Black's  Pomeroy,  Water 
Righto,  §  162;  Wood,  Lim.  Act  g  181; 
1  Wood,  Nuisances,  p  719;  MeCallum  ▼.  Qer- 
mantofon  Water  Co.  64  Pa.  40,  98  Am.  Dec. 
666;  Prentice  v.  Qeiger,  74  N.  Y.  841. 

The  right  is  acquired  in  the  period  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  of  limitation  of  actions, 
in  this  state  seven  years. 

Black's  Pomeroy,  Water  Rights,  g  162;  An- 
gell,  Watercourses,  §208;  19  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  11;  Wasbb.  Easem.  p.  140; 
Harkness  v.  Woodmansee,  7  Utah,  227. 

Such  a  light  may  be  acquired  for  drainage. 

Earl  y.  SiHart,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  280,  72  Am. 
Dec.  896. 

The  acts  were  of  such  a  character  as  to  give 
notice  to  all  parties  of  the  defendants'  claim  of 
right,  and  plaintiff,  having  had  tbe  means  of 
knowledge,  cannot  say  that  it  did  not  know. 

Close  V.  Samm,  27  Iowa,  608;  School  District 
No.Sy.  Lynch,  88  Conn.  330;  Ihompson  v. 
Pioche,  44  Cal.  617;  PoignardY.  Smith,  6  Pick. 
172;  Scruggs  v.  Scruggs,  48  Mo.  142;  Samuels 
v.  BorrowscaU,  104  Mass.  210;  Wilson  y.  Will- 
iams, 62  Miss.  488. 

The  adverse  possession  of  the  defendanto 
was  of  such  a  character  that  the  plaintiff  will 
be  presumed  to  have  know  of  It,  and  hence  no 
notice  was  necessary. 

Key  Y.  Jennings,  66  Mo.  367;  Bushey  v.  San- 
tiff,  86  Hun,  884. 

A  party  must  take  notice  of  tbe  existence  of 
a  ditch. 

Cook  Y.  Cliicago,  B.  db  Q.  R.  Co.  40  Iowa,  461; 
Hodgson  v.  Jeffries,  62  Ind.  884;  BaldockY.  At- 
u)ood,  21  Or.  78. 

The  law  does  not  require  the  use  to  be  in  all 
respects  identical  and  the  same,  both  in  man- 
ner and  extent,  in  order  to  acquire  an  ease- 
ment, and  a  change,  if  any,  must  be  such  as 
would  cause  some  injury  to  others. 

Wasbb.  Easem.  p.  171;  Jacob  v.  Lorenz,  98 
Cal.  832;  Ramelli  v.  Irish,  96  Cal.  214. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tion. 

1  High,  In].  §7;  1  Spelling,  Extraordinary  Re- 
lief, §26;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Manchester  db  L  H.  Co. 
1  Railway  Cas.  486;  Wicks  v.  Hunt,  Johns.  V.  C. 
(Eng.)872;  lHleh,Inj.§2;  Drewry.  Inj.  p.  265; 
Kerr,  Inj.  230, 231;  Bispham,  Eq.  §400;  Isenbera 
v.  East  India  House  Estate  Co.  88  L.  J.  Ch.  Kl 
S.  892;  Ward  v.  Kelsey,  14  Abb.  Pr.  106;  Au- 
denried  v.  Philadelphia  db  R.  R.  Co.  68  Pa. 
870.  8  Am.  Rep.  196;  DureU  v.  Pritchan^,  L. 
R  1  Ch.  244;  City  of  London  Brewery  Co.  v. 
Tennant,  L.  R  9  Ch.  219;  Jacorub  v.  Knight, 
82  S.  R  Ch.  App.  601;  Rogers  Locomotite  db 
Mach.  Works  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  879. 

Messrs.  W.  Van  Cott,  O.  F.  Patnanu 
and  Ray  Van  Cott  for  respondent  Salt  Lake 
County. 

Messrs.  WUIiam  McKay  and  D,  B» 
Hempstead  for  respondent  Salt  Lake  City. 
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Zane,  Cb.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  claims  the  lethal  right  to  take 
And  use  water  from  the  Jordan  <&  Salt  Lake 
Surplus  canal  for  irrigation  and  domes:  ic  pur- 
poses; that  it  has  an  interest  in  and  right  to 
the  Surplus  canal,  and  to  its  waters,  to  that 
extent;  and  that,  in  view  of  the  pleadings  and 
evidence,  the  court  should  protect  that  right 
by  a  writ  of  injunction;  while  the  Utah  &  Salt 
Lake  Canal  Company,  the  South  Jordan  Canal 
Company,  and  the  North  Jordan  Irrigation 
Company,  three  of  the  defendants,  deny  that 
plaintiff  has  any  interest  in  the  Surplus  canal, 
or  any  right  to  take  water  therefrom  for  irriga- 
tion or  other  purposes,  and  they  claim  the 
Tight  to  use  the  same  canal  to  carry  the  seep- 
age and  surplus  waters  from  the  lands  irri- 
gated by  them,  from  their  canals,  though  its 
waters  may  be  thereby  so  polluted  and  be- 
fouled by  alkali  or  other  substances  as  to  ren- 
-der  it  unfit  for  irrigation  or  domestic  purposes. 
It  is  plain  that  the  Surplus  canal  cannot  be 
used  for  both  purposes.  It  cannot  be  used  to 
carry  water  fit  for  irrigation,  and  water  unfit 
for  irrigation,  at  the  same  time.  The  use  of  the 
Surplus  canal  to  carry  water  unfit  for  irriga- 
tion or  domestic  purposes  is,  in  effect,  an  ex- 
clusive right  to  the  use  of  it,  so  far  as  the  use 
of  it  to  carry  water  for  irrigation  or  domestic 
purposes  goes;  and  the  rieht  to  use  it  to  carry 
water  for  irrigation  or  domestic  purposes,  in 
effect,  excludes  the  use  of  it  to  carry  water  unfit 
for  irrigation  or  domestic  purposes.  The  two 
rights  are  perfectly  inconsistent,  and  cannot  be 
•eni«)yed  together. 

This  briugs  us  to  the  question,  Has  the  plain- 
tiff the  right  to  take  or  use  water  from  the 
Surplus  canal  for  irrigation,  culinary,  or  other 
•domestic  purposes?  The  plaintiff  insists  that 
the  Surplus  canal  was  constructed  to  relieye 
•the  Jordan  river  during  freshets  or  high  water; 
to  carry  a  portion  of  its  water  and  overflow 
water  at  such  times,  and  as  a  drainage  canal, 
to  that  extent;  and  also  for  the  purposes  of 
irrigation  and  domestic  purposes;  while  the 
•defendants  claim  it  was  constructed  alone  for 
the  purpose  of  drainage  to  carry  the  seepage 
and  surplus  water  from  the  lands  irrigated  by 
the  defendant  canal  companies  and  others,  as 
well  as  to  relieve  the  Jordan  river  and  adjacent 
lands  submerged  by  it  in  times  of  freshets  and 
high  water.  The  understanding  of  various 
persons  as  to  the  object  of  the  incorporation 
known  as  the  Jordan  <&  Salt  Lake  Surplus- 
Water  Canal  Company  was  received  in  evi- 
dence by  the  court  below.  While  a  special 
charter  was  not  granted  by  the  legislature  of 
the  late  territoir  to  the  Jordan  <&  Salt  Lake 
Surplus- Water  Canal  Company,  and  it  was  in- 
corporated under  a  general  law,  its  articles  of 
incorporation  under  that  law  were  given  the 
-effect  of  a  charter;  and  in  them  its  purposes 
and  powers  must  be  found, — from  them  its 
fraDchise  or  franchises  must  be  ascertained. 
Such  a  corporation  can  only  use  such  powers  as 
-are  expressly  mentioned  in  its  charter,  and  such 
.as  may  be  necessary  to  execute  those  expressed. 
In  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co,  101 
U.  S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  950,  the  court  said:  "Conced- 
ing  the  rule  applicable  to  all  statutes,  that  what 
is  fairly  implied  is  as  much  granted  as  what  is 
expressed,  it  remains  that  the  charter  of  a  cor- 
40  L.  R.  ▲. 


poration  is  the  measure  of  its  powers,  and  that 
the  enumeration  of  these  powers  implies  the 
exclusion  of  all  others. "  The  object  and  busi- 
ness of  the  Jordan  &  Salt  Lake  Surplus-Water 
Canal  Company,  expressed  in  its  charter,  was 
•'to  construct  [the  canal  described]  for  the  pur- 
pose of  divertmg  a  portion  of  the  said  Jordan 
river  from  its  present  channel,  and  causing  it 
to  flow  into"  Salt  Lake  at  a  point  named, 
"thereby  preventing  the  western  portion  of 
Salt  Lake  City  and  the  lands  along  the  Jordan 
river  from  being  submerged  in  times  of  high 
water,  and  making  practicable  the  draining, 
irrigating,  and  cultivating  of  large  tracts  of 
land  hitherto  unavailable  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses: and  to  this  end  the  association  may  con- 
struct and  maintain  all  necessary  dams,  bead 
gates,  flumes,  and  other  means  which  may  be 
necessary  to  control,  regulate,  and  distribute 
said  water  for  the  purposes  herein  indicated.** 
The  objects  were  to  divert  a  portion  of  the 
waters  of  the  river  in  times  of  high  water,  to 
prevent  the  western  portion  of  the  city  from 
being  submerged,  and  to  make  practicable  the 
drainage  and  irrigation  and  cultivation  for 
agricultural  purposes  of  large  tracts  of  land; 
and  to  those  ends  the  company  was  empowered 
to  construct  and  maintain  all  necessary  dams, 
head  gates,  flumes,  and  other  means  which 
might  be  necessary  to  control,  regulate,  and 
distribute  the  waters  of  the  canal  so  diverted 
from  the  Jordan  river.  It  is  apparent  that  the 
diversion  of  water  and  its  distribution  for  irri- 
gation were  intended,  as  well  as  the  diversion 
of  water  from  the  Jordan  river  at  times  of 
high  water.  Having  the  power  to  construct 
and  use  its  canal  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation 
as  well  as  drainage,  the  Surplus  Canal  Com- 
pany was  authorized  to  enter  into  the  contract 
with  the  North  Point  Irrigation  Company 
dated  December  9,  1886,  in  which  it  granted 
to  the  company  the  right  to  take  water  from 
its  canal  for  irrigation  and  domestic  purposes, 
and  to  construct  dams  and  gates  to  divert 
water  into  the  canal  of  the  North  Point  Irriga- 
tion Company  to  that  end.  This  contract  in 
writing  of  December  9,  1886,  referred  to,  rati- 
fied the  verbal  contract  of  February  27  of  the 
same  year  with  the  unincorporated  company. 
While  the  name  of  the  North  Point  Canal 
Company  is  used  in  the  written  contract,  there 
is  no  doubt  from  the  evidence  that  the  North 
Point  Irrigation  Company,  who  had  succeeded 
to  the  property  and  rights  of  the  unincorpo- 
rated company,  was  intended,  and  we  must 
hold  that  the  contract  was  made  with  the  in- 
corporated company. 

Defendants  also  insist  that  the  execution  of 
the  contract  of  December  9,  1886.  by  the  Sur- 
plus Water  Company,  was  not  proved  by  h 
preponderance  of  the  evidence.  While  the  evi- 
dence was  confiicting,  we  are  disposed  to  find 
that  it  was  proved  by  a  clear  preponderance, 
and  that  it  was  executed  by  authority  of  both 
parties  to  it.  It  purports  to  be  so  signed.  Two 
witnesses  so  state.  It  was  acknowledged  and 
delivered  by  the  proper  oflQcers  of  the  Surplus 
Company,  duly  filed  for  record,  and  recorded. 

The  North  Point  Irrigation  Company  on  the 
faith  of  it  built  a  new  canal  the  distance  of  a 
mile,  at  considerable  cost,  thereby  connecting 
their  canal  with  the  Surplus  canal,  constructed 
a  head  gate  according  to  the  terms  of  the  cob- 
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tract,  contributed  to  the  buildiDg  of  the  8ur- 
iplus  Canal,  and  took  out  water  under  the  coc- 
tract,  whenever  desired,  until  this  suit  was 
brought.  After  the  contract  was  so  signed, 
acknowledged,  delivered,  accepted,  and  acted 
upon  by  both  parties,  it  would  be  a  breach  of 
faith  for  the  defendants  to  avoid  it  now  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  authorized  and  duly 
executed.  After  this  contract  or  grant  was  so 
•f'xecuted,  acknowledged,  delivered,  and  re- 
corded, the  Jordan  &SaU  Lake  Surplus- Water 
Canal  Company  transferred  their  canal  to  Salt 
Ltake  City  and  Salt  Lake  county,  upon  the  con- 
dition that  they  would  take  the  control  and 
management  of  it  for  the  uses  and  purposes 
for  which  it  was  constructed.  It  appears  from 
the  evidence  in  the  record  that  the  North  Point 
Irrigation  Company  acquired  its  right  to  take 
water  from  the  Surplus  canal  before  its  waters 
-were  rendered  unfit  for  irrigation  by  the  im- 
pure surplus  and  seepage  water  discharged 
through  the  drain  ditch  into  it  from  Decker's 
lake.  But  the  canal  company  defendants 
•claim  that  the  seepage  and  surplus  water  from 
the  lands  irrigated  by  them  flows  naturally 
Into  White  lake,  a  part  of  the  Surplus  canul. 
Undoubtedly  a  proprietor  of  higher  land  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  natural  flow  there- 
from, onto  the  lands  of  another,  of  surface  or 
H)tber  water  not  brought  there  by  artificial 
ujeans.  But,  when  water  is  brought  onto  the 
higher  land  bv  artificial  means,  the  proprietor 
is  not  entitled  to  such  natural  flow  onto  the 
Und  of  another,  to  his  injury.  The  proprietors 
>of  higher  lands  have  not  the  right  to  the  na- 
tural flow  of  water  brought  onto  their  lands 
l)y  artificial  means.  If  natural  forces  alone 
bring  water  onto  a  man*s  land,  he  may  allow 
natural  forces  to  take  it  off,  though  it  may  be 
<lepo6ited  on  the  laud  of  another,  to  his  in- 
jury. Seepage  from  lands,  caused  by  irriga- 
tion water  brought  in  canals  or  other  ariificial 
ditches,  cannot  be  regarded  as  natural  seepage 
or  drainage.  It  is  not  brought  there  alone  by 
natural  laws,  as  water  from  rain,  snow,  or 
springs  is.  Nor  is  the  water  in  question  con- 
-ducted  by  gravitation,  ih  drains  or  depressions 
made  by  natural  forces,  into  the  Surplus  canal. 
It  appears  that  the  seepage  and  surplus  water 
•complained  of  is  conducted,  in  small,  artifi- 
cially constructed  drains,  into  the  chain  of 
lakes,  and  some  of  those  are  connected  by  such 
artificial  ditches  until  it  reaches  Decker's  lake, 
and  from  that  a  drain  ditch  nearly  2  miles 
long,  of  considerable  width  and  several  feet 
<ieep, — ^in  one  place  as  much  as  6  feet, — was 
made  and  is  maintained  by  the  defendants, 
/through  which  the  waters  so  collected  in 
Decker's  lake  flow  into  the  Surplus  canal. 
The  defendants  have  no  right  to  conduct  water 
through  their  canals  onto  lands  irrigated  by 
them,  and  then,  by  means  of  drain  ditches, 
conduct  the  seepage  and  surplus  water  there- 
from, rendered  unfit  for  irrigation  or  domestic 
uses,  into  the  Surplus  canal,  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff  has  the  right  to  take  water  for  useful 
purposes.  Butler  v.  Peek,  16  Ohio  St.  834,  88 
Am.  Dec.  458;  Gould,  Waters,  §  271;  Living 
^ton  V.  McDonald,  21  Iowa,  160,  89  Am.  Dec. 
668;  AdavM  v.  Walker,  84  Conn.  466,  91  Am. 
Dec.  742;  1  Wood,  Nuisances,  gg  886,  887. 
There  is  evidence  that  the  waters  of  Decker's 
lake,  before  the  drain  ditch  complained  of  was 
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constructed,  when  the  water  was  high,  some- 
times overflowed  its  rim,  and  found  its  way 
into  the  Surplus  canal.  This,  however,  did 
not  authorize  the  defendants  to  cut  a  drain 
ditch  through  the  rim  or  intervening  higher 
ground,  and  conduct  such  water  as  would  not 
overflow  into  the  Surplus  canal.  In  Butler  v. 
Peek,  16  Ohio  St.  848,  88  Am.  Dec.  452,  the 
court  said:  ''And  it  makes  no  difference  that 
...  in  times  of  high  water  a  portion  of  the 
waters  of  the  basin  would  overflow  its  rim, 
and  find  their  way,  along  a  natural  swale,  to 
and  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  below :  for, 
as  to  those  waters  which  naturally  could  not 
surmount  nor  penetrate  the  rim  of  the  basin, 
but  were  compelled  to  pass  off  by  evaporation, 
or  remain  where  they  were,  the  case  is  the 
same  as  if  the  basin  had  no  outlet  whatever." 
Section  2785,  Comp.  Laws  Utah  1888.  declares: 
"It  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  persons  usiug  water 
from  any  natural  source  of  supply,  to  provide 
suitable  ditches  for  conveying  surplus  water 
again' into  the  natural  channel,  or  other  place 
01  use,  to  the  satisfaction  or  approval  of  the 
water  commissioner."  It  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant canal  companies  divert  water  from 
the  Jordan  river  into  their  canals,  several  miles 
above  the  point  where  the  Surplus  Canal  Com- 
pany connects  with  the  same  river  (one  of  them 
as  much  as  17  miles  above),  and  that  they  have 
a  number  of  drain  ditches,  at  different  points, 
carrying  the  surplus  and  seepage  water  back 
into  the  river,  the  natural  source  of  supply; 
but,  when  they  came  down  to  the  chain  of 
ponds  or  lakes,  they  constructed  their  drain 
ditches  into  them,  and  from  them  into  the  Sur- 
plus canal,  whose  waters  the  plaintiff  uses  for 
irrigation.  They  should  have  carried  the  seep- 
age and  surplus  water  complained  ot  back  into 
the  common  source,  the  Jordan  river,  as  they 
do  further  up  the  river,  as  the  statute  contem- 
plates, or  to  Salt  lake.  Either  way  appears 
practicable,  from  the  evidence. 

Thf"  canal  companies,  defendants,  also  claim 
a  prescriptive  right  to  drain  the  water  com- 
plained of  into  tho  Surplus  canal.  The  evi- 
dence proves  that  the  defendants,  the  canal 
companies,  first  constructed  their  drain  ditch 
in  the  spring  of  1886,  but  enlarged  and  ex- 
tended it  as  Tate  as  1892.  And  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  used  water  from  the  Surplus  canal 
to  the  last-named  year,  when  it  was  found  to 
be  unfit  for  irrigation,  culinary,  or  other  do- 
mestic use.  At  that  time  plaintiff's  ofilcers 
and  agents  found  it  was  so  impure  as  to  be  al- 
together unfit  for  use.  The  drainage  of  pure 
water,  or  water  suitable  for  irrigation  or  other 
uses  to  which  the  plaintiff  wished  to  put  it, 
into  the  Surplus  canal,  was  not  inconsistent 
with  plaintiff's  use  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  irri- 
gation or  other  use.  So  lon^  as  the  plaintiff 
obtained  water  from  the  Surplus  canal  suitable 
for  its  purposes,  it  could  make  no  difference 
whether  it  all  came  from  the  Jordan  river,  or 
other  source.  But  as  soon  as  seepage  or  sur- 
plus water  was  emptied  into  the  canal,  that 
rendered  it  unfit  for  use,  then  such  drainage 
became  inconsistent  with  plaintiff's  tise  of  the 
same  canal  for  irrigation  purposes,  and  the 
canal  companies'  use  of  it  oecame  exclusive. 
It  has  been  held  that  adverse  use  of  an  ease- 
ment will  give  title  by  prescription,  when  sub- 
stantially the  same,  as  to  length  of  time,  ex- 
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duslyeDess,  acqutescence,  and  lo  other  respects, 
as  the  adverse  possession  that  will  giye  title  to 
real  estate.  If  the  adverse  possession  that  will 
give  title  under  the  statute  of  limitations  is  re- 
quired to  be  exclusive,  continuous,  and  unin- 
terrupted for  seven,  ten.  or  other  number  of 
years,  under  claim  of  right,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  acquiescence  of  the  owner,  then  the 
same  facts  must  exist  to  give  title  in  case  of 
an  easement.  The  statute  of  limitations  as  to 
real  estate  in  force  in  the  late  territory  and  in 
this  state  at  the  time  it  is  claimed  that  canal 
companies,  defendants,  gained  the  right  by 
prescription  to  drain  their  seepage  and  surplus 
water  into  the  Surplus  canal,  required  the  ex- 
istence and  concurrence  of  facts  that  do  not 
exist  with  respect  to  the  alleged  easement  re- 
lied upon  in  this  case.  This  is  apparent  from 
an  examination  of  ^S  8186.  8187,  Comp. 
Laws  Utah  1888.  There  is  no  analogy  be- 
tween the  facts  attending  the  alleged  easement 
relied  upon  in  this  case,  and  the  facts  required 
to  be  shown  in  order  to  gain  title  under  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

The  canal  companies  also  rely  upon  g  2780 
of  the  same  compilation,  which  declares  that 
"aright  to  the  use  of  water  for  any  useful 
purpose,  such  as  for  domestic  purposes,  irri- 
gating lands,  ...  is  hereby  recognized  and 
acknowledged  to  have  vested  and  accrued  as 
a  primary  right  to  the  extent  of  and  reason- 
able necessity  for  such  use  thereof,  under  any 
of  the  following  circumBlaooes:  ...  (2) 
Whenever  any  person  or  persons  shall  have 
had  the  open,  peaceable,  uninterrupted,  and 
continuous  use  of  water  for  a  period  of  seyen 
years."  The  facts  upon  which  the  easement 
claimed  by  defendants  must  stand  are  not  an- 
alogous to  those  giving  the  right  to  the  use  of 
water  under  the  statute.  The  statute  relates 
to  the  use  of  water  for  a  useful  purpose.  The 
defendants  claim  a  right  to  drain  impure  and 
befouled  water  Into  a  canal  whose  waters  are 
used  for  the  purpose  of  drainase,  irrigation, 
and  domestic  purposes.  The  right  described 
by  the  statute  is  to  take  water  for  useful  pur- 
poses. The  right  as  described  in  the  pleadings 
and  evidence  is  to  discharffe  impure  water,  un- 
fit for  use,  into  a  canal  whose  waters  are  used 
for  irrigation,  culinary,  and  other  domestic 
purposes.  The  facts  upon  which  the  canal 
companies  rely  to  establish  a  right  by  prescrip- 
tion are  not  analogous  to  those  required  by 
either  of  the  statutes  above  referred  to.  And 
they  can  only  be  applied  as  to  time  when  an- 
alogous in  other  respects.  Barkneu  y.  Wood- 
man, 7  Utah,  227;  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
Ut  ed.  p.  11. 

The  discharge  of  Impure  and  foul  water  into 
a  canal  whose  waters  are  used  for  irrigation  or 
other  useful  purpose  creates  a  nuisance.  It 
appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the 
waters  of  the  Surplus  canal  were  rendered 
totally  unfit  for  irrigation  or  domestic  pur- 
poses by  the  seepage  and  surplus  water  from 
the  land  irrigated  bv  defendants'  canals,  dis- 
charged through  their  drain  ditch  from  Deck- 
er's lake.  Section  8463  of  the  sUtutes  (Utah 
Comp.  Laws  1888),  declares  that  * 'anything 
which  is  injurious  to  heahh,  or  indecent,  or 
offensive  to  the  senses,  or  an  obstruction  to  the 
free  use  of  property,  so  as  to  interfere  with 
the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  life  or  property, 
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is  a  nuisance,  and  the  subject  of  an  action. 
Such  action  may  be  brought  by  any  persoD 
whose  property  Is  injuriously  affected,  or 
whose  personal  enjoyment  is  lessened  bv  the 
nuisance;  and  by  the  Judgment  the  nuisance 
may  be  abated  or  enjoined,  as  well  as  damage* 
recovered."  This  section  declares  that  any- 
thing which  is  injurious  to  health,  or  offensiye 
to  the  senses,  or  an  obstruction  to  the  free  use 
of  property,  so  as  to  Interfere  with  the  com- 
"fortable  enjoyment  of  property,  is  a  nuisance. 
The  mixing  of  alkali  or  mineral  with  water 
used  for  culinary  or  other  domestic  use,  so  that 
it  cannot  be  used,  Is  certainly  offensive  to  the 
taste,  injurious  to  health,  and  Interferes  with 
the  enjoyment  of  life.  And  to  befoul  water 
used  for  irrigation,  so  that  it  kills  vegetation^ 
is  an  obstruction  to  the  free  use  of  property, 
and  interferes  with  its  enjoyment.  A  nuisance 
may  be  offensive  to  the  sense  of  smell,  sight, 
or  hearing.  In  the  prosecution  of  a  business^ 
offensive  odors  may  be  cast  off,  unusual  and  of- 
fensive noises  may  be  given  out,  fluid  sub- 
stances may  escape  into  a  neighbor's  well,  or 
one  may  do  or  cause  to  be  done  that  which  is 
offensive  to  the  eye.  In  either  case  it  may  be- 
come a  nuisance.  Or  the  thing  done  or  main- 
tained may  be  injurious  to  property,  and  af- 
fect the  free  use  of  it,  and  in  that  way  be  a 
nuisance.  Wood,  Nuisances,  §^  115,  116; 
Oraney.WifiMT,  2  Utah,  248;  Black's  Pom- 
eroy,  Water  Rights,  g  76.  The  use  that  will 
give  a  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  a  private 
nuisance  must  be  adverse,  under  a  claim  of 
right,  uninterrupted  and  continuous,  for 
twenty  years,  with  the  knowledge  and  acquies- 
cence of  the  party  whose  right  is  invaded. 
Campbell  y.  Seaman,  68  N.  Y.  568,  20  Am. 
Rep.  567;  1  Wood,  Lim.  Act.  1st  ed.  $  188; 
Totel  y.  Bonntfoy,  128  Dl.  668.  The  general 
rule  is  that  there  can  be  no  prescriptive  right 
to  maintain  a  public  nuisance.  Time  will  not 
sanctify  it.  Ashbrook  v.  Oom.  1  Bush,  189,  89 
Am.  Dec.  616:  Wright  y.  Moore,  88  Ala.  608, 
82  Am.  Dec.  781. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  the  record 
that  plaintiff's  canal  Was  designed  to  irrigate 
various  tracts  of  land  owned  by  different  per- 
sons, and  that  a  number  of  them  irrigated 
their  lands  from  the  canal  for  a  time,  and  thai 
stock  drank  of  its  waters.  The  further  ques- 
tion is.  Did  the  canal  companies  create  a  public 
nuisance  by  draining  the  seepage  and  surplus 
water  from  the  lands  irrigatedf  by  them  into 
the  Surplus  canal,  in  that  way  contaminating 
its  waters  with  salt  and  other  substances  thus 
rendering  it  unfit  for  naet  The  statute  (Utah 
Comp.  Laws  1888,  §  4566)  declares  that  *'a 
public  nuisance  .  .  .  consisto  in  unlawfully 
doing  an  act,  or  omitting  to  perform  a  duty» 
which  act  or  omission  either:  (1)  Annoys,  in- 
jures, or  endangers  the  comfort,  repose,  health* 
or  safety  of  three  or  more  persona.  ...  (4)  In 
any  way  renders  three  or  more  persons  insecure 
in  life,  or  the  use  of  property."  It  appears  that 
various  persons  were  prevented  from  cultivat- 
ing or  using  their  property,  and  the  water  upon 
which  they  relied  to  some  extent  for  watering 
stock  and  for  domestic  purposes  was  made  on- 
fit  for  these  purposes.  It  is  true  that  consider- 
able evidence  was  introduced  on  the  trial  tend- 
ing to  show  that  much  of  the  land  situated  so 
that  it  could  be  irrigated  from  plalotifTs  canal 
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!■  ImpregDated  with  alkali  and  salt,  and  unfit 
for  agricultural  purposes.  But  tbe*  evidence 
^establishes  the  fact  that  crops  grew  on  some  of 
it  prior  to  1892,  when  irrigated  with  water  from 
the  plaintiff's  canal,  received  through  the  Sur- 
plus caned,  from  the  Jordan  river,  t>efore  the 
drain  ditch  from  Decker's  lake  was  enlarged; 
and  we  think  the  evidence  authorizes  the  in- 
ference that  a  great  portion  of  the  land  that 
could  be  leached  and  irrigated  from  plaintiff's 
canal  would  eventually  become  fit  for  cultiva* 
lion  if  irrigated  alone  with  water  from  the  Jor- 
dan river,  or  with  water  through  the  Surplus 
cand,  without  being  mixed  with  the  water 
from  the  drain  ditch  from  Decker's  lake. 
There  was  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that 
the  waters  of  White  lake,  through  which  the 
Surplus  canal  runs,  contain  a  large  per  cent  of 
salt;  that  its  waters  are  unfit  for  irrigation. 
That  lake  is  not  large,  and  from  the  evidence 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  portion  of  the  wa- 
ters of  the  .Jordan  river,  running  through  it, 
would  purify  and  render  it  fit  for  irrigation, 
when  not  con  lami Dated  with  the  seepage  and 
surplus  water  from  the  lands  irrigated  by  the 
canals  of  the  defendants,  and  by  waters  of  the 
chain  of  lakes  discharged  through  the  drain 
ditch  from  Decker's  lake. 

The  defendants  finally  urge  that  the  findings 
of  the  court  below  should  not  be  disregarded 
or  set  aside,  and  the  decree  based  thereon  re- 
versed, unless  it  appears  that  they,  or  some  one 
or  more  of  them,  are  so  esBentiuly  and  palpa- 
bly erroneous  as  to  induce  a  belief  that  such 
findings  were  induced  by  a  mistake,  or  that  the 
court  was  misled  in  some  essential  respect  with 
respect  to  them.  This  appeal  was  taken  on 
questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law,  and  this 
court  has  recently  held  that  In  equit^  cases  we 
may  go  behind  the  fiDdings,  and  weigh  all  the 
evidence,  and  decide  according  to  its  prepon- 
derance. But  when  the  evidence  as  to  a  fact 
found  to  exist  or  not  to  exist  is  so  evenly  bal- 
anced, or  the  proof  of  it  is  so  unsatisfactory,  as 
to  cause  the  mind  to  hesitate  and  pause  as  to 
the  side  on  which  it  preponderates,  or  as  to  its 
existence  or  nonexistence,  and  to  leave  it  in 


grave  doubt,  we  are  of  the  opinion  the  finding 
of  the  court  below  should  remain.  In  the  case 
otWhiitalMr  v.  Ferguson,  (decided  at  the  pres- 
ent term,  but  not  yet  oflSoially  reported)  61  Pac. 
981,  this  court  said:  *'An  appeal  may  be  taken 
in  equity  cases  on  questioDS  of  fact  as  well  as 
of  law.  The  appellate  court,  therefore,  by 
necessary  intendment  and  implication,  has  the 
same  jurisdiction  and  power  in  equity  cases  to 
determine  questions  of  fact  as  of  law,  and  may 
go  behind  the  findings  and  decree  of  the  trial 
court,  consider  all  the  evidence,  decide  on 
which  side  the  preponderance  thereof  is,  ascer- 
tain whether  or  not  the  proof  Justifies  the  find- 
ings and  decree,  and  modify  or  set  aside  the 
tlndings  and  decree,  and  enter  or  direct  such 
findings  and  decree  to  be  entered  as  the  evi- 
dence, in  the  -judgment  of  the  appellate  tribu- 
nal, may  justify.^  We  hold  that  the  court 
below  erred  In  its  findings,  so  far  as  they  con- 
flict with  this  opinion,  and  in  granting  the  de- 
cree entered  upon  them.  The  decree  appealed 
from  it  reverted,  and  the  cause  is  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  set  aside 
its  findings  so  far  as  they  conflict  with  this 
opinioD,  and  to  make  additional  findings  in  con- 
formity with  it,  and  to  enter  a  decree  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  the  three  canal  companies  named 
as  defendants  from  draining  the  seepage  or 
surplus  water  from  the  lands  irrigated  from 
their  canals,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  the 
waters  of  the  chain  of  lakes  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings,  through  the  drain  ditch  from  Deck- 
er's lake,  also  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  or 
otherwise,  into  the  Salt  Lake  Surplus  Water 
canal,  or  into  White  lake,  a  part  of  it,  and  or- 
dering them  to  fill  up  said  drain  ditch,  and  or- 
dering a  writ  of  injunction  to  the  same  effect, 
against  each  of  the  defendants,  to  be  served 
upon  them.  Costs  are  awarded  to  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendants. 

Miner*  J.,  and  Jolmeoii,  District  Judge, 
concur. 

Rehearing  denied  March  80,  1898. 
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CONNECTICUT  MUTUAL  LIFE  INSUR- 

ANCE  COMPANY. 
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!•  A  mortfl^agree  who  sues  a  pnreliaser 
ttom,  the  morti^airor  for  a  portion  of 
the  mortgri^fl^  debt*  which  such  purchaser 
baa  assumed  to  pay,  does  not  thereby  adopt  tbe 
ooveoanCs  of  warranty  In  tbe  mortiraffor^s  deed, 
except  as  afrainst  tbe  pare  of  tbe  indebtedness  as- 
sumed and  sued  for,  so  as  to  prevent  fonsolo- 


NOTB.— As  to  liability  of  a  purchaser  subject  to 
mortgage,  see  noU  to  Jefferson  ▼.  Asch  (Mlon.)  25  L, 
B.  A.  on  p.  275;  also  Robinson  Bank  v.  Miller  (111.) 
27  L.  R.  A.  449;  and  Hare  v.  Murphy  (Neb.)  20  L.  B.  A. 
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sure  of  tbe  mortgage  against  such  purchaser  for 
the  balaoce  of  ^be  debt. 
8.  Theriifht  of  a  mortiri^®®  to  enfbroe 
the  paymeikt  of  a  mortflra^e  debt  as 
a^^inst  the  grantee  of  the  iiiortg^aipor» 
wbo  has  assumed  its  payment,  does  not  rest  upon 
any  contract  between  the  mortgagee  and  gran, 
tee  which  isenforceable  by  tbe  mortgagee  by  a 
suit  at  law.  but  is  founded  upon  tbe  fact  tbat  tbe 
grantee  has  become  primarily  liable  to  pay  the 
debt,  w bile  tbe  mortgagor  is  surety  for  its  pay- 
ment, so  tbat  the  mortgagee  may  be  subrogated 
to  t^e  rigbts  of  tbe  mortgagor,  and  may,  by  a 
suit  in  equity,  compel  tbe  grantee  to  keep  bis  en- 
gagement. 

February  14. 18(HL) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  tbe 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
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District  of  Minnesota  in  favor  of  complainant 
in  an  action  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage. 
Affirm^, 

Before  Sanborn  and  Thayer,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Philips,  District  Judge. 

Statement  by  Thayer,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  suit  was  brought  by  the  Connecticut 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  the  appellee, 
acAiDSt  John  H.  Enapp,  Helen  W.  Knapp, 
Edgar  J.  Enapp,  and  Herbert  V.  R.  Enapp, 
the  appellants,  and  against  certain  other  per- 
sons who  have  not  appealed,  to  foreclose  a 
mor' gage  executed  by  William  R.  Marshall  on 
October  1,  1889,  in  favor  of  the  Connecticut 
Mutual  Life  lusurance  Company,  which  mort- 
gage covered  a  tract  of  land  situated  at  the 
corner  of  Jackson  and  Tenth  streets,  in  the 
city  of  St.  Paul,  state  of  Minnesota.  The 
m(  /((rage,  as  orifrioally  drawn,  covered  a  tract 
of  land  fronting  100  feet  on  Jackson  street,  and 
150  feet  on  Tenth  street,  and  was  given  to  se- 
cure a  note  executed  by  said  Marshall  for  the 
sum  of  $20,000,  payable  on  October  1,  1804. 
On  June  2,  1890,  Marshall  paid  $5,000  on  said 
note,  and  obtained  a  release  of  a  part  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  the  same  being  a  lot  of 
land  fronting  4S  feet  on  Tenth  street,  leaving 
the  mortgage  to  stand  as  an  encumbrance  on 
the  residue  of  the  tract  situated  at  the  corner 
of  said  streets,  which  fronted  100  feet  on  Jack- 
son street,  and  102  feet  on  Tenth  street.  The 
appellants  above  named  filed  an  answer  to  the 
bill  of  complaint,  which,  by  its  admissions  and 
averments,  discloses  in  substance  the  following 
facts:  On  November  12,  1891,  William  R. 
Marshall  and  wife  sold  and  conveyed  to  the 
appellants,  John  H.  Enapp,  Edgar  J.  Enapp, 
and  Herbert  Y.  R.  Enapp,  for  the  sum  of 
$82,000,  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to 
which  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  then  attached, 
to  wit,  all  thereof  except  a  strip  of  land  15  feet 
wide  fronting  on  Jackson  street,  and  extending 
back  of  that  width  a  distance  of  102  feet,  the 
same  being  that  part  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises which  was  most  distant  from  Tenth  street. 
The  deed  last  mentioned  contained  the  follow- 
ing clause  hy  virtue  of  which  the  grantees 
above  named  assumed  to  pay  a  part  of  the  mort- 
gage indebtedness  then  existing  on  the  property: 
'* Subject  to  a  mortgage  encumbrance  on  said 
property  of  ten  thousand  dollars  ($10,000).  be- 
ing two  thirds  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars 
($) 5,000)  balance  owed  to  the  Connecticut 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  of  Hartford, 
Connecticut,  under  a  mortgage  made  by  said 
Williiim  R.  Marshall,  dated  October  1,  1889, 
recorded  in  the  office  of  register  of  deeds  of 
said  Ramsey  county,  October  31,  in  book  228 
of  Mortgages,  page  106,  which  sum  of  $10,000 
with  6  per  cent  per  annum  interest  from  the 
date  hereof  said  parties  of  the  second  part  as- 
sume and  agree  to  pay  as  part  of  the  considera- 
tion hereinbefore  stated."  The  deed  in  ques- 
tion also  contained  the  following  covenant 
made  by  the  grantor:  "And  the  said  William 
R.  Marshall,  one  of  the  parties  of  the  first  part, 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, does  covenant  with  the  said  parties  of 
the  second  part,  their  heirs  and  assign/s.  that  he 
is  well  seised  in  fee  of  the  land  ana  premises 
aforesaid,  and  has  good  right  to  sell  and  con- 
vey the  same  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid; 
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that  the  same  are  free  from  all  encumbrances, 
except  as  hereinbefore  stated,  and  the  above- 
bargained  and  granted  lands  and  premises,  in 
the  quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  the  said 
parties  of  the  second  part,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, against  all  persons  lawfully  claiming  or 
to  claim  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof,  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  will  warrant  and  defend.'* 
At  a  later  date,  to  wit.  May  25,  1893,  William 
R.  Marshall  and  wife  conveyed  to  the  same 
grantees  above  ramed,  by  a  conveyance  which 
was  absolute  in  its  terms,  the  aforesaid  strip  of 
land  15  feet  in  width,  which  was  not  covered 
by  the  deed  of  November  13, 1891;  but  it  seems 
that  this  latter  conveyance  was  made  by  Mar- 
shall and  wife  merely  to  secure  the  grantee» 
therein  named  against  their  liability  to  pay 
that  part  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  towit» 
$5,000,  which  Marshall'  had  agreed  to  pay  by- 
the  deed  of  November  12.  1891,  and  was  aliezi 
on  the  property  which  the  appellants  had  pur- 
chased. The  mortgage  debt  having  matured 
on  October  1,  1894,  and  being  unpaid,  the  Con- 
necticut Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  on 
or  about  April  1,  1895.  demanded  payment 
from  the  appellants  of  the  sum  of  $10,000.  be- 
ing the  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  which  they 
had  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay.  Payment 
was  refused,  whereupon  a  suit  was  brought  by 
the  aforesaid  insurance  company  against  the 
appellants  in  the  district  court  of  Ramsey 
county,  state  of  Minnesota,  to  recover  the  snn> 
of  money  so  demanded.  In  the  trial  court,  and 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Minnesota^ 
as  well  (62  Minn.  407)  this  suit  resulted  in  a 
judgment  against  the  appellants  for  the  sum 
claimed.  That  judgment,  it  seems,  was  paid 
prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit  at  bar.  In 
their  answer  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  the  ap- 
pellants further  charged,  in  substance,  that 
William  R.  Marshall  was  insolvent  when  the- 
principal  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness  became 
due,  to  wit,  on  October  1,  1894;  that  he  subse- 
quently died  insolvent:  that  the  plaintiff  com* 
pany  assented  or  agreed  to  the  arrangement  for 
the  division  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness  aa- 
l)etween  said  Marshall  and  the  appellants  John 
H.  Enapp,  Edgar  J.  Enapp,  and  Herbert  V. 
R.  Enapp,  which  is  disclosed  by  the  deed  of 
November  12, 1891,  heretofore  mentioned;  and 
that  the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed  had 
therefore  ceased  to  be  a  lien  on  the  property, 
fronting  85  feet  on  Jackson  street,  and  102  feet 
on  Tenth  street,  which  they  acquired  from 
said  Marshall  by  the  aforesaid  deed.  The  an- 
swer of  the  appellants  coniaioed  no  averment, 
however,  touching  the  value  of  that  part  of 
the  mortgaged  property,  to  wit.  the  strip  of 
land  15  feet  in  width  fronting  on  Jackson 
street,  which  was  retained  by  Marshall  when 
the  conveyance  of  November  12,  1891,  was 
executed.  The  circuit  court  overruled  the  de- 
fenses which  arc  disclosed  by  the  appellant's 
answer,  and  entered  a  decrte  of  foreclosure 
against  all  of  the  property  covered  by  the 
mortgage  lien,  but  it  directed  that  the  strip  of 
land  fronting  15  feet  on  Jackson  street,  and 
extending  back  of  that  width  102  feet  from  said 
street,  being  the  property  last  conveyed  by 
William  R  Marshall  to  the  appellants.'should. 
be  first  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
g«ge  debt.  To  reverse  such  decree,  the  de- 
fendants below  have  prosecuted  an  appeal. 
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l^ewrs,  Frank  B.  Kellogg^*  Cushman 
K.  Davis,  and  C.  A.  Severance  for  appel- 
laots. 

Messrs.  Markham,  Moore*  ft  Mark- 
ham,  for  appellee: 

Upon  the  execuiioa  of  the  deed  from  Mar- 
shall to  the  Koapps  contaiDio^  the  coveDEDt  on 
the  part  of  the  granteeB  to  assume  and  pay  two 
thirds  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness  owing  by 
Marshall  to  the  appellee,  the  Enapps,  as  to 
that  part  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  be- 
came the  principal  debtors,  and  Marshall  a 
surety,  the  covenantor  promise  of  the  Knapps 
to  pay  $10,000  bticame  an  additional  security 
in  the  hands  of  Marshall,  the  surety,  of  which 
the  appellee  had  the  right,  by  virtue  of  the 
equitable  doctrine  of  subrogation,  to  avail  it- 
self. 

TrMers  Y.  Dorr.  60  Minn.  178;  Ait  v.  Ban- 
hoUer,  86  Minn.  57;  Keller  v.  Ashjord,  183  U. 
8.  625»  88  L.  ed.  678;  Second  Nat,  Bank  v. 
'Grand  Lodge,  F.  <St  A.  A.  Masons,  98  U.  S. 
128, 25  L.ed.  75;  1  Jones,  Morig.  i^  755;  1  Beach, 
Mod.  £q.  Jur.  §  455;  8  Pom.  £q  Jur.  g  1206; 
Rice  V.  Sanders,  152  Mass.  108,  8  L.  R.  A.  815; 
Willson  V.  Burton,  52  Vt.  894;  Flagg  v.  Gelt- 
maeher,  98  111.  298;  Dean  v.  Walker,  107  111. 
640,  47  Am.  Rep.  467;  Palmeter  v.  Carey,  63 
Wis.  426;  George  v.  Andretcs,  60  Md.  26,  45 
Am.  Rep.  706;  Boardman  ▼.  Larrabee,  51 
Conn.  89;  Figartv,  Halderman,  75  Ind.  564; 
Silts  y.  Johnson,  9(ilnd.dr7\  Willardy,  Wor- 
sham,  76  Va.  892;  Marshall  v.  Dames,  78  N. 
Y.  414;  Ayers  v.  Dixon,  78  N.  Y.  818;  WaUs 
V.  Sherwood,  52  How.  Pr.  413;  Thompson  v. 
Bertram,  14  Iowa,  476;  Halseyy.  Reed,  9  Paige, 
446;  Eing  v.  Whitely,  10  Paige.  465;  Iloy  v. 
Bramhalf,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  74;  CtoimHv,  Garner, 
27  N.  J.  Eq.  152;  Toutigs  v.  Trustees  for  Sup- 
port of  Public  Schools,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  290;  Craw- 
ford V.  Edwards,  88  Mich.  854;  Miller  v. 
Thompson,  84  Mich.  10;  Booth  v.  Connecticut 
Mvt,  L.  Ins.  Co.  48  Mich.  299;  Pardee  v.  Treat, 
82  N.  Y.  885;  CofflnY.  Adams,  181  Mass.  188; 
Biddd  V.  Brizsolara,  64  Cal  854:  CroweU  v. 
Hospital  of  Saint  Barnaban,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  650; 
Connecticut  Mut.  L,  Ins,  Co,  v.  Mayer ,  8  Mo. 
App.  18;  H^iyler  v.  Atwood,  26  N,  J.  Eq.  504; 
Corbett  y.  Waterman,  11  Iowa.  86. 

A  provision  whereby  a  grantee  "assumes 
and  agrees  to  pay"  a  mortgage  is  a  contract, 
not  merelv  to  indemnifv  the  grantor,  but  to 
pay  the  debt,  provided  U  be  the  debt,  of  the 
grantor. 

1  Jones,  Mortg.  5th  ed.  §  769;  Furnas  v. 
Durgin,  119  Mass.  501.  20  Am.  Rep.  841; 
Locke  y.  Homer,  181  Mass.  93. 41  Am.  Rep.  199: 
Stout  V.  Fo'ger,  84  Iowa,  71, 11  Am.  Rep.  138; 
Wilson  V.  Stilwell,  9  Ohio  St.  468,  75  Am.  Dec. 
477;  Lathrop  v.  Atwood,  21  Conn.  117;  Foster 
▼.  Atwater,  42  Conn.  244;  Belloniv,  Freeborn, 
68  N.  Y.  888;  Merriam  ▼.  Pine  City  Lumber 
Co.  28  Minn.  814;  Wicker  v.  Hoppock,  6  Wall. 
94.  18  L.  ed.  752;  Gregory  v.  Hartley,  6  Neb. 
856;  Gagey,  Lewis,  68111.  604. 

Thayer*  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

No  exception  is  taken  by  the  appellants  to 
the  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  in  so  far  as  it 
directs  a  sale  of  the  strip  of  land  15  feet  in 
width  fronting  on  Jackson  street;  but  it  is 
strenuously  insisted  by  them  that  the  decree 
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was  and  is  erroneous,  in  so  far  as  it  permits  a 
sale  of  the  remaining  85  feet  of  thie  mortgaged 
property  which  was  purchased  by  the  appel- 
lants from  William  R.  Marshall,  the  mortgag 
or,  on  November  12.  1891.  A  critical  exam- 
ination of  the  answer  to  the  bill  of  complaint 
has  satisfied  us  that  this  contention  is  based 
solely  on  the  theory  that  by  suing  the  appel- 
lants in  the  first  instance  to  compel  them  to 
pay  the  sum  of  $10,000.  being  the  two  thirds 
of  the  mortgage  debt  which  they  hod  assumed 
to  pay,  the  plaintifl  company  thereby  adopted 
all  the  covenants  contained  m  the  deed  of  No- 
vember 12, 1891,  and  became  bound  thereby  to 
the  same  extent  as  Maxshall,  the  grantor  in 
such  deed.  The  argument  is,  in  effect,  that 
the  plaintiff  in  this  manner  made  itself  a  party 
tn  Marshairs  covenant  to  warrant  and  defencl 
the  title  to  that  part  of  the  mortgaged  property 
which  was  conveyed  to  the  appellants,  except 
as  against  that  i^art  of  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness, to  wit,  $10,000,  which  the  appellants  had 
assumed,  and  that  it  cannot  be  heard  to  assert 
a  lien  against  the  property  which  theappellant» 
purchased,  for  that  part  of  the  morigagc  debt, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  $5,000,  which  Marshall  un- 
dertook to  pay.  Whether  this  theory  Is  ten- 
able depends  very  largely,  we  think,  on  the 
nature  of  the  right  which  the  complainant 
company  acquired,  and  after  wards  enforced  by 
a  suit  against  the  appellants,  by  virtue  of  their 
agreement  with  Marshall  to  'pay  a  portion  of 
the  mortgage  debt.  In  some  cases  it  has  been 
held,  in  substance,  that  where  the  purchaser  of 
an  equity  of  redemption  agrees  with  the  mort- 
gagor 10  pay  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  such  a  promise  may  be  treated  as  a 
contract  made  by  the  mortgagor  for  the  mort- 
gagee's benefit,  which  the  latter  may  adopt  aa 
his  own.  and  enforce  by  a  suit  of  law.  See 
Fitzgerald  v  Barker,  4  Mo.  App.  10.>;  Beards- 
lee  y.  Morgner,  4  Mo.  App.  1K9;  Lawrence  v. 
Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268;  Burr  v.  Beers,  24  N.  Y. 
178,  80  Am.  Dec.  327;  Rogers  v.  Gosneil,  61 
Mo.  466,  and  cases  there  cited.  In  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge  of  the  trial  court,  which 
is  found  in  the  record,  it  is  stated  that  this  ia 
the  rule  in  the  state  of  Minnesota.  The  pre- 
vailing doctrine,  however,  is  that  which  is 
stated  and  approved  in  Keller  v.  Ash  ford,  188- 
U.  8.  610,  628,  624,  83  L.  ed  667,  678,  namely, 
that  the  right  of  a  mortgagee  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  a  mortgage  debt  as  against  a 
grantee  of  the  mortgagor  who  has  assumed  its 
pajrment  does  not  rest  upon  any  contract  ex- 
isting between  the  mortgagee  and  grantee 
which  is  enforceable  by  the  mortgagee  by  a 
suit  at  law,  but  is  founded  altogether  upon  the 
fact  that  by  virtue  of  the  agreement  to  assume 
the  mortgage  debt,  the  grantee  becomes 
primarily  liable  to  pay  the  same,  while  the 
mortgagor,  with  respect  to  his  grantee,  is 
merely  a  surety  for  its  payment.  Such  being 
the  relation  existing  between  the  mortgagor  and 
his  grantee,  it  is  held  that  the  mortgagee  may 
be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagor, 
and,  by  a  suit  in  equity  for  that  purpose,  may 
compel  the  grantee  to  keep  his  engagement 
with  the  mortgagor  by  paying  the  mortgage 
debt.  But  as  the  right  which  the  mortgagee 
thus  acquires  by  virtue  of  the  agreement  of  a 
third  party  with  the  mortgagor  to  pay  the 
mortgaee  debt  is  purely  equitable,  and  doe» 
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not  rest  on  privity  of  contract,  it  will  not  be 
enforced  if,  for  any  reaaoD,  the  contract  be- 
tween the  mortgagor  and  hia  grantee  could  not 
be  enforced  by  the  former  in  a  8oit>t  law.  If 
reasons  exist  which  would  enable  the  grantee 
to  defend  successfully  an  action  brought  by 
the  mortgagor  for  nonpayment  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  the  same  reasons  will  preclude  the  mort- 
gagee from  enforcing  his  equitable  riebt. 
Orotoell  V.  Hospital  of  jSiint  Bamabat,  27  N.  J. 
Eq.  650;  PalmeUr  t.  Carey,  68  Wis.  426; 
Boardman  v.  Tjarrnhee,  61  Conn.  89;  Qeorge  v. 
Andrews,  60  Md.  26,  45  Am.  Rep.  706;  Biddel 
V.  Briezolara,  64  Cal.  854;  Flagg  y.  Oeltmaeher, 
98  III.  298;  Figart  v.  Halderman,  76  Ind.  664; 
Second  Nat,  Bank  ▼.  Grand  Lodge,  F,  db  A. 
A.  Masone,  98  U.  S.  123,  25  L.  ed.  75;  Edlsey 
V.  Beed,  9  Paige,  446;  Pardee  v.  Treat,  83  N. 
Y.  885,  889;  Coffin  y.  Adame,  131  Mass.  188, 
187;  Jones,  Mortg.  5th  ed.  g$  740,  770. 

In  view  of  the  doctrine  last  stated,  which  is 
sustained  by  the  great  weight  of  authority,  and 
is  approved  by  the  Federal  Supreme  Court,  we 
are  unable  to  concede  that  the  complainant 
company  adopted  and  became  bound  by  the 
mortgagor's  agreement  with  the  purchaser  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  to  discbarge  a  part  of 
the  mortgage  debt  merely  because  it  sued  the 
appellants  to  compel  them  to  pay  such  portion 
of  the  mortgage  debt  as  they  had  themselves 
assumed.  It  is  obvious  that,  in  bringing  such 
suit,  the  mortgagee  did  not  intend  to  release 
its  lien  upon  any  part  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty. That  proceeding  cannot  be  regarded  as 
an  action  at  law,  since  the  assumption  agree- 
ment did  not  create  any  privity  of  contract  be- 
tween the  complainant  company  and  the 
appellants  which  would  sustain  such  an  action. 
Keller  v.  Ashford,  183  U.  8.  610,  621,  622,  88 
L.  ed.  667,  672,  678.  In  the  state  of  Minnesota 
where  the  suit  was  brought,  there  is  but  one 
form  of  action  for  the  enforcement  of  private 
rights  (Minn.  Oen.  Stat.  1894,  $  5131.  chap. 
66);  and,  whatever  may  have  been  the  form  of 
the  suit  in  question,  it  was  essentially  an  equit- 
able proceeding  to  reach  an  additional  obliga- 
tion or  security  that  had  been  given  for  the 
satisfaction  of  a  part  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
The  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  avail  itself  of 
that  security  by  yirtue  of  a  well-established 
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equitable  doctrine,  because  the  security  or  ob- 
ligation was  held  by  the  mortgagor,  who,  with 
respect  to  the  appellants,  had  become  their 
surety  for  the  payment  of  that  part  of  the  mort^ 
gage  indebtedness  which  the  appellants  had  as- 
sumed. This  being  an  equitable  proceeding  to 
reach  and  appropriate  the  additional  security 
that  had  been  created  by  the  assumption  agree- 
ment it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  appelumia 
were  entitled,  by  way  of  defense  to  the  claim,  to 
plead  any  facta  or  circumstancea  which  rend- 
ered the  enforcement  of  the  additional  obliga- 
tion either  unjust  or  inequitable.  Such  a 
defense  was  in  fact  attempted  by  the  appellants 
but  the  facta  which  they  alleged  and  relied 
upon  to  defeat  the  suit  were  adjudged  insuffi- 
cient for  that  purpose  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Minnesota  (62  Minn.  407);  and  in  this  proceed- 
ing that  adjudication  must  be  regarded  aa 
conclusive. 

The  suit  at  bar  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  has  never  been" 
released  as  respects  any  part  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  etcept  the  48  feet  fronting  on  Tenth 
street,  which  was  released  by  the  complainant 
company  on  June  2,  1890.  The  mortgagee 
seeks  to  have  the  lien  of  its  mortgage  enforoed 
simply  as  against  the  mortgaged  property.  It 
did  not  demand  a  Judgment  over  asainst  the 
appellants  in  case  there  should  be  a  deficiency 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  foreclosure  sale;  nor  was 
provision  made  for  the  entry  of  such  a  Judgment 
ny  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  In  other 
words,  the  complainant  company  in  this  pro- 
ceeding does  not  ask  for  any  relief  under  or  by 
yirtue  of  the  assumption  agreement,  because 
the  rights  created  by  that  agreement  were  ad- 
judicated in  the  suit  which  was  brought  in  the 
state  court  The  relief  prayed  for  in  tnis  action 
cannot  be  denied,  unless  it  is  held  that  the 
mortgagor  has  released  its  lien  upon  the  86 
feet  fronting  on  Jackson  street,  which  the  ap- 
pellants purchased,  or  has  heretofore  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  appellants  not  to 
enforce  the  lien  of  the  mortga^,  as  against 
said  property;  and  for  the  reasons  heretofore 
indicated,  we  are  unable  to  so  hold. 

The  result  is  that  t/te  decree  oj  the  Oirmui 
Court  will  be  termed. 
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RfeUM^  OF  THE  DECISIONS  PUBLISHED  IN  THIS  BOOK. 


SHOWING  tbe  Change  Progress,  and  Deyelopment  of  the  Law  duiiDff  the  Fourth  Quarter  of 
the  JudicUS  Year  fieginniog  with  October  1. 1897,  ClasBiflecTas  Follows: 

L  Public,  Ofitcul,  akd  Statutobt  MATTBBa* 

II.   OOMTBACTUAL  AHD  COMMSBOIAL  REULTIOHa. 
III.   COBFOBATIONS  AHD  ASSOCIATIONS. 

rv.  Domestic  Rblatiohs;  Pbbsomal  Cafaoitt. 
Y.  Feduciart  Relatioms. 
YL  ToBTS ;  Nxouokkcb;  Ihjuribs. 
VII.  Pbofebtt  KieHTB:  Wius;  Liens. 

YIII.  CiTiii  Remedies.  i 

IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Practice. 


L  Public,  Official,  and  Statutobt  Mattebs. 


The  right  of  a  court  to  examine  legislative 
journals  to  determine  whether  an  alleged  stat- 
ute was  passed,  is  sustained  in  Wyoming  un- 
der constitutional  provisions  requiring  each 
house  to  keep  a  Journal  in  which  shall  oe  en- 
tered tbe  ayes  and  noes  on  the  final  passage  of 
€very  bill.    (Wyo.)  196. 

Legislative  apportionment, 

A  legislative  apportionment  changing  one 
made  since  the  last  Federal  census  is  held  in- 
valid under  a  constitutional  provision  for  ap- 
portionment every  ten  years,  based  on  the  Fed- 
eral census.    (lU.)  770. 

Monep. 

A  dollar  bill,  from  the  upper  left-hand  cor- 
ner of  which  a  piece  li  inches  by  U  inches  has 
been  torn,  is  held  not  to  be  a  legal  tender  for 
<:ar  fare.    (N.  J.)  410. 

Uee  of  public  money. 

A  statute  for  raising  a  free-scholarship  fund 
to  support  students  who  are  unable  to  obtain 
an  education  otherwise,  while  attending  the 
atate  university,  is  held  unconstitutional  as  an 
attempt  to  raise  public  money  by  taxation  for 
a  private  purpose.    (Mo.)  280. 

Language  of  public  notice. 

The  rule  that  publication  of  an  official  notice 
must  be  made  in  the  English  language  is  ap- 
plied to  a  case  where  it  is  held  insufficient  to 
publish  a  delinquent  tax  list  in  the  English 
language  in  a  German  newspaper.  (Wis.)  848 
Health. 

A  contract  by  a  city  for  the  care  of  a  person 
having  leprosy,  by  laborers  who  have  a  lamilv 
of  children  and  have  no  experience  in  such 
matters,  is  held  unreasonable  as  tending  to 
spread  the  disease,  and  therefore  an  injunction 
is  granted.    (Md.)  494. 

Qamc  lave. 

Game  killed  by  Indians  on  a  reservation  and 
sold  to  another  Indian  is  held  subject  to  the 
game  laws  of  the  state  after  it  is  taken  off  the 
reservation  to  ship  out  of  the  state.  (Minn.) 
759. 

Chroners*  verdict. 

The  verdict  of  a  coroner's  Jury  is  held  merely 
advisory  and  without  effect  as  a  Judgment  or 
as  evidence,  so  that  it  cannot  be  reviewed,  set 
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aside,  or  quashed  in  a  Judicial   proceeding. 
(Ga.)  809. 

Offlcen. 

The  negligence  of  a  sheriff  in  failing  to  pro- 
tect a  prisoner  from  a  mob  is  held  to  create  no 
right  of  action  against  him.    (Md.)  828. 

On  tbe  theory  that  a  reward  to  a  public  of- 
ficer for  doing  his  duty  is  against  public  policy, 
it  is  held  that  a  statute  offering  a  reward  for  the 
arrest  of  a  criminal  is  not  intended  to  apply  to 
arrests  by  officers  in  the  course  of  their  duty. 
(Cal.)855. 

jRailroad  commiseion. 

An  order  of  a  state  railroad  commission  for 
the  abolition  of  a  grade  crossing,  according  to 
a  plan  which  includes  abutments  in  the  high- 
way, is  held  a  defense  to  a  suit  by  the  city  for 
an  injunction  against  such  abutments  in  the 
street    (Conn.)  479. 

School  director. 

The  personal  enmity  of  a  school  director  to- 
ward a  superintendent  who  is  charged  with 
misconduct,  and  tbe  fact  that  he  has  declared 
that  he  will  vote  for  his  condemnation  and  has 
been  a  prime  mover  in  the  prosecution,  are  held 
to  disqualify  him,  and  Justify  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition against  his  sitting,  where  there  is  no 
appeal  from  the  decision.    (Wash.)    817. 

Attomeye. 
The  attempt  of  an  attorney  pending  proceed- 
ings for  disbarment,  to  resign  his  office  with- 
out consent  of  court,  is  held  ineffectual  to  de- 
feat his  disbarment.    (Or.)  194. 

PM$e  eomitatut. 

Members  of  a  poeee  eomitatue  are  held  to 
have  no  right  to  compensation  from  the  county, 
in  the  absence  of  statutory  provision  therefor. 
(Mont)  405. 

Munidpalities. 

The  right  of  a  municipality  to  purchase  an 
electric  light  plant,  and  create  a  debt  therefor, 
is  denied,  where  the  Constitution  of  the  state 
prohibits  the  creation  of  debts  except  for  the 
necessarv  expenses  of  the  town.    (M.  0.)  188. 

The  right  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  re- 
cover indemnity  from  an  abutting  owner  on 
account  of  a  Judgment  against  it  for  injuries 
due  to  a  defective  sidewalk  is  denied,  whe^ 
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tbe  city  could  it^lf,  if  be  failed  to*  repair  the 
walls,  do  80  at  bis  ezpeDse.    (Obio)  294. 

The  liability  of  a  city  for  defects  to  a  toll 
road  wbicb  it  bas  built  in  anotber  state  under 
grant  from  tbat  state,  witbout  autbority  from 
fts  own  slate,  is  denied.  (Wis.)  829. 
«  A  city  is  beld  not  liable,  unless  made  so  by 
statute,  for  damages  caused  by  tbe  failure  of 
a  bridge  tender  to  open  a  draw  in  the  bridge 
because  the  bridge  became  caught.  (Mich.) 
526. 

A  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  injury  from 
tbe  explosion  of  a  cannon  cracker  on  the 
Fourth  of  July  in  violation  of  an  ordinance, 
while  persons  were  assembled  on  tbe  streets 
shooting  firecrackers,  although  the  statute  cre- 
ates a  liability  for  injury  done  by  a  mob  or  riot. 
(Wis.)  738. 

Diseretion  a$  to  liceme. 

An  ordinance  giving  a  city  council  discre- 
tion as  to  the  issuing  of  licenses  in  a  certain 
part  of  the  city  is  held  valid.    (Wyo.)  710. 
Highways. 

The  use  of  a  street  to  a  reasonable  extent  for 
poles  and  wires  of  a  telephone  company  is  up- 
held as  proper  street  use  for  which  compensa- 
tion is  not  required  to  abutting  owners.  (Ind.) 
870. 

Awning  permit. 

An  order  permitting  an  awning  in  violation 
of  a  general  ordinance  is  held  to  be  only  a 
license  subject  to  revocation  at  any  time.  (111.) 
621. 

Harban, 

The  lease  of  harbor  areas  for  storing  and 
marketing  fish  is  held  unauthorized  by  the 
Washington  Constitution,  reserving  such  areas 
for  conveniences  of  ''navigation  and  com- 
merce."   (Wash.)  598. 


RilfiUMfi  OF  DECI8IOK& 
(GONTBAOIUAL  AND  COHiraBOIAIi  RBLAZEONB.) 


Paries. 
The  erection  of  a  schoolbouse  on  land  dedi> 
cated  for  an  ornamental  public  park  is  held  ta 
be  a   wrongful    use   subject   to   injunction* 
(Miss.)  402. 

License  tax. 
A  license  tax  on  brokers  is  held  to  extend  ta 
brokers  who  buy  and  sell  stocks  and  other  se- 
curities on  the  floor  of  a  stock  exchange,  mak- 
ing actual  transfers  of  possession  of  the  secur- 
ities or  of  the  payment  therefor.    (111.)  611. 

Elections, 

Residence  on  a  steamboat  while  living  upon 
it  as  a  clerk,  although  he  has  no  other  home, 
is  held  insuflScient  to  give  a  x>er8on  a  votinj^ 
residence.    (Md.)753. 

To  similar  effect,  it  is  held  that  a  purser  can- 
not, by  living  on  the  boat,  change  his  voting, 
residence  to  another  district  of  the  same  city. 
(Md.)  752. 

The  use  of  paster  ballots  is  held  unlawful 
under  the  Illinois  statute  requiring  official  bal- 
lots to  be  used,  on  which  names  of  all  candi 
dates  are  printed,  except  those  written  by  thp 
voter.    (111.)  617. 

Water  supply. 
The  right  of  a  water  company  to  refuse  tc 
turn  on  water  for  a  building  until  unpaid 
charges  against  previous  owners  or  tenants  are 
paid,  is  held  invalid,  unless  authorized  by  stat- 
ute.   (Mass.)  657. 

The  removal  of  a  water  meter  is  held  law- 
ful, although  the  consumer  has  so  arranged  hi» 
fixtures  that  on  paying  for  the  water  without  a 
meter  it  will  cost  him  twenty  times  as  much  as- 
others  pay  for  the  same  quantity.  (Mass.)  171. 


II.  Contractual  and   Commeiicial  Rbt>ation8. 


Custom, 
A  custom  of  the  carpet-making  business 
which  would  give  a  color  mixer  exclusive  title 
as  against  his  employer  to  the  shades  and  com- 
binauons  of  color  devised  by  him  is  held  void 
for  unreasonableness.    (Pa.)  550. 

Bills  and  notes. 

A  written  assignment  of  a  negotiable  note 
made  on  a  separate  and  detached  piece  of  paper 
is  held  insufficient  to  give  the  transferee  the 
legal  title.    (Ga.)  244. 

The  mere  nonpayment  of  the  first  of  two 
notes  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  without  any 
action  on  the  part  of  the  holders  is  held  not  to 
make  the  other  note  due,  although  the  deed  of 
trust  provided  that  both  should  be  due  and 
payable  on  such  default.  (Mo.)  154. 
Forged  note. 

Promises  to  pay  a  forged  note,  in  the  absence 
of  circumstances  to  create  an  estoppel,  are  held 
not  to  be  binding,  when  they  were  made  with- 
out full  knowledge  of  tbe  facts.    (Ariz.)  471. 
Bonds. 

The  loss  of  public  money  by  bank  failure  is 
held  not  to  create  a  liability  on  the  bond  of  a 
state  treasurer  conditioned  to  account  for  the 
money,  and  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  office. 
(Wyo)  690. 
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As  to  medium  of  payment. 

A' note  "payable"  in  specified  bonds  at  par 

is  held  absolutely  payable  in  such  funds,  a^d 

not  to  become  payable  in  money  on  failure  to 

pay  or  tender  the  bonds  when  due.    (Ark.)  74. 

Gold  clause. 

An  undisclosed  gold  clause  in  a  mortgage  on 
land  bought  at  auction  subject  to  the  mortgage 
is  held  not  to  be  a  defect  in  the  title  for  which 
the  purchase  can  be  canceled,  where  there  i» 
no  probability  that  the  existing  policy  of  the 
government  to  keep  all  its  funds  at  par  will 
be  changed  before  the  mortgage  comes  due. 
(N.  Y.)  666. 

Assumption  of  risfu. 

The  assumption  of  risks  by  express  contract 
of  an  employee,  including  all  risk  of  the  em- 
ployer's negligence,  is  held  not  contrary  to 
public  policy.    (Ind.)  101. 

Assignment  of  wages. 

An  assi^ment  of  wages  for  tbe  period  of 
one  year  is  sustained,  where  the  person  waa 
working  under  a  contract,  whether  it  was  by 
the  day,  the  week,  or  otherwise,  if  made  and 
recorded  as  the  statute  required.  (R.  I.)  785. 
Carriers, 

A  person  having  a  mileage  ticket,  who  trle» 
to  cross  the  main  track  to  board  a  train  on  % 


Biding,  without  goiog  to  the  station,  is  held 
liot  to  be  a  passenger.    (C.  C.  App.  5tb  G.)  746. 

The  duty  of  an  initial  carrier  stipulating  to 
forward  the  property  to  destination  but  not  to 
be  liable  beyond  its  own  line  as  a  common 
carrier,  where  there  is  an  agreement  for 
through  passenger  train  service  for  a  carload 
of  fruit,  is  held  to  require  the  initial  carrier  to 
see  that  proper  instructions  for  such  service 
are  given  to  every  carrier  on  the  line,  and  not 
merely  to  the  first  of  them,  and  for  any  delay 
it  has  the  burden  of  showing  that  it  was  not 
itself  in  default    (Gal.)  78. 

A  carrier  shipping  a  carload  of  orange  trees 
from  New  Orleans  to  Galifornia  by  way  of 
Denver,  Golorado,  and  Ogden,  Utah,  without 
taking  advice  from  the  consignor  or  consignee, 
merely  because  its  own  more  southern  route 
was  temporarily  broken  by  storms  and  wash- 
outs, is  held  liable  for  the  destruction  of  the 
trees  by  freezing.    (Gal.)  850. 

The  delivery  of  goods  without  surrender  of 
the  bill  of  ladmg,  which  stipulates  for  its  sur- 
render, is  held  proper,  if  it  is  made  to  the  con- 
signee, or  on  his  order,  or  by  his  'direction. 
(Ga.)867. 

Sale;  delivery  to  carrier. 

One  who  delivers  goods  to  a  carrier  con- 
signed to  himself,  to  his  asent,  or  his  own  or- 
der, presumptively  intends  to  retain  title  to 
the  goods,  but  when  he  consigns  them  to  a 
vendee  named  in  the  bill  of  lading,  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  he  intends  the  title  to  vest  then  in 
the  vendee,  except  that,  if  he  prepays  the 
freight,  he  is  presumed  to  retain  title  during 
transit.    (Neb.)  534. 

Delivery  of  telegrams.  I 

The  delivery  of  a  telegram  to  the  wife  of 
the  addressee  in  his  absence  is  held  not  to  be, 
as  matter  of  law,  either  necessary  or  sufficient 
to  discharge  the  duty  of  the  telegraph  com- 
pany, but  its  duty  in  this  respect  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury.    (Tex.)  209. 

J^orage  of  game, 
A  contract  for  the  cold  storage  of  game  dur- 
ing the  closed  season  is  held  void,  where  the 
statute  makes  its  possession  during  such  period 
unlawful.    (Mo.)  151. 

Innkeepers. 

An  innkeeper  is  held  liable  for  goods  stolen 
from  a  peddler's  cart  in  his  stable,  although 
the  peddler  had  no  license  for  his  business,  as 
be  was  lodging  at  the  inn  as  an  individual  and 
not  as  a  peddler.    (Me.)  491. 

As  to  care  for  patient  in  hospital. 

An  employer  who  takes  an  injured  employee 
to  a  hospital  and  promises  to  pay  for  his  care 
is  denied  the  right  to  cancel  his  arrangement 
at  a  time  when  the  employee  cannot  be  safely 
removed,  unless  the  patient  is  able  to  pay  his 
own  expenses.    (Minn.)  888. 

Contracts  for  racing. 

An  agreement  by  the  owners  of  race  horses 
to  divide  premiums  and  stake  moneys  offered 
by  racing  associations  if  awarded  to  any  of 
their  horses  is  upheld  against  the  claim  that  it 
was  a  wagering  contract.    (Gal.)  76. 

A  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  horse  rac- 
ing on  a  bet  with  one  who  was  regarded  as  a 
* 'sucker/'  and  whom  the  partners  deceived  by 
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making  him  think  their  horse  was  untrained, 
is  held  to  be  such  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  that 
neither  partner  can  compel  the  other  to  account 
for  its -share  of  profits.    (Mont)  168. 
Insurance. 

Keeping  a  stock  of  drugs  and  intoxicating 
liquors  for  sale  without  the  permit  required 
by  law  is  held  not  to  make  insurance  thereon 
void  as  against  public  policy.    (Iowa)  845. 

The  indivisibility  of  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  a  quantity  of  furniture  as  a  whole  is  held 
to  render  it  entirely  void  where  it  is  void  as  to 
pnrt  because  of  lack  of  sole  ownership  and  the 
existence  of  encumbrances,  and  of  false  swear- 
ing by  the  insured.    (D.  0.)  858. 

The  express  terms  of  an  insurance  policy  to 
the  effect  that  it  shall  be  void  if  there  be  any 
encumbrance  on  the  property,  "whether  in- 
quired about  or  not,"  are  held  insufficient  to 
make  the  policy  invalid  because  of  an  encum- 
brance, if  no  inquiries  were  made  of  the  in- 
sured, and  he  made  no  false  representation  on 
the  subject.    (Neb.)  408. 

Return  of  unearned  premiums  is  held  neces- 
sary to  the  cancelation  of  a  standard  policy 
providing,  not  only  for  five  days'  noti''e  o( 
cancelation,  but  also  that  the  unearned  pre 
miums  shall  be  returned  on  surrendering  the 
policy.    (N.  Y.)  765. 

An  abrasion  of  the  skin  of  a  toe,  caused  by 
wearing  a  new  shoe,  is  held  to  be  an  accident, 
within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy.  (G. 
G.  App.  8th  G.)  658. 

Death  caused  by  blood  poisoning  due  to  germs 
in  cotton  inserted  by  a  dentist  in  the  wound 
made  by  removal  of  teeth,  to  stop  hemor- 
rhajsre,  is  held  to  be  within  a  provision  against 
liability  for  poison  or  anything  accidentally  or 
otherwise  taken,  administered,  absorbed,  or 
inhaled.    (Wis.)  651. 

An  attempt  of  a  traveling  salesman  to  cross  a 
slough  in  a  public  road,  which  he  had  often 
crossed  when  he  thought  there  was  no  danger  to 
his  life  in  so  doing,  is  held  not  to  be  a  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger.    (Ohio)  458. 

Sitting  on  a  bag  on  a  railroad  track  at  a 
highway  crossing,  and  when  warned  of  the 
approach  of  a  train,starling  away  but  turning 
back  for  the  bag,  are  held  not  to  be  a  volun- 
tary exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  within 
the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy.  (Va.) 
482. 

A  farmer  attempting  to  drive  a  bull  from  a 
calf  pasture  is  held  not  to  expose  himself  vol- 
untarily to  unnecessary  danger,  if  he  had  no 
reason  to  believe  that  there  was  danger  in  so 
doing.     (Mich.)  440. 

A  bank  cashier  using  a  buzz  saw  to  cut 
boards  for  his  own  use  is  held  not  to  engage 
in  any  professional  employment  or  exposure  not 
rated  as  preferred.     (Mich.)  444. 

A  person  hunting  prairie  chickens  with  a 
loaded  gun  when  it  is  unlawful  to  kill  them, 
who  is  injured  by  an  accidental  discbarge  of 
his  gun  as  he  is  attempting  to  climb  a  bank,  is 
held  not  to  be  injured  as  a  result  of  violating, 
the  law,  within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance 
policy.    (N.  D.)  487. 

Twenty  nine  days'  delay  in  giving  notice  cf 
an  accident  after  knowledge  of  the  facts  is  held 
fatal,  where  the  policy  required  immediate 
notice.    (Wis.)  883. 


RtsuMi  OF  Decisions. 
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The  power  of  the  state  railroad  coinmis^ioQ  to 
compel  intereectiog  railroads  to  make  a  cod- 
Decting  switch  and  iDterebaDge  loaded  cars 
aod  fix  Joint  rates  for  sbipmeDts  partly  over 
each  is  held  coDstitutioDal.    (Minn.)  889. 

The  invalidity  of  the  scheme  of  a  corporation 
is  held  to  be  no  defense  to  a  subscriber  against 
creditors  of  the  company  who  relied  on  the 
sabscriptions,  when  it  did  not  appear  in  the 
contract  of  subscription  or  the  prospectus. 
(Va.)  ^40. 

A  contract  between  two  persons  who  are 
equal  owners  of  substantially  all  the  stock  of 
a  corporation,  attempting  to  dispose  of  its 
property,  is  held  not  binding  on  the  corpo- 
ration.   (HI.)  589.' 

The  pledge  for  his  own  debt  by  a  cashier  of 
a  bank,  of  shares  of  corporate  stock  intrusted 
to  the  bank  for  safe  keeping  by  a  guardian  of 
infant  owners  who  had  signed  a  blank  transfer 
as  guardian, is  held  to  give  the  pledgee  no  rights 
as  against  the  infants,  even  when  new  cer- 
tificates had  been  issued  by  the  corporation. 
(Mass.)  498. 

Forfeiiiire  of  franchUe. 

The  forfeiture  of  the  franchise  of  a  water 
company  for  flagrant  disregard  of  its  duty  to 
furnish  wholesome  water  is  enrorced  not- 
withstanding an  offer  after  suit  is  brought  to 
perform  the  contract.    (Tex.)  203. 

An  insurance  organization  is  held  to  have 
forfeited  its  charter  by  attempting  to  issue 
policies  in  excess  of  the  amount  allowed  to 
be  issued  on  any  single  life.    (Md.)  187. 
Alien  awnership. 

Conveyances  to  a  corporation  a  majority  of 
the  stock  of  which  was  owned  by  citizens  are 
held  void  when  aliens  acquire  a  majority  of 
the  stock  afterwards,  under  a  constitutional 
prohibition  of  alien  ownership.  (Wash.)  480. 
Foreign. 

Insurance  on  the  assessment  plan,  though 
not  authorized  to  be  transacted  by  stock  com- 
panies in  Ohio,  is  held  a  business  for  which 
corporations  of  other  states  may  be  licensed  if 
they  are  authorized  to  carry  on  such  insurance 
business  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
they  are  created;  but  it  is  held  that  such  busi- 
ness under  the  Ohio  laws  must  be  for  the 
sole  bepefit  ef  the  policyholders,  and  its  rev- 


enue principally  derived  from  poet  moiteni 
assessments  for  specific  losses.    (Ohio)  418. 

The  right  of  a  foreign  corporation  to  plead 
the  statute  of  limitations  when  it  has  agents 
and  officers  on  whom  service  of  process  can 
be  made  in  the  state  is  sustained,  notwith- 
standing its  failure  to  comply  with  the  statute 
by  filing  iU  charter  in  the  state.  (Tenn.)  768. 
8taU  imUtuium, 

An  agricultural  and  mechanical  collece,  be- 
ing a  public  or  quasi  corporation  is  held  ex- 
empt from  being  sued,  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory authority  therefor.    (Okla.)  677. 
Profnoters, 

A  promoter  who  transfers  land  which  he 
had  purchased  before  anything  was  done  to- 
ward forming  a  corporation,  tolhe  corporation 
when  formed.  Is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  the 
profit  made  by  him,  in  the  absence  of  any  mis- 
representation or  false  statement,  although  he 
did  not  disclose  the  amount  paid  by  him  to  the 
subscribers  to  the  corporation.  (Wii.)  887. 
J^ndicate, 

A  syndicate  is  defined,  and  the  duties  of  Its 
members  to  each  other  are  discussed  at  length, 
in  a  Maryland  case  which  holds  that  the  utmost 
good  faith  toward  each  other  is  necessary,  and 
that  one  member  cannot  be  allowed  to  obtain 
any  secret  advantage  over  the  others.  (Md.) 
216. 

A  secret  agency  of  members  of  a  syndicate 
who  act  as  agents  for  it  in  purchasing  property, 
whereby  they  get  a  commission  from  the  vend- 
or, is  held  fraudulent  on  the  other  members. 
(Va.)  284. 

Lodge. 

A  mandatory  injunction  to  compel  a  secret 
password  of  a  grand  lodge  to  be  given  to  a 
delegate  of  a  sut)ordinate lodge  is  held  to  be 
beyond  the  province  of  equity.    (Ey.)  488. 
Ghttreh. 

A  bishop  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  is 
held  to  be  under  no  implied  obligation  to  pay 
the  salary  of  a  priest  assigned  to  duty  by  his 
predecessor  or  by  himself,  and  a  decision 
against  the  priest  by  a  church  tribunal  to 
which  he  had  submitted  the  controversy  Is 
held  binding  upon  him.    (N.  Y.)  670. 


IV.  DoMBSTio   Relations;   Pbrsonal  Oapacitt. 


A  right  of  action  to  the  "heirs  or  personal 
representatives"  of  a  person  killed  by  wrongful 
act  or  neglect  is  held  not  to  extend  to  parents. 
(Wash.)  822. 

A  tort  committed  by  a  husband  upon  his 
wife  while  tbev  are  living  together  as  husband 
and  wife  is  held  not  actionable  by  her,  in  the 
absence  of  statute.    (Mich.)  757. 

The  marriage  in  a  state  where  it  is  valid,  of 
a  divorced  person,  who  by  the  law  of  his 
domicil  was  incapable  of  remarrying,  Is  held 
not  to  be  void  at  his  domicil  unless  the  ststute 
expressly  so  provides,  although  he  went  out 
of  the  state  for  the  express  purpose  of  evading 
the  law,  and  immediately  returned.    (Vt.)  428. 

A  wife's  right  of  action  against  one  who  In- 
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duces  her  husband  to  abandon  her  Is  upheld, 
but  the  husband's  parent  Is  held  entitled  to 
give  him  advice  in  good  faith.    (Pa.)  549. 
Cuitody  of  child. 

The  right  of  a  father  to  the  custody  of  a 
child  Is  held  subject  to  the  consideration  of 
the  child's  welfare,  where  he  has  for  Ave  or 
six  years  allowed  sisters  of  the  mother,  in 
accordance  with  her  will,  to  keep  and  rear  the 
child.    (Va.)623. 

Support  of  child. 

The  right  of  the  mother  of  a  child,  who  has 
been  divorced  from  her  husband,  to  recover 
from  him  for  the  maintenance  of  the  child 
which  has  been  awarded  to  her,  is  sustained. 
(Wash.)  587. 


RitfUHi  OF  DECi8ioir0. 
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An  order  for  tbe  support  of  minor  children 
by  the  falher,  made  in  a  divorce  suit  lon^  after 
the  decree  had  become  final  and  tbe  mother 
bad  remarried,  was  held  to  be  within  tbe  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  where  tbe  decree  awHrded 
ber  the  custody  of  the  child reo  without  any 
provision  for  their  mainteDance.    (Cal.)  585. 

Another  somewhat  strilLlDi;  decision  as  to  an 
Implied  promise  holds  that  the  father  is  liable 
to  pay  the  mother,  after  their  divorce,  for 
keeping  a  child  which  the  father,  by  the  de- 
cree, had  a  right  to,  if  he  was  left  with  tbe 
mother,  although  she  refused  to  surrender  him 
and  tbe  father  told  her  be  would  not  pay  for 
the  child  if  she  did  not.  (Wis.)  579. 
Insanity, 

The  payment  of  tbe  check  of  an  insane  per- 


son adjudged  such  tn  another  state,  although 
his  iDsanity  was  not  known  to  the  bank,  ia 
held  to  make  tbe  bank  liable.    (Ga.)  250. 

Marriage  of  a  person  ad  judeed  mentally  im- 
becile Is  held  absolutely  void  o^^tm^i^.  (K.  G.) 
737. 

Mere  belief  In  spiritualism  is  held  insuffi- 
cient proof  of  insanity,  but  where  such  a  belief 
was  made  tbe  means  of  inducing  an  aged 
woman  to  marry  a  man  much  younger  than 
herself  and  notoriously  unfit  morally  to  be  ber 
husband,  when  her  chief  object  was  to  give 
bim  the  right  to  her  money  for  philanthropic 
schemes  that  he  had  fraudulently  induced 
ber  to  believe  in,  tbe  marriage  ancl  a  will  in 
bis  favor  were  held  void.    (111.)  256. 


y.  FiDUCIART  RBLATIONSb 


Money  due  to  an  estate,  collected  by  one  who 
is  afler wards  appointed  administrator,  is  held 
to  become  a  part  of  tbe  cash  assets  of  the  estate 
for  which  bis  bond  is  liable,  but  for  which  the 
administrator  debonii  non  cannot  bring  an  ac- 
tion against  bim  or  bis  estate.  (Me.)  SS. 
Neffiigcnt  injuria, 

Tbe  negligence  of  a  shipper  in  piling  lumber 
on  a  car  is  held  not  to  make  bim  liable  for  in- 
iury  to  a  brakeman  by  the  shunting  of  the 
lumber  while  coupling  cars,  where  tbe  duty  of 
tbe  railroad  company  to  inspect  tbe  car  has  in- 
tervened before  tbe  injury.  (Mich.)  528. 
Injury  to  patienffer. 

The  intoxication  of  a  passenger  standing  on 
tbe  running  board  of  a  street  csr  is  held  not  to 
absolve  the  carrier  from  tbe  duty  to  exercise 
care  toward  bim,  nor  prevent  bis  recovering 
damages  if  injured  by  tbe  carrier's  negligence. 
(Mich.)  181. 


iT^ury  ly  train, 

A  person  sitting  or  lying  on  a  railroad  track 
when  struck  by  a  train,  between  midnight  and 
daylight,  is  held  to  be  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  as  matter  of  law,  and  tbe  presump- 
tion of  the  negligence  of  the  railroad  company 
when  a  person  is  struck  by  a  train  is  overcome. 
(Ga.)  364. 

Defeetite  street  car, 

Tbe  use  of  a  defective  electric  car  which 
prevented  stopping  it  with  reasonable  promp^ 
ness  on  discovering  the  danger  of  a  bov  on  tbe 
track  is  held  to  render  tbe  company  liable  for 
tbe  injury,  although  the  boy  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  (Utoh)  172. 
Employer's  negligence. 

A  servant  is  held  entitled  to  rely  on  tbe 
promise  of  bis  master  to  repair  defects  in  tbe 
place  where  be  works  only  for  a  reasonable 
time  to  make  tbe  repairs.    (III.)  781. 


YI.  Torts;  Nbolioenob;  Injubibs 


Arrest, 

An  arrest  of  a  street  car  passenger  by  a  po- 
liceman called  by  tbe  conductor  for  that  pur- 
pose, on  tbe  charge  of  riding  without  payment 
of  fare,  is  held  not  to  make  the  carrier  liable, 
If  tbe  conductor  was  authorized  only  to  put 
delinquent  passengers  off  tbe  car.  (Ark.)  473. 
Assault. 

An  assault  with  intent  to  rape  upon  a  pas- 
senger, by  a  baggage  master  on  the  train,  is 
bela  to  make  the  carrier  liable  in  an  action  for 
damages.    (Ga.)  488. 

Libel. 

TbO  transmission  of  a  libelous  telegram  is 
held  to  be  a  publication  by  tbe  telegraph  com- 
pany.   (Minn.)  661. 

Maliciofis  fence. 

Bnflding  a  high  fence  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  annoying  and  injuring  a  neighbor  is  held  to 
be  lawful  when  it  is  erected  on  one's  own  land. 
(Ohio)  177. 

Fraudulent  mortgage  sale. 

Interference  with  ownership  of  real  prop- 
erty by  selling  it  under  a  fraudulent  mortgage 
and  preventing  payment  of  rents  to  tbe  real 
owner  Is  held  to  constitute  an  actionable  wrong, 
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but  no  action  Is  allowed  for  tbe  resulting  dam- 
age to  tbe  owner's  reputation.    (Md.)882. 

Screwing  down  windows  which  lead  to  fire 
escapes  is  held  not  to  violate  the  statute,  and  not 
to  constitute  negligence,  where  the  frames  are 
so  light  that  they  can  be  easily  broken  if  nec- 
essary, when  there  is  not  time  to  unfasten  them. 
(N.  T.)411. 

Cf  mine  boss. 

The  negligence  of  a  mine  boss,  the  employ- 
ment of  whom  is  required  by  statute,  is  held 
to  be  that  of  a  fellow  servant  for  which  the 
employer  is  not  liable.    ( W.  Va.)  812. 

Contraetofs  negligence. 

For  injury  to  a  spectator  at  a  free  exhibition 
of  marksmanship  given  by  an  independent  con- 
tractor employed  by  a  street- railway  company, 
upon  tbe  latter's  grounds,  tbe  company  is  held 
liable.    (Mass.)  345. 

Injury  by  dog. 

A  traveler  leaving  his  team  at  a  livery  and 
feed  barn  for  tbe  night,  who  went,  between  8 
and  8i  o'clock  in  the  evening,  to  tbe  yard  U> 
see  that  bis  buggy  had  been  put  In  the  ban 
and  to  get  some  articles  out  of  tbe  buggy, 
wben  be  was  attacked  and  bitten  by  a  dog,  la 
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(Pbopbbtt  Rights;  Wills:  Lioib.) 
held  not  to  have  been  a  trespasser  or  to  be  do-  i  ist.  ootwitbstandiog  the  liability  of  other  per- 


ing  an  unlawful  act,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Iowa  statute  which  makes  the  owner  of  a  dog 
liable  for  injuries  done  by  it  to  any  person  who 
is  not  engaged  in  an  unlawful  act.   (Iowa)  117. 

FnghU 
Liability  for  personal  injuries  resulting  from 
fright  without  other  physical  injuries  is  sus- 
tained in  an  action  for  negligence.  (8.  C.)  679. 

Frightening  team. 
The  loud  blowing  of  a  locomotive  whistle 
several  times  under  a  bridge  over  which  vehi- 
cles of  all  kinds  are  constantly  passing  is  held 
negligence,  unless  there  is  a  necessity  therefor, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  of  that  is  on  the  rail- 
road company.    (Tenn.)  436. 

Fire. 
One  whose  negligence  caused  a  fire  is  held 
not  to  be  liable  for  property  burned  after  the 
fire  had  united  with  another  for  which  no 
known  responsible  agency  could  be  fixed,  and 
either  fire  would  have  been  alone  sufiicient  to 
do  the  damage.    (Wis.)  457. 

Dangerous  person  at  large. 
Persons  having  custody  of  a  convict  are  held 
not  to  be  liable  lor  damages  resulting  from  a 
crime  committed  by  him  as  a  result  of  their 
failure  to  keep  him  safely  confined  where  they 
did  not  participate  in  the  crime  or  have  reason 
to  apprehend  it.    (Gki.)  96. 

Dangerous  wires. 
The  liability  of  a  city  for  negligence  in  re- 
spect to  an  abandoned  telephone  wire  crossing 
another  dangerous  electric  wire  is  held  to  ex- 


sons  or  corporations  therefor.    (Pa.)  811. 

The  stringing  of  dangerous  electric  wires 
over  a  bridge  where  employees  must  come  in 
contact  with  them  when  making  repairs,  if  the 
insulation  is  not  sufficient  to  make  contact 
with  them  safe,  is  held  such  negligence  as  will 
make  the  electric  company  liable  Tot  the  death 
of  an  employee  of  the  owner  of  the  bridge 
when  repairing  it.    (Or.)  799. 

Dangerous  premises. 

The  liability  of  a  city  for  the  drowning  of  a 
child  in  a  pond  on  private  premises  is  denied, 
although  the  city  caused  the  formation  of  the 
pond  by  obstructing  water,  and  may  be  liable 
lor  the  injury  to  the  property.    (Neb.)  531. 

The  explosion  of  a  digester  in  a  pulp  JDliU 
operated  by  a  lessee  is  held  to  create  no  liabil- 
ity on  the  part  of  the  lessor  for  injuty  to  an 
employee  of  the  lessee.    (Me.)  877. 

The  occupant  of  a  house  is  held  not  to  be 
liable  for  injury  received  by  stepping,  when  It 
was  dark,  into  a  coal  hole  about  2  feet  back 
from  the  street  line,  in  a  space  paved  like  the 
sidewalk  and  covered  with  coal,  while  a  coal 
wagon  stood  at  the  curb,  and  employees  of  a 
coal  dealer  were  preparing  to  put  in  the  coal, 
although  the  injured  person  was  a  foreign 
woman  who  did  not  know  the  custom  of  put- 
ting in  coal  through  coal  holes.  (Mass.)  847. 
Dangerous  attraction  for  Mid. 

Leaving  a  platform  car  without  anv  brake 
on  a  street  railway  side  track  is  held  not  to 
constitute  negligence  which  will  render  the 
company  liable  for  a  resulting  injury  to  a  child 
playing  with  it.    (Mich.)  8^. 


VII,  Property  Rights;  Wills;  Libnb. 


A  decision  on  a  question  of  great  importance 
discussed  elaborately  by  the  court  denies  the 
validity  of  a  statute  limiting  recovery  on  a 
debt  secured  by  men  gage  to  the  property 
mortgaged.    (Wash.)  302. 

Dogs. 

Dogs  are  held  to  be  such  propertv  that  an 
action  of  trover  may  be  maintained  for  a  dog 
that  is  converted.    (Ga.)  603. 

The  right  of  property  in  dogs  is  upheld  as 
the  basis  of  an  action  for  negligence  of.a  street- 
railway  company  in  running  over  a  dog. 
(Tenn.)  5ia 

Easements, 

An  easement  for  a  railroad  right  of  way  is 
held  not  to  arise  by  occupation  under  color  of 
title,  where  the  occupation  was  lawful  under 
the  right  of  eminent  domain.    (N.  C.)  416. 

An  easement  of  light  and  air  is  held  not  to 
pass  by  implication  ou  a  conveyance  of  a  build- 
ing with  windows  looking  over  vacant  lots. 
(Cal.)  476. 

The  doctrine  that  an  easement  appurtenant 
to  a  close  is  appurtenant  to  every  portion  of  it 
is  denied  application  to  an  easement  of  light 
and  air.     (Maas.)  764. 

Use  of  another  bar-way  for  eleven  years 
after  one  which  connected  a  right  of  way  by 
prescription  with  a  highway  had  been  shut  up 
because  it  was  impassable  on  account  of  the 
lowering  of  the  road  by  the  public  authorities 
is  held  not  to  constitute  an  abandonment  of  the 
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original  bar- way,  so  as  to  preclude  the  owner 
of  the  easement  from  cutting  it  down  to  the 
grade  of  the  highway  and  using  it  when  the 
new  bar  way  is  shut  up  against  him.    (Conn.) 

ol. 

A  right  of  wav  by  necessity  is  held  to  arise 
on  a  partition  of  lands  if  it  would  have  been 
created  in  favor  of  the  dominant  estate  on  its 
conveyance  or  devise  by  the  common  ancestor, 
and  an  ojffered  substitute  consisting  of  a  private 
way  across  other  lands  not  belonging  to  the 
common  estate  is  insufficient  to  defeat  the 
way  of  necessity.    (Ind.)  105. 

BenU, 
The  right  of  action  on  a  covenant  to  pay  rent 
passes  on  the  death  of  the  lessor  to  his  admin- 
istrators, although  his  heirs  are  the  only  per- 
sons beneficially  interested.    (Mass.)  821. 

Bee  tree. 

One  who  finds  a  bee  tree  on  the  land  of  an- 
other is  held  to  have  no  interest  in  them  or  in 
the  tree  in  which  they  are,  and  where  he  leaves 
them  in  a  hive  which  he  does  not  own,  on  such 
land,  he  is  held  to  have  no  interest  in  them 
which  can  be  the  subject  of  larceny.  (Iowa) 
687. 

Buildings, 

An  apartment  house  intended  only  for  resi- 
dence purposes  is  held  to  he  allowable  on 
premises  restricted  by  deed  to  residence  pur- 
poses.   (Ey.)  489. 


Tnuti. 

A  man  eDtitled  to  half  the  income  of  a  Joint 
traai,  who  obtained  from  the  trustee,  who  was 
financially  embarmssed,  a  mortgage  for  one 
half  the  trust,  concealing  the  facts  from  the 
other  cestui  que  trust.  Is  held  to  be  a  trustee  in 
one  half  of  such  mortgage  for  the  other  cestui 
que  trust.    (Pa.)  662. 

Bxemptions, 

The  selection  of  cows  which  can  be  elalmed 
as  exempt  from  a  chattel  mortgage  under  a 
statute  Is  held  to  be  the  right  of  the  house- 
holder and  not  of  his  wife,  and  her  consent  to 
-the  selection  Is  unnecessary.  (Mich.)  160. 
Stock. 

Shares  of  stock  In  a  corporation  are  held  to 
be  personal  property  only,  and  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  owner's  domicil,  and  therefore 
a  legacy  of  such  shares  is  held  to  lapse  under 
the  law  of  the  legatee's  domicil,  irrespective 
of  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  will  was 
made  and  the  corporation  was  located.  (Md.) 
380. 

Minerals. 

Mineral  oil  and  gas  are  held  not  to  be  in- 
cluded in  a  deed  of  iron  ore,  fire  clay,  and 
other  valuable  minerals,  with  the  right  to  use 
pits,  shafts,  railroads,  etc,  to  remove  such 
minerals.    (Ohio)  266. 

yams. 

The  use  of  the  name  of  a  retiring  partner 
which  the  continuiag  partner  is  entitled  to, 
under  the  contract  of  dissolution,  is  held  to  be 
a  personal  right  which  cannot  be  transferred 
to  a  corporation  organized  to  continue  the 
business.    (Md.)  682. 

J'Sfiee, 

Failure  to  trim  a  hedge  fence  on  a  division 
line  is  not  within  a  statute  providing  for  an 
appeal  to  the  fence  viewers  in  case  of  an  insuf- 
fiaent  fence.    (Iowa)  626. 

Eamestead, 

A  woman  who  abandons  her  husband  and 
lives  apart  from  him  in  another  state  with  an- 
other man  does  not  thereby  forfeit  her  right 
to  his  homestead  as  a  widow  when  he  dies. 
(Ark.)  760. 

Partnership  property. 

Partnership  property  is  held  properlv  con- 
veyed to  pay  notes  signed  by  individual  part- 
ners.   (Wash.)  297. 

Land  sold  by  court. 

The  sale  of  lands  by  a  court  of  equity  to 
prevent  their  loss  through  inability  of  a  life 
tenant  to  pay  the  taxes  is  sustained,  and  pos- 
sible after-born  children  are  held  to  be  bound 
by  it.    (III.)  776. 

Whames, 

Owners  of  land  abutting  on  a  lake  owned 
by  the  state  are  held  to  have  the  right  to 
make  wharves  and  piers  in  aid  of,  but  not 
obstructing,  navigation  in  the  shoal  water  far 
enough  to  reach  water  navigable  for  such 
boats  as  are  in  use  on  the  lake.  (Wis.)  635. 
Shore. 

Title  to  a  proportionate  share  of  land  un- 
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der  water  depending  on  title  to  the  upland  Is 
held  to  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  of  a  certain 
number  of  undivided  acres  out  of  the  tract  of 
upland  bordering  on  the  water.  (C.  0.  App. 
7th  O.)808. 

mtehes. 
The  Independent  existence  of  possessory 
rights  to  ditches  and  the  use  of  water  is  de- 
clared in  an  Idaho  case  holding  that  a  ditch 
may  be  conveyed,  reserving  the  water  right, 
or  the  water  right  be  conveyed,  reserving  the 
ditch.    (Idaho)  486. 

Irrigation. 
The  right  to  Irrijrate  land  is  held  subject  to 
the  duty  of  the  party  Irrigating  It  to  take  care 
of  the  seepage  or  waste  water  so  as  not  to  dam- 
age others,  and  in  this  case  the  seepage  water 
was  unfit  for  irrigation  because  It  had  become 
mineralized  by  the  land  which  it  irrigated. 
(Utah)  861. 


Surface  teater. 

The  owner  of  a  city  lot  Is  denied  the  right 
to  fill  up  a  natural  depression  which  has  car- 
ried off  surface  water  from  a  large  section  of 
the  city,  although  it  is  not  technically  a  water- 
course, if  the  city  has  undertaken  to  keep  the 
outlet  open,  and  its  obstruction  would  be  fol- 
lowed by  serious  injury  to  the  cjty  and  the 
people  in  the  territory  drained.  (Iowa)  466. 
WiUs. 

A  will  giving  all  testator's  property  to  an 
unmarried  woman  who  is  appointed  one  of 
his  executors  and  whom  he  afterwards  mar- 
ries, is  held  not  to  show  on  its  face  that  it 
was  made  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  so  as 
to  be  preserved  from  revocation  by  the  mar- 
riage.   (Mass.)  191. 

A  gift  by  will  of  a  certain  sum  to  a  priest 
to  say  masses  for  the  testator  is  held  valid  as 
a  direct  gift  to  take  effect  at  once,  and  there- 
fore not  void  as  a  private  trust  in  perpetuity. 
(R.  I.)  717. 

A  bequest  to  a  priest  for  the  celebration  of 
masses  for  tbe  souls  of  the  testator  and  an- 
other person  is  sustained  as  a  direct  gift  to 
the  donee  with  an  injunction  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  mass,  and  not  as  a  trust.  (Kan.) 
721. 

Another  case  sustaining  the  validity  of  be- 
quests or  devises  for  masses  Is  one  in  which 
the  gift  was  to  a  church  for  that  purpose.  The 
court  holds  that  the  trust  is  not  private,  but 
public  and  charitable,  as  it  aids  to  sopport  the 
clergy  and  public  worship.     (111.)  730. 

But  in  another  case  a  bequest  to  a  bishop  to 
procure  masses  for  tbe  repose  of  the  souls  of 
certain  persons  is  held  void  for  want  of  any 
beneficiary  who  can  enforce  performance  of 
the  trust.    (Wis.)  726. 

Lien. 

A  lien  for  repairs  on  a  buggy  is  held  supe- 
rior to  a  pre  existing  chattel  mortgage  upon  it, 
when  this  provided  that  the  property  should 
not  be  improperly  used  or  cared  for.  (Keb.) 
761. 
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GonHrueHve  Venice. 

The  mairimoDial  domicil  of  a  wife  who  has 
been  lustifled  by  cruelty  in  leaving  her  hus- 
band is  bel4  changed  by  her  removal  to  an- 
other s^te,  so  as  to  prevent  Jurisdiction  by 
constructive  service  of  process  in  a  divorce 
suit  in  tbe  state  from  which  she  removed. 
(N.  Y.)  291. 

Judgment  lien, 

A  record  of  the  judgment  is  held  necessary 
to  complete  ita  '^rendition"  for  the  purpose  of 
a  lien,  where  the  statute  requires  the  recording 
in  order  to  make  the  Judgment  valid.  (Iowa) 
875. 

A  statute  limiting  the  lien  or  charge  of  a 
Judgment  to  six  years,  and  prohibiting  its  re- 
newal except  for  one  year  after  the  act  takes 
effect,  is  held  an  unconstitutional  impairment 
of  contracts  previously  existing.  (Wash.)  816. 
Ejiforeing  aseumed  mortgage. 

The  right  of  a  mortpgee  to  enforce  the  debt 
as  against  a  grantee  of  the  mortgagor  who  has 
assumed  its  payment  is  held  to  rest  on  the 
principle  of  subrogation,  and  not  upon  any 
contract  which  he  can  enforce.  (C.  C.  App. 
8tb  C.)  861.. 

Money  had  and  received. 

An  officer  who  receives  fees  to  which  he  is 
not  entitled,  from  a  person  whom  he  knows  to 
be  ignorant  of  the  law,  and  does  not  inform 
him  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  pay  them,  is 
held  liable,  on  tbe  ground  of  fraud,  to  an  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received.  (Me.)  185. 
Guardian  ad  litem. 

The  representation  of  persons  unborn  by  a 
guardian  ad  litem  as  provided  by  statute  is 
held  sufficient  to  constitute  due  process  of  law 
in  a  suit  to  remove  a  cloud.    (Mass.)  127. 
Oamiihment. 

One  garnished  for  a  debt  due  a  nonresident 
creditor  is  allowed  to  prevent  iudgment  by 
showing  that  without  his  collusion,  and  not- 
withstanding" his  plea  of  the  pendency  of  such 
proceeding,  a  court  at  the  creditor^  domicil 
has  rendered  Judgment  against  him  on  the 
debt  in  favor  of  the  creditor,  which  he  has 
been  obliged  to  pay.  (Va.)  287. 
SSeetment 

Ejectment  is  denied  on  account  of  the  pro- 
jection of  the  eaves  of  a  barn  over  a  boundary 
line,  where  the  eaves  of  the  plaintiff's  bam  are 
lower,  and  are  so  close  to  the  line  that  the 
water  therefrom  falls  on  defendant's  land. 
(Wis.)  577. 

Setoff. 

A  claim  accruing  in  favor  of  an  assignee  for 
creditors  for  a  share  of  the  proceeds  of  money 
collected  after  the  assignment  by  a  person  to 
whom  Judgments  had  been  previously  trans- 
ferred by  the  assignor  under  a  contract  for  a 
division  of  the  proceeds  is  held  subject  to  set- 
off against  a  claim  of  the  other  party  which 
40  L.  R.  A. 


was  due  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  The 
rule  is  laid  down  that  the  maturity  of  either 
claim  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  is  sufficient 
to  give  the  right  of  setoff.    (N.  Y.)  664. 

Injunction, 

An  injunction  to  prevent  the  proprietor  of  a^ 
theater  from  breaking  his  contract  with  a 
manager,  for  the  use  of  the  theater  and  ita 
equipment,  with  lights,  heat,  ushers,  etc.,  and 
from  letting  a  rival  company  have  the  theater 
for  the  time  in  question,  is  denied  on  the 
ground  that  a  court  of  equity  cannot  compel 
the  full  performance  of  the  contract,  and  that 
a  part  of  it  cannot  be  enforced.    (111.)  98. 

An  injunction  to  prevent  the  approval  of  a 
uniform  policy  of  insurance  by  the  superinten- 
dent of  insurance  under  an  unconstitutional 
statute  is  denied,  as  the  statute,  if  unconstitu- 
tional, cannot  stand  in  the  way  of  other  con- 
tracts.   (Mo.)  501. 

EMenee. 

A  statute  making  books  of  science  and  art 
presumptive  evidence  of  facts  of  general 
notoriety  or  interest  is  held  not  to  include 
medical  works,  such  as  a  treatise  on  concus- 
sion of  the  spine,  about  the  extent  and  char- 
acter of  which  there  is  some  difference  of 
opinion  among  medical  men.  (C.  0.  App.  8tli. 
C.)  558. 

But  statistics  of  mechanical  experiments  and 
tabulations  of  their  results,  where  the  scientific 
work  containing  them  is  concededly  recognized 
as  a  standard  authority  by  tbe  profession,  and 
when  they  are  generally  relied  upon  by  experts 
in  that  field,  are  held  admissible  in  evidence 
to  support  the  opinions  of  experts.  (0.  C. 
App.  2d  0.)  561. 

Physical  examination. 

An  examination  with  instruments  in  case  of 
injury  to  plaintiff's  bladder  is  held  to  be  be- 
yond the  discretion  of  the  court,  under  evi* 
denoe  showing  that  it  might  be  dangerous. 
(Wis.)  881. 

Comment  to  jury. 

Against  an  elaborate  dissenting  opinion.  It  ia 
held  that  the  failure  of  a  defendant  to  examine 
an  emplovee  present  in  court  as  a  witness  on  a 
matter  within  his  knowledge  and  as  to  which 
the  evidence  was  conflicting  is  a  matter  which 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  may  urge  in  argument  to 
tbe  jury,  as  a  circumstance  from  which  it  may 
be  inferred  that,  if  examined,  the  employee 
would  have  testified  against  the  defendant. 
(Ga.)8i. 

Demurrer, 
The  rule  that  allegations  of  fact  are  admit- 
ted by  demurrer  is  held  subject  to  an  exception 
of  such  improbable  allegftfo^s  as  that  a  child 
less  than  two  years  of  age  performed  certain 
specified  services  of  the  value  of  $2  per  month* 
(Ga.)  258. 
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That  which  coostituteB  an  offense  asraiost  a 
state  statute,  triable  odIj  in  a  court  of  record, 
is  held  to  be  bejoud  the  power  of  a  municipal- 
1^  to  make  by  ordinance  an  offense  against  the 
cfty.    (Tex.)  212. 

Mixing  food, 

A  statute  making  the  mixture  of  any  article 
of  food  an  offense  is  held  to  be  too  general  to 
he  enforced.    (Tex.)  201. 

Telegraphing  bet, 

A  statute  prohibiting  a  person  to  keep  a 
place  for  transmitting  money  to  be  bet  on  horse- 
races, etc.,  or  to  be  concerned  in  such  business, 
is  held  valid  as  applied  to  a  person  who  sends 
the  mon^  to  another  state  by  telegraph. 
(Conn.)  607. 

Larceny. 

A  dog  is  the  subject  of  larceny  under  a  stat- 
ute   making   it   a  crime  to  steal  "chattels." 
(Iowa)  508. 
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Sentence, 

A  statute  providing  for  indeterminate  sen- 
tence of  crimmals,  not  more  than  the  maximum 
nor  less  than  the  minimum  prescribed  for  a 
specified  crime  by  statute,  is  held  constitutional. 
(Ind.)  109. 

BMdenee, 

The  hypnotism  of  a  person  accused  of  crime 
is  held  insuflScient  to  render  evidence  made  by 
him  while  under  the  influence  admissible  in  his 
favor.    (Gal.)  260. 
See  also  iupra,  Vm. 

Witness  fee$. 

The  constitutional  right  of  an  accused  persou 
to  compulsory  process  for  his  witnesses  is  held 
insufllcient  to  give  his  witnesses  a  right  to  claino 
fees  from  the  county.    (S.  0.)  42QL 


INDEX   TO    NOTES. 


(Tbe  General  Index  follows  thJa.) 


Adverse  poasession;  to  flats  894 

Almanac;  as  evidence  bBii 

▲iiimalflt  property  rlirbts  In  dogs:— (L)  Oen- 
erally;  (II.)  actions  of  trover,  replevin, 
and  trespass;  (in.)  actions  airalnst  oom- 
mon  carriers;  (IV.)  actions  for  injuries  to 
dogs  by  railroad  and  street  oars:  (V.)  right 
to  kill  dogs:  (a)  police  power;  (b)  unlaw- 
fully killing  dogs;  (e)  barking  and  howl- 
Ing  dogs:  (d)  dangerous  dogs;  (e)  trespass- 
ing dogs;  (/)  sbeep  killing  doirs;  (fir)  dogs 
cbaslDflT  other  animals;  (h)  dogs  '*at  large;** 
(i)  killing  a  dog  by  mistake;  (TI.)  criminal 
actions  for  injuries  to  dogs:  (TTI.)  larceny 
and  obtaining  a  dog  by  false  pretenses: 
(VI LL)  value;  (IX.)  as  to  license  and  tax 
laws:  (a)  generally;  (b)  taking  property 
without  due  process  of  law  503 

Associations.   See  Syndicatm.  . 
Boosi  property  rights  in:— (I.)  <3enerally;  (II.) 
trespass  and  trover;  (ILL)  larceny;  (IV.) 
tithes  687 

Carriers;   intoxication  as  affecting  negli- 
gence of  passengers  134 
Contracts;  acceptance  of                             588 
Corporations;  contract  by  chief  stockhold- 
ers                                                              580 
Criminal  law;  effect  of  hypnotism  in  crlml- 


200 

Dofi^   SeeAznuALS. 

I>mnkenness;  as  affecting  negligcnoo  131 

ejectment;  effect  of  prior  decision  on  statu- 
tory new  trial  in  real  actions  8S5 

£widence;  intoxication  as  evidenoe  of  negli- 
gence 148 
Scientific  books  and  treatises  as  evidence: 
—(I.)  Exact  sciences:  (a)  general  rule  as 
to  admissibility:  (b)  tables  of  expectancy 
of  life:  (Ij  admissibility  generally;  (2)  in 
accident  cases;  (8)  in  other  cases  gener- 
ally; (4)  conclusiveness  and  effect;  (e)  the 
almanac;  (IL)  inexact  sciences:  (a)  gen- 
eral rule  as  to  admissibility:  (b)  reasons 
for  the  rule;  (c)  the  contrary  rule;  id) 
opinions  founded  on  k)ooks;  (e)  use  of,  on 
examination;  (/)  ulb  of,  to  sustain  or  dis- 
credit expert;  (g)  use  of,  on  cross-exami- 
nation; (h)  use  of,  in  argument;  (III.)  law; 
(FV.)  miscellaneous  matters  658 
Presumptions  as  to  sanity  at  time  of  mar- 
riage                                                         74S 

Executors  and  administrators;  right 
to  rents  on  lease  of  intestate's  property:— 
(I.)  Glassiflcation  by  states;  (II.)  English 
cases:  (a)  form  of  lease;  (b)  apportion- 
ment; (c)  summary  of  English  cases;  (III.) 
summary  as  to  rents  accruing  during 
owner's  life;  (IV.)  summary  as  to  rents 
accruing  after  owner's  death:  (a)  rights  of 
heir,  (b)  rights  of  adminlatraton  d)  by 
statute;  (2)  in  a  foreign  state;  (c)  liability 
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of  administrator:  (1)  generally;  (S)  for  use 
and  occupation;  (8)  accounting  and  sure- 
ties; id)  rlghta  of  creditors;  (6)  apportion- 
ment 881 
What  asseta  pass  to  the  administrator  de 
bonis  nrm :— (L)  Generally;  (II.)  tbe  rule  in 
the  different  states;  (III.)  suxmnary:  (a) 
goods  remaining  in  specie;  (b)  ohoses  in 
action;  (e)  avoiding  sales  or  transfers 
made  by  predecessor:  id)  rule  at  common 
law:  (D  where  assets  have  been  converted 
by  predecessor;  (2)  where  there  is  a  devas- 
tavit; (8)  requiring  the  predecessor  to  ao- 
oount;  (4)  money  and  balance  due  ttom 
predecesson  (6)  where  the  common- law 
rule  has  been  changed  by  statute:  (1) 
where  assets  have  t)een  converted  by 
predecessor:  (2)  where  there  is  a  devastavit; 
(8)  lequirinff  the  predecessor  to  account; 
(4)  money  and  balance  due  from  prede- 
cessor 88 

Fence;  liability  for  the  malicious  erection  of 
a  fence:- (I.)  Introduction;  (U.)  malice 
gives  no  ground  of  action;  (III.)  contrary 
doctrine;  (IV.)  state  statutes  and  decisions 
thereunder  177 

Fisheries;  right  of,  separated  from  upland  808 

Hiist>and  and  wife;  marriage  of  person 
when  insane:— (D  Invalidity  of;  (II.)  de- 
gree of  incapacity  which  will  affect;  (IIL) 
test  of  capacity  to  contract;  (TV.)  test  of 
capacity  to  know  the  nature  of  the  act; 
(V.)  incapacity  combined  with  fraud;  (VX) 
incapacity  as  a  ground  for  divorce;  ( VIL) 
ratlfllcatlon  and  waiver  of  right  to  attack; 
(VIII.)  evidence  of  incapacity:  (a)  pre- 
sumption and  burden  of  proof;  (b)8ufil- 
cienoy,  weight,  and  admissibility;  (e)  effect 
of  Inquisition;  (IX.)  annulment:  (a)  ne- 
cessity of  decree  for;  (b)  jurisdiction;  pro- 
cedure; (c)  effect  787 

Hypnotism;  (I.)  Nature  of  subject;  (II.)  de» 
finitlon;  (III.)  Ita  existence  and  effect  gen- 
erally; (IV.)  its  use  in  procuring  tbe  com- 
mission of  crime;  (V.)  its  use  in  procur- 
ing submission  to  criminal  acts  or  attacks; 
(VL)  Ito  use  as  an  inquisitorial  agent; 
(VIL)  ita  curative  uses;  propriety  of  re- 
straint no 

Incompetent  persons*  See  Husbasd 
ASD  Warn;  Htphotism. 

Injunction;  by  municipalities  against  nuis- 
ances In  waters  and  watercourses:— <I.)  In 
general;  (IL)  pollution  and  other  matters 
affecting  health  ^ 

Insurance;  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger  within  meaning  of  insurance 
policy:—  (L)  Construction  compared  with 
negligence;  (IL)  consciousness  of  danger; 
(III.)  risks  incident  to  duty  or  necessity; 
(IV.)  unexpected  results;  (V.)  what  oon- 
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Btitutes;  particular  cases;  (TI.)  proof  of. 
as  a  defense  488 

Validity  of  fire  Insurance  on  property  ille- 
gally used:— (L)  General  principles:  (IL) 
violation  of  excise  laws:  (Iir.)  offenses 
afifainst  public  order  and  decency;  (IT.) 
▼iolation  of  law  taxing  occupations  M6 

Intoadeation*   Bee  DBUNKEimBSS. 

landlord  and  tenant*   See  ExBCuroiia 

Ain>  ADMINI8TBAT0B8. 

Iiareeny;  of  dog  S14 

Of  bees  889 

liaw  bookfl;  as  evidence  668 

Malice.   See  Fenob. 

Masses;  validity  of  bequests  for  717 

Master  and  servant;  liability  for  employ- 

ing  drunkard  146 

The  rights  of  a  servant  who  continues  work 
on  the  faith  of  his  inaster*s  promise  to  re- 
move a  specific  cause  of  dangen— (I.)  In- 
troductory: (VL.)  general  rule  stated;  (in.) 
rationale  of  tbe  relation  between  the  par- 
ties after  the  giving  of  the  promise;  (IV.)  , 
continuance  of  work  after  promise  not 
contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law: 
(a)  gei^rally:  (b)  contributory  negligence 
predicated  from  the  gravity  of  the  risk  In- 
curred; (c)  contributory  negligence  predi- 
cated from  the  length  of  time  the  servant 
has  worked  after  the  promise  was  given; 
(d)  Illustrative  cases;  (T.)  8ervant*s  action 
not  maintainable  unless  his  continuance 
of  work  was  actually  induced  by  the  mas- 
ter*s  promise  to  protect  him  from  some 
danger,  etc.;  (YI.)  whose  promise  is  bind- 
ing on  an  employen  (VIL)  rule  where  the 
promise  relates  to  simple  appliances; 
(VIII.)  obligations  of  the  servant  pending 
^  the  fulfilment  of  the  promise  781 

Medical  books;  as  evidence  658 

MnniciiMbl  corporations.  See  Jnjuko- 
tion. 

Vegiigeneei  intoxication  as  affecting:—  (L) 
Intoxication  no  excuse;  (II.)  when  it 
amoucts  to  contributory  negligence:  (a) 
generally;  (b)  with  relation  to  treepaasers; 
(c)  with  relation  to  pei-soos  injured  at 
crossings;  (d)  with  relation  to  passengers; 
(6)  with  relation  to  persons  injured  on 
highways,  streets,  etc.;  (/)  with  relation 
to  miscellaneous  matters;  (III.)  effect 
when  there  Is  negligence  on  both  sides: 
av.)  question  for  tbe  jury;  (V.)  presump- 
tion and  burden  of  proof;  (VI.)  intoxica- 
tion as  evidence  of  negligeoce:  (a)  admis- 
sibility; (W  weight  and  sufDciency;  (VII.) 
employment  of  persons  having  habits  of 
intoxication  181 

NewTriaL   SeeEascrionrr. 

Partnership.   See  Stndicatbb. 

Pier.   See  Wharves. 

Real  actions.   See  EjBcnp^Rr. 

Replevin;  for  dogs  007 

Riparian  rights.   See  Watkbs. 

40UH.  A. 


Scientific  books;  as  evidence  Ht 

Specific  performance;  of  contract  known 

to  be  unauthorized  tt^ 

Syndicates;  relations  and  rights  of  syndicate 
members:— <L)  Scope  and  nature  of  the 
subject;  (II.)  rights  and  powers  of  mem- 
bers; an.)  Hghts,  duties,  and  liabilities^ 
transactions  between  themselves:  (a)  gen- 
eral rule  as  to  good  faith  required;  (b) 
sales  by  member  to  association:  (c)  pur- 
chases with  secret  advantages;  (d)  dealings 
between  associations  having  common 
members;  («)  contribution  to  capiul,  ex- 
penses, and  losses;  if)  interest  in  property 
of  association;  (g)  compensation  for  serv- 
ices; (IV.)  remedies  &fr 

Tithes;  of  bees  9» 

Trespass;  for  injury  to  dogi  fiOT 

For  taking  bees  9» 

Trover ;  for  dogs  607 

For  taking  bees  9» 

Upland.   SeeWATBRS. 

Waters.   See  also  Injunction. 

Separation  of  riparian  rights  from  npland>- 
In  general;  right  of  fishing;  rigbtof  wharf> 
age:  mere  riparian  rights;  cases  merely 
recognizing  the  doctrine;  adverse  posses- 
sion; partition:  method  of  separation  80^ 
Right  of  owner  of  upland  to  access  to  navi- 
gable water:— The  English  rule;  the  rale 
in  Ireland;  the  rule  in  Canada;  general  ex- 
pressions fftvoring  the  right  of  the  shore 
owner  in  thlsoourtry;  the  rule  in  Masasp 
chusetts;  cases  holding  the  opposite  rule 
(New  York,  New  Jersey,  Washington,  and 
Oregon);  the  rule  of  the  Federal  courts: 
other  decisions  denying  the  riparian  own- 
er*s  right;  the  effect  of  statutes;  access 
out  off  by  railroad;  right  as  agaiiwt  priv- 
ate individual;  estoppel  by  grant;  special 
reasons  for  refusing  relief;  right  as  against 
improvement  of  navigation;  summary'     flW 

Wharves;  right  to  erect:— The  rule  in  Eng- 
land; the  rule  in  this  country,  cases  recog- 
nizing the  right  of  the  riparian  owner; 
rule  where  title  extends  to  thread  of 
stream;  effect  of  custom;  statutory  right; 
rights  as  against  individual^  right  under 
grant  or  license;  to  low- water  mark;  pre- 
scriptive rigbt;  the  Federal  cases;  oases 
denying  the  right;  statutory  restrictioos; 
wharves  beneficial;  regulation  of  right; 
harbor  lines:  right  of  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  build;  right  of  city  to  regulate; 
right  of  New  York  eity;  abatement  of 
wharf;  effect  of  streSt  along  shore;  private 
oon tracts;  direction  of  wharf;  rights  of 
state  and  general  government;  effect  of 
constructing  in  front  of -private  property; 
right  in  wharf  which  has  been  ereoted: 
log  pier;  ejectment  for  pier  $t^ 

Rigbt  of,  separated  from  upland  ■» 

Wills.    S 
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OPINIONS,  NOTES  AITD  BRIEFS. 

(Separate  Index  to  Notes  precedea  tUaJ 


ABANDONMENT.     See   Hiohwatb,    8; 

H0BFITALS,2. 

ACCIDENT.    See  Ikbusancr,  29-82. 

ACTION  OR  SUIT.    See  also  Cabr,  8. 

1.  The  administrators  may  sue  upon  a  cov- 
•enant  to  pay  rent  to  their  intestate  which  is 
appended  to  a  lease  made  by  him,  although 
his  heirs  are  the  only  persons  who  would  suf- 
fer substantial  damages  by  failure  to  pay  it. 
WaUh  V.  Packard  (Mass. ;  821 

2.  The  right  to  recover  for  injury  to  a 
dog  is  not  lost  by  killing  him,  under  the  hon- 
est~but  mistaken  belief  that  he  was  fatally  in- 
jured. CitiuMf  Bapid  Trarmt  Oo.  ▼•  Dew 
<Tenn.)  518 
Parties. 

8.  An  architect  supervising  the  construc- 
tion of  a  building  and  giving  notice  of  an  in- 
tention to  build  may  be  joioed  with  the  owner 
of  tbe  premises  as  a  defendant  in  a  suit  for  an 
injunction  against  the  building.  Kennedy  v. 
BumapiCtLl.)  .476 

4.  A  corporation  cannot  complain  that  its 
receiver  appointed  in  another  court  is  not  made 
m  party  to  a  s^it  to  revoke  its  contract  to  sup- 
ply water  to  a  city  and  its  right  to  occupy 
streets.  PaUeiine  Water  db  P.  Co,  v.  Palestine 
(Tex.)  208 

6.  The  state  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a 
suit  by  a  city  which  has  the  exclusive  con- 
trol of  streets,  to  revoke  the  right  of  a  water 
company  to  use  them.  Id. 

6.  An  amendment  to  a  bill  for  an  iniunc- 
tion  against  the  improper  use  of  laud  dedicat- 
ed to  the  public  should  be  allowed  to  join 
aome  of  the  original  donors  as  plaintiffs,  when 
the  bill  is  filed  by  other  resident  citizens. 
Bomee  v.  Pieree  (Miss.)  402 

Notes  and  Bbtefb. 

Actions;   common  law  remedy  to   enforce 
iUtnte.  628 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
To  flats.  894 

Of  railroad  right  of  way.  415 

AFFIDAVITS.    See  Eyidbkcb,  29. 

AFTERBORN  CHILD.    See  Constitu- 

TiOMAL  Law,  6;  Judicial  Sale,  8. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


AGRICULTURAL     COLLEGE.      See 

State  Inbtitutionb. 

AIR.    See  Easemunts,  7-9. 

ALIENS. 

1.  A  lease  of  land  for  forty-nine  years  to 
an  alien  is  void  under  Wash.  Const,  art.  2, 
g  88,  prohibiting  the  ownership  of  lands  by 
aliens  and  providing  that  all  conveyances  of 
land  to  any  alien  shall  be  void.  State,  Winetan, 
T.  Hudson  Land  Oo.  (Wash.)  480 

2.  Conveyances  n^ade  to  a  corporation 
when  a  majority  of  the  stock  was  owned  by 
citizens  will  be  declared  void  where  a  majority 
of  the  stock  is  transported  to  and  held  by 
aliens,  under  Wash.  Const,  art  2»  g  88.  pro- 
hibiting the  ownership  of  land  by  aliens  and 
providing  that  all  conveyances  of  lands  to  any 
alien  directly  or  in  trust  shall  be  void,  and  that 
every  corporation  the  majoritv  of  the  capital 
stock  of  which  is  owned  by  aliens  shall  be  con- 
sidered an  alien  for  the  purpose  of  such  prohi- 
bition.   .  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Aliens;  ownership  of  property  by.  481 

ALMANAC. 

Notes  asd  Bbiefs. 

As  evidence.  6S8 

ANIMALS.    See  also  Aariozr  ob  Suit,  2; 
Bees;  Dogs;  Street  Railways,  8,  4« 

1.  The  owner  of  a  dog  has  such  a  prop- 
erty in  it  as  will  entitle  him  to  maintain  trover 
for  its  recovery  in  case  of  its  wrongful  con- 
version.    Qraham  v.  Smith  (Oa.)  608 

2.  A  stree^railway  company  is  liable  for 
the  killing  of  a  dog  bv  an  electric  car,  cansed 
by  the  negligence  of  the  motorman.  Oitizeni^ 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Devo  (Tenn.)  519 

8.  A  dog  is  the  subject  of  larceny  under 
Iowa  Code  1878,  §  8902,  making  it  a  crime  for 
anyone  to  steal  any  * 'chattels"  of  another. 
Hamby  v.  Samson  (Iowa)  508 

Injury  by  dog^e. 

4  One  who  harbors  a  dog  on  his  premises 
as  owners  usually  do  with  their  dogs  is  to  be 
deemed  the  owner  under  a  statute  respecting 
the  liability  of  owners  for  injuries  done  by 
dogs.    Shultiv.  QriHUhiXoyRK)  117 

5.  Negligence  of  a  party  bitten  by  a  dog  is 

877 


678 


Afabtmsnt  House;  Affbal  akd  Ebbob. 


Immaterial  under  Iowa  Code,  g  1485,  on  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  owner  of  the 
dog,  unless  that  negligence  amounts  to  an  un- 
lawful act.  Id. 
6.  A  traveler  going  into  a  yard  of  a  feed  and 
livery  barn  which  is  open  to  patronage  by  the 
public  and  at  which  his  team  is  being  kept  for 
the  night,  in  order  to  see  that  his  buggy,  which 
was  left  in  the  yard,  has  been  put  in  the  bam 
and  to  get  some  articles  from  it,  when  this  is 
done  between  8  and  half  past  8  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  while  employees  are  working  at  the 
barn,  is  not  a  trespasser  or  doing  an  unlawful 
act  within  the  meaning  of  Iowa  Code,  §  1485, 
so  as  to  preclude  his  recovering  from  the  pro- 
prietor for  injuries  received  from  a  dog  which 
attacks  and  bites  him.                                   Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Animals;  property  rights  in  dogs: —  (I.)  Gen- 
erally; (II.)  actions  of  trover,  replevin,  and 
trespass;  (III.)  actions  against  common  carriers; 
(IV.)  actions  for  injuries  to  dogs  by  railroad 
and  street  cars;  (V.)  right  to  kill  dogs:  (a)  police 
power;  (d)  unlawfully  killing  dogs;  (e)  barking 
and  howling  dogs;  ((/)  dan eerous  dogs;  («)  tres- 
passing dogs:  (/)  sheep-killing  dogs;  (g)  dogs 
chasing  other  animals;  (A)  dogs  **at  large;" 
{%)  killing  a  dog  by  mistake:  (VI.)  criminal 
actions  tor  injuries  to  dogs;  (VII.)  larceny  and 
obtaining  a  dog  by  false  pretenses;  ( v  III.) 
value;  (IX.)  as  to  license  and  tax  laws:  (a)  gen- 
erally; (6)  taking  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  503 

APARTMENT  HOUSE.      See    Build- 

I»Q6,  1. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR.    See  also  Cases 
Certified. 

1.  A  separate  appeal  must  be  taken  from  a 
death  warrant  signed  after  judgment,  to  bring 
the  question  of  its  regularity  before  the  ap- 
pellate court.     People  v.  Bbanks  (Cal.)        269 

2.  Trustees  representing  a  religious  society 
to  which  a  devise  was  made  in  trust  to  expend 
the  proceeds  in  saying  masses  are  proper  par- 
ties to  appeal  from  a  decision  against  the  de- 
vise, iloeffer  v,  Clogan  (111.)  780 
Bond* 

8.  Defendant  in  error  in  the  Virginia  su- 
preme court  of  appeals  waives  the  omission 
from  the  appeal  bond,  given  before  the  clerk 
as  prescribed  by  Va.  Code,  §  8471,  of  the  con- 
dition for  the  payment  of  all  actual  damages 
incurred  in  consequence  of  the  proceedings,  by 
failing  to  raise  the  objection  until  it  is  too  late 
for  plaintiff  to  give  a  new  bond  or  to  have  an- 
other appeal  allowed.  Virginia  F.  d  M,  Ins, 
Co.  V.  New  York  Carousal  Mfg.  Co,  (Va.)  237 
Supersedeas. 

4.  An  order  of  supersedeas  to  preserve  the 
status  quo  of  the  parties  pending  the  determi- 
nation of  an  appeal  upon  its  merits  is  within 
the  inherent  powers  of  an  appellate  tribunal 
which  is  authorized  to  issue  all  writs  neces- 
sary and  proper  to  the  complete  exercise  of  its 
appellate  and  revisory  jurisdiction.  State, 
Barnard,  v.  SeatUe  Bd.  of  Edu.  (Wash.)  317 
Record;  evidence. 

6.  A  written  opinion  filed  by  the  trial  court 

40  L.  R.  A. 


on  a  trial  without  a  Jury  Is  not  an 

part  of  the  record  on  appeal,  and  where  gen- 
eral findings  are  made  by  the  court  and  a  Judg- 
ment pronounced  thereon,  the  appellate  conrt 
will  conclusively  presume  that  the  trial  court 
considered  all  the  competent  evidence  before  it 
and  decided  all  the  material  and  neceasary 
issues  presented  by  the  pleading,  although  the 
opinion  shows  the  contrary.  Pheniz  In»,  Co. 
v.  Fuller  (Neb )  406 

6.  When  any  document  is  o£Fered  in  evi- 
dence and  excluded,,  it  must  be  brought  into 
the  record  to  have  its  competency  determined 
on  appeal.  Slauson  v.  Qoodrieh  Trantp.  Go. 
(Wis.)  825 

7.  An  appellate  court  can  take  notice  of 
papers  which  are  not  part  of  the  judgment  roll 
only  when  they  have  been  preserved  and  prop- 
erly identified  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.        Id. 

8.  A  bill  of  exceptions  is  not  necessary  for 
the  review  of  a  demurrer  to  evidence  which 
incorporates  the  evidence.  MitcJieU  t.  HasUi- 
tille,  a  <&  8t,  L.  R.  Co.  (Tenn.)  426 

9.  The  remedy  for  refusal  by  the  trial 
court  to  furnish  a  transcript  of  the  stenograph- 
er's notes  to  a  person  convicted  of  crime  is  an 
application  to  the  supreme  court  for  an  order 
requiring  it  to  do  so.     MiUer  v.  State  (bid.) 

10» 

10.  Failure  to  show  that  a  designated  per- 
son was  regularly  appointed  shorthand  re- 
porter to  take  the  testimony  of  an  accused 
before  a  committing  magistrate  will  not  sup- 
port an  assignment  of  error,  if  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  acted  or  reported  the  testimony 
or  certified  to  it.    People  v.  Ebanks  (Cal.)     ^ 

Briefii. 

11.  Under  rules  requiring  but  one  brief  on 
each  side,  and  permitting  a  reply  in  addition, 
although  separate  briefs  may  m  permissible 
where  there  are  several  counsel  on  the  same 
side,  the  allowance  for  printing  will  extend 
only  to  what  is  reasonably  necessary.  Cook 
V.  Minneapolis,  B.  P.  dk  S,  M,  R.  Co,  (Wis.) 

467 

12.  The  provision  of  the  Wisconsin  su- 
preme court  rule  9,  that  in  cases  depending  on 
the  evidence  the  brief  of  appellant  must  contain 
a  concise  statement  of  the  leading  facts  or  con- 
clusions which  the  evidence  establishes  or  tends 
to  prove,  does  not  mean  a  recital  or  restate- 
ment  of  the  evidence,  but  merely  that  such 
facts  or  conclusions  should  be  stated  with  a 
reference  to  the  names  of  the  witnesses  and 
the  places  in  the  printed  cases  where  the  evi- 
dence which  establishes  or  tends  to  prove  such 
facts  or  conclusions  may  be  found.  Milwaukee 
Cold  Stoi-age  Co.  v.  Dexter  (Wis.)  887 

QuestionB  first  raised  on  appeal. 

13.  Alleged  error  in  failing  to  direct  a  ver- 
dict for  defendant  accident  insurance  company 
on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  voluntarily 
exposed  himself  to  unnecessary  danger,  is  not 
available  on  appeal  where  no  request  therefor 
was  made  in  the  trial  court.  Joknson  v.  Lon- 
don Guarantee  &A,  Co.  (Mich.)  440 

13a.  Variance  between  pleading  and  proof 
is  not  ground  for  reversal  when  no  objection 
was  made  in  the  trial  court.  Colfaz  Mountain 
Fruit  Co  V.  Southern  Pat.  Co,  78 


APFOBTioHMmirr— AssuimiT. 


879 


Errors  in  party's  &Tor  or  at  his  re- 
quost. 

14.  An  appellaDt  cannot  complain  of  error 
in  an  instruction  which  was  in  his  own  inter- 
est.   Eh^  T.  Oennan- American  Ifu.  Co.  (Iowa) 

846 

16.  An  inconsistency  in  the  instructions 
due  to  the  fact  that  some  instructions  are  more 
favorable  to  one  of  the  parties  than  he  is  enti- 
tled to  is  not  available  to  such  party.  Een  v. 
Preferred  Maeonie  Mut,  Acci,  Am$o,  (Mich.) 

444 


18.  The  failure  of  the  court  to  assess  dis- 
franchisement as  part  of  the  punishment  of  a 
convict  is  not  an  error  of  which  he  can  com- 
plain.   mUer  Y.  State  (Ind. )  109 

17.  One  who  relied  upon  a  former  adjudi- 
cation of  a  matter  cannot  complain  of  a  deci- 
sion which  is  to  the  same  effect  Oibeon  v. 
Oiheon  (Wash.)  687 
RoTiew  of  faets. 

18.  A  conclusion  as  to  an  ultimate  fact, 
drawn  from  certain  specified  evidential  facts 
which  are  legally  incompetent  to  support  it.  is 
a  proper  subject  of  review  on  proceedings  in 
error.     NicholiY.  Peek  {Conu.)  81 

19.  Findings  of  fact  are  not  conclusive  on 
the  appellate  court  in  equity  cases,  unless  the 
evideDce  is  so  evenly  balanced  or  so  unsatis- 
factory as  to  leave  the  court  in  serious  doubt. 
NortJi  Paint  Oonaot,  Irrig.  Co.  v.  VtaJi  &  8.  L. 
Canal  Co.  (Utah)  861 
Errors  requiring  roversaL 

20.  Filing  the  sheriff's  affidavit  that  he  was 
biased,  taken  upon  a  challenge  to  a  speciMl 
veuire  summoned  by  him,  embodying  facts 
brought  out  while  the  jury  were  excluded 
from  the  room,  is  not  reversible  error.  Peo- 
ple Y.  Ebanke  (Oal.)  269 

21.  Irrelevant  testimony  will  not  require  a 
reversal,  if  it  was  harmless.  Mack  v.  South 
Bound  B.  Co.  (8.  0.)  679 

22.  There  will  be  no  reversal  for  cross  ex- 
amination as  to  matters  not  testified  to  in  chief 
if  the  examination  in  chief  is  not  in  the  record, 
so  that  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  cross- 
examination  was  improper  or  not.  Ptople  y. 
Bbanke(02\.)  269 

28.  A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for 
failure  to  sustain  a  demurrer  for  reasons  not 
specified  therein.  Brietol  y.  New  England  R. 
Go.  (Conn.)  479 

24.  An  improper  statement  by  counsel  in 
opening  a  case,  which  is  immediately  with- 
drawn after  an  exception,  with  an  acknowl- 
edgment that  it  was  not  justified  under  the  ex- 
isting state  of  the  record,  will  not  be  regarded 
on  appeal  as  prejudicial  error,  if  it  was  not  so 
considered  by  the  trial  judge.  Brb  y.  German- 
American  Ins.  Co.  (Iowa)  845 

25.  Refusal  of  instructions  the  meaning  of 
which  is  involved  in  doubt,  or  which  are  un- 
called for  in  the  case,  is  not  reversible  error  if 
the  instructions  given  upon  that  branch  of  the 
case  areas  favorable  to  the  complaining  party 
as  the  facts  and  the  law  will  warrant.  People 
Y.  Ebanke  (Cal.)  269 

26.  Refusal  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  bur- 
den of  showing  that  the  loss  was  caused  by 
fire  was  upon  the  one  seeking  to  recover  under 
40  L.  R.  A. 


a  fire  insurance  policy  is  not  error,  where  that 
fact  was  fully  proved,  with  no  question  as  to 
the  accuracy  of  the  proof.  Western  Auur. 
Co.  T.  /.  JET.  Mohlman  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  2d  C.> 

661 
27.  Verbal  inaccuracy  of  a  charge  to  the 
jury  will  not  require  a  reYersal,  if  the  charge 
as  a  whole  fairly  and  accurately  presents  the 
law  applicable  to  the  facts.  Perliam  v.  Port- 
land General  Slee.  Co.  (Or.)  799 

Notes  and  Bribfb. 
Appeal;  conclusiveness  of  findings  of  jury 
88  to  law.  65$ 

APPORTIONMENT.      Bee      Elbction 

DiBTBICTS. 

APPRAISAIj.    See  Mortgage,  5,  6. 

APPURTENANCES.      See    Deeds,    2; 
EASBMEirra.  9. 

ARCHITECT.    See  Acnozr  or  Suit.  8. 

ARREST.    See  also  Reward.  2. 

The  arrest  by  a  police  oflScer  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, without  a  warrant,  of  a  murderer,  for  a 
crime  committed  in  another  county  of  the  state, 
is  made  in  the  exercise  of  his  duty,  so  as  to 
preclude  his  recovery  of  a  reward  for  making 
it.     Lees  v.  Colgan  (Cal.)  85& 

ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY.    See  Car 

BIERS,  4. 

ASSIGNMENT.  'See     also    Bills    and 
Notes,  2;  Fraud,  2. 

1.  The  right  of  one  person  to  use  the  name 
of  another,  given  him  by  contract,  cannot  be 
assigned  or  transferred  to  a  third  party,  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect. 
Bagby  dt  B.  Co.  v.  Bivers  (Md.)  682 

2.  An  assif^nment  of  wages  for  the  period 
of  one  year,  made  by  a  person  then  working 
under  a  contract,  whether  it  was  for  work  by 
the  day.  by  the  week,  or  otherwise,  is  valid,, 
under  R.  I.  Gen.  Laws,  chap.  254,  §  28,  when 
made  and  recorded  as  the  statute  provides. 
Uolan  V.  Hughes  (R.  I.)  738 

Noi  es  Ain>  Briefs. 
Assignment;  of  wages  to  be  earned.  735 

ASSIGNMENT    FOR    CREDITORS. 

See  Insolvency;  pARTNEiiSHiP.  8;  Set- 
off. 

ASSOCIATIONS.    See    also    Religious 
Societibs,  1. 

Notes  Am>  Briefs. 
See  also  STifnoiCATES. 

Associations;  power  to  hold  property;  trust 
for.  72ft 

ASSUMPSIT. 

A  public  officer  receiving  fees  to  which 
he  is  not  entitled,  from  a  party  whom  he  knows- 
to  be  ignorant  of  the  law,  without  informing 
him  that  he  is  not  bound  to  pay,  receives 
money  fraudulently,  and  is  liable  to  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  Marcotte  v.  Al- 
len (Me.)  18& 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Assumpsit;  for  money  paid  by  mistake.     185 
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Attobnst»— Bills  and  Notes. 


ATTORNEYS. 

The  lesff^nation  of  an  attorney  without 
eoDsent  or  privilege  of  the  court  is  ineflectual 
to  preclude  his  disbarment,  when  proceedings 
therefor  were  pending  at  the  time  of  his  resig- 
nation.   Ex  parte  Thompson  (Or.)  194 

ATTORNEYS'  FEES. 

The  regulation  of  attorneys'  fees  by 
Wash.  Laws  1895.  p.  81,  limiting  stipulations 
of  the  parties  in  that  respect,  is  a  valid  meas- 
ure of  public  policy.    Dennis  t.  JHosea  (Wash.) 


AWNINGS.    See  also  Municipal  Cobfo- 

BATIONB,  8. 

1.  An  awning  which  makes  a  permanent 
encroachment  on  a  street  is  a  purpresture, 
EMardY.  OMeago  (Ul.)  821 

2.  A  mere  order  of  the  city  council,  au- 
thorizing the  erection  of  an  awning,  which  is 
prohibited  by  a  general  ordinance,  is  no  more 
than  a  license,  which  is  subject  to  revocation 
ty  the  council  at  any  time.  Id. 


Notes  and  Bribfs. 
Awnings;  in  street,  license  for 
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BALLOTS.    Bee     Yotbrs     and     Elbo- 

TIONS,  4. 

BANKS.   See  also  Bonds,   8;   Intbrbbt; 
Tbubts,  7. 

1.  Payment  of  a  check  of  an  insane  per- 
son who  had  been  lawfully  adjudged  insane  by 
a  court  in  another  state  will  render  a  bank  li- 
able for  the  money,  although  it  did  not  know 
of  his  insanity.  American  Trust  db  B,  Co,y, 
Boone  (Ga.)  250 

2.  A  bank  receiving  a  check  deposited  and 
indorsed  by  a  person  to  whom  it  was  payable 
as  administrator,  but  who  claims  to  be  the  sole 
heh*  of  the  estate  and  deposits  it  to  his  individ- 
ual credit,  cannot  appropriate  a  part  of  the 
fund  to  pay  his  individual  debts  to  the  bank. 

Id. 

Notes  and  Bkibfb. 

Banks;  right  to  cash  checks  on  trust  funds 

250 

BAR-WAT.    See  EASEMENTS,  12-14. 

BEES. 

1.  A  trespasser  who  finds  bees  on  the  land 
of  another  and  hives  them,  but  is  not  the  owner 
of  the  hive  in  which  he  puts  them  or  the  land 
on  which  he  leaves  them,  has  {no  interest  in 
them  which  is  the  subject  of  larceny.  State  v. 
Bepp  (Iowa)  687 

2.  The  mere  finding  of  bees  in  a  tree  on  the 
land  of  another  person  gives  the  finder  no  right 
to  the  bees  or  to  the  tree.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Bees;  property  rights  in:--(I.)  Generally; 
<1I.)  trespass  and  trover;  (III.)  larceny;  (IV.) 
tithes.  687 
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BENEFIT   SOCIETIES.      See   InjuhO' 

TION.  8;  PliBADINQ,  8L 

BET.    See  also  Contbacts,  4. 

A  partnership  for  horse  racing  on  a  bet 
with  a  person  whom  the  partners  regard  as  a 
"sucker"  and  a  "big  snap,"  into  which  they 
induce  him  to  enter  oy  making  him  think  he 
has  a  sure  thing  and  by  deceiving  him  into  the 
supposition  that  their  horse  is  untrained  and 
undeveloped,  while  thev  deemed  that  they  had 
a  *'dead  mortal  cinch,*'  is  a  conspiracy  to  de- 
fraud such  that  a  court  will  not  aid  dther  of 
the  partners  by  compelling  one  who  has  pock- 
eted all  the  profits  to  make  an  accounting. 
Morrison  t.  Bennett  (Mont.)  168 

BID.    See  MoBraAGE,  7. 

BILLS   AND  NOTES.      See  also   En* 
DENGS,  21,  22;  MoBTOAQB,  1, 2, 10;  Pbin- 

OIPAL  AND  SUBBTT. 

1.  Mere  promises  to  pay  a  forged  note  do 
not  lay  a  foundation  for  liability,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  circumstances  to  create  an  estoppel, 
and  when  the  promises  are  made  after  maiur- 
ity,  without  consideration  and  without  full 
knowledge  of  the  material  facts  in  relation  to 
the  note.    Barry  v.  Kirkland (Ariz.)  471 

2.  A  written  assignment  of  a  negotiable 
note  on  a  separate  and  unattached  piece  of 
paper  does  not  pass  the  legal  title,  or— at  least 
when  it  was  made  as  collateral  security  and 
has  been  surrendered  to  the  payee  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  collection— preclude  him  from 
bringing  action  on  the  note.  Haug  v.  BOev 
(Ga.)  244 

8.  The  possession  of  a  negotiable  note  by 
a  firm  to  which  one  of  the  makers  belonfts  will 
not  charge  a  purchaser  of  the  note  on  the  sec- 
ond day  of  grace  with  notice  that  the  note  has 
been  paid.  Id, 

4.  The  transfer  of  a  negotiable  note  on  the 
second  day  of  grace  is  before  maturity  for  the 
purpose  of  conferring  rights  on  a  bona  fide 
purchaser.  Id, 

5.  Payment  of  a  negotiable  note  by  one  of 
the  Joint  makers,  for  whose  accommodation  it 
was  signed  b^  the  other,  will  not  discharge  the 
latter  as  agamst  a  bona  fide  holder  to  whom 
the  note  is  indorsed  before  maturity  after  such 
payment.  Id, 

6.  A  note  '^payable"  in  specified  bonds  at 
par  does  not  become  payable  in  money  on  the 
failure  of  the  maker  to  pay  or  tender  the  bonds 
on  the  day  the  note  is  due,  since  it  does  not 
give  him  the  mere  privilege  or  option  to  pay 
in  bonds,  but  makes  a  positive  and  absolute 
promise  to  pay  in  the  specific  funds  named. 
Johnson  v.  DodUy  (Ark.)  74 

7.  A  payee  who  knows  of  the  facts  in- 
volved has  no  better  right  to  enforce  drafts 
drawn  by  his  secret  agent  than  the  latter  had 
to  claim  the  fund  drawn  upon.  Baltimore 
Trust  d  G.  Oo.  v.  Hamhleton  (Md.)  217 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 
Bills  and  notes;  transfer  after  payment  244 
Promise  to  pay  forged  note.  471 
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BILLS   OF  LADING.     See   Carbibiis, 
18.14. 

BISHOP.    See  Charitirs,  2,  8;  RsLioions 
Sogibtibs,  2»  8;  Tbubtb,  5,  6. 

BONDS.    See  also  Coupons;  Estoffbl,  4: 

ExECUTOBS  and  ADMINIBTRATOR8,  1. 

1.  Bondholders  of  a  corporation  take  their 
bonds  with  knowledflre  that  the  continuaDce  of 
ibe  charier  rights  and  other  franchises  of  the 
company  depends  upon  the  faith  Tul  perform- 
ance  of  its  duties  to  the  public.  Paiestine 
Water  &  P.  Co,  v.  PaUitine  (Tex.)  203 

OIBeiaL 

2.  The  rule  which  makes  a  public  officer 
«n  insurer  of  the  safety  of  the  public  funds 
under  his  control  is  not  based  upon  the  mere 
fact  that  he  is  a  public  officer  intrusted  with 
public  funds,  but  is  based  upon  the  principle 
that  by  his  bond,  considered  alone  or  in  con- 
nection with  the  statutes  defining  his  duties, 
he  has  contracted  to  become  an  insurer;  and 
the  rule  is  limited  to  cases  involving  such  con- 
tracU.    Stats  y.  Oramm  (Wyo.)  *  690 

8.  Liability  for  money  lost  by  failure  of 
the  bank  in  which  it  was  deposited  with  due 
care  by  the  state  treasurer  is  not  imposed  by 
his  bond  conditioned  to  account  for  all  money 
coming  ioto  his  hands  by  virtue  of  his  office, 
and  to  perform  all  the  duties  of  his  office, 
when  his  statutory  duty  is  to  receive  and  keep 
all  moneys  of  the  state  not  required  to  be  re- 
ceived and  kept  by  some  other  person.        Id. 

4.  The  malicious  act  of  a  sheriff  in  aiding 
a  mob  to  take  a  prisoner  from  a  jail  and  kill 
him  does  not  create  any  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  his  official  bond.  'State,  Cocking,  t.  Wade 
<Md.)  628 

NOTBS  AHD  BbIBFB. 

Bonds;  of  sheriff,  what  acts  or  negligence 

covered  by.  628 

Official,  liability  on,  for  bank  failure.      698 

BOUNDARY.    See  Plat. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
'Boundaries;  by  waters.  897 

BRIDGE.    See  Etidbncb,  18;  Municipal 
CoHPORATiONB,  7;  Railroadb,  1,  2,  4-6. 

BRIEF.    See  Appeal  akd  Errob,  11, 12. 

BROKERS.    See  also  License,  4,  6. 
Notes  and  BRisra. 
Brokers;  who  are;  license  of.  611 


BUILDINGS. 

1.  An  "apartment  house,"  constructed  for 
residence  purposes  only,  is  not  a  breach  of  a 
condition  in  a  deed  against  using  the  property 
except  for  "residence  purposes.  MeMurtry 
V.  PhiUipe  Invest,  Oo.  (Ey.)  489 

2.  It  is  not  negligence  for  a  master  to  fas- 
ten windows  leading  to  fire  escapes,  if  this  does 
not  violate  any  statute  and  the  windows  can  be 
easily  broken  through  to  reach  the  fire  escapes 
40  L.  R.  A.  06 


if  there  is  not  time  to  unfasten  them.    Huda 
T.  American  Qlueoee  Oo.  (N.  Y.)  411 

8.  Screwing  down  the  windows  of  a  fac- 
tory so  that  there  is  no  access  to  fire  escapes 
except  by  breaking  the  wiodo^ys,  and  forbid- 
ding employees  to  open  the  windows,  in  order 
to  preserve  a  high  temperature,  which  is  nec- 
essary for  the  business,  does  not  violate  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  fire  escapes  on  such  buildings,  where  the 
windows  are  so  light  in  frame  as  to  offer  but 
the  slightest  difficulty  in  breaking  through,  if 
there  is  not  time  to  unscrew  them.  Id. 

NOTIBS  AND  BrIEFSl 

Buildings;  covenant  against  489 

CANALS.     See  Nuibancbs^   4;  WatbbBi 
6-7. 

CARRIERS. 

I.  Of  Passengers. 
II.  Op  Freight 

III.    GOVERNMKNTAL  CONTROl.. 

See  also  Damages,  3;  Evidence,  17;  Neg- 
ligence, 2,  8;  Proximate  Cause,  8. 

I.  Of  Passengers. 

1.  One  holding  a  mileage  ticket  who,  with 
intent  to  board  a  train  standiog  on  a  siding 
near  the  station,  without  goin^  to  the  station, 
is  compelled  to  cross  the  main  hne,  is  not  a  pas- 
senger to  whom  the  railroad  company  owes 
extraordinary  care  or  diligence,  but  is  entitled 
only  to  ordinary  care  as  one  of  the  general 
public,  as  he  has  done  nothing  to  notify  any  of 
the  officers  or  agents  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany that  he  is  a  prospective  passenger. 
Southern  B.  Co.  v.  Smith  (C.  C.  App.  5th  C.) 

746 

3.  Recovery  for  injuries  to  one  struck  by 
a  Irain  upon  a  track  which  he  was  obliged  to 
cross  to  reach  the  train  which  he  desired  to 
take  is  barred,  under  Ga.  Code,  §  8880,  pro- 
viding that  if  the  plaintiff  by  ordinary  care 
could  have  avoided  the  consequence  to  himself 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  recover,  if  such  person  failed  to  use 
his  senses  to  ascertain  the  approach  ot  the 
train,  and  could  have  avoided  the  consequence 
of  the  company's  negligence  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care.  Id. 

8.  The  intoxication  of  a  passenger  stand- 
ing on  the  running  board  of  a  street  car  will 
not  absolve  the  company  from  exercising  care 
toward  him,  or  prevent  bis  recovering  dam- 
ages in  case  he  is  injured  by  its  negligence. 
King$ton  v.  Fort  Wayne  db  Ml.  R  Co.  (Mich.) 

181 

4.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  in  damages 
to  a  female  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  com- 
mit rape  upon  her  person  by  one  employed  as 
a  bsgga^  master  upon  a  train  on  which  she  is 
at  the  time  being  conveyed  as  a  passenger. 
Savannah,  F.  AW.  R.  Co.  v.  Quo  (Qa.)     488 

5.  The  arrest  of  a  street-car  passenger  by  a 
policeman  called  by  the  conductor  of  the  car 
to  arrest  and  take  him  off,  on  the  charge  of 
riding  without  payment  of  fare,  does  not  ren* 
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der  the  carrier  liable  for  false  im  prison ment, 
'When  the  conductor  had  been  authorized  only 
to  put  delinquent  passengers  off  the  car.  Lit- 
Ue  Rock  Traction  AE.  Co,  v.  FaOrdr  (Ark.)  478 

II.  OpFrkioht. 

6.  A  stipulation  against  liability  except  for 
gross  negligence  will  not  relieve  a  carrier  from 
liability  for  negligence,  although  it  may  not 
be  gross  negligence.  Pieree  ▼.  Suuthern  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  350 

7.  A  contract  fixing  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  the  loss  of  goods  at  the  actual  invoice 
cost  at  point  of  shipment,  if  fairly  made  in 
consideration  of  a  lower  freightage,  is  not  in- 
valid. Id. 

8.  Absence  of  an  invoice  will  not  prevent 
the  operation  of  a  stipulation  in  a  carriage  con- 
tract, that  the  carrier's  liability  for  loss  shall 
be  limited  to  the  invoice  price  at  the  point  of 
shipment,  but  the  value  of  the  property  at  that 
point  will  be  the  measure  of  damage.  Id, 

9.  The  liability  of  a  carrier  for  a  pas- 
senger-train service  continues  to  destination, 
under  a  contract  to  receive  and  forward  fruit 
by  such  service  to  a  connecting  station  on  its 
road,  and  from  there  "to  forward"  the  prop- 
erty to  destination,  but  providing  that  'Mts 
responsibility  as  a  common  carrier  is  to  cease 
at  the  point  where  the  freight  leaves  its  road." 
Cclfax  Mountain  Fruit  Co,  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.  78 
Freeaing^. 

11.  Ix)ss  of  freight  by  freezing  caused  by 
its  being  sent,  by  direction  of  the  oarrier,  over 
a  route  which  subjected  it  to  such  peril,  is  not 
within  a  clause  in  the  shipping  contract  ex- 
empting the  carrier  from  liability  for  loss  from 
any  "cause  arising  out  of  responsibility  as 
master  over  its  agents  or  servants,  incident  to 
said  shipment."  Pierce  v.  SoutJiern  P.  Co. 
(Cal.)  850 

12.  A  carrier  which  sends  a  carload  of  or- 
ange trees  early  in  March  from  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana,  to  Riverside,  California,  by  the  way 
of  Denver,  Colorado,  and  Ogden,  Utah, without 
notifving  the  consignees  or  consignor  and  tak- 
ing directions  from  them,  is  liable  for  the  loss 
of  the  trees  by  freezing,  although  its  own  route 
through  Texas,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona  was 
temporarily  interrupted  by  storms  and  wash- 
outs. Id. 

DeliTer7« 

18.  The  delivery  of  goods  by  a  carrier  at 
destination,  without  requiring  the  surrender  of 
a  bill  of  lading,  as  required  by  a  stipulation 
therein,  does  not  involve  any  breach  of  duty 
to  the  consignor,  if  the  delivery  is  made  to  the 
consignee,  or  upon  his  order,  or  by  his  author- 
ity. Chicago  Packing  db  P.  Co.  v.  Savannah, 
F.  db  W.  H.  Co.  (Ga.)  867 

14.  A  written  order  signed  b}r  one  of  the 
partners  of  a  firm  to  which  a  bill  of  lading 
has  been  indorsed,  directing  the  carrier  to 
make  delivery  of  the  goods  to  another  person, 
is  sufficient  to  justify  the  carrier  in  doing  so. 
altl)ouj;h  the  signer  privately  intended  it  as  his 
individual  act,  if  this  was  not  known  to  the 
carrier  and  the  circumstances  justified  treating 
It  as  an  act  of  the  partnership.  Id. 

40  L    R.  A. 
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15.  A  connecting  switch  may  be  ordered 
by  the  state  railroad  and  warehouse  commis- 
sion at  the  intersection  of  two  railroads,  when 
this  is  a  necessity,  because  of  the  benefit  which 
will  accrue  to  state  traffic.  Jaeobeon  y.  Wie- 
consin,  M.  db  P.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  389 

16.  Power  to  require  ^  oonnectinff  switch 
at  the  crossing  of  two  railroads,  to  facilitate 
the  transfer  of  cars  from  one  road  to  the  other, 
when  this  will  benefit  both  state  and  interstate 
traffic,  is  within  the  concurrent  jurisdiction  of 
the  state  and  Federal  authorities.  Id. 

17.  The  transfer  and  interchange  of  loaded 
cars  as  well  as  a  connecting  switch  at  the  in- 
tersection of  two  railroads,  required  by  the 
railroad  and  warehouse  commission  under 
Minn.  Gen.  Laws  1887.  chap.  10.  as  amended 
by  Minn.  Laws  1895,  chap.  91,  does  not  vio- 
late the  constitutional  rights  of  the  railroad 
companies.  Id. 

18.  The  making  of  joint  rates  for  throueb 
shipments  when  part  of  the  haul  is  on  one  and 
part  on  the  other  of  two  connecting  railroads, 
for  which  power  is  given  by  Minn.  Laws 
1895,  p.  214,  §  8  (C),  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
an  attempt  to  make  the  railroad  companies 
partners  for  such  shipment  or  liable  for  each 
other's  default,  as  the  statute  merely  provides 
that,  if  the  companies  fail  to  fix  a  reasonable 
total  sum  for  the  total  haul,  the  commission 
shall  do  so  for  them.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bribfb. 

Carriers;  liability  of  forwarder  limited  to  its 

own  route.  78 

Intoxication  as  affecting  negligence  of  i>a8- 

sengers.  134 

Liability  for  wrongful  arrest.  473 

Liability  for  changing  route  of  goods.     850 

Liability  of  shipper  for  improper  loading  of 

car.  529 

Governmental  control  over.  889 

CASE.    See  also  Shebiff,  1. 

1.  Inducing  one  of  two  parties  to  a  con- 
tract to  break  it,  intending  thereby  to  injure 
the  other,  or  to  obtain  a  benefit  for  one's  self, 
constitutes  an  actionable  wrong.  Oorey.  Con- 
doniiid.)  382 

2.  Interference  with  ownership  of  land  by 
advertising  and  selling  it  under  a  fraudulent 
mortgage,  and  notifying  tenants  not  to  pay 
rent  to  the  owner,  constitutes  an  actionable 
wrong.  Id, 

3.  Th'  di  iXTHce  and  disrepute  into  which 
the  owner  oi  property  is  brought  on  account 
of  the  advertising  and  sale  thereof  under  a 
fraudulent  mortgage  does  not  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  Id. 

CASES  CERTIFIED. 

The  validity  of  a  defense  demurred  to 
may  be  considered  notwithstanding  defects  in 
the  complaint,  when  the  question  is  certified 
for  review  to  the  court  of  appeals  under  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  190,  subd.  2,  and  the  de- 
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fendaDt  baa  waived  the  defecrs  in  the  eom- 
plalDt  by  omittine  to  call  attention  to  tbem  or 
to  have  any  questions  with  reference  thereto 
certified.    BaxUr  ▼.  MeDonneU  (N.  Y.)      670 

CHARITIES.    See  also  Masses. 

1.  A  bequest,  the  income  of  which  is  to  be 
used  to  ornament  and  keep  in  repair  the  burial 
lot  of  the  testator,  is  void  because  it  is  a  gift 
in  perpetuity  for  a  private  trust,  and  not  for  a 
charitable  trust,    iiherman  v.   Baker  (R.  I.) 

717 

2.  A  bequest  of  property  to  be  used  by 
the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  the  diocese  of 
Green  Bay  "for  the  benefit  and  behoof  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church,"  there  being  several 
churches  in  the  diocese,  is  void  for  uncer- 
tainty.   McHugh  y.  McCole  (Wis.)  724 

8.  A  bequest  to  the  bishop  of  Fond  du  Lac, 
to  be  used  by  him  for  the  benefit  and  behoof  of 
the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  of  Fond  da 
Lac,  which  is  not  shown  to  be  a  body  corpo- 
rate or  legal  entity  capable  in  law  of  taking  or 
asserting  any  right  in  court  to  the  fund,  but 
which  consists  of  several  organizations, — is 
▼old  for  uncertainty.  Id, 

4.  The  doctrine  of  ey  prh  is  not  in  force 
Id  Wisconsin.  Id, 

CHATTEL.    See  Liens,  1. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE.     Bee  Mobt- 

GAGE,  11,  12. 

CHECKS.    See  Banks. 

CHURCH.    See  Charitisb,  2, 8;  Eyidbnob, 
2;  Massbs,  6;  Plbadino,  6. 


CITIZENS. 

TIONB,  8. 


See    Municipal   Cokpora- 


CLOUD  ON  TITLE. 

1.  A  cloud  on  title  may  be  removed  in 
equity,  although  the  defendants  have  not  done 
or  threatened  to  do  anything  in  opposition  to 
the  title  of  the  plaintiffs.  Zoring  v.  HUdreth 
(Mass.)  127 

2.  Defects  in  the  title  of  a  person  in  pos- 
session of  land  will  not  defeat  his  action  for 
quieting  the  title  as  against  a  stranger  who 
claims  the  land,  but  has  no  right  or  title 
thereto.     Deilcr  v.  Holland  (Ohio)  266 

8.  Title  may  be  quieted  as  against  a  claim 
flsscried  under  a  grant  of  the  right  to  produce 
petroleum  and  natural  gas,  when  this  did  not 
constitute  a  lease  and  the  right  has  terminated 
by  its  own  limitation.  Id. 

4.  Expenses  incurred  in  drilling  wells  after 
the  expiration  of  a  grant  of  the  right  to  pro- 
duce oil  and  gas  and  after  notice  not  to  ariU 
such  wells  cannot  be  recovered  from  the 
grantor  on  his  enforcement  of  his  right  by 
quieting  title.  Id, 

5.  The  sum  paid  as  a  consideration  for  a 
grant  of  the  right  to  produce  oil  and  gas  from 
land  need  not  be  returned  in  order  to  maintain 
40  L.  R.  A. 


an  action  to  quiet  title  after  the  grant  has  ex- 
pired by  its  own  limitation.  Jd, 

COAL  HOLE.    See  Highways^  5. 

COIN.    See  Monbt,  t. 

COLD  STORAGE.    See  Contracts,  •. 

COLLATERAL  INHERITANCE 

TAX.    See  Tazbs,  5-7. 

COLLEGE.    See  Statb  Insti  ruTTONS. 

COLOR  MIXER.    See  Custom,  1.' 

COMMERCE.    See  also  Harbobb,  2. 

1.  Commerce  between  an  Indian  reserva- 
tion and  other  places  in  the  same  state  does  not 
constitute  interstate  commerce.  Selkirk  v. 
Stetens  (Minn.)  759 

2.  A  state  statute  making  it  unlawful  to 
keep  a  place  in  which  the  business  of  trans- 
mitting money  to  be  placed  or  bet  on  any  horse 
race,  etc.,  whether  within  or  without  the  state, 
is  permitted  or  carried  on,  or  to  be  concerned 
in  such  business,  is  not  an  unconstitutional 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce  as  applied 
to  an  aeent  of  a  telegraph  company,  who  keeps 
such  place  or  is  engaged  in  such  business,  and 
transmits  the  money  to  another  state  by  tele- 
graph.   Stats  v.  Uarbourne  (Conn.)  607 

Notbs  and  Bribfs. 

Commerce;  interstate;   as  to   telegrams;  as 
affected  by  police  power.  607 

COMMON  LAW. 

The  English  common  law,  which 
avoided  bequests  for  masses  as  beine  for  super- 
stitious uses,  never  became  a  part  ofthe  law  of 
this  country  because  inconsistent  with  the 
spirit  of  religious  toleration.  Harrison  v. 
Brophy  (Ean.)  721 

COMMUNITY.    See  Trusts,  8. 
CONFLICT  OF  LAWS.    See  also  Gar- 

NISHMBNT. 

1.  The  law  of  a  legatee's  domicil  governs 
the  lapsing  of  a  legacy  of  bank  stock  made  by 
a  will  in  another  state  in  which  the  bank  is  sit- 
uated, although  a  statute  of  the  latter  state,  if 
applicable,  would  prevent  the  lapsing.  Lownde$ 
V.  Cooch  (M(i.)  880 

2.  Shares  of  stock  of  a  corporation  are 
personal  property  only,  and  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  owner^s  domicil.  Id. 

8.  The  marriage  in  another  state  where  it 
is  valid,  of  a  divorced  person  incapable  of  re- 
marrying by  the  law  of  his  domicil,  will  not  be 
held  void  under  the  law  of  his  domicil  unless  the 
statute  expressly  so  provides,  although  he  went 
outside  the  state  for  the  express  purpose  of 
evading  the  law,  and  immediately  returned. 
State  V.  Shattuek  (Yt.)  428 
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Consideration— Cohtbagts. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Conflict  of  laws;  as  to  ownership  of  prop- 
erty. 880 
As  to  validity  of  marriage.                       428 

CONSIDERATION.    See  Trusts.  4. 

CONSPIRACY.    See  Bet. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  See  9^s^o 
Attorneys'  Fees;  Cahribrs,  17,  18; 
License,  2:  Witnesses,  2. 

1.  A  legislative  interpretation  of  the  Con- 
stitution, long  establisbed  and  acquiesced  in, 
is  of  great  force  in  determining  the  true  con- 
struction.   People,  Mooney,  ^.HuUhimon  (111.) 

770 

2.  A  constitational  provision  fixing  the 
time  and  mode  of  exercising  a  pariicular  power 
contains  a  necessary  implication  against  any- 
thing contrary  to  it.  Id. 

8.  Judicial  power  is  not  given  to  a  board 
of  managers  of  a  reformatory  by  authorizing 
them  to  shorten  the  term  of  service  of  a  con- 
vict in  case  of  his  reformation,  where  his  sen- 
tence is  indeterminate  between  the  maximum 
and  minimum  prescribed  by  statute.  Miller 
V.  Btate  (Ind.)  109 

Retrospective  law. 

4.  The  estate  of  a  deceased  person  cannot 
be  subjected  to  a  collateral  inheritance  tax  by 
statute  passed  after  the  death  of  the  owner, 
where  the  Constitution  prohibits  retrospective 
legislation.  State,  Qarth,  v.  Swiizler  (Mo.)  280 
Equal  protection  of  laws. 

6.  An  exception  of  all  railroads  chartered 
before  a  certain  date,  from  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  of  limitations,  does  not  deny  them  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.  JVarron  v.  Wil- 
mington iSi  W,  R  Co.  (N.  C.)  415 
Due  process  of  law. 

6.  Persons  yet  unascertained  and  unborn 
are  not  deprived  of  their  rights  without  due 
process  of  law  by  making  them  defendants  in 
a  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  title,  and  hav- 
ing them  represented  by  a  guardian  ad  Wem 
as  provided  by  Mass.  Stat.  1807,  chap.  522 
Loring  v.  Hildreth  (Mass.)  127 
Restrictions  on  property  and  eon- 
tracts. 

7.  Regulations  for  the  protection  and  pres- 
ervation of  game  are  within  the  coDStitutional 
power  of  the  legislature.  Haggerty  v.  St. 
Louie  Ice  Mfg.  db  3.  Co.  (Mo.)  151 

8.  The  mixing  or  mingling  of  articles  of 
food  which  are  wholesome  and  nutritious  and 
the  sale  thereof  cannot  be  made  criminal  by 
the  legislature.  Doreey  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim. 
App.)  2U1 

0.  A  statute  limiting  the  rights  of  a  citi- 
zen to  contract  with  reference  to  his  property 
must  tend  to  promote  the  public  good  in  some 
way  or  it  is  an  unwarranted  interference  there- 
with. Dennis  v.  Moeee  (Wash.)  803 
10.  A  statute  limiting  the  right  to  enforce 
a  debt  secured  by  mortgage  to  the  property 
mortgaged,  whether  realty  or  chattels,  is  an 
undue  restraint  upon  the  liberty  of  a  citizen 
to  contract  with  respect  to  his  property  rights. 

Id. 
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Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 

Constitutional  law;  as  to  right  of  contract 

803 

Delegation  of  power.  601 

CONTAGIOUS  DISEASES.    See  CoH- 

TBACT8,  7. 

CONTRACTS.  See  also  Assionhbmt.  1; 
Bbt;  Cask,  1;  CoNsriTimoNAii  Law,  9; 
Corporations,  4,  6;  Injunction,  7,  8, 
10;  Monet,  1;  t^ALB;  Bpbgifio  Pbbform- 
ANOE;  Trusts,  4. 

1.  Acceptance  of  a  contract  by  assenting 
to  its  terms,  holding  it  and  acting  upon  it, 
may  he  equivalent  to  a  formal  execution  by 
one  who  did  not  sign  it    Sellers  v.  Ureer  (111.) 

58y 

2.  An  employer  who  takes  an  employee 
seriously  injured  to  a  hospital,  promising  to 
pay  for  his  care  and  treatment,  without  any 
mention  as  to  length  of  time,  has  no  right, 
while  the  patient  is  incapable  of  removal  or 
discharge  from  the  hospital  without  great  dan- 
ger to  his  health  or  life,  to  terminate  its  lia- 
bility for  further  care  or  treatment, — at  least 
without  showing  that  the  patient  has  sufficient 
means  of  his  own  with  which  to  pay  therefor. 
St.  Barnabas  Hospital  v.  Minneapolis  Intn- 
national  Electric  Co.  (Minn.)  888 
Validity. 

8.  Men  who  associate  themselves  for  the 
purpose  of  cheating  others  cannot  ask  the 
courts  to  distribute  their  booty  by  adjudging 
the  demands  of  one  against  the  other,  arising 
out  of  their  quarrels  over  the  plunder.  Mor- 
rison V.  Bennett  (Mont.)  15S 

4.  An  agreement  by  the  owners  of  race 
horses  entered  at  certain  stake  races,  to  divide 
equally  all  premiums  and  stake  monies  offered 
by  the  associations  on  such  races,  awarded  to 
any  of  the  horses  of  either,  is  not  void  as  a 
wagering  contract.    Bankinsv.  Ottinger  (Cai.) 

76 

6.  A  contract  by  which  an  employee  as- 
sumes all  liability  for  injuries  by  reason  of  the 
employer's  negligence  or  otherwise  is  not 
against  public  policy.  Pittsburg,  0.  O.  dh  St. 
L.  B.  Co.  Y.  Mahoney  (Ind.)  101 

6.  A  contract  for  the  "cold  storage"  of 
game  during  the  * 'closed  season,"  to  be  with- 
drawn during  the  open  season  when  the  game 
could  be  lawfully  disposed  of,  is  void  under 
Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  ^  8902,  making  it  a  mis- 
demeanor to  have  such  game  in  possession 
during  the  closed  season.  Haggerty  v.  St. 
Louis  Ice  Mfg.  &  8.  Co.  (Mo.)  161 

7.  A  contract  for  the  care  of  a  woman  in 
the  advanced  stages  of  leprosy,  by  a  laborer 
and  his  wife,  who  are  unskilled  people  and 
have  no  authority  to  restrain  her  from  wan- 
dering away,  and  who  have  several  small  chil- 
dren in  their  family,  is  an  unreasonable  one 
the  execution  of  which  may  be  restrained  be- 
cause of  its  tendency  to  cause  a  disseminatioa 
of  the  disease.  Baltimore  v.  Fairjield  Improc. 
Co.  (hid.)  494 
Impairing^  obliMtion. 

8.  The  restriction  of  the  Hen  or  chanee  of 
a  Judgment  against  the  estate  or  person  of  the 
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Jadgmeol  debtor,  to  six  yean  from  its  reDdi- 
tion,  by  Wash,  act  March  6,  1897,  and  the 
prohibuion  of  the  renewal  of  such  judgment 
lor  more  than  one  year  after  the  act  takes  ef- 
fect, so  far  as  the  act  applies  to  pre  existing 
contracts,  is  an  unconstitutional  impairment 
of  their  obligation.    Bellman  t.  CowUy  (Wash  ) 

816 
NoTBs  A2n>  Briefb. 

Contract;  wagers;  against  public  policy.  159 
Illegality  of ;  wagers.  76 

AgaiDst  liability  for  negligence;  strict  con- 
struction. 102 
Acceptance  of.  689 
Mutuality  of.  690 
Impairment  of  obligation  of.  802 
Impairing  obligation  by  change  of  remedy. 

816 

CONVICTS.  8ee  also  Proximatb  CArsB, 
1. 

1.  Persons  in  charge  of  a  state  convict  are 
not  liable  in  damages  for  criminal  tort  com- 
mitted by  him  while  at  large,  whether  at  large 
by  their  permission  or  because  of  their  negli- 
gence, unless  they  were  in  some  way  connected 
with  the  perpetration  of  the  tort,  or  had  rea- 
sonable grounds  for  apprehending  that  it  would 
be  committed.  Eenderaon  ▼.  Dade  Coal  Co, 
(Ga.)  96 

2.  Knowledge  that  a  felony  convict  about 
thirty-seven  years  old,  who  had  been  continu- 
ously in  the  penitentiary  for  about  twelve 
years,  aod  who  had  five  times  escaped  there- 
from, was  *'a  man  in  robust  and  vigorous 
health,  immoral,  brutish,  devilish,  of  vicious 
habits,  of  violent  passions,"  including  sexual 
passion,  and  a  person  *'not  restrained  by  any 
convictions  of  right  and  wrong  or  governed  by 
any  principles  of  morality," — does  not  consti- 
tute ground  of  apprehension  that  he  will  com- 
mit the  crime  of  rape  when  opportunity  occurs, 
so  as  to  render  his  custodians  liable  for  dam- 
ages on  account  of  such  a  crime  committed  by 
liim  while  at  large  through  their  fault.       Id, 

CORONER. 

The  verdict  of  a  coroner's  Jury  is  not 
subject  to  be  reviewed,  set  aside,  or  quashed  in 
the  Qeorgia  superior  court,  either  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  person  accused  by  it,  or  any  other 
persr)n.  as  it  is  advisory  merely  to  the  officers 
charged  with  the  execution  of  the  public  law 
in  case  of  homicide,  binds  no  one  as  a  judg- 
ment, has  no  probative  efFeci  as  evidence,  and 
can  prejudice  the  rights  of  no  one.  Smalls  v. 
StaU  (Ga.)  869 

CORPORATIONS.  Ree  also  Aliens,  2: 
Bonds,  1;  Conflict  of  Laws,  2;  Estop- 
pel, 6,  7;  Fraud,  1;  Goodwill,  2; 
Judgment,  8;  Pboximatb  Cause,  4;  Re- 
ligious Societies,  1. 

1.  The  articles  of  incorporation  under 
which  a  company  is  organized  under  general 
laws  have  the  effect  of  a  charter  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  powers  of  the  corpo- 
ration, yorth  Point  Consol,  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Utah 
dS.  Z.  Canal  Co.  (Utah)  861 
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2.  Conditions  and  limitatioDS  attaching 
by  law  to  the  exercise  of  any  given  corporate 
purposes -can  not  be  destroyed  or  subverted  by 
combining  such  purposes  with  some  other,  un- 
der one  corporation.  InternationcU  Fraternal 
AUianee  v.  State  (Md.)  187 

8.  Compelling  railroad  companies  to  make 
a  connecting  switch  where  railroads  intersect 
does  not  violate  their  charter  rights  merely  be- 
cause there  is  no  reservation  of  the  power  to 
make  such  requirement.  Jacobson  ▼.  Wiecon- 
sin  M,  A  P.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  889 

Contracts. 

4.  A  contract  entered  into  by  a  wrong 
name  may  be  binding  on  a  corporation,  when 
it  appears  that  it  intended  to  be  bound.  North 
Point  Consol.  Irrig.  Go.  ▼.  Uteth  dk  S.  L,  Canal 
Co.  (Utah)  851 

5.  A  corporation  may  ratify  a  contract 
which  it  had  power  to  make,  when  entered 
into  on  its  behalf  without  its  authority,  or 
voidable  because  not  reduced  to  writing.  Id. 
Stock. 

6.  Certificates  of  stock,  even  when  in- 
dorsed in  blank  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing 
the  making  of  an  instrument  of  transfer  over 
the  signature,  are  not  negotiable  securities. 
anerron  v.  Gray  (Mass  )  498 
Stockholders. 

7.  Stockholders  cannot  set  up  the  illegal- 
ity of  the  scheme  of  the  corporation,  which 
did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  contract  of 
subscription  or  the  prospectus  therein  referred 
to,  in  order  to  escape  liability  to  creditors 
whose  debts  have  been  contracted  upon  the 
faith  of  the  subscriptions  to  the  stock.  Card- 
foeU  V.  Eelly  (Ya.)  240 

8.  A  contract  between  persons  who  are 
equal  owners  of  all  the  stock  of  a  corpora- 
tion except  two  shares,  of  which  one  is  con- 
trolled by  each  of  them,  by  which  they  assume 
to  divide  and  dispose  of  the  property  of  the 
corporation,  is  not  obligatory  upon  the  corpo- 
ration.   Sellers  r.  OreeriUl)  689 

Promoters. 

9.  A  promoter  of  a  corporation  who  trans- 
ferred to  it  certain  land  purchased  by  him  be- 
fore anything  was  done  toward  the  formation 
of  the  corporation  cannot  be  held  liable  to  the 
corporation  for  an  amount  received  from  it  in 
excess  of  the  amount  actually  paid  by  him,  in 
the  absence  of  a  misrepresentation  or  false  state- 
ment by  him,  although  he  did  not  disclose  the 
amount  paid  by  him  to  any  subscriber,  where 
all  the  subscribers  had  the  opportunity  to  as- 
certain the  condition  and  value  of  the  land  and 
knew  the  price  charged  the  corporation.  Mil- 
waukee Cold-storage  Co.  v.  Dexter  (Wis.)     837 

10.  A  sale  of  land  to  a  corporation  l^  one  of 
its  promoters  who  purchased  the  land  before 
anything  was  done  toward  the  formation  of  the 
corporation  for  less  than  the  amount  for  which 
he  transferred  it  to  such  corporation  will  not 
be  held  fraudulent  as  to  the  corporation  or  any 
subscriber  in  the  absence  of  any  false  statement 
or  misrepresentation  because  he  personally 
paid  a  commission  to  certain  influential  per- 
sons to  induce  them  to  subscribe  for  the  capital 
stock,  nor  because  he  personally  paid  money  to 
his  grantor  after  the  latter's  subscription  to  the 
capital  stock  to  remove  his  dissatisfaction  tt 
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haying  sold  the  land  so  cheaply, — especially 
where  bis  contract  of  purchase  precluded  him 
from  transferring  the  land  without  the  ap- 
proval of  such  grantor.  Id. 
Forfeiture  of  franchise. 

U.  A  deliberate  attempt  by  a  corporation 
to  evade  the  insurance  law  of  the  state  in  one 
of  its  most  important  provisions  is  ground  for 
forfeiting  the  charter.  Internaiional  Fra- 
ternal Alliance  v.  Stats  (Md.)  187 
.12.  An  insurance  corporation  forfeits  its 
franchise  by  deliberately  exceeding  the  amount 
for  which  it  is  allowed  by  law  to  issue  policies 
on  any  one  life.  Id. 

18.  Proceedings  to  forfeit  a  franchise  are 
not  excluded  by  iSld.  Code,  art.  28,  §  268,  au- 
thorizing proceedings  to  restrain  an  assump- 
tion or  exercise  of  any  franchise,  liberty,  or 
privilege,  or  the  transaction  of  unauthorized 
business.  Id, 

Notes  and  Bbtbfs. 

Corporation;  forfeiture  of  franchise  of.   208 
Pledge  of  stock  of*   transfer  of  stock  of  in- 
fanU.  498 

Contract  by  chief  stockholders.  589 

Secret  profit  of  promoters  of.  640 

COSTS,    tiee  Witnesses,  8. 

COTENANCY.    See  also  Notigb. 

A  tenant  in  common  cannot  create  an 
easement  over  the  premisefi  without  consent  of 
his  coienants.     Baker  y,  Wiltard  {MtL&s.)     754 

COUNTIES.    See  also  Witmebsbs,  2,  8. 

A  county  is  not  liable  for  services  ren- 
dered by  members  of  SLshentt'a  poase comitatus, 
in  the  aWnce  of  statutory  provisions  for  their 
compensation.  iSearsv,  Qallatin  County {)Aoni,) 

405 
COUPONS. 

The  first  coupon,  as  well  as  others,  is 
included  in  a  sale  of  bonds  to  a  syndicate  with- 
out any  exception  or  reservation  of  it  from  the 
sale,  although  there  is  a  provision  that  two 
thirds  of  the  first  payment  of  interest  shall  be 
paid  by  a  trustee  as  commission,  and  any  in- 
terest in  that  coupon  is  therefore  derived 
through  the  syndicate,  and  subject  to  the  rule 
which  precludes  one  member  from  secretly 
obtaining  a  commission  in  which  his  associate's 
do  not  share.  Baltimore  Trust  db  0.  Co,  v. 
Hamhleton  (Md.)  216 

COURTS.    See  also  Constitutional  Law, 
8;  Justice  of  the  Peace;  Schools. 

1.  The  Federal  court  will  not  follow  the 
state  court  decisions  as  to  the  admissibility  in 
evidence  at  common  law  of  extracts  fiom  medi- 
cal books.  Union  P.  R  Co.  v.  Tatee  (C.  C. 
App.  8th  C.)  553 

2.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  examine 
legislative  journals  to  determine  the  disputed 
fact  whether  or  not  a  statute  as  published  is  in 
fact  that  which  was  passed  by  the  legislature, 
where  the  Constitution  requires  that  each  house 
shall  keep  a  journal,  and  that  no  bill  shall  be- 
come a  law  unless  on  its  final  passage  the  vote 
40  L.  R.  A. 
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taken  by  ayes  and  noes  is  entered  on  the  jour- 
nal.   StaU,  Cheyenne,  ▼.  Swan  (Wyo.)        196 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Disqualification  of  judge.  817 

COVENANT.  See  Action  or  Suit,  1; 
Buildings,  1. 

CRIMINAL  LAW.  See  also  Appeal,  1, 
9,  10,  16;  Constitutional  Law,  8,  8; 
Municipal  Corporations,  5. 

1.  The  intention  of  a  person  who  com- 
mits an  act  which  is  made  a  misdemeanor  by 
statute  constitutes  no  element  of  the  offense. 
Haggerty  v.  St,  Louis  lee  MJg.  db  S.  Co.  (Mo.) 

151 

2.  The  mere  fact  that  the  order  holding 
the  accused  to  answer  for  a  crime  was  dated 
October  4,  when  the  arrest  was  made  Septem- 
ber 17,  does  not  show  that  the  committing 
magistrate  had  lost  jurisdiction  of  the  case  by 
delay,  for  the  examination  may  have  been  pro- 
ceeded with  immediately  after  the  arrest  and 
continued  until  the  order  was  made.  People  v. 
Ebanke  (Cal.)  289 

8.  The  constitutional  right  of  an  accused 
person  to  trial  by  jury  is  not  violated  by  tak- 
ing away  from  the  jury  the  right  to  fix  his  pun- 
ishment.   Miller  V.  StaU  (lud.)  109 

4.  Cruel  and  unusual  punishment  is  not 
made  by  an  indeterminate  sentence,  not  more 
than  the  maximum  nor  less  than  the  minimum 
prescribed  by  statute  for  the  specified  crime. 

Id, 

Notes  AND  Briefs. 
Validity  of  indeterminate  sentence.  109 

Effect  of  hypnotism  in  criminal  cases.     269 

CRUEL  AND  ITNUSITAL  PUNISH- 
MENT.    See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

CUSTOM. 

1.  A  custom  or  usage  of  carpet  making, 
which  would  give  the  color  mixer  an  exclusive 
title,  as  against  his  employer,  to  the  various 
combinations  and  shades  of  color  devised  by 
him  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  carpets  in 
his  employer's  mill,  is  unreasonable  and  can- 
not be  sustained.  Dempsey  y.  Dobeon  (Pa.)  550 

2.  A  usage  or  custom  of  real-estate  agents 
in  a  certain  city  to  get  up  syndicates  to  buy 
property  in  their  hands  for  sale  will  not  bind 
members  of  a  syndicate  who  have  no  knowl- 
edge thereof,  especially  if  they  live  at  other 
places,  so  as  to  sustain  a  purchase  of  property 
for  the  syndicate  made  by  such  agents  who  are 
also  acting  as  secret  agents  of  the  vendor. 
Ferguson  v.  Oooeh  (Va.)  334 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Custom:  in  derogation  of  general  law.     551 

CY  PRES.    See  Charities,  4. 

DAMAGES.  See  also  Evidbncb,  41,  48; 
Fkiget;  Pleading,  8;  Trial,  8. 

1.  Punitive  damages  may  be  given  for  in- 
jury by  a  railroad  train  caused  by  gross  negU- 
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tsence,  recklesflness,  or  wanton  disregard  or 
malice.    Mack  v.  South  Bound  B.  Co.  (S.  C.) 

679 

2.  Punitive  damages  cannot  be  recovered 
for  injuries  to  one  attempting  to  board  a  rail- 
road train  from  being  struck  by  another  train 
upon  the  main  track,  which  he  was  obliged  to 
cross,  where  whistles  were  sounded  and  the 
bell  was  runs  and  the  fireman  called  to  such 
person  to  look  out,  and  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  him  from  seeing  the  train.  Southern 
B.Co.  V.  Smith  (C.  C.  App.  5th  C.)  746 

8.  Mere  negligence,  unless  so  gross  as  to 
amount  to  positive  bad  faith,  is  not  a  ground 
for  awarding  punitive  damages.  Peterson  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co,  (Minn.)  661 

4.  Damages  recoverable  by  the  father  of  a 
child  killed  may  include  the  expenses  necessa- 
rily and  reasonably  incurred  in  the  burial,  in- 
cluding compensation  for  the  father's  loss  of 
time.    Southern  B.  Co.  v.  Cotenia  (Ga.)      258 

J>EAF  AND  DUMB.    See  KEOLiaENOs,  6. 

I>EATR.    Bee  also  Damages,  4. 

1.  Parents  are  not  "heirs"  within  the 
meaning  of  2  Hill's  (Wash.)  Code,  §  188,  giv- 
ing a  right  of  action  to  the  widow  and  children 
of  a  man  killed  in  a  duel,  and  to  the  heirs  or 
personal  representatives  of  a  person  whose 
<leatb  is  caused  by  wrongful  act  or  neglect; 
but  the  word  "heirs"  is  limited  to  the  widow 
and  children.    NobU  y.  Seattle  (Wash.)       822 

2.  The  fact  that  there  are  no  surviving  rel- 
atives or  creditors  of  a  person  killed  by  wrongful 
act  or  omission  does  not  preclude  a  right  of  ac- 
tion under  Hill's  (Or.)  Ann.  Code,  §^5  869, 871, 
making  the  recovery  assets  of  the  estate.  Per- 
ham  V.  Portland  General  Elec,  Co.  (Or.)      799 

3.  An  action  for  death,  caused  by  wrong 
ful  act  or  omission,  whether  it  results  instantly 
or  not,  is  given  by  Hill's  (Or.)  Ann.  Code, 
^§  869,  871,  providing  that  the  personal  repre 
sentatives  may  maintain  an  action  at  law  if  the 
deceased  "might  have  maintained  an  action 
bad  he  lived,"  and  that  the  recovery  shall  be 
administered  as  other  personal  property  of  the 
deceased.  Id. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Death;  right  of  action  for. 
Right  of  action  by  parents  for. 
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J>£ATH  WARRANT. 

Erbob,  1. 


See  Appeal  Ain> 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR.  Bee  Part 

KEBSHIP,  8. 

DEDICATION.    See  Action  or  Sun,  6; 
Highways,  1,  2. 

DEEDS.    See  also  Evidbngb,  24,  25,  80. 

1.  A  conveyance  of  a  certain  number  of 
undivided  acres  oat  of  a  tract  of  land  is  not 
void  for  nneertainty.  Gratz  v.  Land  <g  B. 
Improv.  Co,  (C.  C.  App.  7th  C.)  898 

2.  Title  to  a  proportionate  share  of  land 
under  water,  depending  on  title  to  the  upland, 
will  pass  by  a  deed  of  a  certain  number  of  un- 
40  L.  R.  A. 


divided  acres  out  of  the  tract  of  upland  bor- 
dering on  the  water.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 
Deeds;  reservation  of  minerals  in.  268 

Conflict  between  different  descriptions  of 
premises.  828 

DEFINITIONS.  See  also  Death,  1;  Har- 
bors, 2;  License,  4,  6;  Syndicate,  1; 
Taxes,  6. 

The  word  '^payable,"  when  used  in 
promissory  notes  and  other  commercial  trans- 
actions, means  "to  be  paid,"  rather  than 
''which  may  be  paid."  Johnson  v.  Dooley 
(Ark.)  74 

DEMURRER.    See  Pleading,  7-11. 

DISBARMENT.    See  Attobnet& 

DISCOVERT. 

An  examination  by  instruments  to  de- 
termine the  condition  of  plaintiff's  bladder,  in 
an  action  for  injury  thereto,  cannot  be  ordered 
without  abusing  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
where  the  purpose  of  it  is  to  empty  the  blad- 
der, and  the  evidence  of  plaintiff's  physicians 
is  that  the  examination  would  not  be  prudent, 
and  that  of  defendant's  physicians  is  that  it 
would  be  safe  if  the  bladder  was  healthy,  but 
would  be  absolutely  dangerous  in  some  condi- 
tions.    0*Brien  v.  La  Crosse  (Wis.)  881 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Discovery;  requiring  physical  examination 
of  party.  832 

DISQUALIFICATION.    See  Schools. 

DITCHES.    See  Waters. 

DOGS.  See  also  Action  or  Suit,  2;  Aira- 
MALS,  1,  Notes  and  Briefs:  Evidence, 
4,  37;  Street  Railways,  3,  4. 

The  owner  of  a  dog  has  such  pro  pert  v 
in  him  that  he  may  maintam  an  action  for  kill- 
ing or  injuring  him.  Citizens^  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  V.  Dew  (Tenn.)  518 

DOMICIL.  See  Husband  and  Wife,  9; 
Voters  and  Elections,  1-8. 

DRAINS.    See  Waters. 

DRAWBRIDGE.  See  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, 7. 

DRUNKENNESS.  See  also  Carriers,  8; 
Insurance,  27. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Drunkenness;  as  affecting  negligence.      181 

DUPLICITY.    See  Pleading,  1. 

EASEMENTS.    See  also  Cotenancy;  Es- 
toppel, 6;  Nuisances,  2;  Waters,  6. 
1.  An  easement  in  land  can  be  granted 

only  by  those  who  could  convey  a  fee  simple 
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estate.  Narron  t.  Wilmington  db  W.  B,  Co. 
(N.  C.)  416 

2.  An  easement  for  a  railroad  right  of 
way  cannot  be  acquired  by  occupation  under 
color  of  title,  as  against  an  owner  who  has 
given  no  consent  thereto,  where  the  occupa- 
tion is  lawfully  taken  by  right  of  eminent  do- 
main. Id. 

8.  The  right  to  have  a  court  kept  open  is 
not  created  by  estoppel  by  boundiog  land 
tbereon  in  a  deed  by  an  administrator  selliog 
land  under  a  license  of  the  probate  court. 
Baker  v.  Willard  (Mass.)  754 

B7  necessity. 

4.  A  way  of  necessity  is  created  on  the 
partition  of  lands,  in  the  absence  of  anything 
in  the  record  to  the  contrary,  if  such  way 
would  have  been  created  in  favor  of  one  of  the 
parcels  by  its  conveyance  or  devise  by  the 
common  ancestor.    Bitehey  v.  WMi  (Ind.)  105 

5.  The  right  to  locate  a  way  of  necessity 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  ft 
is  to  pass,  provided  he  exercises  it  in  a  reason- 
able manner,  having  due  regard  to  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant 
estate;  but  if  he  fails  to  select  it  when  requested 
the  party  who  has  the  right  thereto  may  select 
a  suitable  route,  having  due  regard  to  the  con- 
venience of  the  owner  of  the  servient  es- 
tate. Id. 
Extent. 

6.  The  right  of  passage  on  foot  over  a 
space  not  less  tnan  8^  feet  in  width  does  not 
include  the  right  to  have  the  passage  kept 
open  to  the  sky.    Bakery.  Willard  (Mass.)  754 

7.  The  easement  or  right  in  respect  to 
light  and  air  from  an  open  space  annexed  to  a 
mansion-house  estate,  created  by  will  by  pro- 
viding that  the  establishment  shall  continue  as 
much  as  possible  unchanged,  does  not  amount 
to  a  general  right  to  have  the  space  kept  open 
for  the  whole  extent  of  the  court,  but  only  to 
an  ordinary  easement  of  light  and  air  for  the 
windows  and  doors  of  existing  buildings,  where 
there  was  no  communication  or  entrance  to 
the  court  from  the  mansion  house  estate,  and 
its  only  use  of  the  court  was  for  light  and  air 
and  for  a  drain.  Id. 
Transfer;  division. 

8.  An  easement  of  light  or  air  does  not 
pass  by  implication  on  a  conveyance  of  a 
building  with  windows  looking  out  over  vacant 
lots  the  title  to  which  remains  in  the  grantor, 
although  the  enjoyment  and  value  of  the  build- 
ing will  be  greatly  impaired  by  erecting  a 
structure  in  close  proximity  to  it  on  the  vacant 
lots.     Kennedy  v.  Bur  nap  (Cal.)  476 

9.  The  doctrine  that  an  easement  appurte- 
nant to  a  close  is  appurtenant  to  every  parcel 
into  which  that  close  may  be  divided  is  not 
applicable  to  an  easement  of  light  and  air, 
which  ordinarily  is  limited  to  windows  and 
doors  or  other  apertures  in  a  building.  Baker 
V.  WiUard(Ah9A.)  754 
Change. 

10.  A  way  of  necessity  once  selected  can- 
not be  changed  by  either  party  without  the 
consent  of  the  other.    Ritchey  v.  TrW<A(Ind.) 

105 

11.  The  offer  of  a  substitute  for  a  right  of 
way  by  necessity  in  favor  of  one  over  another 
40  L.  R.  A. 


parcel  of  lands  partitioned  which  would  con- 
sist of  a  private  way  over  other  lands  that  con- 
stituted no  part  of  the  estate  held  in  common 
need  not  be  accepted  by  the  owner  of  the  right 
of  way.  Id. 

12.  A  bar  way  connecting  a  right  of  way 
by  prescription  with  a  highway  may  be  cut 
down  by  the  owner  of  the  easement  to  the 
grade  of  the  highway,  when  that  is  lawfully 
lowered  by  the  public  authorities.  NichoU  v. 
Peck  (Conn.)  81 

Loss. 

18.  The  right  of  passage  through  a  bar- 
way  as  part  of  a  right  of  way  by  prescription 
is  not  lost  by  failure  to  use  it  for  eleven  years 
after  the  bar- way  has  been  made  impassable 
by  the  lowering  of  a  highway  with  which  it  is 
connected,  by  the  public  authorities,  and  the 
use,  as  a  substitute,  under  an  implied  license, 
of  another  bar- way  about  70  feet  distant.     Id, 

14.  The  chaining  and  locking  of  a  gate  ia  a 
sufl9cient  revocation  of  an  imfuied  license  to 
use  it  arising  from  the  owner's  acquiescence 
for  eleven  years  in  its  use  by  one  who  had  a 
right  of  way  across  the  premises,  after  a  bar- 
wav  at  some  distance  from  it,  through  which 
he  bad  a  right  to  enter  the  highway,  had  been 
made  impassable  by  the  lowering  of  the  high- 
way by  the  public  authorities.  Id, 

I^OTES  AND  BrIKPS. 

Easements;  by  prescription;  right  of  way; 

revocation  81 

Way  of  necessity;  right  to  change.  108 

Of  light  and  air.  476,  754 

EAVES.    See  Ejectment,  1. 

ECCLESIASTICAL    LAW.      See    Rb- 

LIOIOUB  8OCIKTIK8. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  An  action  of  ejectment  cannot  be  main- 
tained against  one  the  eaves  of  whose  barn 
overhang  his  neighbor's  land  10  or  11  inches, 
where  the  eaves  of  the  latter's  barn  are  lower 
than  those  of  the  former,  and  the  barn  is  built 
so  close  to  the  line  that  the  water  from  the 
eaves  falls  on  the  former's  land.  B^uch  v. 
Noth  (Wis.)  577 

3.  To  succeed  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
plaintiff  must  connect  himself  with  the  gov- 
ernment title,  or  with  some  grantor  who  was 
the  common  source  of  title  of  both  parties. 
8lav»on  v.  Ooodrieh  Transp.  Co.  (Wis.)       825 

8.  On  a  new  trial  in  an  ejectment  suit, 
taken  by  the  defeated  party  as  matter  of  right 
under  the  terms  of  a  statute  allowing  it,  rulings 
upon  the  admissibilily  of  evidence  have  no 
binding  force.  Id. 

Notes  akd  Brieps. 
Ejectment;  for  overhanging  eaves.  577 

Effect  of  prior  decision  on  statutory  new 
trial  in  real  actions.  825 

ELECTION.    See  Votbus  and  Electionb. 

ELECTION  DISTRICTS. 

One  exercise  of  the  legislative  power  to 
make  an  apportionment  of  the  state  based  on 
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tbe  last  Federal  census,  under  111.  Const,  art. 
4.  g  6,  proTiding  that  the  general  assembly 
shall  apportion  the  state  every  ten  years  by 
dividing  the  population  as  ascertained  by  the 
Federal  census,  exhausts  the  power  and  pre 
eludes  a  change  of  the  apporiiooment  until 
the  conditions  provided  for  in  the  Constitution 
shall  agffin  exist.  People,  Mooney,  v.  fiuteh 
ineon  (111.)  770 


Notes  AND  Briefs. 
Election  districts;  apportionment  of. 
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ELECTRICAL   USES    AND   APPLI- 
ANCES.    See  also  Tblal,  8,  4. 

1.  Placing  electric  wires  known  to  be 
dangerous  at  a  place  where  others  are  lawfully 
entitled  to  be  constitutes  negligence.  Perham 
▼.  Portland  General  Elee,  Oo.  (Or.)  799 

2.  The  owner  of  electric  wires  carrying  a 
dangerous  current  is  chargeable  with  negli- 
gence in  stringing  them  over  a  bridge  so  near 
the  top  of  it  that  it  is  impossible  to  make  re- 
pairs on  the  bridge  without  coming  in  contact 
with  them.  Id. 

8.  The  apparent  perfect  insulation  of  elec- 
tric wires,  which  is  calculated  to  deceive  and 
to  cause  one  unfamiliar  with  the  facts  to  sup- 
pose them  safe,  when  the  wires  are  placed 
-where  persons  in  the  performance  of  their  du- 
ties may  come  in  contact  with  them,  amounts 
to  an  invitation  to  them  to  risk  contact  there- 
with. Id. 

4.  The  care  demanded  of  electric  compa- 
nies must  be  commensurate  with  the  danger, 
and  where  the  wires  carry  a  highly  dangerous 
current  of  electricity,  the  law  requires  the  ut- 
most decree  of  care  in  the  construction,  inspec- 
tion, and  repair  of  the  wires  so  as  to  keep  them 
barmless  at  places  where  persons  are  liable  to 
come  in  contact  with  them.  Id, 

6.  A  workman  engaged  in  repairing  a 
bridge  over  which  electric  wires  with  an  ap- 
parently safe  insulation  are  strung,  where  he 
must  come  in  contact  with  them  in  perform- 
ing his  work,  has  a  right  to  assume  that  contact 
with  them  will  not  be  dangerous, — especially 
after  the  workmen  have  made  an  examination 
of  them  and  ascertained,  as  they  suppose,  that 
the  wires  are  not  dangerous.  Id. 

6.  The  liability  of  a  city  for  neglect  of  iU 
duty  to  exercise  care  and  supervision  over 
electric  wires  suspended  over  its  streets  is  not 
lessened  by  tbe  fact  that  individuals  or  corpo- 
rations are  subjected  to  a  like  duty  and  liabil- 
ity.   Mooney  v.  Luzerne  (Pa.)  811 

Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

Electrical  uses;  negligence  as  to  dangerous 
wirea  802 

ELECTRIC    LIGHT.      Bee    Municipal 

COMPORATIONS,  2. 

ELECTRIC  RAILROADS.   See  Street 
Railways. 

ELISOR. 

An  elisor  msy  be  appointed  to  take 
charge  of  the  jury  when  the  sheriff  and  his 
deputies  arc  disqualified  and  the  coroner  is 
40L.R.A. 


disabled   by  sickness   from    performing  the 
duty.     People  v.  Ebank»{C9\.)  269 

EMINENT   DOMAIN.    .See   also   £abb- 

MBKTB,  3. 

1.  The  reasonable  use  of  the  streets  of  a 
city  for  the  equipment  of  a  telephone  system, 
including  pole^  and  wires,  is  not  a  new  and 
additional  servitude  for  which  the  abutting 
property  owner  is  entitled  to  compensation. 
Magee  Y.  Overehiner  {Ind.)  870 

2.  The  uses  of  streets  prevailing  at  the 
time  of  the  taking  or  dedication  of  a  street  are 
not  the  limits  of  the  uses  to  which  the  public 
is  entitled  and  which  the  soil  owner  is  deemed 
to  have  contemplated,  but  such  uses  are  to  be 
enlarged  to  include  all  of  tbe  additional  and 
improved  methods  of  attaining  the  same  ob- 
lects  and  enjoying  the  same  privileges,  not» 
however,  to  the  denial  or  substantial  impair- 
ment of  the  fee  owner's  use  and  enjoyment  of 
his  abutting  property.  Id, 

Notes  and  BRiEFa. 
Telephone  poles  aa  additional  burden  on 


street. 


871 


ENTERTAINMENTS.    See  Exhibition. 


EQUITABLE 

Wills,  9. 


CONVERSION.       See 


EQUITY.    See  also  Cloud  oh  Title,  1; 

\    Judicial  Sale,  1,  2. 

1.  Absence  of  precedent  is  not  a  sufficient 
reason  for  denying  the  existence  of  equitable 
Jurisdiction.     Oavin  v.  Ouriin  (111.)  77(> 

2.  Equity  will  devise  a  remedy  to  meet 
each  new  emergencv,  and  will  enforce  a  resti- 
tution if  the  ends  of  justice  require  it,  where  a 
fund  claimed  by  a  wrongdoer  is  under  its  con- 
trol. Baltimore  Trust  J  Q,  Co.  v.  HambUton 
(Md.)  21$ 

8.  Equity  will  take  jurisdiction  in  all  cases 
where  a  right  recognized  by  municipal  law  ex- 
ists, and  courts  of  law  do  not  provide  an  ade- 
quate remedy  for  the  enforcement,  mainte- 
nance, and  protection  of  that  right.  Qatin  v. 
Curtin  (111.)  77$ 

4.  Equity  may  take  jurisdiction  to  protect 
an  unproductive  life  estate  and  remainder  of 
great  value  which  is  liable  to  be  lost  through 
inability  of  the  life  tenant  to  pay  the  taxes.  Id. 

ESTOPPEL.    See  also  Easements,  8. 

1.  Promises  do  not  lay  a  foundation  for 
an  estoppel,  if  the  promisee  is  not  in  any  way 
prejudiced  by  them,  or  induced  thereby  to  do 
or  omit  to  do  anything  to  his  disadvantage,  or 
in  any  way  to  change  his  status.  Barry  v. 
Kirkland  (Ariz  )  471 

2.  Negligence  which  will  work  an  estop- 
pel against  reclaiming  property  must  be  a  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  purchase  or  advancement 
of  money  by  the  holder  of  the  property,  and 
must  enter  into  the  transaction  itself.  (yHer- 
ron  Y.  Gray  (Mass.)  498 

8.  No  estoppel  can  arise  from  an  act  of  a 
municipal  corporation  or  officer,  done  in  viola- 
tion of  or  without  authority  of  law.  Eibbard 
y,  Chicago  (IW.)  621 
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4.  Estoppel  against  the  state  from  pursu- 
ing a  treasurer's  bond  is  not  effected  by  its 
proceeding  against  the  insolvency  assignee  of 
one  with  whom  the  treasurer  had  deposited  the 
money,  and  accepting  a  dividend  from  him. 
JState  V.  Oramm  (Wyo.)  690 

5.  One  answering  in  the  negative  when 
asked  if  he  had  "a  regular  right  of  way"  over 
a  farm,  without  being  informed  of  the  purpose 
of  the  inquiry  and  with  no  intention  of  mis- 
leading, is  not  estopped  to  claim  that  he  has  a 
way  by  prescription  as  against  a  purchaser  of 
the  premises  who  does  not  appear  to  have  re- 
lied upon  the  statement.  Nichols  v.  Peck 
<Conn.)  81 

6.  A  signature  to  a  blank  transfer  of  cer- 
tificates of  stock  plainly  showing  that  it  is 
made  by  a  guardian  of  infant  owners  will  not 
pass  a  good  title  to  one  who  takes  them  before 
any  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  corporation 
without  inquiry  and  merely  as  a  pledge  for  a 
debt  from  the  cashier  of  a  bank  in  which  they 
were  placed  for  safe  keeping  but  from  which 
they  were  feloniously  taken  by  the  cashier. 
akerron,  v.  Gray  (Mass,)  498 

7.  A  subscriber  is  estopped,   as  against 
creditors,  toflet  up  the  invalidity  of  a  subscrip 
tion  to  capital  stock  as  to  which,  if  invalid,  be 
was  in  pari  delicto.     CardtceU  v.  Kelly  (V(l) 

240 

Notes  aitd  Briefs. 

Estoppel;  to  set  up  illegality  of  one's  own 

act.  240 

Of  tenant  to  dispute  landlord's  title.         267 

EVIDENCE.    See  also  Coxtbts,  1;  Discoy- 
ebt;  Trial,  12,  18. 

Judicial  notice. 

1.  California  courts  will  take  Judicial  no- 
tice that  the  county  of  San  Diego  is  in  that 
atate.     People  v.  Ebanks  (Cal.)  269 

2.  Judicial  notice  of  the  nature  and  pow< 
«Ta  of  the  Holy  Roman  Catholic  Church,  so 
far  as  its  civil  rights  and  duties  are  concerned, 
will  not  be  taken  without  any  averment  or 
proof  upon  the  subject.  Baxter  v.  McDonnell 
(N.  Y.)  670 

8.  It  is  of  common  knowledge  that  in  a 
city  crowds  assemble  in  the  streets  and  on  the 
sidewalks  on  the  Fourth  of  July,  and  explode 
firecrackers  and  cannon  crackers  and  other 
•combustible  materials.   Avon  y.  Wausau  (Wis.) 

783 

4.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  pedigree  enters  into  the  consideration  of 
the  value  of  dogs,  including  such  as  are  kept 
for  sporting  purposes.  Citizen^  Rapid  Trankit 
Co,  V.  Dew  (Tenn.)  518 

5.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  young  men  who  are  intelligent,  industri- 
ous, and  frugal,  although  absolutely  penniless, 
obtain  money  upon  the  credit  of  their  future 
•earnings  and  accumulations.  Bettman  v.  Cow- 
ley (Wash.)  815 

6.  The  fact  that  a  child  less  than  two 
jears  of  age  cannot  perform  any  services  of 
value  to  its  parents  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge.    Southern  E,  Co,  v.  Covenia  (Ga.) 

253 
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7.  A  Jury  may  consider  common  knowl- 
edge  and  observation  about  the  habits  and 
qualities  of  doga.  Oitieen^  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
V.  Dew  (Tenn.)  518 
Presumptions  and  burden  of  proofl 

8.  The  burden  of  proving  restrictions  in 
another  state  upon  the  remarriage  of  a  di- 
vorced person  is  upon  the  person  alleging 
them.    State  v.  Shattuck  (Vt.)  428 

9.  Insurance  of  property  "while  contained 
in  brick  buildings"  does  not  cast  upon  the  in- 
sured the  burden  of  showing  the  integrity  of 
the  building  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  if  a  clause 
is  inserted  m  the  policy  to  cover  the  case  of  its 
fall.  Western  Assur,  Co.  v.  J.  II.  Mohlman 
Co.  (C.  C.  App.  2d  C.)  561 

10.  The  burden  of  showing  that  the  build- 
ing did  not  fall  before  a  fire  is  not  thrown  upon 
the  insured  by  his  allegation  that  the  fire  did 
not  happen  by  reason  of  any  of  the  excepted 
causes,  where  liability  for  loss  following  the 
fall  of  the  building  is  removed  by  a  condition 
subsequent  in  the  policy.  Id. 

11.  An  accident  insurance  company  has  the 
burden  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  proving 
that  an  injury  to  plaintiff  shown  to  be  the  re- 
suit  of  an  accident  was  within  some  exception 
named  in  the  policy.  Hess  v.  Preferred  Mor 
sonic  Mut.  Acci,  Asso.  (Mich.)  444 

12.  Negligence  cannot  be  a  mere  matter  of 
conjecture,  but  must  be  fairly  inferable  from 
the  evidence.     Omaha  v.  Bowman  (Neb.)    531 

14.  A  presumption  of  negligence  arises 
from  the  blowing  of  a  locomotive  whistle 
loudly  and  repeatedly  under  a  bridi;e  con- 
stantly used  by  all  kinds  of  vehicles.  MitcheU 
V.  JVashviOe,  V.  dh  St.  L.  R,  Co.  (Tenn.)  426 
15.  The  killing  of  a  mule  by  a  train  raises  a 
presumption  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
railroad  company.  Mack  v.  South  Bound  R. 
Co.  (8.  C.)  679 

16.  The  presumption  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany was  negligent  if  a  person  was  killed  by  a 
train  is  overcome  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
person  must  have  been  sitting  or  lying  on  the 
track,  between  midnight  and  daylight.  Parish 
▼.  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Ga.)  864 

17.  The  burden  is  on  the  railroad  com- 
panies on  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  railroad 
and  warehouse  commission  for  a  connecting 
switch  at  their  intersection,  to  show  a  want  of 
its  necessity.  Jacobson  y.  Wisconsin,  M,  dk  P, 
R.  Co.  (Minn.)  889 

18.  A  railroad  company  defending  a  suit  to 
enjoin  it  from  placing  abutments  in  a  high- 
way on  the  ground  that  it  is  acting  under  or- 
der of  the  state  railroad  commission,  has  the 
burden  of  proving  the  existence  of  the  order 
and  the  identity  of  the  structure  which  it  has 
threatened  to  build  with  that  designated  in  the 
order.     Bristol  ▼,  New  England  R  Co.  (Conn.) 

479 

19.  The  board  of  railroad  commissioners, 
one  of  whom  is  required  by  law  to  be  a  civil 
engineer,  will  be  presumed  to  have  made  no 
order  for  the  construction  of  a  public  work 
which  cannot  be  precisely  executed.  Id. 

20.  Receipt  and  confirmation  of  the  report 
of  a  jury  finding  lunacy,  as  required  by  stat- 
ute, will  be  presumed  if  the  clerk  acts  on  it  by 


EVIDBNCB. 


891 


•ppointiog  a  guardian.    8ima  ▼.  8itM  (N.  C.) 

m 

Best  ajid  seeondary. 

21.  A  true  copy  of  a  lost  note  Is  not  inad- 
iniflsible  because  it  shows  leas  credits  than  are 
admitted  by  the  declaration.  Haug  y.  EiUp 
(Qa.)  244 

22.  The  right  to  prove  a  lost  note  by  a  copy 
Is  not  taken  away  by  Qa.  Code.  ^  8986  (Ga.  Civ. 
Code.  §  4750),  which  authorizes  suit  on  such 
lost  note  without  establiahing  the  copy,  as  that 
provision  is  mereiy  permissive  or  cumulative. 

Id, 
J>ocamentar^. 

23.  Legislative  journals  constitute  a  record 
which  is  competent  to  overthrow  the  presump- 
tion that  an  act  properly  sijroed  by  the  presid- 
iDg  officers  of  the  legislature,  approved  by  the 

fovernor,  and  deposited  in  the  secretary's  of- 
ce,  was  regularly  passed.    State,  Cheyenne, 
«v.  Siean  (Wyo.)  195 

24.  Claimants  under  a  deed  prior  in  time, 
l)ut  subsequent  in  record,  io  order  to  defeat 
after  a  great  lapse  of  time  a  subsequent  deed 
"first  recorded,  have  the  burden  of  showing  no- 
tice or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  subsequent 
grantees.  Oratz  v.  Land  db  R.  Jmproc.  Co, 
<C.  C.  App.  7th  C.)  .893 

25.  Recorded,  but  unackowledged,  agree 
ments  regarding  land,  may  be  considered  in  an 
action  to  quiet  title,  under  a  statute  making 
them  evidence  in  cases  brought  after  its  pass- 
age, although  a  portion  of  the  relief  asked  is 
injunction  against  an  ejectment  suit  begun  be- 
fore the  passage  of  the  act.  Id. 

26.  Medical  books  cannot  be  read  to  the 
jury  as  independent  evidence  of  the  opinions 
and  theories  therein  expressed  or  advocated. 
Union  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Yates  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.) 

558 

27.  A  statute  making  books  of  science  or 
art  presumptive  evidence  of  facts  of  general 
notoriety  or  interest  does  not  include  medical 
works  so  as  to  make  them  evidence  of  the  opin- 
ions or  theories  therein  expressed.  Id. 

28.  A  treatise  on  concussion  of  the  spine, 
about  the  extent  and  character  of  which  there 
is  some  difference  of  opinion  among  the  medi- 
cal profession,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  to 
establish  the  fact  that  an  ailment  from  which 
a  person  appears  to  be  suffering  is  a  result  of 
nervous  shock  sustained  some  years  previously 
in  a  railway  collision.  Id, 

29.  Correspondence  and  affidavits  are  not 
admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  accident  or 
cause  of  death,  in  an  action  on  an  insurance 
policy,  although  admissible  to  show  compliance 
with  or  waiver  of  a  condition  as  to  furnishing 
proofs  of  death.  Foster  v.  Fidelity  <&  0,  Co. 
(Wis.)  833 
Paxolf  as  to  writinn. 

30.  A  deed  calling  for  land  in  a  certain 
block  in  a  plat  on  file  in  a  certain  office,  can- 
not be  extended  by  parol  evidence  to  embrace 
land  not  in  that  block  as  shown  by  the  plat. 
JSlauson  v.  Goodrich  Transportation  Oo.  (Wis.) 

825 
Opinions. 

81.  Answers  should  not  be  permitted  to 
hypothetical  questions  from  which  an  element 
40  L.  R.  A. 


"probably  the  most  important"  has  been  left 
out.  Western  Assur.  Vo.  v.  J,  J2.  MoMman  Co 
(0.  a  App.  2d  0.)  561 

82.  Expert  witnesses  may,  in  support  of 
their  professional  opinions,  rend  in  evidence 
statistics  of  mechanical  experiments  and  tabu- 
lations of  the  results  thereof,  where  the  sclent  ific 
work  containing  them  is  concededly  recog- 
nized as  a  standiard  authority  by  the  profes- 
sion, and  when  such  statistics  and  tabulations 
are  generally  relied  upon  bv  experts  in  the 
particular  field  of  the  mechanic  arts  with  which 
such  statistics  and  tabulations  are  concerned. 

Id. 

88.  Lapse  of  time  after  the  fall  of  a  build- 
ing before  persons  who  testify  as  experts  as  to 
whether  it  fell  before  or  after  a  fire  saw  it  will 
not  wholly  exclude  their  opinions,  if  timbers, 
upon  the  condition  of  which  the  opinions  were 
largely  formed,  were  still  lying  in  the  ruins 
when  their  inspection  was  made.  Id. 

84.  An  opinion  of  a  physician  that  death  was 
occasioned  by  injuries,  based  on  evidence  be- 
fore him,  cannot  be  allowed  when  the  action 
does  not  show  the  facts  upon  which  the  opinion 
was  based.     Fester  v.  Fidelity  db  C.  Co.  (Wis.) 

833 

85.  What  a  party  would  do  under  a  given 
state  of  facts  which  call  upon  him  or  her  to 
perform  a  duty  to  some  other  person  is  a  fact 
to  which  such  person  can  testify,  and  not  a 
matter  of  opinion  merely.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  MiteUell  (Tex.)  209 

Declarations;  hearsay. 

86.  Hypnotism  of  a  person  accused  of  crime 
will  not  render  evidence  of  statements  made 
by  him  while  under  the  influence  admissible  in 
his  favor  at  his  trial.     People  v.  Ebanks  (Cal.) 

87.  Evidence  of  the  pedigree  of  a  dog  is  not 
inadmissible  on  the  ground  that  it  is  hearsay. 
Citizen^  Rapid  Transit  Co,   v.  Dew  (Tenn.) 

519 
ReleTancy. 

38.  Whenever  proof  of  one  crime  tends  to 
prove  a  fact  material  in  the  trial  of  another, 
such  proof  is  admissible;  and  the  fact  that  it 
may  tend  to  prejudice  defendant  in  the  eyes  of 
the  jury  is  immaterial    People  v.  Ebanks (Cal ) 

269 

89.  Evidence  is  admissible  in  a  prosecution 
for  murder,  that  two  davs  before  the  murder 
the  accused  was  found  under  the  bed  in  a 
stranger's  house,  having  with  him  a  bag  which 
was  afterwards  found  near  the  place  of  the 
crime,  and  which  he  had  denied  ever  having 
in  his  possession,  as  tending  to  throw  light 
upon  his  actions,  appearance,  and  belongings 
at  a  period  not  remote  from  the  day  of  the 
crime.  Id. 

40.  Evidence  as  to  the  failure  to  give  statu- 
tory signals  at  road  crossings  is  admissible  in 
an  action  for  injuries  not  received  at  a  cross- 
ing, where  reckless  negligence  in  running  a 
train  is  alleged.  Maek  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co. 
(8.  C.)  679 

41.  Testimony  as  to  the  value  of  property 
is  relevant  on  the  question  of  damages,  under 
an  agreement  that  these  shall  not  exceed  the 
actual  cash  value  or  the  cost  of  repairing  or  re- 
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placing  the  property.  Erb  ▼.  German-Ameri- 
can In».  Go.  (Iowa)  845 

42.  In  defense  of  a  claim  for  loss  of  wa^es 
and  future  earnings  in  an  action  for  peraoual 
injuries,  defendant  may  show  any  facts  con- 
cerning plaintiff's  habits  and  conduct  which 
may  throw  light  upon  the  probability  of  his 
securing  employment,  aA4  the  character  and 
continuity  of  the  same.  Kingston  ▼.  Fort 
Wayne  db  B,  R,  Co.  (Micht)  181 

48.  Waiver  need  not  be  specially  pleaded 
in  order  to  admit  evidence  thereof,  but  can  be 
shown  under  an  allegation  of  performance. 
Fo&ter  V.  FiddUy  db  C,  Co,  (Wll.)  883 

Weight. 

44.  Possession  by  an  insured  of  the  policy 
is,  upon  demurrer  by  the  insurer  to  the  evi- 
dence in  a  suit  upon  the  policy,  conclusive 
eyidence  that  the  premium  was  paid.  Fidelity 
A  a  Co.  y.  Chambers  (Va.)  482 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 

Burden  of  proof  of  negligence  of  insured. 

446 

Presumptions  as  to  sanity  at  time  of  marriage. 

Parol,  to  vary  boundaries  of  land.  827 

Parol,  to  extend  deeds.  896 

Scientific  books  and  treatises  as  evidence:— 
(I.)  Exact  sciences:  (a)  general  rule  as  to  ad- 
missibility; (6)  tables  of  expectancy  of  life:  (1) 
admissibility  generally;  (2)  in  accident  cases; 
(8)  in  other  cases  generally;  (4)  conclusiveness 
and  effect;  (e)  the  almanac;  (II.)  inexact 
sciences:  (a)  general  rule  as  to  admissibility; 
{b)  reasons  for  the  rule;  (6)  the  contrary  rule; 
Id)  opinions  founded  on  books;  («)  use  of,  on 
examination;  (/)  use  of  to  sustain  or  discredit 
expert;  {g)  use  of.  on  cross  examination;  {h) 
use  of,  in  arfi:ament;  (III.)  law;  (lY.)  miscel- 
laneous matters.  558 
Intoxication  as  evidence  of  negligence.    148 

EXECUTORS    AND   ADMINISTRA- 
TORS.    See  also  Action  or  Suit,  1. 

1.  Money  belonging  to  an  estate,  received 
by  one  who  is  subsequently  appointed  admin- 
is'trator,  becomes  cash  assets  of  the  estate  for 
which  his  bond  is  a  security.  Hodge  v.  Hodge 
(Me.)  83 

2.  An  administrator  de  bonis  non  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  estate  of  his 
predecessor  for  money  belonging  to  the  estate, 
wrongfully  received  by  him  prior  to  his  ap- 
pointment as  administrator  and  for  which  he 
failed  to  account,  if  it  is  not  distinguishable  as 
part  of  the  intestate's  property.  Id. 

8.  A  widow's  election  of  dower  and  re- 
fusal to  accept  the  gift  of  the  income  of  certain 
property  for  life  in  lieu  thereof,  under  a  will 
which  contemplates  the  conversion  of  the  real 
estate  into  money  and  then  a  division,  will  en- 
title the  administrator  to  divide  the  balance  of 
the  estate  after  setting  off  dower,  without 
waiting  for  the  deaih  of  the  widow.  Bherman 
y.  Baker  (R  I.)  717 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

What  assets  pass  to  the  administrator  de 
bonis  wo/i:— (I.)  Generally;  (IL)  the  rule  in  the 
40  L.  R.  A. 


different  states;  (TIL)  summary:  (a)  goods  re- 
maining in  specie;  {b)  chosea  in  action;  (c)  avoid- 
ine  sales  or  transfers  made  by  predecessor;  (d> 
rule  at  common  law:  (1)  where  assets  have 
been  converted  by  predecessor;  (2)  where  there 
is  a  devastavit;  (8)  requiring  the  predecessor  u> 
account;  (4)  money  and  bnlance  due  from  pred- 
ecessor; {e)  where  the  e  'onmon-law  rule  has 
been  changed  by  statute:  (1)  where  assets  have 
been  converted  by  predecessor;  (2)  where  there 
is  a  devastavit;  (8)  requiring  the  predecessor  to 
account;  (4)  money  and  balance  due  from  pred- 
ecessor. 83 
Right  to  rents  on  lease  of  intestate's  prop- 
erty:—(I.)  Classification  bvsUtes;  (n.)  English 
cases:  (a)  form  of  lease;  (i)  apportionment;  (e) 
summary  of  English  cases;  (III.)  summary  as 
to  rents  accruing  during  owner's  life;  (IV.) 
summary  as  to  rents  accruing  after  owner's 
death:  (a)  rights  of  heir;  (6)  rights  of  adminis- 
trator: (1)  by  statute;  (2)  in  a  foreign  state;  {e} 
liability  of  administrator:  (1)  generally;  (2)  for 
use  and  occupation;  (8)  accounting  and  sure- 
ties; (d)  rights  of  creditors;  (e)  apportionment. 

321 

EXEMPTION.    See  also  Mortgage,  12w 
KoTES  AND  Briefs. 
Exemption;  from  chattel  mortgage.         150 

EXHIBITIONS.    See  also  Master  ani> 
Servant,  8. 

1.  The  risk  of  injury  from  careless  hand- 
ling of  the  implements  used  by  the  performers 
is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  assumed  by  a  street- 
car patron  who  attends  a  free  exhibition  given 
by  the  company  upon  its  grounds.  Thompson 
y.  Laipell,  L.  A  H.  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)      845 

2.  A  street  car  patron  attending  a  free  en- 
tertainment given  by  the  company  to  its  pa- 
trons may  hold  the  company  liable  for  an  ac- 
cident which  happens  from  a  cause  which 
miffht  have  been  prevented  and  ought  to  have 
been  foreseen  and  guarded  against,  if  due  care 
was  not  taken  by  the  company  with  reference 
to  possible  accidents  of  the  kind.  Id. 

EXPERTS.    See  Eyidence,  82-34. 

EXPLOSIONS.    See  Nuisances,  <I. 

EXPRESS    COMPANY.     See  Mastbb 
AND  Servant,  1,  2,  4. 

FACTORY.    See  Buildings,  8. 

FALSE   IMPRISONMENT.    See  Cab- 
biers,  5. 

FENCE.    See  also  Railroads,  7. 

1.  One  may  lawfully  build  a  high  fence 
on  his  own  land  which  shuts  off  light  and  air 
from  the  windows  of  his  neighbor's  house,  al- 
though he  makes  the  fence  for  no  useful  or 
ornamental  purpose  but  from  motives  of  un- 
mixed malice  toward  the  neighbor.  Letts  v- 
Kessler  (Ohio)  177 

2.  One  who  plants  a  hedge  fence  on  bis 
part  of  the  dividing  line  between  him  and  the 
adjoining  owner  is  not  required  to  trim  the 
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flame  to  prevent  lis  growing  out  over  the  land 
of  such  adioiDiD^  owDer,  under  the  Iowa  stat- 
ute authoriziDg  the  growth  of  a  hedge  on  the 
division  Hoe,  without  specifying  its  height  or 
how  it  shall  be  trimmed,  iinneif  v.  Kinney 
(Iowa)  626 

8.  Neglect  of  an  adjoining  owner  to  trim 
a  hedge  fence  standing  on  part  of  the  division 
line  is  not  within  Iowa  Code  1873,  §  1490,  pro- 
viding that  if  any  party  neglect  to  * 'repair  or 
rebuild"  a  partition  fence  the  aggrieved  party 
may  appeal  to  the  fence  viewers,  and  if  they 
determine  the  fence  is  ''insufficient"  they  shall 
signifv  it  in  writing  to  the  delinquent  owner, 
and  direct  him  to  repair  or  rebuild.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Liabilitv  for  the  malicious  erection  of  a 
fence: — (I.)  Introduction;  (II.)  malice  gives  no 
ground  of  action;  (IIL)  contrary  doctrine; 
<IY.)  state  statutes  and  decisions  thereunder. 

177 

Powers  of  viewers.  627 

FINDER.    See  Bees,  9. 

FINES.    See  Muaicifajl  Corporationb,  5. 

FIRECRACKERS.    See  Municipal  Cob- 

FOBATIOKS,  8. 

FIRE  ESCAPE.    See  Buildikos,  2,  8. 

FIRES. 

1.  One  whose  negligence  caused  a  flre  is 
not  liable  for  property  burned  after  the  fire 
bad  met  another  fire  for  which  no  known  re- 
spon^ble  agency  can  be  fixed,  and  either  fire 
would  have  been  alone  sufficient  to  do  the 
damage.  Cook  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  db  8,  Ste. 
M,  R,  Co.  (Wis.)  457 

2.  The  rule  of  liability  [in  case  of  joint 
wrongdoers  does  not  apply  to  injuries  from  a 
flre  into  which  two  independent  fires  from 
different  directions  have  merged,  each  of 
which  would  have  been  separately  sufficient  to 
cause  the  loss,  but  only  one  of  which  can  be 
traced  to  a  responsible  agency.  Id, 

FISHERIES.    See  also  Harbors,  d. 

Notes  aitd  Briefs. 

Fisheries;  right  of,  separated  from  upland. 

898 

FOOD.    Bee  also  Conbtitutiokal  Law.  a 

A  statute  making^  the  mixture  of  any 
articles  of  food  without  labeling  the  product 
an  offense  is  too  general,  but  the  act  to  be 
enforced  should  name  the  particular  article  of 
food  the  adulteration  of  which  is  prohibited 
«nd  which  is  required  to  be  labeled.  Dortey 
▼.  State  (Tex.  Grim.  App.)  208 

NoTBs  Ain>  Briefs. 

Food;  constitutionality  of  statute  as  to.    201 

FORFEITURE.    See  Corporations,  11- 
18;  Homestead;  Waters,  2, 18-15. 

FORGERT.  See  also  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  ahd  Bribfsl 
Forgery;  ratification  of. 
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FRANCHISE.  See  Corporations,  11-18; 
Telephone;  Waters,  13-15. 

FRAUD  AND  FRAUDULENT  CON- 
VETANCES.  See  also  Assumpsit; 
Bet;  Corporations,  10. 

1.  A  statement  in  the  prospectus  of  a  cor- 
poration prepared  by  a  promoter  of  the  cor- 
poration who  organized  it  with  the  intention 
of  transferring  to  it  certain  real  estate  pre- 
viously purchased  bv  him  as  follows:  '*Cost 
of  ground  |40,000,'^— is  not  fraudulent  al- 
though the  land  cost  him  less  than  that 
amount,  as  it  is  not  a  representation  that  the 
land  actually  cost  the  promoter  such  amount, 
but  that  it  is  to  be  estimated  at  that  amount 
in  the  transfer  to  the  corporation.  Milwaukee 
Cold  Storage  Co.  ▼.  Dexter  (Wis.)  887 

2.  Fraud  in  an  assignment  of  wages  by  a 
debtor  is  not  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  as- 
signee never  drew  the  wages,  but  they  were 
drawn  on  his  orders  bv  the  assignor  and  im- 
mediately paid  over  to  him.  Dolan  y.  Hughes 
(R.  L)  785 

8.  A  conveyance  for  the  security  of  sev- 
eral claims,  some  of  which  are  fraudulent, 
will  be  sustained  in  favor  of  those  which  are 
valid.     Vietar  7.  Clover  (Wuh.)  297 

4.  Creditors  who  act  in  good  faith  in 
taking  a  conveyance  of  their  debtor's  property 
in  satisfaction  of  their  claims,  and  who  sur- 
render notes  to  a  larger  amount  than  is  cov- 
ered by  the  assets  assigned,  may  retain  what 
they  receive  although  the  grantors  may  act  in 
bad  faith.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Fraud;   setting  aside   series  of  acta  to  de- 
fraud. 882 

FREE   SCHOLARSHIP.     See   Public 
Monet,  2;  Statutes,  8. 

FRIGHT. 

Recovery  for  injuries  occasioned  by 
fright,  which  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
a  railroad  company,  can  be  had,  although  no 
physical  injury  was  sustained  except  that 
caused  by  the  fright.  Mack  y.  South  Bound 
R.  Co.  (S.  C.)  679 

Notes  and  Brtefs. 

Fright;  liability  for  damages  caused  by.  680 

GAMBLING.    See  Commbroe,  2. 

GAME  LAWS.  See  also  Constitutional 
Law,  7;  Contracts,  6. 

Game  purchased  on  an  Indian  reserva- 
tion by  an  Indian  from  Indians  who  killed  it 
on  the  reservation  is  not  exempt  from  the  game 
laws  of  the  state  prohibiting  shipment  of  game 
out  of  the  state,  after  it  Is  transporter^  beyond 
the  reservation  for  the  purpose  of  shipment  to 
another  state.    Selkirk  v.  SUtens  (Minn.)    752 
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Notes  asd  Bribfb. 
Game  laws;  power  of  state  as  to.  152 

GAHINQ.    See  also  Contractb,  4;  Munici- 
pal COBPORATIONS,  6. 

A  horse  race  given  by  an  association, 
with  an  offer  of  a  purse  b}*  the  association  to 
the  successful  contestant,  does  not  become  a 
wager  between  the  competitors  because  of  a 
provision  for  dividiug  the  entrance  money 
among  the  first  three  horses  in  the  race.  Han- 
king V.  OUinger  (CaL)  76 

GARNISHMENT. 

One  garnished  for  a  debt  due  a  nonres- 
ident creditor  may,  irrespective  of  the  pro- 
priety of  the  foreign  judgment  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, prevent  a  judgment  against  him 
in  the  garoishment  proceedings  by  showing 
that,  without  his  collusion,  and  notwithstand- 
ing his  plea  of  the  pendeucy  of  the  garnishment 
proceedings,  a  court  at  the  creditor's  domicil, 
having  jurisdiction,  rendered  a  judgment 
against  him  on  the  debt  in  favor  of  the  cred 
itor,  which,  having  property  in  that  jurisdic- 
tion, he  was  compelled  to  pay.  Virginia  F, 
<fc  Jf.  Ing,  Co.  V.  Atfw  York  Caroiual  Mfg,  Co. 
(Va.)  237 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Garnishment;  for  debt  due  to  nonresident. 


GAS.    See  Cix)rD  on  Title,  3-5:  Mikeb. 

GERMAN  liANGUAGE.  See  Publica- 
tion, 2. 

GIFT.    See  Trufts,  2. 

GOLD.    See  Judicial  Sale,  4;  Monet,  1. 

GOODWILL. 

1.  An  agreement  by  a  retiring  partner  that 
he  will  not  enea^e  in  siAiilar  business  so  long 
as  the  other  partner  shall  continue  therein  ter- 
minates when  the  latter  forms  a  corporation 
and  assigns  to  it  all  the  rights  and  business  of 
the  old  firm.     Bagby  db  R.  Co.  v.  Bicers  (Md.) 

632 

S.  An  assignment  to  a  corporation  of  the 
right  to  use  the  name  of  a  retiring  partner  can- 
not be  made  by  the  partner  ccTn tinning  the 
business  under  a  contract  by  which  he  is  en- 
titled to  continue  the  use  of  the  name  of  the 
retiring  partner  'in  the  style  of  the  firm,"  al- 
though the  corporation  is  formed  by  him  and 
others  to  continue  the  same  business.  Id. 

GRADE  CROSSING.    See  Railroad& 

GRAND  LODGE.    See  Pleading,  2. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD.  See  Husband 
AND  Wife,  3,  Incompetent  Perbons. 

HARBORS. 

1.  The  structures   authorised  by  Wash. 
Const,  art.  15,  §  2,  respecting  leases  of  harbor : 
areas  for  "wharves,  docks,  and  other  struc- 1 
40L.R  A. 


tures/'  when  this  section  is  construed  with  §  1, 
must  be  limited  to  "conveniences  of  naviga- 
tion and  commerce."  StaU,  Denny ^  r.  Bridget 
(Wash.)  593 

2.  A  lease  of  harbor  area  in  front  of  tide 
lands  for  curing  and  canning  fish,  maintaining 
a  retail  and  wholesale  fish  market,  and  storing 
ice  for  packing  and  handling  fish,  is  not  au- 
thorized by  Wash.  Const,  art.  15,  §  1,  reserv- 
ing such  area  "for  maintaining  wharves, 
streets,  and  other  conveniences  of  navigation 
and  commerce,"  since  the  word  ''commerce" 
is  qualified  by  the  word  "navigation."         Id, 

Notes  and  Brikfs. 
Harbors;  lease  of.  699 

EOSALTH.    See  Hospitals,  1. 

HEDGE.    See  Fence,  2,  8. 

HEIRS.    See  Death,  1. 

HIGHWAYS.  See  also  Awnings.  2:  Evr- 
DENCB,  18;  Injunction,  :^-5;  Plat; 
Railroads   1-6;  Watebs.  12. 

1.  One  side  line  of  a  street  as  dedicated  to 
the  public  will  not  be  affected  by  a  cbanee  in 
the  other  line  by  widening  one  part  of  the 
street  and  narrowing  another  part.  Jfadififu 
Y.  Jtayert  {Wis.)  6:^5 

2.  A  street  indicated  on  an  ancient  plat 
may  be  held  to  have  been  dedicated  to  the 
public  for  its  entire  width,  although  as  found 
it  does  not  exactly  correspond  to  the  calls  on 
the  plat,  if  from  ancient  fences  and  build ioj^:% 
it  appears  that  the  street  found  was  a  practica'. 
construction  of  the  plat  ^    Id, 

3.  Mere  nonuser  of  a  portion  of  the  widtti 
of  a  street  will  not  work  an  abandonment  of 
the  public  rights  therein.  Id. 

4.  The  permanent  use  of  a  public  street 
for  a  private  purpose  cannot  be  authorized  by 
a  city.     Uibbard  v.  Chicago  (HI.)  621 

5.  Injury  by  stepping,  when  it  was  dark, 
into  a  coal  hole  about  2  feet  back  from  the 
street  line,  in  a  space  paved  like  the  sidewnlk 
in  front  of  a  house  which  stands  3  or  4  feel 
from  the  street,  while  a  coal  wseon  was  stand- 
ing by  the  curb,  and  ooal  extended  therefrom 
nearly  to  the  house,  and  two  employees  of  a 
coal  dealer  were  preparing  to  put  in  the  coal, 
did  not  render  the  occupant  of  the  house  liable 
to  the  injured  person,  although  she  was  a  for- 
eii!n  woman,  ignorant  of  the  custom  of  deliv- 
ering coal  through  such  holes,  and  dirt  not  fee 
the  coal  hole,  but  stepped  upon  the  coal  from 
the  steps  of  the  next  house,  which  came  out 
to  the  street  line.    Lorenzo  v.  Wirth  ( Mass.  \  347 

6.  An  abutting  owner  who  coostructs  a 
sidewalk  in  pursuance  of  a  notice  from  the 
city  to  construct  the  same,  and  that  if  he  fails 
so  to  do  it  will  construct  it  and  assess  the  cost 
thereof  upon  his  property,  is  not  liable  to  in- 
demnify the  city  for  a  judgment  recovered 
against  it  for  injuries  occasioned  by  his  negli- 
gent construction  of  the  wnik  under  a  statute 
imposing  upon  the  municipality,  and  nol  upoa 
the  abutting  owner,  the  duty  of  keeping  the 
sidewalk  in  repair;  but  its  acceptance  of  the 
sidewalk  leaves  with  it  all  liability  for  mere 
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negligence  in  construction  and  maintenance. 
Wilhdm  y.  Defiance  (Ohio)  204 

Notes  and  Briefb. 

Highways;  liability  of  lot  owner  for  de- 
fective sidewalkf.  295 
Negligence  as  to  premises  beside  sidewalk. 

847 

HOMESTEAD. 

A  married  woman  does  not  by  aban- 
doning her  husband  and  living  apart  from  him 
in  another  state,  even  though  in  adultery,  for- 
feit her  right  to  his  homestead,  under  Ark. 
Const.  1874,  art.  9,  §  6,  providing  that  if  the 
owner  of  a  homestead  die  leaving  a  "widow," 
the  same  shall  be  exempt,  and  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof  shall  vest  in  her  during  her 
natural  life.     Dugy  v.  Harris  (Ark.)  750 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Homestead;  forfeiture  of  right  to,  by  widow. 

750 

HOMICIDE.    See  Evidence,  89. 

HORSE  RACE.  See  Contracts,  4; 
Gaming. 

HOSPITALS. 

1.  The  mere  power  to  erect  and  maintain 
hospitals  and  pest  houses  does  not  imply  or 
include  the  further  power  to  erect  and  main- 
tain them  in  such  a  way  or  at  such  a  place  as 
will  cause  injury  to  others.  Baltimore  v. 
Fairfield  Improo.  Go.  (Md.)  494 

2.  An  abandonment  of  the  use  of  property 
for  a  quarantine  station  which  will  preclude 
the  subsequent  resumption  of  its  use  for  per- 
sons with  contagious  diseases,  after  people 
have  built  residences  in  the  vicinity  in  reliance 
on  such  abandonment,  is  made  when  the  city 
discontinues  such  use  and  establishes  a  quar- 
antine station  elsewhere,  and  later  on,  after 
improvements  have  progressed  in  the  vicinity, 
burns  up  the  hospital  buildings  and  pest  houses 
and,  by  resolution,  directs  the  sale  of  the 
property.  Id. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.  See  also  Con- 
flict OP  Laws,  8;  Evidence,  8;  Home- 
stead; Pleadikg,  4. 

Insanity. 

1.  A  marriage  with  a  person  who  has,  in 
appropriate  proceedings,  been  found  to  be 
mentally  imbecile,  is  absolutely  void  ab  initio, 
and  can  be  at  any  time  so  declared  by  the 
court.     8im»Y.  JSim8(N.  C.)  787 

2.  A  marriage  void  on  account  of  lunacy 
cannot  be  validated  merely  by  cohabitation 
after  restoration.  Id, 

8.  The  guardian  of  a  lunatic  may  bring 
an  action  to  have  her  marriage,  solemnized 
after  she  was  declared  insane,  set  aside.       Id. 

4.  A  marriage  is  absolutely  void  where 
one  of  the  parties  was  insane  at  the  time,  and 
may  be  annulled  by  her  heirs  after  her  death 
where  she  was  never  in  a  condition  to  ratify 
the  same.     OreJiardson  v.  Cofield  (111.)         256 

5.  A  woman  eighty-six  years  old  suffering 
40L.R.  A 


from  an  incurable  disease  and  having  an  in- 
sane delusion  respecting  the  superhuman  pow- 
ers of  a  man  much  younger  than  herself  and 
whose  character  for  morality  is  notoriously 
the  very  opposite  of  her  own  is  incapable  of 
contracting  a  valid  marriage  with  him,  espe- 
cially where  her  object  was  merely  to  enable 
him  to  obtain  her  money  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  great  plans  for  mankind  which  he 
claimed  to  have  conceived,  and  the  marriage  is 
brought  about  in  pursuance  of  bis  fraudulent 
scheme  to  obtain  her  money.  Id. 

Alienation. 

6.  A  wife  can  maintain  an  action  against 
one  who  has  wrongfully  induced  her  husband 
to  leave  her,  where  she  is  freed  from  common, 
law  disabilities  and  entitled  to  sue  in  her  own 
name  and  right  for  torts  done  to  her.  Oer- 
nerd  v.  Qernerd  (Pa.)  549 

7.  Advice  to  a  son  as  to  separating  from 
his  wife,  given  in  good  faith  and  with  a  proper 
motive,  will  not  render  the  parent  liable  to 
her.  unless  it  was  clearly  unjustitiable.        Id. 

Torts. 

8.  A  tort  committed  upon  a  wife  by  her 
husband  while  they  are  living  together  as  hus- 
band and  wife  gives  her  no  right  of  action,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  provision.  Bandfleld 
▼.  Bandfield  (Mich.)  757 
Domicil  for  divorce. 

9.  The  matrimonial  domicil  of  a  wife  who 
is  justified  in  leaving  her  husband  for  cruelty 
may  be  changed  by  removal  to  another  state, 
so  as  to  prevent  Jurisdiction  over  her  on  con- 
structive service  in  a  divorce  suit  in  the  state 
where  the  husband  resides.  Atherton  v.  Ath- 
erton  (N.  Y.)  291 
Support  of  children  after  divorce. 

10.  The  father's  duty  to  maintain  a  child 
after  divorce,  where  there  is  no  decree  of  the 
court  relating  thereto,  remains  as  before,  es- 
pecially if  the  custody  of  the  child  is  not  taken 
from  him.    Re  Zilleife  Estate  (Wis.)  579 

11.  A  promise  of  the  father  to  pay  the 
mother  for  maintaining  their  boy  after  he  has 
reached  the  age  when  the  father  was  entitled 
to  have  him,  under  a  decree  of  divorce  granted 
for  the  father's  fault,  will  be  implied,  although 
be  has  tried  to  get  the  custody  of  the  boy  and 
has  told  the  mother  that  unless  he  could  get 
it  he  would  not  pay  for  the  boy's  keeping,  but 
she  would  not  consent  to  surrender  him.      Id. 

12.  An  order  that  the  father  pay  for  the 
support  of  minor  children  awarded  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  mother  without  any  provision  for 
their  maintenance,  by  a  decree  of  divorce, 
may  be  made  by  petition  in  that  case  long 
after  the  decree  has  become  final  and  the 
mother  has  remarried.  McKay  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco Super.  Ct.  (Cal.)  595 

18.  A  divorced  wife  can  maintain  an  action 
against  her  former  husband  for  the  mainten- 
ance of  a  minor  child,  when  the  father  is 
found  unfit  to  have  the  custody  of  the  child 
and  this  has  been  awarded  to  her.  Qibson  v. 
Gibson  (Wash.)  587 

14.  An  agreement  to  provide  for  the  best 
interests  of  a  child,  made  by  parents  who  have 
separated  and  are  to  live  in  different  jurisdic- 
tions, by  which  the  husband  agrees  to  pay 
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certain  sums  for  the  maiDteoanoe  of  the  cbild 
and  a  certain  allowance  of  alimony  to  the  wife, 
with  a  provision  that  a  divorce  or  second  mar- 
riage of  either  party  shall  terminate  the  agree- 
ment,— is  terminated  and  mutually  abandoned 
when  the  husband  obtains  judgment  for  ab- 
solute divorce  in  one  state,  and  the  wife  ob- 
tains a  limited  divorce  in  another  state.  Atfier- 
ton  ▼.  Atherton  (N.  T.)  d91 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Marriage  of  person  when  insane: — (I.)  In- 
▼alidity  of;  (11.)  degree  of  incapacity  which 
will  affect;  (III.)  test  of  capacity  to  contract; 
(IV.)  test  of  capacity  to  know  the  nature  of 
the  act;  (V.)  incapacity  combined  with  fraud; 
<VI.)  incapacity  as  a  ground  for  divorce;  (VII.) 
ratification  and  waiver  of  right  to  attack; 
(VIU.)  evidence  of  incapacity:  (a)  presump- 
tion and  burden  of  proof;  {h)  suflSciency, 
weight,  and  admissibility;  (c) effect  of  inquisi- 
tion; (IX.)  annullment;  (a)  necessity  of  decree 
for;  ih)  jurisdiction;  procedure;  {c)  effect    787 

Marriage  of  insane  person.  258 

Action  by  wife  against  husband  for  tort  549 
Right  of  action  by  wife  for  tort  of  husband. 

758 
Jurisdiction  for  divorce.  292 

Duty  to  support  children  after  divorce. 

680,  587 

HTPNOTISM.    See  also  Evidence,  86. 

Notes  and  Briefs; 

Hypnotism:— (I.)  Nature  of  subject;  (II.) 
definition:  (III.)  its  ex  stence  and  effect  gen- 
erally; (IV.)  its  use  in  procuring  the  commis- 
sion of  crime:  (V.)  its  use  in  procurioff  sub- 
mission to  criminal  acts  or  attacks;  (VI.)  its 
use  as  an  inquisitorial  agent;  (VIL)  its  cura- 
tive uses;  'propriety  of  restraint  269 

INCOMPETENT  PERSONS.  See  also 
Banks,  1 ;  Evidrncb.  20;  Husband  and 
Wife,  1-5;  Wills,  1-8. 

A  guardian  of  a  lunatic  cannot  be  re- 
moved in  ao  ex  parte  proceeding  in  which  no 
notice  is  served  on  him.    8ina  v.  Sims  (N.  C.) 

737 

Notes  and  Briefb. 

See  also  Husband  and  Wife;  Hypnotism. 

Incompetent  persons;  insane  delusions.    256 

INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTOR.  See 

Master  and  Servant,  8,  9. 

INDIAN  RESERVATION.  See  Com- 
merce, 1;  Game  Laws. 

INDICTMENT  AND  INFORMATION. 

Addition  of  the  state  to  the  name  of 
the  district  attorney  who  signs  an  information 
charging  one  with  crime  is  not  necessary. 
People  V.  Ebanka  (Cal.)  289 

INFANTS.  See  also  Husband  and  Wife, 
10-14;  Judgment,  3;  Negliqenck,  6. 

1.  The  direction  by  will  that  a  child  shall 
40L.R.A. 


be  reared  by  the  sisters  of  the  testatrix  and 
trained  as  their  own  is  not  limited  by  a  subse- 
quent provision  for  the  appointment  of  her 
husband  as  guardian  and  to  manage  the  busi- 
ness and  property  of  the  tesutrix.  Siring- 
feUow  V.  SomertUU  (Va.)  828 

2.  A  man  who  permits  the  custody  of  his 
infant  cbild  to  pass,  in  accordance  with  his 
wife's  will,  to  her  sisters,  and  allows  the  child 
to  remain  with  and  be  reared  and  trained  by 
them  for  five  or  six  years,  will  not  l)e  allowed 
to  reassert  his  right  to  the  custody  of  the  child, 
if  this  is  not  for  the  welfare  of  the  child.    Id. 

8.  As  between  two  claimants  of  the  cus- 
tody of  an  infant,  the  question  is  not  which 
can  surround  the  child  with  greater  luxury, 
or  give  him  the  greater  amount  of  money  or 
property,  but  with  which  the  child  is  likely  to 
be  reared  and  trained  so  as  to  make  the  better 
man  and  the  better  citizen.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Infants;  effect  of  agreement  as  to  custody  of. 

293 


Contract  for  custody  of. 


824 


INHERITANCE  TAX.    See   Constitu- 
tional Law,  4;  Taxes,  5-7. 

INJUNCTION.    See  also  Waters,  a 

1.  An  injunction  against  the  use  of  ■ 
name  may  be  granted  in  favor  of  one  who  has 
the  exclusive  right  thereto,  although  no  dam- 
age is  alleged.     Bagby  d  B,  Oo.y.  Biters  (Md.) 

832 

2.  A  mandatory  injunction  to  compel  the 
secret  password  of  the  grand  lodge  of  a  benevo- 
lent society  to  be  given  to  a  delegate  of  a 
subordinate  lodge,  and  to  permit  him  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  deliberations,  is  not  within  the 
province  of  a  court  of  equity,  where  it  is  not 
shown  that  any  right  of  property  is  endangered, 
although  an  irreparable  injury  may  be  done  to 
the  delegate  and  to  his  lodge  by  excluding 
him.  WeUenvou  v.  Grand  Lodge  K,  of  F, 
(Ky.)  488 

8.  Charter  power  to  make  general  police 
regulations  for  the  benefit  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, and  to  provide  for  the  abatement  and 
removal  of  nuisances,  will  not  authorize  a  city 
to  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  filling  up  of  a 
lake  shore  alonff.  but  outside,  the  limits  of  a 
public  street.    Jiaduon  v.  Mayer*  (Wis.)    885 

4.  A  city  may  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin 
abutting  owners  from  removing  materials  from 
the  unused  part  at  the  side  of  a  street,  which 
will  make  the  opening  of  the  street  to  its  entire 
width  more  difllcult.  Id, 

5.  A  town  cannot  enjoin  the  erection  of 
abutments  in  one  of  its  highways  in  pursuance 
of  an  order  by  the  railroad  commission  to 
abolish  a  grade  crossing;  but  if  it  regards  its 
rights  encroached  upon,  it  must  appeal  from 
the  order.  Bristol  v.  iVew  England  R.  Co. 
(Conn.)  479 

6.  An  injunction  against  devoting  prop> 
erty  dedicated  for  an  ornamental  park  to  any 
other  use  can  be  granted  in  favor  of  the  orig- 
inal donors  of  the  property.  Bo}£zee  ▼.  Pierce 
(Miss.)  402 
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7.  An  iDlanction  against  the  proprietor  of 
m  theatre  will  not  be  granted  to  prevent  his 
breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  the  theatre  and 
its  equipment,  including  light,  heat,  music, 
ushers,  etc.,  to  the  manager  of  a  company  for 
a  certain  time,  and  to  prevent  him  from  fur- 
nishing the  theatre  to  a  rival  company  during 
that  period,  nor  can  the  contract  be  partlv  en- 
forced by  injunction  limited  to  the  use  of  the 
building  and  furnishings.  Weliv  y.  Jacobs 
(111.)  W 

8.  The  mere  possibilitT  of  injury  by  an 
unconstitutional  statute  which  may  prevent  in- 
surance companies  from  making  such  contracts 
as  person^  might  otherwise  procure  them  to 
make  will  not  authorize  injunctive  relief  in  be- 
half of  those  who  wish  such  contracts.  Buti- 
neu  Men's  League  Y.  Waddill{Uo.)  501 

9.  An  injunction  against  the  approval  by 
the  superintendent  of  the  insurance  depart- 
ment of  a  uniform  policy  of  insurance,  under 
a  statute  which  is  alleged  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional as  an  attempt  to  delegate  to  him  legisla- 
tive powers,  cannot  be  granted  on  behalf  of 
individuals  in  order  to  protect  them  in  the 
right  to  make  contracts  of  insurance  to  suit 
their  varying  needs  and  circumstances,  as 
the  statute,  if  unconstitutional,  cannot  stand 
in  the  way  of  any  contracts  that  may  be 
made.  Id. 

10.  A  perpetual  injunction  may  be  granted 
against  the  execution  of  a  contract  for  the  care 
of  a  person  having  leprosy,  when  its  tendency 
is  not  to  protect  the  community  but  to  cause  a 
dissemination  of  the  disease.  Baltimore  v. 
Fairfield  Improv.  Co.  (Md.)  494 

11.  Serious  injury  to  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  residents  of  a  locality  by  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  pest  house  in  the  vicioiiy  will 
warrant  an  injunction  against  it.  Id. 

NOTBB  AND  BBIBF8. 

Injunction;  by  municipalities  against  nui- 
sances in  waters  and  watercourses:— (I.)  In 
general;  (II.)  pollution  and  other  matters  af- 
fecting health.  465 
Against  nuisance.                                     494 
Tq  enforce  negative  covenant.  98 

INNKEEPERS.    See  also  Ahim als,  6. 

1.  The  liability  of  an  innkeeper  for  goods 
stolen  from  a  peddler's  cart  while  in  the  inn- 
keeper's custody  is  not  avoided  by  the  fact 
that  the  peddler  had  no  license  to  peddle,  as 
be  did  not  lodge  at  the  inn  as  a  peddler. 
Cohen  v.  Manvel  (Me.)  491 

2.  A  cart  of  a  peddler  who  becomes  a 
guest  at  an  inn  is  delivered  to  the  innkeeper 
for  safe  custody,  within  the  meaning  of  Me. 
Rev.  atat.  chap.  27.  §  7,  when  by  his  direc- 
tions it  is  placed  in  a  livery  stable  lielonffing  to 
faim,  although  it  is  not  connected  with  the  inn. 

Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Innkeepers;  liability  for  goods  of  guest;  ille- 
gal business  of  guest.  491 


INQUEST. 
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See  CoBONEn. 


INSOLVENCY.     See  also  E8T0ppjil»  4, 
Pabtnbkship,  8:  Sbt-Off. 

A  claim  accruing  after  an  assignment 
for  creditors  on  a  contract  previously  made  by 
the  assignor  is  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signee only  to  the  extent  of  the  balance  due 
after  deducting  a  claim  against  the  assignor 
which  was  a  valid  existing  sei-off  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment.    Be  Hatefi  (N.  Y.)         tOi 

INSPECTION.    See  Discovbbt. 

INSURANCE.  See  also  Corporations,  11, 
12;  Eyidbmcb,  9-11,  44;  Injunction,  8, 9. 

1.  The  power  of  the  superintendent  of  in- 
surance to  revoke  or  decline  to  renew  a  license 
of  a  life  insurance  company  created  under  the 
laws  of  another  slate,  under  Ohio  Rev.  Stat. 
^  2746,  because  of  its  refusal  to  pay  taxes,  is 
not  suspended  by  the  pendency  of  an  action 
brought  by  him  against  the  company  for  such 
taxes.  State,  National  Life  Amo.,  v.  MattJiewe 
(Ohio)  418 

2.  What  constitutes  life  insurance  on  the 
assessment  plan  within  the  meaning  of  Ohio 
Rev.  Stat.  §  868O0,  must  be  determined  by  the 
laws  of  that  state;  and  these  contemplate  that 
such  insurance  must  be  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
the  policy  holders,  and  the  principal  source  of 
revenue  roust  arise  from  post  mortem  assess- 
ments intended  to  liquidate  specific  losses.  /dL 

8.  A  corporation  having  a  capital  stock  in 
which  many  members  do  not  share,  and  con- 
ducting business  for  the  pecuniary  l)enefit  of 
the  stockholders,  is  not  acting  "for  the  sole 
benefit  of  its  members  and  their  beneficiaries, 
and  not  for  profit,"  within  the  meaning  of 
Md.  Code,  g  148«.  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  issue 
fraternal  beneficiary  certificates.  International 
Fraternal  AUianee  v.  State  (Md.)  187 

4.  Policies  for  more  than  $1,000  on  one 
life,  when  they  are  policies  of  insurance  such 
as  CO  operative  assessment  associations  issue, 
and  not  certificates  such  as  fraternal  benefi- 
ciary associations  issue,  cannot  be  lawfully 
issued  by  a  corporation  subject  to  Md.  Code, 
art.  28,  §  128,  although  its  charter  provides, 
no^only  for  insurance,  but  "for  social  or 
fraternal  beneficial  purposes,  or  both."        Id. 

5.  An  insurance  company  having  capital 
stock  and  stockholders  for  whose  benefit  it 
was  created  may  be  admitted  to  transact  busi- 
ness on  the  assessment  plan  in  Ohio,  under 
Ohio  Rev.  Stat  g  8630^,  if  authorized  to  trans- 
act such  business  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
which  created  it,  although  there  is  no  statu- 
tory authority  given  to  Ohio  stock  corpora- 
tions to  do  such  business.  State,  National 
Life  Ateo.,  y.  Matthew  (Ohio)  418 

Cancelation. 

6.  A  return  or  tender  of  nneamed  premi- 
ums is  necessary  in  order  to  affect  a  cancela- 
tion of  an  insurance  policy  providing  that  it 
may  be  canceled  **by  giving  five  days'  notice," 
and  also  that  *'the  unearned  premium  shall  be 
returned  on  surrender  of  this  policy."  TiedeU 
V.  Nete  Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.)        765 

7.  Notice  that  an  unearned  premium  will 
be  returned,  and  holding  the  amount  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  insurea,  does  not  satisfy  the 
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obligation  of  an  iDSured  to  return  tbe  premiam 
as  a  condition  of  canceling  the  policy.  Id, 
Illegal  busineM. 

S.  Insurance  on  merchandise  kept  for  an 
illegal  business,  such  as  a  stock  of  drugs  and 
liquors  kept  by  a  dealer  who  does  not  have  the 
permit  required  by  law  to  sell  them,  is  not  void 
as  against  public  policy.  Brbv.  Oerman- Amer- 
ican Ins,  Go.  (Iowa)  845 
Conditions. 

9.  Insurance  companies  have  the  same 
rights  as  individuals  to  limit  their  liability  and 
to  impose  whatever  conditions  they  please 
upon  their  obligations,  not  inconsistent  with 
public  policy  or  statutory  provisions.  Dumas 
V.  NcnrthweHtem  Aat.  Ins.  Co.  (D.  C.)  858 

As  to  title  and  encumbrances. 

10.  A  condition  that  an  insurance  i>olicy 
shall  not  be  valid  if  the  property  is  mortgaged 
does  not  contravene  any  public  policy.         Id, 

11.  The  purchaser  of  property  on  the  in- 
stalment plan,  of  which  the  title  is  reserved  in 
the  seller,  has  not  a  sole  and  unconditional 
ownership  of  it,  within  tbe  meaning  of  an  in- 
Burance  policy.  Id. 

12.  The  indivisibility  of  an  insurance  pol- 
icy upon  a  certain  amount  of  furniture  as  a 
whole  renders  it  entirely  void,  when  it  is 
avoided  as  to  part  by  breach  of  conditions  as 
to  title  and  encumbrances  on  the  property  and 
false  swearing  respecting  them,  under  a  pro- 
vision that  "this  entire  policy  shall  be  void"  in 
various  contingencies,  including  those  of  en- 
cumbrances on  the  property,  or  lack  of  sole 
ownership,  or  false  swearing  by  the  insured. 

Id. 
18,  An  express  condition  that  a  policy  shall 
be  void  if  the  insured  is  not  the  sole  and  un- 
conditional owner  of  the  propertv,  or  if  it  is 
mortgaged,  will  render  it  void  if  the  condi- 
tions are  broken,  even  if  the  insured  made  no 
representations  as  to  the  property  or  any  fraud- 
ulent concealment  of  the  facta.  Id. 

14.  An  insurer  will  be  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  have  waived  a  provision  of  a  policy, 
rendering  it  void,  if  there  is  a  mortgage  or 
other  encumbrance  on  the  property,  whether 
inquired  about  or  not,  unless  it  is  so  notified  to 
the  company  and  so  expressed  in  the  policy,  if 
the  value  of  the  property  exceeded  the  en- 
cumbrance so  that  insured  had  an  Insurable 
interest  therein,  although  the  agent  had  no 
actual  knowledge  of  the  encumbrance,  where 
no  inquiries  were  made  of  the  insured  respec^ 
Ing  the  character  or  condition  of  his  title,  and 
he  made  no  false  representations  respecting  the 
same,  and  did  not  intentionally  conceal  the 
existence  of  the  encumbrance,  and  the  insurer 
accepted  and  retained  the  premium.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co,  V.  FvXler  (Neb.)  408 

15.  A  mere  executory  agreement  to  sell  in- 
sured goods  does  not  constitute  any  change 
of  interest  within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance 
policy.  Erb  v.  Qerman-American  Ins.  Co. 
(Iowa)  845 
Preferred  occupation. 

16.  A  bank  cashier  does  not  as  matter  of 
law  lose  his  right  to  recover  upon  an  accident 
insurance  policy  providing  that  it  shall  be 
wholly  void  as  to  all  accidents  occurring  while 
be  is  engaizred  in  any  profession,  employment, 
40  L.  R.  A, 


or  exposure  not  rated  as  a  preferred  occupa- 
tion, by  sawing  oif  blocks  from  a  board  for 
his  own  use.  Hess  v.  Preferred  Masonic  Mut. 
Aeci.  Asso.  (Mich.)  444 

17.  The  use  of  a  buzz  saw  by  a  bank 
cashier  insured  against  accidents  by  a  policy 
providing  that  it  shall  be  void  as  to  all  acci- 
dents occuriing  while  he  is  engaged  in  any  pro- 
fession, employment  or  exposure  not  rated  a 
preferred  occupation,  will  not  prevent  recovery 
for  an  accident  caused  by  his  slipping  and  fall- 
ing against  the  saw  after  he  has  ceased  to  use  it. 

Id. 

18.  One  insured  as  a  grocer's  secretary  and 
treasurer  in  an  accident  insurance  company, 
whose  policy  provides  that  if  he  is  injured 
while  engaged  in  work  or  duty  classified  as 
more  hazardous  than  the  occupation  for  which 
he  is  insured,  he  shall  recover  at  the  rate  fixed 
for  the  increased  hazard,— does  not,  as  matter 
of  law,  change  his  occupation  to  farming  by 
returning  to  a  farm  owned  by  him  less  than  a 
week  after  his  employment  as  such  secretary 
and  treasurer  ceases.  Johnson  v.  London  Guar- 
antee db  A.  Co.  (Mich.)  440 

Exposure  to  dangler. 

19.  One  must  act  with  gross  or  wanton 
negligence  to  make  his  act  a  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger,  within  the  pro- 
vision in  an  accident  insurance  policy.         Id, 

20.  The  words  "voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger"  do  not  embrace  every  ex- 
posure that  an  insured  person  might  have 
avoided  by  the  exercise  of  due  care,  but  re- 
late to  dangers  of  a  substantial  character,  which 
he  knew  and  to  which  he  purposely  and  con- 
sciously exposed  himself,  intending  at  the  time 
to  assume  all  the  risks.  United  States  Mut, 
Aed.  Asso.  v.  HuhbeU  (Ohio)  453 

21.  Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger,  within  the  meaning  of  an  accident 
insurance  policy,  is  not  shown  by  the  facts  that 
the  insured,  without  knowing  that  a  train  was 
due, sat  on  a  bag  on  the  railroad  track  at  a  high- 
way crossing,  and  upon  being  warned  of  the  ap- 
proach of  a  train,  started  away,  but  turned  back 
for  the  bag,  and  was  struck  before  he  could  get 
away.    Fidelity  db  C,  Co.  v.  Chambers  (Va.) 

.482 

22.  Hunting  for  game  with  a  loaded  gun 
is  not  a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  the  meaning  of  an  accident  in- 
surance policy  excluding  injuries  sustained  by 
reason  of  such  exposure.  CorntoeU  v.  Fraternal 
Aeei.  Asso.  (N.  D.)  ^  437 

23.  Attempting  to  scale  a  bank  with  a  loaded 
gun  in  hand  is  not  a  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger  within  the  meaning  of  an  ac- 
cident insurance  policy.  Id. 
24.  The  owner  of  a  furm  does  not  voluntar- 
ily expose  himself  to  unnecessan^  danger 
within  tbe  provisions  of  an  accident  insurance 
policy,  by  attempting  to  drive  a  bull  from  a 
calf  pasture  into  which  it  has  broken,  if  he  does 
not  believe,  and  has  no  reason  to  believe,  tbat 
there  is  any  danger  to  himself  in  so  doing. 
Johnson  V.  London  Guarantee  db  A.  Co.  (Mirb.) 

440 

26.  An  attempt  to  cross  a  slough  in  a  public 
road,  made  by  a  traveling  salesman  who  has  reg- 
ularly crossed  it  twice  a  year  for  thirteen  years. 


Intent;  Intekcst. 


and  who,  acting  on  his  own  judgment  based 
on  his  previous  knowledge  and  appe  irance  of 
the  place,  together  with  the  opinions  of  others, 
concludes  that  there  is  no  danger  to  bis  life 
in  making?  the  attempt, — is  not  a  voluntary 
exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  within  tbe 
meaning  of  an  accident  insurance  policy. 
United  States  Mut.  Aed.  Auo.  ▼.  ilubbeU{Ohifi) 

463 

Violation  of  law. 

26.  One  who  has  started  to  bunt  prairie 
chickens  with  a  loaded  gun  at  a  season  wben  it 
is  unlawful  to  kill  them,  and  wbo  is  injured 
by  an  accidental  discbarge  of  his  gun  as  he  is 
climbing  a  bank,  is  not  engaged  in  violation  of 
law  wiibin  the  exception  of  an  accident  insur- 
ance policy.  (hrnweU  y.  Fraternal  Aed,  Asao. 
(N.  D.)  487 

Intoxication* 

27.  That  an  insured  person  had  taken  drinks 
just  before  be  received  an  in  jurj^  will  not,  if  he 
was  not  drunk,  bring  him  within  tbe  clause  of 
the  policy  that  it  shall  not  "cover  any  acci- 
dental injury  which  mav  happen  to  me  while 
under  the  influence  of  intoxicating  drinks  " 
Fidelity  db  0,  Co.  ▼.  Chambers  (Ya.)  482 
FaU  of  building. 

28.  A  stipulation  that  "in  case  of  tbe  fall  of 
the  building  all  insurance  bv  this  policy  shall 
immediately  cease"  is  a  condition  subsequent, 
and  not  an  exception,  and  tbe  burden  of  show- 
ing that  it  became  operative  before  loss  is  upon 
the  insurer, — especially  where  it  is  not  in  the 
descriptive  part  of  tbe  policy,  but  is  among  tbe 
provisos;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  tbe  clause 
"except  as  hereinafter  provided"  is  inserted  in 
the  descriptive  part  of  the  policy.  Western 
As6ur.  Oo.  ▼.  /.  E.  MoMman  Co,  (C.  C.  A  pp. 
2d  C.)  661 
Accidental  injury. 

29.  Death  caused  by  accidental  drowning 
is  death  from  'external,  violent  and  accidental 
means,"  within  the  meaning  of  an  accident 
policy.  United  States  Mut,  Aed.  Asso.  t.  Hub- 
6^2/ (Ohio)  458 

80.  Blood  poisoning  caused  by  an  accident, 
and  which  is  a  mere  link  in  the  chain  of  cau- 
gation  between  the  accident  and  tbe  d^ath 
which  it  produces,  is  not  an  intervening  and 
independent  cause  of  death  which  will  prevent 
liability  on  insurance  against  accident.  West- 
ern Commerei<il  TrateUrtf  Atso,  v.  Smith  (CO. 
App.  8th  C.)  658 

81.  An  abrasion  of  the  skin  of  a  toe,  unex 
pectedly  caused,  without  design,  by  unforeseen, 
unusual,  and  unexpected  friction  in  tbe  act  of 
wearing  a  new  shoe,  is  an  accidental  injury 
within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy. 

id. 

82.  Blood  poisoning  by  |;erms  in  cotton 
placed  in  a  person's  mouth  with  her  consent, 
by  a  dentist,  to  stop  tbe  flow  of  blood  after  ex- 
tracting a  tooth,  creates  no  liability  on  an  acci- 
dent policy  which  has  a  condition  against 
liability  for  injuries  "from  poison  or  anything 
accidentally  or  otherwise  taken,  administered, 
absorbed,  or  inhaled."  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  germs  were  not  known  to  exist  in 
the  cotton,  since  thev  were  voluntarily,  though 
accidentally,  introduced  into  the  system. 
Kasten  v.  Interstate  Casualty  Co.  (Wis.)  651 
40  L.  R.  A. 


Notice  of  injury. 

33.  Notice  of  an  accident  cnuping  dentb, 
given  to  an  insurance  company  twenty  nine 
days  after  knowledge  of  the  facts  was  ob- 
tained, is  not  "immediate"  wiibin  the  meaning 
of  the  policy.  Foster  ▼.  Fidelity  dt  C.  Co. 
(Wis.)  883 

84.  No  notice  of  an  accident  or  injury  caus- 
ing death  need  be  given  by  the  beneficiary  of 
tbe  death  loss  until  Uie  death  occurs,  where  tbe 
policy  provides  for  immediate  notice  **in  tbe 
event  of  any  accident  or  injury  for  which 
claim  shall  be  made,  ...  or  in  case  of  death 
resulting  therefrom,"  as  this  provides  for  two 
notices  for  different  claims,  one  of  injury  not 
resulting  in  death,  and  the  other  of  death. 
Western  Commerdal  lYavetertf  Asao.  v.  Smith 
(C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  653 
Proofs  of  loss;  fraud* 

85.  An  estimate  of  the  value  of  insured 
property  by  tbe  insured  in  his  proofs  of  loss 
will  not  constitute  fraud  if  he  places  the  amount 
too  high  merely  through  inaavertence  or  mis- 
take. Erh  V.  German- American  Ins.  Co. 
(Iowa)  845 

86.  Failure  to  read  an  affidavit  which  is 
short,  plain,  and  simple  will  not  relieve  the 
affiant  from  the  effect  of  false  swearing  as  to 
the  title  and  lack  of  encumbrances  on  property, 
to  avoid  insurance  thereon,  although  the  affi- 
davit was  prepared  by  the  insurance  agent. 
Dumas  v.  Northwestern  If  at.  Ins.  Co.  (D.  C.) 

858 
Notes  aud  Brtrfs. 

Insurance;  forfeiture  of  charter  of  company 
for  abuse.  188 

Right  to  contract  for.  50t 

Breach  of  conditions  of  policy.  408 

Violating  criminal  law  as  breach  of.        487 
Avoided  by  encumbrance  and  false  swear- 
ing. 858 
Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  the  meaning  of  insurance  policy: — Tl.) 
Construction  compared  with  negligence;  (II.) 
consciousneas  of  danger;  (III.)  risks  incident 
to  duty  or  necessity;  (IV.)  unexpected  results; 
(V.).what  constitutes;  particular  cases;  (VL) 
proof  of,  as  a  defense.                                  482 
Proviso  against  poison  or  anything  adminis- 
tered, absorbed,  or  inhaled.                        652 
Disease  or  accident  as  cause  of  death. 

652,664 
Return  of  premium  for  cancelation  of.    765 
Immediate    notice   of   injury;   waiver  of 
proofs.  884 

Validity  of  fire  insurance  on  property  il- 
legally used:—  (I.)  General  principles;  (II.) 
violation  of  excise  laws;  (III.)  offenses  against 
public  order  and  decency;  (lY.)  violation  of 
law  taxing  occupations,  845 

INTENT.    See  Cbibot^al  Law,  1. 

INTEREST. 

Interest  on  the  whole  amount  of  a  trust 
fund  deposited  in  a  bank  is  chargeable  to  the 
bank  from  the  time  of  a  demand  by  the  true 
owner  and  a  refusal  to  pay.  American  Trust 
db  B.  Co.  V.  Boone  (Ga.)  250 
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IMTOZICATINS  LiQCTOBB — LXOKLATIYB  JoURHALa. 


INTOXICATING  LIQUORS.    See  also 
Trial,  11. 

Ad  ordinance  may  yeat  diflcretionarj 
power  in  the  council  as  to  issuing  licenses  for 
the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  certain 
limits,  where  there  is  charter  authority  to  en- 
act ordinances  to  tax  and  regulate  that  business, 
but  such  discretion  must  be  reasonably  exer- 
cised.   SCaU,  ^obU,  ▼.  Cheyenne  (Wyo.)    710 

KOTEB  and  BrIBPB. 

Intoxicating  liquors;  discretion  aa  to  license 
to  sell.  710 

INTOXICATION.      See   Drunkenmesb, 
Notes  and  Bribvs. 

IRRIGATION.    See  Nuisaiycbb,  4. 

JOINT  CREDITOR  AND  DEBTOR. 

See  Bills  and  Notkb,  5;  Fihes,  2. 

JOINT  OWNERS.    See  Notice. 

JOINT  RATES.    See  Carriers,  la 

JUDGMENT.     Pee   also   Contracts,    8; 
Rklioious  Societies,  1. 

1.  The  right  of  action  on  a  judgment  exists 
at  common  law,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  to 
the  contrary.    Beitman  ▼.  Qnoley  (Wash.)  815 

2.  A  judgment  ia  not  rendered  so  as  to 
constitute  a  lien  from  the  "time  of  such  ren- 
dition," T^ithin  the  meaning  of  Iowa  Code, 
§  8801.  until  it  is  entered  on  the  record  of  the 
court,  as  required  by  §  8784.  although  a  form 
of  judgment  has  been  signed  by  the  judge  and 
indorsed  "filed"  by  the  clerk.  Callanan  v. 
Votruba  (Iowa)  875 

8.  The  decree  of  a  probate  court  ordering 
the  sale  by  a  guardian  of  shares  of  stock  owned 
by  infants  is  void,  when  it  was  made  without 
any  notice  to  them  or  to  the  guardian  upon  a 
petition  signed  in  the  guardian's  name  without 
any  authority.     (/Herron  v.  Oray  (Mass.)  498 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Judgment;  validity   of   divorce   in   other 

state.  291 

When  becomes  Hen.  875 

Validity  of  statute  restricting  lien  on.      815 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE.    See  Pleading,  8. 

JUDICIAL  SALE.    See  also  Mobtoagb, 
6-9. 

1.  The  testator's  intention  that  real  estate 
should  not  be  alienated  will  not  prevent  a 
court  of  equity  from  ordering  its  sale  if  neces- 
sary to  preserve  the  benefit  of  it  to  the  bene- 
ficiary.    Qaviny.  OurtiniUl)  776 

2.  Land  left  to  a  life  tenant  and  remainder- 
man may  be  sold  by  a  court  of  equity  if  it  is 
necesaarv  to  prevent  its  loss  through  inability 
of  the  life  tenant  to  pay  the  taxes.  Id. 

8.  Possible  afterbom  children  will  be 
bound  by  a  decree  directing  its  sale  to  preserve 
the  interest  of  remaindermen  under  a  devise  of 
land  fromlosa  for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  where 
40  L.  R.  A. 


the  parties  in  being  and  before  the  conrt  have 
the  same  incentive  to  accomplish  the  same  pur- 
pose as  would  move  and  possess  the  parties  not 
in  ease  if  they  were  in  being.  Id. 

4.  An  undisclosed  gold  clauae  In  a  mort- 
gage subject  to  which  real  estate  is  bought  at 
auction  is  not  a  defect  in  title  which  will  en- 
irble  the  purchaser  to  withdraw  from  his  con- 
tract; nor  will  a  contract  be  implied  on  the 
part  of  the  vendor  that  no  such  clause  existed, 
a  breach  of  which  will  entitle  the  purchaser  to 
rescind  the  contract  and  recover  his  deposit, 
where  the  government  has  pledged  its  faith  to 
keep  all  its  funds  at  par,  and  the  terms  of  the 
mortgage  are  such  that  there  is  no  probability 
that  the  policy  of  the  government  will  be 
changed  before  the  mortgage  t)ecome8  due. 
Blanek  v.  Scidlier  (N.  Y.)  666 

Notkb  and  Brikfs. 
Judicial  sales;  enforcement  of«  667 

Chancery  Jurisdiction  for.  777 

JURT.    See  Appeal  ahd  Error,  20;  Eti- 
DBMCE,  7;  Trial,  1,  2;  Witnk88E8,  1. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

The  Nebraaka  district  court  has  no  auch 
Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  surety  on  an  un- 
dertaking on  appeal  from,  a  Justice's  judgment 
that  it  may  on  rendering  a  Judgment  against 
appellant  render  the  same  against  the  auretv. 
Drummond  Carriage  Co,  v.  MUU  (Neb.)    761 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    See  also 
Action  ob  Suit,  1. 

The  lessor  of  a  pulp  mill  does  not  owe 
to  the  servants  of  the  lessee  the  duty  of  milk- 
ing the  requisite  examination,  or  of  poasesaing 
the  requisite  technical  Icamine,  and  communi- 
cating the  results  as  to  the  safe  condition  of  a 
digester  in  the  mill,  before  turning  the  plant 
over  to  the  lessee.  Whitmore  ▼.  Orono  Pulp 
<fc  P.  Co.  (Me.)  877 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Executors  and  Adicinibtrators. 

Lessor's  liability  for  dangerous  condition  of 
premises.  877 

LANGUAGE.    Bee  Publication. 

LARCENT.    See  also  Animals,  8;  Bbbs,  t 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Larceny;  of  dog.  609,  514 

Of  bees.  e» 

LAW  BOOKS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
As  evidence.  6BS 

LEASE.    Bee  Aliens,  1. 

LEGACY.    See  Conflict  of  Laws,  1. 

LEGAL  TENDER.    See  Monet,  2,  S. 

LEGISLATIVE       JOURNALS.      Ses 

Courts,  2;  Evidence,  2a 


Leprosy— MA88B8. 


901 


liEPBOST.    See  Contract,   7;  Isjwsto- 

TION,  10. 

X.IBEL    AND      SLANDER.    See    also 
Cabr,  ». 

1.  The  tTEDsmlssioD  by  sound  over  tele- 
graph wires  by  the  telegraph  operator  at  one 
place  to  an  operator  at  another,  of  a  libelous 
message  to  be  by  the  latter  reduced  to  writin*^ 
and  delivered  to  the  person  referred  to  therein, 
is  a  publication  of  the  libel.  Peterson  v.  Went- 
ern  U.  TeUg.Co.  (Minn.)  661 

2.  A  telegraph  company  is  liable,  whether 
negligent  or  not,  for  the  act  of  one  of  its  opera- 
tors io  transmitting  a  libelous  messsge  over  its 
wires  if  such  act  was  wrongful,  but  is  not  lia- 
ble, however  negligent  it  may  have  been  in 
employing  the  operator,  or  in  not  adopting 
proper  rules,  if  such  act  was  lawful.  Id. 


KOTBS  AND  BrIBVS. 

Libel;  publication  of. 


661 


IjICEN8E«  See  also  Awnings,  2;  Innkbbp- 

BR8,  1. 

1.  A  tax  upon  occupations  or  employ- 
ments, whether  for  revenue  or  as  an  exaction 
for  the  privilege  of  pursuing  a  calling,  may  be 
imposed  and  collected  in  the  form  of  a  license 
fee.     BarUay.Chieago  {l\\.)  611 

2.  A  delegation  of  the  power  to  impose 
license  taxes  on  occupations  may  be  made  by 
the  legislature  to  municipal  corporations.    Id, 

8.  The  uniform itv  of  a  license  tax  on  oc- 
cupations is  reauired  py  HI.  Const,  art.  9,  §  1, 
only  as  to  the  class  upon  which  it  operates.  Id. 

4.  "Goods,  wares,  and  merchsndise"  for 
the  sale  or  negotiation  of  which  a  broker  is  re- 
quired to  pay  a  license  tax,  include  shares  in 
ttie  capital  stock  of  incorporated  compaoies 
and  other  securities  which  are  the  subject  of 
common  barter  and  sale  and  which  are  given 
Tisible  and  palpable  form  by  means  of  certifi- 
cates, bonds,  or  other  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness. Id. 

5.  A  license  tax  on  brokers  extends  to  a 
member  of  a  stock  exchange  who  buys  and 
sells  stocks,  bonds,  or  securities  on  the  floor  of 
the  exchange  in  his  own  name,  and  makes  or 
receives  delivery  and  payment  in  the  execu- 
tion of  orders  for  his  customers.  .  *     Id. 

6.  Either  regulation  or  revenue  may  be 
the  purpose  of  a  license  tax  imposed  on  the  oc- 
cupation of  a  broker  and  other  trades  or  occu- 

rations  mentioned  in  111.  Const.  1870,  art.  0. 
1,  and  it  is  not  material  to  determine  which 
may  be  the  purpose  of  the  license.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bribf& 
License;  of  brokers.  611 

LIENS.    Bee  also  Judgment.  2. 

1.  Every  person  who  has  bestowed  labo' 
and  skill  on  a  chattel  bailed  to  him  for  the  pur 
pose,  thereby  increasing  its  value,  has  alien  on 
auch  chattel  under  the  common  law,  and  may 
retain  the  same  until  paid  his  reasonable 
charges  for  his  servicea  Drummond  Carriage 
Ot>.v.MilU(Neb.)  761 1 

40  L.  R.  A. 


2.  One  who  makes  needed  repairs  on  a 
mortgaged  buggy  left  with  him  for  tlie  pur- 
pose by  the  mortgagor  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  a  lien  thereon 
for  his  services  superior  to  that  of  the  mort- 
gagee where  the  latter  has  given  the  mortgagor 
at  least  implied  authority  to  have  repairs  made 
by  a  clause  in  the  mortgage  that  the  mortgagor 
should  not  so  negligently  or  improperly  use  or 
care  for  the  buggy  as  to  subject  it  to  probable 
loss  or  material  depreciation  in  value.       Id. 

NoTBs  AKD  Briefs. 
Liens;  priority  as  to  chattel  mortgage.    762 

LIFE  TENANTS.    See  Equity,  4 

IiIGHT. .  Bee  Easements,  7-0. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS.    See  also 
Constitutional  Law,  6. 

1.  The  right  of  a  foreign  corporation  to 
plead  the  statute  of  limitations  under  Cal.  act 
April  1,  1872,  depends  upon  its  compliance 
with  the  statute  in  respect  to  the  designation  of 
a  person  upon  whom  process  may  be  served. 
Pierce  v.  Southern  ^.  Co.  (Cal.)  850 

2.  The  failure  of  a  foreign  corporation  to 
file  and  register  its  charter  in  compliance  with 
the  statute  when  doing  business  in  the  state 
until  after  action  is  brought  against  it  will  not 
prevent  it  from  pleading  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions.  Tureott  v.  Tasoo  d  M.  V.  R.  Qo.  (Tenn  ) 

768 
8.  A  foreign  corporation  is  not  "out  of  the 
state"  within  tbemeaningof  Shannon's  (Tenn.) 
Code,  g  4455,  so  as  to  preclude  the  defense  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  when  the  corpora- 
tion has  officers  and  agents  in  the  state  on 
whom  service  can  be  made  at  any  time.       Id. 

LODGE.    See  Injunction,  2;  Pijbadino,  2. 

LOST  INSTRUHEN^TS.    See  EvmsNCs, 
21,  22. 

LUNATICS.    See  Inbanb  Pebsons. 

MALICE.     See    Fi&ncb,    1;    Notes   and 
Briefs. 

MANDATORY    INJUNCTION.      See 

Ijs}jujngtion,  2. 

MAP.    See  Plat;  Railroads,  4-6. 
MARRIAGE.    See  Confliot  of  Laws,  8. 

MASSES.    See  also  Common  Law. 

1.  A  bequest  of  a  certain  sum  to  a  bishop 
to  be  used  and  applied  for  masses  for  the  re- 
pose of  the  souls  of  certain  persons  specified 
IS  void  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  bene- 
ficiary who  may  enforce  performance  of  the 
trust.     MeHugh  ▼.  McCoU  (Wis.)  724 

2.  A  trust,  and  not  an  absolute  gift  to  the 
individual  named  as  recipient  of  the  gift,  is  ef- 
fected by  a  bequest  to  a  certain  persoo  "to  be 
used  and  applied  as  follows:  for  masses  for 
the  repose  of"  the  souls  of  certain  persona 
named,  etc.  Id. 

But  see  cases  following. 
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MA6TEB  AND  SEBVTAfiT,    MAXIMA. 


8.  A  gift  by  will  of  a  certain  sum  to  a 
priest  to  say  masses  for  the  testator,  being  an 
outright  gift  to  take  effect  at  once,  is  valid. 
Sketman,  v.  Baker  (R.  I.)  717 

4.  A  bequest  for  the  celebration  of  mass 
for  the  souls  of  the  testator  and  another,  made 
to  a  priest,  is  valid  as  a  gift  direct  to  the  donee 
with  aD  injunction  to  the  performance  of  the 
ceremonial  named;  and  the  fact  that  there  is  no 
living  beneficiary  is  immaterial  because  no 
trust  is  created.    Harrison  v.  Brophy  (Kan.) 

721 

6.  A  devise  and  bequest  to  a  church  in 
trust  to  expend  the  proceeds  in  saying  masses 
for  the  repose  of  the  souls  of  certain  persons  is 
not  void  as  a  mere  private  trust,  but  is  a  valid 
charitable  gift,  aiding  to  support  the  clergy 
and  public  worship,  as  it  is  presumed  that  the 
masses  will  be  said  in  public.  Hoeffer  v.  Clo 
gan{l\\.)  730 

6.  A  bequest  to  the  parish  priest  of  a  cer- 
tain church  to  say  masses  for  the  testator  goes 
to  the  priest  who  is  in  office  when  the  will 
takes  effect.    Sherman  v.  Baker  (R.  L)       717 


Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Masses;  validity  of  bequests  for. 


717 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT.  See  also 
BuiLDrNGB.  2,  8;  Contbacts,  5;  Custom, 
1;  Libel  and  Slander,  2. 

1.  Noticeof  a  contract  between  an  express 
company  and  a  railroad  company,  to  the  effect 
that  the  former  will  hold  the  latter  harmless 
against  claims  by  the  express  company's  em- 
ployees for  negligence  of  the  railroad  company 
or  otherwise,  is  chargeable  to  one  of  such  em- 
ployees who  goes  upon  the  tracks  of  the  rail- 
roali  company  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
under  the  license  given  to  the  express  company 
by  the  contract.  PiUOmrgh  C.  C.  dt  St.  L.  A 
Co,  V.  Mahoney  (Ind.)   .  101 

2.  A  release  by  an  emplovee  of  an  express 
company,  of  all  liability  for  injuries  sustained 
by  negligence  of  the  employer  "or  otherwise," 
includes  the  liability  of  the  express  company 
to  hold  a  railroad  with  which  it  does  business 
harmless  against  claims  by  the  express  com- 
pany's^employees  for  injuries,  and  precludes  an 
action  agamst  the  railroad  company  for  causing 
his  death  by  suddenly  closing  the  opening  be- 
tween parts  of  a  tram  while  he  was  passing 
between  them.  Id. 
Assumption  of  risks. 

8.  An  employee  assumes  the  risk  of  his 
employer's  methods  which  are  known  to  and 
acquiesced  in  by  him,  if  they  do  not  violate 
any  statute.  Euda  v.  American  Qlueose  Co, 
(N.  Y.)  411 

4.  An  assumption  of  risks,  by  express  con- 
tract of  a  local  employee  of  an  express  com- 
pany, includes  the  risk  of  injuries  by  cars  of  a 
railroad  company  with  which  the  express  com 
pany  does  business.  Pittsburgh,  0,  C.  dk  St.  L. 
JL  Co,  V.  Mahoney  (Ind.)  101 

6.  A  servant  may  rely  on  the  promise  of 
bis  master  to  repair  defects  in  the  place  where 
the  labor  is  to  be  performed,  only  so  long  as  is 
reasonably  necessair  to  make  the  repairs;  and 
if  he  continues  in  his  employment  after  the 
40  L.R.  A. 


lapse  of  such  time  be  will  be  considered  to 
have  waived  the  defects  and  to  have  assumed 
the  additional  risk.  lUinais  Steel  Co,  v.  Mann 
(111.)  781 

Mine  boss. 

6.  A  mine  boss  employed  according  to  the 
provisions  of  W.  Va.  Code  1891.  Append,  p. 
995,  §  11.  is  such  a  fellow-servant  of  work- 
men in  the  mine  that  in  case  of  injury  to  them 
through  his  negligence  the  master  is  not  re- 
sponsible. Williams  v.  Thaeker  Coal  db  C.  Co, 
(W.  Va.)  812 

7.  The  employment  of  a  competent  mine 
boss,  as  required  by  W.Va.  Ck>de  1891,  Append, 
p.  095,  §  11,  discharges  the  duty  prescribed  by 
statute,  and  the  employer  is  not  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  such  mine  boss.  id. 
Independent  contractor. 

8.  That  an  independent  contractor  is  in 
charge  of  an  entertainment  at  grounds  pro- 
vided by  a  streetcar  company  for  free  enter- 
tainment  of  patrons  will  not  entirely  relieve 
the  company  from  liability  for  injuries  to 
patrons,  if  the  entertainment  is  of  such  a  char- 
acter that  it  will  probably  cause  injury  to 
spectators  unless  due  precautions  are  taken  to 
guard  against  them.  Thompson  y.  Lowell,  L. 
db  H,  Street  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  345 

9.  The  arrangement  of  the  stage  and  tar- 
get at  which  an  exhibition  of  marksmanship 
is  given  by  an  independent  contractor  to  street- 
car patrons  upon  grounds  of  the  street  car 
company  is  not,  as  matter  of  law.  so  much  a 
matter  of  detail  that  the  company  will  not  be 
liable  in  case  it  is  so  negligently  arranged  that 
a  patron  is  injured  by  a  shattered  bullet.     Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Master  and  servant;  liability  for  employing 
drunkard.  146 

Liability  for  servant's  act.  483 

Liability  for  acts  of  contractor.  346 

Duty  to  keep  premises  safe  for  servant    818 
Negligence  as  to  place  of  work;  as  to  fire 
escapes.  411 

The  rights  of  a  servant  who  continues  work 
on  the  faith  of  his  master's  promise  to  remove 
a  specific  cause  of  danger: — (L)  Introductory; 
(II.)  general  rule  stated;  (III.)  rationale  of  the 
relation  between  the  parties  after  the  giving  of 
the  promise;  (lY.)  continuance  of  work  after 
promise  not  contributory  negligence  as  matter 
of  law:  (a)  generally;  {h)  contributory  negli- 
gence predicated  from  the  gravity  of  the  risk 
incurred;  (e)  contributory  negligence  predicated 
from  the  length  of  time  the  servant  has  worked 
after  the  promise  was  given;  (d)  illustrative 
cases;  (Y.)  servant's  action  not  maintainable 
unless  his  contiduance  of  work  was  actually 
induced  by  the  master's  promise  to  protect 
him  from  some  danger,  etc. ;  (YI.)  whose  prom- 
ise is  binding  on  an  employer;  (YII.)  rule  where 
the  promise  relates  to  simple  appliances;  (YIII.) 
obligations  of  the  servant  pending  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  promise.  781 


MAXIMS. 


1.  Damnum  absque  injuria. 
Kinney  {lo-TiB,) 

2.  Equity  always  regards  as  done  what 


Kinney  v. 
636 


Medical  Books— Mortgaos. 


003 


oaght  to  have  been  done.    Be  Eateh  (N.  Y.) 

604 

8.  Ezpressio  udIus  est   exclusio  alterius. 

People,  Mooney,  v.  Hntehineon  (III.)  770 

4.  Ex  turpi  causa  non  oritur  actio.  Mor- 
rieon  v.  Bennett  (Mont.)  158 

5.  Mobilia  sequuQtur  personam.  Lowndee 
T.  Cooch  (Md.)  380 

6.  Nemo  allegans  turpitudinem  suamest 
«udiendus.     Cardwell  v.  KeUy  (Va.)  240 

7.  Omnia  prcesumuntur  contra  spoliato- 
rem.     Western  dt  A,  B,  Co,  v.  Morrison  (Ga.) 

84 

8.  Potior  est  conditio  possidentis.  Morri- 
son V.  Bennett  ( Moot )  158 

9.  Res  ipsa  loquitur.  Nichoh  ▼.  Peek 
<Conn.)  81;  Per/iam  v.  Portland  General  Elec. 
Co,  (Or.)  799 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Nemo  allegans  turpitudinem  suam  est  au- 
aiendus.  240 

Which  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer 
loss.  82 

IHEDICAL  BOOKS.    See  also  Courts,  1; 

EVTDEHOB,  26-28. 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Medical  books;  as  evidence. 
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IHINES.    See  also  Clottd  on  Title,  8-5; 
Master  and  Sebtant,  6. 

1.  A  grant  of  "the  sole  right  to  produce 
petroleum  and  natural  gas"  from  certain  land 
for  ninety  days  from  date,  and  as  much  longer 
as  oil  or  gas  is  found  and  produced  in  paying 
quantities,  containing  a  covenant  for  the  com- 
pletion of  an  additional  well  within  ninety 
dajrs,  is  not  a  lease,  but  a  grant  of  a  right, 
which  expires  by  its  own  limitation  at  the  end 
of  ninety  days  if  the  conditions.of  its  extension 
are  not  complied  with.  Detlor  ▼.  Holland 
(Ohio)  266 

2.  Petroleum  oil  and  natural  gas  are  not 
Included  in  a  deed  of  **all  the  iron  ore,  tire 
clay,  and  other  valuable  minerals"  in  certain 
premises,  with  the  right  to  use  so  much  of  the 
surface  of  the  land  as  may  be  necessarv  "for 
pits,  shafts,  platforms,  drains,  railroads, 
switches,  side-tracks,  etc.,  to  facilitate  the 
mining  and  removal  of  such  coal,  ore,  or  other 
minerals,  and  no  more,  as  the  words  * 'other 
minerals,"  although  broad  enough  to  include 
oil  and  gas,  were  not  apparently  intended  to 
include  them.  Id, 

MOB.    See  also  Bonds,  4;  Sheriff. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Mob;  liability  of  sheriff  for  acts  of.         628 

MONET.    See  also  Judicial  Sale,  4. 

1.  The  right  to  contract  for  payment  in 
gold  coin  of  the  United  States  cannot  be  taken 
away  by  a  s'ate  statute  which  attempts  to  make 
any  debt  payable  in  any  kind  of  lawful  money. 
Dennis  v.  Moses  (Wash.)  302 

2.  The  rules  of  the  Treasury  Department 
40  L.  R.  A. 


of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  the  redemp- 
tion of  mutilated  notes  relate  simply  to  redemp- 
tion, and  do  not  make  a  mutilated  bill  legal 
tender.  North  Hudson  County  B,  Co.  v.  An- 
derson (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  410 
8.  A  dollar  bill  from  the  upper  left-hand 
corner  of  which  a  piece  an  inch  and  a  half  by 
an  inch  and  a  quarter  has  been  torn  is  not  a 
legal  tender  for  car  fare,  since  the  conductor 
is  not  bound  to  accept  a  bill  substantially 
mutilated,  or  from  which  any  part  which 
might  aid  in  determining  its  genuineness  is  ab- 
sent. Id, 

MORTGAGE.    See   also   Case,  2;  Con- 

STITDTIONAL  LaW,  10;  LlEMS,  2;  Tbusts, 
8. 

1.  Each  of  several  notes  secured  by  a 
deed  of  trust  is  to  be  considered  as  a  separate 
and  complete  contract  within  itself,  uncon- 
trolled in  its  terms  by  anything  contained  in 
the  deed  of  trust     Owing  v.  MeKemie  (Mo.) 

154 

2.  The  mere  nonpayment  of  the  first  of 
two  notes,  secured  by  deed  of  trust,  without 
any  action  on  the  part  of  holders,  will  not 
render  the  other  note  due,'  although  the  deed 
of  trust  provided  that  upon  default  in  payment 
of  the  first  note  both  should  become  immedi- 
ately due  and  payable.  Id* 
Assumption  of  debt. 

8.  A  mortgagee  who  sues  a  purchaser 
from  the  mortgagor  for  a  portion  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  which  such  purchaser  has  assumed 
to  pay,  does  not  thereby  adopt  the  covenants 
of  warranty  in  the  mortgagor's  deed  except  as 
against  the  part  of  the  indebtedness  assumed 
and  sued  for,  so  as  to  prevent  foreclosure  of 
the  mortgage  against  such  purchaser  for  the 
balance  of  the  debt.  Knapp  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  8tb  C.)  861 

4.  The  right  of  a  mortgagee  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  a  mortgage  debt  as  against  the 
erantee  of  the  mortgagor,  who  has  assumed 
Its  payment,  does  not  rest  upon  any  contract 
between  the  mortgagee  and  grantee  which  is 
enforceable  by  the  mortgagee  by  a  suit  at  law, 
but  is  founded  upon  the  fact  that  the  grantee 
has  become  primarily  liable  to  pay  the  debt 
while  the  mortgagor  is  surety  for  its  payment, 
so  that  the  mortgagee  may  be  subrogated  to  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagor,  and  may.  by  a  suit  in 
equity,  compel  the  grantee  to  keep  his  engage- 
ment Id, 
Foreclosure. 

5.  Sales  on  mortgage  foreclosures  are 
within  the  provisions  of  Wash.  Laws  1897, 
p.  98.  respecting  appraisement  before  sale. 
Dennis  v.  Moses  (Wash.)  302 

6.  The  appraisement  required  before  sale 
on  foreclosure  by  Wash.  Laws  1897,  p.  70, 
cannot  be  waived  in  the  mortgage  itself,  al- 
though it  may  be  waived  after  default.        Id, 

7.  Not  more  than  the  amount  of  a  debt  of 
a  mortgagee  or  lienor  need  be  bid  upon  all  the 
parcels  of  property  when  several  are  included 
in  the  security,  under  Wash.  Laws,  1897,  p.  70, 
and  he  may  segregate  his  debt  and  bid  a  part 
on  each  parcel  sold.  Id, 

8.  A  mortgagee  or  lienor  may  have  a  sale 


90i 
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for  the  amount  of  bis  debt,  under  Wash.  Laws 
1807.  p.  70,  ^  10.  even  if  that  Is  less  than  80 
per  cent  of  the  value  of  the 'property  or  portion 
of  the  property  sold.  Id. 

9.  Waiver  of  the  riffht  of  a  mortgagor  to 
remain  in  possession  of  property  during  the 
period  of  i^emption  given  by  Wash.  Laws 
1897,  p.  227,  cannot  be  made  in  the  instrument 
itself,  although  it  may  be  made  after  default. 

Id. 

10.  Objection  to  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  securing 
two  notes,  in  satisfaction  of  the  first,  cannot  be 
made  by  mesne  conveyancers  who  by  purchase 
and  sale  of  the  property  acquire  the  position 
of  sureties  on  the. note,  because  their  liability 
had  been  released  by  an  extension  of  the  time 
of  payment  without  theii  consent  Owing»  v. 
MeKenne  (Mo.)  154 
On  chattels. 

11.  The  title  to  mortgaged  chattels  remains 
in  the  mortgagor  under  the  I^ebraska  statute 
until  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  Drum- 
mond  Carriage  Co,  ▼.  MiUi  (Neb.)  761 

12.  A  married  man  may  without  his  wife*s 
consent  select  the  cows  which  he  will  claim  as 
exempt  in  giving  a  chattel  mortgage  on  certain 
cows,  under  2  How.  (Mich.)  Ann.  StaL  §  7686. 
providing  that  two  cows  shall  be  exempt  to 
each  householder  from  any  final  process  and 
that  any  chattel  mortgage  created  on  any  part 
of  such  exempt  properly  shall  be  void  unless 
the  mortgage  is  signed  by  the  wife  of  the 
mortgagor.    Harley  v.  Frocunier  (Mich.)    150 

KoTEB  AND  Briefs. 

Mortgage;  on  chattels;  exemption  for  benefit 

of  family.  150 

Assumption  of,  by  vendee.  868 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.    See 

also  Awnings,  2;  Electrical  Uses  and 
AppLiANOhS;  Estoppel,  8;  Injonction, 
8.  4;  Intoxicating  Liquors;  License,  2; 
Negligence,  1;  Trial,  4. 

1.  A  city  cannot  accept  a  grant  from  an- 
other state  to  operate  a  toll  road  beyond  its 
limits  and  the  limits  of  its  own  state  or  be  held 
liable  for  defects  in  such  road  if  operated  by 
it,  when  it  is  not  authorized  to  do  so  by  the 
laws  of  its  own  state,  although  the  toll  road  is 
made  to  connect  with  a  city  toll  bridge  that 
the  city  has  constructed  under  lawful  author- 
ity.   Becker  v.  La  Crosse  (Wis.)  829 

2.  A  debt  for  the  purchase  of  an  electric- 
light  plant  for  a  municipal  corporation  Is  not 
one  of  the  "necessary  expenses"  of  the  town, 
within  the  meaning  of  N.  C.  Const,  art.  7,  §  7. 
so  that  it  can  be  created  without  a  vote  of  the 
majority  of  the  qualified  voters  and  let^islaiive 
authority.     Mayo  y.  Washington  (1^.  C.)     163 

8.  Discrimination  between  citizens  can- 
not be  made  by  a  city  with  respect  to  the  erec- 
tion of  awnings  as  permanent  structures. 
Hihhardv,  Chicago  {WV)  621 

4.  A  mere  resolution  or  order  by  the  city 
counsel,  not  passed  and  published  as  an  ordi- 
nance of  the  city,  will  not  constitute  a  repeal 
of  an  ordinance.  Id. 
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8.  A  proceeding  by  a  municipal  oorpori- 
tion  to  enforce  such  fines  and  penalties  as  are 
ordinarily  and  by  usage  enforced  by  munici- 
palities is  not  a  prosecution  or  criminal  in  iu 
nature,  but  only  quasi  criminal,  whatever  may 
be  the  form  of  the  procedure.  Ex  parte  Fagg 
(Tex.  Crim.  App.)  213 

6.  It  cannot  be  made  by  ordinance  an  of- 
fense against  a  city  to  do  what  a  statute  makei 
an  ofTense  against  the  state,  triable  only  in  a 
court  of  record  (e.  g.,  the  keeping  or  exhibiting 
of  a  gaming  table  or  bank),  where  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state  provides  that  all  prosecutions 
shall  be  conducted  in  the  name  and  by  ihe  au- 
thority of  the  state  and  shall  conclude  against 
the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state.  Id. 
Liabilitiea. 

7.  A  city  is  not  liable,  in  the  absence  of 
any  statutory  provision,  for  an  injury  to  a  pri- 
vate barge  caused  by  the  failure  of  a  bridge 
tender  seasonably  to  open  a  draw  in  the  bridge 
in  response  to  proper  signals,  because  of  the 
bridge  becoming  caught,  where  the  city  does 
not  derive  any  benefit  from  the  bridge,  bot 
simply  maintains  it  for  the  public  good. 
Coming  v.  Saginaw  {yLich.)  526 

8.  A  person  injured  by  the  explosion  of  a 
cannon  cracker  on  a  city  street  on  the  Fourth 
of  July  in  violation  of  an  ordinance,  while 
persons  assembled  there  are  exploding  fire- 
crackers without  any  common  purpose  to  in- 
jure anyone,  cannot  recover  from  the  city  for 
the  damages,  under  Sanb.  &  B.  (Wis.)  Ann 
Stat.  §  988,  making  a  city  liable  for  injury 
done  by  a  mob  or  a  not,  and  under  Wis.  Rev. 
Stat.  §  4511,  providing  that  three  or  more  per- 
sons shall  be  guilty  of  a  riot  if  they  assemble 
in  a  violent  or  tumultuous  manner  to  do  an 
unlawful  act.  or,  being  together,  attempt  to  act 
in  a  violent,  unlawful,  or  tumultuous  manner. 
Aron'v.  Wausau{Wla.)  783 

9.  The  liability  of  a  city  for  a  pond  of 
water  on  private  property  and  not  in  dangerous 
proximity  to  a  public  street  or  alley  is  no 
greater  than  that  of  a  private  owner  of  prop- 
erty similarly  situated,  even  though  the  city 
may  have  created  the  pond.  Omaha  v.  Bow- 
man (Neb.)  681 

Notes  and  BaiEFa 

See  also  Injunction. 

Municipal  corporations;  necessary  expenses 

of,  what  are.  168 

Liability  for  bridges.  626 

Liability  for  dangerous  premises.  681 

Liability  for  riot.  738 

Duty  as  to  electric  wires  in  street!.  811 

Liability  of,  for  negligence.  829 


MUTES.    See  Neqlioehcb,  6L 


NAME.     See    Assignment,   1;   Corfoba- 
TioNS,  4;  QooDWOiL,  2;  Injitnction,  t 

NATURAL  GAS.    See  MiNsa 


Nboliobncb— Pakxs. 
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HEOUOXSNCE.  See  also  Aktmalb,  6; 
CaBRIBRS,  1-8,  f^;  CONYICTB,  1 ;  Dahaoeb, 
8;  Elrctrical  Ubbs  anb  Afplianccs; 
EsTOFPBL.  2;  Byiobncb.  13,  14,  16;  £s- 
HiBrnoNB,  2;  FiRB:  Highwatb,  5;  Lakd- 
LOAD  AND  Tbhant:  Proximatb  Caube; 
Railroads,  8.  9;  Tbial,  8,  4,  0,  0,  10; 

TBU6T8,  7. 

1.  The  liaUlitT  of  ft  dty  to  the  owoer  of 
premises  for  causinff  the  overflow  of  water 
and  the  formation  of  a  pond  thereon  does  oot 
make  the  citr  liable  to  third  persons  for  the 
drowning  of  a  child  in  the  pond,  where  it 
was  not  in  dangerous  proximity  to  a  street,  and 
especially  when  the  child  did  not  go  to  the 
pond  from  a  street     Omaha  ▼.  Bowman  (Neb.) 

581 

2.  Leavine  a  platform  car  with  no  ma- 
chinery about  it  or  any  brake  on  a  side  track 
of  a  street  railway  in  such  condition  that  it 
may  be  moved  by  the  united  streo^h  of  sev- 
eral children,  is  not  negligence  which  will 
render  the  company  lisble  for  an  injury  to  a 
child  playing  with  it.  Kaumeier  v.  City  Elec. 
R  Co.  (Mich.)  385 

8.  A  shipper  of  lumber  is  not  liable  for 
injury  to  a  railroad  braiceman  while  coupling 
cars,  by  the  shunting  of  the  lumber,  because 
it  was  negligently  loaded,  where  the  accident 
happened  after  it  had  become  the  duty  of  the 
railroad  company  to  provide  for  inspection 
of  the  car.     Foioles  v.  Briggs  (Mich.)  528 

Contributory. 

4.  When  both  parties  are  negligent  the 
true  rule  is  that  the  one  who  last  had  a  clear 
opportunity  to  avoid  the  accident  notwith- 
standing the  negligence  of  the  other  is  solely 
responsible  for  it.  Thompson  y.  Salt  Lake 
Bapid  Transit  Co.  (Utah)  172 

5.  Contributory  negligence  will  not  de- 
feat a  ri^ht  of  action  if  the  injury  was  proxi- 
mately caused  by  the  omission  of  the  other 
party  to  use  ordinary  care  for  avoiding  the 
injury  after  becoming  aware  of  the  plainifl's 
danger.  Id. 

6.  A  deaf  and  dumb  boy  fourteen  ^ears 
old,  with  average  intelligence  and  good  eye- 
eight,  is  chargeable  with  contributory  negli- 
gence In  failing  to  look  for  an  electric  car 
when  crossing  its  track.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

llegligence;  intoxication  as  affecting:— (I.) 
Intoxication  no  excuse;  (II.)  when  it  amounts 
to  contributory  negligence;  (a)  generally;  (b) 
with  relation  to  trespassers;  (e)  with  relation 
to  persons  injured  at  crossings:  {d)  with'Tela- 
tioo  to  passengers;  {e)  with  relation  to  persons 
injured  on  highways,  streets,  etc.;  (/)  with  re- 
lation to  miscellaneous  matters;  (ill.)  effect 
when  there  is  negligence  on  both  sides;  (IV.) 
question  for  the  jury;  (V.)  presumption  and 
burden  of  proof;  (Yl.)  intoxication  as  evi- 
dence of  negligence:  (a)  admissibility;  (b) 
weight  and  suiSciency;  (YII.)  employment 
of  persons  having  habits  of  intoxication.    131 

Of  deaf  and  dumb  person  or  infant.        174 

Leaving  street  car  where  children  may  be 
injured  by  it.  886 

Concurrent,  of  third  person.  804 
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NEW  TRIAL.    Sec  Ejfctmekt,  8,  Not£» 

AKD  BUIKFB. 

NOTICE.    See  also  Master  a5d  Sbryant» 
1. 

A  notice  addressed  to  four  joint  ownera 
of  a  grant  of  the  rieht  to  produce  oil  and  gas, 
to  the  eCTect  that  the  grant  has  expired  and 
they  must  keep  off  the  premises,  is  tiinding  on 
them  all  when  served  upon  one  of  them.  Det- 
lor  V.  Holland  (Ohio)  26& 

NUISANCES. ;  See  also  Awkinos,  1;  Hos- 
pitals, 2. 

1.  The  right  to  maintain  a  public  nuisance 
cannot  be  gained  by  prescription.  North 
Point  Console  Irrig.  Co,  v.  Otah  A  8.  L.  Canal 
Co.  (Utah)  851 

2.  A  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  a  pri- 
vate nuisance  must  be  adverse,  under  a  claim  of 
right,  uninterrupted,  and  continuous  for 
twenty  years,  with  the  knowledge  and  acquies- 
cence of  the  party  whose  right  is  invaded.    Id. 

8.  The  mixing  of  impure  water  with  water 
used  for  irrigation  and  domestic  purposes, 
rendering  it  unfit  for  such  use,  creates  a  nui- 
sance under  Utah  Comp.  Laws.  §  3463.      Id^ 

4.  The  befouling  of  the  waters  of  a  canal 
from  which  a  number  of  persons  (more  than 
three)  obtain  wster  for  irrigation,  culinary,  and 
other  domestic  purposes,  so  that  it  is  unfit  for 
use,  creates  a  public  nuisance  under  Utah 
Comp.  Laws  1888,  g  4566.  Id. 

5.  Persons  who  locate  near  a  pest  house 
which  was  not  a  nuisance  when  established  be- 
cause it  was  a  secluded  locality  are  not  deprived 
of  redress  if  they  are  injured  by  it,  merely  be- 
cause they  have  voluntarily  chosen  to  reside  in 
close  proximity  to  it,  unless  the  right  to  main- 
tain it  has  ripened  by  prescription  into  an  inde- 
feasible right.  BaliimoTsy.  Fairfield  Improv. 
Co.  (Md.)  494 

6.  A  digester  in  a  pulp  mill,  which  is  not 
dangerous  unless  it  is  used,  does  not  constitute 
a  nuisance  whi(5h  will  render  the  owner  liable 
for  injuries  resulting  to  employees  of  a  lessee 
by  its  explosion.  Whitmore  v.  Orono  Pulp  <t 
P.  Co.  (Me.)  377 

• 

OCCUPATION  TAX.    See  License. 

OFFICERS.    See  Assumpsit;  Bonds,  8,  4; 
Reward. 

OIL.    See  Cloud  on  Title,  8-5;  Mines. 

OPTION.    See  Syndicate,  4. 

ORANGE  TREES.    See  Carbibrs,  12. 

ORDINANCE.    See  Municipal  Corfoba- 
TIONS,  4, 6. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD.    See  Husband 
and  Wife,  10-14, 

PARKS.    See  also  Injunction,  6. 

Tbe  erection  of  a  school  house  upon  a 
lot  dedicated  "only  for  public  use  as  an  orna- 
mental park*'  is  a  wrongful  use  of  the  property 
Bow2te  V.  Pierce  (Miss.)  40d 
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PA&TIES.  See  Action  ob  Suit,  5,  6;  Af- 
PKAL  ASj>  Error,  2. 

PARTNERSHIP.  See  also  Bills  akd 
Notes,  3;  Carriers,  14;  Goodwill,  1; 
Stkdioates,  9. 

1.  Partnership  property  may  be  conveyed 
to  pay  notes  signed  by  the  individual  partners, 
and  not  in  the  firm  name.  Vietar  ▼.  Olover 
(Wash.)  297 

2.  Subsequent  creditors  of  an  insolvent 
iSrm  cannot  complain  that  a  note  was  given 
by  the  continuing  partners  to  a  withdrawing 
member  for  his  alleged  share  in  the  assets  of 
the  firm.  Id, 

3.  The  only  ground  on  which  unpreferred 
creditors  of  a  partnership  can  complain  of  a 
deed  of  trust  made  by  it  for  benefit  of  creditors 
is  that  the  claims  of  preferred  creditors  are  not 
bona  fide  and  real.  Id. 

4.  A  syndicate  agreement  which  merely 

Erovides  for  raising  money  to  purchase  certain 
mds  at  a  given  price,  without  any  provisions 
for  selling  the  lands  and  dividing  the  profits, 
<]oe8  not  constitute  a  partnership  agreement. 
Ferguson  ▼.  Qooeh  (Ya.)  234 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Stkdicateb. 

Partnership;    transfer  of   property  to  pay 
debU;  relative  rights  of  creditors.  298 

PASSWORD.    See  Injttnction,  3. 

PAYABLE.    See  DEFUiiriONS. 

PATMENT.  Medium  of,  see  Bills  Aim 
Notes,  6. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Payment;  option  as  to  medium  of;  in  some- 
thing other  than  money.  74 

PEDDLERS.    See  Innkeepers,  2. 

PEDIGREE.    See  Etidekgb,  87. 

PENALTIES.    See  Mukicipal  Corfora- 

TIOMS,  6. 

PERPETUITIES.    See  Charities,  1. 

PEST  HOUSE.  See  Hospitals;  Injunc- 
tion, 11;  Nuisances,  5. 

PETROLEUM.    See  Mikes. 

PHYSICAL  EXAMINATION.  See  Dis- 
covert. 

PIERS.  See  Wharves,  Notes  and  Brieps. 

PLAT. 

The  indication  of  a  block  npon  a  plat 
between  a  highway  and  a  iaise  must  give  way 
if,  when  the  highway  is  located,  no  land  is  left 
between  it  and  the  lake  shore.  Madison  v. 
Mayers  (Wis.)  685 

40  L.  R.  A. 


PLEADING.    See  also  Casks  CKBTiraD; 
Evidence,  48. 

1.  A  declaration  is  bad  for  dupHdtv  when 
it  states  in  one  count  a  good  cause  of  action 
for  interference  with  real  property  and  one  for 
injury  to  reputation,  as  to  which  it  is  demur- 
rable.    Oore  ▼.  Condon  (Md.)  382 

2.  An  allegation  that  a  person  pays  dues 
to  a  lodge,  and  that  lodge  pays  to  a  grand 
lodge,  and  that  both  bodies  are  charter^  t>e- 
nevolent  societies,  does  not  sufficiently  allege 
that  they  have  any  rights  of  property  in  the 
grand  lodee.  Wellenvoss  v.  Orand  Lodge  K. 
ofP,(Ky.)  4^ 

8.  Future  pain  and  anguish  cannot  be  con- 
sidered in  assessing  damafses  under  a  pleading 
which  alleges  pain  and  initiry  in  the  past  tense 
only.    Shulte  v.  Orifflih  (Iowa)  117 

4.  Other  allegations  in  a  petition  for  di- 
vorce may  be  treated  as  surplusage  and  the  ac- 
tion sustained  as  one  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
child,  when  the  parties  have  been  previously 
divorced.     Gibson  y.  Oibbon  (W^h,)  587 

5.  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  could 
have  made  arrangements  to  get  water  for  his 
cattle  if  a  telegram  had  been  delivered  to  him 
promptly,  without  alleging  where  and  in  what 
manner  he  could  have  done  so,  is  insufficient 
as  against  a  special  exception  in  an  action  for 
damages  because  of  failure  to  deliver  a  tele- 
gram. Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Mitchell  (Tex.) 

6.  A  complaint  alleging  an  implied  liabil- 
ity of  a  bishop  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church 
to  a  priest  under  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  church,  without  alleging  any  express  agree- 
ment to  that  effect,  or  anything  to  show  the 
nature  of  the  church  or  its  civil  rights,  power, 
or  capacity,  or  whether  it  is  a  corporation,  a 
voluntarv  association,  or  a  mere  name  adopted 
by  the  pleader  for  some  purpose  undisclosed, 
--does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.  Baxter  v. 
McDonneU  (N.  Y.)  670 
Demurrer. 

7.  A  demurrer  admits  issuable  facts  al- 
leged'in  the  complaint,  and  not  mere  conclu- 
sions of  law  from  such  facts.  Aron  v. 
Wausau  (Wis.)  783 

8.  A  demurrer  to  a  declaration  does  not 
admit  impossible  or  improbable  allegations  of 
fact,  so  as  to  prevent  the  court  from  passing 
upon  the  allegations,  which  in  their  nature  are 
contrary  to  human  experience  and  common 
knowledge,  as  matter  of  law,  and  to  compel 
the  submission  thereof  to  a  Jury.  Southern  EL 
Co.  V.  Cownia  (Ga.)  258 

9.  Allegations  that  a  child  one  year,  eight 
months,  and  ten  days  of  age  was  capable  of 
rendering  services,  and  did  render  certain  speci- 
fied services  of  the  value  of  $2  per  month, 
are  not  admitted  by  demurrer.  Id, 

10.  An  answer  is  not  demurrable  when  the 
complaint  is  defective.  Baxter  v.  McDonnell 
(N.  Y.)  670 

11.  A  complaint  giving  the  whole  history 
of  a  shipment  of  goods,  deviation  from  the 
proper  route,  and  the  damage  resulting  there- 
by, is  not  insufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  action 
as  against  a  general  demurrer,  even  if  it  might 
be  subject  to  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  of 
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ambiguity  or  uncertainty.    Pierce  v.  Southern 
P.  R.  Co,  (Cal.)  850 

Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 

Pleading  of  negligence.  102 

Statement  of  facts  or  evidence  thereof.  209 

Complaint  in  action  for  death.  803 

POLICE.    See  Arrest. 

JPONDS.    See  Municipal  Corporations, 
9;  Negligence,  1. 

POSSE  COMITATUS.    See   also  Coun- 
ties. 

Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 

Poise  eomitatus  ;  compensation  to.  406 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY.    See  Prin- 
cipal AND  Agent,  2,  8. 

PRESCRIPTION.    See  Nuisances,  1,  2. 

PRIESTS,    dee  Religious  Societies. 

PRINCIPAL  AND    AGENT.    See  also 
Bills  and  Notes,  7;  Syndicates,  8,  5. 

1.  A  principal  is  bound  by  and  responsi- 
ble for  the  representations  and  concealments 
made  by  an  agent  in  the  line  and  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment.  Baltimore  Trust  & 
a  Co.  V.  HambUton  (Md.)  216 

2.  A  strict  construction  will  not  be  placed 
upon  a  power  of  attorney  to  convey  an  inter- 
est in  land  after  the  lapse  of  many  years,  the 
effect  of  which  would  be  to  oppose  the  clear 
intent  of  the  parties  and  devest  titles  acquired 
in  good  faith  under  it.  Oratz  v.  Land  db  R. 
Jmprov.  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  7th  C.)  893 

8.  A  recorded  power  of  attorney  to  con- 
vey land  is  not  revoked  by  an  unrecorded 
conveyance  of  the  land  by  the  principal,  so  as 
to  defeat  titles  subsequently  acquired  in  good 
faith  from  the  attorney.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Agent  acting  for  both  parties.  824 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Extension  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  consent  of  the  sureties,  of  the  first  of 
two  promissory  notes  secured  by  deed  of  trust, 
will  not  release  the  liabilitv  of  the  sureties 
upon  the  other  note,  which  is  not  then  due  by 
its  terms,  althoufsh  the  deed  of  trust  provided 
that  upon  default  in  payment  of  the  first  note 
At  maturity  the  other  should  immediately  be- 
<x>me  due  and  payable,  (hoinge  y.  McKemie 
<Ma)  154 

Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 
Release  of  surety  by  extension  of  time.    154 

PRIVILEGE.    See  Husbaiyd  aito  Wife,  7. 

PROHIBITION. 

Prohibition  may  be  issued  to  prevent 
«  board  of  school  directors  from  trying  charges 
aerainst  a  school  superintendent,  when  one  of 
^0  L.  R.  A. 


the  directors  is  disqualified  by  enmity  and 
prejudgment  of  the  case,  while  there  ia  no  ap- 
peal from  the  decision  of  the  board.  State, 
Barnard,  v.  Seattle  Bd.  of  Edu.  (Wash.)    317 

PROMOTERS.     See   Corporations,   9, 
10;  Syndicates,  2. 

PROXIMATE  CAUSE. 

1.  Failure  to  keep  a  convict  properly 
confined  is  not  the  efficient  or  proximate  cause 
of  damages  caused  by  his  committing  the 
crime  of  rape,  unless  that  could  have  been 
reasonably  apprehended.  Eendereon  v.  Dade 
Coal  Co.  (Ga.)  96 

2.  Negligence  in  using  an  electric  car 
with  defective  brakes  and  appliances  which 
prevented  stopping  it  in  time  to  avoid  the 
effect  of  the  contributory  negligence  of  a  per- 
son injured  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  in- 
Jury.  Thompson  v.  Salt  Lake  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  (Utah)  172 

8.  The  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to 
provide  for  the  inspection  of  a  car  of  lumber 
negligently  loaded  constitutes  the  intervention 
of  an  independent  human  agency  between  tbe 
negligence  of  the  shipper  and  an  injury  to  a 
railroad  brakeman  caused  thereby.  Fowles 
V.  Briggs  (Mich.)  528 

4.  Tbe  negligence  of  a  guardian  in  leaving 
certificates  of  stock  indorsed  with  her  signa- 
ture in  a  bank  for  safe  keeping  is  not  tbe 
proximate  cause  of  tbe  advance  of  money 
upon  them  to  a  casbier  of  the  bank  who  felo- 
niously takes  them,  since  this  criminal  conduct 
could  not  reasonably  be  anticipated.  CHerron 
V.  Gray  {hlhBS.)  498 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Proximate  cause,  what  constitutes.  95 

As  to  damage  by  fire.  459 

PUBLICATION. 

1.  The  English  language  must  be  used 
in  all  legal  and  official  notifications  or  pro- 
ceedings, in  the  absence  of  any  statute  au- 
thority to  the  contrary.  State,  Ooebel,  y.  Cham- 
berlain (Wis.)  843 

2.  Publication  of  a  delin(]uent  tax  list  in 
the  English  language,  but  in  a  newspaper 
which  is  otherwise  printed  in  the  German 
languaji^e,  is  not  a  legal  publication,  when  no 
authority  therefor  has  been  given,  in  accord* 

..  —    -.       ^       ^  l?5,byth< 


ance  with  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  §  6' 
board. 


the  county 
Id. 


PUBLIC  CORPORATION.    SeeST^TB 
Instit  utiomb. 

PUBLIC  MONEY.      See  also  Bonds,  8. 

1.  Tbe  maintenance  of  a  state  university 
established  by  the  state  Constitution  is  a  pub- 
lic purpose.    State, Oarth,  v.   Switzler  (Mo.) 

280 

2.  The  maintenance  of  free  scholarships  in 
a  state  university,  for  the  support  of  those 
students  who  are  dependent  upon  their  own 
exertions  for  tbeir  education  and  financially 
unab'e  to  obtain  it  otherwise,  who  shstl  pass 
the  most  meritorious  examinations,  is  tbe  use  of 
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funds  for  a  private  purpose,  and  a  statute  ap- 
propriating public  moneys  tbetefor  is  in  vio- 
lation of  Mo.  Const,  art.  4,  §  46,  prohibiting 
grants  in  aid  of  any  individual.  Id. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.  See  Attornbys' 
F&BS:  Contracts,  5. 

PULP  MILL.    See  Nuibanoes,  6. 

PURPRESTURE.     See  Awnings,  1. 

QUARANTINE.    See  Hospitals,  2. 

RAILROAD  COMMISSIONERS.    See 

Carriers,  16;  Etidunce,   17-19;  Rail- 
roads. 

RAILROADS.  See  also  Corporations, 
»:  Easements,  2;  Evidence,  14-16,  40; 
Master  and  Servant,  1,  2,  4;  Trial, 
9,10. 

1.  Land  covered  by  a  bigbway  mtLj  be 
occupied  by  the  railroad  commissioners  for 
the  construction  of  a  bridge  to  abolish  a  grade 
crossing,  if  necessary  to  abate  a  nuisance. 
Bristol  V.  New  England  R  Co.  (Conn.)  479. 

2.  Directing  abutments  to  be  placed  on 
street  lines,  In  an  order  of  the  state  railroad 
commission  for  the  abolition  of  a  grade  cross- 
ing, does  not  preclude  the  placing  of  other 
abutments  in  the  street  by  reference  to  a  map 
showing  them  so  located.  Id. 

8.  An  order  by  the  state  railroad  commis- 
sion requiring  the  abolition  of  a  grade  cross- 
ing, which  refers  to  a  plan  of  the  work  show- 
ing abutments  in  the  highway,  is  a  defense  to 
a  suit  by  the  municipality  to  enjoin  the  rail- 
road company  from  placing  the  abutments  in 
the  highway.  Id. 

4.  A  map  of  a  proposed  abutment  in  a 
highway  to  support  an  overhead  railroad  is 
sufficient  if  it  contains  such  reference  to  monu- 
ments in  the  vicinity  of  its  site  that  a  compe- 
tent surveyor  can  ascertain  the  points  at  which 
to  set  stakes.  Id. 

5.  An  order  of  the  railroad  commission 
directing  the  abolition  of  a  grade  crossing  suf- 
ficiently describes  the  abutments  to  be  erected 
in  the  highway,  if  it  refers  to  a  map  upon  which 
they  are  delineated.  Id. 

6.  A  sufficient  appropriation  of  a  portion 
of  a  highway  for  the  abutment  of  a  bridge  for 
the  abolition  of  a  grade  crossing  is  made  by  an 
order  of  the  railroad  commissioners  directing 
It  to  be  made  and  referring  to  a  map  showing 
the  abutment  in  the  highway,  without  formally 
condemning  or  discontinuing  the  portion  of 
the  highway  covered.  Id. 
Injury  by  trains* 

7.  Failure  to  fence  a  rail  road  does  not  ren- 
der the  railroad  company  liable  for  horses  liilled 
by  a  (rain  just  aft  era  fire  bad  swept  everything 
combustible  on  both  sides  of  the  railroad,  so 
that  the  fence,  if  built, would  have  been  burned, 
when  the  statute  makes  the  company  liable  for 
all  damage  to  animals  "occasioned  in  any  man- 
ner, in  whole  or  in  part,  b^  the  want  of  such 
fence."  Cook  v.  Minneapolis,  St,  Paul  dk  8.  Ste. 
M,  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  457 
40  L.  R  A. 


8.  Sitting  or  lying  on  a  railroad  track 
when  struck  by  a  train  at  night  between  19 
o'clock  and  daylight  constitutes  contributory 
negligence,  as  matter  of  law.  Parish  v.  West- 
ern £  A.  R  Ci?.  (Ga.)  364 

9.  Blowing  a  locomotive  whistle  loudly 
several  times  under  a  bridge  which  is  a  much 
traveled  public  thoroughfare,  over  wbicl^ 
vehicles  of  all  kinds  are  constantly  passing,  is, 
in  the  Hbsence  of  some  special  necessity  there- 
for, an  unnatural  and  reckless  act  creating  % 
liability  for  resulting  damages  Mitchell  v. 
NashviUe,  0.  db  St.  L.  R  Co.  (Tenn.)  42$ 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Railroads;  negligence  of  person  on  track. 

364 
Duty  as  to  trespasser  on  track.  680 

Negligence  of  person  struck  by  train.      747 

RAPE.  See  Conticts;  Proximate  Cause,  1 . 

REAL     ACTIONS.      See     Ejectment, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

REAL      PROPERTY.      See      Aliens; 
Procipal  and  Agent,  8;  Waters,  1. 

RECEIVERS.    See  Action  or  Suit,  4. 
RECORDS.    See  Eyidencb,  23. 

REFORMATORY.    See  Constitution ai* 
Law,  8. 

RELEASE.    See  Master  and  Servant,  2. 

RELIGIOUS     SOCIETIES.     See    also 
Evidence,  2;  Pleading,  6;  Trusis.  5,  6. 

1.  Tbe  decision  of  an  ecclesiastical  tribu- 
nal concerning  the  rights,  duties,  and  obliga- 
tions of  a  priest  or  minister  of  the  church  who 
has  submitted  the  controversy  to  it  for  decision, 
is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  him  in  a 
civil  court.     Baxters.  McDonneU  (N.  Y.)  670 

2.  A  bishop  is  not  the  employer  of  a  priest 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  although  he 
has  power  to  assign  priests  to  duty,  and  is  not 
personally  liable  under  the  laws  of  thechurch» 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  promise,  to  pav 
the  priest  for  his  services  to  the  church.      Id. 

8.  A  bishop  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church 
cannot  be  held  liable  on  the  contracts  of  his 
predecessor,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agree- 
ment. Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Religious  societies;  conclusiveness  of  deci- 
sions of  tribunals  of.  670 

REPLEVIN. 

Notes  and  Bkiefs. 
For  dogs.  WT 

REPUTATION.    See  Case,  3. 

RESOLUTION.  See  Municipal  Corfob4- 
TIONB,  4. 
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HESUME. 

For  Bemtme  of  ConteDts  of  Book  see       866 

REWARD.    See  also  Arrest. 

1.  It  is  agaiost  sound  pablic  policy  to  al- 
low ao  officer  to  receive  a  reward  for  the  per- 
formance of  his  duty.    Leet  v.  Colgan  (Cal.) 

855 

2.  The  offer  of  a  reward  for  the  arrest  of 
a  murderer,  by  Cal.  Pen.  Code,  §  1647,  does 
not  extend  to  an  arrest  by  an  officer  whose  duty 
it  is  to  make  it.  ,  Id, 

RIOT.    See  MuiaciPAL   CoRPOBiiTiONS,  8. 

RIPARIAN    RIGHTS.     See    Waters, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

SALE. 

1.  The  delivery  of  property  by  a  vendor, 
under  a  contract  which  is  silent  as  to  the  place 
of  delivery,  to  a  carrier  for  transportation,  con- 
signed to  the  vendee,  devests  the  vendor's  title, 
and  the  title  of  the  purchaser  attaches  from 
the  moment  of  such  delivery,  the  carrier  beiog 
in  contemplation  of  law  the  bailee  of  the  con- 
signee. A,  «/.  NHmeyer  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bur- 
lington  d  M.  B.  Co.  (Neb.)  634 

2.  The  vendor's  title  to  property  under  a 
contract  expressly  providing  that  delivery  shall 
be  made  at  a  certain  place  is  not  devested  until 
delivery  is  so  made.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Sale;  transfer  of  title  by  delivery  to  carrier. 

685 

SCHOLARSHIP.    See  Public  Moket,  2; 
Statutes,  8. 

SCHOOLS.    See  also  Parks;  Prohibition; 
Taxes,  8,  4. 

A  school  director  is  disqualified  to  sit 
as  a  member  of  the  board  to  try  charges  of 
misconduct  of  a  school  superintendent,  when 
he  has  a  personal  enmity  toward  him,  and  has 
been  a  prime  mover  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
charges,  and  has  declared  that  he  should  vote 
for  his  conviction,  while  there  is  no  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  board.  State,  Bar- 
nard, V.  Seattie  Bd.  cfEdu.  (Wash.)  817 


SCIENTIFIC     BOOKS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
As  evidence. 
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SERVICE.    See  Notiob. 


SET-OFF. 

1.  Only  one  of  mutual  debts  or  claims 
need  be  due  at  the  time  of  an  assignment  for 
creditors  by  one  of  the  pa i  ties,  in  order  to  give 
Che  righto!  setrofT  in  equity.    Be  Hatch  (^.  Y.) 

664 

2.  A  claim  which  was  due  when  the 
debtor  made  an  assignment  for  creditors  can 
be  set  off  against  a  claim  in  favor  of  the  as- 
signee against  the  creditor  for  a  share  of  the 
40  L.  K.  A 


proceeds  of  collections  made  after  the  assign- 
ment on  Judgments  which  the  assignor,  before 
the  assignment,  had  transferred  to  the  creditor 
under  a  contract  for  a  division  of  the  proceeds. 

Id 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

Set-off;  of  claim  by  or  against  insolvent    664 

SHERIFF.    See  also^BoNDS.  4. 

1.  The  negligent  failure  of  a  sheriff  to 
protect  a  prisoner  from  a  mob  will  not  make 
him  liable  to  a  civil  action  on  account  of  the 
injuries  done  to  the  prisoner  by  the  mob. 
State,  Cocking,  v.  Wade  (Md.)  628 

2.  The  failure  of  a  sheriff  to  resist  a  mob 
that  takes  a  prisoner  from  a  jail,  if  caused 
bona  fide  by  the  fact  that  he  was  physically 
unable  to  cope  with  the  force  confronting  him,  ' 
does  not  make  him  liable  for  the  consequences, 
in  a  civil  action.  Id. 

SHERIFF'S  POSSE.    See  Counties. 

SHOWS.    See  Exhibitions. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  A  contract  will  not  be  specifically  en- 
forced unless  it  has  such  mutuality  that  it  may 
be  enforced  by  either  party.  Weiiy  v.  Jaeobe 
(111.)  98 

2.  Particular  stipulations  of  a  contract 
will  not  be  specifically  enforced  apart  from  the 
rest  of  the  contract,  where  they  do  not  clearly 
stand  by  themselves,  unaffected  by  other  pro- 
visions. Id. 

8.  Specific  performance  will  not  be 
granted  in  favor  of  a  person  who  knew  when 
the  contract  was  made  that  the  other  party  had 
no  authority  to  dispose  of  the  property  which 
it  assumed  to  dispose  of.    SeUere  v.  Qreer  (111.) 

688 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Specific  performance;  of  contract  known  to 
be  unauthorized.  689 

STATE.    See  Action  ok  Suit,  6;  Estop- 
pel, 4. 

STATE  INSTITUTIONS. 

An  agricultural  and  mechanical  college, 
which  is  strictly  a  public  or  quasi  corporation, 
created  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  a 
statute,  cannot  be  sued  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
press statutory  authority  therefor.  Oklahoma 
Agricultural  A  M,  College  v.  Willii  (Okla.)  677 

STATE    UNIVERSITY.     See    Public 
Monet;  Statutes,  8. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATION.  See  Lim- 
itation OP  Actions,  1. 

STATUTES.     See  also   Courts,  2;  Evi- 
DENCR,  28,  26;  Food. 

1.  The  invalidity  of  one  section  of  a  stat- 
ute  which  is  in  material  relation  to  other  por- 
tions of  the  act  so  as  to  modify,  restrict,  or  ex- 
tend its  application,  will  cause  the  failure  of 
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the  other  portions  also.    Biaie,  Cheyenne,  ▼. 
iSictfn(Wyo.)  196 

2.  If  the  amend meDtfl  proposed  by  the 
conference  committee  and  adopted  by  both 
houses  of  a  legislature  were  copied  in  full  upon 
the  journals,  an  enrolled  bill  which  does  not 
contain  them  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  been 
the  one  actually  passed,  although  the  amend- 
ments were  not  required  by  law  to  be  spread  at 
length  upon  the  Journal.  Id. 

3.  Provisions  for  the  creation  of  a  "free 
scholarship  fund/'  in  a  statute  which  provides 
for  using  three  fourths  of  the  annual  income 
for  the  support  of  students  who  get  the  schol- 
arships, cannot  be  sustained  when  the  provi- 
sion for  such  use  of  the  income  is  unconstitu- 
tionaL    StaU,  OartJi,  v.  Stoitzler  (Mo.)       280 

NOTBS  AND  BriBPS. 

Statutes;  strict  construction.  611 

Impeaching  by  legislative  Journala.  195 

STENOGRAPHER.  6ee  Appeal  and 
Ebuor,  9,  10. 

STREET  RAILWAYS.  8ee  also  Anl 
MAL8.  2;  Exhibitions;  Master  and  Ser- 
vant. 9;  Negligence,  2,  6;  Proximate 
Cause,  2;  Trial,  5. 

1.  The  use  of  an  electric  car  with  brakes 
80  defective  that  they  do  not  work  well,  and 
with  a  motor  so  defective  that  the  motorman 
receives  a  shock  which  delays  him  while  try- 
ing to  stop  the  car  to  avoid  an  acxident,  con- 
stitutes negligence.  Thompson  v.  Salt  Lake 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  (Utah)  172 

2.  The  degree  of  care  to  be  used  in  operat- 
ing an  electric  car  in  a  public  street  is  pro- 
pori locate  to  the  incrcssed  danger  arising  from 
the  use  of  electricity.  Id, 

8.  A  dog  is  not  a  trespasser  on  a  street  car 
track  which  is  laid  iD  the  high  way  on  the  same 
level  with  it  Citizens'  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v. 
Dew  (Tenn.)  618 

4.  A  motorman  cannot  rely  upon  the 
quickness  and  celerity  of  a  dog  to  absolve  him- 
self from  all  duty  and  care  to  prevent  running 
over  him  with  an  electric  car.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Negligence  of  person  killed  by  street  car; 
of  infant.  174 

SUCCESSION  TAX.  See  Constitu- 
tional Law,  4;  Taxes.  5-7. 

SUPERSEDEAS.  See  Appeal  and  Er- 
ror, 4. 

SWITCH.  See  Carribrb,  15-17;  Corpo- 
rations, 8. 

SYNDICATES.  See  also  Cubtoic,  2;  Pabt- 

NERSHIP,  4. 

1.  A  syndicate  is  an  association  of  indi- 
viduals formed  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
and  carrying  out  some  particular  business 
transaction,  ordinarily  of  a  financial  character, 
in  whirl  '^e  members  are  mutually  interested. 
Baltimore  TrvLst  db  G.  Co.  v.  EambUton  (Md.) 

216 
40  L.  R.  A. 


2.  It  is  the  plain  and  imperative  duty  of 
promoters  of  a  syndicate  towards  persons  who 
are  invited  to  co  operate  in  the  enterprise,  not 
only  to  abstain  from  stating  as  a  fact  that 
which  is  not  a  fact,  but  not  to  omit  to  state 
an^  circumstances  within  their  knowledge  the 
existence  of  which  might  in  any  way  affect 
the  extent  or  quality  of  the  advantages  held 
out  as  inducements  to  the  others.  Id. 

8.  One  who  pays  commissions  to  a  mem- 
ber of  a  syndicate  who  acted  as  his  agent  in 
forming  it,  under  a  secret  agreement  giving 
him  %n  advantage  over  the  other  meml^rs,  is 
liable  to  the  syndicate  as  for  misapplication  of 
its  funds,  especially  when  it  was  part  of  a  fund 
held  in  trust  for  syndicate  expenses,  in  which 
such  member  declared  to  his  associates  that  be 
had  no  interest.  Id. 

4.  An  additional  subscription  for  a  block 
of  bonds  by  a  second  syndicate  composed  in 
part  of  members  of  the  first  syndicate,  which 
bought  bonds  with  an  option  for  an  additional 
purchase  with  "the  same  rights  and  privileges" 
provided  with  reference  to  the  former,  is  sub- 
ject to  the  same  provision  as  to  a  commission 
provided  for  in  the  original  agreement.        Id. 

5.  A  purchase  of  lands  by  real-estate 
agents  on  behalf  of  a  syndicate  of  which  they 
are  members,  when  the  agents  are  also  secretly 
acting  as  agents  of  the  vendor,  cannot  be  en- 
forced against  the  other  members  of  the  syndi- 
cate.    Ferguson  v.  Oooch  (Ya.)  284 

6.  A  selection  of  a  trustee  to  take  title  to 
property  purchased  for  a  syndicate  and  to  give 
a  deed  of  trust  thereon  for  a  part  of  the  pur- 
chase price  is  not  within  the  implied  authority 
of  real-estate  agents  who  are  members  of  and 
who  formed  the  syndicate.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Syndicates:  relations  and  rights  of  syndicate 
members:— (I.)  Scope  and  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject: (II.)  rights  and  powers  of  members; 
(III.)  rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  in  transac- 
tions between  themselves:  (a)  general  rule  as 
to  good  faith  required:  (b)  sales  by  member  to 
association;  {e)  purchases  with  secret  advan- 
tages; {d)  dealings  between  associations  having 
common  members;  (e)  contribution  to  capital; 
expenses,  and  losses;  (/)  interest  in  property 
of  association;  (g)  compensation  for  services; 
(IV.)  remedies.  216 

TAXES.    See  also  Constitutional  Law, 
4;  Publication.  2. 

1.  The  requirement  of  uniformity  in  re- 
spect to  both  persons  and  property,  in  111. 
Const.  1870,  art.  9,  g  9,  applies  only  to  taxes 
collected  by  assessments  upon  assessable  prop- 
erty.   Banta  v.  Chicago  (111.)  611 

2.  Taxes  for  the  benefit  of  private  indi- 
viduals are  within  the  direct  prohibition  of 
Mo.  Const  art.  10,  §  8.  8taU^  Oarth,  ▼. 
Switzler  (Mo.)  280 
Exemptions. 

8.  An  exemption  of  an  educational  insti- 
tution from  taxation  will  include  property  held 
by  it  for  rent,  the  income  of  which  is  used  for 
the  work  of  the  institution,  unless  there  are 
qualifying  words  which  show  or  tend  to  show 
that  only  property  used  by  the  institution  or 
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Donneoted  with  it  is  to  be  exempted.  Ken  tuekp 
FemaU  Orphan  School  ▼.  LouuvilU  (Ky.)    119 

4.  A  school  for  the  free  education  of  fe- 
male orphan  children  is  a  charitable  institution 
and  an  educational  institution  not  used  or  em- 
ployed for  gain,  within  the  meaning  of  a  con- 
stitutional provision  exempting  such  institu- 
tions from  taxation »  although  it  is  under  the 
control  of  a  particular  religious  denomination 
and  receives  day  pupils  who  are  required  to 
pay  for  their  tuition  If  able  to  do  so,  the  money 
received  being  used  in  carrying  on  the  work  of 
tlie  institution.  Id, 

On  inheritances* 

6.  A  succession  tax  is  an  excise  or  duty 
upon  the  rigbt  of  a  person  or  corporation  to 
receive  property  by  devise  or  inheritance  from 
another  under  the  regulation  of  the  state. 
State,  Oatth,  v.  SioiUler  (Mo.)  280 

6.  A  succession  tax  which  is  levied  at  dif- 
ferent rates  on  legacies  of  different  amounts, 
although  made  to  persons  of  the  same  class,  is 
io  violation  of  the  rule  of  uniformity  pre 
scribed  by  Mo.  Const,  art.  10,  §  8.  Id. 

7.  The  tax  to  be  levied  upon  the  appraised 
value  of  the  whole  estate  left  by  a  deceased 
person,  except  sucb  part  as  is  exempt  under 
the  Missouri  act  of  1897.  amending  the  act  of 
1895,  by  adding  §  "la,"  is  a  tax  upon  tbe  prop- 
erty of  tbe  deceased,  and  not  upon  the  devif^ees 
and  legatees,  and  is  therefore  unconstiiutional 
because  it  is  not  levied  in  proportion  to  the 
value  of  the  property,  as  required  by  Mo. 
Const,  art.  10,  §  4.  Id, 

Notes  asd  Bribfs. 

Taxes;  exemption  of   educational   institu- 
tions. 119 
On  successions;  constitutionality  of.        280 

TELEGRAPHS.      See    also   Ltbrl   and 
Slandeb,  2;  Plbadihg,  6;  Trial,  6. 

The  delivery  of  a  telegram  to' the  wife 
of  tbe  addressee,  when  he  is  absent  from  tbe 
town,  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  necessary  or 
sufficient  to  satisfy  tbe  obligation  of  tbe  tele- 
graph company,  but  its  duty  in  this  respect  is 
a  question  of  fact  under  the  circumstances  of 
tbe  case.  Weetern  U,  Teleg,  Co.  v.  MitcheU 
(Tex.)  209 

TELEPHONES.    See  also  Eminent  Do- 
main, 1;  Trial,  4. 

A  telephone  system  may  be  owned  and 
conducted  by  an  individual  without  legislative 
assent,  unless  there  have  been  some  legislative 
restrictions  upon  such  right.  Magee  v.  Oter- 
shiner  (Ind.)  870 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

ANCT. 


See  CoTEN- 


THE ATRE.    See  Injunction,  7. 
TITHES. 

I70T£S  AND  BrIRF& 

Of  bees.  689 

TOLLS.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  1. 
40  L.  R.  A 


TORT.    See  Conticts,  1. 
TOWN.    See  Injunction,  5, 

TRADE  NAME. 

Notes  and  Briefb. 
Transfer  of  right  to;  protection  of.  C22 

TREASURER.    See  Bonds,  3. 

TREES.    See  Carribms,  12 

TRESPASS.    See  also  Animals,  6. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Trespass;  for  injury  to  dogs.  507 

For  taking  bees.  68& 

TRIAL.     See    also     Cbhtinal    Law,    8; 
Elisob. 

1.  Separation  of  the  jurors  during  tbe 
trial  of  a  murder  case  may  oe  permitted  by  the 
trial  court  in  its  discretion.  People  y.  Ebanke 
(Cal.)  26» 

2.  A  member  of  a  grand  jury  impaneled 
before  the  trial  of  a  murder  case,  but  which 
had  adjourned  to  meet  in  the  future,  is  not  in- 
competent to  act  as  a  juror  in  tbe  trial,  wbich 
is  upon  an  information  and  has  never  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  grand  jury.  Id, 
Qaeationa  for  jary. 

3.  Tbe  exercise  of  due  care  and  prudence 
to  prevent  injury  by  dangerous  electric  wirea 
is  a  question  for  tbe  jury.  Perham  r,  Port- 
land General  Elec.  Co.  (Or.)  799 

4.  Negligence  of  a  city,  causing  the  death 
of  a  person  bv  contact  with  an  abandoned  tele- 
phone wire,  IS  a  question  for  the  jury,  where 
the  wire  had  been  unused  for  several  months, 
crossing  a  charged  electric  light  wire  in  close 

I>roximity  tbereto,  and,  after  sagging  so  as  to 
nterfere  with  public  travel,  was  cut  by  a 
member  of  the  borough  council,  and  wrapped 
around  a  post  within  easy  distance  of  pedes- 
trians, and  with  one  end  resting  on  the  ground 
or  in  the  water.    Mooney  ▼.  Luzerne  (Pa.)  811 

5.  Negligence  of  a  street-railway  company 
in  operating  an  electric  car  with  only  one  em- 
ployee who  does  duty  both  as  motor  man  and 
conductor  on  a  line  laid  on  a  turnpike  at  grade 
where  persons,  horses,  and  vehicles  are  con- 
stantly passing,  Is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Citizen^  Rapid  Tramit  Co.  y.  Deio  (Tenn.)  5l» 

6.  Whether  a  telegraph  messenger  who 
fails  to  deliver  the  message  at  the  residence  or 
place  of  business  of  the  addressee  has  used  or- 
dinary diligence  such  as  the  law  requires  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  MiteheU  (Tex.)  20» 

Instmctions. 

7.  Requested  Instructions  which  have  been 
fully  covered  by  tbe  general  charge  need  not 
be  siven.  Western  Assur.  Co.  y.  J,  H,  Mohl- 
man  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  2d  C.)  661 

8.  An  instruction  against  allowing  exem- 
plary damages,  or  damages  as  a  solatium,  for 
grief  or  anguish ,  need  not  be  given,  where 
the  complaint  and  the  proof  are  confined  to 
the  earning   capacity,  habits,  and  probable 
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length  of  life  of  a  person  killed.    Perham  v. 
Portland  Qeneral  Elee.  Co,  (Or.)  799 

9.  It  is  erroneous  to  give  a  charge  in  an 
action  for  personal  injuries  to  one  struck  by  a 
train  while  attempting  u>  hoard  another  train, 
assuming  that  the  train  was  running  at  8  or  10 
miles  an  hour,  and  suggesting  that  it  usually 
ran  into  the  station  among  the  passengers  at 
that  rate  of  speed.  Southern  R,  Co.  y.  Smith 
(C.  C.  App.  5lh  C.)  746 

10.  A  charge  that  the  duty  of  a  railroad 
company  is  greater  to  a  minor  than  to  an  adult 
when  on  the  track  is  not  erroneous  as  a  state- 
ment that  mere  minority  exempts  from  the 
obligation  to  look  and  listen  for  a  train.  Iia(^ 
▼.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  (S.  C.)  679 

11.  An  instruction  as  to  the  illegality  of 
keeping  liquors  for  sale  in  the  state  is  not  made 
•erroneous  as  touching  a  matter  not  in  issue,  bv 
adding  that  keeping  them  with  intent  to  seh 
them  out  of  the  state  would  not  be  unlawful, 
although  there  mtiv  be  no  evidence  of  an  in- 
lent  to  sell  out  of  tue  state.  Erb  v.  Oerman- 
American  Ins.  Co.  (Iowa)  845 

12.  A  request  to  charge  that  the  production 
by  the  defendant  of  its  employee  in  court 
to  be  examined  as  a  witness  by  plaintiff,  if  he 
•desired,  is  sulScient  to  overcome  any  presump- 
tion or  inference  against  the  defendant  for 
failure  to  introduce  him,  is  properly  refused, 
although  such  presumption  or  inference  was 
urged  by  the  plaintiff.  Western  &  A.  R,  Co. 
▼.  Morrison  (Ga.)  84 

18.  The  failure  of  a  defendant  to  introduce 
as  a  witness  its  own  employee,  who  was  pres 
■ent  in  court  and  who  had  excellent  opportuni 
ties  for  knowing  the  truth  of  the  matter  as  to 
which  the  evidence  was  conflicting,  may  be 
properly  commented  on  by  plaintiff's  counsel 
as  a  circumstance  from  which  an  inference 
•can  be  drawn  that,  if  such  employee  had  been 
examined,  he  would  have  teatined  to  facts 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant.  Id. 

Verdict. 

14.  A  general  verdict  of  invalidity  of  a  will 
is  not  inconsistent  with  a  special  verdict  find 
ing  capacity  to  transact  general  business,  and 
to  understand  the  business  in  which  testatrix 
was  engaged  when  making  the  will,  but  also 
finding  undue  influence  over  her  at  the  time. 
Orchardson  v.  Cofield  (111.)  266 

16.  A  verdict  should  be  directed  in  an  ac 
lion  against  a  railroad  company  for  personal 
injuries  to  one  struck  by  a  train,  where  the 
accident  occurred  in  the  daytime,  and  the  in- 
jured person  was  in  possession  of  sight  and 
hearing,  and  the  undisputed  testimony  is  that 
the  train  could  have  been  seen  from  20  yards 
to  i  of  a  mile  before  it  reached  the  place  of 
the  accident,  notwithstanding  his  testimony 
that  he  looked  for  the  train  and  did  not  see  it. 
■Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Smith  (C.  0.  A.  6th  C.)  746 

KOTBB  AND  BbiBFS. 

Trial;  question  for  jury  as  to  negligence.  96 
TROVER,    See  also  Asikals,  1. 

NOTBS  AMD  BRIEFBi 

Trover;  for  dogs.  607 

For  taking  bees.  68^ 

^  L.  R.  A. 


TRUSTS.    See  also  Banks,  2;  Charitibs, 

1;  MAB8E8;  Syndicates,  6;  Wills,  8. 

1.  A  deed  of  trust  which  was  never  deliv- 
ered does  not  amount  to  a  declaration  of  trust 
merely  because  it  was  recorded  by  the  grantor, 
when  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  intended 
to  create  an  v  trust,  except  as  the  deed  provided. 
Loring  v.  Hildreth  (Mass.)  127 

2  A  trust  will  result  to  the  donor,  his 
heirs  or  legal  representatives,  in  case  of  a  gift 
upon  trusts  that  are  void  in  whole  or  in  part 
for  illegality,  if  the  property  is  not  otherwise* 
disposed  of.     MeBvgh  v.  MeCole  (Wis  )       TiA 

8.  A  mortgage  for  one  half  the  trust  estate, 
obtained  for  himself  alone  by  one  of  the  cestui 
que  trust  from  the  trustee  in  a  joint  trust  to 
pay  one  half  of  the  income  to  such  cestui  que 
trust  and  the  other  half  to  his  sister  will  inure 
to  the  benefit  of  his  sister  as  well  as  himself, 
where  he  obtained  the  mortgage  by  pressure 
when  the  trustee  was  financially  embarrassed, 
but  concealed  these  facts  from  his  sister,  al- 
though it  is  not  shown  that  any  of  the  trust 
funds  went  into  the  mortgaged  property.  Br 
Du  Plaints  Estate  (Pa.)  552 

4.  A  receipt  of  trust  property  as  trustee 
constitutes  no  consideration  for  an  indiTidual 
promise  to  pay  an  obligation  of  a  predecessor 
as  trustee.    Baxter  v.  MeDonneU  (N.T.)     670 

6.  A  receipt  of  trust  property  by  a  bishop 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  as  trustee  does 
not  make  him  liable  on  the  contracts  of  his 
predecessor.  Id. 

6.  The  same  evidence  is  required  to  con- 
stitute a  "church  trust"  and  to  bind  a  bishop 
as  trustee  thereof  as  would  be  required  in  the 
case  of  a  layman  alleged  to  be  a  trustee  under 
like  circumstances.  Id. 

7.  A  trustee's  depositing  money  in  a  pri- 
vate bank  is  not  negligence  as  matter  of  law. 
State  V.  Gramm  (Wyo.)  69C 

8.  A  trustee  or  trustees  will  be  appointed 
by  the  court  to  take  gifts  and  apply  them  to 
the  purposes  of  the  trust,  when  necessary  to 
prevent  the  failure  thereof.  Boeffer  v.  Clogan 
(111.)  780 

NoTBS  AND  Briefs. 


Trust;  declaration  of. 


128 


UNBORN   CHILD.    See  also  CoNSTrru- 
TiONAL  Law,  6;  Judicial  Sale,  8. 

NOTBB  AND  BrIBPB. 

Unborn  children;  effect  of  Judicial  sale  upon 
rights  of.  777 

UPLAND.      See    Waters,     Notes    and 
Briefs. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER.     See 

also  Mortgage,  8,  4. 
•  The  place  where  property  sold  is  to  be 
delivered  is  to  be  determined  by  the  contract 
between  the  vendor  and  vendee.  A»  J.  .Nei- 
meyer  Lumber  Co,  v.  Burlington  d  M,  R.  Co, 
(Neb.)  634 

VERDICT.    See  Coeokbr;  Trial.  14, 16. 


Voters  and  Elections— Waters. 
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VOTERS  AND  ELECTIONS. 

3 .  The  right  to  vote  in  the  district  in  which 
a  steamer  is  tied  up  while  at  her  home  port  is 
not  acquired  by  the  purser,  who  lives  od  the 
steamer  but  who  had  previously  acqufred  a 
voting  residence  in  another  district  of  the  city 
JonfSY.  Skinner (bl^.)  752 

2.  A  voting  residence  at  the  home  port  of 
a  steamer  is  not  acquired  by  a  clerk  who  sleeps 
in  a  room  on  the  boat  and  who  has  no  other 
room  or  place  to  live  in  and  is  unmarried. 
HoviardY.  Skinner  {)lld.)  753 

8.  The  fact  that  a  person  is  improperly 
and  illegally  permitted  to  vote  at  another  place 
will  not  alone  disqualify  him  from  continuing 
to  vote  at  his  actual  residence.  Jonn  v.  Skin- 
n«r(Md.)  752 

4.  Pasting  or  sticking  another  ticket  on  an 
official  ballot  is  not  a  lawful  mode  of  voting, 
under  111.  act  of  1891,  requiring  the  names  of 
all  candidates  to  be  printed  on  one  ballot,  ex- 
cept names  written  thereon  by  the  voter,  and 
requiring  the  voter  to  prepare  his  ballot  by 
marking  a  cross  opposite  the  name  of  each  can- 
didate voted  for.     FUtcherY.  WaU{lVL.)     617 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Use  of  paster  or  sticker  on  ballot.  618 

Sufficiency  of  residence  of  voter.  762 

WAGES.    See  Assignment,  2;  Bbt;  Con- 
tracts, 4, 

WATERS.    See  also  Deeds,  2;  Harbors; 
Nuisances,  8.  4. 

1.  Ditches  and  water  rights  are  real  estate 
under  Id.  Rev.  Stat.  §  !i82!5.  Ada  County 
F.  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Farmers*  Cahal  Co,  (Id.)     485 

2.  Mere  nonuser  does  not  forfeit  a  ditch 
on  public  lands  of  the  United  States.  Id. 

8.  A  ditch  may  be  conveyed  reserving  the 
vaster  risht,  or  the  water  right  may  be  conveyed 
reserving  the  ditch.  Id. 

4.  Possessory  rights  and  rights  of  way  for 
irrigating  ditches  and  the  right  to  the  use  of 
water  may  each  have  an  existence  independent 
of  the  other.  Id. 

5.  A  canal  constructed  by  a  corporation 
for  the  purpose  of  drainage  and  also  of  irriga- 
tion cannot  be  used  for  the  drainage  of  waters 
that  are  unfit  for  irrigation  because  they  are  so 
strongly  mineralized  as  to  be  destructive  to 
vegetable  growth.  Iforth  Point  Comol.  Irrig, 
Co.  V.  Utah  A  8.  L.  Canal  Co.  (Utah)         851 

6.  The  period  of  prescription  for  the  use 
of  a  canal  to  carry  off  water  unfit  for  irrigation 
or  domestic  purposes,  although  the  canal  was 
Intended  for  drainage  purposes  also,  begins  to 
run  when  the  drainage  is  such  as  to  render  the 
water  unfit  for  irrigation  or  domestic  use.    Id, 

7.  The  fact  that  a  lake,  the  water  of  which 
was  mineralized  and  saline  so  as  to  be  unfit  for 
irrigation  or  culinary  use.  might  overflow  dur- 
ing freshets  and  a  portion  of  the  water  find  its 
way  into  a  canal  from  which  water  whs  taken 
for  irrigation,  does  not  give  any  right  to  cut  a 
drain  through  the  rim  of  the  lake  so  as  to  con 
duct  more  of  its  waters  into  such  canal.  Id. 
Surface  water  and  seepai^®* 

8.  A  city  which  in  accordance  with  Iowa 
acte  19th  Gkn.  Assem.  chap.  89,  g  8,  and  Iowa 
40L.R.A. 


Code,  1878,  §  527,  has  made  substantial  and  ex- 
pensive improvements  of  a  permanent  charac- 
ter to  keep  open  the  natural  outlet  for  surface 
water  flowing  through  a  watercourse,  may 
maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  the  obstruction  of 
such  watercourse  by  the  owners  of  the  land 
through  which  it  runs,  although  it  is  dry  at  all 
times  except  in  case  of  melting  snow  or  unusu- 
ally heavy  rain  fall,  at  which  times  water  flows 
into  it  only  a  few  days  at  a  time.  Waixrly 
V.  Pd^^dowa)  465 

9.  Seepage  and  surplus  water  from  lands 
irrigated  must  be  controlled  by  those  who  irri- 
gate their  lands,  so  as  not  injuriously  to  affect 
the  rights  of  others.  North  Point  Consol. 
Irrig.  Co.  v.  Utah  dh  8.  L.  Canal  Co.  851 

10.  The  natural  flow  of  seepage  waters  from 
irrigated  land  to  the  land  of  lower  proprietors 
is  not  a  privilege  of  the  owners  of  the  higher 
land,  who  bring  the  water  for  irrigation  by 
artificial  means.  Id. 

11.  Water  cannot  be  lawfully  gathered  in 
artificial  drains  and  discharged  onto  the  lands 
of  other  proprietors.  Id. 
Public  aapply. 

12.  The  right  of  a  water  company  to  oc- 
cupy the  streets  of  a  city,  under  Tex.  Rev. 
Stat.  1895.  art.  705,  is  derived  from  the  con- 
sent of  the  city,  and  not  from  the  state,  so  that 
the  city  can  revoke  it  for  siifficiont  cause. 
Palestine  Water  A  P.  Co.  v.  Palestine  (Tex.) 

203 

18.  Specifying  as  a  ground  for  forfeiting 
the  franchise  of  a  water  company  its  suspen- 
sion of  the  supply  for  a  certain  period  is  not  a 
waiver  of  thenght,  independently  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  to  forfeit  the  franchise  for 
gross  misuse.  Id. 

14.  Flagrant  disregard  by  a  water  company 
of  its  obligation  to  furnish  clear  and  wholesome 
water,  and  the  furnishing  of  water  which  en- 
dangers the  health  and  lives  of  the  people,  ig- 
noring remonstrances,  are  sufficient  grounds 
for  forfeiting  its  franchise.  Id. 

15.  An  offer  to  perform  its  contract  to  fur- 
nish wholesome  water,  made  by  a  water  com- 
pany after  suit  has  been  brought  to  forfeit  its 
franchise,  does  not  entitle  it  to  relief  from  the 
forfeiture  and  an  extension  of  time  for  the  per- 
formance. Id. 

Water  rates. 

16.  A  regulation  of  a  water  company  by 
which  it  refuses  to  turn  on  water  for  a  building 
until  unpaid  rates  of  previous  owners  or  ten- 
ants are  paid  is  unreasonable  and  invalid,  un- 
less authorized  by  statute.  Turner  v.  Beters 
Water  Co.  (Mass.)  657 
Meter. 

17.  The  fact  that  a  man  was  using  a  water 
meter  when  he  put  in  fixtures  In  bis  building 
does  not  affect  his  rights  with  respect  to  the 
removal  of  the  meter,  when  he  had  no  contract 
for  its  continuance.    Ladd  r.  Boston  (Mass.) 

171 

18.  The  removal  of  a  water  meter  by  a  com- 
missioner who  is  empowered  '*  to  furnish  and 
attach  meters  where  he  deems  it  necessary," 
whereby  the  consumer  is  required  to  pay  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  fixtures  used,  does 
not  infringe  the  rights  of  a  water  consumer 

58 
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Wharves;  Wilia 


who  had  so  arranged  his  fixtures  when  he  had 
the  meter  that,  on  its  removal,  he  would  have 
to  pay  more  than  twenty  times  as  much  as 
other  water  takers  pay  for  the  same  quantity 
of  water,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
rates  charged  for  fixtures  were  unreasonable 
or  unjustly  discriminating.  Id, 

NoTBB  AND  Briefs. 

See  also  Injunction. 

Forfeiture  of  f ranchiso  of  water  company. 

Reasonable  rules  for  collecting  rates.  658 
Separation  of  riparian  rights  from  upland: 
—Id  general;  right  of  fishing:  right  of  wharf- 
age; mere  riparian  rights;  cases  merely  recog- 
nizing the  doctrine;  adverse  possession;  parii 
tion;  method  of  separation.  393 

Right  of  owner  of  upland  to  access  to  navi- 

fable  water: — The  English  rule:  the  rule  in 
reland;  the  rule  in  Canada;  general  expres- 
sions favoring  the  right  nf  the  shore  owner 
in  this  couolry;  the  rule  in  Massachusetts: 
cases  holding  the  opposite  rule  (New  York. 
New  Jersey,  Washington,  and  Oregon):  the 
rule  of  the  Federal  courts;  other  decisions  de- 
nying the  riparian  owner's  right;  the  effect  of 
statutes;  access  cut  off  by  railroad:  right  as 
against  private  individual:  estoppel  by  grant; 
special  reasons  for  refusing  relief;  right  as 
airainst improvement  of  navigation;  summary. 

6*93 

Land  under,  as  appurtenant  to  shore.       897 

Interest  in  water  ditch.  485 

Appropriation  of;  collecting  and  discharging 

surface  water;  prescriptive    right    in    ditch. 

855 
WHARVES.    See  also  Harbors. 

Owners  of  land  abutting  on  a  lake, 
the  title  to  which  is  in  the  state,  have  the  right 
to  construct  in  the  shoal  water  proper  wharves 
and  piers  in  aid  of  navigation,  but  not  ob- 
structing it,  far  enough  to  reach  water  navi- 
gable for  such  boats  as  are  in  use.  Madisnn 
▼.  ifayer*  (Wis.)  635 

Notes  and  BRisra. 

Wharfage;  right  of,  separated  from  upland. 

393 
Wharves;  right  to  erect:— The  rule  in  Eng- 
land; the  rule  in  this  country;  cases  recognizing 
the  right  of  the  riparian  owner;  rule  where  title 
extends  to  thread  of  stream;  effect  of  custom; 
statutory  right;  rights  as  against  individuals; 
right  under  grant  or  license;  to  low-water 
mark;  prescriptive  right;  the  Federal  cases; 
cases  denying  the  right;  statutory  restrictions; 
wharves  beneficial:  regulation  of  right;  har- 
bor lines;  right  of  municipal  corporation  to 
build;  right  of  city  to  regulate;  right  of  New 
York  city;  abatement  of  wharf;  effect  of 
street  along  shore;  private  contracts;  direction- 
of  wharf;  rights  of  state  and  general  gov- 
ernment; effect  of  constructing  in  front  of 
private  property;  right  in  wharf  which  has 
been   erected;   log  pier;  ejectment  for  pier. 

685 

WILLS.    See  also  Conflict   of  Laws,  1; 

Infants,  1;  Massbb. 
40  L.  R.  A. 


1.  A  will  is  void  if  procured  by  a  stranger 
to  be  executed  in  his  own  favor  by  an  aged 
and  feeble  woman  laboring  under  the  influ- 
ences of  an  insane  delusion  brought  upon  her 
through  his  machinations.  Orchardson  v.  Oo- 
fidd  (111.)  256 

2.  A  will  prompted  by  the  testatrix's  de- 
lusion induced  by  her  belief  in  spiritualism 
that  the  chief  beneficiary  who  was  not  the 
natural  object  of  her  bounty  was  gifted  with 
supernatural  powers,  is  invalid  for  want  of 
testamentary  capacitv  of  the  testatrix  although 
a  mere  belief  in  spuritualism  is  not  proof  of 
insanity.  Id, 

8.  A  morbid  delusion  relating  to  the  very 
matter  of  the  testamentary  disposition  of  one's 
property  deprives  her  of  testamentary  capaci^ 
notwithstanding  that  she  has  capacity  to 
transact  ordinary  business  and  knows  and  un- 
derstands the  business  in  which  she  is  engaged 
at  the  time  of  making  the  will  Id, 

Revocation. 

4.  A  will  made  before  Mass.  Stat.  1892, 
chap.  118.  took  effect  is  within  its  provisions  as 
to  revocation  by  marriage,  when  the  testator 
married  after  the  act  took  effect.  Inger$oU  v. 
Hopkins  (Mass.)  191 

5.  The  fact  that  a  will  was  made  in  con- 
templation of  marriage  does  not  "appear  from 
the  will  itself  so  as  to  prevent  its  reTocation 
bv  the  testator's  subsequent  marriage,  under 
Mass.  Stat.  1892,  chap.  118,  merely  l^oause  he 
wills  all  his  property  to  a  woman  whom  he  ap- 
points as  one  of  the  executors  and  afterwards 
marries.  Id. 
Constraction*  * 

6.  The  children  of  certain  persons  to  whom 
a  bequest  is  made,  to  take  effect  after  the  de- 
termination of  a  life  estate,  are  those  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  their  interests  vest 
upon  his  death,  rather  than  at  the  death  of  the 
life  tenant.    Sherman  y.  Baker  (R.  I.)        717 

7.  Clauses  of  a  will  giving  specified  por- 
tions of  the  residue  are  construed  to  refer  to 
the  residue  mentioned  near  the  beginning  of 
the  will  after  deducting  the  burial  expenses, 
and  not  to  the  residue  after  deducting  the  lega- 
cies made  in  the  intervening  clauses,  where  the 
terms  of  the  will  are  such  that  this  construc- 
tion makes  a  disposition  of  substantially  all  the 
estate,  while  the  other  construction  would 
leave  a  considerable  portion  undisposed  of,  ex- 
cept by  a  final  residuary  clause  tacked  on  to 
the  will  on  a  separate  sl\p  as  an  evident  after- 
thought, to  provide  for  a  possible  contingency. 

8.  Language  of  a  will  which  is  plain  and 
unambiguous  will  not  be  wrested  from  its  nat- 
ural import,  as  creating  an  unenforceable  trust, 
for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  provisions  from 
condemnation.      MeHugh   v.    McCoU   (Wis.) 

724 

9.  Conversion  of  realtv  into  personalty 
will  not  be  affected  by  a  will  if  the  provisions 
which  require  it  are  void,  bui  the  property  will 
descend  to  the  heir  at  law  as  realty.  Id. 

NOTBB  AND  BRrSFS. 

See  also  Masses. 
Wills;  revocation  by  marriage.  IM 


Wires— Wbit  asd  Pbocbss. 
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Undue  InflueDce  to  avoid;  effect  of  iDsane 

delusions.  256 

Trust  in  bequest;  lapsed  and  void  gifts.   726 

WIRES.    See  Electrical  Uses  aud  Ap- 

FLIAlYCEfi. 

WITNESSES. 

1.  A  member  of  a  jury  impaneled  to  try  a 
case  is  not  by  tliis  fact  debarred  from  testify* 
ing  io  such  case  as  a  wilness,  if  otherwise  com- 
petent.    Savannah,  F.  dt  W.  R  Co.  s.Quo{Gti.) 

488 

2.  A  constitutional  right  of  an  accused 
40  L.  a  A. 


person  to  compulsory  process  for  bis  witnesses 
does  not  carry  a  right  of  the  witnesses  to  claim 
fees  from  the  county.  Bendermm  r,  Ammu 
(a  C.)  436 

8.  The  costs  and  fees  of  the  witnesses  of 
a  defendant  tried  for  a  misdemeanor  are  not 
cbarf;eable  to  the  county  under  a  statute  charg- 
ing the  county  with  such  expenses  In  felony 
cases.  /a. 

WRIT  AND  PROCESS. 

NoTBS  AND  Briefs. 

Constitutionality  of  ser?ice  by  publication. 
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L.   R.  A.    CASES   AS   AUTHORITIES. 


OASES  m  40  L.  E.  A. 


40  L.  R.  A.  33,  HODGE  ▼.  HODGE,  90  Me.  605,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  285,  38  Atl.  535. 
lii»l»llltT  of  sureties  on  bond. 

Approved  in  Meservey  v.  Kalloch,  97  Me.  94,  53  Atl.  876,  holding  administrator 
de  bonis  non  authorized  to  maintain  suit  against  predecessor  and  his  sureties 
only  as  to  unadministered  property. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Abshire  v.  Salyer,  56  L.  R.  A.  936,  which  holds  sureties 
on  guardian's  bond,  given  to  obtain  release  from  future  liabilities  of  surety  on 
prior  bond,  liable  for  past  defalcations;  Probate  Judge  v.  Sulloway,  49. L.  R.  A. 
347,  which  holds  sureties  on  insolvent  executor's  bond  liable  for  his  personal 
debt  to  testator. 
"Wbat  assets  imss  to  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chamberlin's  Appeal,  41  L.  R.  A.  204,  which  holds  intes- 
tate property,  wanted  for  distribution,  assets  for  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  33)  on  wliat  assets  pass  to  administrator  de  bonis  non, 

40  L.  R.  A.  74,  JOHNSON  v.  DOOLEY,  65  Ark.  71,  44  S.  W.  1032. 
"Wliat  constitutes  imTment. 

Approved  in  Bartlett  v.  Wood  worth -Mason   Co.  69  N.  H.  317,  41  Atl.  264, 
holding  debt  discharged  by  delivery  to  creditor  of  that  in  which  it  is  payable  or 
capable  of  being  paid. 
Provision  for  payment  in  certain  kind  of  pi'operty. 

Cited  in  Poppleton  v.  Jones,  42  Or.  33,  69  Pac.  919,  denying  right  to  interest 
on  breach  of  contract  to  pay  gi\'en  sum  in  building  material,  as  there  is  no  agree- 
ment to  pay  in  money. 

40  L.  R.  A.  76,  HANKINS  v.  OTTINGER,  115  Cal.  454,  47  Pac.  254. 
Bookmakingr  contracts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ullman  v.  St.  Louis  Fair  Asso.  56  L.  R.  A.  600,  which 
denies  right  to  abandon  partly  executed  illegal  bookmaking  contract  for  specified 
period,  and  recover  back  pro  rata  amount  of  money  paid ;  Central  Trust  &  S.  D. 
Co.  V.  Respass,  56  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  denies  power  of  courts  to  settle  affairs  of 
bookmaking  partnership. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  78,  COLFAX  MOUNTAIN  FRUIT  CO.  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  118 
Cal.  648,  60  Pac.  775. 

Liability   of   conneetlngr   carrlerii. 

Approved  in  Germain  Fruit  Co.  v.  California  Southern  R.  Co.  133  Cal.  428, 
65  Pac.  948,  holding  carrier  agreeing  to  transport  freight  to  terminal  station 
and  deliver  to  consignee  there,  liable  for  delivery  to  wrong  person  by  connecting 
carrier;  Hall  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  467,  holding  it  duty  of  intermediate 
carrier  to  receive  goods  and  transport  and  deliver  them  in  good  order  to  next 
connecting  line,  with  necessary  instructions  as  to  ultimate  destination. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Union  State  Bank  v.  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co. 
59  L.  R.  A.  939,  which  sustains  initial  carrier's  right  to  limit  liability  to  own 
line ;  Taffe  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  denies  initial  carrier's 
liability  beyond  own  line  under  bill  of  lading;  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cromwell,  49  L.  R,  A.  462,  which  holds  carrier  leasing  cars  from  other  com- 
pany liable  for  loss  of  freight  not  properly  refrigerated. 

Distinguished  in  Taffe  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  41  Or.  74,  58  L.  R,  A.  192,  67  Pac 
1015,  holding  initial  carrier  not  liable  beyond  its  own  lines,  when  contract  bo 
provides,  notwithstanding  stipulation  for  "fastest  passenger  train  serA^ice." 

40  L.  R,  A.  81,  NICHOLS  v.  PECK,  70  Conn.  439,  39  Atl.  803. 
RlfirlitM  In   easements. 

Approved  in  McCusker  v.  Spier,  72  Conn.  629,  45  Atl.  1011,  holding  grantor 
of  right  of  way  created  by  quitclaim  deed  not  liable  to  grantee  for  continuance 
of  existing  obstructions  therein,  if  he  does  not  object  to  their  removal;  Weed 
v.  McKeg,  37  Misc.  110,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  sustaining  right  of  owner  of 
servient  estate  to  erect  suitable  structure  over  right  of  way,  if  other's  use  of 
same  not  interfered  with. 

40  L.  R.  A.  84,  WESTERN  &  A.  R.  CO.  v.  MORRISON,  102  Ga.  319,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  173,  29  S.  E.  104. 

Effect  of  failure  to  pnt  ^^Itnesses  on  stand  or  procnrfnir  false  testlnioay. 

Approved  in  Weinkle  v.  Brunswick  &  W:  R.  Co.  107  Ga.  373,  33  S.  E.  471, 
holding  railroad  company  not  required  to  produce  as  witnesses  all  employees 
engaged  in  operating  train  which  inflicted  injury;  Princeville  v.  Hitchcock,  101 
111.  App.  591,  holding  that  failure  to  produce  w^itness  apparently  within  party's 
power  raises  no  presumption  against  him,  where  witness  equally  available  to 
other  party. 

Cited  in  McBride  v.  Macon  Teleg.  Pub.  Co.  102  Ga.  427,  30  S.  E.  999,  holding 
delay  of  one  or  more  terms  in  filing  plea  setting  up  real  defense,  legitimate 
matter  for  comment  of  counsel;  Knox  v.  State,  112  Ga.  375,  37  8.  E.  416,  holding 
failure  of  accused  to  call  and  examine  as  witness  his  little  daughter,  who  roust 
have  been  present  when  offense  was  committed,  not  proper  subject  for  argument 
before  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McHugh  v.  McHugh,  41  L.  R.  A.  805,  which  holds  evidence 
of  attempt  to  procure  false  testimony  or  corrupt  jurors  admissible  to  raise  pre- 
sumption against  guilty  parties. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  95,  HENDERSON  v.  DADE  COAL  CO.  100  Ga.  568,  28  S.  E.  251. 
Bllect  of  laterrenlnir  aegrltffenoe  of  third  person. 

Approved  in  Andrews  v.  Kinael,  114  Ga.  392,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  25,  40  S.  E.  300, 
denying  liability  for  injury  by  negligence,  where  independent  illegal  act  of  third 
person,  producing  tbe  injury,  intervened. 

40  L.  R  A.  98,  WELTY  v,  JACOBS,  171  111.  624,  49  N.  E.  723. 
Specillc  performance  of  contmct. 

Approved  in  Dixon  v.  Dixon,  92  Md.  440,  48  Atl.  152,  denying  right  of  either 
party  to  decree  for  specific  performance,  unless  both  are  entitled  thereto  at  date 
of  decree. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Olsen,  188  111.  506,  59  N.  E.  239,  denying  right  of  either 
party  to  specific  enforcement  of  contract  for  sale  of  patent,  if  remedy  at  law 
adequate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Standard  Fashion  Co.  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  854, 
which  sustains  right  to  specific  performance  of  contract  giving  right  to  sell  cer- 
tain article  in  department  store;  Stanton  v.  Singleton,  47  L.  R.  A.  334,  which 
denies  right  to  specific  performance  of  contract  involving  supervision  of  long 
series  of  acts  requiring  special  knowledge  and  skill;  Bomer  Bros.  v.  Canady, 
55  L.  R.  A.  328,  which  denies  specific  performance  of  indefinite  contract  to  pur- 
chase standing  timber  on  fourteen  different  tracts  in  two  counties,  scattered  over 
6,000  acres. 
Injunction  agrainst  breacb  of  restrictive  covenant. 

Distinguished  in  Cahill  v.  Madison,  94  111.  App.  222,  sustaining  right  to  in- 
junction against  employee  betraying  trust  reposed  in  him,  by  taking  away,  in 
violation  of  express  contract,  employees  of  whom  he  learned  while  performing 
duty  as  employee. 

40  L.  R.  A.  101,  PITTSBURG,  C.  0.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  v.  MAHONEY,  148  Ind. 

196,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  46  N.  E.  917,  47  N.  E.  464. 
Contracts  exempting^  from  liabilltr  ^or  negrlifrent  injury. 

Followed  as  law  of  case  on  subsequent  appeal  in  29  Ind.  App.  654,  63  N.  E.  232. 

Approved  in  Russel  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  157  Ind.  314,  55  L. 
R.  A.  256,  footnote  p.  253,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  214,  61  N.  E.  678,  sustaining  con- 
tract by  sleeping  car  porter  to  waive  all  right  of  action  against  railroad  company 
for  negligence;  Blank  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  182  III.  338,  55  N.  E.  332,  sustaining 
contract  that  railroad  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  negligent  injury  to  ex- 
press company's  employees,  carried  on  trains  of  former  company;  Payne  v.  Terre 
Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  157  Ind.  617,  56  L.  R.  A.  473,  62  N.  E.  472,  sustaining  stipula- 
tion in  pass  releasing  carrier  from  liability  for  negligent  injuries;  Blank  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  80  111.  App.  484,  holding  terms  of  contract  by  express  company, 
waiving  right  of  recourse  against  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  its  employees 
by  negligence  of  latter  company  or  its  employees,  accepted  by  one  taking  em- 
ployment with  former  company;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Voigt,  176.U.  S. 
517,  44  L.  ed.  569,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  385,  denying  right  of  express  messenger  to 
recover  for  injury  against  railroad  company,  when  by  contract  he  assumed  all 
risks  of  injury;  McDermon  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  122  Fed.  672,  sustaining  contract 
by   Pullman   car   porter  releasing   railroad   company   from   liability   for   injury 
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which  might  happen  to  him;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  J.  L.  Fulton  Co.  108  111.  App. 
238,  sustaining  right  of  railroad  company  to  stipulate  with  contractor  that  latter 
shall  indemnify  former  for  damages  recovered  for  injuries  to  latter's  employees, 
however  occurring. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tarbell  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  656,  which  holds 
void,  contract  by  next  of  kin  releasing  employer  from  liability  for  future  injuries 
to  employee. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  55)  on  effect  of  agreements  between  plaintiff's  master 
and  defendant,  exempting  latter  from  liability. 

Distinguished  in  Richmond  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  41  Or.  56,  57  L.  R.  A.  617, 
03  Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  67  Pac.  947,  holding  agreement  by  passenger  with  mileage 
ticket,  purchased  at  reduced  rate,  not  to  hold  carrier  liable  for  injuries  on  freight 
train  unenforceable  as  to  such  trains  designated  to  carry  passengers. 

Duty  of  CArrier  toipvarda  otber  CArrienu 

Cited  in  Donovan  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  143,  57  C.  C.  A.  365,  120 
Fed.  218,  sustaining  railroad  company's  right  to  give  to  one  hackman  exclusive 
right  to  solicit  patronage  within  its  station. 

40  L.  R.  A.  105,  RITCHEY  v.  WELSH,  149  Ind.  214,  48  N.  E.  1031. 
Protection  of  ea«ement  riffbta. 

Approved  in  Ives  v.  Edison,  124  Mich.  410,  50  L.  R.  A.  139,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  329, 
83  N.  W.  120,  sustaining  right  of  one  having  casement  in  stairway  to  injunction 
to  compel  its  restoration  to  its  original  location. 
'Way  of  necessity. 

Approved  in  Dudgeon  v.  Bronson,  159  Ind.  564,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  64  N.  E. 
910,  denying  right  to  increase  width  of  16-foot  way  of  necessity,  after  use  for 
twenty-five  years;  Albemarle  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Worrell,  133  N.  C.  94,  46  S.  E. 
466,  discussing,  without  deciding,  propriety  of  direction  in  judgment  for  partition, 
that  alleyway  be  allotted  to  one  of  the  parties;  Thomas  v.  McCoy,  30  Ind.  App. 
566,  66  N.  E.  700,  holding  that  complaint  to  establish  private  way  of  necessity 
must  allege  request  to  owner  of  servient  estate  to  select  location,  and  his  failure 
to  do  so  or  selection  of  unreasonable  route. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ellis  v.  Blue  Mountain  Forest  Asso.  42  L.  R.  A.  570,  which 
denies  right  of  way  by  necessity  for  tract  entirely  surrounded  by  other  persons' 
land,  in  absence  of  unity  of  ownership;  Lebus  v.  Boston,  47  L.  R.  A.  79,  which 
holds  parol  evidence  that  grantor  agreed  he  should  have  no  passway  over  land 
conveyed  admissible  to  rebut  implied  reservation  of  way  of  necessity. 

40  L.  R.  A.  109,  MILLER  v.  STATE,  149  Ind.  607,  49  N.  E.  894, 
Crael    and   nnnsnal    pnnisbntent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Storti  v.  Com.  52  L.  R.  A.  520,  which  holds  execution  by 
electricity  not  cruel  or  unusual  punishment;  Territory  v.  Ketchum,  56  L.  R.  A.  90, 
whicli  sustains  death  penalty  for  assault  upon  train,  with  intent  to  commit  felony. 
Indeterminate   sentence   la^r. 

Followed  in  Vancleave  v.  State,  150  Ind.  274,  49  N.  E.  1060;  Bealer  v.  State, 
150  Ind.  394,  50  N.  E.  302;  Hunter  v.  State,  150  Ind.  696,  49  N.  E.  1064;  Wilson 
V.  State,  150  Ind.  697,  49  N.  E.  904;  Keesier  v.  State,  154  Ind.  249,  56  N.  E.  232; 
Bloom  v.  State,  155  Ind.  294,  58  N.  E.  81;  Davis  v.  State,  152  Ind.  152,  52  N.  E. 
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754;  People  ex  rel.  Gark  v.  Sing  Siug  Prison,  39  Mi»c.  117,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  907; 
Shular  v.  State,  160  Ind.  310,  66  N.  £.  746, —  upholding  constitutionality  of 
indeterminate  sentence  law. 

Approved  in  Skelton  v.  State,  149  Ind.  647,  49  N.  E.  901,  holding  indeter- 
minate bentence  authorized  and  required  on  conviction  of  petit  larceny;  Davis  y. 
State,  152  Ind.  35,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  322,  51  N.  E.  928,  holding  indeterminate 
sentence  law  not  ex  post  facto  as  to  crime  committed  before  its  passage ;  Murphy 
y.  Com.  172  Mass.  275,  43  L.  R.  A.  159,  footnote  p.  154,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  266, 
52  N.  E.  505,  holding  duration  of  sentence  not  rendered  uncertain  by  statute 
allowing  right  to  deductions  for  good  behavior,  so  as  to  make  it  ea  post  facto; 
Terry  v.  Byers,  161  Ind.  362,  68  N.  E.  596,  holding  that  punishment  to  be  ad- 
judged on  conviction  under  indeterminate  sentence  law  is  for  maximum  term, 
which  may  be  shortened  for  good  behavior;  State  v.  Page,  60  Kan.  667,  57  Pac. 
514,  sustaining  statute  for  fixing  maximum  sentence  to  state  penitentiary  and 
empowering  board  of  managers  to  grant  paroles  and  absolute  releases  for  exem- 
plary conduct;  Hicks  v.  State,  150  Ind.  298,  50  N.  E.  27,  holding  word  ''punish- 
able" in  indeterminate  sentence  law  inapplicable  to  case  of  one  not  deserving 
greater  punishment  in  opinion  of  court  or  jury  than  fine  and  imprisonment  in 
county  jail;  Re  Murphy,  62  Kan.  424,  63  Pac.  428,  sustaining  right  to  transfer 
incorrigible  prisoner  from  industrial  reformatory  to  penitentiary;  Re  Linden, 
112  Wis.  528,  88  N.  W.  645,  upholding  statute  authorizing  transfer  to  state 
prison  for  balance  of  term  of  inmate  of  reformatory  whose  presence  is  consid- 
ered detrimental  to  other  inmates;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  41, 
60  N.  E.  679,  holding  statute  providing  penalty  for  failure  to  properly  transmit 
telegram  not  void  as  interference  with  governor's  power  to  grant  reprieves, 
commutations,  and  pardons. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Adams,  63  L.  R.  A.  406,  which  sustains  statute 
permitting  sentence  of  imprisonment  with  maximum  and  minimum  terms. 

Criticized  in  Re  Convicts,  73  Vt.  426,  56  L.  R.  A.  662,  51   Atl.   10,  holding 
statute  providing  for  maximum  and  minimum  sentence  for  convicts,  and  empower- 
ing board  to  grant  paroles  after  expiration  of  minimum  time,  in  conflict  with 
governor's  pardoning  power. 
RIvbt   to  Jury  trial. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Harney,  168  Mo.  178,  57  L.  R.  A.  850.  footnote  p.  846, 
67  S.  W.  620,  denying  right  under  Constitution  to  have  jury  assess  punishment 
in  criminal  cases. 

40  L.  R.  A.  117,  SHULTZ  v.  GRIFFITH,  103  Iowa,  150,  72  X.  W.  445. 
Lilabillty  for  asMiiilt  by  dour* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Martinez  v.  Bernhard,  55  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  denies 
liability  for  bite  by  dog  not  known  to  bite  before;  Crowley  v.  Groonell,  55  L. 
R.  A.  876,  which  holds  owner  liable  for  assault  by  dog,  due  to  known  playful 
propensity;  Peck  v.  Williams,  61  L.  R.  A.  351,  which  holds  owner  liable  to  ono 
bitten  by  dog  while  attempting  to  climb  on  owner's  cart  without  leave. 

-.—  Under   statute. 

Followed  in  Van  Bergen  v.  Eulberg,  111  Iowa,  140.  82  N.  W.  483,  holding 
throwing  of  sticks  and  stones  at  dog,  no  excuse  for  bite  inflicted  several  months 
later. 
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Cited  in  Sanders  v.  0*Callagftan,  111  Iowa,  579,  82  N.  W.  969,  holding  evidence 
that  dog  had  previously  bitten  others  admissible  in  action  for  injuries  from  bite, 
notwithstanding  statutory  liability  for  bite. 

PleadinvB  snpportliiK   recovery  of   future   damages. 

Distinguished  in  Westercamp  v.  Brooks,  115  Iowa,  162,  88  N.  W.  372,  sus- 
taining propriety  under  pleadings,  of  recovery  of  future  damages. 

40  L.  R,  A.  119,  KENTUCKY  FEMALE  ORPHAN  SCHOOL  v.  LOUISVILLE,  100 

Ky.  470,  36  S.  W.  921. 
'What  are  charitable  Institutions. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Olsen  v.  Board  of  Control,  85  Minn.  179,  88  N.  W.  633, 
holding  state  normal  schools  "charitable  institutions"  as  used  in  title  of  act. 

—'  'Within  exemption  statntea. 

Cited  in  Bosworth  v.  Kentucky  Chautauqua  Assembly,  112  Ky.  118,  65  8.  W. 
602,  holding  property  of  Kentucky  Chautauqua  Assembly,  whose  sessions  last 
only  few  days,  whose  purposes  are  social  as  well  as  educational,  and  which  is 
used  for  gain  by  stockholders,  not  exempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harvard  College  v.  Assessors,  48  L.  R.  A.  547,  wliich 
holds  exempt  from  taxation,  houses  occupied  by  college  presidents  and  professors, 
and  dormitories  and  dining  halls  for  students;  Yale  University  v.  New  Haven, 
43  L.  R.  A.  490,  which  holds  college  dormitories  and  dining  halls  exempt  from 
taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Newport  v.  Masonic  Temple  Asso.  108  Ky.  341,  49  L.  R.  A.  254, 
56  S.  W.  405,  holding  charity  confined  exclusively  to  members  of  Masonic  order 
not  exempt  as  purely  public  charity. 

40  L.  R.  A.  127,  LORING  v.  HILDRETH,  170  Mass.  328,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  301, 

49  N.  E.  652. 
CnttinflT  off  rights  of  nnborn  or  nnkno'wn  persons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ridley  v.  Halliday,  53  L.  R.  A.  477,  which  holds  sale  of 
realty  binding  on' unborn  remaindermen;  Harrison  v.  Turnbull,  41  L.  R.  A.  703, 
which  holds  unborn  heirs  bound  by  decree  in  action  to  establish  claims  against 
estate  to  which  living  heirs  of  same  class  are  parties. 

Dne  process  of  la^r. 

Approved  in  Tyler  v.  Registration  Ct.  Judges,  175  Mass.  80,  51  L.  R.  A.  437, 
56  N.  E.  812   (distinguished  in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  notice,  by  mail,  by 
publication,  and  by  posting  on  the  land,  of  proceeding  for  registration  of  title, 
to  all  persons  known  to  make  any  claim  to  the  land,  sufficient. 
SnfUcieney  of  vift  or  creation  of  trnst. 

Approved  in  Welch  v.  Henshaw,  170  Mass.  414,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  49  N.  E. 
659,  holding  voluntary  trust  or  gift  incomplete  and  unenforceable  where  settler, 
or  donor  has  kept  the  property  in  his  own  hands,  subject  to  his  own  disposal, 
without  informing  beneficiary  thereof, 

(inietinar   title. 

Cited  in  Oilman  v.  Oilman,  171  Mass.  48,  50  N.  E.  452.  holdinj?  mere  appre- 
hension that  adverse  claim  may  be  maintained  insuflScient  to  support  petition  to 
quiet  title  to  land. 
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40  L.  R,  A.  131,  KINGSTON  ▼.  FT.  WAYNE  &  E.  R.  CO.  112  Mich.  40,  70  N.  W. 

315,  74  N.  W.  230. 
Kvldenee  of  intoxlcatlos* 

Approved  in  Herrick  v.  Wixom,  121  Mich.  390,  81  N.  W.  333,  holding  evidence 
as  to  intoxication  on  other  occasions  of  one  suing  for  personal  injuries  admissible 
only  on  question  as  to  capacity  to  earn  money;  Miller  v.  Bullion-Beck  &  C.  Min. 
Co.  18  Utah,  364,  55  Pac.  53,  holding  evidence  that  defendant's  foreman  was  a 
drinking  man  improper,  in  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  he  was  intoxicated 
at  time  of  injury  to  plaintiff,  or  that  his  drinking  habits  contributed  to  the 
injury;  Connor  v.  Koch,  63  App.  Div.  264,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  836,  holding  evidence 
of  intoxication  of  employees  of  third  person  in  charge  of  loading  of  elevator 
admissible  in  favor  of  owner  of  building  in  action  against  him  for  death  of  one 
killed  by  iron  pipes  falling  from  elevator  through  window  onto  sidewalk,  in 
connection  with  evidence  that  the  latter  assisted  in  the  loading. 

Annotation  in  40  L.  R.  A.  131,  referred  to  particularly  in  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  v.  Cummins,  111  Ky.  339,  63  S.  W.  594,  holding  rights  of  parties  to  action 
for  killing  plain tifTs  intestate  at  railroad  crossing  not  affected  by  his  intoxica- 
tion, unless  it  caused  him  to  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  care  for  his  safety. 

Carrier*«  daty  toipvard  blind  or  Intoxicated  pamieaver. 

Approved  in  Shelly  v.  Brunswick  Traction  Co.  65  N.  J.  L.  642,  48  Atl.  562, 
holding  evidence  of  plaintiff's  intoxication  on  occasions  previous  to  accident, 
inadmissible. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wheeler  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  955,  which 
holds  carrier  liable  for  fall  of  drunken  passenger  permitted  to  dance  and  stagger 
near  door  of  baggage  car;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Tarin,  54  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  for  injury  to  unwarned  passenger  in  car  left  standing  till  under- 
mined by  freshet;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  63  L.  R.  A.  68,  which  holds  carrier 
liable  to  partially  blind  passenger  carried  beyond  her  station  without  having 
reasonable  opportunity  to  alight,  despite  conductor's  promise  to  assist  her; 
Bageard  ▼.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  424,  which  denies  carrier's 
liability  for  injury  to  sick  passenger,  supposed  to  be  intoxicated,  while  going 
towards  back  of  station,  after  being  helped  to  front,  where  way  open  to  street. 

40  L.  R.  A.  150,  HARLEY  v.  PROCUNIER,  116  Mich.  53,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  546, 

72  N.  W.  1099. 
^Waiver  of  exemption  from  levy* 

Cited  in  Grover  v.  Younie,  110  Iowa,  450,  81  N.  W.  684,  holding  right  to 
exemption  of  one  of  several  teams  from  execution  waived  by  executing  chattel 
mortgage  thereon, 

40  L.  R.  A.  151,  HAGGERTY  v.  ST.  LOUIS  ICE  MFG.  &  STORAGE  CO.  143 

Mo.  238,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  44  S.  W.  1114. 
Game  laifrs. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Gallop,  126  N.  C.  983,  35  S.  E.  180,  upholding  power  of 
legislature  to  grant,  withhold,  or  restrict  right  to  hunt  and  kill  game;  Smith  ▼. 
State,  155  Ind.  613,  51  L.  R.  A.  406,  footnote  p.  404,  58  N.  E.  1044,  sustaining 
statute  prohibiting  possession  of  quail  during  close  season. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Snowman,  50  L.  R.  A.  544,  which  sustains  statute 
requiring  license  for  business  of  guiding  in  inland  fishing  and  forest  hunting. 

Construction  of  statntea  ereatlnar  offenaea. 

Limited  and  distinguished  in  State  v.  Ferguson,  82  Mo.  App.  586,  holding 
that  removal  with  wrongful  intent  is  meant  by  statute  relating  to  wilful  re- 
moving of  corner  stones. 

Cnlaiprful  contracts;  tn  part  delicto. 

Approved  in  Sedalia  Bd.  of  Trade  v.  Brady,  78  Mo.  App.  592,  denying  right  of 
one  contributing  money  to  political  pommittee  under  unlawful  agreement^  to 
invoke  aid  of  court  for  its  recovery  because  of  wrongful  appropriation  by  chair- 
man to  his  own  use;  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C.  732,  67  L.  R.  A. 
249,  47  S.  E.  765  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  one  accepting  free 
transportation,  which  carrier  is  forbidden  to  grant,  not  precluded,  on  ground  that 
he  is  in  pari  delicto,  from  holding  carrier  liable  for  injuries  due  to  its  negligence ; 
Wright  V.  Stewart,  130  Fed.  926,  holding  one  consenting  to  bet  money  of  one 
side  on  pretended  foot  race  as  his  own,  not  in  pari  delicto  with  those  conspiring 
to  obtain  his  consent,  so  as  to  prevent  his  recovery  of  money  which  he  intrusted 
to  one  of  them,  not  as  a  bet,  but  to  enable  the  latter  tp  make  a  showing,  if 
stake  money  was  called  for  by  one  of  the  betters. 

40  L.  R.  A.  154,  OWIXGS  v.  McKENZIE,  133  Mo.  323,  33  S.  W.  802. 
Release  of  •nrety  by  extension  of  time  to  principal. 

Approved  in  Regan  v.  Williams,  88  Mo.  App.  583,  holding  surety  on  i)ote 
secured  by  purchase  money  mortgage  not  released  by  contract  between  original 
holder  and  purchaser  for  extension  of  time,  which  was.  void  for  lack  of  considera- 
tion; Harburg  v.  Kumpf,  151  Mo.  21,  52  S.  W.  19,  holding  promise  of  holder 
to  extend  note  after  maturity  for  definite  period,  without  other  consideration 
than  maker's  promise  to  pay  interest  for  such  period,  void  so  as  not  to  discharge 
sureties;  Kansas  City  use  of  Diamond  Brick  &  Tile  Co.  v.  McGovem,  78  Mo. 
App.  517,  holding  sureties  for  contractor  on  city  improvements  not  released  by 
extension  of  time  by  city  from  liability  to  material  men  for  material  furnished 
before  extension;  White  v.  Smith,  174  Mo.  206,  73  S.  W.  610,  holding  surety  on 
note  secured  by  mortgage  discharged  by  creditor's  agreement,  without  surety's 
knowledge,  not  to  proceed  with  foreclosure  until  after  specified  date. 

Effect  on  note  of  provisions  In  mortemve  secnrtngr  It. 

Approved  in  Lawson  v,  Cundiff,  81  Mo.  Ap^\  177,  holding  maturity  of  note 
determined  by  note  itself,  instead  of  by  deed  of  trust  securing  same;  Rumiey 
v.  Peoples  R.  Co.  154  Mo.  246,  55  S.  W.  615,  holding  clause  in  deed  of  trust 
authorizing  foreclosure  on  default  for  thirty  days  in  payment  of  coupon  interest 
notes,  valid  and  self-executing,  though  note  not  otherwise  affected  as  to  it  a 
maturity;  Westminister  College  v.  Peirsol,  161  Mo.  286,  61  S.  W.  811,  holding 
entire  note  due  by  its  terms  at  specified  time,  due  for  purpose  of  foreclosure 
whenever  interest  remains  unpaid  when  dae,  if  deed  of  trust  securing  same  so 
provides,  but  not  otherwise  affected  as  to  maturity  by  such  deed;  Hawes  v. 
Mulholland,  78  Mo.  App.  497,  holding  note  and  mortgage  securing  same  so  far 
separate  that  action  may  be  maintained  on  former  regardless  of  latter,  though 
former  refers  to  latter  as  being  part  thereof;  McMillan  v.  Orayston,  83  Mo.  App. 
433,    holding   mortgage  securing   series   of   notes   maturing  at   different   tipaes. 
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providing  that  default  in  any  payment  shall  render  all  due,  only  has  effect  to 
enable  mortgagee  after  sale  to  apply  proceeds  to  all  notes,  but  does  not  otherwise 
affect  their  maturity;  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goodloe-McClelland  Commission  Co. 
93  Mo.  App.  13G,  holding  note  not  rendered  non-negotiable  by  provisions  in  mort- 
gage securing  same,  as  the  mortgage  is  mere  security  creating  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty; Rasmussen  v.  Levin,  28  Colo.  453,  65  Pac.  94,  holding  foreclosure  of  quit- 
claim deed  securing  note,  for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  not  authorized  by  provision 
in  mortgages  securing  same  note,  giving  mortgagee  option  to  foreclose  on  default 
in  paying  taxes. 

Cited  in  Burnes  v.  Ballinger,  76  Mo.  App.  61,  holding  that  in  a  series  of  tax 
bills  only  those  which  are  defaulted  become  due,  and  limitation  begins  to  run 
against  such  bills  immediately. 

Disapproved  in  Brewer  v.  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  36  C.  C.  A.  291,  94  Fed.  349, 
holding  holder  of  notes  secured  by  mortgage  entitled  to  declare  them  due  for  all 
purposes  and  collect  them  by  suit  in  ordinary  form  on  default  in  payment  of 
interest,  when  the  mortgage  provides  that  in  such  case  entire  debt  shall  be  due; 
San  Antonio  Real  Estate  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Stewart,  94  Tex.  445,  86  Am.  St. 
Rep.  864,  61  S.  W.  386,  holding  entire  series  of  instalment  notes  matured  so  as 
to  set  limitations  running,  by  partial  default  in  payment,  where  mortgage  se- 
curing them  provides  for  maturity  of  entire  debt  in  such  case. 

40  L.  R.  A.  168,  MORRISON  v.  BENNETT,  20  Mont.  660,  52  Pac.  553. 
Rlffhts    ander    illegal   contract. 

Cited  in  Central  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Resp&.88,  112  Ky.  616,  56  L.  R.  A.  484, 
footnote  p.  479,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  317,  66  S.  W.  421,  denying  power  of  courts  to 
divide  profits  of  bookmaking  partnership. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ullman  v.  St.  Louis  Fair  Asso.  66  L.  R.  A.  606,  wliich 
denies  right  to  abandon  partly  executed,  illegal  bookmaking  contract  for  specified 
period,  and  recover  back  pro  rata  amount  of  money  paid;  Hankins  v.  Ottinger, 
40  L.  R.  A.  76,  which  sustains  agreement  by  owners  of  race  horses  to  divide 
equally  all  premiums  and  stake  moneys  awarded  to  any  of  such  horses. 

Distinguished  in  Gallagher  v.  Cornelius,  23  Mont.  31,  57  Pac.  447,  holding 
illegality  of  contract  of  alderman  with  city  to  construct  sewer,  no  defense  to 
his  contract  to  indemnify  third  person  for  payment  of  debts  in  its  construction. 

40  L.  R.  A.  163,  MAYO  v.  WASHINGTON,  122  N.  C.  5,  29  S.  E.  343. 
"What  are  ^'aeceaiiary  expenses"  of  eoanty  or  manlctpaltty. 

Approved  in  Black  v.  Buncombe  County,  129  N.  C.  125,  39  S.  E.  818,  holding 
courts  entitled  to  say  what  are  necessary  expenses  of  county,  but  not  to  control 
conduct  of  commissioners  in  incurring  such  expenses;  Edgerton  v.  Goldsboro 
Water  Co.  126  N.  C.  97,  48  L.  R.  A.  445,  footnote  p.  444,  35  S.  E.  243,  holding 
cost  of  providing  water  for  city,  authorized  by  charter,  not  a  necessary  expense ; 
Tlirift  v.  Elizabeth  City,  122  N.  C.  34,  44  L.  R.  A.  428,  30  S.  E.  349,  holding 
water  and  lights  not  necessary  expenses;  Rodman  v.  Washington,  122  N.  C.  41, 
30  S.  E.  118,  holding  support  of  public  schools  not  a  necessary  expense;  Bear  v. 
Brunswick  County,  124  N.  C.  212,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  32  S.  E.  658  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  point  that  public  school  system  is  a  necessary  expense;  Wadsworth 
Y.  Concord,  133  N.  C.  593,  45  8.  £.  948,  holding  furnishing  of  light  not  such  a 
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necessary   expense  as   to   justify  board   of  aldermen   in  entering  into  contract 
extending  beyond  their  term  of  office. 

Overruled  in  Fawcett  v.  Mt.  Airy,  134  N.  C.  130,  63  L.  R.  A.  872,  footnote 
p.  870.  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  825,  45  S.  E.  1029,  holding  power  to  procure  lighting 
plant  included  in  power  to  city  to  light  its  streets. 

Necemtty    of    aeparate    readlnffs    of    bill. 

Approved  in  Rodman-Heath  Cotton  Mills  v.  Waxhaw,  130  N.  C.  294,  41  S.  E. 
488,  and  Glenn  v.  Wray,  126  N.  C.  732,  36  S.  E.  167,  requiring  strict  compliance 
with  constitutional  requirement  for  three  separate  readings  on  three  separate 
days,  of  every  bill  authorizing  a  town  to  raise  money,  create  debt,  or  lay  tax. 

40  L.  R.  A.  171,  LADD  v.  BOSTON,  170  Mass!  332,  49  N.  E.  627. 
Rearalatlons  as  to  supply  of  ivrater  and  aras. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Turner  v.  Revere  Water  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  657,  which  holds 
regulation  permitting  water  company  to  refuse  to  turn  on  water  until  payment 
of  rates  of  previous  owners  or  tenants  unreasonable ;  Indiana  Natural  ic  Illuminat- 
ing Gas  Co.  V.  State,  67  L.  R,  A.  761,  which  denies  right  of  natural  gas  company 
to  discriminate  against  single  consumer  by  enforcing  meter  rate,  instead  of  flat 
rate,  against  him. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  113)  on  establishment  and  regulation  of  municipal 
water  supply. 

40  L.  R.  A.  172,  THOMPSON  v.  SALT  LAKE  RAPID-TRANSIT  CO.  16  Utah, 
281,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  621,  52  Pac.  92. 

Doctrine  of  last  clear  cbance. 

Approved  in  Klockenbrink  v.  £i.  Louis  &  M.  River  R.  Co.  81  Mo.  A  pp.  356, 
holding  negligence  of  person  having  last  opportunity  of  avoiding  accident,  proxi- 
mate cause  of  injury;  Roberts  v.  Spokane  Street  R.  Co.  23  Wash.  338,  64  L,  R.  A. 
190,  63  Pac.  506,  holding  street  car  company  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  by 
collision  which  was  proximate  result  of  company's  negligence  as  to  condition  or 
management  of  its  car,  though  traveler's  negligence  was  also  a  condition  of  the 
accident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  802,  which 
holds  that  duty  to  exercise  y»re  to  avoid  injury  from  other's  negligence  does 
not  arise  till  negligence  is  apprehensible;  Tesch  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  ft  Light 
Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  denies  liability  for  injury  to  one  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  notwithstanding  subsequent  opportunity  of  other  party  to  avoid 
injury;  Greenlee  v.  Southern  R,  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds  that  contributor)' 
negligence  will  not  prevent  recovery  for  injury  to  brakeman  resulting  from  con- 
tinuing negligence,  consisting  of  absence  of  self  couplers;  Baltimore  Consol.  R 
Co.  V.  Armstrong,  54  L.  R.  A.  424,  which  denies  liability  towards  one  o^ught 
between  two  street  cars  by  becoming  confused  after  assenting  to  motorman's 
instructions  as  to  reaching  safe  place. 
Rlffbts  of  street  railway  In  street. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hamer,  29  Ind.  App.  429,  62  N.  E.  658, 
holding  that  street  railway  company  has  no  superior  right  over  pedestrian  in 
street,  but  that  both  are  required  to  use  reasonable  care  to  prevent  injury. 
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Proximate    ca«se    of    la  Jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rider  v.  Syracuse  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  126, 
which  holds  proximate  cause  that  which,  in  natural  sequence,  unbroken  by  new 
cause,  produced  event. 

Contrjkbiitory  BOflrliflT^Bce  of  children. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gleason  v.  Smith,  55  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  denies  liability 
for  injury  by  collision  with  team,  to  twelve-year-old  boy  using  street  as  play- 
ground. 

40  L.  R.  A.  177,  LETTS  v.  KESSLER,  54  Ohio  St.  73,  42  N.  E.  765. 
Bllect  of  bad  motive. 

Approved  in  Bordeaux  v.  Greene,  22  Mont.  265,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  600,  56  Pac. 
218,  holding  right  to  shut  off  light  and  air  from  neighbor's  windows  by  building 
on  one's  own  land  not  affected  by  motive ;  Cincinnati  Volksblatt  Co.  v.  Hoffraeister, 
62  Ohio  St.  198,  48  L.  R.  A.  734,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  56  N.  E.  1033,  Affirming 

5  Ohio  N.  P.  72,  holding  stockholder's  right  to  inspect  corporate  books  not 
dependent  on  his  motive;  Hamilton,  G.  &  C.  Traction  Co.  v.  Parish,  67  Ohio  St. 
190,  60  L.  R.  A.  534,  65  N.  E.  1011,  holding  motive  inducing  plaintiff  to  bring 
action,  of  no  importance  if  he  had  a  legal  right  which  he  sought  to  protect  by  tlie 
«uit;  Kelley  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  57  Ohio  St.  328,  39  L.  R.  A.  768,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  721, 
49  N.  E.  399,  upholding  absolute  right  to  drill  and  produce  oil  on  one's  own 
land  in  legal  manner,  without  question  by  adjoining  owner  as  to  its  reasoxrableness. 

Cited  in  Karasek  v.  Peier,  22  Wash.  427,  50  L.  R.  A.  348,  footnote  p.  345,  61 
Pac.  33,  sustaining  statute  authorizing  injunction  against  ^lyialicious  erection  or 
maintenance  of  structure  intended  to  spite  neighbor;  Lanftist^r  v.  Hamburger, 
70  Ohio  St.  164,  65  L.  R.  A.  860,  71  N.  E.  289,  denying  liability  of  street  car 
patron  for  reporting  to  superintendent  conductor's  misconduct  while  on  duty, 
though  he  is  actuated  by  ill  will  and  a  desire  to  procure  conductor's  discharge. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Metzger  v.  Hochrein,  50  L.  R.  A.  305,  which  sustains 
right  to  maliciously  erect  unsightly  high-board  fence  on  own  property,  obstructing 
neighbor's  light,  air,  and  view. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.  R.  A.  177). on  liabjlity  for  malicious  erection  of  fence; 
(62  L.  R.  A.  676,  683,  684)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable  what 
would  otherwise  not  be. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  Horan  v.  Byrnes,  72  N.  H.  98,  62  L.  R.  A.  604,  foot- 
note p.  602,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  54  Atl.  945,  which  sustains  statute  forbidding 
•erection  of  boxmdary  fence  more  than  5  feet  high,  for  sole  purpose  of  annoying 
■adjoining  owner. 
Nearllvence  a*  to  snbstaneea  oa  o^*b  laad  or  escaping  oa  anotber's. 

Distinguished  in  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  63  Ohio  St. 
249,  52  L.  R.  A.  147,  58  N.  E,  821,  holding  small  boy  employed  by  station  agent 
without  company's  knowledge  to  place  switch  light,  entitled  to  no  greater  care 
from  company  to  keep  right  of  way  safe  than  station  agent  himself;  Lake  Shore 

6  M.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Liidtke,  69  Ohio  St.  397,  69  N.  E.  653,  denying  liability  for 
injury  to  boy  on  railroad  track  because  of  insufficiency  of  fence  which  company 
owed  him  no  duty  to  maintain. 

40  L.  R.  A.  185,  MARCOTTE  v.  ALLEN,  91  Me.  74,  39  Atl.  346. 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 46. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  187,  INTERNATIONAL  FRATERNAL  ALLIANCE  v.  STATE,  86 
Md.  550,  39  Ail.  512.  ' 

40  L.  R.  A.  191,  INGERSOLL  v.  HOPKINS,  170  Maes.  401,  49  N.  E.  623. 
RevoeAtlon   of  ifrlU   by  marrlaare. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Kelly,  56  L.  R.  A.  754,  which  holds  woman's  will  not 
revoked  by  subsequent  marriage;  Glasoott  v.  Bragg,  56  L.  R.  A.  258,  which 
holds  will  in  favor  of  third  person  revoked  by  marriage  and  adoption  of  child; 
Hudnall  v.  Ham,  48  L.  R.  A.  557,  which  holds  relocation  of  will  by  subsequent 
marriage  not  prevented  by  antenuptial  agreement  in  its  support. 

40  L.  R.  A.  194,  Re  THOMPSON,  32  Or.  499,  52  Pac.  570. 

40  L.  R.  A.  195,  STATE  ea  rel  CHEYENNE  v.  SWAN,  7  Wyo.  166,  76  Am.  St. 

Rep.  889,  51  Pac.  209. 
Lievlalative  Jovmals. 

Cited  in  Weaver  v.  Davidson  County,  104  Tenn.  327,  59  S.  W.  1106,  holding 
legislative  journals  competent  to  show  invalidity  of  enactment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stanly  County  v.  Snuggs,  39  L.  R.  A.  439,  which  holda 
fatal,  omission  to  enter  yeas  and  nays  in  journal  on  second  and  third  readings 
on  bill  authorizing  tia;  State  ex  rel  Brickman  v.  Wilson,  45  L.  R.  A.  772, 
which  denies  right  of  clerk  of  House  of  Representatives  to  expunge  false  entriea 
from  journal  after  delivery  to  Secretary  of  State. 

40  L.  R.  A.  201,  DORi^EY  v.  STATE,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  627,  70  Am.  St.  R^.  762, 

44  S.  W.  514. 
ReffvlatloB  of  Hale  of  art  Idea  of  food. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Frost  v.  Chicago,  49  L.  R.  A.  657,  which  holds  void,, 
ordinance  prohibiting  colored  netting  over  package  of  fruit,  etc.;  State  v.  Layton, 
62  L.  R.  A.  164,  which  sustains  statutory  prohibition  against  manufacture  or  sale 
of  baking  powder  containing  alum. 

40  L.  R.  A.  203,  PALESTINE  WATER  &  P.  CO.  v.  PALESTINE,  91  Tex.  540,. 

44  S.  W.  814. 
Forfeiture    of    franchise    of    ^prater    company. 

Cited  in  St.  Cloud  v.  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  88  Minn.  334,  92  N.  W.  1112, 
sustaining  power  of  city  to  annul  franchise  of  water  company  for  breach  of 
agreement  to  furnish  pure  water  of  specified  amount  daily. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  93)  on  forfeiture  of  franchise  of  water  company  for 
breach  of  duty. 
RIarbt  of  Tvater  compear  in  streets. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  78,  80)  on  use  of  highways  by  water  companies. 

40  L.  R.  A.  209,  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  MITCHELL,  91  Tex.  454,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  906,  44  S.  W.  274. 

Refusal  of  court  of  civil  appeals  to  dismiss  cause  in  44  S.  W.  1075. 
Nevllflrence   as    to   telegrams. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  445,  56  S.  W.  439,  holding  it  necessary 
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for  plaintiff  to  show  his  agent's  inability,  without  his  own  personal  presence  and 
influence,  to  make  arrangements  for  procuring  water. 

Followed  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Moseley,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  563,  67  S.  W. 
1059,  holding  company  not  liable  for'  failure  to  deliver  message  to  sendee's  wife 
in  his  absence,  unless  she  is  his  agent. 

Approved  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Redinger,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  365,  54  S.  W. 
417,  holding  question  as  to  negligence  in  delivering  telegram,  for  jury;  Harper  v» 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  92  Mo.  App.  312,  holding  that  telegraph  company  mar 
Mnd  itself  to  deliver  message  at  specified  place,  regardless  of  direction  contained 
in  message. 

Cited  in  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Gotcher,  93  Tex.  118,  53  S.  W.  686, 
holding  statement  of  death  of  brother  of  wife  of  addressee  of  message  requesting 
him  to  attend  fimeral  insufficient  notice  that  message  was  for  benefit  of  wife 
also;  Barefoot  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  459,  67  S.  W.  912, 
holding  delivery  of  telegram  on  Sunday  to  clerk  of  hotel  where  sendee  usually 
stopped  while  in  town,  without  attempting  to  find  members  of  his  business  firm 
who  were  to  forward  message,  insufficient;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hendricks, 
26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  368,  63  S.  W.  341,  same  case  on  later  appeal  in  29  Tez.  Civ. 
App.  414,  68  S.  W.  720,  holding  delivery  of  death  message  to  business  partner  of 
person  in  whose  care  message  was  sent,  without  attempting  to  deliver  at  sendee's 
residence  4  miles  out  of  town,  insufficient  where  extra  charges  to  secure  delivery 
were  paid;  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Norris,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  46,  60  S.  W.  982,. 
holding  evidence  that  sendee  would  have  known  that  his  son  was  meant  by  tele- 
gr^Km  incorrectly  naming  him,  and  would  have  reached  the  place  before  hi» 
burial  if  message  had  been  delivered,  admissible. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cobb,  58  L.  R.  A.  698,  which 
holds  delivery  of  telegram  to  clerk  of  hotel  where  sendee  boards,  insufficient; 
Lefler  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  477,  which  sustains  delivery  to  ticket 
agent  of  telegram  directed  to  person  in  care  of  railroad  company  there. 

40  L.  R.  A.  212,  Ex  parte  FAGG,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  673,  44  S.  W.  294. 
Jarladlctlon    of   mmilcipaltty    over   offense* 

Approved  in  Ew  parte  Coombs,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  654,  44  S.  W.  854,  denying- 
power  of  legislature  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  corporation  courts,  and  holding^ 
their  jurisdiction  confined  to  matters  pertaining  to  them  as  incidents  to  municipal 
charters;  Ex  parte  Wilbarger,  41  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  520,  55  S.  W.  908,  sustaining 
statute  creating  corporation  courts  for  cities,  towns,  and  villages,  and  authorizing 
them  to  adopt  such  courts. 

Cited  in  footnote.*  to  Ogden  v.  Madison,  55  L.  R.  A.  506,  which  sustains  city'a 
power  to  impose  penalty  for  keeping  house  of  ill  fame,  though  misdemeanor  under 
state  statute;  Judy  v.  Lashley,  67  L.  R.  A.  414,  which  denies  power  t^  make 
punishable  by  city  ordinance,  carrying  of  deadly  weapons  made  punishable  by 
state  law. 

40  L.  R.  A.  216,  BALTIMORE  TRUST  &  G.  CO.  v.  HAMBLETON,  84  Md.  456, 

36  Atl.  597. 
Relations  and  rlKhtn  of  iiyncltcate  ntembern  and  corporate  promoters. 

Subsequent  nppenl  in  86  ^Id.  312,  38  Atl.  43.  in  which  the  court  holds  syndicate 
member  becoming  fraudulently  possessed  of  some  of  its  funds  not  entitled  to  th€ 


7U         L.  R  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [40  L.  R  A. 

part  not  claimed  by  other  members  failing  to  become  parties  to  action  to  recover 
such  funds. 

Cited  in  footnotecT  to  Ferguson  v.  Gooch,  40  L.  R.  A.  234  which  holds  members 
of  syndicate  secretly  obtaining  commission  from  vendors  on  purchasing  property 
for  syndicate  guilty  of  fraud  as  to  other  members;  Reed  v.  Schmidt,  61  L.  R.  A. 
270,  which  denies  right  to  require  withdrawal  of  railroad  bonds  the  bolder  of 
which  has  borne  his  share  of  expense  of  protecting  common  interests,  from  syndi- 
cate agreement  for  its  purchase  on  foreclosure;  Milwaukee  Cold  Storage  Co.  v. 
Dexter,  40  L.  R.  A.  837,  which  denies  promoter's  liability  for  profit  on  trans- 
ferring to  corporation  land  purcl\ased  before  formation  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  216)  on  relations  and  rights  of  syndicate  members. 

40  L.  R.  A.  234,  FERGUSON  v.  GOOCH,  94  Va.  1,  26  S.  E.  397. 
Aarent  acting  tor  bimself  or  tblrd  person. 

Approved  in  Francis  v.  Cline,  96  Va.  221,  31  S.  E.  10,  holding  that  trust  for 
mother's  benefit  attaches  to  land,  where  son,  as  her  agent,  obtained  conveyance 
of  legal  title  from  her  husband  and  trustee  and  exchanged  the  land  for  other, 
title  to  which  he  took  in  his  own  name. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Strong  v.  Brennan,  47  L.  R.  A.  702,  which  denies  right  of 
attorney  to  recover  for  services  to  association  employing  him,  when  also  engaged 
and  paid  by  adverse  party;  Kimball  v.  Ranney,  46  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies 
right  of  agent  employed  to  sell  mortgaged  property  for  owner,  to  purchase  at  sale. 

Distinguished  in  Farmers'  Benev.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kinsey,  101  Va.  243,  43  S.  E. 
338,  holding  waiver  of  failure  to  pay  assessment  within  specified  time  after 
notice,  by  making  subsequent  assessment  against  insured  in  accordance  with 
custom  of  insurer,  not  affected  by  fact  that  agent  making  assessment  was  also 
agent  of  insured. 

'Wbat    conatitntes    a    partnersblp. 

Approved  in  Winslow  v.  Young,  94  Me.  162,  47  Atl,  149,  holding  partnership 
not  created  by  syndicate  purchasing  land  for  speculative  purposes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Shrum  v.  Simpson,  49  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  holds  no  part- 
nership created  by  contract  for  working  farm  and  dividing  proceeds;  Brandon  v. 
Connor,  63  L.  R.  A.  260,  which  holds  partnership  as  to  third  persons  constituted 
by  agreement  between  contractor  for  grading  railroad  and  one  furnishing  mules 
and  harness,  to  give  half  of  net  profits  to  latter. 

BIfeet   of  custom. 

Cited  in  Consumers  Ice  Co  v.  Jennings,  100  Va.  723,  42  S.  E.  879,  holding  that 
ja  custom  of  trade  cannot  change  intrinsic  charad;er  of  contract  of  parties  ig- 
norant thereof;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive  (Tenn.)  64  L.  R.  A.  447,  79  S.  W. 
124,  holding  eustom  of  carrier  to  suspend  business  on  July  4th  not  unreasonable, 
•even  as  to  delivery  of  perishable  freight. 

40  L.  R.  A.  237,  VIRGINIA  F.  &  M.  INS.  CO.  v.  NEW  YORK  CAROUSAL  MI^G. 

CO.  95  Va.  515,  28  S.  E.  888. 
^SitiiB    of    debt    for   grarnliibment    purposes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  right  to 
garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action;  Strause  Bro.*.  v.  JEtna  Ina. 
Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  452,  which  holds  debt  of  insurance  company  for  loss,  in  other 
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state,  without  situs,  where  company  has  agent»  for  garnishment  purposes,  in 
third  state. 

Protection   of   BLonrealdeat    creditor   wut   to    flra-ral*bm«Bt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,  41  L.  R.  A.  331,  which 
holds  garnishment  of  debt  due  nonresident  not  personally  served  in  state,  in- 
valid; Hawley  v.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  105,  which  sustains  discrimination  between 
banks  in  and  out  of  state  as  to  attachment  of  negotiable  paper;  Peiinf>ylvania 
R.  Co.  V.  Pogers,  62  L.  R.  A.  178,  which  holds  nonresident  summoned  as  gar- 
nishee while  temporarily  within  state  not  subject  to  further  proceedings  unless 
he  has  property  within  state. 

Distinguished  in  Stewart  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  45  W.  Va.  739,  44  L.  R.  A. 
104,  32  S.  £.  218,  holding  garnishee  of  nonresident  debtor  served  by  constructive 
service  only,  in  action  based  on  contract  utterly  in  state  where  principal  debtor 
resides,  not  protected  by  judgment,  against  suit  by  such  debtor. 

40  L.  R.  A.  240,  CARDWELL  v.  KELLY,  95  Va.  570,  28  8.  E.  953. 
Fartlea  is  pAri  delicto. 

Approved  in  Tate  v.  Commercial  Bldg.  Asso.  97  Va.  79,  46  ]/.  R.  A.  246,  76 
Am.  St.  Rep.  770,  33  S.  E.  382,  holding  one  agreeing  to  insure  his  life  for  benefit 
of  an  association  to  which  he  belongs  not  in  pari  delicto  so  as  to  prevent  court 
from  compelling  the  association  to  account  if  it  receives  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
surance. 
Stockholder's    liability   for   wspald   awlMMsrlptlos. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Vermont  Marble  Co.  v.  Decles  Qranite  Co.  56  L.  R.  A. 
728,  which  holds  liability  for  unpaid  subscription  not  defeated  by  transfer  of 
stock  without  transferee's  consent. 

40  L.  R.  A.  244,  HAUG  v.  RILEY.  101  Ga.  372,  29  S.  E.  44. 

40  L.  R.  A.  260,  AMERICAN  TRUST  k  BKG.  CO.  v.  BOONE,  102  Ga.  302,  66 

Am.  St.  Rep.  167,  29  S.  E.  182. 
Contract  wltb  iniiane  person. 

Approved  in  Orr  v.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  i07  Ga.  500,  33  6.  E.  708,  holding 
contract  with  insane  person  invalid,  though  other  party  did  not  know  of  the 
insanity,  and  it  could  not  have  been  discovered  by  ordinarily  reasonable  and 
prudent  person;  Woolley  ^.  Gaines,  114  Ga.  123,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  22,  39  S.  £. 
892,  holding  that  ignorance  by  one  party  to  alleged  contract  of  insanity  of  other 
party  does  not  per  se  entitle  him  to  enforce  it  against  the  latter. 
Relation   and   liability   betipreen   bank   and    depositor. 

Approved  in  Paul  v.  Draper,  158  Mo.  201,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  59  8.  W.  77, 
holding  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  not  that  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust, 
created  by  deposit  in  bank  by  guardian  as  trustee  for  his  wards  to  bank's  knowl- 
edge, preventing  payment  in  preference  to  other  debts  in  absence  of  special  cir- 
cumstances; Globe  Sav.  Bank  v.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  64  Neb.  417,  89 
N.  W.  1030,  holding  bank  liable  to  true  owner,  for  appropriating  to  indebted- 
ness due  from  depositor,  money  deposited  which  it  knew  to  be  trust  funds. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kimmel  v.  Bean,  64  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  bank  re- 
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ceiying  from  agent  for  deposit  in  his  name,  money  of  principal,  without  notice 
of  agency,  protected  in  applying  it  to  past-due  debt  of  depositor. 

Cited  in  note  (52  L.  R.  A.  799)  on  liability  of  bank  or  other  depositary  or  of 
drawee  for  taking  deposit  of  agent,  fiduciary,  or  other  repre^entati\d  to  pay  his 
own  debt. 

40  L.  R.  A.  253,  SOUTHERN  R.  C50.  ▼.  COVENIA,  100  Ga.  46,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 

312,  29  S.  E.  210. 
RlflTlit  to  recover  for  deatli  of  Touwtg  child. 

Reaffirmed  in  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Ck>.  y.  Arnold,  100  Ga.  567,  28  8.  E.  224, 
denying  right  of  action  for  loss  of  services  of  three-year-old  child  killed,  not- 
withstanding allegation  that  it  rendered  valuable  services. 

Cited  in  Crawford  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  106  Ga.  878,  33  S.  E.  820,  holding  it 
question  for  jury  in  action  for  death  of  child  four  and  one  half  years  oid» 
whether  it  could  render  valuable  services  to  its  father. 


40  L.  R.  A.  250,  ORCHARDSON  v.  COFIELD,  171  111.  14,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  211, 

49  N.  E.  197. 
Mental  UBaovBdneM  and  Its  effect. 

Approved  in  Pyott  v.  Pyott,  191  111.  288,  61  N.  E.  88,  Affirming  90  HI.  App. 
219,  holding  marriage  void  db  initio,  where  husband's  mental  faculties  were  so 
impaired  that  he  was  unable  to  understand  nature  and  effect. of  act  of  marriage, 
and  he  was  subjected  to  improper  influences;  Re  Brush,  35  Misc.  696,  72  N.  Y. 
Supp.  421,  holding  want  of  testamentary  capacity  not  shown  by  belief  in  Chris- 
tian Science,  unless  it  dethroned  her  reason,  making  her  subject  to  insane  delu- 
sions; Layer  v.  Layer,  110  Ky.  552,  62  S.  W.  15,  holding  insane  delusion  by  tes- 
tator that  he  was  not  the  father  <4  one  of  his  children,  ground  for  setting 
aside  will  practically  disinheriting  him. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Buchanan,  50  L.  R.  A.  378,  which  holds  sane,  for  pur- 
pose of  trial  for  crime,  person  rendered  dangerous  at  frequent  intervals  by  un- 
controllable appetite  for  liquor;  People  v.  Gilman,  46  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds 
conspiracy  to  dieat  shown  by  materializing  seances,  and  professed  medium  pun- 
ishable, though  obvious  humbug., 

40  L.  R.  A.  266,  DETLOR  v.  HOLLAND,  57  Ohio  St.  492,  49  N.  E.  690. 
Term   of  lease. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Fowler,  65  Ohio  St.  522,  63  N.  E.  76,  as  to  length  of  term  un- 
der provisions  in  granting  and  habendum  clauses  in  oil  and  gas  lease;  Murdock- 
West  Co.  V.  Logan,  69  Ohio  St.  520,  69  N.  E.  984,  holding  that  lessee's  rights  un- 
der lease  for  specified  term,  and  so  much  longer  thereafter  as  oil  or  gas  shall 
be  found  in  paying  quantities,  cease  on  failure  to  actaallv  find  oil  or  gas  within 
term   specified. 

Diatlnetton  between  leaae  and  license. 

Cited  in  footnote  t6  Paul  v.  Cragnas,  47  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  holds  lease,  not 
license,  made  by  instrument  by  which  first  party  "leases"  his  interest  in  mining 
claim  for  one  year,  the  other  agreeing  to  work  the  same  and  pay  royalty  for 
all  ores  taken  out. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  269,  PEOPLE  t.  EBANKS,  117  Cal.  652,  49  Pac.  1049. 
BIlMors  to  •mnmon  Jury* 

Approved  in  People  y.  Fellows,  122  Cal.  238,  54  Pac.  830,  holding  it  error  to 
appoint  elisor  to  summon  jury  where  sheriff  is  disqualified,  unless  the  coroner 
is  also  shown  to  he  disqualified. 

PlaelBflT  Jury  under  dtargre  of  dis<i«alifl«d  offleer. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Fellows,  122  Cal.  238,  54  Pac.  830,  holding  that  sheriff 
disqualified  by  hias  to  summon  jury  should  not  be  given  charge  of  them  on  their 
retirement  to  consider  their  verdict. 

Kffeot  of  ml»eond«ct  of  J«ry. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Ootts,  55  L.  R.  A.  176,  which  holds  conviction  not 
avoided  by  juror's  conversation  with  third  person  on  matter  foreign  to  case  on 
trial;  Gamble  v.  State,  60  L.  R.  A.  547,  which  holds  mere  separation  of  jurors 
in  capital  case  not  ground  for  reversal. 

Prejadlclal  oftov  1b  eromi-examlAatloii* 

Approved  in  Cook  v.  Los  Angeles  ft  P.  Electric  R.  Co.  134  Gal.  281,  66  Pac. 
306,  holding  improper  cross-examination  on  mere  preliminary  questions  not  pro- 
ductive of  injury  no  groimd  for  reversal. 

InatnictlOBL  wut  to  reaaonable  doabt. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Sternberg  127  Cal.  4^3,  59  Pac  942,  holding  instruction 
that  jury  should  consider  danger  of  convicting  an  innocent  person  in  determining 
question  of  reasonable  doubt,  properly  modified  by  also  calling  their  attention  to 
the  danger  to  society  from  acquitting  a  guilty  person. 

PreaamptloBS    on    appeal. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Nogiri,  142  Cal.  597,  76  Pac.  490,  referring  to  rule  that  er- 
ror must  be  shown  and  will  not  be  presumed  on  appeaL 

Evldeaee  of   otber  orimoa* 

Cited  in  People  v.  Walker,  142  Cal.  95,  75  Pac.  658  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  inadmissible,  evidence  of  shortage  in  defendant's  general  balance 
of  accounts  with  a  corporation,  in  which  the  money  of  such  corporation  which 
he  is  charged  with  embezzling  is  not  included. 

Cited  in  note  (62  L.  R.  A.  321}  on  evidence  of  other  crimes  in  criminal  case. 

40  L.  R.  A.  280,  STATE  e»  rel  GARTH  v.  SWITZLER,  143  Mo.  287,  63  Am. 

St.  Rep.  653,  45  S.  W.  245. 
TazatloB  or  approprlatioaa  |  for  ivrbat  parposes. 

Approved  in  State  eo  rel.  Fath  v.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  216,  60  S.  W.  1093, 
holding  collateral  inheritance  tax  for  public  purpose,  and  a  right  or  privilege 
which  state  has  power  to  tax. 

Cited  in  footnotes'^^to  Dodge  v.  Mission  Twp.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds 
promotion  of  construction  and  operation  of  sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not 
authorizing  taxation;  Pritchard  v.  Magoun,  46  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  authorizes 
taxes  to  aid  in  building  for  highway  and  railway  purposes,  toll  bridge  owneJ 
by  private  corporation;  Allen  v.  State)  Auditors,  47  L.  R.  A.  117,  which  denies 
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right  to  appropriate  public  money  to  pay  pardoned  convict  for  alleged  wrongful 
imprisonment;  Boehm  v.  Hertz,  48  L.  R.  A.  575,  which  sustains  appropriation 
for  state  normal  school  maintained  by  private  corporation;  Oren  ex  rel.  Barbour 
V.  Pingree,  46  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  holds  void,  statute  empowering  city  to  pur- 
chase and  operate  street  railways. 

Unifonnlty   tn   taxation. 

Cited  in  Pingree  v.  Auditor  General,  120  Mich.  112,  78  N.  W.  1025  (concur- 
ring opinion),  majority  holding  tax  on  telegraph  and  telephone  lines,  levied  at 
average  rate  of  all  taxes  levied  throughout  state  during  previous  year,  in  lieu 
of  other  taxes,  void  of  lack  of  uniformity;  State  v.  Bixman,  162  Mo.  70,  62  S. 
W.  828  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  upholding  act  imposing  inspection  tax  on 
beer  and  permitting  manufacture  and  sale  of  other  intoxicants  without  inspec- 
tion. 

-— InlierltaBee   taxes* 

Approved  in  State  ew  rel  Fath  v.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  216,  60  8.  W.  1093, 
upholding  act  imposing  succession  tax  on  collateral  kindred  and  exempting  lin- 
eal descendants;  Knowlton  v.  Moore  178  U.  S.  58,  44  L.  ed.  976,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
747,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  300,  upholding  progressive  rate  feature  of  war  revenue  act 
of  June,  1898,  grading  rates  according  to  amounts  of  legacies  or  distributive 
shares,  progressively  increasing  as  such  amounts  increase. 

Cited  in  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  125  Mich.  493,  84  N.  W. 
1101,  holding  inheritance  tax  a  tax  on  privilege  of  transfer,  not  on  property,  and 
not  within  requirement  as  to  uniformity;  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  223,  90  Am. 
St.  Rep.  853,  89  N.  W.  522,  holding  void  for/unlawful  discrimination,  act  impo%- 
ing  inheritance  tax  on  estates  exceeding  $107<^  in  value  and  exempting  those 
below  that  amount. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Drew  v.  Tifft,  47  L.  R.  A.  525,  which  requires  uniformity 
and  equal  application  in  exemption  from  inheritance  tax ;  Kochersperger  v.  Drake, 
41  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  sustains-  succession  tax  exempting  some,  and  making 
different  rates  for  other,  classes;  Billings  v.  People,  59  L.  R«  A.  807,  which  sus- 
tains transfer  tax  on  lineal  descendants  to  whom  life  estate  given  with  remainder 
to  lineal  descen^nts,  but  exempting  lineal  descendants  taking  fee. 

iBheritaaee   tax|    validity   of. 

Cited  in  Stellwagen  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  130  Mich.  170,  89  N.  W.  728, 
holding  that  exemption  allowed  by  statute  is  to  be  deducted  from  whole  estate  in- 
stead of  from  each  interest  transferred,  as  other  construction  would  make  tax 
void  as  one  on  property  instead  of  upon  transfer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ferry  v.  Campbell,  50  L.  R.  A.  92,  which  holds  succes- 
sion tax  void  for  want  of  notice  of  proceedings  to  fix  amount  of  tax. 

'When  oertiorart   Ilea. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel  Hamilton  v.  Guinotte,  156  Mo.  526,  50  L.  R.  A.  794, 
67  S.  W.  281,  holding  remedy  by  certiorari  not  barred  by  remedy  by  appeal  or 
writ  of  error,  unless  it  is  adequate  to  meet  necessities  of  case;  State  ew  rel. 
Kansas  &  T.  Coal  R.  Co.  v.  Shelton,  154  Mo.  691,  50  L.  R.  A.  807,  55  S.  W.  1008, 
holding  that  certiorari  will  not  lie  to  quash  judgment  denying  right  to  con- 
demn property,  for  errors  which  may  be  corrected  by  appeal  or  error^  though 
latter  are  inadequate  for  slowness. 
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Prnternmllani    of  atrnte. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Industrial  Home  ▼.  Pike  County,  144  Mo.  279,  45  S. 
W.  1096,  upholding  act  authorizing  binding  of  "any  female  child"  as  apprentice 
to  industrial  home,  when  construed  as  meaning  any  girl  which  probate  court 
might  bind  as  apprentice. 

40  L.  R.  A.  291,  ATHERTON  ▼.  ATHERTON,  165  N.  Y.  129,  63  Am.  St  Rep. 

660,  49  N.  £.  933. 
ConelvMlTencMi  of  deereo  of  otber  state* 

Cited  in  People  v.  Dewey,  23  Misc.  269,  50  N.  T.  Supp.  1013,  sustaining  right 
to  challenge  habeas  corpus  decree  rendered  in  other  state  on  ground  of  its  ren- 
dition on  Sunday. 

—  Decree    of    divorce* 

Reversed  in  181  U.  S.  155,  46  L.  ed.  794,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  544,  holding  mailing 
of  letter  to  nonresident  in  divorce  suit  by  attorney  appointed  to  represent  her, 
giving  full  nature  of  the  suit^  addressed  to  her  at  her  residence,  sufficient  effort 
to  give  notice  of  suit. 

Approved  in  Winston  v.  Winston,  166  N.  T.  665,  59  N.  E.  273,  holding  decree 
of  divorce  rendered  in  territory  against  resident  of  New  York,  without  personal 
service  or  appearance,  invalid  in  New  York;  Gebhard  v.  Gebhard,  25  Misc.  3, 
64  N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  holding  jurisdiction  of  nonresident  defendant  in  divorce  suit 
not  acquired  by  substituted  service  on  her,  by  mail,  of  petition  and  order,  nor  by 
personal  service  thereof  on  her  at  her  residence;  Starbuck  v.  Starbuck,  62  App. 
Div.  440,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,  holding  divorced  wife  entitled  to  dower  in  land  in 
New  York  acquired  by  husband- aiiar.  divopee.  procured  by  her  in  state  where  she 
had  acquired  domicil  after  separating  from  her  husband  who  was  personally 
served  in  New  York  where  he  still  resided. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Arrington  v.  Arrington,  52  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  holds  for- 
eign decree  for  alimony  after  defendant's  appearance  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit;  Felt  v.  Felt,  47  L.  R.  A.  646,  which  holds  divorce  on  substituted  service 
in  other  state,  where  complainant  domiciled,  entitled  to  recognition  by  interstate 
comity;  Herking  v.  Pfaff,  43  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  sustaias  right  of  Federal  court 
in  suit  on  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in  other  state  to  inquire  into  jurisdic- 
tion of  court  rendering  it,  in  order  to  determine  its  validity;  Kempson  v.  Kemp- 
son,  58  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  sustains  jurisdiction  in  state  where  parties  mar- 
ried and  wife  resides,  of  suit  to  enjoin  fraudulent  divorce  suit  by  husband  in 
other  state;  Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  64  L.  R.  A.  204,  which  holds  judgment 
for  alimony,  though  subject  to  alteration,  final  for  enforcement  in  other  state. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  163,  170-172,  176,  186)  on  conflict  of  laws  on  sub- 
ject of  divorce. 

Distinguished  in  Lacey  v.  Lacey,  38  Misc.  200,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  235,  holding 
that  divorce  for  abandonment  in  other  state  on  service  by  publication  against  the 
husband,  who  had  left  his  home  there,  prevents  subsequent  suit  by  wife  in  New 
York,  for  divorce  for  husband's  adultery. 

Domlcll  of  mmrrled  'wommn. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Harris,  83  App.  Div.  129,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  668,  holding  that 
wife's  absence  from  state  of  husband's  domicil,  owing  to  her  mother's  illness  doea 
not  make  her  nonresident. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  294,  WILHELM  ▼.  DEFIANCE,  58  Ohio  St.  56,  65  Am.  St.  Bep.  745, 
50  N.  £.   18. 

40  L.  R.  A.  297,  VIKTOR  t.  GLOVER,  17  Wash.  37,  48  Pac  788. 

Subsequent  action  a^inst  assignors  to  determine  adverse  claims  to  land  in 
21  Wash.  677,  59  Pac.  516. 

Trmnafers  hy   Insolireiit   pArtnerslilp. 

Approved  in  Bedford  ▼.  McDonald,  102  Tenn.  365,  52  8.  W.  157,  dinying  right 
of  firm  creditors,  after  partners  have  divided  the  assets  between  themselves  with- 
out asserting  anj  Jien  as  partners,  to  enforee  such  lien  even  though  firm  was  in- 
solvent, in  absence  of  fraud;  Excelsior  Mill  Co.  v.  Hanover,  102  Wis.  317,  78 
N.  W.  737,  concurring  opinion  by  Marshall,  J.,  who  upholds  conveyance  of  firm's 
assets  by  members  of  insolvent  firm  to  pay  individual  debts  of  one  member,  as 
against  firm  creditor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kincaid  v.  National  Wall  Paper  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  412,  which 
sustains  right  of  partners  to  appropriate,  with  •ther  partners'  consent,  interest 
in  firm  to  pay  individual,  in  preference  to  firm,  debts. 

'Wbmt  I  ■■■titwt—  ma  aaalsanieiit  for  ere^rtors. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  363)  on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  aale 
is  an  assignment  for  creditors. 

40  L.  R.  A.  302,  DENNIS  v.  MOSES,  18  Wash.  537,  52  Pac.  333. 
Impalrlnff  obllff«tlott  hy  eUmttgittg  remedr* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peninsular  Lead  k  Color  Works  v.  Union  Oil  k  Paint  Co. 
42  L.  R.  A.  331,  which  holds  statute  for  dissolution  of  attachment  by  assignment 
for  creditors  within  ten  days  void  as  to  contracts  made  when  right  of  attach- 
ment absolute;  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  860,  which  sustains  statute 
shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity  from  suit,  without  extending 
period  of  limitations;  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sustains,  as  to 
prior  obligations,  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding  levy. 

Contracts  for  payment  In  void  coin. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Blanck  v.  Sadlier,  40  L.  R.  A.  666,  which  holds  undis- 
closed gold  clause  in  mortgage  on  land  sold  subject  to  mortgage  not  defect  au- 
thorizing cancelation  of  purchase. 

40  L.  R.  A.  317,  STATE  ex  rel.  BARNARD  v.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION,  19 

Wash.  8,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  706,  52  Pac.  317. 
SvpervlaorT  Jarladlctlon. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Superior  Court,  26  Wash.  283,  66  Pac.  386,  sus- 
taining right  to  writ  .of  review  where  remedy  by  appeal  inadequate. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Bringgold  v.  Bums,  21  tSTash.  229,  57  Pac 
804,  denying  supersedeas  to  continue  stay  pending  ■  appeal  from  order  of  police 
bosrd  upon  objection  as  to  jurisdiction;  State  ex  rel.  Cawley  v.  Bremerton,  32 
Wash.  610,  73  Pac.  477,  refusing  supersedeas  to  stay  judgment  of  court  below 
pending  appeal,  wlierc  it  appears  that  controversy  will  have  ceased  by  time  ap- 
peal will  be  heard. 

Distinguished  and  cited  as  changed  by  constitutional  provision  in  Andeison 
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T.  Tingley,  20  Wash.  595,  56  Pac.  371,  denying  supersedeas  in  foreclosure  pro- 
<ceeding8  under  statute  making  sheriff  receiver. 

40  L.  R.  A.  321,  WALSH  v.  PACKARD,  165  Mass.  189,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  508,  42 

N.  E.  577. 
To  'wbom  coirettmnt  !■  «ir«|]mble. 

Approved  in  Carleton  v.  Bird,  94  Me.  191,  47  Atl.  154,  holding  action  not  main- 
tainable by  third  person  on  purely  personal  covenant  in  contract  under  seal; 
Pearson  v.  Bailey,  177  Mass.  319,  58  Atl.  1028,  holding  that  grantee  by  deed 
stating  that  it  is  subject  to  a  mortgage  which  covers  adjoining  lot  iilso,  can- 
not take  advantage  of  promise  by  prior  grantee  of  such  lot  to  pay  such  mortgage 
as  part  ot  the  consideration;  Lincoln  v.  Burrage,  177  Mass.  379,  52  L.  R.  A.  Ill, 
^9  Atl.  67,  holding  that  promise  to  pay  share  of  cost  of  party  wall  when  uFed, 
made  by  grantee  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  grantor  who  had  pre- 
viously sold  adjoining  lot,  does  not  run  with  the  land. 

On  'wbom  Jvdffment   Is  binding. 

Approved  in  Forbes  y.  Douglass,  175  Mass.  192,  55  Atl.  847,  holding  administra- 
tor not  bound  by  judgment  dismissing  suit  by  heirs  to  set  aside  contract  by  de- 
cedent on  ground  of  insanity  and  fraud* 

40  L.  R.  A.  346,  THOMPSON  v.  LOWELL,  I.  &  H.  STREET  R.  00.  170  Mass. 

577,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  323,  49  N.  E.  913. 
XlmbilItT  'or  dmnverovs  premlaea* 

Oited  in  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  180  Mass.  400,  57  L.  R.  A.  135,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
:314,  62  N.  E.  746,  holding  owner  of  wall  left  standing'  after  fire  more  than  rea- 
sonable time  for  investigation  liable  for  ordinary  consequences;'  Sebeck  y. 
Plattdeutsche  Volksfest  Verein,  59  CCA.  534,  124  Fed.  14,  holding  owner  of 
pleasure  resort  exercising  due  care  to  employ  competent  and  skilful  person  to 
manufacture  and  discharge  fireworks,  and  taking  proper  precautions  to  protect 
spectators,  not  liable  for  injury  by  premature  explosion  of  bomb;  Indianapolis 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dawson,*  31  Ind.  App.  608,  68  N.  E.  909,  holding  street  railway 
company  owning  park  liable  for  assault  made  on  colored  person  thereat,  without 
Interference  by  its  employees,  by  persons  conspiring  to  its  knowledge  to  make 
4[issaults  on  colored  persons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mastad  v.  Swedish  Brethren,  53  L.  R.  A.  803,  which  holds 
proprietor  of  place  of  amusement  required  to  use  reasonable  care  to  protect 
patrons  from  assaults  by  one  rendered  disorderly  by  liquor  sold  there;  Sebeck  v. 
Plattdeutsche  Volksfest  Verein,  50  L.  R.  A.  199,  which  denies  proprietor's  liability 
ioT  injury  to  spectator  at  exhibition  by  explosion  pf  bomb  in  hands  of  skilled 
person. 

Distinguished  in  Clark  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  29  Wash.  148,  69  L.  R.  A.  512, 
footnote  p.  508,  69  Pac.  636,  denying  liability  of  railroad  company  permitting 
•circus  on  its  vacant  land  adjoining  switch  yard,  for  injury  to  person  crossing 
yard  to  reach  circus.    • 
•*«  Independent    eontractors. 

Approved  in  Boomer  v.  Wilbur,  176  Mass.  484,  53  L.  R.  A.  173,  footnote  p.  172, 
S7  N.  E.  1004,  denying  owner's  liability  for  injury  by  fall  of  bricks  through 
negligence  of  independent  contractor  repairing  chimney ;  Thornton  v.  Maine  State 
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Agri.  Soc.  97  Me.  115,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  53  Atl.  979,  holding  agricultural 
society  liable  for  death  of  person  killed  by  patron  of  shooting  gallery  on  the 
grounds^  in  which  deadly  weapons  were  used,  whether  proprietor  of  such  gallery 
was  tenant  or  licensee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peerless  Mfg.  Go.  ▼.  Bagley,  53  L.  R.  A.  285,  which  holds 
landlord  liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  putting  in  automatic 
fire  extinguisher;  Pittefield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  60  L.  R.  A. 
116,  which  holds  landlord  liable  to  tenants  of  lower  floor  for  injury  from  freezing 
of  automatic  fire  extinguisher  in  portion  retained  by  former,  though  building 
heated  by  independent  contractor;  Bonaparte  v.  Wiseman,  44  L.  R.  A.  482,  which 
requires  one  employing  independent  contractor  to  excavate  near  neighbor's  house, 
to  notify  neighbor  or  see  that  contractor  exercises  due  care;  Smith  v.  Benick,  42 
L.  R.  A.  277,  which  denies  liability  of  proprietor  of  public  resort  for  negligence 
of  balloonist,  who  was  an  independent  contractor;  Wright  v.  Big  Rapids  Door  & 
Blind  Mfg.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  495,  which  denies  liability  of  owner  of  premises  for 
negligent  piling  of  lumber  taken  from  car  by  independent  contractor;  Hoff  T. 
Shockley,  64  L.  R.  A.  538,  which  holds  property  owner  not  liable  for  injuries  to 
traveler  by  obstructions  placed  in  street,  without  danger  signals,  by  independent 
contractor  for  construction  of  building. 

40  L.  R.  A.  347,  LORENZO  v.  WIRTH,  170  Mass.  596,  49  N.  E.  1010. 
lilmbilltr  for  defectlire-  coal  bole. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  West  Chicago  Masonic  Asso.  y.  Cohn,  55  L.  R.  A.  235, 
which  denies  landlord's  liability  for  injury  by  defective  condition  of  coal  hole  in 
sidewalk ;  Lincoln  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  60  L.  R.  A.  923,  which  holds  purchaser 
at  sheriff's  sale  not  liable  to  city  for  amount  of  judgment  against  it,  for  injury, 
three  week's  after  sheriff's  deed  issued,  from  negligently  constructed  coal  bole. 

40  L.  R  A.  350,  PIERCE  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  120  Cal.  166,  47  Pac  874,  52 

Pac.  302. 
Foreign    corporations.  « 

Cited  as  obiter  in  Harrigan  v.  Home  L.  Ins.  Co.  128  Cal.  540,  61  Pac  99, 
susWiining  right  of  foreign  corporation  complying  with  conditions  as  to  doing 
business,  to  rely  on  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Williams  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A..  794, 
which  holds  foreign  corporation  "out  of  state"  within  provision  aa  to  running 
ef  statute  of  limitations. 
Carrier's  liability  for  Icmmi  of  ffoods. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Cromwell,  49  L.  R.  A.  462» 
which  holds  carrier  leasing  cars  from  other  company  liable  for  loss  of  freight  not 
properly  refrigerated. 
Act  of  God  aflectiaff  carrier*. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  North  American  Transp.  ft  Trading  Co.  44  L. 
R.  A.  557,  which  holds  steamer  company  compelled  to  abAndon  trip  before  com- 
pletion, required  to  bring  passenger  back  without  charge. 
Llmltatloa  of  carrier's  liability. 

Approved  in  Merrill  v.  Pacific  Transfer  Co.  131  Cal.  589,  63  Pac.  91£  denying 
right  of  carrier  to  limit  its  liability  for  loss  resulting  from  its  gross  negligence; 
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Kelson  ▼.  Great  Northern  R.  Go.  28  Mont.  323,  72  Pac.  642,  denying  carrier's 
power  to  limit  by  special  contract,  its  liability  for  delay  in  transportation,  due 
to  negligence. 

Gited  in  footnotes  to  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  246,  which 
sustains  carrier's  right  to  secure  entire  exemption  from  liability  as  insurer  for 
loss  not  due  to  negligence  or  misfeasance ;  Mears  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co. 
^  L.  R.  A.  884,  which  authorizes  carrier  to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  liability 
for  wet;  Parker  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds  re- 
quirement that  perishable  freight  must  be  carried  at  owner's  risk,  void  where  no 
other  terms  offered  by  carrier;  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49 
Lf.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers  limiting  liability  inapplica- 
ble to  contract  by  domestic  corporation  in  other  state  for  transportation  entirely 
outside  of  state;  Rosenthal  v.  Weir^  57  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  holds  failure  to  comply 
with  agreement  for  stoppage  in  transitu  not  within  contract  limiting  liability  to 
Bpediied  amount;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Murphey,  53  L.  R.  A.  720,  which  holds  negli- 
gent carrier  liable  for  true  value,  notwithstanding  arbitrary  preadjustment  in  bill 
of  lading,  assented  to  by  shipper. 

RlirMt  to  flx  rovte  of  tbroviffk  ■bipmenta. 

Gited  in  footnote  to  Post  t.  Southern  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  481,  which  sustain;* 
•carrier's  right  to  designate  route  of  through  shipment  at  through  rates. 

lilavldated  dmmmffes. 

Gited  in  footnotes  to  Salon  T.  Anson,  56  L.  R.  A.  169,  which  holds  stipulated 
Amount  to  be  paid  to  city  for  failure  to  complete  electric  light  plant  within  speci- 
^ed  time,  liquidated  damages;  Kilbourne  v.  Burt  &  B.  Lumber  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  275, 
-which  holds 'provision  for  retaining  15  cents  per  100  feet  for  logs  not  delivered  by 
apecified  date,  one  for  liquidated  damages;  Chicago  House-Wrecking  Co.  v.  United 
States,  53  L.  R.  A.  122,  which  holds  stipulation  for  certain  sum  as  damages  for 
failure  to  remove  building  by  certain  time,  penalty,  when  actual  damages  easily 
4i8sessable. 

40  L.  R.  A.  355,  LEES  v.  GOLGAN,  120  Gal.  262,  52  Pac.  502. 
"Wko   entitled   to   re-wmrd. 

Gited  in  Clinton  County  v.  Davis,  162  Ind.  67,  64  L.  R.  A.  784,  69  N.  E.  680, 
bolding  vote  buyer  not  entitled  to  reward  offered  by  statute  to  person  furnishing 
information  resulting  in  conviction  for  selling  vote;  Cornwell  v.  St.  Louis  Transit 
Go.  100  Mo.  App.  262,  73  S.  W.  305,  holding  that  renewal  of  offer  of  reward  for 
conviction  to  one  who  had  been  member  of  sheriff's  posse  at  time  of  arresting  crim- 
inal, but  who  has  been  discharged,  entitles  him  to  reward  on  securing  conviction. 

Gited  in  footnote  to  Hogan  v.  Stophlet,  44  L.  R.  A.  809,  which  denies  sheriff's 
Tight  to  reward  for  making  arrest  within  county  for  felony  committed  therein. 

40  L.  R.  A.  358,  DUMAS  v.  NORTHWESTERN  NAT.  INS.  CO.  12  App.  D.  C.  245. 
Conatrvictloii  of  lmsvr«mce  policy. 

Approved  in  Mitchell  v.  Potomac  Ins.  Co.  16  App.  D.  C.  262,  requiring  adoption 
of  construction  of  ambiguous  insurance  contract  most  favorable  to  insured. 
Conditions    in    poller* 

Followed  in  Hunt  v.  Springfield  F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  20  App.  D.  C.  50,  conceding 
validity  of  condition  that  policy  shall  be  void  if  insured  property  be  encumbered 
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by  chattel  mortgage;  Gerniie^  v.  Springfield  F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  109  La.  345,  33  So. 
361,  holding  insurance  on  contents  of  house  avoided  by  false  representation,  noade 
a  warranty,  as  to  ownership  of  house,  where  parties  agree  that  "entire  policy^ 
shall  be  void  if  there  is  any  misrepresentation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Southern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Estes,  62  L.  B.  A.  915,  which  holds 
policy  not  avoided  by  existence  of  vendor's  lien,  nor  institution  of  foreclosure 
proceedings;  Steinmeyer  v.  Steinmeyer,  59  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  holds  entiy  of 
judgment  setting  aside  voluntary  deed  does  not  change  grantee's  ownership. 

40  L.  R.  A.  364,  PARISH  v.  WESTERN  ft  A.  R.  CO.  102  Ga.  285,  29  S.  E.  715. 
Contrlbvtory    nesllipeiice    on    railroad    traclc. 

Approved  in  Hopkins  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  110  Ga.  89,  35  S.  E.  307,  holding  one 
running  on  track  in  front  of  train  which  she  is  looking  at,  guilty  pf  negligenee 
preventing  recovery  for  her  death. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neal  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  684,  which  denies 
liability  for  death  of  person  walking  on  track,  by  train  running  at  excessive  speed 
without  ringing  bell. 

40  L.  R.  A.  367,  CHICAGO  PACKING  ft  PROVISION  CO.  v.  SAVANNAH,  F.  k. 

W.  R.  CO.  103  Ga.  140,  29  S.  £.  698. 
Misdelivery  by  carrier. 

Approved  in  Schwarzchild  ft  S.  Co.  ▼.  Savannah,  F.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  76  Mo.  App.  629^ 
holding  carrier  fully  protected  as  against  shipper  in  delivering  goods  with  hi» 
assent  without  bill  of  lading. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Atlanta  Nat.  Bank,  56  L.  R.  A.  546,. 
which  holds  carrier  liable  to  holder  of  bill  of  lading  for  loss  of  cotton  by  deliveiy 
from  its  compress  to  third  person  at  consignor's  direction. 

40  L.  R.  A.  369,  SMALLS  ▼.  STATE,  101  Ga.  570,  28  S.  E.  981. 

40  L.  R.  A.  370,  MAGEE  v.  OVERSHINER,  150  Ind.  127,  65  Am.  St  Rep.  358,  4» 

N.  E.  951. 
Additional    servltvde. 

Approved  in  Coburn  v.  New  Teleph.  Co.  156  Ind.  95,  52  L.  R.  A.  674,  footnote  p. 
672,  59  N.  E.  324,  holding  occupation  of  sidewalk  with  trench  and  pipes  for  con- 
duit for  telephone  wires  not  additional  burden ;  Castle  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  49  App^ 
Div.  441,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  holding  subsurface  conduit  in  street  for  telephone 
wires  previously  maintained  on  poles  not  additional  burden. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Palmer  v.  Larehmont  Electric  Co.  43  L.  R,  A.  672,  which 
holds  electric  light  poles  not  additional  burden  on  fee  in  country  highway;  Bron- 
son  v.  Albion  Teleph.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  426,  which  holds  poles  and  wires  perma- 
nently and  exclusively  occupying  portion  of  street,  an  additional  burden. 

Disapproved  in  Krueger  v.  WiFconsin  Telepli.  Co.  106  Wis.  107,  50  L.  R.  A.  304,. 
footnote  p.  298,  81  N.  W.  1041;  Nicoll  v.  New  York  &  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  62  N.  J. 
L.  737,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  42  Atl.  583;  Donovan  v.  Allert,  11  N.  D.  297,  58  L.  IL 
A.  780,  footnote  p.  775,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  720,  91  N.  W.  441 ;  Bronson  v.  Albion 
Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  60  L.  R.  A.  428,  footnote  p.  426,  93  N.  \V.  201,— holding  tele- 
phone poles  and  wires  in  street,  additional  burden. 
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Rlffbts    In    bIsbwAT. 

Cited  in  Wyant  v.  Central  Teleph.  Co.  123  Mich.  55,  47  L,  R.  A.  499,  81  Am. 
St.  Rep.  155,  81  N.  W.  928,  sustaining  right  of  telephone  company  having  right 
to  string  wires  in  highway,  to  do  necessary  trimming  of  trees  in  proper  manner 
without  first  giving  landowner  the  opportunity ;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Krueger^ 
30  Ind.  App.  30,  64  N.  £.  635,  holding  abutting  owner  who  owns  fee  in  highway 
has  the  rights  and  remedies  of  owner  of  a  freehold,  subject  to  puj;>lic  easement,  as 
to  shade  trees  on  his  side  of  highway. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  French  v.  Robb,  57  L.  R.  A.  956,  which  holds  right  to 
maintain  as  against  owner  of  soil,  poles  and  wires  rightfully  placed  in  street  to 
light  it,  not  lost  by  wrongfully  using  for  private  lighting. 

40  L.  R.  A.  375,  CALLANAN  v.  VOTRUBA,  101  Iowa,  672,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  638, 

74  N.  W.  13. 
Rendition  of  Jndflrment. 

Approved  in  Christie  v.  Iowa  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  179,  82  N.  W.  499,  holding 
finding  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law  filed  with  clerk  not  judgment  till  spread 
on  court  records;  Miles  v.  Tomlinson,  110  Iowa,  327,  81  N.  W.  587  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  proceedings  by  fence  viewers  who-  met  on  the  land, 
viewed  it,  located  the  fence,  and  fixed  its  cost  and  their  fees,  not  invalidated  hy 
their  going  to  adjoining  township  to  put  their  findings  in  writing;  Bristol  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Judd,  116  Iowa,  28,  80  N.  W.  93,  holding  order  for  sale  of  land  by  as- 
signee of  no  validity  when  made  without  nrtice  and  not  entered  of  record ;  Ken- 
nedy v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  119  Iowa,  125,  93  N.  W.  71,  holding  filing  of  memor- 
andum for  jud^TRtiBnt  containingdirection  to  clerk  to  enter  judgment  unless^amount 
is  paid,  and  clerk's  entry  in  judgment  docket  of  recital  of  judgment,  not  a  judg* 
ment  sufficient  to  sustain  an  appeal;  Hull  v.  Eby,  123  Iowa,  259,  98  N.  W.  774^ 
holding  that  judgment  for  costs  erroneously  entered  may  be  corrected  at  any 
time  before  decree  is*  spread  on  the  record;  Coffey  v.  Gamble,  117  Iowa,  549,  91 
N.  W.  813,  holding  filing  of  decision  that  temporary  injunction  granted  should  be 
dissolved,  sufficient  dissolution  without  entry  of  formal  decree. 

40  L.  R.  A.  377,  WHITMORE  ▼.  ORONO  PULP  &  PAPER  CO.  91  Me.  297,  64  Am. 

St.  Rep.  229,  39  Atl.  1032. 
lilabllltT   of  o-wner   for  Injnrr  br  defects   In   premlsea. 

Approved  in  Boardman  v.  ^Creighton,  95  Me.  162,  49  Atl.  663,  denying  quarry 
oA\Tier*s  liability  for  injury  to  servant  of  independent  contractor,  due  to  latter *& 
negligent  manner  of  operating  quarry. 

—  Leiised    premises. 

Approved  in  Sliackford  v.  Coffin,  95  Me.  71,  49  Atl.  57,  holding  landlord  not  lia- 
ble for  injury  to  tenant  by  defect  in  stairway  of  which  he  had  no  knowledge, 
although  he  had  covenanted  to  make  repairs;  Smith  v.  State,  92  Md.  530,  51  L.  R. 
A.  776,  footnote  p.  772,  48  Atl.  92,  denying  landlord's  liability  for  injury  to  sub- 
tenant's child  from  defective  balustrade  on  porch. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Towne  v.  Tliompson,  46  L.  R.  A.  748,  which  denies  boarding- 
house  lessee's  liability  to  tenant's  boarders  for  illness  from  unsanitary  condition 
of  premises;  Brady  v.  Klein,  02  L.  R.  A.  909,  which  denies  right  of  action  by 
licensee  of  tenant  on  landlord's  covenant  to  repair,  for  injury  due  to  defective 
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<»ndition  of  premises;  Langenbaugh  v.  Anderson,  62  L.  R.  A.  948,  which  denies 
liability  of  lessor  of  lot  for  production  of  oil  or  gas  therefrom,  for  injury  to 
adjoining  owner's  property  through  escape  of  oil  by  lessee's  negligence. 

40  L.  R.  A.  380,  LOWNDES  v.  COOCH,  87  Md.  478,  39  Atl.  1045. 

40  L.  R.  A.  382-,  GORE  v.  CONDON,  87  Md.  368,  739,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  39 

Atl.  1042. 
liiabtllty    for   indncinir   breacb   of   contract   'wltb    tblrd   person. 

Cited  in  London  Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  v.  Horn,  206  111.  604,  99  Am.  St.  Rep. 
185,  69  N.  E.  526,  sustaining  right  of  action  against  third  person  for  procuring 
discharge  of  employee  whose  employment,  though  terminable  at  will,  would  oth- 
erwise have  continued  indefinitely. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doremus  ▼.  Hennessy,  43  L.<  R.  A.  797,  which  holds 
actionable,  maliciously  persuading  one  to  break  contract  with  third  person  for 
purpose  of  injuring  latter;  Plant  v.  Woods,  51  L.  R.  A.  339,  which  sustains  in- 
junction against  threats  by  labor  union  to  make  employers  induce  employees 
to  leave  other  union  and  rejoin  former;  Re  Young,  48  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  sus- 
tains state  statute  against  soliciting  seaman  to  desert  from  any  vessel  within 
jurisdiction  of  state;  Raymond  v.  Yarrington,  62  L.  R.  A.  962,  which  holds 
person  responsible  for  another's  engaging  in  business  in  breach  of  contract,  li- 
able for  damages  thereby  caused  to  other  contracting  party. 

40  L.  R.  A.  386,  KAUMEIER  v.  CITY  ELECTRIC  R.  CO.  116  Mich.  306,  72 

Am.  St.  Rep.  625,  74  N.  W.  481. 
LlabilltT  for  Injvrr  to  trcspaaalnff  cblldren. 

Approved  in  George  v.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.  126  Cal.  364,  46  L.  R.  A.  831,  foot- 
note p.  829,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  184,  58  Pac.  819,  denying  liability  of  street  car 
company  for  injury  to  boy  playing  on  trailer  cars  left  in  street  with  brakes 
so  set  as  to  hold  the  cars  unless  loosened. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Biggs  v.  Consolidated  Barb-Wire  Co.  44  L,  R.  A.  655, 
which  holds  owner  liable  for  maintaining  dangerous  machinery  on  private 
grounds  unprotected  from  visits  of  trespassing  children;  Kopplekom  v.  Colorado 
Cement  Pipe  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds  owner  of  uninclosed  city  lot  liable 
for  injury  to  young  child  by  toppling  over  of  large  cement  pipe  used  by  chil- 
dren as  plaything;  Kramer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  359,  which  denies 
railroad  company's  liability  for  death  of  child  by  fall  of  pile  of  cross-ties  in 
unused  portion  of  street;  O'Leary  v.  Brooks  Elevator  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  677,  which 
denies  owner's  liability  for  injury  to  trespassing  child  by  wire  projecting  from 
shaft  of  machinery. 

40  L.  R.  A.  388,  ST.  BARNABAS  HOSPITAL  v.  MINNEAPOLIS  INTERNA- 
TIONAL ELECTRIC  CO.  68  Minn.  254,  70  N.  W.  1126. 

40  L.  R.  A.  389,  JACOBSON  v.  WISCONSIN,  M.  &  P.  R.  CO.  71  Minn.  519,  70 

Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  74  N.  W.  893. 
Herniation  of  carriers. 

Cited  in  Atlantic,  S.  River  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  42  Fla.  361,  89  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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233.   29  So.   319,  upholding  compulsory  establishment  of  switches,  jside  tracks, 
and  connections  with  other  railroads  under  police  power. 

— — >  As  Interference   'wltb   commerce.  - 

Affirmed  in  179  U.  S.  287,  45  L.  ed.  194,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  115,  holding  state 
requirement  of  track  connections  and  facilities  for  interchange  of  cars  and  traf> 
iic  at  railroad  intersections  not  unlawful  regulation  of  commerce. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Railroad  &  \V.  Commission  v.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  80  Minn.  196,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  83  X.  VV.  60,  sustaining  act  au- 
thorizing state  railroad  commission  to  establish  joint  through  freight  rate  over 
connecting  lines  within  state;  State  ex  reZ.  Lamar  v.  Jacksonville  Tenninal  Co. 
41  Fla.  405,  27  So.  225,  holding  regulation  by  state  railroad  commissioners  re- 
quiring terminal  company  to  furnish  terminal  facilities  to  railroad  compan}' 
operating  road  to  point  outside  of  state,  not  interference  with  interstate  com- 
merce. 

Due  procewi  of  Im^r  ms  to  resnlmtion  of  carriers)  track  connections!  poor- 
er of  railroad  comntlsslon. 

Affirmed  in  179  U.  S.  287,  45  L.  ed.  194,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  115,  upholding  re- 
quirement that  railroad  companies  shall  furnish  track  connections  where  roads 
intersect. 

Approved  in  State  ew  rel.  Lamar  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  41  Fia.  413,  27 
So.  225,  sustaining  power  of  state  railroad  commissioners  to  compel  terminal 
company  to  furnish  terminal  facilities  at  reasonable  rates  to  r.nlro.id  coriip.my 
seeking*  same. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Stillwater  &  M.  Street  R.  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  489,  which 
holds  electric  railways  entitled  to  track  connections  with  intersecting  stoam 
roads;  State  ew  rel.  Tompkins  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A. 
569,  which  sustains  railroad  commissioners'  authority  to  require  building  of 
depot. 
Presumption  as  to  local  business  of  railroad  company. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Lamar  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  41  Fla.  405,  27 
So.  225,  requiring  presumption  that  local  railroad  business  is  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify regulation  of  state  railroad  commission  in  absence  of  showing  that  it  took 
interstate  business  into  consideration. 

Interference    Tvltb    cbarter    privlleflres. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Deposit  Bank  v.  Daviess  County,  44  L.  R.  A.  825,  which 
holds  extension  of  corporate  charter  subject  to  act  previously  passed  making  all 
grants  to  corporations  amendable,  though  original  charters  contained  irrevo- 
cable exemption. 

40  L.  R.  A.  393,  GRATZ  v.  LAND  &  RIVER  IMPROV.  CO.  27   C.  C.  A.  305, 
53  U.  S.  App.  499,  82  Fed.  381. 
Petition  for  certiorari  to  United  States  Supreme  Court  denied   in   173  U.  S. 
705,  43  L.  ed.  1186,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  884. 

"Water  as  bonndary. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R  A.  506)   on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  river  or  tide 
water. 
Burden   of  proof  as  to   prior  nnrecorded   Instrnment. 

Approved  in  Walter  v.   Brown,   115   Iowa,   303,  88   X.  W.   832,  holding  that 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 47. 
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burden  of  proving  that  grantee  of  land  had  notioe  of  prior  unrecorded  mortgage 
rests  on  one  claiming  under  such  mortgage;  Mullins  t.  Butte  Hardware  Co. 
26  Mont.  54Q»  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  430,  65  Pac.  1004,  holding  that  burden  of  proving 
notice  of  earlier  instrument  not  first  recorded,  or  of  oral  contract,  rests  on  one 
claiming  thereunder  as  against  grantee  of  deed  first  recorded* 

40  L.  R.  A.  402,  ROWZEE  ▼.  PIERCE,  75  Miss.  846,  65  Am.  St.  Bep.  625,  2Z 
So.  307. 

MiMipproprlatlon  of  land  dedicated  to  pvblle* 

Approved  in  Mclntyre  v.  El  Paso  County,  15  Colo.  App.  88,  61  Pac  237,  hold- 
ing resident  property  owner  proper  party  to  bring  action  to  restrain  county 
commissioners  from  erecting  county  court  house  on  public  park. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Douglass  v.  Montgomery,  43  L.  R.  A.  376,  which  denies 
city's  power  to  grant  right  to  lay  railroad  across  public  park,  and  then  aban- 
don it  and  confirm  reversioner's  title;  Davenport  v.  Buffington,  46  L.  R.  A.  377, 
w}iich  holds  municipality  estopped  to  revoke  dedication  of  public  park  after 
property  rights  acquired  in  reliance  thereon. 

Distinguished  in  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va.  274,  43  L.  R.  A.  154,  31  S.  K 
993,  denying  liability  of  city  for  drowning  in  reservoir  of  boy  crawling  through 
necessary  openipg  in  fence  for  drain,  even  though  premises  had  been  dedicated 
for  common  and  had  been  misappropriated  as  reservoir. 

40  L.  R.  A.  405,  SEARS  v.  GALLATIN  COUNTY,  20  Mont.  462,  52  Pac  204. 
RlflTht  to  nllease,  ete* 

Approved  in  Wade  v.  Lewis  ft  C.  County,  24  Mont.  340,  61  Pac  879,  denying 
right  of  county  surveyor  to  mileage  under  statute;  State  es  reL  Johnson  v. 
Smith,  84  Minn.  299,  87  N.  W.  775,  holding  that  custom  on  part  of  county  com- 
missioners to  allow  improper  claims  for  use  of  horses  by  county  surveyors  while 
at  work  for  county  cannot  convert  them  into  legal  demands  against  it. 

40  L,  R.  A.  408,  PHENIX  INS.  CO.  v.  FULLER,  63  Neb.  811,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 

637,  74  iJ.  W.  269. 
'Waiver  of  eondltlons  as  to  oimeniklp  la  poller* 

Followed  in  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fuller,  53  Neb. 
815,  74  N.  W.  273,  and  Slobodisky  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  53  Neb.  821,  74  N. 
W.  270,  upholding  cottclusive  presumption  of  waiver  of  provision  in  polity  against 
liability  unless  title  be  unconditional  and  unencumbered,  where  no  inquiries  or 
false  representations  as  to  title  were  made,  insured  had  an  insurable  interest, 
and  premium  was  paid  and  retained;  Strause  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  128  N.  C.  65^ 
38  S.  E.  256,  holding  insurer  estopped  to  set  up  that  insured  did  not  have  sole 
and  unconditional  ownership,  where  agent  knew  the  facts  when  he  issued  pol- 
icy and  took  premium. 

40  L.  R.  A.  410,  NORTH  HUDSON  COUNTY  R.  CO.  v.  ANDERSON,  01  N.  J. 
L,  248,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  703,  39  Atl.  905. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  411,  HUDA  v.  AMERICAN  GLUCOSE  CO.  164  N.  Y.  474,  48  N.  B. 

897. 
CTomtribntorr  neipliipeiiee  of,  and  aMivunptloA  of  rlalca  br*  ■ervant. 

Cited  in  Bruen  v.  Uhlmann,  30  App.  DIt.  456,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  058,  holding' 
track  repairer  negligent  in  working  on  track  with  back  towards  approaching 
engine,  without  erecting  signals  required  by  rules;  Dowd  v.  New  York,  O.  A  W- 
R,  Co.  170  N.  Y.  471,  63  N.  E.  541,  holding  burden  of  proving  servant's  waiver, 
implied  by  alleged  assumption  of  risk,  upon  master. 

— —  Master's  negrlect  of  utmtutory  dntr* 

Approved  in  Hutchinson  v.  Charles  F.  Parker  ft  Co.  39  App.  Div.  138,  57  N.  T. 
Supp.  168,  holding  risks  of  injury  from  explosion  by  coemployee  of  unexploded 
dynamite  cartridge  assumed  by  employee  of  contractor  for  blasting  and  remov- 
ing rock;  Armaindo  v.  Ferguson,  37  App.  Div.  161,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  769,  hold- 
ing right  of  action  for  failure  to  maintain  rope  as  means  of  escape  from  hotel 
waived  by  occupying  room  for  several  months  without  complaint,  with  knowl- 
edge of  such  fact;  Landgraf  v.  Kuh,  188  111.  499,  59  N.  E.  501,  holding  it  ques- 
tion for  jury  whether  employee,  assumed  risk  of  insufficient  number  of  fire  es- 
capes. 

Cited  in  Narramore  v.  Cleveland,  C.  G.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  76,  37 
C.  C.  A.  504,  96  Fed.  303,  holding  risk  of  unblocked  switches  not  assumed  by 
continuing  in  service  without  complaint,  with  kn<)wledge  of  noncompliance  with 
statute  requiring  their  blocking;  Monteith  v.  Kokomo  Wood  Enameling  Co.  159 
Ind.  161,  58  L.  R.  A.  949,  64  N.  E.  610,  holding  employee  not  prevented  from 
recovering  for  injuries  from  master's  neglect  of  statutory  duty  to  guard  cir- 
cular saw,  by  fact  that  defect  was  obvious;  Marino  v.  Lehmaier,  173  N.  Y.  536, 
61  L.  R.  A.  814,  66  N.  E.  572,  sustaining  civil  liability  of  proprietor  of  factory 
employing  children  under  prescribed  age,  for  injuries  to  such  employees,  not- 
withstanding his  criminal  liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Weeks  v.,  McNulty,  43  L.  R.  A.  185,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity of  keeper  of  hotel  without  fire  escapes,  for  death  of  guest,  unless  death 
caused  thereby. 

40  L.  R.  A.  416,  NARRON  v.  WILMINGTON  ft  W.  R.  CO.  122  N.  C.  856,  29  S. 
E.  356. 

Validity   of   condemnation    proceedings. 

Cited  in  Harkins  v.  Asheville,  123  N.  C.  039,  31  S.  E.  853,  sustaining  validity 
of  condomnation  proceedings,  whore  notice  was  given  to  grantor  in  trust  deed 
who  was  in  possession  tbou*?h  notice  was  not  given  to  the  trustee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Hyatt,  54  L.  R.  A.  522,  which  holds 
railroad  right  of  way  riot  acquirable  by  prescription  or  limitation. 

IVbo  mar  fcrant   easement   In   land. 

Cited  in  Hodges  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  133  N.  C.  237,  45  S.  E.  572,  donvinT 
right  of  railroad  company  to  which  a  rijrht  of  way  and  easement  h?s  been 
granted,  as  against  its  grantor,  to  convey  to  telegraph  company  right  to  erect 
line  on  right  of  way. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  418,  STATE  ex  rel.  NATIONAL  LIFE  ASSO.  v.  ^L\TTHEWS,  58 

Ohio  St.  1,  49  N.  E.  1034. 
RlirlKt    to    revoke    license. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wallace  v;  Reno,  63  L.  R.  A.  338,  which  authorizes  revo- 
cation of  liquor  license  by  legislature  or  municipal  officers,  with  or  without 
notice  to  licensee. 

40  L.  R.  A.  426,  HENDERSON  v.  EVANS,  51  S.  C.  331,  29  S.  E.  5. 


40  L.  R.  A.  426,  MITCHELL  v.  NASHVILLE,  C.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  100  Tenn.  329, 

45  S.  W.  337. 
Demurrer  to  evidence. 

Approved  in  Barr  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  105  Tenn.  546,  58  S.  W.  849,  holding 
bill  of  exceptions  unnecessary  to  review  trial  court's  action  on  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence; Southern  Queen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Morris,  105  Tenn.  656,  58  S.  W.  651,  re- 
quiring amount  of  recovery  in  action  for  unliquidated  damages  to  be  fixed  on 
evidence  embodied  in  demurrer  to  the  evidence  where  such  demurrer  is  over- 
ruled. 

ItlabllltT  for  frlgrl^tenlnflr  boraes. 

Approved  in  Brown  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  89  Mo.  App.  196,  holding  that  en- 
gine should  not  be  permitted  to  suddenly  throw  out  large  volume  of  steam  with 
unusual  and  terrifying,  noise,  calculated  to  terrify  horses  of  ordinary  gentle- 
ness, where  road  runs  parallel  with  and  near  to  highway. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kentucky  «&  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  57  L.  R.  A. 
781,  which  requires  railroad  company  operating  railroad  bridge  as  toll  bridge 
to  keep  lookout  to  prevent  frightening  teams  by  trains;  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia 
Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  896,  which  holds  negligent  blowing  off  of  gas  well  is  proximate 
cause  of  injury  to  teamster  whose  horses  were  frightened,  although  one  of  hi> 
lines  broke  because  of  insufficiency. 

40  L.  R.  A.  428,  STATE  v.  SHATTUCK,  69  Vt.  403,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  936,  38 

Atl.  81. 
Validity  of  marrlnve. 

Followed  in  State  v.  Richardson,  72  Vt.  50,  47  Atl.  103,  holding  divorced 
person  lawfully  marrying  in  other  state  not  punishable  in  Vermont  on  return- 
ing there  within  three  years  after  divorce,  though  statute  forbids  remarriage 
within  that  period;  Re  Wood,  137  Cal.  135,  69  Pac.  900,  upholding  marriage, 
valid  where  solemnized,  of  divorced  person  before  expiration  of  year  from  grant- 
ing of  divorce  fixed  by  statute  of  state  where  divorce  granted. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Norman  v.  Norman,  42  L.  R.  A.  343.  whicli  holds  marriage 
on  high  seas  by  parties  leaving  land  to  evade  laws  of  residence  invalid. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  169,  170)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  validity  of  mar- 
riage. 

40  L.  R.  A.  430,  STATE  e«  rel.  WINSTON  ▼.  HUDSON  LAND  CO.  19  Wash. 
85,  52  Pac.  574. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  432,  FIDELITY  &  C.  CO.  v.  CHAMBERS,  93  Va.  138,  24  S.  E.  890. 
Revle'w   of  Jvdvment   on   demurrer  to   eirldenee. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  McDonald  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  95 
Va.  106,  27  S.  E.  821. 
Accldenta  eoTered  by  Accident  pollcx* 

Approved  in  Hess  v.  Preferred  Masonic  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  112  Mich.  207,  40 
L.  R.  A.  451,  70  N.  W.  460,  holding  bank  cashier  insured  against  accidents  by 
policy  providing  that  it  shall  be  void  as  to  accidents  while  engaged  in  employ- 
ment not  rated  as  preferred,  entitled  to  recover  for  accident  by  slipping  and 
falling  against  buzz  saw  after  he  had  ceased  to  ure  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Sittig,  48  L.  R.  A.  359.  wl  ich  hold* 
traveling  salesman's  attempt  to  board  moving  train  not  per  se  voluntarj'  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger;  Small  v.  Travelers*  Protective  Asso.  63  L.  R.  A, 
510,  which  holdfi  attempt  by  experienced  traveling  man  to  board  train  running 
at  8  or  10  miles  an  hour  a  voluntary  exposure  to  danger;  Smith  v.  J5tna  L. 
Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds  injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train 
covered  by  policy;  United  States  Mut  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Hubbell,  40  L.  R.  A.  453, 
which  holds  attempt  of  traveling  salesman  to  cross  slough  in  public  road  not 
voluntary  exposure  to  danger;  Wildey  Casualty  Co.  v.  Sheppard,  47  L.  R.  A. 
650,  which  holds  barber  not  engaged  in  more  hazardous  occupation  while  hunt- 
ing rabbits  as  incident  to  daily  life;  Rustin  v.  Standard  Life  A.  Acci.  Ins.  Co. 
46  L.  R.  A.  253,  which  holds  attempt  of  strong  man,  accustomed  to  lifting,  to 
raise  300-pound  weight  not  overexertion;  Smith  v.  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A. 
117,  which  holds  steeple-chase  riding  by  one  giving  occupation  as  cotton  mer- 
chant, voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  437)  on  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  meaning  of  insurance  policy. 

40  L.  R.  A.  437,  CORNWELL  v.  FRATERNAL  ACCI.  ASSO.  6  N.  D.  201,  69 

N.  W.  191. 
Accidents  cohered  by  accident  poller* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  .^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds 
injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy;  Wildey  Casualty 
Co.  V.  Sheppard,  47  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  barber  not  engaged  in  more 
hazardous  occupation  while  hunting  rabbits  as  incident  to  daily  life;  Burt  v. 
Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  denies  right  to  recover  on  policy 
on  life  of  innocent  person  executed  after  conviction  of  capital  offense. 

40  L.  R.  A.  440,  JOHNSON  v.  LONDON  GUARANTEE  &  ACCL  CO.  116  Mich. 

86,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  72  N.  W.  1116. 
'Wbat  donstltntes  ^'voluntary*'  exposure  or  overexertion  by  Insured. 

Cited  in  Irwin  v.  Phoenix  Acci.  &  Safe  Benefit  Asso.  127  Mich.  631,  86  N.  W. 
1036,  holding  thoughtlessness  not  within  exemption  from  liability  by  insured's 
voluntary  or  unnecessary  exposure  to  danger;  Rustin  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci. 
Ins.  Co.  58  Neb.  795,  46  L.  R.  A.  254,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  136,  79  N.  W.  712,  hold- 
ing that  "voluntarj^  overexertion"  in  accident  policy  refers  to  conscious  or  in- 
tentional act  or  reckless  disregard  of  consequences. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Berliner  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  467,  which 
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holds  riding  on  locomotive  by  invitation  does  not  prevent  one  beir.g  a  passen- 
ger within  accident  policy;  Wildey  Casualty  Co.  v.  Sheppard,  47  L.  R.  A.  650, 
which  holds  barber  not  engaged  in  more  hazardous  occupation  while  hunting 
rabbits  as  incident  to  daily  life;  Smith  v.  JEtua,  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272, 
which  holds  injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  436)  on  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  meaning  of  insurance  policy. 

40  L.  R.  A.  444,  HESS  v.  PREFERRED  MASONIC  MUT.  ACCI.  ASSO.   112 

Mich.  196,  70  N.  W.  460. 
Increase  of  basltrd  mud  ezpoavre   to   dmnirer. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  London  Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  115  Mich. '91,  40  L.  R.  A. 
443,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  72  N.  W.  1115,  denying  increase  of  hazard  by  one 
insured  as  grocer's  secretary  and  treasurer  returning  to  farming. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds 
injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy;  Wildey  Casualty 
Co.  v.  Sheppard,  47  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  barber  not  engaged  in  more  haz- 
ardous occupation  while  hunting  rabbits  as  incident  to  daily  life;  Doody  v. 
National  Masonic  Acci.  Asso.  60  L.  R.  A.  424,  which  holds  carrying  loaded  gun 
from  one  room  to  another,  ''handling  firearms"  within  clause  limiting  amount 
of  insurance. 

Preawn&ptlon  and  bnrden  of  proof  wm  to  cauae  of  deatb  or  Injarjr* 

Cited  in  Cames  v.  Iowa  State  Traveling  Men's  Asso.  106  Iowa,  286,  68  Am. 
St.  Rep.  306,  76  N.  W.  683,  sustaining  presumption  against  suicide  in  case  of 
death  from  morphine  poisoning,  in  absence  of  evidence  to  contrary, 

40  L.  R.  A.  453,  UNITED  STATES  MUT.  ACCI.  ASSO.  v.  HUBBELL,  56  Ohio 

St.  516,  47  N.  E.  544. 
^'Inereaaed  bamard"  or  "Tolaatarr  ezpoavre"  aader  Inaaraaee  poller* 

Cited  in  Ashenfelter  v.  Employers'  Liability  Assur.  Corp.  31  C.  C.  A.  197,  59 
U.  S.  App.  479,  87  Fed.  686,  denying  exemption  for  voluntary  exposure  unless 
insured  purposely  assumed  risks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wildey  Casualty  Co.  v.  Sheppard,  47  L.  R.  A.  650,  which 
holds  barber  not  engaged  in  more  hazardous  occupation  while  hunting  rabbits 
as  incident  to  daily  life;  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  61  L.  R.  A.  145, 
which  denies  right  to  recover  under  accident  policy  for  inflammation  of  eyes  from 
accidental  contact  with  poison  ivy;  Smith  v.  ^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272, 
which  holds  injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  432)  on  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
within  meaning  of  insurance  policy. 

40  L.  R.  A.  457,  COOK  v.  MINNEAPOLIS,  ST.  P.  &  S.  STE.  M.  R.  CO.  9a 

Wis.  624,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  74  N.  W.  561. 
Liability  of  Joint  tort  feasors. 

Cited  in  Olson  v.  Pha?nix  Mfg.  Co.  103  Wis.  339,  79  N.  W.  409,  holding  con- 
tractor liable  for  negligent  injury  of  another  contractor  on  same  building,  not- 
withstanding presence  of  contributing  human  agencies. 
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liiabllltT   for   Are*. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Go.  41  L.  R.  A.  794,  wliich  holds 
negligence  in  permitting  oil  to  stand  on  station  platfonn  not  proximate  cause  of 
loss  by  firs  set  by  careless  dropping  of  match;  Hoffman  v.  King.  46  T..  R.  A. 
672,  which  denies  liability  of  one  negligently  starting  fire  for  damage  to  lands 
of  remote  proprietors  to  which  fire  spreads;  Owen  v.  Cook,  47  L.  R.  A.  046,  which 
holds  one  starting  back  fire  to  protect  o^^  property  not  liable  for  Ions  which 
would  have  resulted  from  original  fire. 

Constrvctlon    of  stAtiitea* 

Cited  in  Perrault  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft  S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  117  Wis.  523,  94 
N.  W.  348,  construing  provision  of  statute  that  barbed- wire  fence  of  8i>c?itipd 
kind  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  fence,  not  to  mean  that  no  other  kind  of  fence 
shall  be  deemed  sufficient. 

40  L.  R.  A.  465,  WAVERLY  ▼.  PAGE,  105  Iowa,  226,  74  N.  W.  938. 
4SvrfAce    'WAtem. 

Cited  in  Garland  v.  Aurin,  103  Tenn.  561,  48  L.  R.  A.  864,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
699,  53  S.  W.  940,.  sustaining  easeitient  of  owner  of  city  property  in  flowage  of 
surface  waters  o^er  lower  lands. 

NnlMtneea. 

Cited  in  notes  (53  L.  R.  A.  897,  904)  on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  pub- 
lic nuisances;  (SI  L.  R.  A.  657)  on  right  of  municipality  to  maintain  suit 
to  enjoin  or  abate  public  nuisances;  (42  L.  R.  A.  814)  on  injunctions  by  munici- 
palities against  nuisances  on  highways  and  streets. 

«—  Pollution  of  crater. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lowe  v.  Prospect  Hill  Cemetery  Asso.  46  L.  R.  A.  237, 
which  authorizes  injunction  against  interment  in  cemetery  when  likely  to  pol- 
lute and  poison  water  in  wells  in  vicinity;  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  56  L.  R. 
A.  899,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  pollution  of  stream  by  discharge 
from  strawboard  works. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  465)  on  injunctions  by  municipalities  against 
nuisances  by  waters  and  water  courses. 

40  L.  R.  A.  471,  BARRY  v.  KIRKLAND  (Ariz.)  52  Pac.  771. 

40  L.  R.  A.  473,  LITTLE  ROCK  TRACTION  &  ELECTRIC  CO.  ▼.  WALKER, 

65  Ark.  144,  45  S.  W.  57. 
liiabillty   for   causimv  arrest. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brunswick  k  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ponder,  60  L.  R.  A.  714,  which 
denies  carrier's^^liability  for  failure  to  prevent  illegal  arrest  by  officers,  or  for 
stopping  train  to  permit  removal;  Markley  v.  Snow,  64  L.  R.  A.  685,  which 
denies-,  liability  of  employer  for  act  of  employee  in  causing  arrest,  long  after 
commission  of  the  crime,  of  one  suspected  of  having  set  fire  to  building  of  em- 
ployer; Palmer  v.  Maiiie  C.  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  673,  which  holds  passenger's  un- 
reasonable refusal  to  tell  whether  name  on  mileage  ticket  is  his  own,  no  jus- 
tification for  procuring  his  arrest. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  476,  KENNEDY  v.  BURNAP,  120  Cal.  488,  52  Pac.  843. 
Riarbt    to    liflrht    and    air. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  62  L.  R.  A.  409,  which  sustains 
abutter's  ri^ht  to  relief  cigainst  diminution  of  light  and  air  by  bridge  over  street. 

40  L.  R.  A.  479,  BRISTOL  v.  NEW  ENGLAND  R.  CO.  70  Conn.  305,  39  Atl. 
235. 

40  L.  R.  A.  483,  SAVANNAH,  F.  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  QUO,  103  Ga.  125,  68  Am.  St. 

Rep.  85,  29  S.  E.  607. 
Carrier's  liability  for  employee's  assault. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Baird,  54  L.  R.  A.  752, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  conductor's  assault  on  passenger;  Kohner  v.  Capi- 
tal Traction  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  875,  which  requires  carrier,  when  peaceable  passen- 
ger on  street  car  is  unlawfully  assaulted  by  conductor,  to  show,  that  injury  was 
result  of  unavoidable  accident. 

40  L.  R.  A.  485,  ADA  COUNTY  FARMERS'  IRRIG.  CO.  v.  FARMERS'  CANAL 

CO.  5  Idaho,  793,  51  Pac.  990. 
Forfeiture  of  iprater  rigrhts  by  nonaser. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Salt  Lake  City  Water  &  Electrical  Power 
Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds  appropriator's  right  to  use  water  not  for- 
feited by  not  putting  to  actual  use,  through  opposition  of  prior  appropriators. 

40  L.  R.  A.  488,  WELLENVOSS  v.  GRAND  LODGE.  K.  OF  P.  103  Ky.  415,  45 
S.  W.  360. 

40  L.  R.  A.  489,  McMURTRY  v.  PHILLIPS  INVEST.  CO.  103  Ky.  308,  45  S.  W. 
96. 

40  L.  R.  A.  491,  COHEN  v.  MANUEL,  91  Me.  274,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  39 

Atl.  1030. 
ESxtent    of    innkeeper's    llabilitr- 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bradley  Livery  Co.  v.  Snook,  55  L.  R.  A.  208,  which 
denies  innkeeper's  liability  for  team  tied  under  shed  without  his  attention  hav- 
ing been  called  to  fact;  Rains  v.  Maxwell  House  Co.  64  Is.  R.  A.  471,  which  holds 
watch  within  statute  providing  that  if  guest  fails  to  deposit  jewels  in  safe 
provided  by  hotelkeeper,  it  shall  be  at  his  own  risk. 

40  L.  R.  A.  494,  BALTIMORE  v.  ^AIRFIELD  IMPROV.  CO.  87  Md.  352,  67 

Am.  St.  Rep.  344,  39  Atl.  1081. 
Public   nuisances. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Fossen  v.  Clark,  52  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds  that 
purchaser's  knowledge  of  existence  of  nuisance  from  discbarge  from  drain  does 
not  estop  him  from  suing  to  abate  same;  Bly  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating 
Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  500,  which  sustains  right  of  tenant  to  maintain  action  to  abate 
nuisunce  created  by  third  person's  metliod  of  conducting  business  before  lease 
renewed. 
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Cited  in  note  in   (53  L.  R.  A.  891)   on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  public 
nuisances. 
Pestlftoiise  or  hospital* 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Kimbrough  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  353,  57  S.  W.  328  sus- 
taining injunction  against  maintenance  of  authorized  pesthouse  near  $<choo], 
where  other  locations  available. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clayton  v.  Henderson,  44  L.  R.  A.  474,  which  sustains 
city^s  liability  for  establishing  pesthouse  near  residence;  Deaconess  Home  & 
Hospital  V.  Bontjes,  64  L.  R.  A.  215,  which  denies  right  to  establish  hospital 
so  near  private  residence  that  the  necessary  sights,  sounds,  and  smells  become 
intolerable  nuisance;  Henderson  v.  O'Haloran,  59  L.  R,  A.  718,  which  holds  city 
liable  for  contraction  of  smallpox  by  guest  from  inmate  of  house  contracting 
disease  from  unlawful  location  of  pesthouse  near. 

Distinguished  in  Frazer  v.  Chicago,  186  111.  488,  51  L.  R.  A.  309,  footnot?  p. 
306,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  57  N.  E.  1055,  holding  establishment  of  smallpox  hos- 
pital not  taking  or  damaging  of  adjoining  property. 

40  L.  R.  A.  498,  O'HERRON  v.  GRAY,  168  Mass.  573,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  47 

N.  E.  429. 
DeTesting:    of    oipvuersliip    In    chattels. 

Cited  in  Scollans  v.  E.  H.  Rollins  &  Sons,  173  Mass.  278,  73  Am.  St.  Rep. 
284,  53  N.  E.  863,  holding  title  to  registered  bond  not  transferred  by  fraudulent 
pledge. 
Effect  of  notice  of  transferrer's  trust  interest. 

Cited  in  Scollans  v.  E.  H.  Rollins  k  Sons,  179  Mass.  353,  88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
386,  60  N.  E.  983,  holding  effect  of  notice  of  trust  expressed  on  face  of  regis- 
tered certificate  as  to  pledgee  not  destroyed  by  customary  understanding  of  in- 
dorsement in  blank;  Farmers*  Bank  v.  Diebold  Safe  &  Lock  Co.  66  Ohio  St.  377, 
68  L.  R.  A.  624,  footnote  p.  620,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  64  N.  E.  518,  denying  right 
of  second  pledgee  taking  registered  certificate  without  inquiry  or  attempt  to 
secure  prescribed  transfer  on  books;  Hunting  v.  Safford,  183  Mass.  160,  66  N.  E. 
642,  denying  right  of  testamentary  trustees  to  accept  receipt  for  acmimulated 
income  from  guardian  of  minor,  under  agreement  tliat  he  should  receive  there- 
for receipt  from  one  of  trustees  as  guardian  of  other  minor  for  amount  due 
latter  minor  from  former  guardian. 

Nesligrence  estoppingr  o^wner. 

Cited  in  Scollans  v.  Rollins,  173  Mass.  281,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  284,  53  N.  E. 
863,  holding  owner  of  registered  bonds  not  estopped  as  against  pledgee,  by  neg- 
ligent deposit  with,  and  continued  confidence  in,  fraudulent  pledgeor;  Wefrtlake 
V.  Dunn,  184  Mass.  263,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  557,  68  N.  E.  212,  holding  land  owner 
not  negligent  in  temporarily  intrusting  deed  with  grantee's  name  in  blank  to 
another,  to  enable  latter  to  procure  part  of  purchase  money  from  a  friend,  so 
as  to  estop  him  from  claiming  title  as  against  bank  taking  mortgage  from  such 
person,  who  inserted  his  own  name  as  grantee. 

40  L.  R.  A.  601,  BUSINESS  MEN'S  LEAGUE  v.  WADDILL    143  Mo    495    45 

8.  W.  262. 
Baoitable  Jurisdiction  over  conjectural   injnrr  from   invalid  statute. 

Cited  in  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Cornell,  58  Neb.  827,  80  N.  W.  43,  denying 
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sufficiency  of  mere  conjectural  injury  from  invalid  statute,  to  support  equitable 
jurisdiction;  Schubach  v.  McDonald,  179  Mo.  182,  65  L.  R.  A.  142,  101  Am. 
St.  Rep.  452,  78  S.  W.  1020,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enjoin  ticket 
brokers  from  disposing  or  attempting  to  dispose  of  tickets  purchased  by  them 
Imowing  them  to  be  nontransferable. 

40  L.  R.  A.  503,  GRAHAM  v.  SMITH,  100  Ga.  434,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  323,  28 

S.  E.  225. 
Jtatvs  of  dovs. 

Cited  in  Vantreese  v.  McGee,  26  Ind.  App.  526,  60  N.  £.  318,  sustaining  re- 
plevin for  body  of  dead  dog  and  referring  with  approval  to  annotation  in  40 
L.  R.  A.  603;  Salley  v.  Manchester  &  A.  R,  Co.  54  S.  C.  484,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
SIO,  32  S.  E.  526,  sustaining  right  to  damages  for  negligent  running  over  and 
killing  of  dog. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fox  v.  Mohawk  &  H.  River  Humane  Soc.  51  L.  R.  A. 
681,  which  sustains  summary  killing  or  appropriation  of  dog  by  humane  society 
without  notice  to  owner;  Gibson  v.  Harrison,  54  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  holds  ex- 
action of  fee  of  $1.50  for  privilege  of  keeping  dog,  authorized  by  statute;  Walker 
T.  Towle,  53  L.  R.  A.  749,  which  authorizes  killing  by  policeman  of  unmuzzled 
-dog,  at  large  on  city  street. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A. -503)  on  property  rights  in  dogs. 

^— -  ''Domestic  animals.'' 

Cited  in  Wilcox  v.  State,  101  Ga.  564,  39  L.  R.  A.  710,  28  S.  E.  981,  hold- 
ing dogs  within  act  making  cruelty  to  ''domestic  animals"  indictable. 

40  L.  R.  A.  508,  HAMBY  v.  SAMSON,  105  Iowa,  112,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  285,  74 

N.  W.  918. 
Propertr  rights  in  doffs. 

Approved  in  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Fitzpatrick,  129  Ala.  324,  87  Am.  St 
Rep.  64,  29  So.  859,  sustaining  right  of  action  for  negligent  killing  of  dog. 

Annotation  in  40  L.  R.  A.  508,  referred  to  with  approval  in  Hodgen  v.  Causey, 
77  Miss.  356,  48  L.  R.  A.  95,  96,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  525,  26  So.  945,  holding  that 
trespassing  dog  cannot  lawfully  be  killed  merely  because  owner  had  been  notified 
to  keep  it  off  premises. 

—  lAvcenr  of  dos. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Langford,  55  S.  C.  326,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  33  8.  E.  370, 
holding  dog  subject  of  larceny,  and  referring  with  approval  to  annotation  in  40 
L.  tL  A.  503. 

40  L.  R.  A.  518   CITIZENS*  RAPID-TRANSIT  CO.  v.  DEW,  100  Tenn.  317,  66 

Am.  St  Rep.  764,  45  S.  W.  790. 
Property  status  of  doss. 

Approved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Fitzpatrick,  129  Ala.  325,  87  Am.  St. 
Rep.  64,  29  So.  859,  holding  that  due  care  must  be  exercised  to  avoid  injury  of  dog. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  509)   on  property  rights  in  dogs. 
niipht   to  relr  npon  qniclcness  of  dos  to  avoid  accident. 

Cited  in  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Klecka,  94  111.  App.  349,  denying  right 
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of  street  car  motorman  to  rely  upon  quick  movements  of  dog  near  track  to  avoid 
-accident. 

Pedi0ree  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Pacific  Exp.  Co.  v.  Lothrop,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  342,  49  S.  W.  898,  hold- 
ing pedigree  admissible  on  question  of  value  of  dog. 

40  L.  R.  A.  626,  CORNING  v.  SAGINAW,  116  Mich.  74,  74  N.  W.  307. 
municipal  lial»ility  for  olllcex«'  neslisence. 

Approved  in  MeAuliffe  v.  Victor,  15  Colo.  App.  339,  62  Pac.  231,  denying  mu- 
nicipal liability  to  one  under  arrest  for  injury  by  ne^igent  burning  of  jail  by 
its  officers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Nicholson  v.  Detroit,  56  L.  R.  A.  601,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  death  of  unwarned  employee  from  smallpox  contracted  in  tearing 
•down  smallpox  hospital;  Hall  v.  Concord,  58  L.  R.  A.  455,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  negligent  management  of  steam  roller  in  repairing  city  street  un- 
der supervision  of  state  superintendent;  Dudley  v.  Flemingsburg,  60  L.  R.  A. 
576,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injuries  by  failure  to  prevent  coasting  in 
streets;  McFadden  v.  Jewell,  60  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  denies  city's  liability  for 
injury  t^  child  by  negligence  of  one  employed  to  ciear  alley  of  weeds;  Colwell  v. 
Waterbury,  57  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injury  to  employee 
through  defect  in  machine  for  crushing  stone  for  highways. 

40  L.  R.  A.  528,  FOWLES  v.  BRIGGS,  116  Mich.  425,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  537,  74 
N.  W.  1046. 


Followed  in  Lellis  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  124  Mich.  39,  82  N.  W.  828,  denying 
-shipper's  liability  for  defective  loading  after  railroad's  failure  to  inspect. 

Cited  in  Griffiii  v.  Jackson  Light  &  Power  Co.  128  Mich.  656,  55  L.  R.  A.  320, 
footnote  p.  318,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  87  N.  W.  888,  denying  electric  light  com- 
pany's liability  for  injury  to  stranger  attempting  to  use  defectively  insulated 
movable  light  which  storekeeper  has  continued  to  use;  Missouri,  K.  ^  T.  R.  Co. 
V.  Merrill,  65  Kan.  443,  59  L.  R,  A.  714,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  287,  70  Pac,  358,  deny- 
ing liability  of  railroad  company  delivering  defective  car  to  other  company  for 
injury  to  employee  of  latter  company  after  inspection  by  it;  Brady  v.  Klein, 
133  Mich.  426,  62  L.  R.  A.  911,  95  N.  W.  557,  denying  liability  of  landlord  to 
licensee  of  tenant,  for  injury  due  to  defective  condition  of  premises. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  119)  on  liability,  as  dependent  on  proximity  of 
-cause,  for  injuries  caused  by  condition  of  chattels  delivered  by  defendant  to  plain- 
-tiff's  master. 

40  L.  R.  A.  531,  OMAHA  v.  BOWMAN,  52  Neb.  293,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  506,  72 
N.  W.  316. 
Later  appeal  in  63  Neb.  334,  88  N.  W.  521. 

Xiability  for  dangrerons  premises. 

Approved  in  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beavers,  113  Ga.  409,  54  L.  R.  A. 
319,  footnote  p.  314,  39  S.  E.  82,  denying  duty  of  one  making  excavation  on  own 
land  to*  guard  trespassing  children  from  injury;  Stendal  v.  Boyd,  73  Minn.  57, 
42  L.  R.  A.  290,  footnote  p.  288,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  597,  75  N.  W.  735,  holding 
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landowner  not  liable  for  failure  to  fence  premises  containing  pond  having  al- 
luring attractiveness  for  children;  Tucker  v.  Draper,  62  Neb.  70,  54  L.  R.  A.  324. 
86  N.  W.  917,  sustaining  submission  of  question  of  negligence  as  to  condition  of 
pond  upon  land  where  decedent  invited  to  go. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Biggs  v.  Consolidated  Barb-Wire  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  655, 
which  holds  owner  liable  for  maintaining  dangerous  machinery  on  private 
grounds  unprotected  from  visits  of  trespassing  children;  Kramer  v.  Southern  R. 
Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  359,  which  denies  railroad  company's  liability  for  death  of  child 
by  fall  of  pile  of  cross-ties  in  unused  portion  of  street;  Rachmel  v.  Clark,  62  L. 
R.  A.  959,  which  holds  manufacturer  storing  stone  slabs  on  sidewalk  in  front 
of  building  liable,  for  injuries  to  person  lawfully  using  the  sidewalk;  Cooper  v. 
Overton,  45  L.  R.  A.  591,  which  denies  owner's  liability  for  drowning  of  tres- 
passing child  in  unfenced  city  lot  in  pond  formed  by  damming  surface  water; 
Kopplekom  v.  Colorado  Cement  Pipe  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  ?84,  which  holds  owner  of 
uninclosed  city  lot  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  by  toppling  over  of  large 
cement  pipe  used  by  children  as  plaything;  Heimann  v.  Kinnare,  52  L.  R.  A.  652, 
which  holds  thirteen-year-old  boy  negligent  per  se  in  jumping  over  strip  of 
water  onto  rotten  ice  on  pond,  and  sliding  to  point  where  water  was  over  his 
head. 

Municipal   liabilltjr* 

Approved  in  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  46  W.  Va.  267,  43  L.  R,  A.  151,  31  S.  E.  993, 
denying  city's  liability  to  trespasser  for  unsafe  condition  of  its  premises. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rome  v.  Cheney,  55  L.  R.  A.  221,  which  denies  city's  lia- 
bility for  drowning  of  child  in  necessary  sewer,  4  feet  wide  and  2  feet  deep. 

Distinguished  on  later  appeal  in  59  Neb.  85,  80  N.  W.  259,  sustaining  city's 
liability  for  drowning  of  child  in  unprotected  pond  partly  in  street,  formed  by 
city's  negligent  filling  up  of  street. 

40  L.  R.  A.  534,  A.  J.  NEIMEYEH  LUMBER  CO.  v.  BURLINGTON  &  M.  RIVER 
R.  CO.  54  Neb.  321,  74  N.  W.  670. 

Title  to  consiarned  property;  consiarntmentt  to  vendor. 

Followed  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lau,  67  Neb.  561,  78  N.  W.  291,  holding 
that  consignment  to  order  of  shipper  raises  presumption  of  retention  of  owner- 
ship. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hopkins  v.  Cowen,  47  L.  R.  A.  124,  which  holds  title 
to  goods  not  passed  by  consignment  to  consignor's  order,  where  bill  of  lading 
w^ith  draft  attached  requires  its  surrender  to  obtain  delivery  of  goods;  Kentucky 
Ref.  Co.  v.  Globe  Ref.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  353,  which  holds  title  to  property  not 
changed  by  mere  acceptance  of  draft  for  purchase  price,  with  bill  of  lading  at- 
tached, by  which  goods  consigned  to  consignor's  order. 

—  P.  o.  b. 

Cited  in  Globe  Oil  Co.  v.  Powell,  56  Neb.  466,  76  N.  W.  1081,  discussing,  with- 
out deciding,  effect  of  contract  to  ship  f.  o.  b.;  Dannemiller  v.  Kirkpatrick,  201 
Pa.  223,  50  Atl.  928,  holding  contract  to  bill  at  "price  f.  o.  b."  destination  raises 
presumption  of  agreement  to  dfeliver  at  destination,  but  question  is  for  jury 
where  evidence  conflicting. 

Cited  in  note  (62  L.  R.  A.  796,  807,  808)  on  effect  of  contract  to  ship  gooda 
f.  o.  b. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  549,  GERNERD  v.  GERNERD,  185  Pa.  233,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  646, 

39  Atl.  884. 
Rlfflit  of  action  for  Iom  of  ]iii«band*«  or  'wife's  affection. 

Approved  in  Knapp  v.  Wing,  72  Vt.  338,  47  Atl.  1075,  and  Wolf  v.  Frank,  92 
Md.  143,  52  L.  R.  A.  105,  footnote  p.  102,  48  Atl.  132,  sustaining  wife's  right  of 
action  for  alienation  of  husband's  affections;  Lonstorf  v.  Lonstorf,  118  Wis.  107, 
95  N.  W.  961  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  wife's  right  of  action  for 
alienating  her  husband's  affections. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Houghton  v.  Rice,  47  L.  R.  A.  310,  which  denies  right 
of  action  against  other  woman  for  alienating  husband's  affections  when  unac- 
•companied  by  adultery;  Dietzman  v.  Mullin,  50  L.  R.  A.  808,  and  Betser  v. 
Betser,  52  L.  R.  A.  630,  which  sustains  wife's  right  of  action  for  alienating  her 
liusband's  affection;  Beach  v.  Brown,  43  L.  R.  A.  114,  which  sustains  divorced 
^fe's  right  of  action  in  own  name  for  prior  alienation  of  husband's  affections. 

—  IjlabllltF  for  advice  to  son  or  danarliter. 

Approved  in  Eagon  v.  Eagon,  60  Kan.  705,  57  Pac.  942,  denying  presumption 
of  unworthy  object  in  advice  and  counsel  to  son  as  to  treatment  of  wife. 

Cited  in  Oakman  v.  Belden,  94  Me.  284,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  47  Atl.  553, 
liolding  erroneous,  instruction  that  parents  are  liable  if  daughter's  affections 
alienated  through  their  active  interference,  either  by  threats,  persuasion,  or 
arguments. 

40  L.  R.  A.  550,  DEMPSEY  v.  DOBSON,  184  Pa.  588,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  809,  39 

Atl.  493. 
Bffect  of  local  or  trade  nMise. 

Followed  in  Silliman  v.  Whitmer,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  260,  denying  competency 
of  evidence  to  show  ownership  in  one  person  according  to  local  or  trade  usage, 
where  common  law  places  it  in  another. 

Approved  in  Becker  v.  Hall,  116  Iowa,  593,  56  L.  R.  A.  575,  88  N.  W.  324, 
•denying  validity  of  custom  as  to  appropriation  of  ice  on  public  waters,  wlier. 
unreasonable  and  against  public  rights. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive  (Tenn.)  64  L.  R.  A.  447,  79  S.  W.  124, 
Bustaining  reasonableness  of  custom  of  carrier  to  suspend  all  business  on  July 
4th,  even  when  applied  to  delivery  of  perishable  freight. 

40  L.  R.  A.  552,  Re  DU  PLAINE,  185  Pa.  332,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  651,  39  Atl.  947. 

40  L.  R.  A.  553,  UNION  P.  R.  CO.  v.  YATES,  25  C.  C.  A.  103,  49  U.  S.  App. 

241,  79  Fed.  584. 
iSdentlJlc  worUm  a*  evidence. 

Approved  in  Bixby  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  R.  &  Bridge  Co.  105  Iowa.  302.  43  L.  R. 
A.  537,  footnote  p.  533,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  299,  75  N.  W.  182,  denying  right  to  read 
standard  medical  books  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Dunbauld  v.  Thompson,  109  Iowa,  201,  80  N.  W.  324,  discussing,  with- 
out deciding,  question  as  to  admissibility  of  medical  books  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Scott  v.  Astoria  &  C.  River  R.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  544,  which 
-sustains  right  of  civil  engineer,  testifying  as  expert,  to  refer  to  standard  works 
on  subject  as  corroborating  his  opinion. 
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Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  566)  on  scientific  books  and  treatises  as  evidence. 

Annotation  in  40  L.  R.  A.  553,  referred  to  with  approval,  in  Grouse  v.  Chicago 
&.  N.  W.  K.  Co.  102  Wis.  207,  78  N.  W.  446,  holding  annuity  tables  admissible 
upon  question  of  damages  in  action  for  injuries  producing  permanent  disability. 

AppllcabllltF  of  local  r«le«  of  evldenee  itf  Federal  ooorta. 

Disapproved  in  Stewart  v.  Morris,  32  C.  C.  A.  205,  60  U.  S.  App.  657,  89  Fed. 
202,  holding  that  Federal  court  will  follow  local  state  decisions  as  to  rules  of 
evidence. 

40  L.  R,  A.  561,  WESTERN  ASSUR.  CO.  v.  J.  H.  MOHLMAN  CO.  28  C.  C.  A. 

157,  51  U.  S.  App.  577,  83  Fed.  811. 
Conditions  •vbseaoent  In  policy  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  Traveler's  Protective  Asso.  v.  Gilbert,  55  L.  R.  A.  542,  49  C.  C.  A. 
312,  111  Fed.  273,  holding  condition  subsequent  created  by  provision  in  benefit 
certificate  denying  recovery  in  case  of  accidental  or  designed  poisoning;  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Luce,  60  C.  C.  A.  657,  123  Fed.  250,  holding  condition  subsequent 
created  by  provision  in  policy  that,  if  any  part  of  building  fall  except  as  result 
of  fire,  all  insurance  shall  immediately  cease,  burden  of  establishing  which  is  on 
insurer. 

Scientillc   ^rorlca   as  evidence* 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Astoria  ft  C.  River  R.  Co.  43  Or.  41,  62  L.  R.  A.  550,  foot- 
note p.  544,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  710,  72  Pac.  594,  sustaining  right  of  civil  engineer, 
testifying  as  expert,  to  refer  to  standard  works  on  subject  as  corroborating  hi» 
opinion. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  553,  575)  on  scientific  books  and  treatises  as  evi> 
dence. 

40  L.  R.  A.  577,  RASCH  v.  NOTH,  99  Wis.  286,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  74  N.  W. 

820. 
Ejectment  fvhere  enjoyment  not  limited. 

Followed  in  Rahn  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  103  Wis.  471,  79  N.  W. 
747,  denying  ejectment  by  one  enjoying  land  to  boundary  line,  against  one  whose 
foundation  extends  beneath  plaintiff's  walls. 

40  L.  R.  A.  579,  Re  ZILLEY,  98  Wis.  428,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  820,  74  N.  W.  126. 
Alimonri  maintenance  of  children. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  Harding,  79  111.  App.  617,  sustaining  allowance  for  sup- 
port of  minor  children,  with  mother  while  living  apart  from  husband  without 
fault,  and  before  custody  awarded  her;  McCloskey  v.  McCloskey,  93  Mo.  App. 
400,  67  S.  W.  669,  denying  that  mere  decree  of  divorce  relieves  husband  fron> 
obligation  to  support  minor  children  while  with  mother. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  40  L.  R.  A.  587,  which  sustains  mother's 
right  to  recover  from  divorced  husband  for  maintenance  of  child  awarded  to 
her;  McKay  v.  Superior  Court.  40  L.  R.  A.  585,  which  sustains  order  that  father 
pay  for  support  of  minor  children  awarded  to  mother's  custody,  granted  long 
rfter  divorce  decree  final  and  mother  remarried;  Streitwolf  v.  Streitwolf,  45 
L.  R.  A.  842,  which  holds  funds  for  professional  educiition  of  son  in  law  school 
not  properly  included  in  allowance  of  alimony;  Keller  v.  St.  Louis,  47  L.  R.  A. 
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391,  holding  father's  duty  to  support  child  not  devested  by  divorce  decree  giving 
care  and  custody  to  mother. 

40  L.  R.  A.  686,  McKAY  v.  SUPERIOR  COURT,  120  Cal.  143,  52  Pac.  147. 
Allmonr* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wetmore  v.  Wetmore,  48  L.  R.  A.  666,  which  holds  right 
to  alimony  from  income  from  testamentary  trust  for  support  of  former  husband 
terminated  by  remarriage  of  divorced  woman;  Streitwolf  v.  Streitwolf,  46  L. 
R.  A.  842,  which  holds  funds  for  professional  education  of  son  in  law  school  not 
properly  included  in  allowance  of  alimony. 

Support  of  minor  cliildroii. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  40  L.  R.  A.  587,  which  sustains  mother's 
right  to  recover  from  divorced  husband  for  maintenance  of  child  awarded  to  her,*^ 
Re  Zilley,  40  L.  R.  A.  579,  which  holds  father  liable  to  pay  mother  after  di- 
vorce for  keeping  of  child  which  father  entitled  to  imder  decree;  Keller  v.  St. 
Louis,  47  L.  R.  A.  391,  which  holds  father's  duty  to  support  child  not  devested 
by  divorce  decree  giving  care  and  custody  to  mother. 

limited  in  McKay  v.  McKay,  125  Cal.  69,  57  Pac.  677,  denying  reimbursement 
to  mother  for  past  expenses  for  voluntary  support  of  minor  children. 

Clianvlns   deoroo* 

Cited  in  McFarlane  v.  Mc?arlane,  43  Or.  485,  73  Pac.  203,  upholding  right  of 
courts,  after  rendition  of  divorce  decree,  to  require  husband  to  contribute  to  fu- 
ture support  and  pay  reasonable  sum  for  past  support  of  minor  children. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  45  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  sustains- 
right  to  reduce  alimony  after  decree  therefor;  Livingston  v.  Livingston,  61  L. 
R.  A.  800,  which  holds  unchangeable  provision  for  alimony  in  divorce  decree  can- 
not be  impaired  by  subsequent  statute  empowering  courts  to  modify  same;  Car- 
iens  V.  Cariens,  56  L.  R.  A.  030,  which  holds  divorce  decree  fixing  custody  of 
child  should  only  be  changed  when  conditions  altered. 

40  L.  R.  A.  587,  GIBSON  v.  GIBSON,  18  Wash.  489,  51  Pac.  1041. 
Aetions  for  support  of  minor  child. 

Followed  in  Ditmar  v.  Ditmar,  27  Wash.  15,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  67  Pac.  353, 
sustaining  action  against  divorced  husband  for  support  of  children  awarded  to 
mother. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Keller  v.  St.  Louis,  47  L.  R.  A.  391,  which  holds  father's 
duty  to  support  child  not  devested  by  divorce  decree  giving  care  and  custody  to 
mother;  Re  Zilley,  40  L.  R.  A.  679,  which  holds  father  liable  to  pay  mother  after 
divorce  for  keeping  child  which  father  entitled  to  under  decree;  Streitwolf  v. 
Streitwolf,  45  L.  R.  A.  842,  which  holds  funds  for  professional  education  of  son 
in  law  school  not  properly  included  in  allowance  of  alimony;  McKay  v.  Superior 
Court,  40  L.  R.  A.  585,  which  sustains  order  that  father  pay  for  support  of  minor 
children  awarded  to  mother's  custody,  granted  long  after  divorce  decree  final 
and  mother  remarried. 

40  L.  R.  A.  589,  SELLERS  v.  GREER,  172  111.  549,  50  N.  E.  246. 
Acceptance  as  execution   of  contract. 

Cited  in  Raphael  v.  Hartmnn,  87  111.  App.  036,  sustaining  mutuality  of  eoa- 
tract  accepted  and  acted  upon  by  party  not  signing. 
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Contracts   blndlnar  upon   corporation* 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Vance  Shoe  Co.  115  Fed.  709,  denying  right  to  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  by  one  stockholder  with  another  to  advance  working  funds  to 
corporation;  De  La  Vergne  Refrigerating  Mach.  Co.  v.  German  Sav.  Inst.  175 
U.  S.  63,  44  L.  ed.  69,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  20,  holding  formal  action  by  corporation  es- 
sential to  valid  conveyance  of  corporate  property. 

Disapproved  in  Aransas  Pass  Harbor  Co.  v.  Manning,  94  Tex.  562,  63  S.  W. 
627,  holding  stockholders  estopped  to  claim  corporate  assets  given  away  by  presi- 
dent with  consent  of  stockholders. 

Iirhcn   speclllc  performance  decreed. 

Cited  in  Mack  v.  Mcintosh,  181  111.  642,  54  N.  E.  1019,  denying  specific  perform- 
ance of  contract  to  convey,  where  complainant  knew,  before  filing  of  bill,  of 
vendor's  incapacity;  Farson  v.  Fogg,  205  111.  341,  68  N.  E.  755,  denying  power 
to  compel  specific  performance  of  contract  by  street  railway  company  with 
property  owner  to  pave  street;  Ormsby  v.  Graham,  123  Iowa,  209,  98  N.  W.  724, 
holding  specific  performance  of  contract  to  convey  not  maintainable  by  one  who 
knew  when  contract  was  made  that  vendors  did  not  have  title  to  the  land. 

40  L.  R.  A.  593,  STATE  ex  rel.  DENNY  v.  BRIDGES,  19  Wash.  44,  52  Pac.  326. 
"Waters. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  492)  on  right  to  construct  log  booms;  (42  L.  R 
A.  175)  on  title  to  land  under  water;  (50  L.  R.  A.  737)  on  state  and  Federal  own- 
ership of  waters;  (59  L.  R.  A.  48)  on  right  to  obstruct  or  destroy  rights  of  nav- 
igation. 

Ijcase  of  harbor  area. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Trimble  v.  Bridges,  22  Wash.  101,  60  Pac.  66,  denying 
validity  of  provision  that  lessee  of  harbor  area  may  improve  same  at  option,  sub- 
ject to  approval  of  board. 

40  L.  R.  A.  607,  STATE  v.  HARBOURNE,  70  Conn.  484,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  126, 
40  Atl.   179. 

40  L.  R.  A.  611,  BANTA  v.  CHICAGO,  172  111.  204,  50  N.  E.  233. 
liicenses  and  taxes. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Douthart  v.  Congdon,  197  111.  3.52,  90  Am. 
St.  Rep.  167,  64  N.  E.  348. 

Approved  in  Hill  v.  Abbeville,  59  S.  C.  417,  38  S.  E.  11,  sustaining  license  tax 
which  applies  to  but  one  occupation,  but  to  all  following  same;  Besette  v.  People. 
193,  111.  342,  56  L.  R.  A.  561,  62  N.  E.  215,  denying  that  raising  of  revenue  is  ob- 
ject of  statute  for  licensing  of  horseshoers,  and  prescribing  fee  to  pay  ex])enses 
of  administration. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Collins,  175  111.  454,  40  L.  R.  A.  411,  67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  51  N.  E.  907,  denying  power  to  license  use  of  streets  under  power  to  regu- 
late their  use. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Garbroski,  50  L.  R.  A.  570,  which  holds  void, 
statute  exempting  veterans  from  requirement  for  peddling  license;  Knisely  v. 
Cotterel,  50  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  sustains  statute  fixing  difi'erent  rates  of  license 
for  retailers,  wholesalers,  and  sellers  on  boanl  of  trade;  Com.  use  of  Titusville  v. 
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Clark,  57  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  holds  void,  exemption  from  license  tax  of  con- 
tractors and  real -estate,  dealers,  but  not  others,  whose  business  less  than  $1,000; 
Harrodsburg  v.  Renfro,  61  L.  R.  A.  897,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  imposing 
greater  license  fee  for  sale  of  liquors  on  main  street  of  town  than  elsewhere; 
Bitzer  v.  Thompson,  44  L.  R.  A.  141,  which  denies  validity  of  ordinance  requir- 
ing license  for  buying  claims  against  city. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  334,  340,  344)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United 
States  in  relation  to  corporate  taxation. 

Explained  in  Price  v.  People,  193  111.  117,  55  L.  R.  A.  589,  footnote  p.  588, 
86  Am.  St.  Rep.  306,  61  N.  E.  844,  sustaining  license  fee  on  employment  agencies. 

40  L.  R.  A.  617,  FLETCHER  v.  WALL,  172  111.  426,  50  N.  E.  230. 
Elections)    rlRlit   to   use   pa«ter«. 

Followed  in  McSorley  v.  Schroeder,  196  111.  104,  63  N.  E.  697,  and  Roberts  v. 
Quest,  173  111.  428,  50  N.  E.  1073,  denying  right  to  insert  candidate's  name  by 
paster. 

Approved  in  Re  McDade,  29  Misc.  221,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  105,  denying  right  to 
use  paster  ballot. 

40  L.  R.  A.  621,  HIBBARD  v.  CHICAGO,  173  111.  91,  50  N.  E.  256. 
Private    rights    witliln    streets. 

Cited  in  McGann  v.  People,  194  111.  539,  62  N.  E.  941,  denying  power  of  com- 
mon council  to  grant  use  of  public  street  to  individual  for  private  purposes; 
Snyder  v.  Mt.  Pulaski,  176  111.  402,  44  L.  R.  A.  409,  footnote  p.  407,  52  N.  E. 
62,  holding  permission  to  use  well  in  street  a  mere  license,  although  part  of  elec- 
tric light  franchise;  People  ew  rel  Kocourek  v.  Chicago,  193  111.  563,  62  N.  E. 
187  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  abutter's  right  to  encroach  upon  street  where 
no  one  is  injured  thereby;  General  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co'.  184 
111.  595,  56  N.  E.  963,  denying  right  of  steam  railway  company  to  enjoin  con- 
struction of  street  railway  across  its  tracks  in  highway;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  181  111.  296,  53  L.  R.  A.  226,  54  N.  E.  825,  denying  abutter's  control 
of  street  as  stand  for  hacks  under  consent  or  acquiescence  of  municipal  author- 
ities; People  ex  rel  Faulkner  v.  Harris,  203  111.  280,  96  Am  St.  Rep.  304,  67  N. 
E.  785,  denying  city's  power  to  authorize,  by  ordinance,  private  citizen  to  con- 
struct projection  extending  into  street  for  any  distance  in  front  of  his  property; 
Cereghino  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  26  Utah,  479,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  73 
Pac.  634,  denying  power  of  city  council  to  authorize  permanent  switch  track  on 
street  to  be  operated  by  steam  railway  for  convenience  of  private  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  59  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  sus- 
tains right  of  injunction  against  pillars  in  street  in  front  of  adjoining  lot,  ob- 
structing light  and  air  from  street;  State  v.  Kean,  48  L.  R.  A.  102,  which  holds 
indictable  nuisance  created  by  bay  window  extending  over  street. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  v.  Norton  Mill.  Co.  196  111.  587,  63  N.  E.  1043,  sus- 
taining right  of  city  to  lease  vault  under  street  to  abutters. 

Repeal  of  ordinanee  by  order  or  resolution. 

Cited  in  Backhaus  v.  People,  87  111.  App.  177,  denying  that  ordinance  can  be 

repealed  by  order  not  passed  and  published  as  ordinance;  Joliet  v.  Petty,  96  111. 

App.  452,  denying  that  ordinance  can  be  repealed  by  resolution;   People  ex  rel 

Ra^'mond  v.  Latham,  203  111.  23,  67   N.  E.  403,  holding  that  ordinance  cannot 

L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 48. 
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be  repealed,  amended,  or  suspended  by  resolution;  People  ex  rel.  Rinne  v.  Blocki, 
203  111.  372,  67  N.  £.  809,  denying  power  of  city  council  to  repeal,  by  resolution, 
ordinance  granting  permit  to  lay  switch  tracks  in  street.* 

OrdinanceK   void   for   dlMcrlmlnation. 

Cited  in  People  ew  rel.  Rinne  y»  Blocki,  203  111.  372,  67  N.  £.  809,  holding  or- 
der of  city  council,  singling  out  particular  switch  tracks  and  ordering  removal  as 
nuisance,  void  for  discrimination. 

40  L.  R.  A.  623,  STRINGFELLOW  v.  SOMERVILLE,  95  Va.  701,  29  S.  E.  685. 
Gvstody  of  children. 

Approved  in  Hibbette  v.  Baines,  78  Miss.  715,  51  L.  R.  A.  847,  footnote  p.  839,- 
29  So.  80,  sustaining  father's  right  to  custody  of  child,  notwithstanding  assent 
to  wife's  deathbed  contract  to  give  custody  to  her  relatives;   Meyer  v.  Meyer, 
100  Va.  229,  40  S.  £.  1038,  refusing  to  take  young  child  from  custody  of  divorced 
mother. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fletcher  v.  Hickman,  55  L.  R.  A.  896,  which  holds  father 
bound  by  agreement  intrusting  custody  of  infant  child  to  another;  State  ex  reL 
Lasserre  v.  Michel,  54  L.  R.  A.  927,  which  denies  father's  absolute  right  to  cus- 
tody of  minor  child;  Anderson  v.  Young,  44  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  sustains  court's 
power  to  uphold,  in  interest  of  child,  custody  held  under  void  agreement  with 
parent;  Stapleton  v.  Poynter,  53  L.  R.  A.  784,  which  sustains  taking  of  custody 
of  child  against  its  will  from  wealthy  grandparent  and  giving  to  parent  of  moral 
habits. 

40  L.  R.  A.  626,  KINNEY  v.  KINNEY,  104  Iowa,  703,  74  N.  W.  688. 

40  L.  R.  A.  628,  STATE  USE  OF  COCKING  v.  WADE,  87  Md.  529,  40  Atl.  104. 
Liability  of  olllcem  and  •nretlea  on  their  bonds. 

Cited  in  Maddox  v.  Hudgeons,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  293,  72  S.  W.  414,  denying 
sheriff's  liability  for  unlawful  arrest  by  constable  asked  by  deputy  sheriff,  with- 
out sheriff's  directions,  to  assist  in  making  arrests  for  burglary  committed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel,  Bruns  v.  Clausmeier,  50  L.  R.  A.  73,  deny- 
ing sheriff's  liability  on  bond  for  libelous  sending  out  of  photograph  of  prisoner; 
Feller  v.  Gates,  56  L.  R.  A.  630,  which  denies  liability  on  bond  for  return  of  money 
taken  by  constable  from  execution  defendant  to  stay  execution  pending  appeal : 
State  use  of  Wilson  v.  Fowler,  42  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds  sheriff  liable  on  bond 
for  levy  on  growing  crop  of  peaches,  and  failure  to  gather  or  allow  owner  to  gath- 
er them  until  crop  worthless;  Johnson  v.  Williams,  54  L.  R.  A.  220,  which  holds 
sheriff  liable  on  bond  for  killing  by  deputy  under  mistaken  belief  as  to  identity; 
Brown  v.  Weaver,  42  L.  R.  A.  423,  which  sustains  liability  on  sheriff's  bond  for 
wrongful  shooting  by  deputy  of  prisoner  attempting  to  escape  from  arrest  for 
misdemeanor;  State  ew  rel.  McLaureii  v.  McDaniel,  50  L.  R.  A.  118,  which  holds 
sureties  on  mayor's  bond  liable  for  his  causing  arrest  without  warrant,  and  try- 
ing and  sentencing  for  offense  not  punishable  by  city  ordinance. 

40  L.  R.  A.  632,  BAGBY  &  R.  CO.  v.  RIVERS,  87  Md.  400,  67  Am.  St  Rep.  367, 

40  Atl.  171. 
Nnme    as    asset. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Slater  v.  Slater,  61  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds  firm  name 
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an  asset  of  partnership  which  executor  of  deceased  partner  has  right  to  have 
sold. 

Corporate  liabilltr  for  vtockliolder'*  act. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Merchants'  Ad-Sign  Co.  v.  Sterling,  46  L.  R.  A.  142,  which 
holds  stockholder's  attempt  to  transfer  good  will  of  corporation  with  stock,  in- 
valid. 

40  L.  R.  A.  635,  MADISON  v.  MAYERS,  97  Wis.  399,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  127,  78 

N.  W.  43. 
Ancient  or  orlarinal  landmarlca. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Prien,  98  Wis.  92,  73  N.  W.  654,  holding  location  of  comer 
properly  established  by  measurements  from  original  stakes  still  existing;  Gales- 
rille  V.  Parker,  107  Wis.  367,  83  N.  W.  646,  holding  lines  of  ancient  fences  and 
iong-oontinued  occupation,  of  greater  probative  value  than  measurement  of  con- 
tradictory courses  and  distances,  or  plat. 

Distinguished  in  Blair  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  110  Wis.  65, 
85  N.  W.  675,  sustaining  conclusiveness  of  description  of  highway  as  contained 
in  order. 

Effect  of  nonnaer  of  portion  of  street. 

Cited  in  Ashland  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  105  Wis.  403,  80  N.  W.  1101, 
holding  whole  street  dedicated  is  accepted  where  portion  opened  and  worked. 

Actions  as  to.  streets. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Black  River  Improv.  Co.  105  Wis.  395,  81  N.  W.  669,  denyin^r 
town's  right  of  action  under  contract  to  keep  roads  in  repair  when  damaged  by 
flooding  from  promisor's  dam,  until  it  has  incurred  expenditure  or  liability; 
Pewaukee  v.  Savoy,  103  Wis.  279,  50  L.  R.  A.  847,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  79  N.  W. 
436,  sustaining  city's  right  to  injunction  to  prevent  construction  of  fence  obstruct- 
ing passage  from  street  to  adjoining  waters;  Wauwatosa  v.  Dreutzer,  116  Wis. 
120,  92  N.  W.  551,  holding  action  in  equity  maintainable  by  city  to  obtain  man- 
datory injunction  for  removal  of  encroachment  from  street  without  first  giving 
opportunity  to  remove  it  without  suit,  pursuant  to  order  served. 
Rislit  to  erect   ^rhnrves. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Revell  v.  People,  43  L.  R.  A.  790,  which  holds  piers  built 
into  lake  to  protect  land  from  erosion  a  purpresture  removable  by  state. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  53)  on  right  to  obstruct  or  destroy  rights  of  navi- 
gation. 

Annotation  in  40  L.  R.  A.  635,  referred  to  particularly  in  Cobb  v.  Lincoln  Park, 
202  111.  433,  63  L.  R.  A.  268,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  67  N.  E.  5,  denying  right  of 
riparian  owner  to  wharf  out  over  submerged  land  to  navigable  water  of  Lake 
Michigan. 

40  L.  R.  A.  651,  KASTEN  v.  INTERSTATE  CASUALTY  CO.  99  Wis.  73,  74  N. 

W.  534. 
ITV^liat   denths  or   Injuries   witliin   accident   policy. 

Cited  in  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  v.  Hudgins  (Tex.)  64  L.  R.  A.  351,  footnote 
p.  349,  72  S.  W.  1047,  holding  death  by  accidentally  eating  spoiled  oysters  is 
within  clause  of  policy  exempting  from  injuries  from  poison  or  anything  acci< 
dentally  or  otherwise  taken  or  absorbed. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fetter  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  469,  which  holds 
death  from  rupture  of  cancerous  kidney  covered  by  accident  policy;  Horsfall 
V.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  425,  which  holds  dilation  of  heart  result- 
ing in  death  within  few  weeks,  caused  by  heavy  lift,  covered  by  accident  policy; 
Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  61  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  denies  right  to  re- 
cover under  accident  policy  for  inflammation  of  eyes  from  accidental  contact 
with  poison  ivy;  Brown  v.  Sun  L.  Ins.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  252,  which  sustains  recov- 
ery on  policy  of  one  whose  death  caused  by  taking  overdose  of  morphine;  West- 
em  Commercial  Travelers'  Asso.  v.  Smith,  40  L.  R,  A.  653,  which  holds  death 
from  blood  poisoning,  resulting  from  abrasion  of  skin  of  toe  by  wearing  new  shoe, 
covered  by  accident  policy;  Delaney  v.  Modern  Acci.  Club.  63  L.  R  A.  603,  which 
holds  death  from  blood  poisoning  contracted  through  slight  wound,  as  result  of 
accidental  injury,  covered  by  accident  policy;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Loewnstein,  46 
L.  R.  A.  450,  which  holds  death  by  accidentally  inhaling  gas  while  asleep  covered 
by  accident  policy;  Smith  v.  ^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds  in- 
jury by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy;  Feder  v.  Iowa  State 
Traveling  Men's  Asso.  43  L.  R.  A.  693,  which  holds  death  by  rupture  of  artery 
while  reaching  over  chair  to  close  shutters,  not  accidental;  Atlanta  Acci.  Asso. 
V.  Alexander,  42  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  holds  death  from  hernia  caused  by  sudden 
and  accidental  strain  not  within  clause  exempting  insurer  from  death  resulting 
from  hernia. 

Burden  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  v.  Gehrmann,  96  Md.  651,  54  Atl.  678,  hold- 
ing burden  of  proving  breach  of  warranty  in  application  for  accident  insurance, 
on  company. 

40  L.  R.  A.  653,  WESTERN  COMMERCIAL  TRAVELERS'  ASSO.  v.  SMITH,  29 
C.  C.  A.  223,  56  U.  S.  App.  393,  85  Fed.  401. 

lilablllty   on    inviiraiice   against    accident. 

Cited  in  McGlother  v.  Provident  Mut.  Acci.  Co.  32  C.  C.  A.  320,  60  U.  S.  App. 
705,  89  Fed.  687,  holding  death  from  poison  accidentally  taken  under  mistaken 
belief  that  it  is  harmless  medicine,  within  exemption  of  liability  for  "death  re- 
sulting from  poison;"  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hunter,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  492,  70 
8.  W.  798,  authorizing  recovery  on  accident  policy  for  death  resulting  from  rheu- 
matism produced  by  accidental  injury;  Thornton  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  116  Ga. 
127,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  99,  42  S.  E.  287,  holding  right  to  recover  on  accident  policy 
not  prevented  by  fact  that  existing  hernia  rendered  consequences  of  injury  more 
serious,  unless  its  existence  is  shown  to  be  substantial  contributing  cause  of  in- 
jury resulting  from  accident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Mina,  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds 
injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train  covered  by  policy;  Fetter  v.  Fidelity 
&  C.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  459,  which  holds  death  from  rupture  of  cancerous  kidney 
covered  by  accident  policy;  Horsfall  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  425, 
which  holds  dilation  of  heart  resulting  in  death  within  few  weeks,  caused  by 
heavy  lift,  covered  by  accident  policy;  Delaney  v.  Modern  Acci.  Club,  63  L.  R. 
A.  603,  which  holds  death  from  blood  poisoning  contracted  through  slight  wound, 
as  result  of  accidental  injury,  covered  by  accident  policy;  Maiyland  Casualty 
Co.  V.  Hudgins,  64  L.  R.  A.  349,  which  holds  death  by  accidentally  eating  spoiW 
oysters  is  within  clause  of  policy  exempting  from  injuries  from  poison  or  any- 
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tiling  accidentally  or  otherwise  tetken  or  absorbed;  Kasten  v.  Interstate  Cas- 
ualty Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  holds  death  caused  by  blood  poisoning  contracted 
from  germs  in  cotton  used  by  dentist,  covered  by  accident  policy;  Brown  v.  Sun 
li.  Ins.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  252,  which  sustains  recovery  on  policy  of  one  whose  death 
caused  by  taking  overdose  of  morphine;  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
61  L.  R.  A.  145,  which  denies  right  to  recover  under  accident  policy  for  inflam- 
mation  of  eyes  from  accidental  contact  with  poison  ivy;  Feder  v.  Iowa  State 
Traveling  Men's  Asso.  43  L.  R.  A.  693,  which  holds  death  by  rupture  of  artery 
while  reaching  over  chair  to  close  shutters,  not  accidental;  Atlanta  Acci.  Asso. 
V.  Alexander,  42  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  holds  death  from  hernia  caused  by  sudden 
and  accidental  strain  not  within  clause  exempting  insurer  from  death  result- 
ing from  hernia. 

Time  of  slvingr  notice  of  death  or  aceldent. 

Cited  in  Horsfall  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  32  Wash.  137,  63  L.  R.  A,  427,  98 
Am.  St.  Rep.  846,  72  Pac.  1028,  holding  delay  of  twelve  days  after  accidental 
death  not  unreasonable,  though  policy  required  immediate  notice  of  accident, 
which  occurred  several  weeks  before  death. 

40  L.  R.  A.  657,  TURNER  v.  REVERE  WATER  CO.  171  Mass.  329,  68  Am.  St. 

Rep.  432,  50  N.  E.  634. 
"Water   and    am*    rate*. 

Cited  in  Leigh  ton  v.  Ricker,  173  Mass.  566,  64  N.  E.  254,  denying  that  water 
rates  constitute  lien  on  premises. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Indiana  Natural  &  Illuminating  Gas  Co.  v.  State,  57  L. 
R.  A.  761,  which  denies  right  of  natural  gas  company  to  discriminate  against 
single  consumer  by  enforcing  meter  rate,  instead  of  flat  rate,  against  him. 

40  L.  R.  A.  661,  PETERSON  v.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  72  Minn.  41,  71  Am. 
St.  Rep.  461,  74  N.  W.  1022. 

I^ter  appeal  in  75  Minn.  371,  43  L.  R.  A.  582,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  77  N.  W. 
985. 
Libel. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gambrill  v.  Schooley,  52  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  holds  dicta- 
tion of  libelous  letter  to  confidential  stenographer,  a  publication;  Kansas  City, 
M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Delaney,  45  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  letters  of  recoipmenda- 
tion  stating  that  former  employee  left  employer's  service  during  strike,  not  ac- 
tionable per  se. 

40  L.  R.  A.  064,  Re  HATCH.  155  X.  Y.  401,  50  N.  E.  49. 

Reargumenl  denied  in  156  N.  Y.  600,  50  N.  E.  1117. 
RlR:ht  to  set-off* 

Cited  in  Colton  v.  Dovers'  Perpetual  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  90  Md.  02,  46  L.  R.  A. 
392,  footnote  p.  388,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  45  Atl.  23,  sustaining  right  to  sot 
ofT,  without  demand,  deposit  in  insolvent  bnnk  against  note  maturin;^  after  re- 
ceiver appointed;  Smith  v.  Eiglith  Ward  Bank,  31  App.  Div.  10,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
290,  sustaining  set-off  by  bank,  ajfainst  proceeds  of  note  deposited  for  collec- 
tion, of  obligations  maturing  before,  but  not  after,  appointment  of  receiver; 
Kilby  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  32  Misc.  375,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  579,  sustaining  off-set 
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Care  reqjilsite  at  railroad  cromilns. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Charleston  &  W.  C.  R.  Co.  65  S.  C.  218,  43  S.  £.  682,  hold- 
ing it  duty  of  those  in  charge  of  train  to  give  notice  of  its  approach  at  all 
points  of  known  or  reasonably  apprehended  danger. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Passman  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R,  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  609, 
which  holds  cutting  of  train  on  side  track  at  highway  crossing  not  invitation 
to  cross  without  using  ordinary  precaution. 

Proximate  cause* 

Cited  in  Marsh  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  65  S.  C.  436,  43  S.  E.  963,  holding  it 
question  for  jury  whether  illness  due  to  riding  in  carriage  20  miles  on  cold  day 
U)  place  of  father's  funeral  was  proximate  result  of  failure  to  deliver  telegram 
until  too  late  to  take  train. 

Recovery  of  punitive  damasev. 

Cited  in  Brasington  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  62  S.  C.  331,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  905, 
40  S.  E.  665,  and  Watts  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  60  S.  C.  74,  38  S.  E.  240,  susUin- 
ing  right  to  recover  exemplary  damages  imder  allegation  of  wanton  negligence 
resulting  in  injury. 

Presamption  of  nesliffence  from  act. 

Cited  in  Doolittle  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  62  S.  C.  140,  40  S.  E.  133,  holding  that 
fact  of  passenger  being  injured  on  train  raises  presumption  of  carrier's  negli- 
gence. 

40  L.  R.  A.  687,  STATE  v.  REPP,  104  Iowa,  306,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  73  N.  W. 

829. 
Location    of    bees* 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  Manser,  119  Iowa,  92,  62  L.  R.  A.  136,  97  Am.  St.  Rep. 
283,  93  N.  W.  86,  holding  keeper  of  bees  negligent  in  locating  hives  within  few 
feet  of  hitching  post. 

40  L.  R.  A.  690,  STATE  v.  GRAMM,  7  Wyo.  329,  52  Pac.  533. 
Ijiabilitr  of  public  oHlcer  for  safe  Iceepingr  of  funds. 

Approved  in  Roberts  v.  Laramie  County,  8  Wyo.  208,  56  Pac.  915,  denying 
that  public  officer  is  made  insurer  of  safe  keeping  of  funds  by  condition  to  deliv- 
er to  successor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maloy  v.  Bernalillo  County,  52  L.  R.  A.  126,  which  holds 
county  treasurer's  liability  on  bond  absolute  except  for  overruling  necessity; 
Thonissen  v.  Hall  County,  67  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  holds  county  treasurer  liable 
on  bond  for  loss  of  money  by  bank  failure;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Owens,  57  L. 
R.  A.  634,  which  holds  clerk  of  court  liable  on  bond  for  loss  by  bank  failure  of 
money  received  as  clerk;  Dreyer  v.  People,  58  L.  R.  A.  869,  which  holds  loss 
of  public  funds  from  failure  of  bank  ceasing  business,  to  carry  out  agreement 
to  pay  all  officer's  checks  to  unlimited  amount,  no  defense  to  indictment  for  fail- 
ure to  pay  over. 

Disapproved  in  Van  Trees  v.  Territory,  7  Okla.  370,  54  Pac.  495,  holding  coun- 
ty treasurer  liable  on  bond  for  loss  of  money  by  failure  of  bank  which  was  solv- 
ent when  money  was  deposited;  Swift  v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  91  111.  App.  228, 
holding  reasonable  care  of  township  trustee  in  depositing  money  of  township  in 
bank,  which  failed  without  his  prior  knowledge,  no  defense  to  action  on  his  bond. 
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40  L.  R,  A.  710,  STATE  ex  ret  NOBLE  v.  CHEYEXXE,  7  Wyo.  417,  52  Pac 
975. 

40  L.  R,  A.  717,  SHERMAN  v.  BAKER,  20  R.  I.  446,  40  All.  11. 
Validity   of  bequest   for  MaMies. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Webster  v.  Sughrow,  48  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  siiRtain» 
trust  for  saying  of  Masses;  Hoeffer  v.  Clogan,  40  L.  R.  A.  730,  which  sistains 
validity  of  bequest  for  Classes  as  public  and  charitable  trust;  McHugh  v.  McCole, 
40  L.  R.  A.  724,  which  holds  void  for  Jack  of  beneficiary,  bequest  to  bishops  for 
Mnsses  for  repose  of  souls  of  certain  persons. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  717)   on  validity  of  bequests  for  Masses. 

Validity   of  bequest    for   care   of  burial    place. 

Cited  in  Morse  v.  Natick,  176  Mass.  513,  57  N.  E.  996,  sustaining  validity  of 
bequest  for  permanent  care  of  testator's  burial  lot. 

40  L.  R.  A.  721,  HARRISON  v.  BROPHY,  59  Kan.  1,  61  Pac.  883. 
Validity  of  bequest  for  Masses. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hoeffer  v.  Clogan,  40  L.  R.  A.  730,  which  sustains  valid- 
ity  of  bequest  for  Masses  as  public  and  charitable  trust;  McHugh  v.  McCole,  40 
L.  R.  A.  724,  which  holds  void  for  lack  of  beneficiary,  bequest  to  bishop  for 
Masses  for  repose  of  souls  of  certain  persons. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  717)  on  validity  of  bequests  for  Masses. 

40  L.  R.  A.  724,  McHUGH  v.  McCOLE,  97  Wis.  166,  72  N.  W.  631. 
Bequest  to  cbarltable  use. 

Approved  in  Harrington  v.  Pier,  105  Wis.  496,  50  L.  R.  A.  313,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
922,  82  N.  W.  345,  sustaining  bequest  for  "temperance  work"  in  certain  city; 
Holmes  v.  Walter,  118  Wis.  420,  62  L.  R.  A.  990,  95  N.  W.  380,  holding  trust 
not  void  for  uncertainty  merely  because  no  time  for  its  termination  is  stated 
in  instrument  creating  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  WinehoRtcr,  54  L.  R.  A.  281,  which  holds  valich  bequest 
possible  to  unincorporated  educational  society  with  existing  organization;  Wo- 
man's Foreign  Missionary  Soc.  v.  Mitchell,  53  L.  R.  A.  711,  which  holds  legacy  to 
board  of  managers  of  Foreign  Missionary'  Society  of  M.  E.  Church  properly  paid 
to  Woman's  Foreign  Missionary  Society;  Thompson  v.  Brown,  62  L.  R.  A.  398^ 
which  upholds  devise  of  fund  for  distribution  by  executor  *to  poor,  in  his  dis- 
cretion." 

-^  For    Masses.  * 

Cited  in  Webster  v.  Sughrow,  69  N.  H.  381,  48  L.  R.  A.  101,  45  Atl.  139,  hold- 
i";r  bequest  to  be  expended  at  executor's  discretion  for  saying  of  Masses  for  speci- 
r>(  k\  persons,  valid  as  for  charitable  use. 

(  ited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  721)   on  validity  of  bequests  for  Masses. 

Distinguished  in  Sherman  v.  Baker,  20  R.  1.  44S,  40  L.  R.  A.  719,  40  Atl.  11, 
Fusti^.ining  gift  by  will  to  priest  to  say  Mnspcs  for  teatitor. 
IVhen  conversion  of  realty  Into  personalty  effected. 

Distingui'^hed  in  Harrington  v.  Pier,  10.')  Wis.  496,  50  L.  R.  A.  313,  76  Am.  St. 
Rop.  922.  82  X.  W.  345,  holding  equitable  conversion  effected  where  will  conteui* 
plates  di^tiihulijn  in  money,  notwithstanding  invalidity  of  devise. 
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Resnltlns  trusts  to  donor. 

Cited  in  Cone  v.  Wold,  85  Minn.  309,  88  N.  W.  977,  holding  that  police  relief 
department  receiving  moneys  from  city  holds  same  for  city  as  resulting  trust, 
upon  dissolution. 

Judicial  knowledge  of  **la.ifvm*** 

Followed  in  Katzer  v.  Milwaukee,  104  Wis.  23,  79  N.  W.  745,  denying  that 
*'laws  of  the  Catholic  Church"  are  subject  to  judicial  notice. 

40  L.  R.  A.  730,  HOEFFER  v.  CLOGAN,  171  111.  462,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  241,  49 

N.  E.  527. 
Bequests   to  cbarl table   uses. 

Approved  in  St.  James  Orphan  Asylum  v.  Shelby,  60  Neb.  808,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  553,  84  N.  W.  273,  sustaining  bequest  to  specified  bishop  for  discretionary 
application  to  "some  charity,"  with  preference  to  an  orphanage;  Harrington  v. 
Pier,  105  Wis.  500,  50  L.  R.  A.  314,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  82  N.  W.  345,  sustain- 
ing validity  of  bequest  to  trustees  for  "temperance  work"  in  specified  city;  Traf- 
ton  V.  Black,  187  111.  38,  58  N.  E.  292,  sustaining  bequest  for  erection  of  church 
buildings  within  specified  territory  for  specified  denominations. 

Cited  in  Mason  v.  Perry,  22  R,  I.  484,  48  Atl.  671,  denying  validity  of  bequest 
to  Masonic  lodge  for  relief  of  needy  members,  or  preferably  for  general  pur- 
poses including  occasional  entertainments;  Grant  v.  Saunders,  121  Iowa,  88,  100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  310,  95  N.  W.  411,  holding  bequest  in  trust  for  benefit  of  such 
poor  as  trustee  thinks  best  to  help,  not  void  for  failure  to  provide  for  successor 
of  trustee  in  case  of  her  death  or  inability  to  act ;  Marie  M.  E.  Church  v.  Trinity 
M.  E.  Church,  205  111,  605,  69  N.  E.  73,  holding  that  resulting  trust  cannot 
arise  in  favor  of  a  mission  church,  an  organized  religious  society  being  essen- 
tial to  such  trust. 

Masses. 

Approved  in  Webster  v.  Sughrow,  69  N.  H.  381,  48  L.  R.  A.  101,  45  Atl.  139, 
sustaining  validity  of  will  creating  trust  for  saying  of  Masses. 
Cited  fin  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  717)  on  validity  of  bequests  for  Masses. 

40  L.  R.  A.  733,  ARON  v.  WAUSAU,  98  Wis.  592,  74  N.  W.  354. 
Admissions   by    demurrer. 

Cited  in  Hoyer  v.  Ludington,  100  Wis.  445,  76  N.  W.  348,  denying  that  de- 
murrer admits  mere  conclusions  of  law  from  facts  alleged. 

Maniclj^al    llabllltT    tor    Injury    by    persons    In    street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Madisonville  v.  Bishop,  57  L.  R,  A.  130,  which  holds 
city  liable  for  injuries  by  unorganized  crowd  of  merrymakers;  Bartlett  v.  Clarks- 
burg, 43  L.  R.  A.  295,  which  denies  liability  of  town  for  injuries  from  fire- 
works, etc.,  fired  on  streets  with  consent  of  town  authorities. 

40  L.  R.  A.  735,  DOLAN  v.  HUGHES,  20  R.  I.  513,  40  Atl.  344. 

40  L.  R.  A.  737,  SIMS  v.  SniS,  121  N.  C.  207,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  28  S.  E. 

407. 
iSlfect  of  marrlaire  of  Insane  person. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  744)   on  marriage  of  person  when  insane. 
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40  L.  R.  A.  746,  SOUTHERN  R.  CO.  v.  SMITH,  30  C.  C.  A.  58,  52  U.  S.  App, 

708,  86  Fed.  292. 
l^labilitT  tor  MtfetT  of  «paM«ii8:ers." 

Cited  in  Farley  v.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  47  C.  C.  A.  159,  108  Fed.  17, 
denying  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  mail  clerk  entering  car  before  same 
placed  in  readiness  for  run,  unless  his  presence  there  customary  -  under  circum- 
atances. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chesapeake  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  49  L.  R.  A.  102,  which 
sustains  alighting  passenger's  right  to  presume  against  dangerous  operation  of 
trains. 

"Wlio    are    ju&Menarem* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Exton  v.  Central  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  holds  pur- 
«haser  of  ticket  a  passenger  while  using  depot  for  purpose  of  journey;  Phillips 
v.  Southern  R.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  163,  which  holds  one  coming  to  station  with  in- 
tent tp  ttike  next  train,  a  passenger;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Jennings,  54  L. 
R.  A.  827,  which  holds  one  with  ticket,  crossing  tracks  on  highway  to  board  train 
on  further  track,  not  a  passenger;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Laloge,  62  L.  R.  A.  405, 
which  holds  intending  passenger  resorting  to  station  unreasonable  time  before 
train's  departure  not  entitled,  as  passenger,  to  protection  from  assaults  of  stran- 
gers. 
Care   required  at   railroad    erosslnff*. 

Cited  in  Tucker  v.  Chicago  k  G.  T.  R.  Co.  122  Mich.  151,  80  N.  W.  984, 
holding  duty  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  railroad  not  lessened  by  knowl- 
edge that  schedule  time  of  train  is  past. 

Effect  of  evidence  of  Impossible  fact. 

Cited  in  Chicago  k  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Kirby,  86  111.  App.  69,  holding  that  uncon- 
tradicted testimony  of  impossible  fact  must  be  rejected;  Chicago  &  N.  VV.  R.  Co. 
V.  Andrews,  64  C.  C.  A.  406,  130  Fed.  71,  holding  plaintiff's  testimony  that  he 
stopped,  looked,  and  listened  before  stepping  on  track  immediately  in  front  of 
train  not  entitled  to  credence  when  contradicted  by  circumstances  and  large  num- 
ber of  witnesses. 

40  L.  R.  A.  750,  DUFFY  v.  HARRIS,  65  Ark.  251,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  925,.  45  S. 

W.  645. 
'Wldo^v'a  rlffbt  of  doifver  or  bomestead. 

Cited  in  Redmond  v.  Redmond,  112  Ky.  766,  66  S.  W.  745,  holding  widow  enti- 
tled to  dower  in  land  which  husband  had  conveyed  to  his  son  to  defeat  her  dower 
right;  Lyons  v.  Lyons,  101  Mo.  App.  498,  74  S.  W.  467,  holding  right  to  hus- 
band's homestead  not  forfeited  by  wife's  abandonment  of  him. 

Distinguished  in  Ullman  v.  Abbott,  10  Wyo.  110,  67  Pac.  467,  holding  widow 
who  never  lived  with  her  husband  in  the  state  where  he  had  resided  for  many 
years  before  his  death  not  entitled  to  his  homestead. 

40  L.  R.  A.  752,  JONES  v.  SKINNER,  87  Md.  560,  40  Atl.  381. 
Votlngr    residence. 

Cited  in  Kinehart  v.  Howard,  90  Md.  5,  44  Atl.  1040,  denying  that  residenci 
is  determined  by  appearance  of  name  on  registiation  books  and  fact  of  voting 
there. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Howard  v.  Skinner,  40  L.  R.  A.  753,  which  holds  resi- 
dence of  clerk  on  steamboat  insufficient  to  give  voting  residence. 

40  L.  R.  A.  753,  HOWARD  v.  SKINNER,  87  Md.  656,  40  Atl.  379. 
Votlnir    residence. 

Followed  in  Jones  v.  Skinner,  87  Md.  560,  40  L.  R.  A.  752,  footnote  p.  752, 
40  Atl.  381,  denying  purser's  power,  by  living  on  boat,  to  change  voting  residence 
to  other  district  of  same  city;  Chew  v.  Wilson,  93  Md.  198,  48  Atl.  708,  denying 
right  to  strike  from  voters'  list  name  lawfully  placed  there,  where  no  other  domi- 
cil  acquired. 

40  L.  R,  A.  754,  BAKER  v.  WILLARD,  171  Mass.  220,  50  N.  E.  620. 
Basement    of    llfflit    and    air. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  52  L.  R.  A.  409,  which  sustains- 
abutter's  right  to  relief  against  diminution  of  light  and  air  by  bridge  over  street. 

40  L.  R.  A.  757,  BANDFIELD  v.  BANDFIELD,  117  Mich.  80,  72  Am.  St  Rep- 

550,  75  N.  W.  287. 
Rlfflit   of  action   betireen  lin«band   and   Trife. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  42  L.  R,  A.  195,  which  sustains  injunction 
against  husband's  eating  and  sleeping  in  wife's  house  pending  suit  for  divorce. 

40  L.  R,  A.  759,  SELKIRK  v.  STEVENS,  72  Minn.  335,  75  N.  W.  386. 
State's  larlsdiction  o^er  Indian  reservation. 

Followed  in  Hankey  v.  Bowman,  82  Minn.  331,  84  N.  W.  1002,  holding  that 
election  districts  may  be  established  within  White  Earth  Indian  reservation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cooney,  77  Minn.  519,  80  N.  W.  696,  holding  Indians  oa 
White  Earth  reservation  not  subject  to  state  game  and  fish  laws. 

-—  An  to  acts  not   ^vithin   limits   of  reservation. 

Cited  in  Bem-way-bin-ness  v.  Eshelby,  87  Minn.  113,  91  N.  W.  291,  sustaining 
ejectment  in  state  courts  by  tribal  Indian  as  to  land  outside  of  reservation. 

40  L.*  R.  A.  761,  DRUMMOND  CARRIAGE  CO.  v.  MILLS,  54  Neb.  417,  69  Am. 

St.  Rep.  719,  74  N.  W.  966. 
Priority  of  mechanics'  Hen  over  pre-existing:  mortjEcng;e. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fisher  v.  Wineman,  52  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  holds  void,  judg- 
ment giving  preference  to  labor  debt  over  pre-existing  lien,  without  making  lienor 
party. 

40  L.  R.  A.  765,  TISDELL  v.  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  F.  INS.  CO.  15.^  N.  Y.  163, 

49  N.  E.  664. 
Cancelation  of  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Gough  v.  Da  vis,  24  Misc.  24S.  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  holding 
insured  not  guilty  of  frnud  or  falee  swearing  in  proofs  of  loss  by  omitting  to 
mention  contemporary  policy  re^^alled  but  not  cancflod  before  nre. 

—  fCITect  of  notice  of  cancelntiou. 

nited  in  Philadelphia  Linen  Co.  v.  Manhattan  F.  Ins.  Co,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  262^ 
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•sustaining  right  to  cancel  policy  five  days  after  receipt  of  written  notice,  though 

less  than  five  days  designated  in  such  notice. 
Disapproved  in  Rchwarz^liild  &  S.  Co.  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  69  CCA.  574,  124 

Fed.  54.  Affirming  115  Fed.  656,  holding  return  or  tender  of  unearned  premium 
l)efore  surrender  of  policy  not  essential  to  effectiveness  of  notice  of  cancelation. 

40  L.  R.  A.  768.  TIRCOTT  v.  YAZOO  &  M.  VALLEY  R.  CO.  101  Tenn.  102,  70 

Am.  St.  Rep.  661,  45  S.  \V.  1067. 
'Rniiiiliiv  of  limitations  asrainnt  foreign  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  68  Kan.  27,  64  L.  R. 
A.  799,  footnote  p.  794,  74  Pac.  600,  holding  foreign  corporation  "out  of  state" 
within  provision  as  to  running  of  statute  of  limitations. 

^0  L.  R.  A.  770,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  MOONEY  v.  HUTCHINSON,  172  111.  486,  50 

N.  E.  699. 
'Ezlianfltlon  of  poifver  by  exercise. 

Followed  and  explained  in  People  ea  rel.  Heffernan  y.  Carlock,  198  HI.  153, 
'65  N.  £.  109,  sustaining  validity  of  reapportionment  after  Federal  census,  ir- 
roBpectiye  of  whether  ten  years  elapsed  after  apportionment  under  preceding 
•census. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harmison  v.  Jefferson  County,  42  L.  R.  A.  591,  which  holds 
Toid,  second  change  in  apportionment  of  delegates  to  house  of  delegates  between 
•two  censuses. 

Distinguished  in  Whipple  v.  People,  87  HI.  App.  149,  holding  power  to  divide 
^wn  into  road  district  not  exhausted  by  exercise. 

-C«aatltntlonal    lair. 

Cited  in  Bratsch  v.  People,  196  111.  167,  62  N.  E.  895,  holding  that  special  pro- 
vision for  appeals  to  specified  court  in  certain  cases  controls  general  provision 
for  uniformity  of  jurisdiction  among  court»  of  same  grade. 

^Wlien  niandanins  lies. 

Cited  in  People  rx  rel.  Hillel  Lodge,  No.  72,  I.  O.  B.  B.  v.  Rose,  207  III.  375, 
•69  N.  E.  762  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  mandamus  is  proper  remedy 
to  test  constitutionality  of  statute. 

40  L.  R.  A.  776,  GAVIN  v.  CURTIN,  171  111.  640,  49  N.  E..523, 
■«rarlsdlctlon   of  equity   to  protect  estates. 

Followed  in  Baldrige  v.  Coffey,  184  111.  76,  56  N.  E.  411,  sustaining  power  of 
-equity  to  decree  sale  of  trust  property  and  distribution  of  proceeds,  to  protect 
interests  of  life  tenant  and  remaindermen;  Marsh  v.  Reed,  184  111.  271,  56  N.  E. 
306,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  authorize  trustee  to  execute  lease  for 
longer  period  than  that  fixed  by  testator's  will,  where  necessary  to  compliance 
with  object  of  supporting  his  wife  and  children;  Johns  v.  Johns,  172  111.  480,  50 
N.  E.  337,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  break  in  upon  trust  by  ordering 
real  estate  sold  and  converted  into  money. 

Distinguished  in  Ruggles  v.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  507,  48  L.  R.  A.  812,  T9  N.  W. 
706,  holding  power  of  equity  to  change  trust  scheme  by  sale  of  realty  docs  not 
extend  further  than  interposition  for  preservation  of  the  property. 
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BIfect  of  decree  upon  unborn  clilldren. 

Cited  in  Ridley  v.  Halliday,  106  Tenn.  611,  53  L.  R.  A.  479,  footnote  p.  477,  82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  61  S.  W.  1025,  holding  sale  of  realty  binding  on  unborn  re- 
maindermen; Thompson  v.  Adams,  205  111.  559,  09  N.  £.  1,  holding  decree  in  tvill 
case  in  which  testator's  only  grandchild  is  defendant,  as  to  interest  grandchildren 
take  under  will,  binding  on  any  other  grandchildren  subsequently  born;  Springs 
V.  Scott,  132  N.  C.  557,  44  S.  E.  110,  sustaining  power  of  court  on  petition  of 
life  tenant  and  trustee  and  such  remaindermen  as  are  in  being,  to  order  sale  of 
land,  and  bind  unborn  remaindermen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harrison  v.  Turnbull,  41  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds  un- 
born heirs  bound  by  decree  in  action  to  establish  claims  against  estate  to  which 
living  heirs  of  same  class  are  parties. 

40  L.  R,  A.  781,  ILLINOIS  STEEL  CO.  v.  MANN,  170  111.  200,  62  Am.  St.  Rep- 
370,  48  N.  E.  417. 

Later  appeal  in  197  III.  186,  64  N.  E.  328,  Affirming  100  111.  App.  367. 
Assam ptlon  of  risk. 

Followed  in  Webster  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nisbett,  106  111.  App.  265;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  North,  97  111.  App.  128;  Donley  v.  Dougherty,  174  111.  684,  61  N.  E.  714,— 
denying  that  employee  assumes  risk  by  remaining  at  dangerous  employment  for 
reasonable  time  to  permit  employer  to  fulfil  promise  to  repair;  Nelson  v.  Shaw, 
102  Wis.  278,  78  N.  W.  417,  holding  that  employee  may  rely  upon  employer's 
promise  to  repair  defect  in  private  road  before  he  returns. 

Cited  in  Pardridge  v.  Gilbride,  9Q  111.  App.  137,  holding  that  evidence  of  em- 
ployer's promise  to  repair  defect  causing  injury  will,  if  credited,  support  finding 
of  non-assumption  of  risk  therefrom;  Kinmundy  v.  Anderson,  103  III.  App.  461, 
holding  that  employee  assumes  risk  by  continuing  use  of  defective  appliance,  after 
notice  to  shut  down  plant  if  he  considers  operation  dangerous;  Shickle,  H.  ft  H. 
Iron  Co.  V.  Glon,  106  111.  App.  648,  holding  risk  assumed  by  servant  continuing 
in  employment  after  lapse  of  reasonable  time  after  master's  unfulfilled  promise 
to  remedy  defect;  Detroit  Crude-Oil  Co.  v.  Grable,  36  C.  C.  A.  101,  94  Fed.  80» 
denying  recovery  by  employee  for  injury  from  patent  defect  of  which  he  knows 
as  well  as,  or  better  than,  his  employer;  Rice  v.  Eureka  Paper  Co.  174  N.  Y. 
392,  62  L.  R.  A.  614,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  585,  66  N.  E.  979,  holding  employee  com- 
plaining of  defective  condition  of  machine  which  employer  promises  to  repair 
when  mill  shut  down  "the  fore  part"  of  the  next  week,  still  within  protection  of 
such  promise  on  Wednesday  of  that  week. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stager  v.  Troy  Laundry  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  459,  which  holds- 
risk  of  hand  passing  under  guard  rails  into  rollers  not  assumed,  as  matter  of  law, 
by  servant  operating  mangle  in  laundry;  Albrecht  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
63  L.  R.  A.  653,  which  holds  risk  of  injury  from  absence  of  shield  on  glass  in- 
dicating oil  supply  assumed  by  fireman  leaving  station  knowing  engineer  has. 
not  kept  promise  to  fix  it;  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L. 
R.  A.  145,  which  holds  employee  not  warranted  in  continuing  work  on  master's 
promise  to  repair  defective  appliance,  after  direct  or  indirect  revocation  of  such 
promise. 

Cit«d  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  186,  190)  on  volenti  non  fit  injuria  as  defense  to- 
ftctionR  by  injured  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Olney  v.   Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  71  N.  H.  434,  62  Atl.  1097,  hold- 
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ing  engineer  relying  upon  master's  proraiae  to  repair,  and  then  attempting  to 
make  urgent  repairs  while  locomotive  in  motion,  not  chargeable  with  negligence 
as  matter  of  law. 

Annotation  in  40  L.  R.  A.  781,  referred  to  with  approval  in  Dempsey  v.  Saw- 
yer, 05  Me.  302,  49  Atl.  1035,  holding  that  employee  may  reassume  risk  from 
defective  machinery  by  continuing  employment  pending  promised  removal  of  de- 
fect. 

40  L.  R.  A.  799,  PERHAM  v.  PORTLAND  GENERAL  ELECTRIC  CO.  33  Or. 

451,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  53  Pac.  14. 
Riarlftt   of  action   for   deatb. 

Cited  in  Schleiger  v.  Northern  Terminal  Co.  43  Or.  9,  72  Pac.  324,  holding  stat- 
utory right  of  action  to  parent  for  death  of  minor  child  not  exclusive  of  right  of 
action  of  personal  representative  under  prior  statute. 

Citre  required  of  electric  companies. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Wehner  v.  Lagerfelt,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
524,  66  S.  W.  221. 

Cited  in  Griffith  v.  New  England  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  72  Vt.  444,  52  L.  R,  A. 
920,  48  Atl.  643,  holding  telephone  company  deemed,  in  absence  of  contract,  to 
have  undertaken  to  possess  and  exercise  knowledge  and  skill  necessary  to  protect 
subscribers  from  lightning  conducted  over  its  wires. 

Insulation. 

Approved  in  Brown  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  90  Md.  407,  46  L.  R.  A. 
747,  footnote  p.  745,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  442,  45  Atl.  182,  holding  electric  light  com- 
pany liable  for  defective  insulation  of  wires  strung  where  pcrnons  are  liable 
to  come  in  contact  therewith;  Geismann  v.  Missouri-Edison  Electric  Co.  173  Mo. 
678,  73  S.  W.  654,  holding  it  electric  light  company's  duty  to  use  every  precau- 
tion to  keep  wires  so  insulated  as  to  prevent  injury  to  one  coming  in  contact 
with  them;  Rucker  v.  Sherman  Oil  k  Cotton  Co.  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  420,  68  S. 
W.  818,  holding  company  maintaining  electric  wires  with  high  voltage  over  awn- 
ing, required  to  use  necessary  care  to  prevent  injury  to  persons  lawfully  on  Huch 
awning;  Knowlton  v.  Des  Moines  Edison  Light  Co.  117  Iowa,  455,  90  N.  W.  818, 
holding  use  of  high  degree  of  diligence  and  foresight  required  in  construction 
and  maintenance,  in  safe  condition,  of  lines  over  which  electrical  current  of 
2,500  voltage  passes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Moran  v.  Corliss  Steam-Engine  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  267,  which 
holds  employer  using  defectively  insulated  wire  with  slight  current  liable  for 
injury  to  employee  due  to  outside  contact  with  dangerous  current;  Brush  Elec- 
tric Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Lefevre,  49  L.  R.  A.  771,  which  denies  liability  for 
death  by  uninsulated  electric  light  wire  running  above  awning  16  feet  above 
street. 
Liability  to  Injured  serrants. 

Cited  in  notes    (47  L.  R.  A.   165,  166)    on  volenti  non  fit  injuria  as  a  de- 
fense to  actions  by  injured  servants;   (46  L.  R.  A.  50,  98,  99)  on  right  of  serv- 
ant to   recover  damages   from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries   re- 
ceived in  performance  of  duties. 
Liability   of  Joint    tort    feasors. 

Cited  in  Beopple  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Tenn.  428,  58  S.  W.  231,  holding  rail- 


768  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [40  L.  R  A. 

road  company  liable  for  frightening,  by  negligent  management  of  one  train,  team 
previously  prevented  from  crossing  track  by  other  train  obstructing  crossing. 

40  L.  R.  A.  811,  MOONEY  v.  LUZERNE,  186  Pa.  161,  40  Atl.  311. 
Liability  for  dannrerons  condition  of  electric  vrlres. 

Cited  in  Herron  v.  Pittsburg,  204  Pa.  513,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  54  Atl.  311. 
holding  city  liable  for  injury  by  contact  with  broken  police-call  wire  lying  in 
street  charged  with  heavy  current  of  electricity  from  feed  wire  of  electric  rail- 
way; Emery  v.  Philadelphia,  208  Pa.  499,  57  Atl.  977,  holding  city  liable  for 
death  caused  by  contact  with  broken  fire  alarm  wire,  lying  in  public  highway 
though  at  a  little  distance  from  improved  part  of  road. 

Cited  in  footnotei*  to  Thomas  v.  Maysville  Gas  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  147,  which  re- 
•quires  corporation  sending  electricity  into  street  railway  company's  wires  to  see 
to  their  insulation ;  Boyd  v.  Portland  General  Electric  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  509,  which 
holds  want  of  suflicient  assistance  to  promptly  replace  wires  broken  by  severe 
storm  not  excuse,  as  matter  of  law,  for  delay;  Boyd  v.  Portland  General  Electric 
Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  619,  which  holds  electric  light  company  liable  for  injury  by  wire 
broken  during  storm;  Hebert  v.  Lake  Charles  Ice,  Light  k  Waterworks  Co.  64  L. 
R.  A.  101,  which  holds  electric  light  company  liable  for  death  of  person  in  street 
•caused  by  uninsulated  wire  which  burned  and  fell  because  of  fall  of  telephone  wire 
negligently  strung  above  it;  Perham  v.  Portland  General  Electric  Co.  40  L.  R.  A. 
799,  which  holds  it  negligent  to  string  over  bridge  dangerous  electric  wires  with 
which  employee  must  come  in  contact  when  making  repairs;  Brush  Electric 
Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Lefevre,  49  L.  R.  A.  771,  which  denies  liability  for  death 
by  uninsulated  electric  light  wire  running  above  awning  16  feet  above  street. 

40  L.  R.  A.  812,  WILLIAMS  v.  THACKER  COAL  ft  COKE  CO.  44  W.  Va.  599, 

30  S.  E.  107. 
employer's  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schmalsti^  v.  Leavenworth  Coal  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  707, 
which  holds  mine  owner  liable  for  injury  to  employee  from  negligence  of  fire 
boss  whose  employment  required  by  statute;  Ellsworth  v.  Metheney,  51  L.  R,  A. 
389,  which  l/olds  mine  owner  required  to  properly  guard  electric  wire  in  pas- 
sage way  where  miners  accustomed  to  go;  Tradewater  Coal  Co.  v.  Johnson,  61  L. 
R.  A.  161,  which  holds  master  liable  for  failure  of  loaders  to  remove  loose  coal 
hanging  in  mine,  rendering  it  unsafe  for  other  employees;  Finn  v.  Cassidy,  53 
L.  R.  A.  877,  which  holds  safe  place  not  per  se  provided  by  contractor  having 
•employees  work  in  tunnel  under  foundation  of  chimney,  with  knowledge  that  un- 
disturbed earth  was  saturated  with  water;  Hanley  v.  California  Bridge  ft  Conatr. 
Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  597,  which  denies  assumption  by  servant  of  risk  of  caving  in  of 
<»mpleted  part  of  tunnel. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  536)  on  vice  principalship  considered  with  reference 
to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant. 

40  L.  R.  A.  815,  BETT]\L4N  v.  COWLEY,  19  Wash.  207,  53  Pac.  62. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Fisher  v.  Kittinger,  19  Wash.  707,  53  Pac.  1135; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hatfield,  20  Wash.  224,  54  Pac.  1135;  Hyatt  v.  Lewis,  20 
Wash.  305,  55  Pac.  217. 
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"Wliat   eonstltntea   Impairment   of   eonimcts. 

Followed  in  Canadian  k  A.  Mortg.  ft  T.  Co.  v.  Blake,  24  Wash.  103,  85  Am. 
St.  Rep.  946,  63  Pac.  1100,  denying  validity  of  statute  giving  judgment  debtor 
right  to  possession  and  profits  during  redemptive  period,  as  to  mortgage  given 
under  law  giving  foreclosure  purchaser  right  of  possession  on  day  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Laberee,  23  Wash.  411,  63  Pac.  216,  holding  void,  repeal- 
ing clause  in  act  making  unconstitutional  restriction  upon  term  of  existing 
lien. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peninsular  Lead  k  Color  Works  v.  Union  Oil  &  Paint  Co. 
42  L.  R.  A.  331,  which  holds  statute  for  dissolution  of  attachment  by  assign- 
ment for  creditors  within  ten  days  void  as  to  contracts  made  when  right  of 
attachment  absolute;  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  860,  which  sustains 
statute  shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity  from  suit,  without  ex- 
tending period  of  limitations;  Livingston  v.  Livingston,  61  L,  R.  A.  800,  which 
holds  unchangeable  provision  for  alimony  in  divorce  decree  cannot  be  impaired  by 
subsequent  statute  empowering  courts  to  modify  same;  Evans-Snider-Buel  Co. 
V.  McFadden,  58  L.  R.  A.  900,  which  holds  judgments  are  not  contracts  within 
prohibition  against  impairing  obligations;  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670, 
which  sustains  as  to  prior  obligations,  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days 
preceding  levy. 

Distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  Wold,  21  Wash.  400,  75  Am.  St  Rep.  846,  58  Pac. 
223,  sustaining  act  entitling  judgment  debtor  to  possession  and  to  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  of  realty  during  redemptive  period,  as  against  pre-existing  contract; 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lucas,  26  Wash.  421,  56  L.  R.  A.  814,  90  Am.  St.  Rep. 
748,  67  Pac.  252,  holding  domestic  judgments  within  limitation  period  for  ac- 
tions on  judgment  or  decree  of  any  state  or  Federal  court. 

40  L.  R.  A.  822,  NOBLE  v.  SEATTLE,  19  Wash.  133,  62  Pac.  1013. 
Actions  for  deatli  hy  vrronsfnl  act. 

Reaffirmed  in  Nesbitt  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  22  Wash.  699,  61  Pac.  141,  sustain- 
ing action  by  mother  for  damages  for  death  of  son  over  twenty-one  years  old. 

Followed  in  Dueber  v.  Nortliem  P.  R.  Co.  100  Fed.  425,  denying  administrator's 
right  of  action  for  damages  for  benefit  of  one  negligently  killed. 

Approved  in  Lintz  v.  Holy  Terror  Min.  Co.  13  S.  D.  494,  83  N.  W.  570,  deny- 
ing that  any  right  of  action  for  death  from  wrongful  act  exists  under  statute 
giving  such  action  to  widow,  heir,  or  personal  representatives,  where  decedent 
left  neither  widow  nor  children. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marshall  v.  Macon  Sash,  Door  &  Lumber  Co.  41  L.  R.  A. 
211,  which  denies  right  of  action  for  homicide  of  stepfather;  Hennessy  v.  Ba- 
varian Brewing  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  385,  which  sustains  mother's  right  of  action  for 
wrongful  death  of  child,  notwithstanding  remarriage  and  stepfather's  assump- 
tion of  parental  obligations;  Brink  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  811,  which 
denies  right  to  recover  for  nonperformance  of  contract  to  support  parent  through 
negligent  killing  of  son. 

Distinguished  in  Peterman  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  105  Fed.  336,  holding  mother 
within  statute  giving  right  of  action  for.  wrongful  death,  to  "heirs  or  personal 
representatives;"  Erickson  v.  Pacific  Coast  S.  S.  Co.  96  Fed.  80,  sustaining  ad- 
ministrator's right  of  action  for  wrongful  death,  under  statute  authorizing  his 
action  where  deceased,  if  living,  would  have  right  of  action  for  same  cause. 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 49. 
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Repeal  of  btaiute. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  Baltimore  ft  S.  Min.  &  Reduction  Co.  26  Wash.  489,  67 
Pac.  274,  discussing,  without  deciding,  whether  earlier  statute  repealed  by  later. 

40  L.  R.  A.  825,  SLAUSON  v.  GOODRICH  TRANSP.  CO.  99  Wis.  20,  74  N.  W. 

674. 
iHTlieit   ejectment   lies. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  60  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds  possessory 
rights  only  will  not  sustain  ejectment  without  showing  legal  title. 

Determination  on  appeal  of  contpetency  of  docnntent. 

Cited  in  Dodge  v.  O'Dell,  106  Wis.  300,  82  N.  W.  135,  holding  that  competency 
of  excluded  court  records  of  an  estate  cannot  be  determined  on  appeal  when  not 
brought  into  the  record. 

40  L.  R.  A.  829,  BECKER  y.  LA  CROSSE,  99  Wis.  414,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  874, 

75  N.  W.  84. 
Mnnlclpal  poirers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheboygan,  111  Wis.  38,  86  N. 
W.  657,  denying  that  power  to  regulate  use  of  streets  and  trade  and  commerce 
includes  power  to  prescribe  charges  and  service  as  condition  of  placing  poles 
and  wires  by  telephone  corporation  with  charter  power  therefor;  Hoggard  v. 
Monroe,  61  La.  Ann.  686,  44  L.  R.  A.  479,  footnote  p.  477,  25  So.  349,  denying 
city's  liability  for  negligent  operation  of  ferry  without  authority;  Schneider  v. 
Menasha,  118  Wis.  303,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  996,  95  N.  W.  94,  upholding  authority  of 
city  to  purchase  stone  quarry  just  outside  corporate  limits  for  use  in  improv- 
ing streets. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Oren  ea  rel.  Barbour  v.  Pingree,  46  L.  R.  A.  407,  which 
holds  void,  statute  empowering  city  to  purchase  and  operate  street  railways. 

40  L.  R.  A.  831,  O'BRIEN  v.  LA  CROSSE,  99  Wis.  421,  75  N.  W.  81. 
nisl>t  to  pbTfllcal  examination. 

Followed  in  Boelter  v.  Ross  Lumber  Co.  103  Wis.  330,  79  N.  W.  243,  denying^ 
right  to  second  X-ray  examination  of  plaintiff  after  examination  lasting  two 
hours  or  more,  during  which  he  was  accidentally  burned,  and  examination  by 
two  of  defendant'^  medical  witnesses. 

Cited  in  South  Bend  v.  Turner,  156  Ind.  427,  54  L.  R.  A.  400,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  200,  60  N.  E.  271,  holding  refusal  of  order  for  physical  examination  in  ac- 
tion for  personal  injuries  reversible  error,  where  defendant  cannot  otherwise 
determine  extent  of  injury  and  it  can  be  made  without  pain  or  danger;  Ottawa 
V.  Gilliland,  63  Kan.  171,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  65  Pac.  252,  sustaining  power  of 
court  to  require  private  examination  of  unexposed  portions  of  person  vrhen,  in 
court's  sound  discretion,  same  appears  necessary. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  153,  which 
sustains  power  of  court  to  order  physical  examination  of  woman  by  experts  in 
action  for  personal  injuries;  Stack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R,  Co.  52  L.  R.  A. 
328,  and  Austin  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cluck,  64  L.  R.  A.  494,  which  deny  power  in 
absence  of  statutory  autliority  to  require  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  ex- 
amination;  Bagwell  V.  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  486,  which 


822-837.]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  771 

holds  action  for  injury  to  minor  daughter  should  not  be  dismissed  for  her  re- 
fusal, after  attaining  majority,  to  submit  to  physical  examination;  State  v. 
Height,  50  L.  R.  A.  438,  which  holds  unlawful,  disclosures  by  physicians  of  knowl- 
edge as  to  venereal  disease  obtained' by  examination,  against  his  will,  of  one 
accused  of  rape. 

Distinguished  in  Atchison,  T.  &.  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmore,  68  Kan.  554,  64  L.  R. 
A.  94,  footnote  p.  90,  75  Pac.  509,  holding  that  timely  request  for  physical  ex- 
amination of  injured  eyes  should  be  granted,  though  involving  use  of  drugs  for 
dilating  pupils. 

40  L.  R.  A.  833,  FOSTER  v.  FIDELITY  ft  C.  CO.  99  Wis.  447,  75  N.  W.  69. 
Xime  for  arlvlnar  notice  of  loss  or  injury. 

Cited  in  Woodmen  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Pratt,  62  Neb.  681,  55  L.  R.  A.  295,  footnote 
p.  291,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  777,  87  N.  W.  546,  holding  failure  to  give  notice  of  in- 
jury under  stipulation  for  notice  within  ten  days,  excused  by  derangement  of 
insured;  Employers'  Liability  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Light,  Heat  &  Power  Co.  28  Ind. 
Api^^  442,  63  N.  £.  54,  holding  that  the  "immediate  medical  assistance"  for 
which  insurer  under  employer's  liability  policy  agrees  to  pay  without  notice  does 
not  extend  beyond  time  necessary  for  notice  to  insurer  and  such  further  time  as 
to  enable  insurer  to  act;  Perpetual  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  United  States  Fidelity  & 
G.  Co.  118  Iowa,  736,  92  N.  W.  686,  holding  delay  of  sU  or  eight  days  in  notify- 
ing surety  company  of  employee's  defalcation,  from  which  no  prejudice  resulted, 
not,  as  matter  of  law,  violation  of  condition  requiring  immediate  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Solomon  v.  Continental  F.  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  682,  which 
holds  notice  of  loss  more  than  fifty  days  after  fire  not  insufficient  per  se  under 
policy  requiring  "immediate  notice;"  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Myers,  49  L.  R,  A. 
760,  which  holds  nine  months'  delay  in  giving  notice  of  injury  fatal  to  recovery 
on  employers'  liability  piblicy;  Munz  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  62  L.  R. 
A.  485,  which  holds  insurer  not  released  from  liability  for  failure  to  furnish 
notice  and  proofs  of  death  within  required  time  by  beneficiary  not  learning  of 
death  or  of  policy  within  such  time. 

AdmlMlbllltT    of    evidence. 

Cited  in  Reisz  v.  Supreme  Council  A.  L.  of  H.  103  Wis.  434,  79  N.  W.  430, 
holding  admission  of  evidence  of  waiver  not  alleged,  not  reversible  error  as 
against  general  objection. 

40  L.  R.  A.  837,  MILWAUKEE  COLD  STORAGE  CO.  v.  DEXTER,  99  Wis.  214, 

74  N.  W.  976. 
Datles  and  liabilities  of  corporate  promotem. 

Cited  in  Colton  Improv.  Co.  v.  Richter,  26  Misc.  30,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  486,  deny- 
ing right  of  promoter  to  secret  profits  as  against  subscribers  to  capital  stock 
believing  themselves  on  equal  footing  with  him;  Spnulding  v.  North  Milwaukee 
Town  Site  Co.  106  Wis.  489,  81  N.  W.  1064,  denying  linbility  of  corporate  pro- 
motors  for  unequal  profits  made  without  deceit,  but  holding  tlicra  liable  for  secret 
profits  in  their  subsequent  sale  to  corporation  when  constituting  majority  of 
its  directors;  Forest  Land  Co.  v.  Bjorkquist,  110  Wis.  554,  8G  N.  W.  183,  holding 
sale  to  corporation  not  impeached  by  mere  fact  that  vendor  purchased  tlie  prop- 
erty at  much  lower  figure. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hayward  v.  Leeson,  49  L.  R.  A.  725,  which  denies  rig^ht 
of  corporate  promoters  to  remuneration  for  services,  unless  voted  to  them  or 
full  statement  incorporated  in  prospectus;  Yeiser  v.  United  States  Board  &  Pa- 
per Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  724,  which  sustains  right  of  corporation  to  secure  cancela- 
tion of  stock  paid  for  out  of  secret  profits  by  subscribers  from  sale  of  property  to 
corporation. 

Consideration  for  stoclc. 

Cited  in  La  Crosse  Brown  Harvest  Co.  v.  Goddard,  114  Wis.  613,  91  N.  W.  225, 
holding  that  capital  stock  may  be  issued  for  property  or  labor  as  ivell  as  for  cash. 

40.  L.  R.  A.  843,  STATE  ex  rel  GOEBEL  v.  CHAMBERLAIN,  99  Wis.  503,  75 
N.  W.  62. 

40  L.  R.  A.  846,  ERB  v.  GERMAN-AMERICAN  INS.  CO.  98  Iowa,  606,  67  N. 

W.  583. 
Pnbllc  pollcT  nm  alfectlnv  Insurance  contracts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Trenton  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Guarantors'  Liability  Indemnity 
Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  213,  which  sustains  contract  to  indemnify  carrier  against  loss 
from  injuries  to  passenger. 

•*  Unla^vfnl  n«e  of  property  Insured. 

Reaffirmed  on  subsequent  appeal  in  99  Iowa,  733,  69  N.  W.  261. 

Cited  in  Petty  v.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  360,  82  N.  W.  767,  holding  in- 
surance on  personalty  or  realty  used  in  liquor  business  not  avoided  by  insured's 
noncompliance  with  liquor  laws;  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v.  Evans,  64  Kan.  775, 
68  Pac.  023,  holding  insurance  on  stock  of  drugs  including  some  intoxicating 
liquors,  not  invalidated  by  fact  that  some  illegal  sales  of  liquor  were  made. 

"Wliat  constitutes  cbanflre  of  Interest  nrlthln  policy. 

Cited  in  Pringle  v.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.  107  Iowa,  746,  77  N.  W.  521,  holding 
policy  not  avoided  by  executory  contract  to  sell,  which  is  to  stand  as  bond  for 
deed  with  provision  for  liquidated  damages  in  case  of  breach,  and  where  no 
payment  has  been  made  or  possession  delivered;  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tomkies, 
96  Tex.  191,  71  S.  W.  814,  Affirming  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  406,  71  S.  W.  812,  hold- 
ing executory  contract  to  convey  insured  property,  without  payment  of  consid- 
eration or  change  of  possession,  not  change  in  interest  or  title. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Arkansas  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  48  L.  R.  A.  510,  which 
holds  policy  not  affected  by  mere  agreement  to  buy  premises,  definite  only  as  to 
price;  Farmers'  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  44  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  holds  policy  void 
by  conveyance  to  wife  of  insured  through  third  person. 
Attorney's  remark  as  prejudicial  error. 

Cited  in  Mackerall  v.  Omaha  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  550,  8?,  N.  W.  975, 
holding  attorney's  improper  statement  in  argument  not  prejudicial  where  it  is 
promptly  reproved,  and  withdrawn. 
Effect   of   Insured's   inadvertent   nilsstatement. 

Cited  in  Huston  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  100  Iowa,  405,  69  N.  W.  674,  holding  policy 
not  avoided  by  insured's  misstatement  at  examination  under  oath  after  loss,  under 
stipulation  to  submit  to  such  examination.  ' 
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Correctness  of  Instmetions. 

Cited  in  Cronk  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  123  Iowa,  355,  98  N.  W.  884,  holding  refusal 
of  instruction  on  question  of  damages  not  involved  in  pleadings  or  proof  not 
erroneous. 

40  L.  R.  A.  851,  NORTH  POINT  CONSOL.  IRRIG.  CO.  v.  UTAH  &  S.  L.  CANAL 
CO.  16  Utah,  246,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  607,  52  Pac.  168. 

Application  for  mandamus  to  compel  district  judge  to  make  and  sign  findings, 
conclusions,  and  decree,  in  State  v.  Norrell,  17  Utah,  9,  63  Pac.  610. 

Later  appeal  in  23  Utah,  199,  63  Pac.  812. 
lilabllity  of  Irrigation  company  for  daBtaare  by  snrplns  irater. 

Approved  in  Lisonbee  v.  Monroe  Irrig.  Co.  18  Utah,  348,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  784, 
54  Pac.  1009,  holding  irrigation  company  liable  for  injury  from  inadequate  and 
improperly  maintained  surplus  ditch. 

Rlffbtfl  In  flo-fraaro  of  sarface  ira ter. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  58  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  denies  right 
to  fill  depressions  in  land,  casting  surface  water  back  on  highway  to  its  injury; 
Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  55  L.  R.  A.  414,  which  denies  owner's  right  to  drain 
surface  water  from  pond  on  neighbor's  land  by  cutting  through  natural  rim  of 
basin. 
Public  nnlMtnces. 

Cited  in  Kewanee  v.  Otley,  204  111.  412,  68  N.  E.  388,  holding  pollution  of 
stream  by  city  sewage  a  continuing  rather  than  a  permanent  nuisance,  so  that 
judgment  at  law  for  damages  by  riparian  owner  is  no  bar  to  suit  to  enjoin  nui- 
sance. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  892,  896)  on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  public 
nuisances. 
—  Pollution    of   stream. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  56  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  sustains 
liability  for  pollution  of  stream  by  discharge  from  strawboard  works,  though 
business  skilfully  conducted. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  470)  on  injunctions  by  municipalities  against  nui- 
sances  in  water  and  water  courses. 
Jurisdiction  on  appeal  In   eqnlty  cases. 

Followed  in  Schroeder  v.  Pratt,  21  Utah,  185,  60  Pac.  512,  holding  that  al- 
though appeal  in  equity  case  carries  up  questions  of  both  law  and  fact,  findings 
will  not  be  disturbed  unless  clearly  unsustained. 

Cited  in  Sandberg  v.  Victor  Gold  &  Silver  Min.  Co.  24  Utah,  27,  66  Pac  360, 
holding  that  findings  which  are  inconsistent  and  against  pleadings  and  prepon- 
derance of  evidence,  will  be  set  aside  on  appeal  and  new  ones  rendered;  Claw- 
son  V.  Wallace,  16  Utah,  308,  52  Pac.  9,  holding  that  judgment  supported  by 
preponderance  of  evidence  will  be  sustained,  although  evidentiary  and  additional 
findings  conflict  with  general  findings  and  justify  decree  for  appellalit. 

40  L.  R.  A.  861,  KNAPP  v.  CONNECTICUT  MUT.  L.  INS.  CO.  29  C.  C.  A.  171, 

56  U.  S.  App.  452,  85  Fed.  329. 
Liability  nnder  pnrcbase  snbject  to  mortsagre. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McKay  v.  Ward,  46  L.  R.  A.  623,  which  sustains  personal 
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liability  of  purchaser  agreeing  to  pay  mortgage  debt,  though  mortgagor  not  li- 
able. 

Rlvlit  to  snbrovatlon. 

Cited  in  Brown  &  H.  Co.  v.  Ligon,  92  Fed.  858,  sustaining  right  of  subooa- 
tractors  to  be  subrogated  to  rights  of  insolvent  sureties  upon  contractor's  bond, 
in  bond  taken  by  sureties  to  indemnify  against  loss  or  liability. 
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